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Issues of policy on private education

A much debated policy issue in many countries is whether government should encourage or even financially support,  rather than regulate with a view to containment, private education?  In Norway, the current policy debate is focused on what the requirements should be for private schools if they are to benefit from (quite generous) public finance?  To assess the effects of liberalizing regulations regarding private schools,  the national Directorate of Education has commissioned a follow-up evaluation of the consequences of  new legislation which opened much more widely than previously, for private schools to become eligible for government support.   The present report is from the base-line study from that evaluation and assessed conditions in primary and lower secondary education in 2003 before the new legislation had become effective.   

The present study addresses one issue:  Does access to private education increase social segregation among schools?  A closely related question is whether the availability of an “exit” from local public schools (by access to private schools or by widened choice of public schools) leads to flight of the socially and educationally more resourceful families from  public schools located in areas characterized by social deprivation?    
A wider range of issues than what we shall address in this paper do our course exist.   For example, does “choice” of schools induce schools to make efforts which boost learning outcomes and improve efficiency in the use of scarce resources?  (We shall summarize briefly findings from a study by Bonesrønning et al. (2005) which looks at learning outcomes). We note that much of the current interest in social capital and education was stimulated by Coleman and Hoffer’s (1987) finding about better performance and better retention of students in Catholic schools than in public schools in the United States, after statistical controls for family SES and student performance at high school intake.  Coleman (1988) theorized about superior social capital (close bonds between parents, and between parents and school) in the faith based schools, without at the time having data that made it possible to put that explanation to an empirical test.  Subsequently, Morgan and Sorensen (1999) has shown findings questioning Coleman’s assumption about the benefits of such stronger bonds among parents in this regard;  however, in the meantime much theoretical interest has been created in the influence of “social capital”, also on educational achievement.   The question thus remains open:  Do students benefit educationally from closer home-school relations, and closer bonds among parents in those private schools which are based on local cultural or religious “communities among the students’ parents?  
We are also aware of the importance that private schools sometimes play, especially in low income countries, as the one schooling opportunity available to children in areas severely underserved by government provisions.  This applies, e.g., to children in the slum areas of Nairobi (Lauglo 2004).  Private schools can also serve as remedial provisions for children and youth who fail to cope with the regime and style of pedagogy of public schools, or who at secondary education level, fail to get admitted to academically select public schools.  However, in countries like Norway, the role of private education as the “one locally available opportunity” for schooling is not the issue.  Nor is there an issue of encouraging private schools as a means of easing the burden on public coffers of financing education.  
Another issue which we shall not address is whether private education entails risks of “undesirable” cultural segregation in schools run by groups bent on perpetuating their own faith or cultural identity to children of their own “flock”.   When that concern arises, it needs to be balanced against regard for the right of parents to shape the education of their own children. However, even when wide berth is given to parental rights, it would not necessarily follow that private education should be entitled to government financial support.   
Conditions of choice of private schools and varied functions of such schooling
The attractiveness to families of private education will be conditioned by the reputation, accessibility and private-cost relativities of private and public schools.  In most countries, the mainstream system consists of public schools which, especially at primary and lower secondary education level, usually recruit children locally from defined catchment areas.  If families perceive public schools to be educationally inadequate and socially undesirable places for their children, and if private schools are accessible and affordable, even families with quite modest incomes will be prepared to sacrifice time and money in order to enable their children to attend private schools.  Cost will of course still matter. When private schools rely on school fees for their income and public provisions do not, private education is bound to be sought disproportionately by those who can afford it more easily.  Conversely, if public schools are easily accessible and have an “adequate” reputation for quality as perceived by families, private schooling will have low attraction to them.  Thus, one can expect that the balance of attractiveness and of social selectivity between private and public schools will depend on the benefit/cost relativities associated with alternatives accessible to families.    

Perceptions of “quality” relativities will depend both on the condition of the schools and on what is important to families.  Some private schools are attractive to families because of the perceived academic excellence of their graduates and improved prospects of socio-economic life chances which good academic credentials are thought to produce.  However, especially at primary education level, schools are also valued because they are perceived to transmit beliefs, values and norms which families want their children to acquire.  If families perceive public schools as inadequate of such broader socialization purposes, or even as contrary to their values, they  have incentives to seek private schools which hold promise of being more in keeping with their upbringing aims--even when the private schools may not be perceived as “academically superior”.  Faith-based private education is often attractive to families on these grounds when public schools are secular, or connected with an “established religion” which differs from the faith of the parents.  Private schools run by minority religious or cultural minority communities can have the added value for such families of socializing the young into community membership.  Socialization to the local geographical community can also matter to families who value the way of life in their local community.  The local public schools can then be valued by families as a community institution.  If the local public school is threatened by closure (e.g., due to school district consolidation in rural areas),  and if the option of establishing an affordable and culturally acceptable private school exists, private education can also serve to meet local demand for a community school.  As we shall see, there are examples in Norway of such private schools in remote rural communities. 
Private schools which mainly cater to educationally and economically privileged families pose equity problems when they function as conduits to adult elite positions.  The role of the elite section of private schools in the UK and their historical role in preparing for top universities is a well known example.  However, there is no international iron law which says that “private” spells privilege and necessarily exacerbates social segregation in schooling.     There is much variation among and within countries.  Rather, what characterizes private education in many countries is their great spread as to quality, social selection, and in the case of secondary education: selectiveness at entry.  Private secondary education can sometimes serve as a “second choice” to public schools.  Whether they then become a second choice only for those who can afford high fees, depends on the fees charged which in turn depends on how private schools are financed and the share of cost borne by their students’ families.  

When public secondary (or higher) education is in short supply relative to the number of qualified applicants,  private initiative to establish schools can sometimes serve as a stop gap measure with the hope among those taking the initiative, that the government may be induced to assume responsibility after a school has been up and running for some time. Harambee schools in Kenya (not only secondary, but also primary schools) are a classical historical example.  Historical parallels exist in Western countries.  For example, in Norway, during first half of the 20th century, most public secondary schools outside of the bigger towns were originally established by private initiative and provided the only locally accessible secondary education for youth in their area.
   Thus, many schools for which government later was induced to “take responsibility” started by private initiative, either private venture by a teacher-entrepreneur or as a private foundation. Sometimes the private initiatives were associated with promotion of particular cultural or religious values, but part of their attraction was simply that these schools provided very scarce local opportunities for post-primary education prior to government involvement in any comprehensive way, in making such provisions available in order to meet demand. 
In countries with well developed national systems of public education, there are also examples of private education which on account of their pedagogic reputation may be looked to as a “second chance” by families whose children have failed to adjust well to the public schools.  Private schools may also be established to serve children with “formally diagnosed” special needs.  The first provisions of this type were in many countries initiated by religious and other charitable foundations.  In many countries (like Norway) which for decades have pursued strong mainstreaming policies, a now distinctly small “special school” sector still exists—with some private provisions.     
There are countries (Denmark, the Netherlands are examples) in which there is a long tradition of generous public financial support to private education, with a view to ensure that access to such schools not depend on the capacity of families to pay.  In the Netherlands private provision is the “mainstream” as the historical result of a compromise between Protestants, Catholics and secular interest groups all concerned with ensuring that their children should be schooled in institutions which would reflect their beliefs, norms and values (rather than being driven by concerns about “quality” in academic terms).  A government financed system of parallel educational “pillars” (or ladders) has resulted from this long standing policy.  
Other countries subject private schools to public regulation but without subsidizing them.  Still others regulate and provide public finance subject to private schools on conditions which are meant to ensure access to such schools also for low income families at the same time as eligibility criteria for government support are intending to discourage the growth of a large private sector. Norway, as of 2003, was a prime example of such conditions. 
Social segregation
Social segregation refers to social separation among groups.  Of special interest to policy on private education is segregation between children from family backgrounds which differ as to   income, wealth, occupational status and level of education.  Ethnicity and race, as assigned by self and others, is generally also of policy concern, especially when such divisions tend to coincide with socio-economic differences.  The main social segregation concerns in Norwegian debate about private education are:  Do private schools disproportionately serve the socio-economically privileged?  Do they have the consequence of reducing ethnic diversity within schools? What are the consequences for public schools of such segregation tendencies that may pertain to private schools?
   

Publications on the web are available in Norwegian of the findings which are summarized here, and also the base-line study on differences between private and public schools as to pupil scores on national achievement tests in certain key subjects in 2004.

International research on social segregation effects of “choice” among schools, and of private schooling

Arguments about the pros and cons of support for private schooling are part of the larger debate about the consequences of encouraging families and students widened choice of school.  Some national systems have a longer record of “school choice” policies, either choice among public schools, or by additional measures which establish a “level playing field” in terms of capitation grants from government to both public and private provisions.  In either case, schools receive a capitation grant which de-facto is tantamount to a voucher system whereby resources “follow the student”.  Other countries have introduced support to private schools on a more limited scale.  What are the “social segregation effects” of such policies?
Studies on effects of “choice” in New Zealand and Chile
Since 1989 New Zealand has given extensive self government to schools through a charter extended by the state to each school.  Schools are given a capitation grant, with extra resources for schools depending on their proportion of students from low SES backgrounds, and the proportion ethnic minorities.  Schools need state approval for their admissions criteria.   Research on the New Zealand model has pointed to adverse effects for schools in socio-economically deprived locations:  declining enrolments and middle class flight (Fiske & Ladd 2000, Lauder et al. 1999).  
Chile is another example of   “choice of school” combined with financing vouchers, but with private schools included on the “level playing field”.  The change towards this system from the beginning of the 1980s led to declining rolls in public schools and “flight” of middle class families to private schools.  Trends in learning outcomes showed no improvement during this period of increased competition among schools (Schiefelbein & Schiefelbein 2001, Carnoy 1988).  Thus, the radical “choice” policies tried out in these countries have a cost in terms of increased social segregation with adverse effects for the schools from which “flight” has occurred.  
“Flight” from local schools in which families have low confidence, is of course not confined to countries practising “choice of schools”.   In countries with “no choice of school” families move to districts with local schools that they think are better.   It can be argued that fixed catchment areas will reinforce residential socio-economic segregation, and that it will deprive hard-pressed school districts of parents who are likely to be especially valuable community members —if these can afford the cost of moving to areas with better schools for the sake of their children.  Private schools may become important goals for those who chose to “stay” if private schools are within reach and are affordable.  

France has strict rules about catchment areas for public schools.  A case study by Broccolichi and van Zanten (2000) of schooling in the banlieus (suburbs) in metropolitan Paris with high concentration of North African immigrant families, has described how families seek admission to private schools as an ”escape” for their children, and how others find ways circumventing the rules to get their children registered at schools outside the ghetto.  One would think that the greater the deprivation and the poorer the public safety, and the more run down and educationally depressing the local schools are, the stronger will be the urge to “exit if you can” by one means or another, leaving behind  those who are “trapped” for lack of resources.  
The question arising for our Norwegian sample, is whether those urban areas which have the highest concentration of immigrant population from non-Western backgrounds show similar tendencies?  We lack data to assess tendencies for families to move to other neighbourhoods as their children reach school age.  In the city of Oslo it is possible for parents to apply for children to be admitted also to schools outside their local catchment areas, subject to available places.  Such a trend we shall not be in a position to assess either.  But we shall assess whether there is a tendency for better educated families and those with higher income who live in these urban areas, to make especially frequent use of access to private schools.  
Studies effects of”school choice” in England
Some studies of certain urban locations in England have findings indicating stronger social segregation as a result of policy change that enabled families to seek admission to public secondary schools regardless of residence (Ball 2003, Gerwirtz et al. 1995).  However social segregation as a long term overall trend is in dispute. Gorard et al. (2002) analyzed data from all English secondary schools for the first ten years (1989-1999) after the abolition of catchment areas and found only one school in the whole country which showed ”falling rolls and increased social disadvantage” during this period.  They argue that segregation trends will be more strongly shaped by change in demography and by trends in the residential distribution of different social classes, than by policies on choice of school. (Se also Gorard et al. 2003).

The United States

In The United States, Roman Catholic schools have enabled families in working class areas to achieve better prospects of upward social mobility for their children than what they appear to achieve from public schools—in addition to serving goals of religious education.  Especially ethnic minority students from low-income families appear to achieve gains in learning outcomes from attending Catholic rather than public high schools (Coleman and Hoffer 1987). Opposition to public finance for private schools (e.g., by means of vouchers which could be used also in private schools) is in the United States partly based on the principle of separation between church and state, but there is also the fear that public schools in low income areas with high concentration of racial/ethnic minorities will be further weakened by the siphoning off of students to private education.  As in the United Kingdom, effects of increased “choice” are a research theme of contested findings and interpretations. However, statistical analysis of national data sets, using multivariate regression (probit) techniques confirms that blacks and Hispanics are greatly underrepresented in private education, that use of private education is more frequent among higher income groups, and that there is a certain flight to private education among whites and Hispanics from public schools with a high proportion of black students (Fairlie & Resch 2002).    

In states which provide some financial support to ”charter schools” the pattern of recruitment tends to reflects the neighbourhood where such schools are located, and is also influenced by the conditions of  public support to such schools, something which affects the level of  fees which charter schools are allowed to charge.  Each school is to be run by its own board and has been issued a charter by the state in which it is located, according to which it receives support for a specified (and renewable) period, usually 5 years.  On the average, such schools receive state support equivalent to about 45% of per student estimated cost in public schools, and the financing formulas are at least in some states skewed in favour of  the lower (and less costly) stages of schooling.   Because of the relatively modest level of state financing of such schools, charter schools are induced to raise considerable portions of their operating costs from fees and voluntary contributions from their students’ families, and to seek cost cutting measures e.g., recruit less costly teachers than what public schools typically employ.  

In many cases, charter schools have been established in localities where there is especially strong dissatisfaction with public schools, often in economically depressed inner city areas with a large proportion of minorities.   Hoxby (2003: 57-58) used national data from 2000-01 to compare recruitment to charter schools with recruitment to their nearest public school.   She concludes that charter schools "are disproportionately drawing students who have suffered from discrimination, not undue preference, in the public schools” (blacks, Hispanics, the poor).  There is however considerable variation in this pattern.   
Using data from the state of Michigan (which has a high frequency of charter schools),   Miron & Nelson (2002:122) found a certain effect of segregation by race: “The data suggest a process by which white students are migrating to charter schools leaving an ever higher concentration of black students in district schools”.   They also show how commercial EMOs   (Education Management Organizations) are involved as umbrella organizations and as initiating agents, for a growing proportion of charter schools nationally, and especially in Michigan.  They suggest that involving commercial EMOs can tempt schools to give preference to applicants who convey prospects of good scores on performance indicators for the school, and that schools are inclined to steer away applicants who convey the opposite impression and to encourage “problem students” to leave.  They conclude from research in Michigan that: “students returning to the local school district  are often in need of special education services or have records of disciplinary problems” (p.122).  Asher and Wamba (2005) have reviewed evidence nationally on such ”steering away” of applicants who could become “costly” or otherwise unusually demanding students to the school.  They conclude that such practices are quite widespread. 
On the whole it appears that social segregation tendencies in charter schools are not primarily connected with the usual indicators of  “home background” (occupational social class, parental education, income, ethnicity) but with the impressions which those responsible for admission have of the applicants educability and the resource requirements needed if the student is admitted.  A general limitation of admissions practices appears to be that they are loath to receive (or to retain) students requiring unusually great resources—or a type of resource which the school does not possess.  It is difficult to find examples in the research literature of interventions by public authorities which effectively can prevent such informal “steering away”.   
According to Scott (2005) advocates and opponents of “choice” both tend to gravitate towards unjustifiably categoric generalizations regarding effects of school choice.  She argues there is a need to recognize that effects of choice on “diversity” within schools depend on the context.   One would think that features of the context which can make a difference include   the specifics of incentives and constraints in the regulatory mechanisms which accompany public financing of private provisions, the nature of the target groups intended as beneficiaries and on the monitoring capacity of agencies whose role it is to hold schools “to their charter”.  
Sweden
Sweden has since the early 1990s gradually widened ”choice” of school partly by subsidizing private schools and also by introducing liberalized choice among public schools.   At basic school level private schools now receive some 7% of national enrolments.  Arnman et al. (2005) reviewed relevant studies over the years on the broader issues of education and social integration in Swedish schools and elicited views by some “key informants” regarding consequences of widened choice among schools (public schools as well as private ones).   They conclude that ”choice” serves to legitimate social segregation in education and would thus be contrary to the egalitarian tradition in Swedish education.  
An earlier review by the National Swedish Education Agency (Skolverket 2003:12) refers to studies on samples of parents and school administrators and concludes that interest in choice is socially stratified:  it is primarily well educated parents in the larger urban areas (cities and suburbs) who also are the ones who most often are interested in widened choice of school (both access to private schools and choice among public schools).  There is also a research base showing that parents with children in private schools disproportionately often have higher education.  The report also refers to some case studies of individual schools which fit the thesis that choice of school has led to increased segregation among schools with regard to students’ ethnicity and level of performance.  A recent update from the National Education Agency (Skolverket 2005) shows that in upper secondary education, there is more “value added” in terms of grade point average in private schools than in municipal ones, as far as the general education tracks are concerned, when account is taken of the grade point average which students received in lower secondary education, but that this does not apply to vocational tracks. 
. . . .
Reflecting on the international literature,  we would hypothesize that the more sharply stratified a society is, the greater in general is the chance that “school choice” will exacerbate social segregation among schools.  One could expect that “middle class flight” from local public schools will be especially high in urban localities characterized by low income, low education level among parents, and strong representation of ethnic minorities.  One would also expect that the “flight” from local schools in poor urban areas would be increased by resource inequalities in  favour of schools in predominantly middle class areas—as in countries where school finance depend heavily on locally raised revenue.  It is unclear how far a conscious policy of steering greater financial resources to schools in “localities at risk” can offset a trend towards school flight if such measures have been in place some time before “choice” is widened.  The experience of New Zealand documents (Fiske and Ladd 2000) that once a process of flight has started, it is very difficult to halt it by mobilizing extra resources to “stem the flight”.
The question then arises if the type of social segregation effects noted in other countries also applied to Norway in 2003?  Or were the mitigating constraints associated with the role of private education in Norway strong enough to offset risks of middle class flight?   We shall in this study look at basic education, which is the lower stages of the school system—age 6 to 16.  One might in any event expect weaker social segregation effects at this stage, than at higher stages of schooling, on the grounds that it is harder for families to arrange daily transport for younger children to private schools located outside the locality in which they live, than it is for older children who can more easily travel on their own.
The Norwegian context

Norway is characterised by a strong tradition of publicly provided education carried out by municipal local government with schools at the basic education stage (ages 6-16) nearly always serving geographically defined catchment areas for each school unit.  Since 1971 there has been a legislative base for generous public subsidy to a small number of private schools at this stage, combined with restrictive policies as to the type of school which might qualify.
  According to the 1985 Private Schools Act (which modified a previous 1971 Private Schools Act), only schools either identified with a distinct “livssyn” (literally “view of life”) or with “an alternative pedagogy” were eligible for government support.
  (There were also requirements which had to be satisfied as to curriculum, staffing and facilities).  “View of life” under this legislation has in practice meant religion.  

The great majority of Norwegians are either secularists or members of the Norwegian   Lutheran state church. Organizations working within that church do run private schools especially at post compulsory level (ages 16-19).  However their policy has been not to establish their own primary schools. The few schools they run within basic education (ages 6 to 16) are in effect lower-secondary departments of mainly upper secondary schools.   However, a wide range of denominations (various Protestant groups, the Catholic Church) run their own schools, especially at the primary education stage (grades 1-6).  

While political support for faith-based private education has been identified with parties on the centre-right of Norwegian politics, support to private schools projecting a distinctive child-cantered “alternative” pedagogy has been identified with sections of middle class “progressives” on the left of Norwegian politics.  For some of advocates of progressive education, support to “alternative pedagogy” was a means of facilitating the institutionalization of more child-cantered methods in private schools, with a view to influencing over time the workings of the public school system in the same direction. The main types of education which have come to be recognized by the Ministry of Education as such “valuable alternatives”, were Maria Montessori pedagogy and Rudolf Steiner pedagogy (in some countries known also as Waldorf schools).  

Norway is the most thinly settled country in Western Europe.  There has been a long term trend towards consolidation of school catchment areas within the same rural municipality, mainly justified on cost saving grounds, and affecting the most thinly settled localities in these municipalities.  There has been considerable resistance from the communities threatened by loss of their local school house.  Under the Private Education Act, parents in some such communities have been able to keep their school going by opting out of the public school system and applying for government support to establish a school under the “alternative pedagogy” rationale.  In practice, this has nearly always meant setting up a school with Montessori pedagogy.  Apart for providing a sufficient rationale under the Act, this pedagogy is also suited for the vertical grouping of children, across age grades, which in any event characterized such very small rural schools.  In 2003, there were 15 examples of Montessori schools which are located in the rural periphery and which in nearly all cases were initiated as a result of action taken to preclude the closing of the local school.  Thus, workings of the Act resulted two rather different types of  Montessori schools, larger schools in urban areas serving mainly families with a clear preference for this pedagogy as a deliberate choice (often well educated middle class families), and distinctly small schools in rural communities serving families who might well have come to appreciate this pedagogy but for whom the Montessori affiliation originally served as a “flag of convenience” that enabled them to keep their local school going.  

The restrictive policy on eligibility until 2003, was coupled with financial measures to ensure that government-supported private schools would not become a preserve of well to do families.  Schools were given a capitation grant equivalent to 85% of the estimated per pupil expenditure in public schools at the same educational stage.  The base cost estimate is adjusted to take account of much higher unit costs in very small schools, and also the higher operating costs in the lower secondary stage of basic education. Schools were subjected to fee capping:  they were allowed only to charge fees corresponding to at most the “remaining” 15% of estimated unit cost in the public schools.  For a primary school (grades 1 through 7) with 40-200 pupils the ceiling for “allowed fees” would in 2003-2004 have been about NOK5700 (about $860) annually.  This amounts to only 1.3% of the estimated median family income after tax, for all parents with children in basic education in Norway during 2003-2004.   
 In 2003, legislation by a centre-right government widened eligibility dramatically by no longer restricting eligibility to primary or lower secondary schools (“basic schools” in the Norwegian nomenclature) with an “approved” type of pedagogic innovation or schools run by religious communities.  Any private school could apply and was under the law entitled to this generous level of public finance provided it met the requirements which also apply to public schools, as to curriculum, facilities, staffing etc.   All along, private schools eligible for government support have been required to practice the same admissions policies as those applying to public schools.  At the basic school level, this means no selection according to any indicators of the pupil’s academic potential and (no exclusion on the grounds of “special needs”).  The centre-right government then in power also reinforced the duty of local government to make extra resources per pupil diagnosed with special educational needs available on the same footing for pupils in private schools, as for pupils in public schools.   In 2004 the Act was extended also to apply to upper secondary schools.

This 2003 and 2004 legislation has been sharply controversial.  A centre-left government which took power in 2005 put a freeze on approvals of subsidies for new private schools (even retroactively on schools which the previous government had authorized support for under the 2003 law), and is as of February 2006 intending to redraft the Independent Schools Act of 2003.   Meanwhile, an evaluative study has been commissioned by the Directorate of Education to (a) assess the situation as of 2003 before the new act could take force by means of a base-line study, and (b) to trace effects of the 2003 Act on social segregation between schools, and on learning outcomes in the period 2004-2006.   These key concerns: Effects on learning outcomes, and effects on social segregation are the main issues debated in Norway, as in a number of other countries.  The present report summarizes main findings from the base-line study with regard to one of these key concerns:  Does private education increase social segregation in education?  

In Norway, local government typically steers extra financial resources towards schools in low income localities with a higher concentration of immigrants.  Extra resources are made available to schools (public or private) for students with diagnosed “special needs” (including also extra resources for language teaching for children with another home language than Norwegian).      

The analysis is confined, in this first stage of analysis, to basic education (ages 6 to 16).  Subsequent studies will address upper secondary education, and trace effects of the changes introduced since 2003. 

Data and Methods
Through Statistics Norway, a very large data set from national administrative registers was made available to the study, with due safeguards of privacy of information.  Data obtained on all children in the country, who during the school year 2003-2004 would be of school age, on a range of traits and family characteristics:  their gender, private school registration by type of school if applicable, place of residence (which enabled us to identify their school district for public school attendance), their place of birth, the national origin of their parents, their parents’ income, education, occupation, and labour market status.  

The complete file included 619,412 children. This is the total population of ‘basic-school aged’ children in Norway during 2003-2004.  Data were supplied on the characteristics analyzed for well above 95% of this population, on such traits as parental income, education, family status, and immigrant background.  The rate of missing information was decidedly higher regarding parents’, especially mother’s, type of occupation and labour market status.
    On the whole, we have had the good fortune of being able to work on a remarkably large and complete national data set in order to assess social segregation tendencies associated with the use of private schools (at the primary and lower secondary stage) in Norway under the legislative conditions which applied prior to recent change.  This enables us to include for separate analysis types of private schools which enrol a very small proportion of children.  
The methods we have used to analyse these data are three fold:  

· Cross tabulations that enable us to see differences between public schools and private schools (and among private schools) as to the proportion of students recruited from different types of home backgrounds. This we shall do for the country as a whole and for school districts with unusually high rates of enrolment in private schools.   

· Logistic regression analysis enabling us to estimate effects of certain kinds of home background on the probability of enrolling in private schools.

· Use of indices to gauge effects by private school enrolments on the system of public schools.  Would the public schools have displayed greater equality among school districts if all the children now in private schools had attended their local public school?  (This analysis which is also used in Holland & Largo 2004 will not be shown in the present paper).
Types of private schools in Norwegian basic education 

Table 1 shows number of schools, and enrolment, for the types of government supported private schools which were operational in Norway at the level of basic education (ages 6 to 16) during the 2003-04 school years. 

Table  1.  Private school enrolments in Norwegian basic education 2003-2004 
	School type
	Number of schools
	Enrol-ment.
	% of  private school enrolment
	% of  national enrolment in all schools (public and private)

	Muslim school
	1
	112
	0.9
	0.0

	Protestant schools, outside state church
	53
	4,171
	35.2
	0.7

	Catholic schools
	3
	976
	8.2
	0.2

	Religious schools ”within the Lutheran) state church”  
	4
	892
	7.5
	0.1

	Rudolf Steiner schools
	29
	4,385
	37.0
	0.7

	Maria Montessori schools
	21
	1,138
	9.6
	0.2

	International schools
	2
	162
	1.4
	0.0

	All private schools
	113
	11,836
	100.-
	1.9 %


All in all there were 113 government supported private schools with a total enrolment of nearly 12,000 children.  These constituted only 1.9% of all enrolments nationally in basic education.  Thus, we are looking at a national system with a distinctly low rate of enrolment in private basic education.  
Most of the enrolments are either in Rudolf Steiner schools or in Christian schools run by denominations outside the Lutheran state church.  
There were also 21 schools run according to Montessori pedagogy (and which typically cover only the primary education stage).  Thirteen of these were located in small rural communities.  When these communities were confronted with the prospect of losing their local school because local government found their school too costly given the small number of pupils, transferring to Montessori pedagogy enabled communities to retain their local school since they thereby became eligible for government funding under the Private Schools Act.
  
At the basic level of education, there are few private schools affiliated with the Lutheran state church.  This reflects the policy of the church-affiliated religious groups which has been to work with local public schools at the basic education stage.  In fact, 3 of the 4 schools included here are mainly upper-secondary schools, but with a lower-secondary department whose enrolment is included in our data. 

For  religious schools run by organizations outside the Lutheran state church, one would expect close to find relations between the school and a local congregation of the denomination concerned, e.g., in the case of three Catholic schools, they were in 2003 directly run as part of the Catholic church in the town concerned.  It was such cases that Coleman (Coleman 1988, Coleman and Hoffer 1987) had in mind when he theorized about “social capital for education”, and assumed that children benefit educationally from close social networks between family, school, and the community of adults in the same parish.  
Selection biases nationally in recruitment to private schools?

In table 2, below, we show the proportion of children with different characteristics (most pertain to their “home background”) who are enrolled in different types of private schools and in the public schools.  The table includes those home background variables for which the proportion of missing data is less than 5 %.
  

The table shows throughout greater variation among different types of private schools than between public schools and private schools in the aggregate, with respect to the kind of traits which are of special interest from a social segregation point of view.    

The table starts by showing percent of students in respectively the “most rural” and “the most urban” Norwegian units of local (municipal) government. On the whole students in private schools are considerably overrepresented in the larger urban areas, and underrepresented in the rural periphery, but the pattern does not apply to all types of private schools.  There are schools that serve rurally concentrated communities—there are the Montessori schools used to keep the local school alive, already referred to, and also schools belonging to certain rurally based special denominations at some distance from the state church. 

The income measure which is used in this comparison is deliberately chosen so as to bring out social class related differences in economic power.  It picks up income from employment or business prior to taxes, and it excludes receipts of welfare transfers.   We see no overall tendency for students in private schools to come from economically better-off backgrounds.   In the case of the largest categories of students, those at Rudolf Steiner schools and especially “protestant schools outside the state church”, the earnings of the parents are clearly lower than for parents of pupils in public schools.  In particular, the income of mothers at the latter type is far below the national average, probably because they choose in many cases to spend more time with their children than to be full time employed.  
Two groups stand out by having distinctly richer fathers:  students in the lowers secondary departments of the schools run by groups affiliated with the state church, and students at the two international schools.   In the latter case, however, the mothers' income is decidedly below the national average, suggesting a higher proportion of housewives among the international families that may be especially attracted to these two international basic education schools that secured government support on the grounds of pedagogic innovativeness. 
There is, however, for all but one type of school a clear tendency for students at private schools to have better educated parents.  The one exception is again interesting:   the fairly large group of students at schools run by protestant denominations outside the Lutheran state church, do not stand apart from students at public schools in this respect, probably reflecting the generally “popular” social origins of protestant low-church revivalism.    
Otherwise the table shows sharp differences among types of school as to the student’s family status.   For this generation of children, 6/10 grow up in circumstances which may be described as firmly institutionalized families, of the now “traditional” type:  parents who are both living together and married to each other. There is much variation here among types of private school.  Those associated with protestant religion show that 8/10 of pupils have such family circumstances.   By way of contrast 5/10 of students at Rudolf Steiner schools are living under such family circumstances, and interestingly at the three Catholic schools in our population, the percentage of living in “traditional” families is much the same as the average  as for the population of students in general.   It could be that these Catholic schools, on account of their educational reputation, attract large numbers of students from relatively secularized backgrounds.   
Table  2.   Home background of pupils in primary and lower secondary education by type of school. School year 2003-2004. 
	 
	Protestant

outside

state church
	Catholic
	Inside

State

church
	Steiner
	Montessori
	Inter-

national
	All

private
schools
	Public

schools
	All

Schools

	Where?  

   % in 

   remote municipalities
	4.7
	0.2
	0.8
	2.2
	21.8
	0.0
	4.6
	17.7
	17.0

	   % in larger

   urban area
	55.0
	88.5
	86.7
	68.5
	50.0
	4.9
	64.3
	47.1
	47.4

	 Median  income before   taxes and transfers
 2002 ( ’000)
   Father  
	322
	340
	421
	324
	341
	406
	331
	336
	336

	   Mother   
	114
	217
	226
	180
	195
	111
	159
	191
	190

	% par. with

 higher ed.    
   Father
	33.4
	56.9
	56.5
	54.3
	48.9
	48.7
	46.3
	27.9
	28.3

	   Mother
	34.2
	60.4
	59.8
	60.1
	56.5
	53.2
	50.2
	31.8
	32.2

	% parents w. 

basic ed or less  
   Father
	7.7
	5.5
	3.9
	5.7
	7.3
	5.2
	6.5
	10.2
	10.1

	   Mother
	7.7
	5.6
	2.9
	4.1
	4.2
	7.2
	5.6
	8.9
	8.8

	%  Parents  living together and married    
	82.1
	62.1
	81.5
	50.1
	64.5
	64.6
	66.4
	60.9
	61.0

	% both parents immigrants
	7.1
	31.3
	2.2
	4.5
	3.2
	11.7
	8.2
	6.9
	6.9

	% both parents from
 a non-western country
	5.6
	23.3
	1.8
	1.1
	1.1
	5.9
	5.4
	5.0
	5.0

	Number of cases  
	4171
	976
	892
	4,389
	1,138
	162
	11,836
	607,576
	619,412


 Only variables with less than 5% missing information are included in this table. 

An important social integration or segregation issue in Norwegian education today, is whether private schools receive their “due share” of children of immigrant families, and especially from families of non-Western backgrounds who are more likely than other immigrants to encounter impediments due to racism in many areas of social life.   The two bottom percentage rows of the table show that both immigrant children in general, and within this group also children of immigrants from non-Western countries, overall are overrepresented in private schools in Norway.  But there is very sharp distinction among the different types.  Immigrant families very rarely make use of the main type of schools which by government has been supported on account of their pedagogy—Rudolf Steiner schools, and Montessori schools.  Their overall strong representation is especially due to extremely strong presence in the three Catholic schools, and due to strong showing in the large group of schools run by religious denominations outside the state church. 

Overall, table 2 points to the conclusion that under the conditions which applied to private education in Norway in 2003, the private schools which operated at the primary and lower secondary school level did not serve to increase social segregation in Norwegian education. The strongest pointer towards socially exclusive selection to private education is the effect of parental education—especially parents having higher education.  But also this effect is not universal across types; it does not apply to protestant schools associated with protestant congregations outside the state church.  

Further analyses on data from the 2150 children living in those school catchment areas (for public schools) in which private education absorb at least 10% of locally resident children, did not alter the overall impression conveyed by table 2:  We found no signs of self selection by the “richer” towards private education in these catchment areas.  There was also in these catchment areas a clear tendency for private schools associated with protestant denominations outside the state church, to have a disproportionately greater number of children whose parents had a relatively modest level of education  (Holland and Largo 2005:44-45).  Given that as much as 1/3 of the students attend such schools (of those attending private schools in these locations), there was no tendency overall in these locations, for students in private schools to have better educated parents than students in the public schools in these localities.  

Flight to private schools from neighbourhoods with low income and high immigrant presence? 
Do private schools in Norway too, facilitate “flight” of better-off and better educated families from those urban schools in which very large proportions of children come from immigrant homes?

There are two urban areas in Norway with strikingly strong representation in the school catchment areas of children whose parents are immigrants from non-Western countries—the east side of Oslo and certain locations in the nearby town of Drammen.  Overall, the percent of school-age children with such a background was 24% in Oslo and 17% in Drammen in 2003-04 (as compared to a national average of 5%. Cfr. table 2). A great many nationality groups are represented among the immigrants, the largest group are immigrants from Pakistan.  
About 4/9 of children of school age in Oslo live in school catchment areas which have at least 1/3 representation of children from families where both parents have a non-Western immigrant background.   Both in Oslo and in neighbouring Drammen, such districts are characterised by sharply lower income levels and lower education levels among the children’s parents, than what is the case for those residential areas which are dominated by Norwegian born adults (Helland & Lauglo 2005: table 4, p. 52).   Do these conditions, combined with the opportunity for choice which especially in urban areas exist with regard to private schools, lead to flight from the local public schools—similar to the adverse consequences of  “school choice” policies that Fiske and Ladd (2000) found in certain urban low income areas with a strong minority presence in New Zealand?
Table 3 uses the same indicators as in table 2.  However, because of the smaller number of cases, we have collapsed the categorization as to type of private school.  We have grouped the schools according to the two rationales recognized by the Private Schools Act of 1985, “based on view of life” and “alternative pedagogy”. The former will include all manner of religious schools, and the latter combines mainly Steiner and Montessori schools.   All together 22 private schools were attended by 744 students from these urban locations.  10 of these (604 students) were faith based schools, and 12 (with 140 students from these neighbourhoods) were schools recognized and supported by government on account of “alternative pedagogy” of interest to the public mainstream system.
  Though the private schools concerned obviously were “accessible” at least to some students from these neighbourhoods, they were unlike the public schools not necessarily located in these neighbourhoods. 
Education effects

In these “high immigrant” and low-income locations we find very clear effects of parental education on the chance of attending a private school.  The percent of parents having higher education is greater in private schools overall, than for students in the public schools:  a difference of 19 percentage points for fathers, and 24 points for mothers.  The magnitude of this gap is much the same with regard to fathers as it was   for Norway as a whole (18 percentage points).  A slightly greater “gap” in terms of percentage points exists with regard to the mothers (the gap was 19 percentage points for Norway as a whole. Cf. Table 2).  

As one would expect there is an opposite pattern for parents having only “basic education”.   More pupils in public schools have parents with such a background than in the private schools.  However, the chance of such families making use of private education is greater in these areas than it was for Norway as a whole (table 2).  

Table  3.  Who chooses private schooling in urban neighbourhoods where more than 33% of school children’s parents are immigrants from non-Western countries?
	
	Private schools
	Public schools
	All schools

	
	Faith based school (life view  rationale)  
	 School based on alternative pedagogy
	All private
schoolsedagogy nts from in neighbourhoods with more than 33% immigrant parents from non-Western countries?n Pakistan. back
	
	

	Number of schools attended  
	10
	12
	22
	
	

	Number of students  
	604
	140
	744 
	21,036
	21,780

	% students by type of school (adding horizontally)
	2.8
	0.6
	3.4
	96.6
	100.-

	Parental characteristics
	
	
	
	
	

	Median earnings 2002 from employment or business (not including transfers)
Father (000) 
	295.0
	272.8
	291.3
	267.3
	268.6

	Mother  (000) 
	178.1
	153.8
	175.5
	135.3
	137.2

	% with higher education  
Father
	40.7
	42.6
	41.1
	23.6
	24.2

	Mother
	44.1
	55.8
	46.5
	22.2
	22.9

	% Basic education or less
Father
	12.1
	10.1
	11.7
	21.1
	20.8

	Mother 
	10.3
	5.8
	9.4
	25.1
	24.5

	Family status
% parents living together
	64.9
	45.7
	61.4
	62.6
	62.6

	% parents living together and married
	62.7
	30.0
	56.6
	56.6
	56.6

	Immigrant status of family
% Both parents are immigrants
	51.2
	7.1
	42.9
	51.6
	51.3

	% Both parents are immigrants from a non-Western country
	45.8
	3.6
	37.9
	46.9
	46.6

	 %  Both parents are from non-Western country and the student is born abroad
	6.3
	 0
	5.1
	10.8
	10.6


Family status

There is no difference overall, as to family status indicators between children in private schools and children in public schools—but like the pattern in Table 2, there is a higher proportion of children growing up in firmly institutionalized families in the faith based private schools.
Immigrant status of family
How far do private schools in these locations function as facilitators of “flight” from public schools?   Such a flight would result if parents look for a private school as an “escape” from classes in which many children have a weak grasp of Norwegian.  Of course, “flight” if it occurs, could attract not only “ethnic Norwegian” families but also immigrant families who want school settings that are less dominated by children of immigrants than the local school in their own neighbourhood may be.  We are not with this material directly able to assess the importance of such motives for choice of private education in these neighbourhoods, but we are in a position to assess the impact which choice of private schools has on the ethnic mix of public schools.   
Going by the indicators of immigrant status of the family, the “ethnic” composition of the student body in public schools in these neighbourhoods is no different from the composition of “all schools” - private schools included.  That is no great surprise, considering the low overall percentage of pupils attending private schools from these neighbourhoods (3.4%).  That percentage is actually lower in these neighbourhoods than for the towns in which these neighbourhoods are located (3.8%).  Thus one might optimistically conclude that in these towns, the main drive behind placing children in a private school is not flight from schools with high “immigrant” presence.   However, it could still of course be a main “drive” behind the choice of private schools in these particular locations.  

Immigrant families from these neighbourhoods are in fact underrepresented in the private schools (the two bottom rows in table 3); in spite of the overall strong presence of immigrant families nationally in private schools (table 2).   There are strong contrasts between types of private schools, in how attractive they are to immigrants.   Schools based on “alternative pedagogy” (professing a more child centred ethos) are very strikingly unattractive to immigrant families.   They are however strikingly well represented in the faith based schools, which probably have a reputation of “quality” achieved by more traditional means.  Some immigrant families may seek such schools because they belong to the same religious community as the one that runs the school (e.g., they are Catholics, as in the case of many immigrants from Vietnam).  Among the immigrant population from “non-Western countries in these towns, a substantial proportion comes from predominantly Muslim countries. About 2/3 have an Asian background, by far the single largest group being immigrants from Pakistan. There are also substantial numbers in the Oslo and Drammen areas from Turkey and North African countries.   Yet, the opportunity to send children to a Muslim school was extremely constricted. 
   In view of this, the overall strong representation of children from non-Western backgrounds in the faith-based schools is especially striking.   We know from other sources that such children, especially the girls, engage constructively with their schooling, work harder than others, and that they benefit educationally from growing up more often than other children in strongly institutionalized families (Lauglo 2000).  Families sending children to a private school in the hope that this will be to their children’s educational advantage, is in keeping with strong interest in education as a means to social mobility for the next generation.  Regulations capping fees that schools are allowed to charge, as part of a package that provides schools with generous finance from government provided the schools are eligible for support, are likely to be well suited for immigrant families with low and modest income but with a strong desire to invest in their children’s’ education.  It appears that the schools which are looked to for such mobility purposes are those with a reputation of more traditional methods, not those identified by government as being of special interest because of their pedagogic innovativeness.  
Is there self selection to private schools of families with higher income?
In these relatively low-income urban locations, there appears to be an effect of the parents’ earnings, on their offspring’s chance to attending a private school.   The median earning of fathers of children attending private schools is NOK 291,000 in these Oslo neighbourhoods. This may be substantially lower than the median which was noted in table 2 for the country as a whole for such fathers (NOK 331000), yet it is higher than the median earnings of fathers of children who attend their local public school in these same neighbourhoods (NOK 267000).   We see a similar pattern for the mothers’ earnings.   Thus, the earnings capacity of families sending children to private schools in these urban locations is higher than the capacity of those who use local public schools.  In that sense there is some self selection to private schools from   of the economically more successful families, unlike the pattern we found for the country as a whole.   
However, earnings are not the same as  income.  In these areas, the proportion of parents receiving welfare benefits is higher than in other areas of the same towns:  about 20% as compared to about 8%.   The proportion is especially high (about 30%) among parents who are immigrants from non-Western countries (table 4, p. 36 in Helland and Lauglo 2005).   The parents’ income after taxes, inclusive of welfare transfers, will be a better measure of the  economic resources which parents have at their disposal—as distinct from their own capacity in the labour market.   Table 4 shows results for that measure.  As compared to public schools, the father’s median income is higher only in the “faith based” private schools.  The median is actually lower for the 140 students who are in the schools with “alternative pedagogy”, than among fathers with children in the local public schools.  For mother’s income the order is reversed between the two broad categories of private school. 
We judge that the difference between users of private schools in the aggregate, and those using public schools in these locations is quite modest when it comes to the income that is disposable to the family.  (An annual gap of NOK 10 000 amounts to about US $ 1500 at current exchange rates). To the extent that the fees in fact are “affordable” (as intended by government regulations),  the findings suggest  the hypothesis that use of private schooling in low income neighbourhoods in part is a function of  a family’s overall coping capacity  more than it being a simple function of disposable income.   Obviously, applying to private schools presupposes that the family thinks such schools are “better”.   But it also signifies “agency” to act on such a perception.   
Do these findings mean that private education serves to drain away from the public schools in these neighbourhoods, children from more resourceful families in terms of other characteristics than their income or education level?  We have in these data no direct measure of such family resourcefulness regardless of the parents’ level of schooling or their occupational social class e.g., commitment to their children’s education, interest in community and public issues outside their private domain.  Such parents are an asset to schools and in no way confined to certain educational or social strata.
  But the findings are in keeping with such a hypothesis.  We would expect that such a trend exists and hope in the future to have data in order to address this issue.  The question is not whether such a trend exists, but how strong it is and does it adversely affect the public schools, for the children who remain in those schools?   We believe that the scale of use of private schools in these neighbourhoods was so low in 2003-2004 that effects on the local public schools must have been minimal.   

Table  4.   Median income after tax 2002, inclusive of transfers among parents of students in different types of schools.   Catchment areas for public schools in Oslo and Drammen in which at least 1/3 of the students’ parents are immigrants from non-Western countries. 
	
	Students in ”faith based” private schools
	Students in

private schools with alternative pedagogy 
	All students in private schools
	Students in public schools
	All students

	Median income after tax  2002, inclusive of any welfare benefits  
	 
	
	
	
	

	Father’s income (000) 
	230.6
	195.3
	225.2
	219.1
	219.2

	Mother’s income (000) 
	209.5
	216.7
	210.7
	198.0
	198.3


Multivariate analysis of probability of choosing a private school

The overall national probability of a child going to a private school is 1.9%.  We conducted a series of logistic regressions to assess how the probability is affected by various family background traits, holding the effects of other traits constant by taking into account their estimated effects on probability (Chapter 3 in Helland and Lauglo 2005).  Table 5 highlights main findings from that analysis, in terms of occupation/education combinations whose estimated effects deviate most markedly from the overall level of 1.9%.  The estimates are made after controlling for effects of family status, area of residence (urban rural), family size, ethnicity, and income.  The whole national population analyzed in table 2 is included in the figures upon which these estimates are based. 
Table  5:  Estimated probability (in %) of being a pupil in different types of school, for certain combinations of parental occupational social class and level of education.  

	Both parents are:
	Faith
based private schools
	Private
schools
based on
”alternative
pedagogy”
	All private schools
	Public schools

	Technicians with ”middle level” training in technology or science  
	0.41%
	0.43
	0.86
	99.16

	Workers (no higher education)  
	0.81
	0.29
	1.05
	98.90

	Managers in business and industry with business school education  
	0.47
	1.39
	1.79
	98.14

	Lower middle class (often shop keepers, farmers), no higher education  
	1.25
	1.20
	2.57
	97.55

	Professionals with higher education in the Arts, or in Theology  
	5.22
	7.45
	13.09
	87.34

	Overall national probability 
	0.99%
	.92
	1.91
	98.1


 The estimated probabilities apply to boys with married parents, living in a large urban area, with one sibling, and not having two parents from a non-western country.  The joint after tax income of the parents is set to equal the median (NOK 450,338 or roughly $67,150).
We note that the overall chance of using private schools is especially high among those professionals whose university degrees are in the Arts (Humanities) or in Theology.  We found that this group stands markedly out from other groups with higher education, in their use of private schools:  their estimated probability is 13%, after controls for estimates of other effects.   It appears that their type of higher education is especially culturally congruent with the pedagogic orientation of the type of private schools singled out for support by the legislation then in effect.  We expect these professionals to be especially strongly concentrated in public employment.  This might in urban settings also constrain their opportunity to choose a place of residence (and thus also public schools) in high-income areas.  

It is interesting to note, however, that the most clearly contrasting group is not children of “workers” (with no higher education) but children of technicians with “middle” level training in technology or science.   Another group with lower probability than the overall national average of 1.9% is children of workers (when there is no higher education).  We further see that children of managers in business and industry with business school education—in spite of their parents’ high occupational status and high education, have a lower probability (1.79% overall) than the national overall average of 1.9%.   Clearly, neither occupational status nor higher education regardless of type is sufficient to generate an especially high probability.  It could be that the types of private education allowed for public finance under the legislation in effect in 2003 did not have much appeal to parents with a business or science education even when these families had high occupational status.  The “soft pedagogy” of alternative schools or the faith based orientation of religious private schools connected with local congregations may not have had much cultural congruence with prevalent goals for education held by parents in these groups.  
It is interesting to note that children of workers are, ceteris paribus, especially strongly unlikely to be in schools of “alternative pedagogy” with their distinctively child-centred pedagogy.  But at 0.81% they are not so greatly below the national level of probability (.99 %) in the faith based schools.  We would expect that if one could control for parental involvement in religious life, the probability of sending children to faith based schools could well be above the overall national average, for those “working class families” who are committed to religion. 
The modestly high probability of the lower middle class group in both types of private schools is interesting. We tentatively would attribute this partly to religiosity and partly to the likely strong representation of self-employed in primary industries, in small rural communities which have established Montessori schools in order to “keep” their local school when it was threatened by municipal school consolidation.   
Effects on the social composition in the public schools  
With only 1.9% in private schools nationally, private schools would need to have extremely strong social selection to have any appreciable effect on the social composition of public schools.    For the country as a whole, the proportions represented by students from various social categories in the total for all public schools are identical or very close to the proportions for all schools, public or private, in the whole country.  These proportions are also extremely similar in the case of those neighbourhoods (or school catchment areas) in Oslo and Drammen with unusually high (1/3 or more) concentrations of parents who are immigrants from non-Western countries.  Nor is the overall proportion of students attending private schools in these locations (3.4%) at a level which suggests any substantial use of private schools as a means of “flight” from the public schools in these neighbourhoods (either by the “middle classes” or—by others who might be uneasy about the adequacy of their local public school, for their children’s education.   In short, regardless of the self-selection noted especially by children whose parents have higher education, the use of private education was too rare for the siphoning off of such children from their local public schools to have any appreciable impact on the social composition of these schools.   
We also used other statistical measures than those reported here, in order to gauge the extent of “segregation effects”:  three measures of overall differences in the social composition profiles among schools:  the well known “Dissimilarity Index”, as well as Clotfelder et al.’s. “Exposure Rate” and “Segregation Index” (  Clotfelder et al. (2002:9-10).  Our analysis in Chapter 4 in Helland and Lauglo (2005) showed that none of these indexes differed by no more than their 3rd decimal index scores for “public schools” in the country as a whole were compared with scores based on all school age children (including those attending private schools) in the same public school catchment areas.  When the indexes were run only for schools within the city of Oslo (with 4.1% of children in private schools), in most cases the differences between coefficients (with and without the inclusion of children in private schools) were no greater than to the third decimal.  
Does private education lead to better learning outcomes?

In the present evaluation project that aspect has been examined by Hans Bonesrønning and colleagues at in the Economics department at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology.  We shall only briefly refer to their findings (Bonesrønning et al. 2004).  As measures of educational achievement they used the scores of students in their final year of basic education on National Achievement tests administered in the spring of 2004, in Mathematics, Norwegian and English.  They also collected information on grades achieved in school subjects in grade 10, at the end of basic education and for students in programs preparing for higher education in the first year of post-compulsory education.  They found that students in private schools had higher average scores on national achievement tests both in grade 10 and in grade 4, with more pronounced differences in grade 10 than in grade 4.   The difference in average scores persists (but with reduced magnitude) after controlling for inter alia parental income and education. 

Private schools have higher density of teaching inputs (lower student/teacher ratios) than in municipal schools but higher proportions of teachers who have not completed their training in pedagogy.  After correcting also for these differences in teaching “inputs”, the differences between private and public schools as to student achievement were increased.  The “achievement advantage” of private education applies mainly grade 10 and to religiously founded schools, not to schools run under the “alternative pedagogy” rationale.  It is still unclear whether these differences are due to genuine school effects, or to self-selection of pupils to private schools from families who, regardless of parents’ level of education, bring their children up in ways which are especially supportive educational achievement. 
A stronger test of “school effects” is to build in prior school achievement as one of the predictor variables.  Bonesrønning et al. were able to do this when examining differences in upper secondary education between students in private schools and those in public schools.  The analysis was confined to students at the end of their first year in the university preparatory tracks in upper secondary education, using grade point average as the dependent variable.  Multiple regression analysis showed no superior “academic gain scores” overall for students in private schools, after controlling for prior achievement (grade point average) in basic education (obtained about one year earlier).  However, students in accelerated mathematics programs had higher estimated “learning gains” in the private schools than in the public ones.   
On the whole, though there appears to be programs within private education which seem to give better educational outcomes, ceteris paribus, than public schools, this is not a general finding across all programmes and types of private school.
Summary and conclusions
We conclude that social selection effects of private basic education are distinctly weak in Norway in 2003, under the Private Schools Act of 1985.   There is no consistent overall effect of parental after tax income, on the probability of attending private schools, and clearly not on the types of private school which enrolled most students.  We see this as the result of government policy which though restrictive at the time with regard to eligibility for public finance, set low ceilings for the level of fees that schools receiving public support was allowed to charge.  We did find that parents with higher education make more use of private education for their children. This is especially the case for parents with higher education within humanities or theology. We expect that this section of the  “socio-humanistic” middle class is characterized by high frequency of public sector jobs and therefore by relatively modest levels of income.  
It is interesting to note that immigrant parents with a family background from non-Western countries are as well represented overall as they are in the private schools, especially since schools catering to Muslim parents hardly existed at the time.
  Students in private schools from non-Western parental backgrounds students are very much concentrated in faith-based Christian schools. 
The overall proportion attending private schools was too small for this siphoning off to private schools of children of highly educated parents, to affect the social composition of the public schools nationally.   In those parts of the Oslo area serving unusually high proportions of families in which the parents were immigrants from non-Western countries, the “siphoning off” of  students from “better educated homes” seemed to have very small effects (less than a percentage point “less” students from such backgrounds) on the social composition of public schools in these areas.. 
Colleagues of ours who investigated learning outcomes by multiple OLS-regression techniques (Bonesrønning et al.) found no consistently superior outcomes across different types of private education.  At the end of basic education, positive effects on national achievement scores were largely confined to religiously founded schools, not in the “alternative pedagogy” schools (mainly Montessori schools in that material). In the general track of upper secondary education, where it was possible to assess “learning gains”,  positive effects associated with private upper secondary schools seemed confined to students pursuing the more demanding mathematics curricula.  No general effect was identified. 
We conclude that under the “old regime” (the law of 1985), private schools functioned in such a way within the larger Norwegian system of basic education that social segregation effects on that larger system were minimal or nonexistent.  To us this shows that in a system of public education which internationally has high levels of resourcing, and practices within local government of steering extra resources to schools which are deemed to have greater proportions of educationally challenging students (high proportions with another mother tongue than Norwegian),  private education which receives generous public finance but with strict eligibility criteria as to “type of school” for such finance, need not have socially divisive consequences.  Thus, there is no iron law which says that private education necessarily has divisive social segregation consequences.  The consequences will depend on the context and on the legislative provisions for support to private schools. 
The evaluation work from which this report is a baseline study will continue.  The next question is whether the findings will be any different in a baseline study for upper secondary education.  Will social segregation effects be more evident at that stage because   possibly stronger concerns with academic issues when parents assess schools at that level as compared to greater concerns with more widely conceived upbringing purposes in basic education? 

The further intent is to assess against these baseline results, the consequences of 2003 Independent Schools Act which took effect for basic education in 2004-2005, and for upper secondary education in 2005-2006.  This Act relaxed eligibility criteria for public support to private schools by doing away with the requirement that such schools either be “faith based” or accepted by the Ministry as “alternative pedagogy”.  This Act widened eligibility to any private school which satisfies the same criteria which public schools are subject to. Thus the stage is set for expanded provision of publicly financed private education.   Will social segregation effects then become more evident?  However, it could be that the current centre-left government will decide to tighten up the criteria again. At present they have put a freeze on support to all new schools which the previous government had opened for support to under the new legislation, except for those which started functioning at the onset of the school year 2005-2006.
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� John Craig of the University of Chicago is conducting research into the evolution of these schools.   


� Other “social segregation” concerns which in Norwegian public debate on private education include:     equitable access for the disabled and whether there are any problematic aspects of cultural self segregation  in private schools run by cultural or religious communities for children of their members.  The present report does not address those issues.  It will however show findings on gender and also family status, neither of which has been an issue in policy debate on private education in Norway.  


�� HYPERLINK "http://www.utdanningsdirektoratet.no/upload/Rapporter/gir_frittstaende_skoler_bedre_elevresultater_sammendrag.pdf" ��http://www.utdanningsdirektoratet.no/upload/Rapporter/gir_frittstaende_skoler_bedre_elevresultater_sammendrag.pdf� ;  and   � HYPERLINK "http://nifu.pdc.no/publ/pdf/2005/R-2005-2.pdf" \t "_parent" �http://nifu.pdc.no/publ/pdf/2005/R-2005-2.pdf�


� Previously support was given by Parliament to private schools very much on an ad hoc basis. 


� At the post-compulsory upper secondary level (post age 16), there was the additional proviso that  private schools could qualify if they offer vocational courses not covered by public provisions in the area concerned.   


� Information was missing for  41% of mothers regarding their as to occupation (32% of the fathers), and for , 23% of the mothers there was no information as to the duration of their workweek (same for 16% of fathers).  


� In one case, the reason for the transfer to Montessori was community opposition to their school being included under a curriculum variant for schools in the core areas of sami culture and population.  


� No findings on gender are reported here.  In  the Norwegian mix-sex school system, there is very slight difference as to proportion of girls between private and public schools.  To the extent that there were any deviation from the national distribution (48.6% girls), the percentage of girls were higher in certain types of private schools, never lower. 





� These schools were within reach of students from these neighbourhoods, but they are not here classified as their location, nor do the present statistics show what proportion of the students came from these particular locations in the city of Oslo and the nearby town of Drammen.  Thus, the total enrolment in these private schools is likely to be much greater than the enrolment from these particular urban locations. 


� There was one Muslim primary school in Oslo in 2003-2004 with a total enrolment of 112 students.  Some children living in these neigbourhoods were attending that school. 


� Unpublished tabulations done by the authors on data from the Youth in Norway 2002 survey (a large scale survey carried out by NOVA—Norwegian Social Research), show that also when occupational social class is held constant by doing a special analysis on working class families only, children do better in school and aim higher in the education system, when there are “more books in the home” and when children talk with their parents about politics and wider social issues,  than when these traits are not present.  We also know from other research on youth in Oslo, that children from non-Western immigrant background benefit educationally from the greater “social capital” in terms of strong family bonds, which characterises their families (Lauglo 2000). 


� There was in 2003 one school in Oslo but it has since that time closed. 





PAGE  
1

