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Education systems around the world have been experimenting with extending
parental choice in school education. In Britain, since 1989 parents have had the right
to send their child to any state school of their choice, subject to there being spaces
available. Sweden introduced parental choice between state schools and publicly
funded independent schools in 1992. New Zealand has offered some parental choice
of school since 1989. In the United States, there have been extensive experiments in
recent years with various education voucher schemes. And Belgium and Holland
have long had parental choice of school, with funding following the choices made.

But increasing parental choice in education remains highly controversial. Critics of
the policy allege that choice leads to unhealthy competition between schools,
damaging educational standards; and that it is inequitable and divisive for
communities, encouraging polarisation and segregation by class, race and religion.
Its advocates argue that, on the contrary, competition drives up quality standards
and responsiveness; that choice compares well in terms of community mixing than
alternative systems of pupil allocation, such as those based on already segregated
residential catchment areas; and, through giving greater power to the less
advantaged members of the community, it will also promote greater equity.

In this paper we address some of these issues. We begin with a brief discussion of
the aims of educational policy. We then briefly review the theory of, and
international evidence on, the impact of choice and competition in school education,
and draw on this to bring out the major lessons for choice and competition policy if it
is successfully to meet those aims.
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POLICY AIMS

Any assessment of the desirability of a particular policy or policy reform has to give
some account of the overall ends or aims of policy. In fact, the potential ends of a
publicly funded school education system are legion; but it is likely that in most
countries at most times they can be summarised under the headings of quality,
efficiency, equity, responsiveness, and social inclusiveness.

Raising the overall quality of a school system is perhaps the principal objective of
any such system. But quality is far from unproblematic as a concept. It could refer
to the ‘inputs’ into the system: the teachers, the school buildings, the class-room
equipment. Alternatively, it could refer to process factors, such as the satisfaction
that pupils and parents derive from the actual school experience and/or the numbers
of pupils taking national exams. Or - and this is the most common usage - it could
mean the system’s ‘outcomes’, such as the performance in national exams, or other
indicators of the skills and knowledge acquired by pupils and students as a result of
their attendance at schools. Yet more ambitiously, the concept of quality could also
refer to the overall impact of the system on the economy and on the wider society:
the contribution of school education to such factors as the training of the work force,
labour productivity, citizens’ understanding of social and cultural values and the
enhancement of individuals’ creative potential.

In practice, most empirical attention is usually focused either on educational inputs,
or on one, relatively narrow, interpretation of outcomes: the standards of educational
achievement as measured by the results of examinations or other forms of tests.
Inevitably, therefore, it is on these that we shall concentrate in this paper. But it
should be noted that they may only be a partial representation of the overall quality
of a school system.

As with other public services, calls for greater efficiency are often identified with
simple cost-cutting, and as such can be widely resisted in education circles -
especially professional ones. However, a more sophisticated approach accepts that
the quality of the education provided cannot be the only interest of an education
system, and that the way in which educational resources (or inputs) are used has
also to be of concern. For, if resources are wasted, poorer outcomes will be achieved
than if the resources had been used efficiently. Other things being equal, a high
quality, low cost education is to be preferred to one that obtains similar quality but
at a higher cost.
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To achieve greater responsiveness to parents’, pupils’ and students’ expressed wants
and needs is — or should be - an end or aim of most school systems. This can be
justified by reference to Albert Weale’s principle of autonomy: that ‘every individual
is entitled to respect as deliberative and purposive agents capable of forming their
own projects’ (Weale, 1983, p.42). Such respect is an important element of any
publicly funded service, partly because it is desirable in and of itself, but also
because it is essential to maintain public support for the system. Nothing is more
likely to drive parents out of the public sector than encountering professional
arrogance or bureaucratic obstructionism in their dealings with it.

As with quality, equity in education is a much contested term. Variously it has been
taken to refer to equality of opportunity, equality of access or equality of outcome. A
common interpretation of equality of opportunity or equality of access (often used
almost synonymously) is that the quality and quantity of education a child receives
should depend only upon his or her ability to benefit from that education. That is,
the education a child receives should be independent of parental income, social class
etc, except in so far as they affect their ability to benefit. Equality of outcome can
also be interpreted in a variety of ways: the one adopted in most empirical work is
that of reducing differences in standards between schools.

Finally, promoting a sense of social inclusiveness, and perhaps more generally a
feeling of fellow citizenship, can be regarded as an essential function of a nation’s
education system. The idea that schools serve as a melting pot for society, dissolving
the cultural divisions that can otherwise create social fragmentation and conflict, is
an old one but still important — especially in a world where migration of various
kinds is on the increase.

However, here again there is room for disagreement, especially over the nature of
the community in which the child is to be included. Is the relevant community the
local one? Or should inclusiveness be defined regionally, nationally, or even
internationally? Indeed, is the relevant community necessarily based on geography?
For some groups, educating their children to be included in religious or ethnic
communities might be more important than educating them to be part of the local
community. And this in turn raises a further question: who is to decide which is the
relevant community — the parent, the child, the teacher, or the policy-maker?
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Implicit in most government policy is the assumption that the relevant community is
the national one. Hence we shall assume that a policy is undesirable if it does not
promote inclusivity between social groups within the country as a whole. More
specifically, since socio-economic status and ethnicity are among the most prominent
of the current fault lines in society, other things being equal, we shall consider a
policy undesirable if it contributes to school segregation between the better off and
the poor, and/or between different ethnic groups.

Finally, it is important to note that not all of these ends may be attainable
simultaneously. For instance, it may be that the most efficient way of raising the
average performance of a school system in terms of educational outcomes is through
concentrating resources on the most able, which would in all likelihood violate equity,
however the latter is defined. To take another example, some parents might only be
satisfied with a school system that allowed them to send their children to schools
segregated on religious or social grounds, a consequence that might meet the aims of
responsiveness, but that would violate the broader aim of social inclusiveness or a
national sense of community. In such cases some kind of trade-off between aims
may have to be accepted, with, say, more quality being achieved at the expense of
some equity, or the promotion of a greater sense of national community at the price
of not meeting some parents’ desires for segregation.

THEORY

The theory of choice and competition (or, more accurately, the theoretical predictions
that emerge concerning the benefits) derive in large part from the failure of other
methods or models for the delivery of school education. Essentially, there are three
other such models, all of which most countries have tried in one form or another.
First, there is the Trust Model, where teachers and school managers are simply
trusted to know what is best for their pupils, and to deliver high quality education
without interference from government or any other source. Then there is what we
might consider the opposite of trust: the Command and Control Model, where
government essentially tells schools and teachers what to do. This can be done
directly by instructions and directives emanating from the relevant government
department, or indirectly by setting targets for schools, rewarding them if they
succeed in meeting those targets, and penalising them if they fail. Third is the Voice
Model, where pupils and parents express their dissatisfaction (or satisfaction)
directly to schools through face-to-face conversations, or through complaints to
higher managers or elected representatives.
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There are well-known problems with all of these. The trust model assumes that
teachers and managers are solely motivated by the desire to provide exactly the
services that pupils and parents want and need, and that they have no more self-
interested concerns. That is, they are public-spirited altruists, not self-interested
egoists (Le Grand 2006). In fact of course, like everyone else, teachers and managers
who work in education are a mixture of altruist and egoist; and inevitably therefore
at times the school is likely to be organised more in the interests of the people who
run it than in the interest of those who use it. Moreover, even when teachers do
behave in a altruistic fashion, they are more likely to provide what they think pupils
and parents want or need, rather than what the latter may actually want.

Command and control can work — at least in the short term. For instance, numeracy
and literacy have sharply improved in English primary schools. Many believe that
this is because of the imposition of a compulsory numeracy and literacy teaching
hour on schools. A systematic study of the imposition of a literacy hour on some
English primary schools before it was made compulsory found large increases in
attainment in reading and English in pupils exposed to the literacy hour as
compared with pupils who were not. Interestingly boys received a greater benefit
than girls (Machin and McNally (2004).

But, however well it works in the short run, there are a number of problems
associated with command and control. Of these perhaps the most significant is the
demoralisation and demotivation of those on the front line of service delivery —
especially if they are professionals who are not used to receiving orders and have
been trained to believe that they will have substantial autonomy and independence
in their work. Other problems include the distortion of priorities, and the incentive
for ‘gaming’ behaviour of various kinds to meet targets, ranging from
straightforward fiddling of the figures to more subtle changing of un-targeted
behaviour in undesirable ways.

Voice, as defined by the man who originated the term in this context, Albert
Hirschman, is ‘any attempt at all to change, rather than to escape from, an
objectionable state of affairs, whether through individual or collective petition to the
management directly in charge, through appeal to a higher authority with the
intention of forcing a change in management, or through the various types of actions
and protests, including those that are meant to mobilize public opinion’ (Hirschman,
1970, p.30). In fact, voice is shorthand for all the ways in which users can express
their dissatisfaction (or indeed their satisfaction) by some form of direct
communication with providers. This could be through informally talking to them face
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to face — parents talking to their children’s teacher or head teacher . It could be more
indirect: joining the governing board of the school. It could be more formal: invoking
a complaints procedure, complaining to elected representatives, and so on. And it
could be collective, though the process of voting for those representatives.

Now the voice model has its advantages as a means of public service delivery.
Obviously it takes direct account of parents and pupils needs and wants, at least as
they themselves perceive them. Moreover, individual voice mechanisms, especially,
can be rich in useful information. Telling schools what is wrong with the service they
provide (and indeed what is right with it) can be very helpful to those who desire to
improve.

However, it also has its difficulties. In a no-choice world of school education, parents
who are dissatisfied with the quality of the education of their children, or the
responsiveness of the teachers or managers with whom they are dealing, have only a
limited range of options open to them. If there is a private education system running
in parallel to the public one, they can use that — or, at least, the wealthier among
them can do so. Those who cannot afford this option can only complain, either
directly to the teacher or manager concerned or to their superiors. In each case, the
individual has to depend for a response on the goodwill, or indeed the knightliness of
the person to whom they are complaining. As well as being demanding to undertake,
this is a fragile mechanism for improving quality. It offers little or no direct
incentives for improvement to the knavish or self-interested teacher or manager; and
even more altruistic, ones do not respond well to being challenged by pushy parents.

Moreover, in so far as complaining works at all, it favours the self-confident and
articulate middle classes, thus tending to steer education in their direction at the
expense of those for the less well off. The middle class thus have a double advantage
over the less well off. They are better placed to persuade the key decision-makers in
the education service to meet their needs. And, if that fails, they can use the private
sector. In neither case are equity and efficiency being served.

All of these models of service delivery thus have significant problems associated with
them. So what about the model that is our principal concern here: the choice and
competition model? It has some clear advantages over the others. Unlike the trust
model, it channels both self interest and altruism to serve the public good. If the
money follows parent choices, then the school that provides the better service will
gain resources; that which provides the inferior service will lose. Whether the
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unsatisfactory providers are altruists or egoists, they will wish to continue in
business; the egoists because it is in their self-interest to do so, the altruists because
they want to continue to provide a good education. But, to continue in business, they
will have to improve the quality and responsiveness of the service they provide in
order to attract parent, as well as the efficiency with which the service is delivered.
Unlike the command and control model, it gives freedom and autonomy to teachers
and managers, encouraging them to engage in innovation and creativity, and with no
outside authority continuously telling them what to do. Unlike voice, parents
dissatisfied with the general quality of the service they can get from the school have
the opportunity to go to another who can provide them with a better service. This
gives considerable leverage to anyone who does want to voice their dissatisfaction: If
the listeners to a complaint know that in the last resort the complainant can go
elsewhere, they are much more likely to respond positively to the issues being raised.
Choice gives power to voice. Moreover, the facts that now both poor and rich can exit
if necessary, and that the less well off are no longer dependent on their ability to
persuade teachers to get the service they want, can improve the equity of service
delivery.

So, under certain conditions, what we have termed the choice and competition model
for delivering public services can promote quality, efficiency, responsiveness and
equity, and, moreover, is likely to do so better in most situations than alternative
models that rely upon trust, command and control, or voice.

This is what the theory says. But does it work out like this in practice? As we saw
earlier, various countries have experimented with choice and competition in school
education. What has happened there? Were these desirable outcomes achieved? And
what about social inclusiveness? Was greater quality and efficiency obtained, but at
the expense of greater school exclusivity and segregation?

THE IMPACT OF CHOICE AND COMPETITION

The evidence on the impact of the choice and competition model in practice mostly
concerns the experiences of Sweden, New Zealand, the United States, and England
and Wales. Unfortunately it does not cover all of the ends that we have discussed,
but usually concentrates on two: educational quality standards as measured by exam
performance; and segregation, as measured by the proportion of different social
groups in each school. The evidence has been usefully reviewed by the Prime
Minister’s Strategy Unit and the Department for Education and Skills in the UK, by
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Simon Burgess and colleagues at the Centre for Market and Public Organisation at
the University of Bristol and by Stephen Gorard and colleagues at the University of
Wales?. What follows draws heavily on these.

Since 1992 parents in Sweden have had a choice between publicly funded
independent schools and existing state schools. A significant number of new
independent schools have opened, often innovative in form, and have proved very
popular with parents.

It is hard to assess the impact on standards since there are few national tests, but
studies suggest that grades in mathematics have improved faster where there is
more competition. To quote from one such evaluation: ‘The extent of competition
from independent schools measured as the proportion of pupils in the municipality
that go to independent schools improves both the score on a nationalised,
standardised mathematics test and the grades in public schools.... the improvement
is significant both in statistical and quantitative terms. There is no indication that
the expansion of independent school has increased total expenditures on schools.
Thus the improved results imply that productivity has increased across schools’
(Bergstrom and Sandstrom 2002).

Although there is some anecdotal evidence indicating that some segregation has
occurred, there is no hard evidence on the impact of choice on segregation (Swedish
National Agency of Education 2003). It is worth noting, however, that a decade after

the reforms, Sweden remains overall one of the least segregated countries in the
OECD?.

New Zealand introduced school choice by parents in 1989. Zoning - allocation of
children to schools based on catchment areas — was abolished. Schools were removed
from the control of local government and given some budgetary freedoms and
freedom to control their own admissions.

Somewhat surprisingly, given that the New Zealand experiment has been the subject
of several evaluations, there is no evidence as to what happened to standards (Fiske
and Ladd 2000, Lauder and Hughes 1999, Waslander and Thrupp 1995. But
segregation by ethnic group, and to a lesser extent by socio-economic status,
increased. (However, Gorard and colleagues (2003) point out that segregation was
worse pre-reform). This was attributed by the researchers concerned to a variety of
factors, prominent among which were the limited support for transport costs and
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schools’ cream-skimming (that is, selecting pupils who were easier or less costly to
teach) through their control over admissions. Government control over admissions
was re-introduced in 1999.

The United States experience varies by state. Under Florida's A+ program, children
who fail a state-wide standard test are offered a voucher that can be spent at private
schools. An evaluation of the program found that the greater was the degree of
threat of losing pupils from vouchers that a school faced, the greater was its
improvement in performance (Greene and Winters 2004).

Also in the US, the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP) was introduced in
1989. Parents whose total household income did not exceed 175% of the poverty
level were eligible to apply for vouchers for their children to attend secular private
schools. The numbers allowed to participate in the program were capped at 1% of
total enrolment in the Milwaukee Public Schools District (MPSD) The voucher was
worth $2,500: only 38% of per-pupil funding of students in the MPSD. The MPSD did
not lose any money if a child took up a voucher. In 1998, the ceiling on enrolment
was lifted to 15%, the value of the voucher was raised to $5,000, 45% of pupil funding
began to come from the Milwaukee Public Schools, and caps on the proportion of
students at participating schools that could be voucher students were lifted.

The official study of the Program only looked at the pre-1998 version (Witte 1997). It
compared the performance of voucher students to a randomly selected sample of
public school students and to a random sample of applicants to the scheme who were
rejected. Comparison of voucher students with similar public school students
revealed that there were no differences in performance between the two groups and
a very weak (and statistically insignificant) advantage in reading scores.

Caroline Hoxby analysed the impact of the post-1998 version of the program, when
incentives were much sharper. She found that that, as the degree of competition
faced by schools increased test results, improved. Hoxby has also reviewed the
evidence on the impact on the performance of public schools of competition from
‘choice’ schools not only in Milwaukee, but also in Michigan and Arizona. She found
evidence of strongly improved performance by the public schools, from which she
concluded that the efficiency-inducing effects of competition were more than enough
to offset any potential effects of cream-skimming. She also examined the effects of
competition with private schools on public schools and of competition between public
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schools through parents choosing place of residence. Again she found that
competition had a positive impact on performance?.

A study of a choice scheme in Chicago found no increase in standards that could be
attributed to the programme, but that there was an increase in segregation by
ability. However, under the Chicago scheme, money did not follow the choice and
schools could not expand or contract significantly (Cullen et a/2000).

Parental choice of school has in theory been available for state schools in England
and Wales since 1989. Schools have had some freedoms over their budget, and 75%
of their budget comes from a per-pupil funding formula, such that the money follows
the choice (at least until 2006 when the 75% requirement has been dropped).
However, because in practice many schools were — and are — oversubscribed, other
ways have been used to allocate pupils to schools, including catchment areas and, in
some cases, schools’ own admissions rules. In addition there have been many other
changes in education policy since 1989, including the imposition of a national
curriculum, the development of national tests together with league tables showing
comparative performance of schools in those tests and, as we saw earlier, various
command and control measures such as the introduction of a numeracy and literacy
hour. Hence it is difficult to attribute what actually happened to any particular
policy development, including those associated with increasing choice and
competition.

Nonetheless, there are studies that control for these other factors and hence can
produce some evidence concerning the impact of choice and competition Stephen
Bradley and colleagues at the University of Lancaster have demonstrated that areas
in the United Kingdom where there is more competition, as measured by school
proximity, do appear to perform at higher standards (Bradley and Taylor 2000;
Bradley, Jones and Millington 2001). Ros Levadié (2004) also examined the
relationship between competition and performance. She found that competition, as
measured in terms of five or more perceived competitors, had a positive and
statistically significant impact on examination results. At the national General
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) level, the key indicator is five or more
high grade passes (grades A*, A, B and C). Levaéié found no impact in terms of the
pupils obtaining five or more GCSE passes at grades A* to G, but a positive impact
in terms of the proportion of pupils obtaining five or more GCSE passes at grades A*
to C. She concluded
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Schools do respond to competitive pressures to improve a particularly well
publicized and widely used performance indicator. This supports the view
that competitive pz'essure.s; do stimulate managers and teachers in schools to
Improve a measure of performance accorded a high public profile. This only
serves to emphasize the importance for the policy of choosing the right
Indicators in the first place (Levadié 2004 p.188).

On balance, the evidence indicates that, in most of the international cases examined,
extending parental choice had a positive impact on standards, not only in the schools
that were chosen, but also in the schools that were not. All this suggests that the
incentive effects of competition and choice on quality, at least as measured by exam
performance, worked as predicted. But there did appear to be negative effects on
segregation, and thus on social inclusiveness, especially if schools were allowed to
control their own admissions. This effect was more pronounced where there was
little supply-side flexibility.

The next question would therefore seem to be whether it is possible to use this
experience, coupled with theoretical insights from the now fairly substantial body of
theory on choice and competition, to design a choice system that enhances the
positive effects on standards, improves efficiency and responsiveness, contributes to
greater equality in outcomes, and that reduces segregation — at least as compared
with the alternatives. Put another way, what are the conditions that a model based
on choice and competition needs to fulfil to meet the aims of education policy?

There are at least three of such conditions. They involve increasing the ability of
users to make choices; decreasing the ability of providers to make choices; and
widening the extent of competition. More specifically, the competition must be real;
users must be properly informed, especially less well off ones; and opportunities and
incentives for selection or cream-skimming must be eliminated.

- COMPETITION: MUST BE REAL

It is in one sense a truism that for the choice and competition model to work, the
competition must be genuine. But, for that condition to be fulfilled, certain other
conditions have to be met. These are that: the money must follow the choice;
alternative providers must be available; and there must be appropriate mechanisms
for allowing new providers to enter the market and failing ones to exit.
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Money must follow the choice

Most schools in most countries do intend to, and will certainly claim to, provide a
good service. But choice provides a powerful reality check on how far they are
succeeding in doing so as far as customers are concerned. The exercise of parental
choice is acting as a clear signal of success or failure: a signal that is not available in
no-choice or monopoly systems, which in consequence often find it difficult effectively
to distinguish between good and bad performers.

However, the purpose of introducing choice and competition is not simply to provide
a signal of success or failure. All the incentive arguments in favour of choice are
contingent on there being consequences for schools of being chosen or not. More
specifically, there need to be benefits to schools that are chosen and costs to schools
that are not. Now whether a school loses or gains pupils affects professional pride,
and that may be sufficient incentive for the service to generate an improvement in
performance. However it is unlikely to be sufficient in all, or even in most, cases. A
more powerful way of ensuring that there are consequences of choice is for funding to
follow the choice: for the schools not chosen to lose resources, and those who are
chosen to gain resources.

If funding is to follow the choice, then the money must be sufficient to create real
competition. In the first stage of the Milwaukee experiment with school vouchers,
the voucher was only worth around a third of the average cost of education in the
State school system. It was not until the money was increased that behaviour
altered significantly.

A further condition is that all the key decision-makers have to be motivated to
respond in the desired direction. For instance, teachers need to be faced with the
adverse consequences of teaching in schools that are not chosen in order to provide
incentives to change their behaviour in the class room. In Milwaukee again, this
was not true either for schools or for teachers. Individual school funding was not
based on a per pupil basis, and as a result there was very little pressure on schools to
improve. Indeed the initial version of the voucher scheme imposed no costs on
schools losing pupils, thus actually relieving pressures on them rather than the
reverse.

If the money is to follow the choice and if that is to have a real effect on school
behaviour, then schools need to have independence and control over their budgets.
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In New Zealand, schools had a separate grant for teachers’ salaries and so were
limited in their ability to substitute for different kinds of teaching input. They also
had to pay according to national pay rates. In consequence, schools in advantaged
areas were better able to attract teachers than those from poorer ones, which in turn
contributed to their ability to cream-skim.

Availability of Alternatives

For school choice to work there must be schools from which to choose. It is often
claimed that this condition is rarely fulfilled even in urban areas. But such claims
must be treated cautiously. Barely one in ten schools in England has no potential
alternative within three miles.

That said, even three miles is a long way to walk (though not to cycle), and help with
transport and with transport costs should be available, especially for the less well off.
A comprehensive national school bus network is even more desirable, similar to that
prevalent in many parts of North America.

Entry

An important conclusion drawn by Burgess and colleagues from their review of the
international evidence was that choice with what they termed supply-side flexibility
reduced segregation; that supply-side rigidity increased it (Burgess et a/2005, p.19).
Key elements of supply side flexibility include the ability for popular schools to
expand if they wish to, and for new schools to be set up with relative ease.

But in many cases it is in fact far from easy. In England committees representing
existing state schools (School Organising Committees) had power jointly with the
local education authority over the number of school places in an area. They could —
and did — use this power to restrict schools expanding and to prevent new schools
from entering the market. Such organisations are a classic example of providers
clubbing together to protect their interests; they have no place in a properly
functioning choice and competition model education system. Fortunately they are to
be abolished under current government proposals.

A second issue involves capital funding. If the money following the child is simply

sufficient to cover operating costs (as in most systems of choice), then how can new
entrants find the capital resources to start up?
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In Sweden and the Netherlands, no capital funding is provided by the state. And this
can have consequences. In Sweden, for example, 40% of applications to start new
independent schools in 2001 that were approved by the National Agency of
Education did not result in the school starting due to problems in obtaining facilities
and meeting start-up costs (Raham 2002).

However, in the Swedish case at least there are alternative sources of funding. Many
of the new independent schools are provided by for-profit corporations who have
access to private capital markets. In consequence, despite the lack of state funding,
the number of independent schools in Sweden has dramatically increased since the
1992 reforms. Having such alternative sources of finance seems an essential
condition for new entry to work.

But there cannot be complete freedom of entry. Conditions need to be imposed on
new entrants so as to ensure that they provide an education in line with government
policy, not only with respect to standards but also with respect to inclusiveness.

Exit

As well as provisions for dealing with new entrants, it is important to have some
means of dealing with school failure — the turning round of failing schools, or
allowing them to 'exit’. An important issue concerning exit is that, if the money is
following the choice, this could jeopardise the viability of a school without providing
an alternative to its remaining users. However, choice can provide an effective
bottom-up pressure for revealing poor quality and under-performance. Its impact on
a school over time can trigger intervention to turn round the service, or to manage
its closure, before reaching the point where users might be put at risk. But, as in all
areas of the economy, there is a danger of destructive political intervention, bailing
out failing schools and blunting the incentives within the system. So any
intervention should be rules-driven and carried out by an independent agency.

CHOICE: MUST BE INFORMED

If parents are to make successful choices of school for their children, they must be
properly informed about the quality of the alternatives. There are a variety of ways
of doing this.
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Again Swedish examples are useful here. An annual prospectus of all schools in the
City of Stockholm is published by the municipal council, giving a comprehensive
profile of all schools in the area, and including some performance-data indicators
such as the results in 9tk grade tests, and results in city-wide tests at lower grade
levels. The prospectus also includes the results of parental satisfaction surveys
carried out on the parents of each school in Stockholm. Naska municipality in
Sweden publishes a catalogue that is distributed to parents annually along with
their school voucher. The catalogue features a profile on each school, performance
data (absolute) on each school, application procedures, dates of open evenings and
the results of parental satisfaction surveys of parents currently at the school.

However, Sweden also provides an example of a potential problem with the
information condition: that of potential inequity. A Swedish report revealed that the
propensity to make an active choice of school was higher amongst those with greater
amounts of education. Around 50% of parents stated that they do not believe they
have sufficient information to make an informed choice of school, with those with
greater amounts of education more likely to state a belief that they are well-informed
(PMSU 2006).

This suggests that a system for parental choice that was concerned with equity
would have some means of offering extra support in providing information and other
forms of help to the less well off. In this connection, the current British Government
proposals for establishing dedicated choice advisers to help less well off parents is of
particular interest. These advisers could be an important tool in promoting both
equity, and, through increasing the range of informed choice, the incentive effects of
choice and competition on both quality and efficiency.

But there is a further problem with information. What if parents use different
criteria to choose schools? Suppose that some parents, instead of concerning
themselves with, say, the school’s educational standards, are more interested in
whether the child is likely to be happy or not, or with the social status of his or her
peers, and choose according to those factors. Suppose further that, as popular belief
has it, middle class parents are concerned with standards and social status, while
working class parents are only concerned with their child’s happiness. Would this
not create significant problems for the choice and education model, both in terms of
its ability to promote equity, and in terms of the incentives it provides to schools?
Now in one sense, especially if the aim of education policy is parent empowerment,
then there is no such thing as the wrong criterion. What parents are concerned
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about is what matters; if they are concerned only about whether their child is happy
at school and choose on that basis, then schools will simply compete to provide for
happy children, and everyone will be content.

However, this ignores a number of factors. First, as noted before, there are other
aims of education policy, and some of the things that parents want may be
incompatible with those. Thus parents seeking schools with high social status are
almost by definition working against social inclusiveness and equity. Social status is
a positional good and cannot be distributed equally.

But here again we have to set the choice policy against other models. In a world
where children are allocated to state schools by catchment areas and where there is
a parallel system of private schools, parents seeking social status will do so either by
moving house, or by sending their children to private education. This is a problem
for educational policy generally (and indeed for the wider society) and can afflict all
models, not just the choice and competition one.

What criteria do parents actually use for making their choices? There seem to be
remarkably little evidence on this. Such as it is, however, suggests that, despite
much popular belief to the contrary, working class families seem to have similar
educational aspirations for their children as middle class ones. One study by Anne
West and colleagues at the London School of Economics found that in England,
regardless of social class, almost all parents wanted their child to stay on at school
beyond the age of 16; that, while 87% of middle class families wanted their children
to go on to higher education, 83% of working class families wanted their child to do
so as well; and that all parents had universally high employment aspirations for
their children — again regardless of social class (Noden et a/ 1998).

However, the same study also found that, despite their similar aspirations, middle
class children tended to end up at higher performing schools than working class ones.
This the researchers attributed in part to middle class parents using more tactically
effective strategies in making their choices, for instance, more frequently choosing
selective schools, or taking risks in the ordering of their choices. But the

researchers concluded that the principal factors affecting the actual outcomes were
more mundane than this: they were transport costs and cream-skimming. Middle
class children had the resources to travel further if that was necessary to go to a

high performing school; and they were more likely to be accepted for admission once
they got there.
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What follows from this in terms of policy? Again it suggests that there should be
substantial help with transport costs, especially for the less well off; and that there
should be restrictions on schools’ ability to cream-skim. To this we now turn.

CREAM-SKIMMING: MUST BE AVOIDED

Where schools are over-subscribed and in consequence are able to select their pupils,
schools, not parents, will be able to do the choosing. Parental choice will become
school choice. The consequence may be segregation or polarisation by ability or
social group with popular schools choosing more able children or those from better off
families. Both social inclusiveness and equity would be violated.

The problem is illustrated by New Zealand where polarisation or segregation did
indeed emerge as a problem following the introduction of school choice. There over-
subscribed schools were able to introduce ‘enrolment criteria’, the content of which
was lightly regulated, with schools only having a legal requirement to abide by the
Human Rights Act and the Race Relations Act (with few controls over covertly
operating outside these laws). So, in the event of a school having more applicants
than it had places, schools could choose which children attended the school. Popular
schools were able to expand. However, funding for this was limited, and, in any case,
many schools were reluctant to expand as they wished to maintain their exclusivity
and their ability to pick their students.

A further incentive to cream-skim arises if parents can top-up funding formally or
informally. Again the New Zealand example is instructive. Most schools expect
parents to pay “voluntary fees” to contribute towards the cost of running a school.
Locally generated revenue is significant as a source of school revenue at secondary
level (for urban schools). Obviously, parents who have less income can less afford
these “voluntary contributions”, so schools with an intake of children from
predominantly poor backgrounds receive significantly less funding from this source
than those with children from better off families. While it is illegal to discriminate
against children whose parents do not wish to/cannot pay this voluntary contribution
when schools can choose their students it is likely to be a consideration in a
principal’s decision whether or not to admit a student if they are poor.
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In contrast, in Sweden each independent school must agree a maximum admission
number with the National Agency of Education. If applications to the school in any
year exceed this number, enrolment criteria involving either waiting lists (first come,
first served) or a random lottery must be established. Most independent schools use
waiting-list based enrolment criteria. Although this is superior to most other
methods of selection it does contain its own biases: it is likely to favour the more
highly educated groups in society (as they are likely to be better informed). Also for
the most desired schools in Sweden this has resulted in all students at the schools
having birthdays in the first half of the year (as children are placed on school waiting
lists as soon as they are born).

However there is another example in Sweden of the dangers of selection. Stockholm
City municipality introduced selection by ability in upper secondary schools in 2000.
The results were an increase in segregation by ability (unsurprisingly), but also by
immigration and socio-economic status (Soderstrom and Uusitalo 2005).

Another factor which may encourage schools to discriminate (where possible) against
lower socio-economic groups in enrolment criteria is the benefits-in-kind possible
through unpaid work at the school from enrolling children whose parents are
professionals (versus for example children whose parents are in manual work and
are low-skilled). The decentralising of administrative functions to the local level
which inevitably accompanies the choice and competition model probably leads to
these benefits-in-kind becoming more important to schools, and a lack of qualified
parent volunteers may lead to disadvantaged schools spending more to obtain these
specialist services than advantaged schools do.

The Swedish example suggests that it is possible to design choice systems that do not
encourage cream-skimming. In fact there are at least three basic ways in which this
might be done in the education context.

One is to restrict - or even remove completely - the ability of the school to make its
own admissions decisions. Schools could be compelled to take pupils from a range of
backgrounds by a banding or quota system. Alternatively, popular schools could be
compelled to have a waiting list from which potential entrants were chosen by lottery.

Removing or restricting schools’ power over admissions and compelling them to take
certain kinds of pupils is essentially a command-and-control policy and has the
advantages of all such policies. It is clear, relatively simple and easy to implement.
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On the other hand, it also has that model’s disadvantages. It offers nothing by way of
positive motivation to the school to take on more difficult pupils; indeed, it is more
likely to breed resentment among the staff concerned, perhaps directed at the
children themselves. Even more problematic, it does not offer any incentive to keep
the children in school or do anything positive with them once they have passed the
entrance door — unless it is accompanied by other command and control measures
such as restrictions on schools’ powers of exclusion.

A second possibility is to have completely free entry, refusing to permit schools to
turn pupils away. So if a school has a good reputation and so virtually all parents
want to send their kids there, the school will become overcrowded. Indeed it might
become — in the short term - massively overcrowded. So be it. The extra resources
might buy in extra teachers to keep the pupil-teacher ratio down but there will be
overcrowded classrooms, maybe tuition in the corridors, and the quality of staff may
be driven down as teachers have to be hired at the last moment when it is realized
how many children have chosen to go there this year. The poor school will now have
fewer pupils, and in the short term at least lower teacher-pupil ratios, and it will
have lots of space, and so may become attractive to parents. An equilibrium could be
achieved that might satisfy the requirements of both choice and equity. Where
children go to school will be completely driven by choice. And equity would be
satisfied because of choice — some opting for the early reputation of the teaching staff
of the good school, and some by the less crowding in the poor school.

However, many will find this completely laissez-faire approach unattractive, not
least because of the short-term effects on the good school and its existing pupils.
Rather than restriction, it might be better to employ the power of positive incentives
to combat cream-skimming. Several years ago I proposed an idea that does this, one
that at is now called the ‘pupil premium’ (Le Grand 1989).

Under the pupil premium scheme, schools that accepted children from poorer areas
would receive an extra amount per child — a premium. This would create a positive
incentive for schools to take them in. Schools that contained a high proportion of
children from poor families would then have more resources per pupil on average
than those with a low proportion. They would also have better premises and
equipment and could attract higher-quality staff. The outcome would be either
selective schools, with those that specialised in the education of the children of the
poor being better equipped and staffed than those that specialised in the education of
the children of the rich, or, if head teachers or staff did not want to engage in such
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specialisations, schools that contained a reasonable proportion of children from all
parts of the social spectrum. One way or another, cream-skimming that favoured
the better off would be reduced or eliminated.

It should be noted that this idea is different from the schemes common in many
countries where the funding formulae for state schools in poor areas automatically
receive an extra amount per child over and above the standard capitation amount.
For that ‘premium’ is generally related to the location of the school, not to the
background of the child. Hence schools face no particular incentive to take in
children from poor backgrounds; for whatever child they accept they still receive the
same amount,

A difficulty with the pupil premium is that it would be necessary to find some way of
identifying families from poor backgrounds. This could be done by means tests; but
these have well-known difficulties, including administrative complexity and
stigmatising effects. An alternative would be simply to give larger vouchers to
families who lived in poorer areas. Many countries have various classification
schemes for determining the wealth of areas, including some that are broken down to
very small units, such as postcodes.

CONCLUSION

Choice and competition systems can achieve the ends of educational policy. But they
must be properly designed so as to meet the conditions for effectiveness. There must
be mechanisms for ensuring that the entrance for new providers is easy, that exit
can take place and that the relevant decisions are immune from political
interference; that parents are given the relevant information and help in making
choices, especially the less well off; that there is help with transport costs, preferably
again targeted at the less well off. And the opportunities and incentives for cream-
skimming should be eliminated.

NOTES

1) This paper is a slightly revised version of material discussed in more detail in Le Grand (2007)
2) PMSU (2006a), Burgess, Propper and Wilson (2005), Gorard,Fitz and Taylor (2003). See also Le
Grand (2006) Ch.8.

3) Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2000. www.oecd.org/pisa
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4) Hoxby (1994, 2002, 2003). For a critique of some of Hoxby's work, see Rothstein 2004; and for a
(convincing) rebuttal of Rothstein, see Hoxby 2005.
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%) (Hirschman, 1970, p.30) DT & ThD, FBUTIIRE L1, 2—F—I2A SH DR COREEL
AIla=f—YaZBLTHLOTRH (bbAAHRD) 2HHRHFITH L TRATIHHW D FE
DT LZMMLL-RETHD, “hidk, BBEROFELOBETORE LY & hbETRET
DLV IIT, AR LHMFELBLTITONAZ L bh D, FETHI~BMT B, L
BEOIITORD Z L bh D, EMHHEOFHE 21THT 5, BECRIThI-AERF TR 2R~
THRELVARITHITONAEZ L bdHD, FLTREEOREL W) 7oA &iE L TL VLR
BICHIThhaThs ),

LIAT, EEETNER, DY —EROEHEFERL LTOEREEL T3, BRFELAE
SEFTARTEZHLOIBONE G LivV W, BT DEF /IS D=— XRERSE
BERICANTWADOTHD, b, BADREAN=XAL, LICHFALRERICELLORD
ThD, FRIMRIET DV —ECRDE ZRE DD LD Z LA FRIEZ DI LT (bHAAHR
BRODNEEZEZDIE D), UELELHEICL >TIRIERITERR LD LY 5 B30 ThH 5,

31



BREEMETA—F L 138

LLess, REFMVCIIERbH D, FREEFEICEOGEROLWHRICEW T, Bb0F
EHDOEEOES, HECERE - bOINEHIIH L TREZHBIC L o Tit, 5X16hTV\5i8
PFREDIBITRE SN2 b DITBEL, b LANER VAT AL FTLTGEESW TV A EMNOEE
VAT ABTHET DD THIUL, BOIIELLE2MATITHA ), HDHV NP L BELDOFT
YIMELRETBIIT I THTHA ), 9 LIDBREZRSBENRBBRNFIZ L - TiT, #EHe
FEEICHERNSE LIR30, HEVIEHIOLDICREL RS LHTELRN, FREFADOHEAIC
BT, B4 AlL, T2 < RO« OEFERLSER, L6 LVEE (knightliness) 25T
LR ER SR, 29 LEISER &R/B L) ZLI3ERICROINSG Z & Thb LR,
THLEZEEHTICLATNT RO RV AN =X hid, BOKEIZ L >TIHESBLLOTHS, /A
ETFME, TAHADEDL IR, HIAWTHICHLRBETCEERE I L TIE, S SR A
YRUTATERIZEAL, HDNTETIBBELARV, Fi, FHhEBMTHIEETE X, L
DV MR IZ L > TRITHNT 7= BEH LY TG ISR & 5 & LRVWDTH B,

EHIT, BETFMIE, NEEZBLDZ EAMERET DMV IRV T, BIEICHH TERERL Li-
IRV FRCHERENTHY ., T X, HRHE, HEVBRETROAL 2T B HRICHED -
TLERHTHD, U, I FAT FRIE, BB TRVAL LHRTZEDT RV T—U0H 3,
#oid, BoO=—X%H-T7-DIZ, BEV—ERATBWTRLERIBERVREL L O REHES
MBIZHD, TLT, b LENRKRLIZDOTHNE, HOIIRMEZ ¥—2FRATEX50THSD,
WThOBE S, AECHEMILRE STV,

Li=ioT, TNHTRTOY—EREROET /M, RAEEZEI) bOTHD, TIE 22
TRABECBELERF>TWDET N, TROLBREFFOETTMIE > THA 0, Thid, i
DHD L EARTHOMIAFILRBN OHdh D, RETF/VL, BEEETNEIIRRY, ARICEDL
THENC, BOHEEIC AT AICLEZ VLN TVS, b UBROBRICL » GEEBESHSEHE
ENBOTHIUL, XY RV—ERZREET HFERIIBREBETHTHAI L, $ol=¥—ER
ZREET 2FERIIMAL WS 2D TH D, MR —ERAOHHRET-bid. FhERE THA HH
FICERETHAIN, EVXRERMGTHZL2B0EAH, RERGIE, FlEeEREICL > T
EITHILHEODBCHERE RDNOTHY, FEREICL > T, LY RWEEZ#RHE L
W B bThHD, L, EVRREMGET D103, HO— 224487 205 RM
LRIFFC, REEZEEZMTZ LD 8 oAHRET 51— AOEOISEMERSEE L 2T TR B0
THA), MFLFHETETNVERIRRY, ZOTTFMI, SFCEFREICEhLBRtEL 54, B5
) CRABEAICERY MteZ L 24BEHL., (2T _RE D 2R BV T B INROREREIIE L
W, BEETIVEIERRZY, FREHLELNI Y — RO BRREICNEL2FEBIL. LYRWY
—ERAEZHRBL T NDPNOERIA TSR BH LN TE D, il BOOREEZRALEN
LWV TRTOFITHE BN E/FRD LI D, B2 R ENRHOFR L L THET~
EDHTLENBHEKD L) ZEEMOTWADOTHIUL, EFOME R LiFon/-MREIc X v#
BAOISELE D LTB3THA), BRIIRSICHEEZXBDTHD, SHIT, SRUARDL S IR
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RELEAEOLECHITBHTE DLV OBE, ZLTHIIRELV AL, BOOKT 5 —
ERZ/L ) LT HBC, BEEBUET DLV IEANTHL R THRWE WS BT, J—E 2t
ROLNEZRKET D5,

L7=i3o T, HBHHEDOIRBRD G & Tid, e BAKY—ERBHEDT-DDBIR L BIFETNVEE
EOTT-bDIE, H., 2R, ISEME, T LTAERZBETH I LN TE B, FLTELIZ, {7
EAVET N, MR EFRITET N, HHVIRSETNEHRTH, ZLOBEICBNT, £hb
BRETHZLICHRBTHA I,

IOLAEZEEEREDLDTHS, LL, ERRTIIED X 5 ITHRET 2D THA I hy RiRD
Y, 4 ZENFRER IR 2BREBFETNERA TS, 0L ) REL THTIREZ -
TWBDTHAI N, T LIEEE LVWERITERENOTHA I 5, 2tz VW Tidy
I THAIH D, FERTOHERPHER S HITEA - E WO BBO LT, JVRVWEE &L 5R
HEE2BDHLERRST=OTHA I

BIR LB OREN

BIREFFET NVORETOEENIBET ML, £, AVxz—F, =a—J—F K 7
AVARRE, 177V R, ZLTYx—/)VXIZH1F BB EABLERNTVS, Huicl,
29 LB, BRI _TORMERY B> TIWARV W, EBEROZAICEHL TS,
Tiabb, BROBRIZL - TRIETE 2HBEOHEDKEEL, I3 B oA ERA0OHE
L THIETE 20MDERTHD, =9 LI-ABEIL. o, SHOBRR= v MNOEEOHE
AENE, YAF »/3—T xR (Simon Burgess) & 7Y R MVKED<—4 v b L UAHISETE
*%— (the Centre for Market and Public Organisation) DFEE=H, ELTATF4—T > « T5—
F (Stephen Gorard) & U = — N XRFDORPE-HIZ X > TERFEN TV D2, UTICHEHTY
DOELIZINOIEKILL - b D ThH B,

192 LR, RUx—F ORI, AHREMNEHE SN (independent schools) &. BE
FEDNIHKL (state schools) & DEITORREFTDH I & LRotz, Hir- /2 ST H8eh kY Xk
L7, ENOLOBRBIIKIBEFNTHY . REEMLDATVEEITEZ EBMIEENT-DTH B,

FTat e TFAREWI HORITLEAERVDT, ABICHT 28BN 2FHETSZ I3 LW
A, UL, X VS OHIHIROE I EEORBIIL V THRMIHBELI-Z LERL T3,
DX BRFHEE T 1-b2WELSIATH201E, ROLIRIENVEI LS, Tiebh (H5H
BEICIW TSR O REOFIE & U TURINIZIEROSBSF DI 01T, 2EkEh R
vH—MEESh-BET X b OSEE, AFEROBKIETAF & bicH EER-0ThHD, ZO%kE
i3, FEH ETHHEMLERICBOTHREE Lhvore, MNIERDILAM, FEIch D 2R T H %18
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REIFTWBERTHDIIFELR, LEER-T, BEISNTERIT. £EMNRSH LI
LERLTWNADTHS| (Bergstrom and Sandstrom, 2002) ,

MONDOZTHAIE Vo255 T L ZRYET HREED L I RIS LEVH DM, HHEHHT 58I
DRI LTI 23U ITEE L 72\ (Swedish National Agency of Education, 2003), &idi>
Z. T) LISEDLHEE->TH, AV x—T V2489 0B DE 4 O THE bR/
WVEO—DDEE TS EVV) 2 LIZHERTILENRDHASS 2,

Za—T—F NI, 199 FIRERIC L EREIRAEA L, BERRICESWTFELE
FRICE ST DEERIIBELE SN, 03, HFBIFOFEHID LT Th., »HARECTENEH
R, BOOFEROANEHELZFHIT 2 BB2 520N -DTH B,

BB REZLROER, =a—T—F 2 FTORRML, WL ODOFHBEDEE L 2788, K
HBIZRE L THIASEE 2 o 7= DHANT DV VT DRFRARIITFAE L2V D T8 B (Fiske and Ladd 2000; Lauder
and Hughes 1999; Waslander and Thrupp, 1995), 7=75L. BARIC L2 GEERC, LV BVRBRETIZIH AH
HERFOMALC L DB L, (LHL, Gorard & (2003) 1%, SELIATODFASIBETOE H>
ST LEEEL TS, ) Ul BRe REREMETIMEE - BICL>THLMNZ SN, £5L
EROPTHHELDIZ, THEBROT-HOEMBREISNT VD EVI Z L L&, FRAEAFHES
DI ETELDZ V—b « 2F I (EBBZLY : TROLEZXDONLI VAR TIR bt
PORVWEEZEIITH L) Thd, NEHBICHT DBIFOFHIL, 199 FIcHE#ASH
T3,

BRETORAL, MCL->TRRSZ, 70V FDA T ST LDOT T, MEEnR 7 57—
FT7RAMIEBLIFELBIIN LT, AR TCHERT I LOHES V7 vF+—2MMRHft &
h3, A7 77 L0FEICLIUT, L. Vr v Fr—CRE/E#E2RD LWVOBRBITRS
NDRINDIBE, RT4—= L ZAOHFEEITo72 &V ) (Greene and Winters, 2004),

R, EREICHOTIEL, IAYF—F—REEERT 0 75 5 (the Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program : LATF MPCP) 23 1989 EICA XN T B, HHHFINANEE L ~LD 175% 2B 2720
B, FEL-bE AN FRICRDE 21D F ¥y — 2 BET 28RS &S, A7
a7 7 AN LDTEDHEIL. INTF—F—OFRER MPSD) DLRAEFERD 1 %ITHIFR
ENTW3, V7 UF v —id8HiE 2,500 KV Tho73, ZIUIMPSD DIRE AfDO— ANV I
XHENDZARDI=-1- 8% Thd, DX, FELNRT 7 UF¥r—2FRLIE LTHLESYE
2K D TeMighoTo, 198, FIHED LRI 15%ICEfIh, V7 vFy—0FmIiL,
5,000 FUTETHI& Bifohi=, 2%V, BE/ E#F— ALV ITRHENAARD 46%IZI LY
A —F—DRMFERNOROCETOND b0 L2 ik, ThEUrUFv—RBEZI AL L
THRITE D EEOTEDO LR LB = Hi¥ b,
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‘7w 77 MBI HAKOMFEIL. 1998 FELIFID B D LAYy Witte, 1997), FIGEIL, J7 v
F v —HRAG SN AROBR L . AYFROEEDOFNLEEBITRITN Y TV OB, /-
1330 F v — & BEH LI BSHT SO b EEAHISRITN =Y VTV ORGRERE L= b O
Thd, V7V Fv—BRQINTEFEL | DFERICERT 25 LAt & olliT, 2o
FIDORBAUTIZZR D2V, FREAORBUICIERITT Y (£ LTHE LISEETIZARY) SRS
b3 Z LEALHIZL TS,

F¥aTA Y« KT AE— (Caroline Hoxby) 134 VT 4 THE GICREAL 12 o7 1998 ELUE
DR 0 77 AOFBENEHIT LT, i, FRAEEET2HSOEAVISLTT A MERIH
BT o7-Z L ERALNILI=DTHSD, Fi-, w7 A —iE R FRHIE L S BFDAT
HFRDORBIE~DOERICBIT AU LT, INTA—F—TF TR I HRT Y YV FIZiNT
LEERMNEMZITWA, Bkid, ANFERONT r—e ANERITHE L= L W SR R L.
EIhb, BT, HEOHEELHERT DR (the efficiency-inducing effects) X, 27 V—

b 2F I VT OEEVIREBDEDE AR TERIZIEDLDTH - LERSITT-DTH B,
Fo, i, BIFR L OBFDANERA~LTOTHERS, REENELRATERSZ LEEL
TE LD FREOBESFNR L6 TR ORI L TVWE, T2 ThEi, kL, BEn 74—
VU RCHENREBE S D I L EALNICLIEZDTHS Y,

YA TR 5BFHENC ST AL, R0 T AMCEET 3 LA LNBKED LRIZHA LN
Dot hs, BEACK A DBETERLIZE WS ZEEZALMILTVWS, LhLihs, b I0gt
BEDOT Tid, BROBERICHES THERICESBBHE SN0 TIIR, T, FRIE LK TS
ZEbehotzL, fNTAZ E LN o7-DTH B (Cullen, et. al., 2000),

AT T RET =)V ADATFE (state school) (ZBWTIL, {REEOFESRIRT, Ba L
TITIIENLFHEL TV V=, FI, BODOFRICBL TV 620 BBAEFELTEY., BRD
HRIPES>TEEMHRIND L O, FED 15%ITRE /£ — AN ) OEBh&EHRIc L -
THHE SN TV =D THD (D &b 5% L) RENERY fhbh - 2006 £F TiE), LaLighs
b, FBHIL, BLOFRITAEITHREICBOTHOERU LOAEFEEN LY, RE/ ALY
RICIRD 13288013, BERHIER, S8ICk o T AN ASERIKFELZ YLV
TERIDFENFIR SN TE T, AT, 1989 ELIE, BEHSRICHWTEL OEERH T, T/
bbb, Fratn s hUVFaTL08KL. Fa i TR REIROT R MBI 3O
EFHBLTRED V- T—7AORE, FLTERICRTER L) ICHE L HRABE ORFIOE AL
EDX D Ik IR R LFHEBAR L ThHD, LehoT, BIREBSTINCTEERORIREZ S D,
HAHEDERDOBEMD, EBRMERI LI-O»ZALNCTEZ LITE#ETH S,
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EFUTHLIPDOLT, ThOMOBERAHHIL, BT, BIREBSFORENCET25HLE 5 & H
FIENTERLWOIHRNH D, AT 4—T> + 75w FU— (Stephen Bradley) &5 HAF—
KEORKL, ESITFERARILSH D L o=k HIZ, L VBSHPITOh TV AEEDMKIZ, X
BVEEKEE R L 2R LI THh 5 Bradley and Taylor, 2000; Bradley, Jones and
Millington,2001), B R « L'/7F »F (Ros Levatic, 2004) HE/-BiG LT+ —< ADBHEL R
FELTZ, Hiid, S LORRBERESAFIC L - THEB SN BEEST. REESRICHRE cFEt Lic
YEEREEINRHD L EALNE L, CEDL~VTWRIE, @L258E3 58 8UE
ZEAAL (%, AL B, TLTC) THRATHENWIZLTHD, LU7FyFid, SHELEMMG
G TGCSE IZAHs LIZAEFE LV ) A TIE, @R o7h, SRELE M b C 2 BUE L&D
FE LW RTIIERN BN Hol-Z LEALMMI LI, BRIIUTOL 5 ITEERSIT TS,

T, oAk En, ELERENTWART +—< ADBIEAWET D - LT, 8
SHEMIEL TS, T LizZ Lid, SPHNENN, FERECEEMIXTL T, #RD
BWERZBRUTNWENAT A —<  AOREEZHET D L I iil2 52 TW\WB L) REE
EXFTHHOLR2oTVD, ZOZ L, THLHLETHDICELVEEZRRTH L
) BOBROEEM #58RT 2% B 217 LTV BITBE R (Levatié, 2004, p. 188),

FTRTEEZBRIANNI, Zh ORI, RIESN=E < OEBMBEFIZEVT, REFORIRE
PR BT M, BTNT-FRET T, BiThiadho=FRIckE T, AMIBIL TIXEEN
REEBNER ST LW T LERLTVWS, ThbTRTIL, D L HEBICL > TRIEESh
BLOIZBELTIE, BioHT 38 LiBIROA v T 4 THRNFARRVBEET B Z L &RL T
BOTHD, Lnl, &b LERBAEHBIIH L TOMBOFERINF SN0 THIUEL, 58t
(LT, Licdio THRAYERHEICH L TEBWRPRE L-6TTHA I, ZDX ) BRI,
BHRRIDFERMENUT E A LMo =BT T & W BREIZENR TV 3,

LiciioT, R2DFELIL, BROVRT LM, D L bhDEF N LHBLTH, HEKME
~OFRBHIRETR L, SR LI Z2UEL., SORIBROELICHS L, HHLEOES
XTTHA 7270, 25 Li-B3E, BERAFRLBIR L SiGOEROEH LBk L 2o
TWBHLDOLEARDETHRTEZNE INLWVIZLThHD, JINSETS L BRLESIC
ESWETAN, HEBCRO BELZHI-T - DI SELRE LT THENEVD Z L THB,

PR EBIDE I REFGIZBDHDB, 2—F—DBRTIEHERDDZ L, HHREORIRT S
BBNEHHLHZ L, F LTHRSFOBHEALLETE L THD, IVRARIE LT BSEIEHTRITH
J2oRn L, &<ITBEBTRV a—F—ILE e FRtE LTIz b iavL, Eies Y
—h « 2AF I PRI DA T 4 TRBERENRITTIR VD TH B,
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ERHBEICBITABIRE HS
Fe: Apchhithidi bl

PG LBIROETAHMERET B 1TiE. BEBFY TRITTRGRVWE NS T L RHAERBHAT
B, LHL, 9 LIeREEH37-Hi0i3, JoREbB-Shidhidinesiavy, Zhbidk
DEIRZETHD, Thibb, BROBRICTE- TRENHE S RTER LW &, BRD
HMRL2DMOPHEENR D Z L, T LTH2HSEN~—r Y MIBATE I EX5FEh, KK
L7=EMGEHT 5 LW OB A =X LN HDB & THD,

BIROERICTE-> TESMBHE Eh R iThuF e biw

ZL DEADEL DFERIT. B —ERZBHSHZLEBRLTEY, BCRL TV EE
FTHTHAI, LHL, BRL BEICHETIRY ., FREBENOE EOREER L TV 30422
WTOMAORBRFELET D, REEOBROITEIL, BZhHHVNIKROBARER 7L e LT
BBt B30 THD, T 9 LI 7 Fud, BROBRNOU AT ARG Y AT MMIITEL VS
DTHD, LWVIHIDL, TRHVATAIBOTL, &BRE LTRW—E A2 2F LBV
— U ARRBET D EERANCERNT B Z & LIELITREH)HTH S,

L L7eain, BREBSE AT BAT. BUTRIRERIIDY 72186 BICEE b,
BIRICER 2 TRTEROA 2T 4 ZICBT 52 TOERRIE. FRASRITN 2BV e v )
FERERML LTS, L0 REMICWZE, BINFERICIIREE 5. € ) TROWFERICIER
BEEZROLENDHD LD L THD, FRBRE /2B OTHEET I1IHFMEDOTF
A IR 52, BBOUEZEAMHTRAT, INOOY—ER L >THRRA LBV T4 T %
5223, LhLiehb, 2 Ll E3bH o BRITBNTHIRbD L2 LiIFRL2VL, £
SOBRITBOTIHRRBROD LIRS TR, DX IR LEHRLZLOLTD X V8RR
FiEd, BROBRICHE > TEEMHHEEND LWV ) ETH D, FHRL > TILBINAeh o &
VW) ZEEHARER EVITETHY, BINDEV D I LIRERE/BL LV I L THS,

b LIBROBRICHE > TEENHR ENZDOTHIE, 8L ITRYOBFHEY HTDIL+4%k
bOTHHTENVZ, INTA—F—TOERT 7 VF ¥ —DRADFE—BERTIL, VrUuFv—
M DFALRIBE DB DK =53 D—DATHE L A2 h o7, FTENIINERE LA R oNT=DiE,
BEMOINTOLTHD,

BLARDITRTOBSRIRE SR, BENFRANENI XOICHRITIE NS 2 bEbArd 54
LB, TmbZE, BETOTHEEET B0 2T 4 TR 57010, - b,
BTN oI FRTHAD &V ) R ORKRICHR S b A LENRH D, BERYD EiFa58,
N A—F—TIXIZ 5 LI Z &M, FERITBOTHERRIX LT hIThihieh >0 Th s, @EiD
ERA~DBREHHIT, RE—AYUZY ITESV- LTI, ZOBRE LT, FREXELLD
LT BEABIZEA LTHEL R -T=DThHD, R BADOV 7 UF ¥ —3HEiL. FRBRRELER
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5 Z LI L THREZMT I Lidhdot, Lo T, ERECIIE ST L TEAEMZ 2D T
2, HOZ LELTW=-DTHD,

b L, BIROBRIESTERESVPHEIN DD TH BB, £ L TENSEROTENICH L THE
DBRE B2 OTIDIITOR D THIUE, FRIIMSIMELZAF L, FRICET 2802 -2ith
ER6RV, =a2—U—F 2 FTI, SERORFHIB L TIISIEDBIRE H Y . B AFRDHEE
IR L (REETE DEENTIFIRIMI SN TWBDE, -, L, BERDOKR 5 ¥E0RERIC
L7ciio TEADNRITTR B2V DTHD, FERE LT, FRIRHSICH D 580E, AR/
KHIFERITHA_THME LV VEDT DI ENTES, =5 LT LaScTh HAR I RIc 5
BERDI V—h « AR IVTHERDTLEILIZFELTLEIDOTHS,

KLY DHLDRHBMNE HH

FROEAIRET 57201013, BIRT 2N TIIAR SRV, 25 L=k, s
otz T e LIFLIEERENATWS, L, 20k 5 A2EEST 300, HEIC
BRURITIIRLRWERS, A 75 RIZBWTI, BOOFEROMISEIR XN S TiE0H 5
RN 3=AN #I5F 0 A— M—FRE) DNITHELRWEW I ERKIT, bTFal 0RIC 18T
HB, 3TANTTHH DIUIRVEHTHS L\ IO THIUT (BIEETIZE 5 Tidey i),

& ITHHB TRV I 5 30EFEOBRBCSAR OEASLETH B, L7 2 Y HOKEHT
FRLTWD LS REENREER I —NWRADRy NT—IREORDOENATNBDTH B,

BA

N—=Ux A (Burgess) &EDREMFHIZ L DERALIBLOBFRMC Lo TEE FEh - BER
B, % OAMHRRIDTEME L R SITTRINT, ERMOSEE D 4, SHSRIOTER I3 syHEE
EARIRHTZEWV I LD TH o7 Burgess, et. al., 2005, p.19), HSHARIDOFEIMEOR L 2 HEFR LT,
ARDHBHFRN, b LA LRBOO THIUIFR TR SR ENTERLIILTE L,
F I LW R B A BICR CE B L ST B L2 EA TS,

L LB DEE, EBHCIOL 2T L21TI DIIEFITH LY, 4752 FickWTid, B
FONMNFRERETHEES (HBHEFEZERL | School Organising Comittees) ASHUFHE YR L
T, BRUHIROEROEHICHTHHEREAE-TNB, HHITZ 5 LIHERE, FROEXEZFHIR
L. FLVERSTBHIBAL T B LEBSTOICHIBTAZ LB TERTHA I L, EBNEE
CHEI LTEDTHD, ZOLS KT, BOORIEETFAS L LTEEVWCERT58H8%E
DRI BITiHr D, BYNTHERET DIBIR L IS E TV OEE S AT LAORIHE LA A D RHTA,
FEIZH, INOIEBYTOBIFROL & TIEILSh>0Hh 5,

B_OREIL. BE (capital funding) IZB8T 3L Thd, KEDFERDI AT AIZIBTIY)
EER (operating cost) ZENRIDITIIFLHDOMIC L - THR I NBETTHITHB L &N
38



EREEICRITHBRL S

TWABDTHBH, HlBATEILDR, BT A-00MREY EOLHICTIETHIENTED
DTHAI D

AY 2 —F AT H TR, BEIERICL > TRtEhAZV, T Lzl EBROL S 2ER
L6 LTWS, FIXIEAY =—F Tl 2001 128 LV MR OB 2 BiE L. EOHEF
25 (the National Agency of Education) DAABEZIFT=HLNODI b, 40%IIFRERLT 52 LA
HskA2d oD THB, &I DLRIFEORERS, PIRESLTRET 2 Z LICRENE LML ThH
% (Rzham, 2002),

L, RT=—FrOBAITIE. D L Hb 0 L2 2BERBIHET 5. H LV FRD
£ 2, REIOBEATRIIT 7 A2 FHOEFIEEI L TRFEENTWEDTHD, BRELT,
EROBESBEMREL TVBIZHIND O, AV x2—F AZRVVTIL 1992 EOHELE, Mz
FROBMIBEML T B, 20X I 20 DREFREFF L) T LA, FHRBANBRET 57
DORAIRREHLI2H D,

LML, ZBERAZBADOHEBREHBITT LA, FELBAKITL, R¥¥—NIBTsZL
DORITEE LT, HLHVERHEITEITA 2 LI L THDBATOBGE L —B L I-#F 2t L 51
HAEVFEONDILENDH B,

1B

FRBAEZRVE D -OOBRE L FARFIC, FEROKER VB MOIDFEREFFHOI L HLEER
Thd, bbb, FBEOHIFHRERESEZ-Y, HOIT NBH) 2BHELRETHD, &
HICBIb 2 EERRREL 12, b LIBIROBRICZE> TESMBEHE SN DTHH120iE, MEDHS
R - TV BFIRFICR D Y O EIRE LT, TOFEREFERSETLE S fafktEdidh
BEVWSHZETHD, Lol BRI, SER/T A —< ADEEZALHINTT H7-DDORRAY2
RILT v TDEHERRMT D ENTEDIDOTHD, ZOX 2T LMBFRITH L THRLICHO
TRIBA L1, FIREDERRICBRENAHRISET DRI, V—EREREERDZHD, HHWN
TR ERBDDORALBIERITENVIZETHSD, =20, TRTOBREOFEKLRKIC, F
ELBIANADEBRMSHET D, 2% Y., MEOHLIFERERE L, VAT LORHBA Y
FATEEORHTLEIDOTHD, LEEB>T, HOWAMARL, —MEIN-bDOTiTiud
253, M LB K> TEITENZRERDTH D,

BIR : iRt S hziThidia olav

H LENE ODOFELDDIZERORREEEhSE L S L3572 61F, HOITIBBROXR L2
BV OhDFRDEIT AW T OFEIRERAREE S R eiThiTle by, T L& 21TH10
Bie e FERH B,
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ITHRY =T ORGINBEITR D, HE, TOFBRCL->T, R by 2RV AHOT~
TOFRDFRHAEST (rospectus) BHRENTVBDTHSB, FBITIL. = OHIEDT~TO2EE
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BR80T NIRG2L 2D THA D,

AT z—FrDEHIL, 7V —5b « AXIVTEBRELRVEBIRVAT ARBREHTHZ LAFRET
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L7y, LinL, BEIHEBIREL 20, BEIBELMTTITFbNI DS LW DThH S,
ZLT, TADFELREET ZITE D T & 2BIR L7=0D DB LRk DB cEttiz B b T
WTRLIRNDT, 25y 7OHIHETTB0OTHD, BLVERIL, BREALRRY . Efick
WTHED2< &S BEi— AL ) OF L bEORRITES 20, RILOEME > L AT 30T,
REEITL > THENWRBDOL R D0 LEWRVWDTHS, BREAFEORFOERSET L 5
BREDEREND B, FEOELNREDERIIT MIFRATRIC L - THRES RS, FLTE
RICL > TAERHEI-ENDTHA ), 1z&2if, HHEIL BV FROSBETHOLIET DL
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