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FOREWORD

1 Goodquality education is crucidbr individuals. The irgrnational evidence suggests
that equiping youth with formal skills is key in putting thema successful life andregr track.
But human capital aneducationare also important for natiomsd communitiedMoreover, ina
federal contextike the Belgian one;haracterised by) uniformwage/price formation
mechanisrg, ii) astrongaversion tancome inequality andii) generous welfare transfers,
combatting educationaliscrepancies across regi@houldalsobe viewed as a way to enstine
federationOs lortgrm stability.

2. This text comprisethree main sectia Sectionl adoptsa longterm perspective
regading educational performance tiiesto trace the origins of the interegional educational
attainment gap opposing the Flemisind FrenckSpeaking regionsSection Zassesss the
various (historical and contemporafggtorsthatcould exyplainthe inter-regional performance
gap,whereas Section 3 discussesratter lendt the likely role ofschool governance.

3. The textessentially Bows that thggerformance gap between the Belgian regions started
to materialised and become statistically significant probably as early as in #Hi®5@isl Closing

the gap is thus likely to takame. Turning tothereforms that could help achieve thisal, the

text identifiesbetter(or at least more coherengghool governance the FrenckiSpeaking
Communityas a promising avenue.



1. THE LONG-TERM EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE A BOUT INTER -
REGIONAL DISCREPANCIES

1.1 PISA 2003vs.2006

4, At the aggregate levél that of a country or a sizeable communtyeducational
outcomes evolveery slowlyand graduallyThe comparison dPISA" 2003 and 2008ountry
mean scores in matiiSigure 11) provides a quick illustration of this simple ideBhese
aggregatebarely changed in three yersoth in absolute and relative termdgspite many policy
initiatives bydecisionmakers dissatisfied wittiheir position inthe PISA 2003 league table.

Figure 1.1. PISA 2003 and 2006 results

Country mean scores in Mathematics
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Source: PISA, OECD, 2003 and 2006
5. For instance,ite poorresults of the FreneBpeaking @mmunityof Belgiumhighly

publicised since the late 1990s dueélte availability andilso thegrowing popularityof
internationalurveys measuring educational attainment in a comparabl€ThegS’, PIRLS,
PISA), have been around for a long tinfer much longetthan most analysts usually assurAed
the deterioration athe FrenckSpeakingeducatiorsystemQaffectiveness relativeo that of
Flanders oneighbouring countries has its roots in a quite distant paditbefore the 1980s (with

The OECDOs Programme for International Student Assessment.

The samesould be said of standard errors measuring the inequality of attainment between pupils within
each country.

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study.

Progress in International Reading Literacy Study. Both TIMSS and PIRLS are deveidpethemented
under the auspices of the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA).
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the introduction of the soalled OrenovZO)tbel990s (with the complete devolutiofi
educational policy to the Communitiead the adoptioof ablock-grant® financing mechanisn

1.2. Average number of years of schooling as captured by the Belgian census

6. Figurel.2, computed witiBelgiancensus datasuggests that the gap between Flanders
and the two other regions in terms of the educational attainment of young adfy (@game
significant in the early 1970sHoweveran educational attainment gelparacterising those aged
25 or morereflects differences in the quality of educatibat probablyopened ud5to 20 years
before,when theséndividualshad their first experience with formal educatidrhetentative
conclusion is that the performance gaween the Belgian remnsstarted to materialiseshd
become statisticallgignificantprobably as early as themid-1950s.

Figure 1.2. The long -run dynamics of human capital accumulation in Belgium and its regions

Average number of years of education. Adults aged 25-29
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Reported values are based on the self-reported highest education attainment of individuals concerted in a number o
successfully completed years of education. Past attainment of young adults are proxied by attainment of their
contemporary seniors.

Source : Belgian census 1961,1991, 2001

1.3. Relative score in maths tdenagers: the international comparison

7. Critics would argue that the above cenbased data are too quartiia. They define
performance witthe number of years of educatidihcould be more relevant (and convincing) to
consider howcognitive)skills have evolved over time. Reliable evidence is limited in this respect
N Belgium, unlike France or the US has never seriously investedrapargset of

attainment/score indicat®that statisticians could use to build time series. The few data available
come for international surveys organised by the IEA (or more recently by the OECD). They cover

In a federal system of governmentlack grantis a large sum of money granted by the national
government to a regional/local gomnerent with only general provisions as to the way it is spent.
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the score of secondary school pupilsnir surveys were never devpkx for tertiay educaiton
and Belgium and its Communities haregely participated to those covering primary education.

8. Table 1.1. shows the evolution of the (relative) average math score for the two linguistic
groups betweet965 and 200(Reported values are standardized data points (also called Z
scores). They correspond to the difference between the CommunityO average score and the
international mean, then dividdy the international standard deviation. The regusiscepict

how many standard deviations the Commusi$gOre is away from the international mean.
positive value 0f..463 for the FreneBpeaking Community in 1965 suggests that its pupils
largely outperformed (by more thdm4 standard deviation) those bétother participating
countries. The FlemisBpeaking Community did not participate to the survey irb186but it

did participate, alongside the FrerSpeaking Communitio the subsequenhes. And the

resulting trend lardg accord with the OquantitativeO censased evidence reported on Figure
1.2. Whereas the (relative) performance of the Fr&paking Community has steadily
deterioratedsince the midl960s that of the Flemistspeaking Community hasgularly

improved.

Tableau 1.1. Long -term evolution of the relative score i n maths of pupils in the Belgian Communities vis -~ -vis
other EU and OECD cou ntries. Standardized data points in math s ®

Community Year of international survey
1965 1980 1995 2000

FIMS SIMS TIMSS PISA

Flemish-Speaking - 0,388 0.899 1.140

French-Speaking 1463 0.157 -0.029 -0.258

FIMS: First International Mathematics Study

SIMS: Second International Mathematics Study

TIMSS: Third International Mathematics and Sciences Study
PISA: Programme for International Student Assessment

a) Reported values are standardized data points (also called Z scores). They correspond to the difference
between the CommunityO average score and the international mean, then divide by the international standard deviation.
The results just tell how many standard deviations the Community® score is away from the international mean.

Source: IAE, OCDE



2. WHAT DRIVES EDUCATIONAL UNDERACHIEVEMENT IN
FRENCH-SPEAKING BELG IUM

2.1. The socieeconomic crisis hiing Brussels, Lisgeand the Hainaut?

9. A popular view is thathe real problem rests with the social context in which schools
pupils operat®namely, the family, neighbourhooahd peer environments that lemcome

children experiengeor excessive school segatign. Adoptingeducation reforms without

changing social policy more broadly will simply punish educators for factors beyond their control,
and potentially drive the most able teachers toward schools serving less disadvstoideyed.

10. Table 2.1., reports on a crucial indicator of educationairattent the share of 2%

yearolds who are no longer attending school and who have not obtained an B5CED
qualification, who can thus lmnsidered as OdroptsO. Table 2.1 shows the breakdown by
Belgian province. It gives some credit to the idea that poor economic performance contributes to
lower educational attainment. It is the Region of Brussels has the highestudirape (28%)

followed by Hainaut (25%) and Liege (23%).

11 Seriously improvingat risk childrenOs schooling outcomes would involve fixing the other
social ills associated with poverty that impair childrenOs learning outcorties Belgian

context, this means improvinmter alia) the labour market outcomes of the adults in the families
in which at risk children develop, particularly in regions/provinces that have been severely hit by
deindustrialisation (Hainaut, Liege) or haegperienced massive influxes of (lskilled)

immigrants (Brussels, see Table 2.1).

12, But thissocioeconomic determistic explanation of educational underasieiment cal
for some nuanceFirst, hecalendar otheemergence of an interregional attainment gap in
Belgium (Figure 1.2)does not coincide perfectly with the development of irégional or sub
regionaleconomiadiscrepancies. It rather seems that educational discrepancigsr@ibably
started inhe ealy 50s) precded the soci@conomic ones (know toaveemergd in the 1970s
and edy 1980s) If one can reasonably argue thatshgit unemployment rates (dm string of
associated social illsh Brussels, Liege or Hainautow hamper educationplerformances of
youth, there is some reservationt@she rolethese factors played in the past.



Table 2.1. Aged 20 -24 without an upper -secondary degree (ISCED3)

Percentage of youth

Provinces without ISCED 3
Antwerpen 13.6
Limburg 15.1
Vlaams Brabant 15.2
West-Vlaanderen 115
Oost-Viaanderen 12.6
Rég. Bruxelles-Cap.-Brussel 28.4
Brabant Wallon 13.9
Hainaut 25.2
Liege 23.0
Luxembourg 14.4
Namur 19.6
Women average 14.6
Men average 21.0

Source: EU-LFS, 2007

2.2. Lack oflong-term financial incentives to stay om educationand succeed at
school?

13. Education can be considerad a form of profitablewestment. Since Axn Smith,
economists tend to consider that education is similar to a physical means of proglgction
factories and machindBebande and Vandenberghe, 20@8ja Croix and Vandenberghe, 2004
One can invest in human capital via education trainingglsot medical treatment). In that sense,
education is similar to fixed capital although it is not transferable. The propensity of individuals
to invest in human capital is also presumably driven by similar motives as their propensity to
invest in, say, shias or bond The higher theeturn on their investment, the higher should be
their willingness to spend timend other resourceecumulating human capitalg. reading

books, attending classesE).

14.  Within thatframework, a almost natural question is whether we hes&sons to believe
that Oeducation does not pay@t keast that it does not pay so muphrticularly in the regions
forming the FrenctSpe&ing Community where many youth tend to underachievedool.

15. One simple and relatively straightforward way to assess the OprofitabilityO of schooling in
Belgium and its Communities is to resort to Mincerian westjenates.® These basically help
understand how eamgs are related to the educational attainment. And they have proved to be
very consistent in virtually every country in every time peidgere they were estimated

The standard form of the Mincer wage regressidogdV =1+ 1S+ ! ,exp +! sexff + ", whereW is the
gross wage earned by an individuals the number of years of formal education he/she attendeéxand
andexp a 2ndorder function of the labour market experience (often proxied by age) that captures the
propensity of individuals tg acquire skills Oon the jobO, @hdindergo skill @preciation ovetime.
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16. Resulsin Table2.2.are based oBU-SILC’ gross wage and income datksing these,
one can estimate Bg-linear® wage equatioknown for delivering estimates of the rate of return
associatd with one additional year ¢duccesfully completed) schoolinfhese rates of returare
primarily drivenby the slope ofhe wage/education curve or the ratida-educated
individualsO earnings to bettgtucated individualsO earnings

17. Panel A of Table 2.2eports thes#lincerian coefficiers N computed solely with
employed individualgarning some wagge. workerg N for Belgium and a selection of EU
countries These suggest the financiatentive associated with schooling areerage in Belgium
compard with other EU countries. At 8%, therateof returnis higher than in Norway or
DenmarkN two countries known for their OcompressedO wage stidcturelower than in
France for instance.

18. Panel B of Table 2.contains, in & first column, similaestimates for each of the
Belgian regions.The figures suggest that it is in Brusgbist education offers the besturn
(8.7%) followed by Wallonia (6.7%) and Flanders (6.4%). Note alrgbdtthe two regions with
the Hghest dropout rate (Table.1) are those offering theigherrate ofreturn.’

19. The second column of the same tableoregpsimilar coefficients. Buheseare computed
usingdata thatlso compris@inemployed and inactive peoplBy definition, these categories
generally report very loor ng wagésalary income. This means that the estimated coefficients
aggreate two types dbenefis associated with educatianhigher wages when in employment,

i) andahigher probability of bing in employment and earning these higlvages. As the risk of
zero(or very low)wage {.e. being out of employment) is much higher among-&xucated

groups, the estimated returgisst column, panel Bare significantly higher than when restricting
the analysis to the sole workelote that it is nw in Wallonia that theate ofreturn isthe

highest (32.6%)followed by Brussels (28.8%) aithnders (22.1%). Again, the two regions
characterised by a highdrop-out rate (Tabl&.2) are those grantg the higher rate of return.

20. The last columrof panel B, Table 2.2ontains the coefficienthat are obtained witthe

full sample of individuals€mployed, unemplyed and inactive individuals) whetagetransfers

are added to wagdse. unemployment and other social benefifss transfers predominantly
benefit loweducategeopleN that are more affected by the risk of unemployment and/or are
more often inactivé\ , their inclusion pedominantly lift th& income This translateinto a
flatterincome/education curve. Logically, this leads to lovetes of return. The resudtso
supportghe dea that state transfedtamperthe return on human capital investmeote,

howeve, that this does not affeour interregional comparis@nThe two regions characterised by
a higrerl(():lropout rate remain those where the imibee to invest in education &priori the

highest.

EuropearlJnion Statistics on Income and Living Conditions survey.

The advantage of the ldmear specification of the wag¥ is that it generates estimates for the
Sexplanatory variable coefficient that are easy to inteigsehey correspond to points of percentage
of change of the wage level. For a moldgM(S)=!,+ ! ;S+" . There is indeed that

Iy = dinW/dS=(dW/W)/dS# [W(S+ 1) PW(S]/W(S) when dS=1

° Similar results are to be found in de la Croix and Vandenbd&§ltzl)

10 We abstain here from considering thecsdled Ogeneral equilibriumO effects of higher educational

attainment. Many economists would argue that if many individuals (say a whole cohort) increases its
11



21 Due to data constrainge are not able to explore the effect of income taxatiut.one
can reasonably speculdteat, due to is progressivjtincome taxatiomeduce rates of return
Nonethelessywe do not expect it to alter the regional ranking highlighted here.

Table 2.2. Return on Human Capital Investment computed using gross annual earnings.

A. Belgium and other EU countries

Country Workers (wages) Probt

Austria 7.7% 0.0000
Belgium 6.77% 0.0000
Denmark 4.88% 0.0000
France 9.26% 0.0000
Germany 8.15% 0.0000
Netherlands 8.39% 0.0000
Norway 6.24% 0.0000
Sweden 4.91% 0.0000
United Kingdom 8.10% 0.0000

B. Belgium and its regions

All individuals
Workers All individuals (wages and

Region (wages) (wages) transferts)

BXL 8.7% 28.8% 14.4%

VLA 6.4% 22.1% 13.8%

WAL 6.7% 32.6% 16.2%
2.3, Lack of schoolresouces?
I) The overall(and longterm)view
22. These is simply no correlation, or coincidenoetween the emergence of an

interegionalattainmengapin Belgium(Figure 1.2 and the level of public spending on
education in BelgiumMany observers the FrenckSpeaking @mmunity wrongly believe that
the devolutionof education to the Communiti&s and tte ensuing budgetary crisis with its string
of austerity plansind strikedN played a crui@l role in the emergence of thgsp.

23 In truth, tere aresignssince the mid 1990hat teacher pay the FrenckSpeaking
communityhasnot risen asnuch asn other OECD countries (Tab&3). Between 1996 and

2006 Frenckspeakingeachers gdicumulatedl pay increments equal sightly superior to GDP
growth. Whereasacross the OECD on averaggmulated teacher pay rises exceeded that of GDP
by 10 to 196. There is some evidence that thecsded OcommunautarisationO has translated into

educational attainment, part of the benefithedded in the current wage structure will vanish. More
people holding a certain degree or diploma could translate into a (relative) depreciation of its value on the
labour market.
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diverging patterns akacher pawcrosghe linguistic borde(Table2.3). In short, diring that
periodwage increments in Flandeskghtly exceeded those registered in the FreBphaking
Community of BelgiumNote howeer that the intecommunity curalated differences over the
period 19962006 remain small by international standards

24. An our mainpoint, however, is that these are very recent developmEmistheycannot
help us understand attainment gaps that emerged in a very distant past, probably somewhere
during the late 1950s and early 1960s (see Section 1, Hidlire

Table 2.3. Change in teachers' salaries (1996 and 2006)

Index of change between 1996 and 2006 in teachers' salaries at i) starting salary, ii) after 15 years of experience and
iii) at the top of the salary scale, by level of education, converted to 2006 price levels using GDP deflators (1996=100).

Primary education Lower secondary education Upper secondary education,
general programmes
E o _2%¢ E o _2%5¢ E o _2%5¢
oo 5% 8'% %_Em £ o 5"68'% %_Em o0& o 5"68% %_:éc)
£ £,5- _cE|£E £, CEE|EEE €£,5= =-Cc€S°&
SES J55E CES|SES S55E CES|SES DsHE SES
npf §482 Fef|0pf S08e Fef|apt §082 Fef
b »n E LR @ n E a9 © a E 89
Australia 128 97 97 129 98 08 129 08 98
Belgium (Fl.) 107 11 114 104 104 104 104 104 104
Belgium (Fr.) 101 106 109 99 100 100 99 100 100
Denmark 122 113 110 122 113 110 112 110 105
England 124 107 107 124 107 107 124 107 107
Finland 132 129 158 130 116 140 127 123 148
Greece 116 118 121 112 115 118 112 115 118
Hungary 209 196 201 209 196 201 182 189 204
Ireland 111 118 113 105 112 112 105 112 112
Italy 111 111 111 110 110 110 110 110 110
Japan 107 17 104 107 117 104 107 117 104
Mexico 134 133 134 135 138 142 m m m
Netherlands 103 110 100 102 111 100 102 107 99
New Zealand 101 115 115 101 115 115 101 115 115
Norway 104 96 105 104 96 105 103 100 101
Portugal 103 112 102 103 112 102 103 112 102
Scotland 120 115 115 120 115 115 120 115 115
Spain 95 95 92 m m m 94 94 91
Unweighted aver 118 116 117 119 116 M7 114 113 114
Source: OECD, Education at a Glance 2008
i) Enoughresources for at risk pupils?
25. A related discussion is the oaboutthe propensity of theducatiorsystemn Belgium

to adeaiatelyconcentrate resources those who need them most. Derigk pupils receive
adequate support Belgian school?

26. Providinga thorough and wetlocumented answer to this question is clearly beyond the
scope of this reviewdowever PISA 2006 contains some items that can irediped some light
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on the issueA simpleeconometric exercise focusing on mstbre'! at the age of 18ssentially
reveals the following

¥ Belgium (both Communities) is the ordpuntry*? where the number students per
teacher isignificantly smallein schools concentratinaged 15upils with lower math
scores There is also, ithe FrenckSpeaking Commmity, that the number of computers
for instruction (per student) is higher in these schools;

¥  But, Belgium (both @mmunities) is the only country with Canadbere the proportion
of teachers with a university qualification (ISCED 5A) is significafdlyerin those
schools.

¥ The FrenckSpeaking Community of Belgium is the only entity where recrgiéind
stabilising teachers is reportedhpore difficultin schools concentrating pupils with
lower math scores.

27. In a rutshell, these resulseenmto suggest thdtrenchSpeakingschools servinghe
lower segments of the publ@vemore resources (more teachercomputer per pupil But they
may simultaneouslguffer for a loweithanaverageguality of teachingstaff.® Low-achieving
pupilsare taught in smaller classes butidgs qualified and less experienced teacHés. raises
the question of whether additional money spent on thadsmots is adequately allocata®fhat do
poor and underackving students need imiprity: smaller classesquipped with computers or
better and more experienced teachers

24. Underperforming school3

28. A morepromisingway of gainingfurtherinsight as to what driveepooreducational
attainmenis to compare thattainment of Flemish v&renchSpeaking schoolsonditional on

the socieeconomic status of their pupil§he exercie issomehowsimilarto the one we did
whenwe discussedong-term/historicakrends. It is tesplit the oerall variance of results into two
part. One that poirg at socieeconomic (deterministic) factgriseyond the immediate coaotrof
policy-makerswhich can bainevety distributedacross the two communities (i.e. more children
with an immigration backgtmdin the FrenckSpeaking systerB.) . And the othepart*
supportive obtherexplanatonyfactors likecultural specificities' or diverging degree of school
effectivenes®\ something a priori more in line with what an economist woylabthesise

29. The exercie can be carried outsing 20068PISA data on test scores of-¥Barolds On
Figure 2. lIbelow, each dot represents the average attainwigmb of one of the schools
sampled by FBA. The horizontal ag shows the average so@oonomic mix of the pupils
sampled in the scho@20 to 40 per schoolYhe vertical axis measures the average scoretin ma
of the same students within the schéofure 2.2contains theeasults of a very similar exereis

1 Similar results as those reported hereafter emerge when analysingesmiehreading scores.

12 The comparison includes Canada, Norway, Finland, Sweden and Denmark; countries that are known for

their (relatively) smaller SE&lated score gap (see Table 2, below).

13 That can be interpreted in terms of vertical differerdia{iDebande and Vandenberghe, 2008).

14 In fact a residual.

15 A relatively greater willingness to learn/educate in one Community.
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butwhere the horizontal axis g¢ilays the share of pupils atteng a vocational track within the
sc?ﬁcols. It thuscontrols for the difference terms of the curriculpupils are actually exposed
to.

30. What emergeis thatN whaever the soci@conomic profile’ or the importance of
vocational educatioN pupils inFlemishSpeaking schools tend to outperfatimese enrolled in
FrenchSpeaking one (refer to appendixs 1 & 2for similar results in science and reading
literacy).The results on displayiFigure 2.1 and 2.2 are largedonfirmed by a more thorough
and elaborated econometric analysis. glessscore gap in math between the French and the
Flemishspeaking pupils is estimated to be of 9.1% (i.e. using riiieck Speakig community as
a benchmark, the math score are 9.1% higher in Flanders). When we condition on (potentially
important) crossCommunity differences in terms of):sociceconomic profile (both parental
profession and materialealth®®), ii) immigrationbackground'?, iii) attendance of a vocational
trackzoz,zor iv) pupiliteacher ratioE the resultingetgap appears even slightiigher®* at

10.8%:

16 Although this should be questioned in theory, in Belgium it is often taken for granted that pupils who

attend a vocationatack are less exposed to the OcoreO topics (math, sciences and reading) evaluated by
PISA.

1 That, in both linguistic groups, is a strong predictor of performance. Belgium (alongside Germany and the

Netherlands) is characterised by a big score gap ketiyeschools concentrating Ie8ES aged 15 pupils,
and ii) those serving the more privileged segments of the population. The best performer on this indicator

is Finland. Sweden is the country that represtin closesiatch to Finland in terms of its gacity to
minimise the score gap between highdlow-SES schools. Then come Norway, Spain, Denmark,
Canada, the United Staté&3reat Britain, ItalyFrance. The worgterformers in this respect are Belgium
(both communities), Germany and the Netherlgivdsmdenberghe, 2009).

18 The average material wealth index reported in PISA is higher for Flanders than the $jpeaking

Community (see Appendix 2 for more details).

19 There are more children reportedly with an immigration background in the F&meaking Community

than in Flanders (see Appendix 2 for more details).

2 But there are significantly more children attending a vocational programme in the Fipeiaking

Community (see Appendix 2 for more details)..

z A possible interpretation of this increment is thatieegap GcorrectsE for the(clearly highe incidence

of vocational educatiomiFlanders (see appendikx 3

22 For an analysis of this gap based on frongigtimation methods see Perelman, Pes@e&antin (2010).
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Figure 2.1 .Distribution of educational attainment in Math? acros s schools (conditional on the socio -economic
profile of pupils) . Flemish vs. French -Speaking Belgium .

Schods, SES and score (maths)

Score av
650

550

250‘|

SES av

Country code 3==character 88 prL 5515 BFR

Source: PISA, OECD, 2006

s Appendixes 1 and 2 display the results for science and reading.
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Figure 2.2. Distribution of educational attainment in Math®* across schools (conditional on the
importance of vocational education 25). Flemish vs. French -Speaking Belgium.

Schools, VET and score (maths)

Score av
700

300

I I I I T I T
0.01 0.1 0.21 0.31 0.41 0.51 0.61

VET share

Country code 3==character 88 prL 5515 BFR

SourcePISA 2006

Source: PISA, OECD, 2006

2 Appendix | displays the results for science and reading.

% The share of pupils attending a vocational programme/track.
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3 WHAT POLICY VIS -E-VIS UNDERPERFORMING SCHOOLS

3.1 Rapid overview of what is said in the international literature

31 Disagreements about how to improve these schoolsO outcomes loom large. They stem in
part from different beliefs about what problems underlie their unsatisfactory outcomes. Broadly
speaking, critics tend to invoke, at least implicitly, one of the followaagons (Jacob and

Ludwig, 2008):

32 First, schools matter only so much. The real problem rests with the social context in
which schools opera@namely, the family, neighbourhooahd peer environments that low

income children experience, or excessive school segregation. Adopting accountability education
reforms without changing social policy more broadly will simply punish educators for factors
beyond their control, and potentiatirive the most able teachers toward schools serving less
disadvantaged students. In this case, a necessary condition for making serious improvements in
risk childrenOs schooling outcomes would involve fixing the other social ills associated with
poverty that impair childrenOs learning outcomes. In the Belgian context, this means improving
(inter alia) the labour market outcomes of the adults infémailies in which atrisk children live
particularly in regions/provinces that have been severelyyhdeindustrialisationié. Hainaut,

Liege) or have experienced massive influxes of @siilled) immigrantsie. Brussels) ¢ee Table

2.1).

33 Second, schals matter but those servingrak students need more resces €.9.,

teachers, textbooksupport services) than the other schools to educate the disadvantaged
students. In this case, a potential solution would be to provide more money to disadvantaged
schools.?® There is evidence that, to a certain extds,is already done in the Fren8ipeaking
Community There are also plenty of indications thadecisioamakers g willing to further
OdiffereriateO school funding according to the s@gonomic profile of students. But more
research is needed to &y how these resources should be spent. Should, as seems to be the
case now, these extra resources predominantly finance smaller class sizes ? Or should they be
used to attract (or simply retain) better and more experienced tea(desrSection 2.3)

34. Third, schools concentrating leachieving children lack the capacity to improve
studensQearning, independent of financial resources. Undepthispectivethe teachers and

the heads of school serving highly disadvantaged pupils are thought to lack the (managerial) skills
or knowledgenecessary to improve the quality of instruction on their own. Potential solutions to
this problem would involve helping sabls improve the quality of their standard operating

practices, for example by helping implement specific new instructional or organizational practices
(i.e. curriculum, instruction, school organization) and/or increasing the instructional capacity of
staffin these schools through professional development, and perhaps also more selective hiring.

35. Fourth, these schools do not have sufficieoéntives and/or flexibilityo make the best
possible use of their resam@s. They are und@erforming because teachers and heads of school
are not working hard enough, they are not working toward the right goal. Or they have good local

2 More on how this can be implemented in Walltery and Vandenberghe (2007).
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knowledge about what would work best but they are not able to implement these ideas tiecaus
centralized authority (bureaucratic rigidities, tageE). Proponents of this perspective often
claim that without clarifying the key objectives of school, holding key actors accountable while
granting them more autonomy, additional spending willpdy be squandered. Under this view,
the solution would be to enhance incentives through policies such as school choice or
accountability and provide professionaisre autonomy

3.2. PISA score andchool autonomy/flexibility

36. It is possible to find some empirical support regarding the benefits of school
autonomyflexibility in PISA 2006. Figure 3.1. displays the positigletionship®’ between st
average score artleschool autnamy index. It is important toteess that the scores (on the
vertical axis) are OnetO of the mechanical contribution of a range eésmo@nic (parental
socioprofessonal status, household material wealth, immigration background), curricular
(vocational track attendance) or spendiacfors (number of pupils per teacher in the sachple
schoos). The index displayed amle horizontabxis proxies the degree of anbmy
characterizing key aspects of the functioning of schoolsefjuslto (country/ommunity
averaged) number of dimeaass of school management that the head of school declares being
his/her direct responsibilitys. that of and intermediate (i.e. municipalities or provinces in the
case of Belgium) or central school authoritye( Ministry of Education)Dimensions examined
by thePISA survey comprise (1) teacher hire, (2) teachee f(3) esthlishingstarting staries (4)
determiningsalary increase (5) establishitige schoolCGsserall bud@t, (6) allocating this budget;
(7) dudent discipline ruleq8) student assessmdbpkams and grades); (9) student admission;
(10) choice of textbooks.

37. One point worth stressing is that, like Hindriks & Verschelde (2010),we findhéeis
more school autonomy on aage in the FlemislCommunity than in the FreneBpeaking
Community(see Appendix 4nd Vandenberghe and Robin (2004) for a discussion of how
decentralisatiofautonomyis related to the private vpublic provision of schooling

In true, a simple positive correlation
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Figure 3.1 . School autonomy® and math score® across countries that participated to PISA 2006

Schodls, dec and score {mathresid)

Score av
100 *

]
.
=100
[
=200 -
T T T T T T T T
3 4 s ] 7 8 9 10
DEC index
SourcePISA 2006
a) The decentralisation/autonomy index is simply the community-averaged) number of dimensions of school

management that the head of school declares being his/her direct responsibility vs. that of and intermediate or central
school authority. Dimensions examined comprise (1) teacher hire, (2) teacher fire, (3) starting salary (4) determining
salary increase (5) writing the schoolOs overall budgt; (6) allocating the budget (7) writing the student discipline rules
(8) student assessment (9) student admission (10) choice of textbooks.

b) The raw sore are first regressed on several variables that are likely to capture socio-economic, ability or
spending differences across countries. They include the highest parental socio-professional index, the family material
wealth index, the immigration background, the average pupil to teacher ratio. The residuals (i.e. the part of the raw
score that cannot be ascribed to these factors) are then used to compute the values plotted on this figure.

3.3. Some thoughtsabout the state aschool governancén the French-Speaking
Communty

38 School autonomf§lexibility mattes, but,in truth, probablyonly as part of #roaderset

of keyingredients that need to be properly aligmedrderto maximize effectivenesgVve will
argue herafterthatone ofthe Frexch-SpeakingCommunity of Belgiur®s hurdles is to overcome
it recurrentinability to align meaningfuly key polcy ingredients forming groperschool
governanceegime

39. There is a growingonsensuamong education econonsgtevin, 1997; WSssmann &
Fuchs, 2007Hindriks & Verschelde, 20)Q@hat educational output, ap&m each individual's
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propensity to invest ihimself?%, is conditioned by theducational system's governarftce. large
scale mechanisms or general rules on wheelchers andchoo$ have no direct control, because
they are the result of political aggregation or histottieids butnonetheless significamtl
influencetheir daily practice)The secalled 'supply side' of the educational process can no longer
be represented as a simplack box(Vandenberghe, 1999a)

I). Benchmarks bureaucrades incentive contrastor quastmarkets

40. Belfied (2000)reviews the range of governance mechanigrasare tde found in
educationHe first expldns that \ery few educationalystems®® operate like propanarkets
where 'providers' (schools, teachersE) are financed directly by their 'clients' thfearggble)
fees,and where the ‘clients' enjoy extendesbdom of choicas to theprovidertheypick.*°

41. In the educational sector, the most common and prevalent regutadttus operands
still the hierarchical obureaucratic modelThe lattergenerallygrantsno freedom of choic®
pupils and theifamilies. Zoning regulationss in the USErance, Norway oBweden (until the
early 1998), farce pupils to attend the nearest local schBablic administratorsupervise local
decison-makers (teachers, school headgiministrators evaluate the edtioaal needs of the
population,plan the construction of scbis and other facilities, appditeachers, fix wages and
pension schemes for educational staff, deterrnotk the curricula or the certificati@niteria. In
brief, the (central) Minister of edationpersonifieshe external c@rdination principle, the
governance structure of tisgstem.®*

42. But the bureaucratic modelm® longer the only possible governance regimging the
1970's and 1980's one tinsitnessed a renewed interest in the regulation of public monopolies
and oligopolies througimcentive contractsThis led to greater decentralisation of decision
making (i.e. more autonorfiexibility for schools and teachgrand, simultaneously, a gtea

use of contractual arrangements to ensure tange with public prioritiesThe latter would still
act ag(local) monopolistsbut the amount of financial resources they received from the
government would depend timeir ability to meet centraligefined(and assessgdbjectives

This new approach letd the development of outpuiasedpublic) financing schemes, geater
use of standardized test to gauge pupilsO results.

43. The other source of innovatiavasthe introduction omarketlike mechanismsThe
main idea was that must be possible to preserve free (i.e. publicly funded) education and to
mobilisethe expertise of final useiig orderto (advantageouslyeplace the centraluthorityas a

2 Extensively analysed by the human capital model (Schultz, 1961; Becker, 1964) and plvashlpy

wage premia documented in Section 2.2

2 Delivering elementary/basic (primary secondary) education.

0 Exceptions exist, particularly in Third/orld countries like Kenya, Sri Lanka or India where private

education is still the rule for thousands of pupils at elementary and secondary level. But many 'private’
schools are noprofit organisations, ruled by religious communities that manage to limit costs (and fees)
essentially by relying on volunteers.

3 This does not mean that the educational system is necessarily always totally centralised. Like all complex

institutions, hierarchieducational systems are characterised by a certain balance between decentralisation
and centralisation. Invariably, educational systems throughout the world delegate some responsibilities to
schools andinside those organisatioBxo the individual teeher

21



sourceof control. This led to the introductionf sccalledquastmarkets It was argued that by
allowing B properly informedparents (or youth) to choose their school, governments would
force schools to be more accountable to their clients and make ausett@rtheir resourcel
guastmarkets, sccessful decisiomaking at the school level iswarded finanelly by an
automatic mechanisma school's budget dhirectly index orthe number of pupils attractedh a
vouchersystem.*? Be it in Chile, NewZealand or Sweden, quasiarket reforms were aimed at
solving 'bureaucratic failure' problems: lack of efficiency, low accountability of teachers,
excessive red tag®&’andenberghe, 1969

i) The situation in FrenctSpeaking Belgium

44, In the literature, researchaidebate orthe relative merits of hiarchies, incentive
contracs and educationupstmarkets. We argue that suckliacussion is nayet) the most
relevant one for the Frenc®peaking Commmity of Belgium. What punditshould rather
consider(and combatjs the excasively hybrid nature of its school governance regime
(Vandenberghe, 2007)

45, Hybrid governanceexists to a certain extemt Flandersaand in many dter placesn the
world. But, in comparisonf has probably loomed larger in the Frer@beaking Community.

The currengovernanceegimeconsists of a relatively unarticulated andatimaddition ofthe
threemodels exposed above . Over the plestadesi-renchSpeakinglecisioamakers have been
unable to agree on tlnount ofpowerto be granted t¢l) the central Ministry(2) the local
professonals (heads of schools) a(®) parerts or pupils Sempiternativergences of view,
echoing deeplyooted philosophicand political schismdjave ultimately led to a situation where
thetop-down'bureaucraticontrol (the obligation to implement instructions coming from
Brussels) systematicallyohabis with schootbased autonomgnd markedriven schol
managemenithe necessity to attract pupils to secure resources and jobs).

School choice and quamarkets

46. For several decades the systdmincluding primary, secondary and tertiary educabion
has espoused tlgpasimarket principle as it has combined extended freedom of school choice
and public (pepupil) financing. Schools vth dwindling enrdimentare fully awarehat they are
bound to I@e resources (i.¢eaching jobs). It is alscommon practice to spend sometlod

school resources to putsoh the lochpapers in order to inform/lungrospectivepupils

Anecdotal evidence suggsshat some schools require their teachers to aistiieetat the end of
Augustto reach out to #ir potential clientele.

Subsidisedchoolsand the contractual approach to education provision

47. Schoolchoiceis accompanied by an olchdition of entrepreneurial freedoas to
schoolingdelivery (on the supphside thus). Belgium indeed compssearger number ofo
calledsubsidedCpouvoir organisateurs/ inrichtende machiesyndicatedh three networks (Igs
rZseaux/ netwerkeEs) deliveringschooling services alongside the central authdrityidentaly,

it is worth stressing that a vesygnificant parbf educational services in Belgiuanedelivered by

32 An explicit (where each child receives a voucher) or an implicit(amereby school are predominantly

funded on a pepupil basis)
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schwls that are (legally) indepenugor Ofree@pm the central ministerial authorityQuite
logically, in such a context, the conttaalapproach to educatigerovision hagained
importanceAlthough central autority funds schoolsthe advocates of such a modigim that
those whaun schoolon a daily basarebest placed to decide twow to spend these funds,
starting with the recruinent of teacherg\nd the external control by the cenat auhority should
primarily focuson the schools® contribution to pupilsO attainfirerfinal outcomes However one must
immediately stresthatoutputbased control of autonomous school haanbleng absent from the
landscape.

Superimposedi@rarchical and bureaucratic control

48, There is also a ow deeplyentrenchelltradition of lureaucratic control of schools, that
encompasseSfreefubsidisednes It is based of the precepts of central planrémgl

orchestrated by the Minister of Education and its administrati@musselsThe range of

regulatory requirements applicable to (atihgols havdoomed larger over the past deles
particularlyin the FrenchSpeaking @mmunity They primarily consisbf controlling the way
schods use theiinputs.®* Many ofthe rulesapplicable to Ofree® schools aim at aligning the status
of their teachers on that oivil servants Schools do not control salary éds. Teachers are not

paid at school level, but directly by the Ministry of education. Heads of schools cannot decide
upon the relative importance obmpensation and benefits (by opting for more/less capital
intensive technologies for exampl8ut, at tle same time, heads of school are strongly enticed to
respond to market pressures stemming from the school choice + per capita funding ingredient.

49, The Ministry of Education dmesteaching credentials which schewohust respect when
hiring or awarding tenure. Relatively stringent senioritysiiait the capacity ochool heads to
decide orthe teachers they keep on boatttenenrdlmentplungesWeekly schedules arather
conditions of work are centrallyetermined tooOver the past two decades, the centrdiaiiy

in FrenchSpeaking Belgiuninas also been very active in prescribing the pedatyogg used by
teachers, but without properly considering the other constraints schools have to cope with.
Consder, for instance, the uncomfortable situatadra primary school teacher whas been
firmly instructecko organise the learning clg over period of 2 to 3years® butN due to
extensive freedom of choidé¢ experiences a 50 to 608rnoverin her clasevery year.

3 As stated earlier there is no tradition of outpased control of schools in the Frer8heaking Community

of Belgium.
3 The socalled Capprentissage par cyclEs
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Hybrid govenance and poor performance

50. Our main concern is that hybrid governamomtribute tahe poor performaceof the

most deprivedegments of the populatigseeFigure 2.1) These are priori more OdependentO on
the quality of education to succeacademically and professionallgeally, education should be
jointly produedwith acontributionfrom both the demand side (pupils/students and their
families) and the supply side (teachexshools and the public authorities that finance educat

But atrisk pupils,coming from broken/ dysfunctional familiese obviously more affected by

the way the supply side is structured and operates. They are much less able to compensate or
prote¢ themselves from the consequences afalhceived or poorly implemented educational
policy (Levin, 1997).

i) Why somuchhybridisation?

51 Our thesis is that theybrid governanceegimethat characterisfrenchSpeaking

schods largely echeesthe divergingpolitical and philosophicalpreferencesO of the three main
OrZseaux/netwerkenO. The educational landscape is split in two big groupshphdstend the
public provisionof schooling and those who feethe provision by OfreeO subsidised schools)
eachrepresenting about 50% of the total number of pupils. Intiadgithe adecates of public
provision are splibetween those who defend local provision (by municipalitiesaxiqces) and
those who fawur a centralisednodel where public schools are under the sole jurisdiction of the
central ministry.

52 Contrary to most observers, we do not believe that the main problem associated with the
presence of OrZseauxymerkenO is cosnefficiency. The total cost of the system is primarily the
result of a productthe number of enrolled pupi¥s what is spent per pupil on average. The
presence of OrZseaux/netwerkenO [or hundreds of pouvoirs organisateurs/ inrictuietaeig m
has clearly no impact on the total number of pupils. Some would argue that multiple
OrZseaux/netwerkenO has lead to a higher incidestoalbchools (known for theligher cost
per pupilceteris paribus But successive reforms since the ed8§0s have resulted in the
introduction of mandatory enltment thresholds limitinghe magnitude of this pptem. A
secondary school for emgle cannot exist (receive public funding) if it enrols less than 430
pupils. Similar (but logically lowr) thresblds exists for primg schools. Exploiting economies
of scale has proved feasible within a system where individual schools are syndicated into so
called networks.

53, Thetrue Ocost@f the OrZseaux/netwerkeather corresporsto their contribution to the
emergence of gery hylsid governance regimeThe systematignvolvement of thi
representativem the policymaking process hasevened (and keeps preventintne emergence
of acoherengovernancéramework. This is because tingodelsof governance they explicitly or
implicitly refer towhen they bargaiare a priori contradictory andifficult to reconcile What is
more, the Minister of education in the Frerf§ipeaking Community is suffering from &lkeof
pre-eminence and independence-Vdgis the GZseau, as one of its mandates it to run and
defend the interests of its ownZ3ealk of schools.

54. Sceptics would righy argue that networks (and thederlying antgonist conceptions as
to whatOgoodO school governaneeang alsoexist in Flanders. True. But in Flandetrse
network syndicating OfreeO cathkafiiti ated schools is (and has always beary dominant
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with amarket share exceeding 7@fthe total. This has perhaps contributed to limit the ravages
of the hybrid governance disease FreBgeaking pupils suffer from.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1 Distribution of educational attainment in Science across schools (conditional on the
socio -economic profile of pupils). Flemish vs. French ~ -Speaking Belgium.

Schools, SES and score (scies)

Score av
650

450 -

350

250'I

SES av

Country code 3=character 88 prL 5515 BFR

Source: PISA, OECD, 2006

c) Plotted trends correspond to OLS-estimated quadratic relationship between scores and SES
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Appendix 2 Distribution of educational attainment in Reading across schools (conditional on the
socio -economic profile of pupils). Flemish vs. F  rench -Speaking Belgium.

Schools, SES and score {reads)

Score av

SES av

Country code 3==character 8% pFL 55185 BFR

Source: PISA, OECD, 2006

29



Appendix 3 Pisa 200® Descriptive statistics

Commurtiy
Vanable BFL BFR
Mathscore 4382 50099
S cience score 33135 49568
Reading score 52434 48355
Higher parental socio—professional
index 49.80 50.62
Family matenal wealthindex 0.38 -007
Number of students perteacher
(reported average at the school leve 870 990
Vocational track attendance 054 036
P upils withimmigrationbackground Q07 020
Private govermment-dependent
school attencance 073 0.56
Nobs 5124 3733

Source: OECD, PISA 2006

Appendix 4: Pisa 200B School autonomy indein Belgium. Breakdown by linguistic community and
school ownershifiegal regime.

Private
Government -
Community Public School Dependent ® School
Flemish-Speaking 7.85 7.86
French-Speaking 4.94 7.07

a) The decentralisation/autonomy index is simply the (country/community-averaged) number of dimensions of
school management that the head of school declares being his/her direct responsibility vs that of and
intermediate or central school authority. Dimensions examined comprise (1) teacher hire, (2) teacher fire, (3)
estibishng. starting sal (4) determining sal. Increase (5) writing the schoolOs overall budg; (6) allocating the
budget (7) writing the student discipline rules (8) student assessment (9) student admission (10) choice of
textbooks.

b) Government-dependent schools are those that receive the greatest part of their financial resources from the
public authorities (typically the OZcoles libres catholiqueskrije katholieke scholenO in Belgium)
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