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Fundamentals of educational planning

The booklets in this series are written primarily for two types of
clientele: those engaged in educational planning and administration,
in developing as well as developed countries; and others, less
specialized, such as senior government officials and policy-makers
who seek a more general understanding of educational planning
and of how it is related to overall national development. They are
intended to be of use either for private study or in formal training
programmes.

Since this series was launched in 1967, practices and concepts
of educational planning have undergone substantial change. Many
of the assumptions which underlay earlier attempts to rationalize
the process of educational development have been criticized or
abandoned. Yet even if rigid mandatory centralized planning has now
clearly proven to be inappropriate, this does not mean that all forms
of planning have been dispensed with. On the contrary, the need for
collecting data, evaluating the efficiency of existing programmes,
undertaking a wide range of studies, exploring the future and
fostering broad debate on these bases to guide educational policy
and decision-making has become even more acute than before. One
cannot make sensible policy choices without assessing the present
situation, specifying the goals to be reached, marshalling the means
to attain them, and monitoring what has been accomplished. Hence
planning is also a way to organize learning: by mapping, targeting,
acting and correcting. The scope of educational planning has been
broadened. In addition to the formal system of education, it is now
applied to all other important educational efforts in non-formal
settings. Attention to the growth and expansion of education systems
is being complemented and sometimes even replaced by a growing
concern for the quality of the entire educational process and for
the control of its results. Finally, planners and administrators have
become more aware of the importance of implementation strategies
and the role of regulatory mechanisms, including the choice of
financing methods and examination and certification procedures. The
concern of planners is twofold: to reach a better understanding of the
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validity of education in its own empirically observed dimensions,
and to help in defining appropriate strategies for change.

The purpose of these booklets includes monitoring the evolution
and change in educational policies and their effect upon educational
planning requirements; highlighting current issues of educational
planning and analysing them in the context of their historical and
societal setting; and disseminating methodologies of planning which
can be applied in the context of both the developed and the developing
countries. For policy-making and planning, vicarious experience is
a potent source of learning: the problems others face, the objectives
they seek, the routes they try, the outcomes they achieve, and the
unintended results they produce all deserve analysis.

In order to help the Institute identify up-to-date issues in
educational planning and policy-making in different parts of the world,
an Editorial Board has been appointed comprising professionals of
high repute in their fields. The series has been carefully designed, but
no attempt has been made to avoid differences or even contradictions
in the views expressed by the authors. The Institute itself does not
wish to impose any official doctrine. Thus, while the views are
the responsibility of the authors and may not always be shared by
UNESCO or IIEP, they warrant attention in the international forum
of ideas. Indeed, one purpose of this series is to reflect a diversity
of experience and opinions by giving different authors from a wide
range of backgrounds and disciplines the opportunity to express their
views on changing theories and practices in educational planning.

This book considers one of the most widely debated issues
in educational circles, namely the impact of ability grouping on
the academic performance of pupils or students at school and on
their later prospects. The overriding concern of those responsible
for education, no less than parents, is to know how to improve the
academic attainment of students and, more particularly, how to raise
the level of those who have learning difficulties. The answer which
comes most quickly to mind, and the one preferred by teachers, is
to place them together in uniform classes grouped in accordance
with their ability, so that curricular content, teaching and teaching
practices can be adapted to their personal characteristics and level of
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attainment. Parents themselves seek to place their children in classes
and schools which achieve good results, and whose teachers and
students are supposed to be better than elsewhere. Where classes
grouped by ability are in principle disallowed, it is often observed
that head teachers reintroduce them in one way or another. Ability
grouping goes beyond classes and exists at school level — some
schools perform better than others — and in what is usually called
‘tracking” or ‘streaming’. In lower or, more frequently, upper
secondary education, students are channelled towards various ‘tracks’
or routes through school, some of which — whether pre-vocational or
vocational — cater for those with learning difficulties, whereas others
are intended for those who do best. Any policy seeking to push back
the age at which groups of students are separated, guided towards
different tracks or expected to specialize, is the subject of much
discussion and reconsideration: this has been the case of the single
college and comprehensive schools (both broadly based secondary
schools), and so on. Parents develop various strategies to prevent
their children from being educated in classes or schools of mixed
composition in terms of their academic ability or social background.
Therein lies the success, for example, of the international schools.
The problem, therefore, is not just one of educational effectiveness
but also one of fairness and social cohesion.

Yet research findings show that, in reality, ability grouping
does not always have the results expected of it and that, far from
improving the academic performance of the least able students and
reducing inequalities between groups, it tends rather to accentuate
them. However, it is not always easy to separate the specific effect of
grouping students in classes by ability, or in schools, from the impact
of other variables with which these factors are often correlated. The
many variants of such practices may also affect school performance
and student prospects in different ways. It was important to take
stock of all existing research in this field in order to draw helpful
conclusions for educational policy and the management of education
systems and schools. This is what Vincent Dupriez has done with
great clarity and rigour in the present book. He covers the various
levels of differentiation, examines the existing research which rarely
deals with all of them, and from it offers some highly instructive
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material for educational administrators. The Institute is extremely
grateful to him for this contribution as well as to Marc Demeuse,
Professor at the University of Mons who, as Associate Editor, invited
Vincent Dupriez to write the book and supervised its preparation.
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Preface

In considering schools not just as institutions but with regard to the
provision ofservices, oneis led to examine closely their organizational
procedures and operational methods. However, schools produce very
special services, for whose output teachers and other staff no less than
pupils and students themselves are doubtless responsible. Today, the
latter are no longer regarded as simple repositories of learning to be
filled to the brim, but as active participants in the learning process.
This approach, which is undeniably very engaging and modern (and
it is certainly not the purpose of this book to challenge it), cannot
obscure certain potentially worrisome implications.

If, in this context, students are placed at the centre of teaching/
learning processes, neither their personal characteristics nor the way
they interact with teachers can be overlooked. The issue, therefore,
is no longer one of concentrating on methods meant to work in
absolute terms, but on those which might work given the students for
whom they are intended. And if these students are the decisive factor
at the individual level, prompting the conclusion reached by some
economists that ‘much of what is learnt depends on what they bring
to school and not on what they find there’ (Lemelin, 1998: 361),
the same is equally true from a collective standpoint: a significant
amount of what individual students can learn and the way in which
they stand to gain from the instruction they receive will depend on
the characteristics of their classmates. This mechanism is generally
known as ‘peer effect’.

Herein lies the reason why many parents, when given the
opportunity, prefer their children to join classes with plenty of
‘good students’. Of course, it remains to be seen exactly what these
‘good students’ represent and whether everyone really gains from
this rather crude notion in favour of uniform grouping. There is
also a need to grasp more generally the processes possibly at work
depending on the precise methods of grouping and the undesirable
effects the latter have.

The importance of what anyone may think or believe should not
of course be discounted. Yet over and above personal convictions,
some systems put a premium on freedom of choice for parents/

11
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customers, whereas others regard the way school is organized,
including methods of allocating students to groups for learning
purposes, in very precise legal or regulatory terms, encouraging
a certain kind of equal treatment and harmonious coexistence. As
research is seeking greater effectiveness and, above all, greater
justice within education systems, it must take into account not
just political and philosophical restrictions, but also accumulated
knowledge in order to help administrators in their search for
appropriate improvements.

As i1s often the case in the social sciences, what one knows
is not always an adequate basis for decisions, and knowledge will
not always convince convince policy-makers ... and still less users.
Questions concerning methods of grouping learners in classes,
schools and tracks are not exempt from this twofold principle!
Recent events in the French Community of Belgium over the
question of legislation on enrolments at the start of secondary
education are an excellent illustration of this. Policy-makers who
create the impression of limiting the constitutional entitlements of
parents familiar with exceptionally liberal enrolment procedures do
so at their peril, even when supported by a mass of empirical data
revealing the full extent of academic and social segregation arising
in a system regulated essentially by (artificial) market rules.

Vincent Dupriez, who is professeur at the Catholic University
of Louvain, has devoted much of his academic research to analysing
the processes that give rise to the segregation which may be at work
within education systems in general, and the various Belgian systems
in particular. His knowledge of the data collected in international
surveys and his time spent abroad, particularly in South America,
make him highly qualified to undertake a summary of what is
known about the management of mixed ablhty learning groups and
its implications for effectiveness' and fairness in education systems,
especially where the least privileged or proficient are concerned.

Marc Demeuse
Professor at the University of Mons, Associate Editor

1. Worthy of note is the most recent book he has authored and edited in this field:
Dumay, X.; Dupriez, V. (Ed.) L efficacité dans I’enseignement. Promesses et
zones d’ombre. Brussels: De Boeck; ‘Pédagogies en développement’ series.

12
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Introduction

The issue of how pupils or students should be grouped together in
education systems is not one to have arisen recently. Over the last few
decades, much research and public discussion have been concerned
with the ways in which classes within schools are organized, how
and how far schools are segregated, and the existence of ‘tracking’
or ‘streaming’* within compulsory education.

To a great extent, these three questions reflect similar issues,
which justify interest in them on the part of those responsible for
education. The first issue is primarily of a political and prescriptive
nature: what kind of school does a community wish to establish? If
the school is viewed as the foremost institution in preparing people
for public and civic life in a pluralist society (as is generally the case
in democratic countries), then it has to be a place in which individual
children learn to live with others, and discover worlds and cultures
different from those they experience through their families. From
this standpoint, it is desirable for each school (particularly if it
provides basic education) to be, as it were, a microcosm in which a
wide variety of students from a broad range of different social and
cultural backgrounds are in regular daily contact. Naturally, in order
to achieve this goal, due regard must be paid to the environment and
changing circumstances specific to each country, and the support
of citizens is also essential. This first issue relates primarily to a
normative concern and a debate extending well beyond the realm of
scholarly research

In contrast, research is particularly relevant to a second issue at
the heart of the present study, namely, evaluation of the effects of the
educational environment on the learning and experience of students,
and on their path through school. Studies undertaken in this area
have focused on many different aspects of school life, for example,
the influence of a particular school or class on the motivation,

2. Of'the two (interchangeable) terms, ‘tracking’ has been used here as arguably
more current. The term refers to the practice of separating students into
distinct branches of provision, which in most cases are academic, technical,
or vocational.

19
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well-being and ambitions of students regarding their studies and
future professions. The most frequently examined topic, on which
it is easiest to offer an overview, is the impact of the educational
environment on learning and academic attainment. The present book
is devoted to this, and will consider only in passing parallel points of
interest such as the psycho-affective and psychosocial consequences
of how students are grouped together.

Assessing the influence of learning groups on each of their
members means considering the problem of equality of opportunity.
Indeed, if one regards this as a basic prescriptive principle of
educational strategy in democratic countries, it makes sense to
examine the real learning opportunities that students are actually
offered. As a result of many different factors, these opportunities
vary from one school — or sometimes one class — to the next. One
such factor is ‘peer effect’, in which scholarly research has long been
interested: this is the influence exerted on each student by the others
in the class or school concerned. (Just how broad and complex a
matter this is will become clear in what follows.) Thus, on moving
away from the artificial environment of experimental research, one
is bound to acknowledge that a change in the composition of a group
of students is matched in most cases by a change in the quality of
the educational environment. Research has often demonstrated that
within a given school in which students are supposed to follow
the same curriculum, de facto differences exist between a class
with academically strong students and a class with those who have
learning difficulties: the content of what is taught is not exactly the
same, real working time may vary substantially, teachers adjust their
expectations and requirements to the level of the class, and so on.
As many researchers tend naturally to categorize phenomena, they
may consider that direct peer effect and variations in the quality of
educational provision are quite distinct. However, once it is felt that
the quality of provision depends (if only partially) on the composition
of the groups taught, isolating the influence due specifically to
those two factors when interpreting data becomes problematic. The
present book will return more than once to this matter, which cannot
be resolved simply or unequivocally. Moreover, it is one of the keys
to understanding the processes through which groups of learners
exert an influence, as will be explained in particular in the first two

20
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chapters on the formation of classes and segregation among schools,
respectively.

The distinctive feature of this book is that it discusses the
grouping of students within the three contexts of classes, schools
and tracks (routes or paths) through school. The reason why these
matters are addressed in the main by different authors (not to say
different branches of research) is partly because explaining them
means referring to different fields of investigation, but also because
they correspond to separate levels of action and decision-making
within education systems.

How classes should be formed within particular schools is a
problem in most cases addressed by their head teachers. School
heads may call upon established expertise in education, teaching
and social psychology to inform their decisions and try to organize
their classes as effectively as possible. However, the way in which
students are assigned to particular schools is a more political issue.
While assignment may be ‘enlightened’ by research findings, it
mainly reflects a country’s political culture and is tinged with the
prevailing ideologies at a given point in time. For example, it is no
coincidence that, at the end of the 1980s, it was a ‘liberal’ government
in the United Kingdom that decided to do away with the policy of
school catchment areas and establish for families the principle of a
‘free choice’ of school, thus bringing into being a ‘school market’
system. In the field of research, economists and sociologists are
probably those who have most vigorously addressed the question of
how students are allocated to particular schools. Their research — and
especially that of the economists — seeks on the whole to identify
the impact of the various institutional mechanisms used to distribute
students among schools.

Besides complementing the other two levels of investigation
in this study (the distribution of students within classes and across
schools), the issue of separate tracks (routes or paths) through school
is a subject in its own right. First of all, to track students in this
way is effectively to group them by ability in different classes and
often different schools. From this standpoint, it is worth turning to
studies of peer influence within classes and schools to understand
the influence of tracking on the school career of students. Secondly,

21
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tracking has a further dimension of its own, in that it is based on
formal and deliberate differentiation of the curriculum, with far
greater implications than peer influence and informal processes
aimed at adapting the quality of provision to the characteristics of
a group. Furthermore, the study of tracking in education systems is
one aspect of a broader issue, namely the (historically developed)
procedures for interrelating the world of education and training, and
the world of work. In this respect, the Germanic model in which
pupils are separated early (when aged 10 or 11) and guided towards
different types of training has to be examined as part of a broader
blueprint for relations between the worlds of education and work.
This model attaches greater value to ‘sandwich’ arrangements for
linked work and training than do countries of Latin origin, for
example.

The basic premise of this book is that it is helpful to interrelate
the findings of research on the foregoing three dimensions. In this
way, readers will appreciate how the study schema resulting from
research on the constitution of classes is partly applicable to study of
the composition of schools. This schema is helpful in distinguishing
between the direct and indirect influence (attributable to peers and
the educational environment, respectively) of school composition on
learning. The end of the chapter on schools will consider one subject
in particular, namely, the most effective institutional arrangement
for allocating students to them. Finally, the impact of tracks or routes
through school in lower secondary education will be evaluated and
interpreted in the light of the findings from earlier chapters.

This book thus offers an appraisal or overview of the studies
carried out in the three fields of research. It should enable readers
to visualize more clearly the choices to be made when the classes
in a school are formed, when devising a system for distributing
students between schools, or when tracking them through school
in secondary education. The research described should result in
a clearer perception of the impact of these different choices on
the effectiveness of education systems and on the inequalities
— and especially social inequalities — underlying the acquisition of
knowledge.

22
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[.  Uniform or mixed ability classes?

At the start of the school year, all head teachers are faced with the
need to assign students to the various classes in their schools and,
indirectly, with the question of whether these classes should be of
mixed ability.’ Taking into account current knowledge on education,
should school heads be encouraged to form classes each of which
is as uniform as possible in terms of student academic performance
or, on the contrary, should they be advised to create mixed ability
groups? This is the dilemma dealt with in this chapter. Without
presuming to settle once and for all the debate between supporters
and opponents of mixed ability classes, this chapter briefly reviews
the case for ability grouping on organizational and educational
grounds, and offers an appraisal of the main research in this area.
The sections in this chapter are structured in accordance with the
methodological approaches of the studies discussed — an approach
adopted because differences in the research findings stem largely
from the variety of methods for addressing the issue at hand.

The first methodological category consists of experimental
(or quasi-experimental)* studies, which seek to pinpoint the precise
effect of grouping students in a particular way by manipulating the
educational environment. The second group comprises research
undertaken in the natural setting in which students are educated: it
measures (in quantitative studies) or observes (in qualitative studies)
the circumstances and outcomes of the decisions taken by the players
involved. In each section, a representative review of the category is
highlighted and elaborated upon with a description of general trends
apparent from similar studies as they appear in previous reviews of
the literature or our own overviews. After taking stock of the overall

3. Much of this chapter is based on a previous publication by the author, written
with Hugues Draelants (Dupriez and Draelants, 2004).

4. Whileinexperimental research individuals are distributed randomly in different
groups, in a quasi-experimental arrangement care is taken to distribute pupils
in such a way that the groups whose outcomes are being compared consist of
similar individuals.
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contribution of this research, the chapter will suggest possible
alternatives to ability grouping.

Classes grouped by ability — one of several
organizational principles

Essentially, the idea of ability grouping stems from the educational
claim that placing students of similar academic ability in the same
class means that they can be taught more effectively, because
provision is better geared to their needs. As the teacher is dealing with
a relatively uniform group, he or she is able to vary course content
and teaching methods on the basis of student learning attainment.
The formation of classes in accordance with attainment levels may
thus be investigated (Gamoran et al., 1995) as an organizational
response to diversity. In general and where rational norms prevail,
organization theory considers that, whenever organizations are
faced with an environment which is highly varied or becoming more
so, they should seek to identify uniform segments and establish
structural units to handle and manage them. In certain sectors, this
segmentation seems to underlie an increase in the effectiveness and
productivity of the organizations concerned.

The field of education is confronted with widely varying forms
of demand and target groups. The massive spread of education is a
reality, no less in the North than in the South, even though school
enrolment rates sometimes still differ very markedly. Unification
of the formal arrangements for basic education has also tended to
diversify school intake and to make the task of teaching in most
schools more complex. In this context, ability grouping in schools
may seem an option based on a fairly rational organizational
approach (Gamoran ef al., 1995) and on the educational assumption
that, by grouping similar students together, it will be easier to ensure
that their needs are properly met.

Nevertheless, research into classes grouped by ability suggests
that they have several undesirable effects. To start with, grouping
students by attainment level can give rise to variations in the scale
and quality of teaching depending on the level of the class. Indeed, a
very real departure from the curriculum is often observed, in which
there are changes not in the strategies for achieving certain goals,

24
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but in the goals themselves. In particular, the latter seem to become
less ambitious, as student attainment decreases. These points will be
examined in greater detail in the sections that follow.

In addition, differentiated organization of the school
environment is problematic for two reasons. First, students
constitute the ‘raw material’ of the education system. Placing
them in groups is never an isolated act of no further consequence:
compartmentalizing them on the basis of academic attainment in
most cases tends to create other subdivisions depending on their
socio-economic, cultural or ethnic background. This practice may
thus soon run counter to the aim of social integration at school and
attract varied criticism. Furthermore, ability grouping is associated,
at least implicitly, with the status ranking of each of the groups and
thus of the students within them. This may point to future problems
of group polarization and social segregation, raising fundamental
questions of a political and ethical nature, which receive insufficient
attention when the grouping of students is discussed. Secondly, the
organizational case for differentiation presupposes that resources
and working methods can be adapted to the particular area of
activity concerned. In education, this implies that the various classes
grouped by ability correspond to different kinds of teaching activity,
with an emphasis on those aspects of teaching most profitable in
each context. Yet, as this book will demonstrate, research does not
support the conclusion that, in practice, resources are adapted in
this way. Furthermore, there is no general consensus about either
the best teaching methods, or how they should vary depending on
the group concerned.

For all such reasons, the organizational justification for
differentiating groups of students is questionable and should be
discussed with regard to the findings of research into the impact of
methods of forming classes. This is the aim of the overview which
follows.

25
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The effects of class-based ability grouping, examined
with reference to experimental and quasi-experimental
studies

In the 1930s and particularly in the United States, a type of research
was developed to discover, by experimental means, the effects of
class composition on the learning potential of students or pupils. The
main concern of scholars who subscribe to this approach has been
to grasp specifically the impact of class composition, while ensuring
that, irrespective of the class to which students belong, they are
treated identically, in so far as they are subject to the same learning
conditions (resources, arrangements, instructions and working time,
etc.), and on occasion have the same teachers. In some studies,
researchers start by measuring the abilities or performance of their
subjects, and then distribute them randomly among different groups
(uniform or mixed ability classes). In other studies, individuals are
matched (on the basis of an initial test) and the researchers see to
it that one student from each ‘pair’ joins a uniform group, and the
other a mixed ability group. These experimental studies (random
distribution) or quasi-experimental studies (matched students) thus
make comparisons, while taking care to ensure that the content
of teaching is similar and that the influence exerted by group
composition is identified separately. From the epistemological
angle, the resultant type of knowledge derives from an explanatory
procedure, in the sense that one aims to test a causal relationship
between the explanatory or independent variable (a uniform or mixed
ability group) and the dependent variable (student attainment).

The main studies of this kind have been listed and examined
by Slavin (in 1987 in the case of research on primary education,
and in 1990 for work on secondary education) for purposes of meta-
analysis. Crahay (2000) has produced a broad French-language
overview of this research.

In the specific case of controlled teaching conditions, Slavin
concluded that, according to the majority of studies, the fact that the
group/class was uniform or of mixed ability had no bearing on either
the average performance of students (whether in a uniform or mixed
ability setting) or the performance of particular groups (generally
those of high, intermediate or low attainment). Commenting on

26
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this meta-analysis, Crahay (2000: 303) stated: ‘No impact is to be
observed specifically as a result of grouping students in classes
by ability, in either primary or secondary education. The word
“specifically” is crucial here in emphasizing that, if the quality and
amount of teaching provided are held constant, the way in which
students are grouped does not affect their performance.” Slavin and
Crahay suggested that mixed ability classes should be retained,
since research showed that nothing was to be gained from uniform
classes.

While such studies are noteworthy for the rigour of their
working method and because they can separate the ‘class
composition’ variable from other factors, they do not always satisfy
scholars who are interested in classes grouped by ability as settings
for interaction and learning in the daily life of schools. The fact that
class composition may be inconsequential in an experimental context
does not necessarily mean that the same applies to a ‘natural setting’,
when composition interacts with teaching processes (involving a
real curriculum, teacher requirements and the time actually devoted
to in-class learning, etc.) and psychosocial processes (self-image,
peer comparison, etc.). It is this intuition which has prompted many
researchers to study the dynamics and effects of real-life (class-based)
ability grouping, in which they seek to understand the set of factors
with which it is associated.

The effects of class-based ability grouping, examined
with reference to studies in natural settings

A first body of research in natural settings examined the effects
of tracking on learning and progression to higher education, by
comparing students from ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ tracks in
the same schools. The strongest finding from this research (Dar and
Resh, 1986; Oakes, 1982) concerns the highest educational level
reached: students from academic tracks do better at school and are
more likely than others to go to university. This is confirmed even
when intentions and good performance are controlled experimentally
before students are allocated to a particular track. However, such
studies based on tracking have been criticized because they record the
combined impact of both the curriculum and the school environment
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(and in particular the make-up of the class). Investigation along
these lines provides only a very approximate insight into the impact
of ability grouping, as it overlaps with an effect linked to the
track to which a student belongs (Chapter III). In response to this
criticism, research procedures have been gradually refined and made
more complex to allow for a better insight into the impact of class
composition in real-life settings.

Some researchers have thus worked on the basis of comparisons
between schools (depending on whether they contain uniform or
mixed ability classes), whereas others, more recently, have dealt
with the ‘class attainment’ variable as a continuous variable. Both
approaches have generally relied on database analysis, whether
this means studying first-hand data from surveys, or secondary
analysis of administrative databases. To counter the above criticism,
researchers have taken care to compare situations in which students
follow, at least formally, the same curriculum.

Comparisons between schools with or without class-based
ability grouping

In this type of study, researchers select on the one hand schools with
classes that are essentially uniform (i.e. with ability grouping) and,
on the other, schools with mixed ability classes. After statistically
controlling initial differences between students (attaching special
importance to their academic performance), they evaluate the impact
the method of grouping has on their attainment in standard tests.
Further information on sociocultural background is also often taken
into account.’ In so far as students are not distributed at random
between the two arrangements (uniform or mixed ability groups),
the quality of these data is vital in properly identifying the impact

5. Inorder to evaluate the specific impact which the method of grouping students
has on their final attainment, it is important to separate this factor in school
organization as effectively as possible from the impact of other variables, by
controlling for the initial level of students and for all personal and family
variables likely to affect school performance during the year. This is why
the investigation is generally based on how students progress: ‘The initial
level of students is included in the model explaining their final level, as a
distinctive personal trait which enables the influence of other characteristics
at an “identical initial level” to be examined’ (Duru-Bellat and Jarousse,
2001: 103).
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attributable to the method of grouping, and in determining that this
is indeed the factor responsible for any differences in attainment.

This is the type of work that Kerckhoff (1986) undertook
in Great Britain. He monitored a cohort of 8,500 students over a
five-year period and differentiated them in accordance with whether
or not they attended a school that contained classes based on ability
grouping. To measure their progress, he used standardized tests in
mathematics and reading for students aged 11 and 16. He pointed
out that, between those ages, the organization of class-based ability
grouping tended to widen the differences between students of low
and high attainment. The phenomenon has come to be known as
a ‘differentiated effect’: class-based ability grouping appears to
penalize students with learning difficulties, whereas it tends to
act slightly to the advantage of those who do well. This applies in
particular to students placed in remedial classes (consisting mainly
of those with difficulties). Generally, they fall still further behind
the others.

Most researchers who have undertaken studies based on
these methodological principles have obtained similar results. This
applies particularly to Hoffer (1992), who took the Longitudinal
Study of American Youth database as his starting point. He observed
that placing students in a class that did well had a positive impact,
whereas when they joined a class that did poorly the effect was the
opposite (he compared them with students with the same attainment
levels in mixed ability classes). The average effect was no different,
statistically, from zero. Rees, Argys and Brewer (1996) also noted
that class-based ability grouping was beneficial in terms of learning
progress for average and proficient pupils but detrimental to those of
low attainment. From their data, they found that the average impact
of classes grouped by ability was slightly advantageous. Finally,
after studying the consequences of ability grouping with reference
to the scores achieved in mathematics by over 5,000 students at
American secondary schools, Betts and Shkolnik (2000a) concluded
that classes grouped by ability did not benefit everyone: they were
detrimental to students with learning difficulties and supportive for
those whose performance was average. These researchers considered
that the overall impact was not significant.
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In England, Ireson, Mortimore and Hallam (1999) conducted
a major research project on the academic and non-academic
impact of ability grouping. This study monitored over time more
than 4,000 students (aged between 11 and 14) across 45 schools.
The initial assessment corresponded to the primary school leaving
examination, and the final one to the standardized tests used in
mathematics, English and science after three years of secondary
school. The researchers devised a special-purpose scale (from 0 to 4)
to gauge the intensity with which ability-grouped classes were
used during the same three years. The first finding from this work
(Ireson and Hallam, 2001) was that there was greater use of ability
grouping in mathematics than in science and emphatically more so
than in English (the mother tongue). The researchers then used a
multi-level analysis model,® to attempt to evaluate the impact of the
‘ability-grouped class’ variable on the performance of students in
the three subjects, by controlling for the initial differences between
them. It appears that classes grouped by ability do have an impact,
but solely in mathematics (which is also the subject in which they
are most widespread). While the overall effect of such classes in
this subject was marginally positive, the main observation was again
their differentiated impact: the most able students gained from their
inclusion in classes grouped by ability while those whose attainment
was lowest lost out.

The dominant conclusion is that: ‘past studies which compare
students from different ability groups to heterogeneously grouped
students find evidence that the top students are helped by ability
grouping and the bottom students are harmed, resulting in a net
effect that can be positive or negative, but which is usually close to
zero’ (Betts and Shkolnik, 20005: 2).

‘Class ability’ as a continuous variable

In the research referred to below, the type of class is no longer
considered in dichotomous terms (uniform as opposed to mixed),

6.  These analysis models can deal simultaneously with the influence of various
levels of analysis by separating the individual and contextual levels more
effectively. Thus, it is possible to differentiate in particular between the
influence of personal variables, and that of class-related and possibly school-
related variables.
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but regarded as an evolving variable providing information about
the average ability of the class. Duru-Bellat and Mingat (1997)
monitored 32,000 students from 212 colleges in France over time
and made use, in particular, of initial and final standardized tests
in mathematics and French. This study seems particularly reliable
as it covers a large sample and was of long duration (students were
monitored over a two-year period); it also took account of initial
aptitude tests and other individual student variables (age on entering
the college, nationality, gender and socio-cultural family context).
The authors found that two factors acted simultaneously, namely,
the average attainment of the class and the extent to which its ability
was mixed. The attainment level of the class had a significantly
positive impact and helped all students to make headway, especially
if the level was good. This effect was noticeably stronger in the case
of students whose individual level was below that of their class. But
the researchers also found that, at a given class level, it was better
to be in a mixed ability class than a uniform one. However, this
‘heterogeneity’ effect was not as strong as the ‘class attainment’
effect. From this the authors concluded that: ‘forming mixed ability
classes was doubtless the best way of raising the average attainment
of all students to the benefit of the weakest, without significant
detriment to the most gifted’ (Duru-Bellat and Mingat, 1997: 191).

Similar studies have been undertaken elsewhere. For
example, Opdenakker, Van Damme and Minnaert (2006) noted
that the attainment level of the class had a significant influence
on mathematics learning in secondary education in the Flemish
Community of Belgium. They also illustrated the mediation process
between class composition and student scores. Indeed, from their
(structural equation) analysis model it was clear that the average
attainment level of the class influenced in particular the learning
opportunities and working atmosphere within it — variables which in
turn had an impact on learning itself. However, it should be pointed
out that the level of the class/group in these different studies had an
effect which, though significant, generally remained limited. In the
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language of meta-analysis, this impact may be described as small to
moderate.’

All in all, research conducted in a ‘natural setting’ no less
than experimental research concludes that the overall impact of
class-based ability grouping on the average scores recorded by a
sample of students is close to zero. Studies carried out in a natural
setting show that, while there is indeed an effect related to class
composition, it is distributed in a contrasting way dependent on
student attainment, which explains why a result close to zero is nearly
always the outcome. Studies based on a comparison between schools
(containing either uniform or mixed ability classes) thus reveal a
differentiated impact and possibilities of gain or loss associated
with classes grouped by ability, depending on student attainment at
the outset. Research which considers class composition in terms of
one or two continuous variables yields a more refined diagnosis:
the major gain that proficient and very gifted students may obtain
from the organization of uniform classes is not attributable to the
uniformity, but to the average attainment level of their class. In the
light of findings from the foregoing research, it is in any student’s
interest to join a class in which this level is high to maximize his or
her learning potential.

All the research discussed so far has been carried out in
industrialized Western countries. It would appear that few studies of
this kind have been undertaken in countries in the South. Of those
that have, only a few have been published in international scholarly
periodicals, including the work by Broaded (1997) carried out in
Taiwan. In referring specifically to previous research undertaken in
the United States, he sought to determine whether ability grouping
had the same impact in a radically different school and cultural
environment. His study dealt with the transition from lower to upper
secondary education (in junior and senior high schools respectively),
and set out to evaluate the influence of school and family factors
on access to the most prestigious upper secondary schools (the

7. In most of these studies, the value of ‘r’ was lower than 0.2. An ‘r’ value of
0.2 corresponds to a situation in which a shift of one standard deviation in the
independent variable (the average attainment level of the group) gives rise to
a change of two-tenths of a standard deviation in the dependent variable (the
student score).

32

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Uniform or mixed ability classes?

academic senior high schools). His findings may be summarized as
follows. First, if one controls for student performance on entering
secondary school (before any ability grouping), the probability of
securing admission to an academic senior high school is greater in
the case of students in the higher ability group, but this difference
is not statistically significant. He observes no differentiated impact
linked to the presence of students in a high or low-level group in
Taiwan. Second, his investigation reveals that, in spite of the definite
existence of ability grouping in lower secondary education, the
influence of social background on whether students gain access
to the best school tracks is very weak, and becomes statistically
insignificant if the model takes account of their ability. All in all,
he notes that ability grouping at secondary school has no significant
impact in Taiwan and cannot be regarded as a source of social
inequality in the path through school. The way he accounts for this
finding is especially interesting: ‘In comparison with the United
States, the provision of basic education in Taiwan is remarkably
equal. It is characterized by a national standardized curriculum
and relatively small variation across individual schools in levels of
finance, facilities, and teachers’ training and experience (Mao and
Bourgeault, 1991, quoted in Broaded, 1997: 37).

That being so, it would appear that the use of ability grouping
at the end of compulsory education does not have the adverse effects
observed elsewhere, in so far as it has been preceded by six years
of primary school during which every care is taken to ensure that
pupils experience the same patterns of instruction.

Classroom observations: teachers adjust to
their students

The fact that a differentiated effect is observed in most research
conducted in a ‘natural setting’, but not in research performed
under experimental conditions, is clearly puzzling. One way of
understanding this may be to assume from the outset that this effect
is not related specifically to how students are grouped, but results
instead from aspects of teaching which vary together over time, in
accordance with the attainment level of the class. Moreover, this
is what emerged from the study by Opdenakker, Van Damme and
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Minnaert (2006) cited above. This hypothesis is also consistent with
qualitative or ethnographic studies which have focused on variations
in teaching conditions or ‘learning opportunities’ related to the level
of the class under observation.

Enquiries of this kind are conducted by researchers on the ground
and in classes and rely primarily on ethnographic data collection
methods, such as observation (lesson recordings, direct observation
of the persons concerned and in-depth interviews, possibly after
viewing the recordings). In these studies, research activity to acquire
knowledge is based in particular on interpreting the differences
observed in classes and schools. This more comprehensive approach
should not be regarded as the opposite to that of quantitative
explanatory surveys. Explanation is enriched here through being
inseparable from understanding, as will become clear.

Like Gamoran and Berends (1987) and Gamoran et al. (1995),
one may attempt to summarize the main contributions of ethnographic
research to the issue under consideration. A fter studying ethnographic
surveys which focus on learning opportunities in different groups, and
quantitative surveys which seek to explain differences in attainment,
Gamoran et al. (1995) formed the hypothesis that variations in the
quality of teaching are primarily responsible for greater inequalities
in attainment. A phenomenon viewed in objective quantitative terms
may thus be understood by means of a ‘microsocial’ approach which
accounts for the underlying mechanism.

Ethnographic studies examine the influence of certain factors in
real-life settings, such as the method of grouping students, or other
factors associated with it. Their findings point to a clear difference
in patterns of instruction between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ groups. In
particular, the time spent working in class and the complexity of
learning activity vary significantly: the least able groups have to
perform more repetitive tasks than the others and are not often given
exercises involving analytical ability and thought. This difference
in the pattern of instruction is partly attributable to a non-random
allocation of teachers to classes. Ethnographic data suggest that the
most experienced teachers, who are considered the most skilful, are
assigned to the groups that do best. Clearly, such observations lend
weight to the above-mentioned hypothesis that the level of the class
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is less influential on the quality of learning, than the way in which
the school and its teachers adapt to their classes and — depending on
student attainment levels — offer more or less stimulating patterns of
instruction.

Oakes(1985)and Page (1992) havealso foundthat, in ‘proficient’
classes, students are given greater freedom and independence;
they are more responsible for their own work and have greater
opportunities for discussion. In contrast, classes in which attainment
is low are also those in which work is more repetitive, time really
spent on teaching is shorter, and there are fewer activities to develop
analytical and creative skills. Metz (1978) suggested a long time
ago that shorter and more repetitive working sessions probably
reflected a strategy on the part of teachers faced with students
who had behavioural difficulties and problems with authority. Van
Zanten (2001) came to a similar conclusion in her study of ‘schools
on the edge’ in France: teachers in suburban schools became, as she
put it, ‘gradually disillusioned with their work and disinclined to
adopt teaching strategies based on the image of an ideal student’
(van Zanten, 2001: 224). Many teachers judge whether an activity
has been successful in terms of student participation or motivation,
rather than learning outcomes. This attitude is readily associated
with frequent downgrading of the curriculum and the adjustment
of requirements to the presumed level of students. Concern for a
quality relationship with the class is likely to become the top priority
(especially as this is conducive to maintaining order in the classroom)
and to lessen the frustration caused by low learning attainment.

A study carried out in Zimbabwe (Chisaka, 2002) appears to
show that processes observed in the rich countries also occur in the
poorest, possibly in aggravated form. After undertaking research
in two Harare secondary schools, on the basis of observations and
interviews with students and teachers, the author describes the
atmosphere and learning conditions in classes with low student
attainment. Although the plan for lessons was the same in the
‘strong’ and ‘weak’ classes (which revealed that the teachers did
not use ability grouping to develop appropriately adapted teaching
strategies), classroom activity and the way it was viewed by those
involved were fundamentally different. The teachers perceived
their work with ‘weak’ classes as a nightmare and had no faith in
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the ability of their students. The latter had the impression that they
were ‘good for nothing’. Teachers were more motivated by ‘strong’
classes and spent more time preparing or correcting their work. The
discriminatory treatment of students, in accordance with their level,
seems to be part of the culture of both schools.

While most ethnographic studies highlight a decline in the
quality (or even quantity) of teaching in classes with low student
attainment, research by Boaler (1997) in England led to a rather
original conclusion: it demonstrated that the social dynamics within
individual classes also posed problems in those that were ‘strong’.
This researcher in the theory and practice of mathematics teaching
carried out observations in a secondary school over a three-year
period. He focused on lessons in mathematics for students aged 13 to
16 with reference to some 100 classroom observations, and to
interviews and questionnaire surveys involving students as well as
teachers. As in most secondary schools in England today, the school
in question adopts the practice of ‘setting’, in which students are
grouped by ability into ‘sets’ in each subject, depending on their
ranking in it. The fresh data provided by Boaler deal mainly with
what he calls the ‘top set experience’, or what students placed in
the top class actually go through. His first observation concerns the
work rate and the constant pressure exerted by teachers to drive
students on. This pressure seems to be applied at the expense of
their understanding and goes hand in hand with stress, anxiety
and a competitive spirit that upsets many of them, especially girls.
Without questioning the quality of learning in such an environment,
Boaler reveals the disastrous effects in terms of motivation and
pleasure. His questionnaire survey demonstrated that the students in
the best classes were those who enjoyed mathematics least. Given
the importance of the link between enjoyment and effectiveness
in learning,® such a result points to a far from negligible problem.
Boaler also noted that working conditions in the ‘strongest’ classes
cannot be explained by the disposition of teachers, who are capable of
adapting: they behave differently when they work with mixed ability
groups or groups with a less ‘positive image’. According to Boaler,

8. For a study of this link between them in mathematics lessons, Boaler cites the
research by Hart (1989).
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this is an outcome peculiar to setting (and, if so, of the pressure put
on highly proficient students), which seems to be detrimental not
just to those who are less able but also to those who do better.

Ireson and Hallam (2001), for their part, have focused on
(declared) differences of behaviour among teachers, depending on
the method of grouping adopted by their school. This may mean
mixed ability classes, or classes grouped by ability, which may either
vary in composition for different school subjects (as in setting) or
be similarly grouped for all subjects (tracking). From questionnaire
surveys, the authors concluded that attitudes observed in the
case of tracking were also apparent where setting was practised.
They also examined behavioural problems within the school, and
demonstrated that problems of discipline and discontent among
students were greater in classes grouped by ability than in mixed
ability classes. They further noted that classes grouped by ability
were environmentally prejudicial to the development of self-image,
especially in the case of students from ‘weak’ classes who were
more frequently objects of ridicule. Nevertheless, in discussing
earlier research on this subject, they pointed out that the problem
of self-image was also related to the ethos of individual schools and
how they viewed the groups of students formed within them.

Also worthy of note is the research conducted by Dupriez (2002)
by means of a questionnaire survey in secondary schools in the
French Community of Belgium. After controlling for the academic
composition of the schools, the author showed that schools with
more classes grouped by ability experienced the greatest problems
with student behaviour. It was in these schools — or more specifically
the ability-grouped classes — that students who cared little about the
content of lessons and failed to comply with requests by teachers
were the most numerous.

All in all, the effects of ability grouping on learning seem to
be attributable to the fact that the groups so formed lead teachers to
vary the quantity, the quality or the pace of their teaching activities.
The upshot of this ‘curricular aberration’ is to accentuate differences
that exist between very capable students and ‘weak’ students from
the outset. Teachers thus unconsciously offer the best students the
greatest opportunities to do better still.
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Rather than clarifying this phenomenon in terms of education
or teaching, Duru-Bellat and Mingat (1997) invoke explanations
of a psychosocial nature, in which belonging to a particular group
has repercussions both for the way students construct their sense of
social identity and for their learning. The basic concept to which
these authors have referred is ‘/abelling’: teachers create their own
perceptions of individual students and form expectations regarding
their ability, depending on the class to which they belong. That has
an impact on the self-image of the students concerned and on the
image their peers have of them. As one’s own self-image plays a
decisive part in learning processes, it is understandable that the
display of high expectations helps to ensure that the latter are
entirely fulfilled, while the demonstration of low expectations does
nothing for students whose attainment is low. All this is reminiscent
of the Pygmalion effect and self-fulfilling prophecies (Rosenthal and
Jacobson, 1971). The psychosocial explanation is thus concerned
with the interplay between the distinctive expectations of teachers,
on the one hand, and the images that students form of themselves in
the various ability groups, on the other.

Finally, social psychology also focuses attention on comparative
and standard-setting processes between students within classes.
Belonging to a class with a good attainment level seems to have
beneficial outcomes (for example, a desire to learn or to pursue
studies), but also less positive ones. It would seem that, depending
on the level of their class, students with the same attainment levels
do not possess the same academic self-concept. they have the
impression that they are doing better when they are in a ‘weak’
class and, conversely, that they are experiencing difficulty when in
a strong one. Psychologists refer to this as the ‘big-fish-little-pond
effect’ and rely on the theory of social comparison to account for it
(for an overview of this subject, see Dijkstra et al., 2008).

Alternative methods of grouping students

The final section of this chapter examines the practical implications
of the research discussed so far, in order to appraise what seem to
be the most appropriate methods of grouping students in schools
today.
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Mixed ability rather than uniform classes

Most of the authors cited reach this main conclusion: mixed ability
classes are nearly always preferable to uniform classes. First, they
correspond more closely to a democratic and pluralistic school
strategy. Second, research to date has found that classes grouped
by ability have no generally beneficial impact, while many studies
reveal that they tend rather to accentuate differences in student
attainment and thus penalize the least able.

In their book Ability Grouping in Education, Ireson and Hallam
(2001) consider that work in mixed ability classes is preferable to that
in uniform classes in the light of several considerations, including
the following:

* it is more consistent with concern for equality of opportunity
among students;

* it counters the negative social effects of classes grouped by
ability and encourages cooperative classroom behaviour;

* it leads to a lessening of competition caused by classes based
on ability;

» it forces teachers to take account of differences in ability and
interests among students in the class.

Possible scope for ability grouping on a provisional and
flexible basis

However, Ireson and Hallam (2001), Crahay (2000) and Rutter (1983)
have all stated that it would be helpful to increase the flexibility
of procedures in conventional groups/classes by paying greater
attention to the rate at which children develop. Studies have thus
been carried out on the formation of uniform groups within mixed
ability classes. These have shown that teaching within a uniform
group may be beneficial under certain circumstances, when groups
corresponding to particular needs or abilities are formed for short
periods. Reference is made to this kind of organizational arrangement
when students in a mixed ability class temporarily leave it to join
an ability-based group concerned with certain types of learning, or
when they are regrouped by attainment level provisionally within
their own class. The empirical findings indicate that the flexible
organization of uniform groups matching the level of proficiency in
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specific skills undoubtedly has beneficial effects, particularly in the
case of less able students. According to Crahay, among others, this
kind of grouping is radically different from ability grouping:

Here, it is recognized that some students at a particular point in
their development display a very similar level of competence
in a given subject, so it is considered right to group them
together provisionally to pursue learning in it. By contrast,
where classes are grouped by ability, it is assumed that there are
gifted students likely to progress rapidly through the successive
stages of learning, and others who are less gifted and thus
not as fast. So, on the one hand, provisionally grouping some
students corresponds to a period in which they have reached the
same stage in a particular subject; on the other, the long-term
grouping of students in hierarchical ranks reflects a classification
of individuals which assumes that they possess stable and
unalterable cognitive abilities (Crahay, 2000: 410).

Ireson and Hallam (2001) also emphasize the fact that
procedures for distributing students among groups should be specific
to each subject and provide for frequent transfers between groups.
For example, groups at different attainment levels should sometimes
work together so that proficient students can cooperate with those
who are less so. Furthermore, the best teachers should be allocated
to the lowest attainment groups. Finally, it is vital for schools to
make known their concern that all students should do well and to
attach importance to the progress achieved by those who are least
talented.

Another alternative: vertically grouped classes

Subsequent work undertaken by Veenman (1995), researchers Ireson
and Hallam (2001) and Brunswic and Valérien (2004) (whose study
was more particularly concerned with African countries) suggested
the idea of ‘vertical classes’ or classes comprising several attainment
levels (‘multigrade classes’) as a procedure for grouping students.
In this method, those from different school years are supervised by
just one particular teacher and form a single class. This method is
often adopted in small primary schools, especially in rural areas.
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According to evaluations conducted in numerous countries,’ school
programmes organized along these lines do not penalize pupils in
terms of learning and educational attainment. The pupils do just
as well as — and indeed occasionally better than — others. From a
psychosocial angle, they acquire greater experience of practices
involving cooperation and support among their classmates. However,
teachers sometimes criticize this approach because it leads to
management difficulties and a heavier workload.

Fromresearch carried out in Canada, Martin (2006) has revealed
that teachers in vertical classes required specific professional skills
and therefore had to be appropriately supervised and prepared. The
main skills needed were as follows:

» the ability to manage different tasks simultaneously;

*  knowing when and how to form uniform or mixed ability
groups;

»  the ability to identify core concepts in the curriculum and
transform them into tasks mobilizing different conceptual
levels;

*  the ability to devise a system of tasks in which students can act
independently, cooperate and become responsible for their own
progress.

If an education system wishes to develop classes of this kind,
it is vital that teachers undertake initial and in-service training to
prepare them for more complex working conditions than those of
conventional mainstream classes.

Moreover, Brunswic and Valérien (2004) emphasize the
importance of providing teaching materials aimed at lessening
the sense of insecurity and (excessive) workload experienced
by teachers faced with this kind of group. Finally, the number of
students per class is an important consideration. In classes with
more than 20-25 students, teachers find it particularly difficult to
organize and supervise several working groups as each has its own
tasks and goals.

9.  Foran overview of this topic, with highly significant references to developing
countries, readers may refer to the work of Brunswic and Valérien (2004).

41

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Methods of Grouping Learners at School

Supervising the change

Finally, attention should be drawn to difficulties associated with
any radical change in methods of grouping students. Teachers who
have been working with relatively uniform classes for years have
developed certain routines and devised resources to simplify their
duties. When obliged to deal with groups of more varied ability
because of a decision taken by their school head or even a reform of
the education system, they have to make fundamental changes to their
teaching methods, which may be a painful experience. Furthermore,
getting the best out of mixed ability groups is linked to the goal
of achieving equality among students and enhancing the attainment
of the least proficient — an aim not necessarily consistent with the
professional ethos of all teachers, forcing some to reconsider how
they basically view their own occupation.

Rothenberg, McDermott and Martin (1998) carried out
observational and collaborative research in an American secondary
school, which clearly illustrated the difficulty involved in overhauling
methods of grouping students. Under pressure from its head teacher,
this school, which already had three classes grouped by ability in
each year, had to organize a fourth class of mixed ability for students
aged between 14 and 16. According to the authors, it took no less
than six months for teaching practice to start to change and adapt
to mixed ability groups, and the teachers had to take a course of
training and supervision. After this period of ‘running in’, they
adopted new working methods. From then on the students were
able to express themselves and interact more freely, in addition to
sometimes engaging in personal research assignments.

This project led to a particularly significant change: it totally
altered the view teachers had of their students. Whereas formerly
they tended to value most the ‘good’ classes in the school,
considering teaching them a ‘reward’, the introduction of the project
saw teachers initially paying greater attention to proficient students
before gradually coming to appreciate the progress achieved by
other members of the class.

Two key points emerge from this study. First, it is important
that change be supported in various ways (by school management,
teacher training courses or university backup). Second, one should
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take account of the various factors that make it possible. Radical
changes in teaching practices and the perceptions of teachers are the
outcome of a gradual process; if this is not deliberately nurtured,
work in mixed ability classes will not significantly alter and will
produce no impact on students. Simply proclaiming the abolition
of ability grouping is not enough: the teachers concerned should be
properly supported, with due regard for their identity and professional
expertise, if educational practice is to be truly transformed.
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II. Segregation among schools

The first chapter of this book dealt with how students are grouped
into classes inside schools. However, the question of what methods
should be used to group them within education systems does not
end there, as one should also consider how they are assigned to
different schools. This is the focus of this second chapter. It begins
with a discussion of the descriptive data derived from the 2006
PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment)!® survey,
which reveal the extent of differences between schools in each of
the participating countries. It then examines the influence of these
differences in school ‘composition’ and evaluates how far they
affect student learning. Finally, the chapter considers policies for
allocating students to schools.

Worldwide descriptive data

International databases for evaluating educational achievement
focus on differences between schools in each country (or education
system) with regard to their intake. They also provide evidence
of comparative value in determining the relative scale of those
differences.

The simplest indicator most often used to record differences
between schools within a particular education system is the intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC). This is equal to the proportion
of total variance in the variable considered (in most cases, an index
of the academic attainment of students, or of their sociocultural
background) that corresponds to differences between schools. When
multiplied by 100, the ICC measures the percentage of total variance
corresponding to the variance between schools. In 7able 2.1, this
kind of index is used in reference to two variables from the PISA
2006 survey, namely the competence of students in science (the
main subject assessed in PISA 2006) and a summary index of

10. PISAis asurvey administered by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) every three years, covering a representative sample
of students aged 15 in each of the participating countries.
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their sociocultural status.!" The first column in the table relates to
an index of academic segregation among schools and the second
column to one of social segregation; a high value in either case
should be interpreted as reflecting a situation in which there are big
differences between schools, with respect to their academic or social
composition.

This chapter will now examine the influence of certain features
of'education systems on segregation among schools, and in particular
the part played by tracking in lower secondary education. Separate
school tracks are a source of academic segregation by definition,
since students are channelled into them mainly on the basis of an
academic benchmark. This accounts for the very high values of the
academic segregation index in countries that introduce tracking
at a very early stage in the path through school, as in the cases of
Hungary, Germany, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic or Austria.
Chapter I1I will return to the question of studies on tracking in due
course.

At this stage, the relative influence of non-academic factors on
school segregation should also be highlighted. The figures below
draw attention, first, to the relation between social segregation among
schools and the prosperity of countries!? (Figure 2.1) and then to the
relation between social segregation among schools and the level of
sociocultural inequality in those countries" (Figure 2.2).

11. This is the ESCS variable (the PISA Index of Economic, Social and Cultural
Status, a composite index derived from information about the educational
qualifications of parents, their professional occupations and family
possessions).

12. In Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Romania and Slovenia,
schools with more than one academic track have been divided into as many
schools as there are tracks. This sampling strategy unquestionably increases
segregation in comparison with countries that have not adopted the strategy.
Similarly, in the Netherlands, schools have been divided in accordance with
the level of education, which also increases academic segregation. The index
used is per capita gross domestic product (GDP) in 2007.

13. The index of sociocultural inequality used here is also taken from the PISA
2006 database: it is the standard deviation within each country associated with
the composite index of student economic, social and cultural status (the ESCS
variable).
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Table 2.1 Indexes of academic and social segregation
Country Index of  Index of social Country Index of Index of
academic segregation academic social
segregation segregation segregation
Finland 5.8 9.0 Hong Kong 36.5 24.0
Iceland 9.0 15.0 Thailand 38.5 50.0
Norway 9.9 12.0 Kyrgyzstan 39.4 26.0
Sweden 12.0 13.0 Uruguay 39.9 38.0
Poland 13.6 24.0 Croatia 413 22.0
Spain 13.9 24.0 Slovak Republic 42.4 37.0
Denmark 15.4 13.0 Serbia 42.6 26.0
New Zealand 15.9 18.0 Tunisia 42.8 36.0
Treland 17.0 21.0 Taipei (China) 46.2 23.0
Australia 17.9 23.0 Brazil 46.6 39.0
Canada 18.4 19.0 Argentina 46.8 39.0
Latvia 18.4 20.0 Romania* 483 34.0
United Kingdom 18.9 17.0 Japan* 48.5 24.0
Estonia 20.5 19.0 Greece 51.7 34.0
Jordan 22.1 25.0 Azerbaijan 51.8 37.0
United States 233 26.0 Italy* 52.1 24.0
Russian Federation 27.0 24.0 Belgium 523 27.0
Montenegro 28.3 20.0 Turkey 52.8 31.0
Lithuania 28.3 27.0 Bulgaria 55.0 51.0
Macao-China 28.3 33.0 Chile 56.3 53.0
Luxembourg 29.2 23.0 Austria* 57.0 29.0
Colombia 31.3 40.0 Czech Republic* 57.8 27.0
Portugal 31.9 31.0 Netherlands* 58.9 22.0
Israel 324 24.0 Germany 59.9 25.0
Switzerland 34.2 18.0 Slovenia* 60.4 26.0
Republic of Korea 353 26.0 Qatar 60.5 /
Mexico 353 40.0 Hungary* 70.4 46.0
Source: Data taken from the PISA 2006 database.
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Figure 2.1 Relation between the prosperity of countries
and social segregation among schools
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Source: Data taken from the PISA 2006 database.

In Table 2.2, it would seem moreover that the relation between
these socio-economic indices and segregation among schools
is stronger with respect to social segregation than to academic
segregation. Thismay bebecausesocial segregationis more dependent
on the socio-economic environment, and because education systems
are much freer to determine academic segregation, which depends
on other factors such as the possible existence of different tracks
through school for those aged 15.
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Table 2.2  Relations between the socio-economic indices of
countries and indices of segregation among schools
(when students are aged 15)

Social segregation Academic segregation
Per capita GDP -0.607** -0.356%*
Sociocultural inequality 0.645%* 0.231 (ns)

** significant at the threshold of .01. (ns): not significant.
Source: Data taken from the PISA 2006 database.

Figure 2.2 Relation between the level of sociocultural
inequality in the country and social segregation
among schools
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Source: Data taken from the PISA 2006 database.
It should also be noted that the relations shown in Table 2.2

are derived from a survey covering all countries in the PISA study,
including developing countries with a per capita GDP and levels of

49

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Methods of Grouping Learners at School

sociocultural inequality very different from those of industrialized
countries. If the enquiry is restricted to OECD Member States, a
decrease in the value of the correlation coefficients is always apparent.
However, the significant relations highlighted above (except that
between sociocultural inequalities and the social segregation
index) remain noteworthy at the 0.05 threshold. Similarly, if the
two least rich OECD countries (Mexico and Turkey) are omitted,
just a single coefficient remains statistically significant, namely,
that which expresses the correlation between per capita GDP and
social segregation (r=-0.574; p - value=0.002). From these
successive enquiries, it is clear that the influence of the variables
reflecting the socio-economic environment of education systems
is especially noteworthy in any comparison between rich and poor
countries; where the richest countries alone are examined, the effect
of these variables becomes weaker and, in certain cases, is of no
significance.

Does segregation have any impact?

The data contained in the preceding section reveal broad differences
between the indices of academic and social segregation in the
various countries. These differences (especially in the case of social
segregation) may be partly attributable to aspects of the socio-
economic environment. But what can be said about their bearing
on the composition of schools? Or to put it another way, how far
does the composition of students at a school affect each student’s
individual educational career?

Since the publication of the Coleman report in the United
States (Coleman et al., 1966), researchers have paid close attention
to how the school career of individual students is influenced by
other students at their school — the so-called ‘compositional effect’.
This report emphasized the point that students from very similar
sociocultural backgrounds would probably have different school
careers if educated at schools enrolling students from highly
privileged environments or, on the contrary, from very disadvantaged
ones. In fact, the point at issue here is very close to the one raised in
the first part of this study on the composition of school classes. The
only differences are the focus of enquiry (the school rather than the
class) and, to some extent, the processes involved.
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Evaluation of the existence and scale of the compositional effect
has prompted two kinds of investigation, which it is important to
distinguish. The first involves the secondary analysis of international
databases, while the second has focused on national databases and
so-called ‘school effectiveness research’.

Secondary analysis of international databases

International databases provide an opportunity to go beyond the
simple descriptive account given above. They enable researchers
to attempt to identify the impact of the group on learning, after
controlling for the influence of individual student characteristics. As
an example, one may take the work of Willms (2006), which was
carried out using the PIRLS™" 2001 and PISA 2000 databases.

The procedure adopted is generally as follows. Since students
are not assigned to schools randomly, the researchers first of all devise
variables by considering the individual characteristics of students
that affect their learning. Such variables are based on information
about the educational qualifications and professional occupation of
the parents and the cultural resources available in the home. The
researchers then disregard the impact of these variables; where
differences between schools are still apparent (as is usually the case),
they determine (in general with multilevel analysis models) how
far the average characteristics of the student intake at each school
(generally an index of the mean sociocultural level of students) help
to ‘explain’ those differences. Such studies conclude with unfailing
regularity that school ‘composition’ exerts a significant influence.

In the above-mentioned research by Willms or the study carried
out by Vandenberghe (1999) with reference to the 1995 TIMSS"
survey, the compositional effect appears to be at least as great as the
influence of the sociocultural status of individual students. However,
this method of gauging the compositional effect needs to be treated

14. The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) is a survey
carried out periodically by the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (IEA).

15. The Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) is a
survey carried out periodically by the IEA. However, the sampling procedures
it uses are such that the notion of group composition in this case refers more
to the composition of the class than of the school.
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with caution, as is emphasized by the research discussed in the
following section.

School effectiveness research

Another kind of research has also dealt with the compositional
effect on students, and in particular on their learning. This is work
concerned with examining ‘school effectiveness’. Its rationale and
methodological procedures are very similar indeed to those of studies
that make use of international databases.

The researchers attempt first of all, as it were, to assess the
magnitude of differences in school performance;'® they then identify
the specific influence of school composition, as distinct from other
school characteristics (teaching and organizational variables, etc.)
likely to have a bearing on student learning attainment. Generally,
they also introduce an index of the social and cultural background of
students as a control variable.

After several years of lively debate within the research
community (Gorard, 2006; Harker and Tymms, 2004; Nash,
2003), there is now a near-consensus: assessing the influence of
school composition merely by controlling for student sociocultural
characteristics, as is general practice in the secondary analysis of
international databases, is felt to be unreasonable. Why? Quite
simply because two students with the same sociocultural background
may be academically very different (previous education, attainment
at the start of the year, motivation, etc.), and these differences are
not distributed randomly across schools. Any rigorous investigation
thus has to take account of these ‘academic’ variables. Otherwise,
there is a danger that the composition of schools will be regarded as
having an influence that in reality is attributable to how they recruit
their intake.'” As Hanushek et al. (2001) point out, because students
are allocated to schools in accordance with similarities (parents
who live in the same neighbourhood or favour a particular school

16. This is largely why such research is virtually non-existent in Scandinavian
countries, in which differences between schools are almost negligible.

17. Bias of this kind is sometimes referred to as selection bias or endogeneity
bias. The same observation has been made about the influence of composition
at class level.
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educational strategy), any index of average school level is likely to
be taken as a proxy for individual characteristics that go unobserved,
and most notably student academic attainment at the outset. Today,
most scientific research in this area strives to focus on at least two
measurements of attainment, namely, one recorded at the start of a
period of education (usually a school year) and the other at the end
of that period.

After taking account, therefore, of initial differences between
students as regards their sociocultural background and educational
attainment, such research attempts to ascertain to what extent
specific school characteristics are the reason for different levels of
performance.

An extract (Box I) from recent research conducted in the
French Community of Belgium shows that different conclusions
are reached, depending on the analysis model used and the
characteristics of the students concerned. In this example, it would
seem that the compositional effect is greatly overestimated if initial
student attainment is not taken into consideration. Nevertheless, it
is not certain that this finding can be extrapolated to all education
systems — a matter still to be resolved.

That said, researchers now consider that reliable assessment
of the compositional effect necessitates using several indicators of
the individual characteristics of students as control variables (most
notably a measurement of their abilities at the start of the period of
education concerned). They also agree (OECD, 2008) that, where the
initial attainment of students is taken into account, the compositional
effect decreases significantly.

Between peer effect and the effect of composition

From a more theoretical angle, attention should be drawn to the
lack of clarity in research literature concerned with portraying and
interpreting the impact of students in a school on learning outcomes.
For a long time, work dealing with this significant contributory
factor made reference to peer effects; today, researchers in the field
of education refer to the above-mentioned ‘compositional effect’.
Yet, the two are not the same.
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Box 1. The importance of measuring prior achievement:
An example in Belgium

This research was carried out in the French Community of Belgium (for
a more detailed account, see Dumay and Dupriez, 2008), and covered
all pupils in their sixth year of primary education at 52 schools. A first
analysis (N =1977) revealed that 25 per cent of the total variance in
pupil scores (for proficiency in the mother tongue) corresponded to
the variance between schools, and 75 per cent to the variance between
the pupils within them. Next, the investigation primarily concerned
itself with identifying the variables accounting for differences between
schools. The individual sociocultural characteristics of pupils were
considered first of all, and reduced the variance between schools by
35 per cent. In other words, 35 per cent of the differences between
schools are linked to differences in the sociocultural characteristics of
their pupils. If this remains the only control variable considered when
evaluating the influence of the average sociocultural level of schools,
the conclusion will show that compositional effect has a strong and
statistically significant impact. Here, indeed, the average sociocultural
level of the school appears to account for 31 per cent of the variance
between schools, which is almost as great as the impact of sociocultural
variables for individual pupils.

If, on the other hand, a second control variable is taken into
account at the individual level, namely, pupil scores in a preliminary
test at the start of the school year to assess proficiency in the mother
tongue, the following will be observed: (1)that 77 per cent of the
variance between schools is linked to differences in the (individual)
sociocultural and educational characteristics of the pupils concerned,
and (2) that, while the school compositional effect is indeed statistically
significant, it is not as great, accounting for 8 per cent of the variance
between schools, or 2 per cent of the total variance in the scores of their
pupils. Otherwise put, it may be concluded that, in the case of primary
education in the French Community of Belgium, the compositional
effect is overestimated if differences in pupil educational attainment are
not taken into account.

Why is this so? Primarily because, in Belgium, there is a significant
correlation between the average sociocultural level of schools and
pupil attainment at the start of the year, even when the influence of the
individual sociocultural level of pupils is taken into account. This is
probably attributable to the substantial level of educational mobility
apparent in Belgium, a country in which population density is very
high and the free choice of a school a longstanding practice within
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the education system. It is possible that in countries in which such
mobility is lower, overestimates of the compositional effect when initial
educational attainment is not measured are not as great. But this has to
be evaluated. In any event, the present example highlights how failing
to take account of pupil attainment at the outset can lead to conclusions
that the compositional effect has an influence that is in fact non-existent,
or not as great as supposed.

As Wilkinson (2002) has suggested, the influence on learning
of a group of students together in a school (or a classroom) cannot be
reduced to one of peer effects. Figure 2.3 shows that this influence
in fact comprises a twofold process (which is consistent with the
discussion of class level effects in the first chapter of this study). On
the one hand, the group of students has a direct influence on each of
its members. This may be termed ‘peer effect’ and corresponds to the
involvement of students among themselves in processes of influence,
comparison and identification. On the other hand, the composition of
the school exerts an indirect influence on its organizational dynamics
(for example, the school head may concentrate on tasks concerned
with coordinating teaching activity), as well as on the dynamics of
classroom teaching (a high-level real curriculum, real working time
in the classroom, major expectations among teachers, a classroom
atmosphere focused on work, etc.), factors themselves affecting the
quality of learning.

Figure 2.3 The direct and indirect influence of composition

Teaching and
organizational
practices which are
influenced by school
composition
(indirect effect)

Student
learning

Composition

of
the school

Peer influence
(direct effect)
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The distinction between an overall approach to compositional
effect (a direct and indirect influence) and the special influence of peer
relations is not just theoretical: it has a bearing on the methodological
procedures for evaluating these effects. Any examination of research
findings should strive to identify clearly the impacts that its authors
have evaluated.'®

In an effort to determine as accurately as possible the direct
and indirect effects and the influence due specifically to educational
practices within schools (which cannot be subsumed under an
adaptation to school composition), some researchers have sought'’
to identify the net compositional effect (peer effect), the net effect of
educational practices (their influence independently of composition),
and the combined effect of these two or more variables. This joint
influence concerns variations between schools in student learning,
which is affected simultaneously by variations in the composition
of schools and their educational practices. Undoubtedly, in schools
which cater for privileged students of high educational attainment,
teaching conditions are generally good, the working atmosphere is
more disciplined, more time is spent working in lessons, teachers are
more motivated, and so on. It is thus not always easy to distinguish
between what is attributable to characteristics of school intake and
what derives from the quality of work at the school. It should also be
borne in mind that educational practices are not entirely dependent
on a school’s intake. Schools with an identical intake may adopt
different practices with a significant bearing on student attainment.
Specialist literature on ‘school effectiveness’ has revealed that
factors such as leadership focused on teaching issues and student
learning, high expectations on the part of teachers, numerous
learning opportunities and systematic feedback to students encourage
effective learning. It is these differences between practices, unrelated
to school composition, which underlie a net effect attributable to
educational practices.

18. For example, if an analysis model takes account of the compositional effect,
after controlling for the influence of variations in educational practice, it in fact
evaluates no more than peer effect or the direct influence of composition.

19. In most cases, by means of a technique for rotating the explanatory models of
student learning.
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In a chapter dealing with differences between school intake
and their impact, it is important to discuss briefly recent research
on compositional effect (see also the summary provided by Dumay
and Dupriez, 2009). As already stated, all such research includes
an indicator of the initial ability of students, independent of a
measurement of their attainment on completion of the period of
education. In addition, this brief review of the literature also draws
attention to the type of composition variable studied; in most cases,
this variable is academic (average level of attainment), sociocultural
(average sociocultural level) or ethnic (the proportion of students
from a particular ethnic group or of a specific nationality). Finally,
where researchers have paid attention to net effect and combined
effect, their findings are also discussed in these terms.

InNew Zealand, Lauderetal. (1999),usingamodel thatconsiders
different variables relating to individual student characteristics,
found that the variance between secondary schools corresponded to
16 per cent of the total variance in the results achieved by students in
national examinations in mathematics and English. Variables linked
to the school (including several measurements of composition)
accounted for 40 per cent of this variance between schools. School
effectiveness (including compositional effect) thus seems here to be
statistically significant and accounts for a little more than 6 per cent
of the total variance in student scores.

Duru-Bellat, Mons and Suchaut (2004) have examined and
evaluated the influence of social composition on the progress made
by pupils and students and on their attitudes at primary school
and at lycées (upper secondary education) in France. Their work
indicated that this influence over a year was quantitatively small and
not statistically significant in most of the years concerned. However,
their research revealed that composition had an impact on the
professional ambitions of students, on some of their attitudes and on
the expectations of teachers and the demands made by them.

Several studies carried out by Opdenakker, Van Damme
and their colleagues (2001, 2006) in the Flemish Community of
Belgium have indicated that composition has a significant impact
in secondary education. Their research (Opdenakker and Van
Damme, 2001) showed that composition (defined as the joint effect
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of educational, social, gender-based and ‘linguistic’ composition)*
and the other distinctive school variables (working atmosphere,
learning opportunities, quality of teaching, etc.) had substantial net
and combined effects on the performance of students, independent
of their initial attainment. The net effects of school composition
and of variables concerned with the quality of educational practices
accounted for 10 per cent and 16 per cent respectively of inter-school
variance, whereas 17 per cent of this variance was attributable to
their joint effect. The research also clearly showed that the inclusion
of school composition in a forecasting model formed solely from
variables concerned with educational quality lessened the impact
of the process variables. This reveals the covariance between these
two types of variable in that schools with the most favourable
composition are those which adopt the most beneficial educational
processes.

From a database on primary education in Texas (three successive
cohorts 0f 200,000 pupils spread across 3,000 public-sector schools),
Hanushek et al. (2001) evaluated peer influence on learning in
mathematics. They noted that an increase of one standard deviation
in the average results of peers led to a shift of 0.2 of a standard
deviation on the scoring scale.

Using a longitudinal database from the 1988 National
Educational Longitudinal Survey (NELS), Rumberger and Palardy
(2005) studied learning curves (indicating how students progress
between the eighth and twelfth years) in science, reading and
mathematics. Their sample (14,217 students and 913 schools) was
such as to represent American secondary schools. Their analysis
of the composite scores (scores for the three types of learning
combined) suggested that 25 per cent of the variance in learning
curves corresponded to differences between schools. Individual
student characteristics accounted on average (except in science)
for less than one third of the variation in learning curves between
schools. After taking account of factors such as educational and
social background, individual socio-economic level and membership
of an ethnic minority, the authors showed that the socio-economic

20. ‘Linguistic’ composition relates to the percentage of students, within groups,
who do not speak the language of instruction at home.
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composition of schools had a significant impact on how students
progressed. The coefficient of 0.11 measuring the effect of
composition is nonetheless relatively small: a shift of one standard
deviation on the scale for socio-economic composition corresponds
to a change of 0.11 of a standard deviation in the progression of
students over the four-year period. In addition, the authors observed
substantial covariance between the socio-economic composition of
schools and two of their characteristics, namely the expectations of
teachers and the academic climate. Indeed, in their view, it is through
these characteristics that composition exerts its main influence on
how students learn. Here, therefore, one is primarily dealing with an
indirect effect of composition.

Lauder et al. (2007), for their part, have also tested the impact
of school composition on how pupils progress, but in this case
during primary education in the county of Hampshire, England. An
interesting feature of their study is the wide variety of composition
indices they have devised, including those relating to social, ethnic
and gender composition, as well as previous knowledge and average
age. The authors collected data on progress over four years in reading
and mathematics. They used growth curve models and showed that
school composition was instrumental in accounting for a significant
share of the variance in the initial level and progress of pupils in both
subjects. Thus 24 per cent and 27 per cent of the progress achieved
by pupils in reading and mathematics respectively were attributable
to the effects of composition.

On the whole, these methodologically rigorous studies show
that a statistically significant compositional effect is often observed.
In some instances it is not very great (Rumberger and Palardy,
2005), and in others more substantial (Opdenakker and van Damme,
2001; Lauder et al., 2007). It should also be emphasized that, where
researchers are concerned to identify an indirect compositional effect,
they acknowledge that it is definitely present. This is indicative of
a process similar to that observed in the case of classes: a process
in which the quality of the educational environment will vary with
school composition.?!

21. That said, statistical analysis does not definitely establish that the process
cannot sometimes work in the opposite direction, so that a school might
recruit pupils in accordance with the quality of its educational practices.
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Finally, the inclusion in analysis models of an initial
measurement of student ability as a control variable is in itself
significant, as it restricts in actual fact the possible influence of the
compositional effect to the period between the two measurements
of learning attainment. Yet, if this effect is only slight within that
period, it definitely increases in magnitude over the entire duration
of schooling because of its cumulative impact.

What policies should be used to assign students
to schools?

The foregoing discussion has revealed — at least in some contexts
— the influence of school composition on student and pupil learning.
It has highlighted the methodological complexity of this issue and
that a sufficiently sound model at the individual level should be used
to avoid overestimating the compositional effect.

Even if such a compositional effect does indeed exist — at
least in some education systems — it is important to consider what
particular education policies might strengthen it or, on the contrary,
limit it. It should be noted from the outset that the nature of the
problem depends largely on the political, cultural, economic and
social environment of differing education systems, to the extent that
it is very difficult to engage in a general discussion on the subject.

For example, it is obvious that segregation among schools
is conditioned by residential segregation, which itself varies from
one country to the next and from one region to another within a
country. In this respect, Reardon and colleagues (Reardon and Yun,
2001; Reardon, Yun and Eitle, 2000) have shown that in urban
and suburban areas of the United States (in which the majority
of students are allocated to schools on the basis of their place of
residence), 60—65 per cent of the ethnic segregation among schools
was linked to existing residential ethnic segregation among school
districts. This is problematic, since policies for assigning students to
schools are generally intra-district in nature. Similarly, segregation
among schools in secondary education is strongly affected by the
presence of tracks from lower secondary education onwards. It is
well known that countries in which tracking occurs early (Germany,
Austria, Luxembourg, Hungary, etc.) are those in which the greatest
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differences in school composition are generally observed in
secondary education (7able 2.1). School tracks and their influence
will be examined in more detail in the third chapter of this book.
Finally, a third variable influences the composition of schools,
namely, the policies for allocating students to them.

Here, it is vital to stop and consider the major trends observed
in many education systems over the last two decades. Most
industrialized countries have long organized the distribution of
students among schools in accordance with a catchment area policy,
in which students are assigned to schools on the basis of place of
residence. In many countries today, however, the principle that
families should be free to choose their school is emerging as a real
or potential alternative.

The underlying issue is that of regulating education systems.
The bureaucratic-cum-professional form of regulation postulated
by Maroy (2006) may be set against one or several forms of
post-bureaucratic regulation. The market model has plainly been a
source of inspiration to policy-makers, especially in English-speaking
countries. The principle is simple enough: if student distribution is
no longer governed by official procedures, families are entitled to
choose the school they want their children to attend, so that schools
find themselves competing with each other, which in turn encourages
them to enhance their educational practices. The corollary of this
is that the funding of schools depends on their enrolment levels,
so that relatively unattractive schools are penalized. While the
principle may seem to be logically consistent and raise the quality
of education systems, one should point out, as does Maurin (2007),
that competitive principles of this kind cannot be straightforwardly
applied to the school environment, mainly because it is hard for
parents to gauge the educational quality of schools, and also because
itis not certain that quality is the main factor governing their choice.?
They may be more interested in the kinds of students taught and
overall results, rather than the progress students have made through
attending a particular school. If so, schools stand to gain from

22. In certain cases, the limited mobility of pupils, students and families should be
borne in mind, as it precludes the notion that the situation for schools is truly
competitive.
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recruiting the best students rather than enhancing their educational
practices — a situation that is likely to lead not to an improvement
in quality of provision, but instead to greater segregation between
institutions.

In order to evaluate empirically the potential added value and
the possibly undesirable effects of such a policy, reference should be
made to studies that have addressed this issue. In a recent book, Mons
(2007) examined policies for allocating students to public-sector
schools in 22 OECD countries, and the influence of these policies
on the effectiveness and fairness of education systems. Rather than
directly evaluating the influence of allocation policies on school
composition, she instead focused on the principal identified result of
segregation, namely, greater inequalities in student attainment.

In her study, Mons classifies methods of assigning students
to schools.? The first model is described as one with ‘no choice’,
which may be observed in the Republic of Korea, Japan, Hong Kong
and Greece, and corresponds to a catchment area policy with no
dispensations. The second model provides for ‘school catchment
areas with scope for dispensation’, as is the case, for example, in
France, Portugal, Germany, Austria and the United States. The third
model is one of ‘regulated freedom of choice’. Parents express
their preferences, which are then taken into account by the public
authorities. The latter arbitrate where necessary on the requests made
by families and are sometimes mindful of concerns in the general
interest, such as the social mix within schools. This model, whose
organizational forms may vary somewhat, exists in Spain, Sweden
and Denmark. In this situation, all families are asked to express their
preferences, not just those who are well informed and know how
to obtain exemptions from the school catchment area principle (as
occurs in the second model). The fourth and final model is one of
‘totally free choice’. Clear priority is given to family preferences,
with little or no regulation by the authorities. Parents get in touch
directly with schools, which take note of their wishes. Belgium,
Hungary, New Zealand and, to some extent, the United Kingdom
have adopted this model.

23. In some countries, such as France, the United Kingdom and Belgium, the
situation has changed somewhat since Mons published her study (2007).
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Mons then assesses how these models for assigning students to
schools are related to various indicators of fairness and effectiveness
in education systems. By adopting the scale of the differences in
student scores as an indicator, the author concludes that the ‘no
choice’ and ‘regulated freedom of choice’ models are distinct from
that of “totally free choice’, as the former display a significantly lower
deviation in scores. Nevertheless, there is no significant difference
between the catchment area model with scope for dispensation and
the totally free choice model.

If one is concerned with the effectiveness of education systems
(measured by the average score of all students), it would seem that
neither the free choice model nor the regulated freedom of choice
model is more effective. This runs counter to the claims that placing
schools in competition with each other, while offering freedom of
choice for families, improves the quality of institutions.

In short, Mons’s study, which concerns mainly the industrialized
countries, reveals that, in terms of fairness, there is less difference
in scores in two models for allocating students to schools, namely,
catchment areas with no scope for dispensation and regulated free
choice. However, it should be noted that the first model (no choice)
exists mainly in Asia (Republic of Korea, Japan and Hong Kong); it
is hard to think in terms of grafting it unchanged into most Western
countries — ones in which, for historical and cultural reasons, a
regulation with no room whatever for exceptions would probably
not be readily accepted by families. The regulated free choice
model would seem to be an interesting alternative, enabling both the
requests made by families and concerns in the general interest to be
taken into account. According to the work of Mons, this model is no
less effective than the others; however, it gives rise to some degree
of inequality in results.

Other studies by the same author have examined the significance
of the private sector (or, in other words, non-public operators
responsible for one ormore schools) possibly subjected to some degree
of public control. Mons has concluded that the greater availability
of private schools is not linked to a gain in terms of effectiveness
(average score of students). However, a private sector with little
public authority supervision (such as, according to the author, exists

63

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Methods of Grouping Learners at School

in Denmark and Australia) is associated with greater social inequality
in attainment®* than elsewhere. As regards effectiveness, Woessmann
(2007) has reached conclusions different from those of Mons. From
secondary analysis of several international databases (PISA, PIRLS
and TIMSS), he concluded that a substantial private sector in receipt
of public funds had a positive impact on the average effectiveness
of education systems. According to Woessmann, public funding of
the private sector means that family freedom of choice becomes a
reality, as it is absolved from any financial implications. This point
is of special importance for countries in the South (as will become
clear in due course in relation to a research project in Chile).

It may also be pointed out that the United States is witnessing a
debate on the subject of charter schools (new, relatively independent
schools funded in accordance with their enrolment levels). While
research by Hoxby (2003) is inclined to emphasize their positive
impact, a recent issue of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
periodical Education, Finance and Policy (Maurin, 2007) calls for
greater caution and considers that their effects vary from one context
to another. In England too, the debate on the impact of free family
choice policies remains an open one: there is still no clear evidence
that they contribute positively to the effectiveness of the education
system, and several studies have drawn attention to a growth in
segregation among schools, especially in areas in which competition
between them is more marked (Gibbons, Machin and Silva, 2006).

In the case of industrialized countries it should be borne in
mind that, in terms of effectiveness, the positive impact of regulation
by means of family choice has still to be demonstrated. However,
several studies have drawn attention to greater segregation among
schools in a competitive environment (Gibbons, Machin and Silva,
2006), and to greater differences in the results achieved by students
in a context of unregulated free choice (Mons, 2007).

It is uncertain whether these considerations and studies
are relevant where the countries of the South are concerned. The
distinctive features of their cultural and, above all, socio-economic
environments, have to be reckoned with when considering the most

24. To put it another way, the score of students is more dependent there than
elsewhere on the cultural status of their families.
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appropriate system for administration of student enrolments. These
countries are also noteworthy for the fact that they provide often
far greater scope for ‘paid-for’ private education than developed
countries, and for their reliance on targeted policies, such as the
Programade Ampliacionde la Coberturade la Educacion Secundaria
(PACES) in Colombia. This programme corresponds to a special
initiative involving study vouchers distributed to underprivileged
families enabling them to access private schools. Evaluation of such
programmes (see Belfield and Levin, 2002) shows that they offer
families helpful support. While this outcome is significant, it is not
especially instructive as regards the issue of regulating the entire
education system.

Since 1980 in Chile, the principle that families should choose
their school is fundamental to the whole system. Numerous research
studies have been carried out in the country, focusing in particular on
the regulation of supply and demand in education. A brief summary
of these studies is given below.

It should first be pointed out that, in terms of social segregation
among schools, Chile is in an extreme position with one of the highest
segregation rates in the world, as indicated in 7able 2.1 derived from
the PISA 2006 data. Furthermore, research carried out with reference
to national databases reveals that social segregation among schools
is tending to increase, whereas residential segregation is decreasing
somewhat. It is this which has prompted Chilean scholars to study
the influence of factors specific to the organization of the education
system on school segregation.

A sound insight into the nature of their study calls for a brief
summary of a few features of the Chilean system. For over 20 years, it
has been organized on the basis of a voucher principle and the public
funding of municipal or private schools in accordance with their
enrolment levels. The latter depend essentially on the persuasiveness
of schools vis-a-vis families able to express their preference for
enrolling their children at any one institution. According to Mons’s
classification, this model corresponds to ‘totally free choice’. Yet
the Chilean system has two specific features making it hard to
compare with the countries examined by Mons. First, besides these
grant-aided schools, it includes a non-subsidized private network
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which enrols slightly less than 10 per cent of the school population.
Second, subsidized private schools have the possibility — which
they clearly exploit — of asking families to supplement their public
funding.

Statistical surveys have been conducted by Valenzuela, Bellei
and de los Rios (2008) to identify, within a multivariate model, the
effects of residential segregation and various school-related factors
on segregation among schools (such as the proportion of municipal
schools and subsidized and non-subsidized private schools in the
commune). The commune is the analytical unit. The study shows
that, while residential segregation exerts a considerable influence
(standardized regression coefficient = 0.32), the existence in each
commune of both subsidized and non-subsidized private education
has an even greater impact.

In the light of these findings, the authors have sharply criticized
in particular the financiamiento compartido mechanism. In their
view, the fact that subsidized private schools can request additional
funding from families is enormously conducive to the growth
of segregation, since their choice of subsidized school is heavily
dependent on their economic means. Furthermore, with regard to the
liberal model underlying the organization of this kind of education
system, it involves a clear distortion of competition between publicly
funded schools, municipal schools and subsidized private schools.
At present, the main consequence of this system is that it reduces
the enrolment level of municipal schools, which are abandoned by
families able to pay the tuition fees of grant-aided private schools.
But Bellei (2009) notes that the extra resources obtained by these
schools are not matched by better quality education.”® From this
he concludes that deregulation and the education market in Chile
have increased segregation; all the signs are that schools compete
with each other to attract the best students rather than to enhance the
quality of their provision.

Valenzuela, Bellei and de los Rios suggest that the possibility
of requesting extra funding from parents should be drastically

25. This statement is based on multivariate statistical analysis in which the
researcher assesses the impact of the schools, after considering the sociocultural
characteristics of the students.
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limited, and that steps should be taken to ensure public regulation of
enrolments so that schools subject to excessive demand do not select
students on the basis of socio-economic criteria. These proposals,
they add, should be coupled with extra public funding, in particular,
to support the education of the most underprivileged students.

Inthemain, these authors are fairly sceptical about the application
of market logic to the educational domain and placing schools in
competition with each other. It still remains to be demonstrated that
this leads to an improvement in the standard of education. On the
other hand, and in line with the reasoning of Maurin (2007), this
would seem to exist in parallel with an increase in segregation and
greater differences between the results achieved by students. Yet,
reference to the research undertaken by Mons on the allocation of
students to public-sector schools suggests that school catchment
areas are not the ideal solution either. This author has shown that, in
countries in which catchment area policies are coupled with many
dispensations, great inequalities are apparent in student results.
Two other models have proved to be both effective and reasonably
egalitarian, namely, catchment areas with no dispensation and
regulated freedom of choice. Furthermore, the latter model enables
requests made by families and general interest criteria to be taken
into account.

Most of this research has been conducted in industrialized
countries. Its findings are not necessarily applicable to developing
countries or countries in transition, in which inadequate public
funding of education, social inequalities and residential segregation
make the allocation of students to schools an even more sensitive
issue. However, the studies carried out in Chile appear to yield a
pattern of results fairly similar to the observations made in countries
in the North: freedom of choice for families, which is unregulated
by public authorities, going hand-in-hand with an extremely high
level of social segregation among schools. This trend is probably
exacerbated by financial selection in admission to subsidized private
schools.
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This third and final chapter examines another factor which has an
especially marked influence on the grouping of students. In particular,
it discusses the position of tracking in lower secondary education.
The chapter will draw attention to the issues underlying the formation
of tracks, while demonstrating that it is simplistic to regard these
as the only option when considering methods of managing students
of mixed ability. At one end of the continuum, certain education
systems, which clearly reflect a culture of integration (Crahay and
Delhaxhe, 2004), have established a variety of arrangements for
working as long and as intensively as possible with all students in
a particular cohort. At the opposite end, other education systems
prefer to differentiate between these at an early stage by introducing
different tracks through school from lower secondary education
onwards.

Comprehensive or selective schools?

Because students have differing levels of ability, education systems
have sought — and are still seeking — to develop processes enabling
the differences between them to be managed. In fact, as Broadfoot
(1996) has pointed out, this question is indicative of a tension
always inherent in schools, which have to satisfy simultaneously a
twofold contradictory requirement. On the one hand, they have to
differentiate between students on the basis of their learning ability,
so as to legitimize their future position on the labour market; on the
other, they have to contribute to social integration, by encouraging
all students to accept a common set of values and knowledge. The
ways in which education systems manage the progress of students
through school reflect their chosen position in relation to this twofold
contradictory demand for both separation and integration. Durkheim
(1947) long ago pointed to the potential conflict between principles
of ‘social cohesion’ and principles of ‘order’, according to which
schools had to prepare their intake for the hierarchical structure of
the labour market. How is one to ensure that schools are organized
to accommodate both the training of an elite and education for all?
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How and from what point onwards can one deal comprehensively
with a variety of (general, but also vocational) educational aims?
How can channelling students into different tracks or branches of
education be legitimized?

For several decades, academic literature has highlighted the
dichotomy between education systems involving differentiation
at an early stage — so-called selective systems (as in Germany or
Austria, in which students are placed in tracks from the age of 10 or
11 onwards) —and those often termed comprehensive school systems,
in which differentiation occurs much later, with students bound by a
common curriculum up to the age of 16. Thus Husén wrote:

A selective system employs organizational differentiation at an
early stage in order to allocate children to different types of
schools or sharply divided programmes. Furthermore, grouping
practices are employed at an early stage with the aim of spotting
students who are considered to be academically oriented. Apart
from selective access and internal grouping, the system has
a high attrition rate in terms of grade-repeating and drop-out

(Husén, 1979: 96).

As to comprehensive systems, these typically involve a school
educational strategy and a common curriculum for all students over
a much longer period.

Even over 30 years ago, the first large-scale surveys carried out
by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) revealed that differences were associated with
the two foregoing structures (Postlethwaite, 1967; Husén, 1979).
In short, they revealed how the comprehensive systems offered
long-term education to a much greater proportion of students, and
that this massive expansion of general secondary education did not
adversely affect the training of elites. After examining the results
achieved by the 5 per cent most gifted students within each system,
Husén found that the position of many comprehensive systems was
the same or better than that of the most selective ones.

More recently and using a measurement of performances in
mathematics (TIMSS 1995), Vandenberghe, Dupriez and Zachary
(2001) concluded that in countries with long single-structure
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schooling, the scores achieved by students depended less on the
sociocultural status of their families than in countries in which
differentiation occurred at an early stage.

From the PISA 2000 data on reading literacy, Duru-Bellat,
Mons and Suchaut (2004) studied the link between the material and
cultural resources of families and student scores. They obtained a
coefficient to measure the magnitude of this link and thus of social
inequality in attainment in each country examined. In addition, they
devised an aggregate variable which took account of the proportion
of students who retook a year in primary education, the short period
covered by the common core, and the level of segregation among
schools. This variable thus provided an indicator of the level of
differentiation in each education system. The authors showed that
there was a significant correlation between this differentiation
indicator (r=0.63) and the indicator of social inequality. They
emphasized in their conclusion that grouping by ability or in separate
tracks, but also any form of segregation among schools, tended to
increase social inequality in performance. Furthermore, they found
that the average score of students in countries ‘with a differentiation
culture’ was not better: on the contrary, there was a significant
negative relation (r = - 0.33) between this differentiation index and
the average score of countries in reading literacy.

Crahay (2003) obtained very similar results when using
different databases, including the TIMSS 1995 and the 1990 Reading
Literacy study — two international surveys carried out by the IEA. He
concluded that school institutions did not need selection processes to
be effective: on the contrary, countries which postponed any form of
differentiation for as long as possible were not just more egalitarian,
but also generally among the most effective states in the European
Union. In his view, education for all over a long period does not
appear to compromise the training of elites, while the best way to
obtain large numbers of very gifted students is through an integrated
educational structure.

Gorard and Smith (2004) examined the PISA 2000 data and
concluded for their part that systems which differentiate between
students at an early stage increase differences in scores between
social groups.

71

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Methods of Grouping Learners at School

Dupriez and Dumay (2005, 2006) studied research of this
kind with a special focus on social inequality in attainment. They
discovered that: (1) within all education systems there was a relation
between the social background of students and their performance
(for example, Duru-Bellat, 2002), but that its intensity was somewhat
variable, and (2) that education systems which introduced tracks at
an early stage were those in which this relation was strongest, while
it was weakest in those with a long period of integrated provision
(i.e. no tracking before the age of 16, little or no obligation to repeat
years of study, and little ability grouping).

These authors raised the question of whether the more egalitarian
nature of certain education systems was linked to their structure or
to the social characteristics of the countries considered (Dupriez and
Dumay, 2006: 246). They offered different analytical approaches to
identifying the influence of each of these two factors.

The first of these investigations revealed that, among the
European Union countries,? the value of the correlation coefficient
measuring the relation between the Gini index of income inequality
(taken as an indicator of socio-economic inequalities within
countries) and the index of social inequality in attainment was close
to zero (r=0.09). In other words, among these European states,
there was no relation between socio-economic inequality and the
scale of social inequalities at school.

The second such enquiry sought to relate two inequality
indices (the same index of inequalities in attainment used in the
first analysis and a score dispersion index), which were measured
at around the midway stage of primary education (the fourth year,
using PIRLS 2001), and for young people aged 15 by means of the
PISA 2000 data. Unfortunately, this relation could be established in
only very few countries (N = 11). From this intra- and inter-country
comparison, it was possible to identify more clearly relative changes
in the inequality indices and assess the relation between them and
the possible existence of tracking. Examination of this sample lent
weight to the theory that tracks have a specific impact on the two
inequality indices. First, itrevealed that in countries in which students

26. Essentially, this research was carried out by considering the situation in the
education systems of EU member countries at the beginning of 2004 (N=22).
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follow a core curriculum until the age of 16, there are inequalities
in attainment among them when aged 9 or 10, which are at least as
great — if not greater — than in countries with ‘tracks’. Second, the
study showed that changes in the two inequality indices were, on
average, more encouraging in countries with a core curriculum of
long duration than in the others.

Why does tracking lead to such social inequalities in attainment?
Itis possible to offer an explanation based on three lines of reasoning.
The first involves considering the impact of social background
on school performance. Among students who experience learning
difficulties, those from the least privileged backgrounds are the most
numerous. It is they, therefore, who are most likely to be guided
towards the less academically demanding tracks, where these exist.
Secondly, as Erikson and Jonsson (1996) suggest, at each bifurcation
in the education system, parents have to make a choice on the
basis of risk, costs and benefits. The decision they take varies in
accordance with their social position and their resources. However,
a core curriculum lasting up to the age of 15 or 16 keeps the least
privileged families away from a process of ‘self-selection’ and from
choosing those tracks with the lowest academic standing, which are
also perceived as involving the least risk. This notion has long been
discussed in sociological literature. These first two points provide
an insight into why there are more students from relatively modest
backgrounds in the technical and vocational tracks of education.
Thirdly, it is important to emphasize the impact of structure (with
or without tracks) on learning conditions. The first chapter of this
study explained at length why, in groups of lesser ability, learning
opportunities in terms of working time and stimulation were not
the same as those observed in highly proficient or mixed ability
groups. Now, an educational structure without tracks is clearly more
suited to the formation of mixed ability classes, since students with
different levels of attainment are not steered towards different kinds
of provision. In a structure with tracks, the less proficient students are
not just placed in different groups, but assigned to a less demanding
programme of study, at least in terms of general education. In the
final analysis, it is probable that two factors are mainly responsible
for the more socially egalitarian nature of comprehensive education:
first, it rules out early selection over-dependent on the family
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environment; second, the educational aims and patterns underlying
it are of a quality from which the least able members of mixed ability
groups can benefit.

At a broader level, Hanushek and Woessmann (2006) have
also compared inequalities in education systems at different points
in student school careers. They studied the average level and the
differences in scores achieved by students in secondary education,
while controlling for the same data measured in primary education.
Their working assumption was that the investigation should point
to differing changes in these factors, depending on whether or not
tracks existed in secondary education when students were tested
at the age of 15. This comparison between primary and secondary
education was carried out by systematically cross-combining the
information from six databases (TIMSS, 1995, 1999 and 2003;
PIRLS, 2001; and PISA 2000 and 2003). The authors concluded
that the presence of tracks at an early stage did indeed give rise to
increased differences between student scores. The findings from the
study of effectiveness were admittedly less clear. The differences
were not as great and fluctuated from one subject to another: in the
case of the mother tongue, tracking resulted in a significantly weaker
performance, whereas in science, one of the three comparisons
pointed to a statistically significant difference in favour of systems
with tracks. In mathematics, no statistically significant difference
was noted.

On the whole, these studies point to a systematic and statistically
significant relation between early tracking and two measurements of
inequality, namely, the magnitude of the difference in scores achieved
by students (Hanushek and Woessmann, 2006), and social inequality
in their attainment (Dupriez and Dumay, 2006; Duru-Bellat, Mons
and Suchaut, 2004). From studies of this kind, it is harder to draw
conclusions regarding the relationship between tracking and the
effectiveness of education systems (see, in particular, Hanushek and
Woessmann, 2006).

Be that as it may, most of this research is based on an almost
dichotomous representation of education systems, hinging on the age
at which students are channelled towards a particular track. Recently,
several authors have drawn attention to the fact that the metabolism
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of education systems is more complex and that one should consider
mechanisms other than tracks when managing students of mixed
ability. Mons (2007) has offered a classification enabling one to take
account of differences between countries with a common structure
for educating students until the age of at least 15.

A classification of methods for managing mixed ability in
compulsory education

Mons (2007) has started from the premise that all education systems
rely on one or several adjustment variables to cater for students
of mixed ability. By means of joint reference to empirical data
collected in PISA 2000 and institutional data concerning the systems
under consideration, she has identified four of these variables
corresponding to four mixed ability management models, namely,
tracking, arrangements for students to repeat their year, ability
grouping (by classes or within them) and personalized supervision
of students.

The first model, or ‘separation model’, is based on the principle
of separating and selecting pupils at an early stage. From the end of
primary education, they are guided towards parallel tracks, mainly
in light of their academic attainment. Classes grouped by ability
may already exist in primary education to prepare for this selection
process. Furthermore, many students often have to redo their year, a
procedure viewed as a kind of safety mechanism to lessen the tensions
of early selection. This model has been adopted notably in countries
of Germanic culture (Germany, Austria, Hungary, Switzerland and
Luxembourg) and to some extent in Belgium and the Netherlands.

The second model, the ‘flexible integration model’, corresponds
to comprehensive schools in English-speaking countries (the United
States, Canada, the United Kingdom and New Zealand). Up to the
age of 16, all students follow a broadly common curriculum at
around the same pace. In primary schools, intra-class groups cater
for pupils of mixed ability. In the first stage of secondary education,
a flexible policy enables students to be grouped in accordance with
their general level of attainment or their attainment in each of the
subjects taught.
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The third model known as the ‘uniform integration model’ is
present in the majority of Latin countries (France, Spain, Portugal,
Argentina and Chile, etc.). All students together experience the
same patterns of instruction and form a common core. There are
no adjustment mechanisms in intra- or inter-class management. It
is only through students repeating a year that their flows can be
regulated and that those unable to reach the required level can be
separated.

The fourth model, the ‘personalized integration model’,
is especially characteristic of countries in the north of Europe
(Denmark, Iceland, Finland and Sweden). Only under exceptional
circumstances do students repeat their year and classes grouped by
ability are uncommon. To enable all students to master the common
curriculum up to the age of 16 at roughly the same rate, several
methods have been adopted to differentiate and personalize teaching.
While these methods are quite varied (differentiated teaching within
classes, personalized supervision of students singly or in small
groups, student mentoring, etc.), they have a twofold common
characteristic: (1) learning difficulties are detected and dealt with
rapidly, and (2) students in difficulty may receive personalized
attention, but remain in their class with their peers. They do not retake
the year and are not guided towards a less demanding track. These
methods mean that the organizational activity of schools needs to be
flexible. For example, it is not uncommon for two teachers to work
together within a single class. While one takes care of the group
as a whole, the other pays close attention for a fixed period to a
small group of students with specific difficulties. In addition, classes
quite commonly consist of several sub-groups of students engaged
in different tasks.

Empirical studies based on Mons s classification

Taking the PISA 2000 data on reading literacy, Mons tested the
relation between the foregoing mixed ability management models
and various indicators of student learning attainment (average scores
of students, the proportion of those in difficulty, the proportion
of exceptionally able students, and differences in their scores and
social inequalities in attainment). So as to compare countries that
were sufficiently similar in terms of their development level, she
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focused her enquiry on all OECD Member States with the exception
of Mexico.” Her findings are reviewed below.

In countries that have adopted the ‘separation model’, there is
a large proportion of less able students, and differences in the scores
achieved by students and between schools are substantial. Social
inequalities in attainment are especially high. Furthermore, as far as
effectiveness is concerned the level is generally low (Mons, 2007),
even though early selection and the channelling of students into paths
adapted to their ability are supposed to maximize the performance of
the education system. The average scores obtained by countries that
rely on this model are significantly lower (the difference is around
one quarter of a standard deviation) than in countries using the
‘flexible integration’ and ‘personalized integration’ models.

The studies by Mons also reveal that there are big differences
between the three models with a long common core.

The ‘flexible integration’ model is typified by high attainment
levels, big differences in student scores and scores substantially
influenced by social background. This system is quite flexible: it
involves groups within classes in primary education, relatively
flexible class-based or other forms of ability grouping (often by
subject) in secondary education, and frequent use of differentiated
teaching. According to Mons, this is why it manages to raise the
attainment of the least able students to quite a high level, while still
offering excellent provision to the strongest.

The ‘personalized integration’ model characteristic of the
Scandinavian countries tends to result in high average levels of
performance, a small proportion of students with difficulties, and a
very competent elite group. Furthermore, the relation between the
scores of students and their social background is much less marked
than in the previous (‘flexible integration’) model. Mons considers
that this is attributable to the very extensive reliance on personalized
supervision of students (which means that learning difficulties can be
rapidly dealt with) and to the very few classes grouped by ability.

27. Mexico was not included because its per capita GDP is well below that of
other OECD countries.
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Finally, the ‘uniform integration’ model seems to be the least
effective of the four: there are many students of low attainment and
few who do really well. Mons claims that this is the result of the
poor strategies chosen to deal with students of mixed ability, mainly
involving repeated years and, to some extent, class-based ability
grouping.

Dupriez, Dumay and Vause (2008) have used Mons’s
classification to carry out a secondary analysis of the PISA 2003
database (scores in mathematics), primarily for the purpose of
identifying the paths of students through school and the academic
attainment of the weakest in a variety of education systems.? To a
large extent, their findings have borne out those of Mons, which were
based on PISA 2000 and scores for reading literacy. In particular, they
reveal that the ‘separation model’ is the most socially inegalitarian.
As regards the performance of students whose attainment was lowest
(at the 25th percentile on the PISA scoring scale, in each country),
the ‘uniform integration model’ had the poorest result: a statistically
significant difference was noted between this model and both the
‘flexible integration’ and ‘personalized integration’ models.

Clearly, these general trends occasionally conceal characteristics
peculiar to each country. For example, out of all the countries that
have adopted the ‘flexible integration’ model, the United States
is the one with the highest level of social inequality in attainment
(and by a very clear margin). Why is this so? The reason probably
lies in characteristics which Mons’s classification does not take
directly into account. In this country, there is extensive residential
segregation (Reardon and Yun, 2001), which goes hand-in-hand with
big differences in school composition and in the quality of education
even if, from a formal standpoint, these schools offer the same kind
of provision and are all ‘comprehensive schools’ (LeTendre, Hofer
and Shimizu, 2003).

28. Their study also covers the OECD countries. However, they did not includ
Turkey or Mexico, whose school enrolment rates for those aged 15 (54%
and 58% respectively) are much lower than in the other countries (generally
100%), which means that the comparison between these student samples is
highly problematic.
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As Monseur and Demeuse (2001) suggested, this last study
illustrates the need to take account of the ‘communicating vessels’
principle affecting the variables used to cater for students of mixed
ability. Dupriez, Dumay and Vause (2008) once again demonstrated
this in examining the case of students who repeated a year in
lower secondary education. In the ‘uniform integration’ model, the
students who retake a year are clearly the weakest. In contrast, in
the ‘separation model’, those in difficulty take the year again or are
guided towards a non-academic track. In this case, repeating a year
seems to be far less indicative of student attainment. Similarly, the
differences between students who do and do not repeat their year are
not nearly as great in countries that adopt the ‘separation model’ as
in those with the ‘uniform integration model’.

In short, the classification offered by Mons is of twofold
interest. First, it means that one can go further than a dichotomous
representation of education systems, hinging on a distinction between
countries that introduce tracking early on and the remainder. It draws
attention to other strategies that also serve to cater for students of
mixed ability (repeated years, class-based or other ability groups,
personalized supervision of students) and whose use is combined with
tracking to a greater or lesser extent. Second, when the classification
is used to understand the differences between education systems
in terms of effectiveness and fairness, it confirms findings from
earlier work: systems that introduce tracking at an early stage are
those in which learning attainment depends most on sociocultural
background. Furthermore, by offering three different models based
on a ‘long common curriculum’, Mons’s classification provides
for more accurate identification of trends in terms of effectiveness:
countries which constantly require students to repeat their year are
not very effective, especially where the least able are concerned.

Feasible policies

The ‘personalized integration’ model which exists in Scandinavian
countries as well as certain Asian countries (Japan and Republic
of Korea) is of particular interest. It is mainly noteworthy for
embodying a culture of integration (Crahay and Delhaxhe, 2004):
school as a public institution is conceived and organized so that
the greatest possible number of young people receive high-level
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education and training, and also contribute to the growth of social
cohesion. Children and young people go to school to acquire
knowledge, but also to learn to live as members of a community
and achieve fulfilment as individuals; in this respect, selection at
an early age appears almost incongruous. It is hardly surprising,
therefore, that this model totally precludes early tracking, repeated
years or classes grouped by ability. Instead, it offers arrangements
for diagnosis, supervision and prompt remedial activity. These offset
learning difficulties and allow students to remain within their group
or class. Furthermore, the savings achieved by ending or limiting
the need to repeat a year are used to invest in such arrangements. As
a result, these do not necessarily represent an additional cost to the
community.

Education systems based on this model manage not just to raise
the academic attainment of the least able students to a high level,
but also exhibit very high average attainment scores. Following
secondary analysis of the PISA 2006 data, Monseur and Lafontaine
(2009) showed that the states in which student attainment correlates
least with social background tend to be significantly more effective.
‘It is possible to be both effective and fair. This applies not just to
the majority of the Nordic countries (including Finland and Iceland),
but also to the Asian countries (Japan and Republic of Korea) and
several English-speaking countries such as Australia, Canada or
New Zealand’ (Monseur and Lafontaine, 2009: 143).

Studies comparing education systems in most cases rely on
indicators based on data about the knowledge acquired by students
and their progress at school to the age of 15. These can be used
to relate features of education systems with indicators on how
knowledge at that age is distributed. Yet, as Duru-Bellat (2002) points
out, they tell us nothing about academic or professional inequalities
that may emerge later. Other factors such as the employment rate,
conditions for entry to higher education, and the significance of
educational qualifications in securing access to employment, and so
on, have a substantial influence on careers and ultimately perpetuate
inequalities in a society. Thus, education systems that seek to keep
all students together for as long as possible work towards ensuring
equality in terms of academic attainment in compulsory education;
however, it does not follow that these systems are also conducive to
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greater equality in society, especially where access to employment
and intergenerational social mobility are concerned.

Here, it is important to emphasize the effort made by Brunello
and Checchi (2007) to pay attention to the impact of school
organizational structure, not just on education indicators, but on
other indicators concerning labour market access and adult skills.
Their research was based on secondary analysis of a variety of
international databases.”

As regards education indicators, their work confirmed trends
identified in other earlier studies: intensive use of tracking (with
selection at an early age affecting a large proportion of students) is
associated with substantial social inequalities in attainment levels, as
well as in progress through school and access to higher education. In
the case of other indicators, it would appear that education systems
that organize intensive vocational provision at an early stage are
more socially egalitarian in terms of access of adults to continuing
education and adult literacy levels, as measured, for example, by
the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS). In other words, in
countries with tracking in secondary education, adult skills attainment
and access to continuing education depend less than elsewhere on
social background. As regards occupational income, it would appear
that countries with systems in which tracking is used sparingly are
those in which the influence of social background on income is
weakest. On the whole, this assessment of the long-term impact of
tracking does not undermine previous findings. Furthermore, it has
revealed that social inequalities in access to education or training
are later reflected in income inequalities, and are more widespread
in countries in which tracking is provided intensively at an early
stage. It has also shown that systems with tracking correspond to
environments in which all types of workers have access to continuing
education, a situation which appears to affect the level of adult
skills.

All the studies discussed in this chapter will doubtless
prompt educational administrators to attach greater importance to

29. International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS), International Social Survey
Programme (ISSP), European Community Household Panel (ECHP) and
PISA 2003.
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comprehensive-type organizational structures and, more particularly,
to think in terms of the ‘personalized integration’ model. Nevertheless,
there is a need for caution as regards the ability of those responsible to
appropriate a model imported from elsewhere. From this standpoint,
it is helpful to bear in mind two barriers faced by any policy for
consolidating or extending the common core. The first concerns the
educational difficulties inherent in any such proposal, and the second
its social legitimacy.

The educational aspect of this problem is far from insignificant,
even though there is often a tendency to underestimate it. Requring
that teachers work in the same classes with all students until they
reach 15 or 16 years of age unquestionably makes their job more
complex. Their bewilderment certainly contributes to resistance in
countries such as Belgium or Switzerland, in which the question
of extending the common core curriculum periodically reappears
on the agenda. The customary reaction of educators to this issue
is to urge remedial activity alongside differentiated teaching and
cooperative learning within classes. While such suggestions are
definitely pertinent, it is vital for their credibility that they should
be backed up by (1) practices tried and tested in the classroom with
teachers, if possible in a variety of different social contexts, and (2) a
set of resources for teachers, including time, instructional aids, and
equipment adapted to this conception of school activity. Meanwhile,
as the Scandinavians have generally recognized, the administration
of mixed ability groups/classes requires changes both to school
infrastructure (a class prepared for differentiated teaching should
have several adjacent areas at its disposal) and to the principles
governing the division of labour (at certain points, several teachers
may work with the same class on a collaborative project) so that
they are compatible with a more flexible version of the group/class
format.

At the same time, there must be a recurrent effort to justify
the approach. The question of whether the core curriculum should
be extended or maintained involves aspects other than the objective
factors and special arrangements referred to above. It is bound up
with perceptions, values and common standards from which existing
educational structures derive their relevance. Bearing in mind the
neo-institutionalists (Powell and Di Maggio, 1991; Draelants,
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2009), reference might be made to cognitive and normative systems
that affect the nature of thought and action within the context of
school. In this sense, the characteristics of an education system are
indicative of the values of a society and the way it has defined the
role of its schools. Simply importing a structural characteristic (such
as the duration of the core curriculum) is problematic, for this must
be supplemented by simultaneous and far more complex work to
ensure that all those concerned at a school grasp the significance of
such a change. Yet, strategies of this kind do not necessarily secure
a consensus either within schools or among the general public. In
some respects, they even run counter to the competitive principles
of liberal societies. Achieving a legitimate common curriculum thus
unquestionably involves cultural and political endeavour, focused on
the ultimate purpose of schools and on their contribution to greater
equality of access to knowledge.
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Thisbook hasacquainted its readers throughout with broad summaries
of the literature on the formation of classes within schools, as well
as on segregation among schools and on the influence of tracking in
lower secondary education.

What can be learnt from research on the formation of classes?
Experimental studies have revealed that, in an environment whose
teaching patterns are strictly controlled and identical across all
groups, the learning attainment of each pupil or student is on
average unaffected by the other students in the class or school.
The general observation from this research, whether experimental
(with the random distribution of individuals among groups) or
quasi-experimental (when individuals in groups are matched), is
that grouping classes by ability has no positive effects either for the
students as a whole or for just some of them in particular. Overall,
it concludes that there is no peer effect. At first sight, these results
are hard to understand if considered alongside those from similar
research carried out in real-life situations — in classes and schools
which have continued their work as usual while allowing researchers
to access them. Almost without exception, studies in this natural
kind of setting have concluded that a group learning influence
exists; in most cases, this is a positive influence arising from the fact
that students are taught in a class at a high academic level. These
studies reveal in fact that classes grouped by ability appear to have
a differentiated impact. The ablest students when grouped together
gain from positive stimulation. Under the same circumstances, the
least proficient do not benefit from this impetus imparted by a strong
class. All in all, the disparities between these two categories of
student tend to grow. Such effects — positive for some and negative
for others — are similar in magnitude, which explains why in most
studies no significant general impact is observed for students as a
whole.

It was research of a more ethnographic nature that first led to
an understanding of the difference in findings from experimental
research and quantitative research in a natural setting. It revealed the
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extent to which in natural situations patterns of instruction may vary,
depending on the level of classes. In the weakest classes, real working
time is shorter, the real curriculum is less ambitious, teachers have
lower expectations and the working atmosphere is more disruptive,
even if the curriculum and aims are the same as in other classes.

By and large in a natural situation, and in so far as there is
co-variance between the level of the class and several factors affecting
teaching quality, researchers consider that it is advantageous to be
taught in a high attainment group. On the basis of these results, the
great majority of scholars suggest that classes grouped by ability
should be discontinued, as they lead to no increase in the average
performance of education systems. Instead, they tend to widen the
attainment gap between students. Furthermore, grouping together
those of lowest attainment is instrumental in creating situations that
are hard to manage from a social and educational standpoint.

In adopting different approaches and without using any
experimental design (far more complex to construct at the school
level), work in the field of school effectiveness research has led
to increased understanding of how the composition of a school
influences student learning. As a result of these studies and fairly
complex methodological designs (such as use of structural equations
or regression model rotation), it is now possible to distinguish
between a direct compositional effect (corresponding to a peer effect)
and an indirect effect (the school composition influences the quality
of teaching which in turn influences the quality of learning). This
explanatory principle is the same as that used at class level. Some
authors (such as Opdenakker and Van Damme, 2001) have viewed
this issue in terms of a specific compositional effect (the peer effect)
and a combined effect referring to the joint effect of composition and
the practices adopted by school teaching staff. They also conclude
that such practices have their own specific impact, independent of
school composition.

However, it cannot be denied that, despite the foregoing
interpretative research, there is still no absolute consensus among
scholars about the existence and scale of such an effect. All future
efforts to obtain a complete picture will doubtless have to pay
greater attention to the institutional settings in which such research
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is conducted. Faced with relatively varied results and effects that
are far greater in some countries than in others, it may reasonably
be assumed that certain features of education systems are conducive
to the development of a compositional effect. Noteworthy among
these are: (1) the existence of major differences in composition
among schools,®® (2) substantial school curricular autonomy,
meaning that individual teachers can adjust more freely to their
students, and (3) little or no dependence on standardized external
examinations whose purpose is partly to remind all teachers (no
less than their students) about the common goals of an education
system. In short, the compositional effect may increase, the more
schools are segregated and the less their teaching activity is mapped
out in the same universally standardized way (mainly involving
external examinations to assess students). This theory remains to be
empirically tested.

Finally, if it is now assumed that the compositional effect is
clearly demonstrable, at least in some countries, it is all the more
important to think about the most appropriate policies for allocating
students to schools. In this respect, the end of Chapter II provides
an overview of quantitatively oriented research concerned with
examining (artificial) markets in school education. Such research is
particularly hard to carry out in that neither institutional arrangements
nor the analytical categories used by researchers are ever exactly
the same. For example, Mons (2007) has decided to focus on two
different investigations. The first deals with methods for assigning
students to schools (in the public sector), and the second with the
size and status of the private sector. From these, she concludes that
neither the principle of free choice (in the public sector), nor the
extensive presence of education run by private entities is conducive
to the effectiveness of education systems. However, when family
preferences and the private sector are not guided by limiting factors
and public regulation, she notes a higher level of inequality in
student attainment than in other countries. The studies by Gibbons
in England and the overview offered by Maurin (2007) reach similar
conclusions and prompt a critical discussion about the application of

30. It is clear that if differences in school composition are very slight (as in the
case of the Scandinavian countries), it will be hard to identify their effect.
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market principles in the field of education. As regards comparative
study of the effectiveness of education systems, it should be noted
here that there is no full consensus in the literature. In particular, work
undertaken by Woessmann (2007) involving secondary analysis of
international databases concludes that a significant share of schools
managed by private providers have a positive impact, which is
greater still if these schools are funded by the public authorities. This
applies to Belgium and the Netherlands, in which the vast majority
of private schools are publicly funded denominational institutions
to which all families can send children without paying enrolment
fees.

The final chapter of this book has dealt in particular with tracking
as just one possible method of catering for mixed ability students in
compulsory education. It identified one point about which consensus
exists in the research literature, namely, that tracking students in
different kinds of provision at an early stage gives rise to major
inequalities in attainment between them and to social inequalities
in attainment that are especially far-reaching. However, the book
also revealed that, among education systems in which students
form a curricular common core until the age of 15 or 16, there are
big differences in catering for mixed ability and, in particular, in
strategies for helping students with learning difficulties. Countries
which make frequent use — as an adjustment variable — of provision
for students to retake their year are those whose weakest students
have the poorest results. Depending on the reference subject (reading
literacy in PISA 2000 and mathematics in PISA 2003), the relatively
inegalitarian effects of working with classes grouped by ability
in secondary education are very different, and in any event more
striking in the case of reading literacy (Mons, 2007). Furthermore,
the natural tendency of such classes to accentuate inequalities among
students (even if this is less marked than in systems which track
them early) is fairly consistent with the conclusions concerning
the effects of these classes in Chapter I. Overall, the most clearly
promising strategy in terms of effectiveness and fairness is the one
referred to by Mons as a ‘personalized integration model’: it eschews
tracking and repeated years, and advocates remedial work and the
personalized supervision of students with learning difficulties.
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Even if in the final analysis it is hard to compare highly
contrasting education systems and mechanisms, the present study
has provided a means of identifying similarities between methods
of grouping students and their impact. It is hoped that readers will
have a better understanding of the range of different options and
their consequences. However, as was emphasized at the end of
Chapter 111, it would be naive to suppose that the various models
of education systems can be imported from one country to another
and are readily interchangeable. Each has evolved in a particular
society, with its own players, priorities and history. Conversely,
any refusal to learn from observing and analysing the approaches
preferred in other parts of the world would be purely conservative.
In this sense, comparative education can be a source of insight and
change, provided it takes into account the complexity of educational
systems and practice and accepts the need to go further than formally
borrowing a system adopted elsewhere. Action to alter the way
classes are constituted or processes for assigning students to schools
or, more broadly still, the methods of catering for mixed ability are
not without educational implications (teachers must be guaranteed
supervision and support for any radical change in the education
system to succeed). Furthermore, such action means reconsidering
the division of labour among teachers, the symbolic representation of
schools, and the values underlying the whole purpose of education.
Continued work on these hidden aspects of educational activity is
doubtless vital if changes are to succeed.

89

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Belfield, C.R.; Levin, H.M. 2002. Educational privatization.: Causes,
consequences and planning implications (Fundamentals of
Educational Planning No. 74). Paris: IIEP-UNESCO.

Bellei, C. 2009. ‘The public-private school controversy in Chile’. In:
P. Peterson (Ed.), School choice international (pp. 165-192).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Betts, J.R.; Shkolnik, J.L. 2000a. ‘Key difficulties in identifying
the effects of ability grouping on student achievement’. In:
Economics of Education Review, 19, 21-26.

. 2000b6. ‘The effects of ability grouping on student
achievement and resource allocation in secondary schools’. In:
Economics of Education Review, 19, 1-15.

Boaler, J. 1997. ‘When even the winners are losers: Evaluating the
experiences of “top set” students’. In: Journal of Curriculum
Studies, 29(2), 165-182.

Broaded, C.M. 1997. ‘The limits and possibilities of tracking: Some
evidence from Taiwan’. In: Sociology of Education, 70(1),
36-53.

Broadfoot, P. 1996. Education, assessment and society: Asociological
analysis. Buckingham: Open University Press.

Brunello, G.; Checchi, D. 2007. ‘Does school tracking affect equality
of opportunity? New international evidence’. In: Economic
Policy, 52, 781-861.

Brunswic, E.; Valérien, J. 2004. Multigrade classes: Improving
access in rural Africa? (Fundamentals of Educational Planning
No. 76). Paris: IIEP-UNESCO.

Chisaka, C.B. 2002. ‘Ability grouping in Zimbabwe secondary
schools: A qualitative analysis of perceptions of learners in
low ability classes’. In: Evaluation & Research in Education,
16(1), 19-33.

91

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Coleman, J.S.; Campbell, E.Q.; Hobson, C.J.; McPartland, J.;
Mood, A.M.; Weinfield, F.D.; York, R.L. 1966. Equality of
educational opportunity. Washington DC: US Congressional
Printing Office.

Crahay, M. 2000. L école peut-elle étre juste et efficace? De l’égalité
des chances a [’égalité des acquis. Brussels: De Boeck
Université.

. 2003. Peut-on lutter contre l’échec scolaire? Brussels:
De Boeck University.

Crahay, M.; Delhaxhe, A.2004. L enseignement secondaire inférieur:
entre culture de l’intégration et culture de la différenciation.
Rapport pour le PIREF. Paris: Ministére de la Recherche.

Dar, Y.; Resh, N. 1986. ‘Classroom intellectual composition and
academic achievement’. In: American Educational Research
Journal, 23, 357-374.

Dijkstra, P.; Kuyper, H.; van der Werf, G.; Buunk, A.P.; van der Zee,
Y.G. 2008. ‘Social comparison in the classroom: A review’. In:
Review of Educational Research, 78(4), 828-879.

Draelants, H. 2009. Réforme pédagogique et légitimation. Le cas
d’une politique de lutte contre le redoublement. Brussels: De
Boeck Université.

Dumay, X.; Dupriez, V. 2008. ‘Does the school composition effect
matter? Evidence from Belgian data’. In: British Journal of
Educational Studies, 56(4), 440-477.

. (Ed.). 2009. L efficacité dans |’enseignement. Promesses et
zones d’ombre. Brussels: De Boeck Université.

Dupriez, V. 2002. La régulation dans les établissements et les
systemes scolaires. Unpublished doctoral thesis. Louvain,
Belgium: Catholic University of Louvain.

Dupriez, V.; Draelants, H. 2003. ‘Classes homogenes versus classes
hétérogénes: les apports de la recherche a I’analyse de la
problématique’. Cahiers de recherche du GIRSEF, No. 24.
Louvain, Belgium: Catholic University of Louvain.

92

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

2004. ‘La formation des classes et la gestion de
I’hétérogénéité au sein des établissements scolaires’ In: Revue
frangaise de pédagogie, 148, 145-165.

Dupriez, V.; Dumay, X. 2005. ‘L’égalité des chances a 1’école:
analyse d’un effet spécifique de la structure scolaire’. In: Revue
frangaise de pédagogie, 150, 5-17.

. 2006. ‘Inequalities in school systems: Effect of school
structure or of society structure’. In: Comparative Education,
42(2), 243-260.

Dupriez, V.; Dumay, X.; Vause, A. 2008. ‘How do school systems
manage pupils’ heterogeneity’. In: Comparative Education
Review, 52(2), 245-273.

Durkheim, E. 1947. The division of labour in society. New York,
NY: Free Press.

Duru-Bellat, M. 2002. Les inégalités sociales a [’école. Genese et
mythes. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Duru-Bellat, M.; Jarousse, J.-P. 2001. ‘Portée et limites d’une
évaluation des politiques et pratiques éducatives’. In: Education
et Societés, 8, 97-109.

Duru-Bellat, M.; Mingat, A. 1997. ‘La gestion de I’hétérogénéité des
publics d’éleves au collége’. In: Les Cahiers de I’Iredu, 59.

Duru-Bellat, M.; Mons, N.; Suchaut, B. 2004. ‘Caractéristiques des
systemes ¢ducatifs et compétences des jeunes a 15 ans’. In: Les
Cabhiers de ['Iredu, 66, 1-158.

Erikson, R.; Jonsson, J.O. 1996. ‘Explaining class inequality
in education: The Swedish test case’ In: R. Erikson and
J.0. Jonsson (Eds), Can education be equalized? (pp. 1-64).
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Gamoran, A.; Berends, M. 1987. ‘The effects of stratification in
secondary schools: Synthesis of survey and ethnographic
research’. In: Review of FEducational Research, 57(4),
415-435.

93

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Gamoran, A.; Nystrand, M.; Berends, M.; Lepore, P.C. 1995. ‘An
organizational analysis of the effects of ability grouping’. In:
American Educational Research Journal, 32(4), 687-715.

Gibbons, S.; Machin, S.; Silva, O. 2006. ‘The educational impact of
parental choice and school’. In: CenterPiece magazine, Winter
2006/07, 6-9.

Gorard, S. 2006. ‘Is there a school mix effect?’. In: Educational
Review, 58(1), 87-94.

Gorard, S.; Smith, E. 2004. ‘An international comparison of equity
in education systems’. In: Comparative Education, 40, 15-28.

Hanushek, E.; Kain, J.F.; Markman, J.M.; Rivkin, S.G. 2001. Does
peer ability affect student achievement? (NBER Working Paper
series, 8502, 1-25).

Hanushek, E.; Woessmann, L. 2006. ‘Does educational tracking
affect performance and inequality? Differences-in-differences

evidence across countries’. In: Economic Journal, 116,
C63-C76.

Harker, R.; Tymms, P. 2004. ‘The effects of student composition
on school outcomes’. In: School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 15(2), 177-199.

Hart, L.E. 1989. ‘Classroom processes, sex of student, and
confidence on learning mathematics’. In: Journal for Research
in Mathematics Education, 20(3), 242-260.

Hoffer, T.B. 1992. ‘Middle school ability grouping and student,
and student achievement in science and mathematics’. In:
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 14(3), 205-227.

Hoxby, C.M. (Ed.) 2003. The economics of school choice. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Husén, T. 1979. The school in question. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ireson, J.; Hallam, S. 2001. Ability grouping in education. London:
Paul Chapman Publishing.

94

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Ireson, J.; Mortimore, P.; Hallam, S. 1999. ‘The common strands
of pedagogy and their implications’. In: P. Mortimore (Ed.),
Understanding pedagogy and its impact on learning. London:
Paul Chapman Publishing.

Kerckhoff, A. 1986. ‘Effects of ability grouping in British secondary
schools’. In: American Sociological Review, 51, 842—858.

Lauder, H.; Hugues, D.; Watson, D.; Waslander, S.; Thrupp, M.;
Strathdee, R. 1999. Trading in futures: Why markets in
education don t work. Buckingham: Open University Press.

Lauder, H.; Kounali, D.; Robinson, T.; Goldstein, H.; Thrupp, M.
2007. Social class, pupil composition, pupil progress and
school performance: An analysis of primary schools. Bath:
University of Bath.

Lemelin, C. 1998. L’ économiste et [ ’éducation. Sainte-Foy (Québec):
Presses de 1’Université de Québec.

LeTendre, G.K.; Hofer, B.K.; Shimizu, H. 2003. ‘“What is tracking?
Cultural expectations in the United States, Germany and Japan’.
In: American Educational Research Journal, 40(1), 43—89.

Mao, L.; Bourgeault, S.E. 1991. ‘Early childhood education and
elementary education in Taiwan’. In: D.C. Smith (Ed.), The
Confucian continuum: Educational modernization in Taiwan
(pp. 65-98). New York, Praeger.

Maroy, C. 2006. Ecole, régulation et marché. Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France.

Martin, D. 2006. ‘Classrooms are busy kitchens ou comment gérer
une classe multidge?’ In: Formation et profession, Bulletin du
CRIFPE, 13(1), 13-16.

Maurin, E. 2007. La nouvelle question scolaire. Les bénéfices de la
démocratisation. Paris: Le Seuil.

Metz, M.H. 1978. Classrooms and corridors: The crisis of authority
in desegregated secondary schools. Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press.

95

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Mons, N. 2007. Les nouvelles politiques éducatives: la France fait-
elle les bons choix? Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Monseur, C.; Demeuse, M. 2001. ‘Managing Students of Mixed
Ability. Methods of Grouping Students in Compulsory
Education ‘. In: Cahiers du service de pédagogie expérimentale,
7-8,25-51.

Monseur, C.; Lafontaine, D. 2009. ‘L’organisation des systémes
éducatifs: quel impact sur I’efficacité et I’équité?’. In: X. Dumay
and V. Dupriez (Eds), L’efficacit¢ dans [’enseignement.
Promesses et zones d’ombre (pp.105-124). Brussels: De
Boeck.

Nash, R. 2003. ‘Is the school composition effect real? A discussion
with evidence from the UK PISA Data’. In: School Effectiveness
and School Improvement, 14(4), 441-457.

Oakes, J. 1982. ‘The reproduction of inequity: The content of
secondary school tracking’. In: The Urban Review, 14(2),
107-120.

. 1985. Keeping track: How schools structure inequality.
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

OECD. 2007. PISA 2006. Volume 2. Data/Données. Paris: OECD.

. 2008. Measuring improvements in learning outcomes. Best
practices to assess the value-added of schools. Paris: OECD.

Opdenakker, M.C.; Van Damme, J. 2001. ‘Relationship between
school composition and characteristics of school process and
their effect on mathematic achievement’. In: British Educational
Research Journal, 27(4), 407-432.

Opdenakker, M.C.; Van Damme, J.; Minnaert, A. 2006. Are there
equal opportunities in our classes and schools ? An investigation
into the relationship between class composition, indicators of
the learning environment and the class climate, effort, and
academic achievement of classes. Louvain, Belgium: Catholic
University of Louvain.

Page, R. 1992. Lower track classroom: A curricular and cultural
perspective. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

96

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

Postlethwaite, T.N. 1967. School organization and student
achievement: A study based on achievement in mathematics in
twelve countries. Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell.

Powell, V.W.; Di Maggio, PJ. 1991. The new institutionalism in
organizational analysis. Chicago, 1L: University of Chicago
Press.

Reardon, S.F.; Yun, J.T. 2001. ‘Suburban racial change and suburban
school segregation, 1987 — 1995°. In: Sociology of Education,
74(2), 79-101.

Reardon, S.F.; Yun, J.T.; Eitle, T.M. 2000. ‘The changing structure of
school segregation: measurement and evidence of multiracial
metropolitan-area school segregation, 1989-1995°. In:
Demography, 13(3), 351-364.

Rees, D.I.; Argys, L.M.; Brewer, D.J. 1996. ‘Tracking in the United
States: Descriptive statistics from NELS’. In: Economics of
Education Review, 15(1), 83—809.

Rosenthal, R.; Jacobson, L. 1971. Pygmalion a [l’école: [’attente
du maitre et le développement intellectuel des éléves. Tournai:
Casterman.

Rothenberg, J.J.; McDermott, P.; Martin, G. 1998. ‘Changes in
pedagogy: A qualitative result of teaching heterogeneous
classes’. In: Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(6),
633-642.

Rumberger, R.W.; Palardy, G.J. 2005. ‘Does segregation still matter?
The impact of student composition on academic achievement
in high school’. In: Teachers College Record, 107(9),
1999-2045.

Rutter, M. 1983. ‘School effects on pupils’ progress: Research
findings and policy implications’. In: Child Development, 54,
1-29.

Slavin, R.E. 1987. ‘Ability grouping and student achievement in
elementary schools: A best-evidence synthesis’. In: Review of
Educational Research, 57(3), 293-336.

97

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

References

.1990. ‘Achievement effects of ability grouping in secondary
schools: A best-evidence synthesis’. In: Review of Educational
Research, 60(3): 471-499.

Valenzuela, J.P.; Bellei, C.; de los Rios, D. 2008. Evolucion de
la segregacion socioeconomica de los estudiantes chilenos
v su relacion con el financiamiento compartido. Santiago:

Universidad de Chile.

van Zanten, A.2001. L école de la périphérie. Scolarité et segregation
en banlieue. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Vandenberghe, V. 1999. ‘Combining market and bureaucratic control
in education: An answer to market and bureaucratic failure?’
In: Comparative Education, 35(3), 271-282.

Vandenberghe, V.; Dupriez, V.; Zachary, M.D. 2001. ‘Is there an
effectiveness-equity trade-off? A cross-country comparison
using TIMSS test scores’. In: W. Hutmacher, D. Cochrane
and N. Bottani (Eds), In pursuit of equity in education
(pp. 243-252). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Veenman, S. 1995. ‘Cognitive and noncognitive effects of multigrade
and multi-age classes: A best-evidence synthesis’. In: Review
of Educational Research, 65, 319-381.

Wilkinson, I.A. 2002. ‘Peer influences on learning: Where are they?’
In: International Journal of Educational Research, 37(5),
395-401.

Willms, J.D. 2006. ‘Variation in socioeconomic gradients among
cantons in French and Italian-speaking Switzerland: Findings
from the OECD PISA’. In: Educational Research and
Evaluation, 12(2), 129—-154.

Woessmann, L.2007. ‘International evidence on school. Competition,
autonomy, and accountability: A review’. In: Peabody Journal
of Education, 82(2-3), 473-497.

98

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

Included in the series”

The relation of educational plans to economic and social planning,
R. Poignant

Planning and the educational administrator, C.E. Beeby

The social context of educational planning, C.A4. Anderson

The costing of educational plans, J. Vaizey, J.D. Chesswas

The problems of rural education, V.L. Griffiths

Educational planning; the adviser’s role, 4. Curle

The analysis of educational costs and expenditure, J. Hallak

The professional identity of the educational planner, 4. Curle

The conditions for success in educational planning, G.C. Ruscoe
Planning educational assistance for the second development decade,
H.M. Philips

Realistic educational planning, K.R. McKinnon

Planning education in relation to rural development, G.M. Coverdale
Alternatives and decisions in educational planning, J.D. Montgomery
Planning the school curriculum, 4. Lewy

Cost factors in planning educational technological systems, D.T. Jamison
The planner and lifelong education, P. Furter

Education and employment: a critical appraisal, M. Carnoy

Planning teacher demand and supply, P. Williams

Planning early childhood care and education in developing countries,
A. Heron

Communication media in education for low-income countries,

E.G. McAnany, J.K. Mayo

The planning of non-formal education, D.R. Evans

Education, training and the traditional sector, J. Hallak, F. Caillods
Higher education and employment: the IIEP experience

in five less-developed countries, G. Psacharopoulos, B.C. Sanyal
Educational planning as a social process, 7. Malan

Higher education and social stratification: an international
comparative study, 7. Husén

A conceptual framework for the development of lifelong education
in the USSR, 4. Viadislavlev

Education in austerity: options for planners, K. Lewin

Educational planning in Asia, R. Roy-Singh

Education projects: elaboration, financing and management, 4. Magnen
Increasing teacher effectiveness, L. W. Anderson

Also published in French. Other titles to appear.

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

40.

43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.

49.

51.

52.

53.
54.

National and school-based curriculum development, 4. Lewy
Redefining basic education for Latin America: lessons to be learned
from the Colombian Escuela Nueva, E. Schiefelbein

The management of distance learning systems, G. Rumble
Educational strategies for small island states, D. Atchoarena

Judging educational research based on experiments and surveys, R.M. Wolf

Law and educational planning, /. Birch

Utilizing education and human resource sector analyses, F. Kemmerer
Cost analysis of educational inclusion of marginalized populations,
M.C. Tsang

An efficiency-based management information system, W.W. McMahon
National examinations: design, procedures and reporting, J.P. Keeves
Education policy-planning process: an applied framework, W.D. Haddad,
with the assistance of 7. Demsky

Searching for relevance: the development of work orientation

in basic education, W. Hoppers

Planning for innovation in education, D.E. Inbar

Functional analysis (management audits) of the organization

of ministries of education, R. Sack, M. Saidi

Reducing repetition: issues and strategies, 7.0. Eisemon

Increasing girls’ and women’s participation in basic education,

N.P. Stromquist

Physical facilities for education: what planners need to know, J. Beynon
Planning learner-centred adult literacy programmes,

S.E. Malone, R.F. Arnove

Training teachers to work in schools considered difficult, J.-L. Auduc
Evaluating higher education, J.L. Rontopoulou

The shadow education system: private tutoring and its implication

for planners, M. Bray

School-based management, /. Abu-Duhou

Globalization and educational reform: what planners need to know,

M. Carnoy

Decentralization of education: why, when, what and how?,

N. McGinn, T. Welsh

Early childhood education: need and opportunity, D. Weikart

Planning for education in the context of HIV/AIDS, M.J. Kelly

Legal aspects of educational planning and administration,

C. Durand-Prinborgne

Improving school effectiveness, J. Scheerens

Reviewing quantitative research to inform policy processes, S.J. Hite
National strategies for e-learning in post-secondary

education and training, 7. Bates

Using assessment to improve the quality of education,

T Kellaghan, V. Greaney

Demographic aspects of educational planning, 7.N. Chdu

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

85.
86.
88.
89.
90.

91.
92.

Planning education in and after emergencies, M. Sinclair

Educational privatization: causes, consequences and planning implications,
C.R. Belfield, HM. Levin

Planning human resources: methods, experiences and practices, O. Bertrand
Multigrade schools: improving access in rural Africa?,

E. Brunswick, J. Valérien

ICT in education around the world: trends, problems and prospects,

W.J. Pelgrum, N. Law

Social inequality at school and educational policies, M. Duru-Bellat
Increasing teacher effectiveness, L. W. Anderson (2nd edition)

Cost-benefit analysis in educational planning, M. Woodhall (4th edition)
Monitoring educational achievement, T.N. Postlethwaite

Education reforms and teachers’ unions: avenues for action, D. Vaillant
Unequal chances to participate in adult learning: international perspectives,
R. Desjardins, K. Rubenson, M. Milana

Global perspectives on teacher learning: improving policy and practice,

J. Schwille; M. Dembélé, in collaboration with J. Schubert

External quality assurance in higher education: making choices,

M. Martin, A. Stella

School clusters and teacher resource centres, E.A. Giordano

Planning for cultural diversity, C. Inglis

Education and employment in OECD countries, S. McIntosh

Literacy for all: Making a difference, A. Lind

Double-shift schooling: design and operation for cost-effectiveness

(3rd edition), M. Bray

Effective literacy programmes: options for policy-makers, J. Oxenham
International schools: growth and influence, M. Hayden and J. Thompson

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

ITEP publications and documents

More than 1,500 titles on all aspects of educational planning have been
published by the International Institute for Educational Planning. A
comprehensive catalogue is available in the following subject categories:

Educational planning and global issues
General studies — global/developmental issues
Administration and management of education
Decentralization — participation — distance education
— school mapping — teachers
Economics of education
Costs and financing — employment — international cooperation
Quality of education
Evaluation — innovation — supervision
Different levels of formal education
Primary to higher education
Alternative strategies for education
Lifelong education — non-formal education — disadvantaged groups
— gender education

Copies of the Catalogue may be obtained on request from:
IIEP, Publications and Communications Unit
info@iiep.unesco.org
Titles of new publications and abstracts may be consulted online:
WWW.liep.unesco.org

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

The International Institute for Educational Planning

The International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP) is an international centre for
advanced training and research in the field of educational planning. It was established by
UNESCO in 1963 and is financed by UNESCO and by voluntary contributions from Member
States. In recent years the following Member States have provided voluntary contributions to
the Institute: Australia, Denmark, India, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden and
Switzerland.

The Institute’s aim is to contribute to the development of education throughout the
world, by expanding both knowledge and the supply of competent professionals in the field
of educational planning. In this endeavour the Institute cooperates with training and research
organizations in Member States. The IIEP Governing Board, which approves the Institute’s
programme and budget, consists of a maximum of eight elected members and four members
designated by the United Nations Organization and certain of its specialized agencies and
institutes.

Chairperson:

Raymond E. Wanner (USA)
Senior Adviser on UNESCO issues, United Nations Foundation, Washington DC,
USA.

Designated Members:
Christine Evans-Klock
Director, ILO Skills and Employability Department, Geneva, Switzerland.
Carlos Lopes
Assistant Secretary-General and Executive Director,
United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), United Nations,
New York, USA.
Jamil Salmi
Education Sector Manager, the World Bank Institute, Washington DC, USA.
Guillermo Sunkel
Social Affairs Officer (ECLAC), Social Development Division, Santiago, Chile.

Elected Members:
Aziza Bennani (Morocco)
Ambassador and Permanent Delegate of Morocco to UNESCO.
Nina Yefimovna Borevskaya (Russia)
Chief Researcher and Project Head, Institute of Far Eastern Studies, Moscow.
Birger Fredriksen (Norway)
Consultant on Education Development for the World Bank.
Ricardo Henriques (Brazil)
Special Adviser of the President, National Economic and Social Development Bank.
Takyiwaa Manuh (Ghana)
Professor, Former Director of the Institute of African Studies, University of Ghana.
Jean-Jacques Paul (France)
Professor of Economics of Education, Department of Economics and Business
Administration, University of Bourgogne, Dijon.
Xinsheng Zhang (China)
Vice-Minister of Education, China.

Inquiries about the Institute should be addressed to:

The Office of the Director, International Institute for Educational Planning,
7-9 rue Eugéne Delacroix, 75116 Paris, France

International Institute for Educational Planning www.iiep.unesco.org


http://www.iiep.unesco.org

United Nations
Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization

How should classrooms be formed in a school? What
criteria should be used for dividing students up between
schools and classes? When is tracking/streaming and
ability grouping appropriate in a school system? This book
addresses each of these questions without proposing a
definitive reply. The author reviews the research of the
past decade in order to evaluate the impact of class
composition on students’ learning.

The question of equality of opportunity is also addressed.
Although it is one of the fundamental principles of every
educational project in the democratic countries, what
are the real learning opportunities offered to students?
Among the factors that make these opportunities
differ between schools, or even between classes,
researchers have long studied the question of the
influence that each pupil or student has on his or

her classmates — the so-called ‘peer effect’.

But this book presents a more complex analysis
of the problem. Going beyond peer effect
within classes, it considers the subtle and
sometimes unintentional process of adapting
the teaching level according to the level of the
school, which can lead to inequalities.

Beyond a review of the research carried out on
these issues, the author tackles related issues
of administration and education policy.

Vincent Dupriez is a professor of education at the
Catholic University of Louvain (UCL, Belgium). His
research interests include educational policies and
organizations, as well as comparative analyses of
educational systems. He recently co-authored, for Peter
Lang Publishing (Exploration series, 2008), De I’école au
marché du travail : I'égalité des chances en question.

e

International Institute
for Educational Planning

ISBN:

789280

313499

978-92-803-1349-9





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


	watermark: 


