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Executive  

summary 
 

The scene  

In today’s knowledge society, education can serve as a powerful 
resource to achieve the Lisbon objective of Europe becoming “the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, 
capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and 
greater social cohesion.”1 However, at present, most school systems 
are failing as shown by the fact that many European citizens, and their 
communities, are being excluded, both educationally and socially, from 
the benefits that should be available to all. This situation can be 
reversed, and recent studies are providing key elements for schools to 
inform this process. 

Taking that research as its starting point, and creating new knowledge 
over the course of five years of rigorous work, the research project 
INCLUD-ED Strategies for inclusion and social cohesion in Europe from 
education (2006-2011)2 aims to identify successful actions that 
contribute to school success and social inclusion at the level of 
compulsory education (pre-primary, primary, and secondary 
education, including vocational and special education programmes 
within regular schools) with a particular focus on five vulnerable 
groups (women, youth, migrants, cultural groups and people with 
disabilities).   
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Methodology 

All research work in INCLUD-ED is being conducted in close 
collaboration with a diverse group of stakeholders and policy makers. 
This procedure relates to the critical communicative research 
methodology used in the INCLUD-ED project, grounded in a continuous 
dialogue between researchers and social agents. Social agents 
participate in the research contributing their interpretations, reflections 
and theories based on their own experiences. These interpretations are 
contrasted with the theories and findings that the researchers provide. 
This approach has been used in previous studies and it has led to 
important social transformations. For example, conclusions of prior 
studies have been approved by the European Parliament and other 
Member State parliaments. 

This publication contains the main findings of the first year of work for 
the INCLUD-ED project. That work included:  

a)  a review of research on successful educational actions that reduce 
 school failure and social exclusion;  

b)  an analysis of twenty-six EU Member States3 educational systems 
 and recent reforms;  

c)  an examination of the data on educational outcomes provided by 
 international datasets (e.g. PISA, TIMMS, and PIRLS).  

This publication’s main purpose is to provide the results of those 
scientific analyses to policy makers, education professionals, families 
and other stakeholders with the ultimate aim of encouraging the 
implementation of the actions that best contribute to school success 
for all and to social cohesion.  

The literature review and the analysis of educational systems and 
outcomes led to the identification of two main components of 
successful educational actions. The first component is related to the 
way in which students are grouped and the use of human resources. 
The second component refers to the education and participation of 
families and communities in schools.  

 

Ways of grouping students and school success  

Segregation practices are one of the main exclusionary elements found 
in European educational systems that lead to social and educational 
exclusion. A clear example is tracking, in which students are 
separated into different schools depending on their ability (often 
involving a separation between academic and vocational tracks). 
Tracking greatly affects students’ academic achievement and later 
employment opportunities. The earlier the tracking starts, the greater 
the inequalities between students on different tracks are. Therefore, 
tracking should be postponed, and early tracking (before age 13) 
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avoided. Mid-tracking, which occurs between ages 13 and 16, also 
contributes to inequalities in educational systems. By providing lower 
quality instruction to students in the lower tracks, educational systems 
increase the possibility of postponed exclusion and reduce future 
employment opportunities. Therefore, when school systems postpone 
tracking, they help reduce the inequalities between schools and 
between students, and promote lifelong inclusion. This is particularly 
important for the case of students from vulnerable groups with low 
socio-economic levels, who are overrepresented in the lower tracks. 

Streaming4 is another common exclusionary practice in Europe. This 
practice takes on different forms across Europe and has arisen as the 
most common response to mixed classrooms. In the mixture modality 
of grouping, most classrooms only have one adult (teacher) who 
teaches a large group of students with diverse cultural backgrounds 
and abilities. In today’s schools, teachers find it too hard to respond 
through mixture to the diversity among students. Streaming practices 
respond to such situation adapting the curriculum, creating ability 
groups, and often using additional human resources. Researchers have 
found a negative relationship between streaming and academic 
results; streaming does increase the disparity between students’ 
performance and reduces learning opportunities for low-achieving 
students and students from vulnerable groups. There is more than one 
way of streaming in European educational systems. A classification of 
four types of streaming is provided in this publication: organisation 
of classroom activities according to ability levels, remedial groups and 
support segregated from the regular classroom, exclusionary 
individualised curriculum, and exclusionary choice. 

Differently, inclusion actions overcome mixture and streaming, 
leading schools to improve their results both with regards to academic 
learning and living together. Unlike streaming, in inclusion all students 
are included in the same classroom and in the same heterogeneous 
groups; no one is segregated. However, despite research has shown 
that children in heterogeneous groups usually achieve better results 
than those in streamed groups, the different types of heterogeneous 
grouping have not been adequately defined and categorized so far. 
This has led to confusion both in international datasets and in the 
policies that arise from those research findings. This publication 
differentiates between two kinds of heterogeneous groups: those 
which lead to school success (inclusion), and those which lead to 
school failure (mixture). 

Unlike mixture, in inclusion all students actively follow the learning 
process with the help of the teacher and other human and material 
resources; no child is left behind. The inclusion approach not only 
provides equal opportunity but is deeply oriented toward equality of 
results for all students. Five main types of inclusion have been 
found: heterogeneous ability classrooms with reallocated resources, 
inclusive split classes, extending learning time, inclusive individualised 
curriculum, and inclusive choice. 
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Family and community participation for raising 

achievement  

The second set of successful educational actions identified in this 
publication relates to the participation of families and communities. 
Family and community participation in schools is another 
transformative strategy that enhances students’ achievement because 
it improves coordination between the home and the school, and 
increases the resources available in the school. It is particularly 
beneficial for the academic achievement of minority students and 
students with disabilities. Besides, family and community involvement 
helps transform interactions in the school, promoting alternative 
understandings of gender roles; which favours the overcoming of 
inequalities in academic results and the achievement of more 
egalitarian relationships between girls and boys. 

Previous theories and research had already demonstrated that the 
promotion of cultural and educational interactions between students 
and social agents, and more particularly with family members, 
enhance students’ achievement. Later, some international surveys 
have translated this contribution into some indicators such as parents’ 
academic degrees or the number of books at home. This reduction has 
led to the mistake of taking these indicators as the only ones, thus, 
dismissing other important ones like whether families are participating 
in any kind of educational provision or not. From this perspective, it 
has been argued that we should wait until there would be parents with 
upper academic degrees in order to have school success with their 
children. Nonetheless, the evidence presented in this publication 
moves us beyond that determinism. For instance, certain family 
education and community engagement programmes that promote 
educational and cultural interactions have led students whose families 
have only a few books at home or low academic degrees to obtain 
excellent results in their academic achievement.  

Grounded on these evidences, educational policies that increase 
academic success of all children through the promotion of this kind of 
family education and community engagement have been developed.  
Along these lines, the INCLUD-ED project has identified five types of 
family and community participation in schools (informative, 
consultative, decisive, evaluative and educative) with different grades 
of influence in children’s academic success. Besides, the direct 
participation of both family and community members in school 
activities, during the day or after school hours, is a particularly 
valuable resource to ensure that all children succeed in school and to 
strengthen social cohesion in Europe.  
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Recommendations 

Based on the results presented in this publication in relation to ways of 
grouping students and family and community participation, and their 
connection to school success, the last section provides 
recommendations for successful actions in these areas. 
These recommendations are specifically aimed at three target groups: 
policymakers, teachers and principals, and families and communities. 

 



 

 

 

 

 12 

Contributors to this publication 

 

UNIVERSITAT DE BARCELONA 
CREA – Centre of Research in Theories and Practices that Overcome Inequalities, Spain, Barcelona 

� Elena Duque (elena.duque@udg.edu) 
� Ramón Flecha (Main researcher) (ramon.flecha@ub.edu) 
� Rocío García (includ-ed@ub.edu) 
� Paloma García (palomagarcia@ub.edu)  
� Carme García (carme.garciay@urv.cat) 
� Jesús Gómez (includ-ed@ub.edu) 
� Aitor Gómez (aitor.gomez@urv.cat) 
� Silvia Molina (includ-ed@ub.edu) 
� Antonio Latorre (alatorre@ub.edu) 
� Esther Oliver (estheroliver@ub.edu)  
� Ignasi Puigdellívol (ipuigdellivol@ub.edu) 
� Lídia Puigvert (lidia.puigvert@ub.edu)  
� Sandra Racionero (includ-ed@ub.edu) 
� Gisela Redondo (gredondo@ub.edu) 
� Montse Sánchez (montsesanchezar@ub.edu) 
� Marta Soler (marta.soler@ub.edu)  
� Rosa Valls (rosavalls@ub.edu) 

 
 
DONAU-UNIVERSITAET KREMS - UNIVERSITAET FUER WEITERBILDUNG 
Austria, Krems 

� Silvia Benda-Kahri (silvia.benda-kahri@donau-uni.ac.at) 
� Wolfgang Jütte (wolfgang.juette@donau-uni.ac.at) 
� Jörg Markowitsch (joerg.markowitsch@donau-uni.ac.at) 
� Stephanie Rammel (stephanie.rammel@donau-uni.ac.at) 

 
 
CENTRE FOR EUROPEAN POLICY STUDIES 
Belgium, Bussels 

� Sergio Carrera (sergio.carrera@ceps.be)  
� Florian Geyer (florian.geyer@ceps.be) 
� Elspeth Guild (elspeth.guild@ceps.eu) 

 
 
UNIVERSITY OF CYPRUS 
Cyprus, Nicosia  

� Miranda Christou (miranda.christou@ucy.ac.cy)  
� Maria Eliophotou (melmen@ucy.ac.cy) 
� Leonidas Kyriakides (kyriakid@ucy.ac.cy)  

 
 
HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO 
Finland, Helsinki 

� Tiina Kalliokoski (tiina.kalliokoski@hel.fi) 
� Anna-Leena Lastikka (anna-leena.lastikka@helsinki.fi) 
� Mikko Ojala (mikko.o.ojala@helsinki.fi) 
� Jyrki Reunamo (jyrki.reunamo@helsinki.fi) 

 
 
ELTE BARCZI GUSZTAV EÖTVÖS LORÁND UNIVERSITY 
Department of Social Sciences, Faculty of Special Needs,Hungary, Budapest 

�  Csaba Banfalvy (banfalvy@barczi.elte.hu) 
 
 
UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI FIRENZE  
Italy, Florence  

� Steffen Amling (steffen.amling@gmx.net)  
� Giovanna Campani (campani@unifi.it) 

 



 

 

 

 

 13 

 
DUBLIN CITY UNIVERSITY 
School of Education Studies, Ireland, Dublin 

� Charlote Holland (charlotte.holland@dcu.ie)  
� John Lalor (john.lalor@dcu.ie)  
� Carmel Mulcahy (Carmel.Mulcahy@dcu.ie) 

 
 
VYTAUTO DIDZOJO UNIVERSITETAS 
Lithuania, Kaunas 

� Edita Butrime (e.butrime@smf.vdu.lt)  
� Estela Dauksiene (e.dauksiene@ukc.vdu.lt) 
� Laimute Kardeliene (l.kardeliene@smf.vdu.lt) 
� Margarita Tereseviciene (m.tereseviciene@smf.vdu.lt) 
� Vidmantas Tutlys (v.tutlys@smf.vdu.lt) 
� Vaiva Zuzeviciute (v.zuzeviciute@smf.vdu.lt) 

 
 
UNIVERSITA TA MALTA 
Malta, Msida  

� Jacqueline Azzopardi (jacqueline.azzopardi@um.edu.mt)   
� Maria Brown (maria.brown@um.edu.mt) 
� Frances Camilleri-Cassar (frances.camilleri-cassar@um.edu.mt) 
� Suzanne Gatt (suzanne.gatt@um.edu.mt) 
� Sandra Scicluna (sandra.scicluna@um.edu.mt) 

 
 
BALTIC INSTITUTE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Latvia, Riga  

� Inese Supule (inese@biss.soc.lv) 
� Brigita Zepa (brigita@biss.soc.lv) 

 
 
UNIVERSITATEA DE VEST DIN TIMISOARA 
Faculty of Sociology and Psychology, Romania, Timissoara  

� Teodor Mircea Alexiu (tmalexiu@socio.uvt.ro) 
 
 
ANDRAGOSKI CENTER REPUBLIKE SLOVENIJE  
Slovenia, Ljubljana  

� Angelca Ivancic (aivancic@acs.si) 
� Peter Beltram (peter.beltram@acs.si)  
� Vida Mohorcic (vida.mohorcic.spolar@acs.si)  

 
 
UNIVERSITY OF NOTTINGHAM 
Division of Law & Politics, School of Arts, Communications & Humanities, United Kingdom, Nottingham 

� John Holford (john.holford@nottingham.ac.uk) 
� Viv Mackay (viv@pondcottages.force9.co.uk) 
� Nick Walters (N.Walters@surrey.ac.uk) 
� Urszula Wolski (u.wolski@rhul.ac.uk) 

 
 
AUTONOMOUS UNIVERSITY OF BARCELONA  
Spain, Barcelona  

� Javier Díez (Javier.Diez@uab.cat)  
� Ainhoa Flecha (ainhoa.flecha@uab.cat)  
� Iñaki Santa Cruz (inaki.santacruz@uab.cat) 
� Teresa Sordé (teresa.sorde@uab.cat) 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 14 

Project at a glance      

 
 
 
INCLUD-ED 
 
 
 
Contract n°: CIT4-CT-2006-028603   Scientific coordinator: 
Call: FP6-2004-CITIZENS-4    Universitat de Barcelona 
Instrument: IP      CREA: Research Centre in Theories and 
Duration: 60 months     Practices that Overcome Inequalities 
EC Contribution: 3.361.503 €    
     
Starting date: 1/11/2006     Ramón FLECHA GARCÍA 
Scientific Officer: Wolfgang Bode  includ-ed@ub.edu 
wolfgang.bode@ec.europa.eu    http://www.ub.es/includ-ed/ 

         

 

 

INCLUD-ED analyses educational 
strategies that contribute to overcome 
inequalities and promote social 
cohesion, and educational strategies 
that generate social exclusion, 
particularly focusing on vulnerable and 
marginalised groups. Europe needs to 
identify these strategies that will in turn 
be used by policy makers, education 
managers, teachers, students and 
families, and contribute to shape new 
policies to meet the Lisbon goals. To 
this end, INCLUD-ED will 1) Analyse the 
characteristics of the school systems 
and the educational reforms that are 
generating low rates of educational and 
social exclusion and those that are 
generating high rates; 2) Analyse 
components from educational practices 
that are decreasing the rates of school 
failure and those practices that are 
increasing them; 3) Study how 
educational exclusion affects diverse 
areas of society (i.e. employment, 

housing, health, political participation) 
and what kind of educational provision 
contributes to overcome it; 4) 
Investigate how the educational 
exclusion affects diverse sectors of 
society, particularly the more vulnerable 
groups (i.e. women, youth, migrants, 
cultural groups and people with 
disabilities), and what kind of 
educational provision contributes to 
overcome their respective 
discrimination; 5) Analyse the mixed 
interventions between educational 
policy and other areas of social policies 
and identify which are making steps 
forward to overcome social exclusion 
and build social cohesion in Europe; and 
6) Study communities involved in 
learning projects that have developed 
the integration of social and educational 
interventions that contribute to reduce 
inequalities and marginalisation, and to 
foster social inclusion and 
empowerment. 
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Introduction 
 

 

 

School success and social inclusion for all 

Laura was an 8 year-old girl who did not know how to read and write. 
She lived in an excluded neighbourhood, and at the school, frequently, 
other girls and boys called her idiot and daughter of a bitch. They said 
that she had no father and that she was the child of a prostitute. When 
three years ago the school she attends initiated a project of 
transformation based on the involvement of the whole community, and 
started doing interactive groups (heterogeneous grouping in the 
classroom with community members), dialogic literary circles for 
children and adults, and opened the school library more hours, among 
other actions, things started to change. Laura found in the tutored 
library and in other spaces of the school a very intellectually 
stimulating and familiar climate. She felt very good and learned to 
read and write in six months. The cognitive and emotional gains made 
her much more self-confident in her peer group and in the school and 
community environments. There was no adaptation to Laura’s socio-
cultural context. Contrarily, it was a series of successful educational 
actions that transformed the context which allowed Laura to make an 
enormous advance in her learning and development, in the exercise of 
her rights as a child, and in her happiness.  

Because Laura’s experience of moving from exclusion to inclusion, 
from failure to success, must be available to every child in Europe, 
this publication presents the educational actions that 
contribute to school success for all. This publication is the result of 
the first year of INCLUD-ED. Strategies for inclusion and social 
cohesion in Europe from education project (2006-2011). The main 
findings that are presented here derive from an exhaustive analysis of 
research, educational reforms, and data from international surveys.  

The European Commission defined educational success as a decrease 
in dropout rates, completion of upper secondary education and 
participation in tertiary education.1 Educational success is related to 
social inclusion2 and access to all areas of society, including 
employment, housing, health, politics, and the access to resources. It 
is crucial to develop high-quality educational systems that help 
guarantee full social inclusion for everyone, and contribute to the 
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development of a competitive and dynamic knowledge-based 
economy. This would in turn contribute to achieve greater social 
cohesion, which “builds on the social ties established through 
economic, cultural, political and civil institutions, and organisations”.3  

In front of that need, the main objective of the INCLUD-ED project is 
to analyse educational strategies that contribute to social 
cohesion and educational strategies that lead to social 
exclusion, in the context of the European knowledge based 
society, providing key elements and action lines to improve 
educational and social policy. INCLUD-ED is divided into six 
projects, each with its own objective contributing to the overall aim. 
This publication includes the results of Project 1 (European educational 
systems: connecting theories, reforms, and outcomes), which was 
conducted during the first year of INCLUD-ED.  

The first project of INCLUD-ED implied the analysis of the academic 
literature on educational reforms, theories and policy developments in 
Europe, the study of the educational reforms of twenty-six Member 
States, and the secondary analysis of international datasets for an 
examination of the main educational outcomes in Europe. This 
publication gathers the results of all those analyses. It presents the 
actions which help increase educational opportunities and results, 
especially for students belonging to specific vulnerable groups. Five 
different social groups were targeted due to their special condition of 
being socially vulnerable. 

 Women: the INCLUD-ED project takes the inequalities affecting 
women in the central areas of the project (education, employment, 
health, housing, and political participation) into account through the 
intersectional dimension of inequality.  

Youth: young people at risk, taking into consideration the different 
dimensions involved in social vulnerability, their age, the process of 
school failure, segregation in schools, and educational exclusion.  

Migrants and cultural groups: successful actions identified by the 
research are oriented towards reducing the levels of poverty and social 
exclusion of migrants and cultural groups such as Roma people. In 
order to do so, the objective is to increase school success and social 
inclusion in different areas of society (employment, health, housing 
and political participation) for these vulnerable groups to the same 
level as the majority population.   

People with disabilities: the INCLUD-ED project is focused on 
studying how it is possible to transform the educational experience of 
people with disabilities, improving their educational attainment and 
their educational process, in order to increase their opportunities for 
inclusion into the labour market and participation in other spheres of 
life, such as health, politics or housing.  

Therefore it shows what helps all students (also those belonging to 
vulnerable groups) perform better in schools and be more fully 
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included into both school and society. Far from providing an exhaustive 
description of educational actions in the different European countries, 
or making a comparative analysis, this publication presents the 
strategies that help identify exclusionary or inclusive processes 
in European educational systems, paying special attention to 
the strategies that lead to inclusion. 

 
This publication has three main chapters:  
 
-  The first one focuses on what we already knew about student 

grouping and academic success: tracking, streaming and 
heterogeneous groups. It also defines and classifies the types of 
streaming.  
 

-  Chapter two provides a new classification of three ways of student 
grouping: mixture, streaming and inclusion, and how resources 
are used in each of them. A classification of types of inclusion is 
also presented.  
 

-  Chapter three includes two main themes. The first one focuses on 
the relationship between student achievement and the education 
of all social agents (teachers, families, and other community 
members). The second theme deepens in the relationship between 
different types of family and community participation in 
schools and their respective influence on student achievement.  

 
Generally, the publication pays special attention to vulnerable 
groups, in particular: women, young people, migrants, cultural 
minorities, and people with disabilities. They are more likely to be 
affected by exclusionary actions and, often, the educational provisions 
developed to address their disadvantages actually lead to their 
educational exclusion and failure at school. Finally, the 
recommendations chapter highlights key messages from scientific 
research that are crucial for policy makers and other social agents to 
engage in actions for the success of all students. 
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 Chapter 1 

 
What we already knew about student  

grouping and academic results 
 

 

The grouping of students, whether or not students are separated 
according to their ability, and the use of resources are two central 
topics discussed in this chapter. Our review of the literature, the 
examination of recent European educational reforms, and an analysis of 
existing international datasets have all pointed to these two aspects as 
crucial points related to academic success.  

The first two sections of this chapter focus on the distinction between 
two different forms of segregation: tracking, which involves separating 
students into different schools based on their ability (1.1.); and 
streaming, which involves separating students by ability within a given 
school (1.2.). Next, we provide a classification of different types of 
streaming (1.3). After reviewing the literature, we present the effects of 
educating students in heterogeneous groups (1.4).  

 

1.1. Tracking. Different schools leading to unequal   

  opportunities 

 

In Europe, tracking1 involves separating students into different schools. 
Specifically, the European Commission defines early tracking as “the 
segregation of children into separate schools based on ability before the 
age of 13. While this does not necessarily involve a division into 
academic/general and vocational tracks, in practice this tends to be the 
case”. 2 It is also pointed out that early tracking, between the ages of 
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ten and twelve is common in various school systems. Several studies 
have focused on analysing the effects not only of early tracking, but 
also of tracking before the age of 16. They have found that tracking 
before the age of 16 generates inequalities and that the earlier 
the tracking starts, the greater these inequalities are. This is 
because the students placed on the lower tracks are provided with 
lower levels of education and limited options for retraining and 
reintegration into educational systems. In other words, the education 
that they do get often leads them into dead ends.3   

Indeed, it has been since several decades ago that studies in the social 
sciences have shown that tracking produces inequalities.4 Today, 
international surveys provide data that support these earlier findings. 
These quantitative findings show that differences in performance 
between students become larger in those educational systems which 
implement tracking at an early age. An example was found through an 
analysis of the effects of tracking before the age of 16 carried out by a 
study5 which compared the Progress in International Reading Literacy 
Study (PIRLS)6 test scores of 9-year-olds on reading literacy, and those 
of 15-year olds in the section on reading performance in the Program 
for International Student Assessment (PISA).7 In 9 out of 10 countries 
that track children under the age of 16-Czech Republic, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, the Russian 
Federation, and the Slovak Republic- the differences in performance 
scores between students at age 9 (when PIRLS takes place) became 
greater at age 15 (when the PISA assessment takes place). In the 
interval between these two surveys students in these countries are 
placed on different tracks.  

The same study demonstrated that the opposite pattern occurs in those 
countries which provide a comprehensive education system until 
students reach the age of 16. Only in Latvia an increase in the 
inequalities between the two evaluations occurred. In the rest of the 
countries, inequalities decreased during that period. Thus, through this 
comparison, it was demonstrated that tracking before the age of 16 
is associated with increased inequality in student performance.  

The analysis conducted within the INCLUD-ED project revealed the need 
to complement the European Commission’s definition of early tracking 
with the concepts of mid-tracking and late tracking. We define mid-
tracking as the segregation of children into separate schools based on 
ability after age 13 and before age 16. Any kind of separation by 
abilities in secondary education between ages 16 and 18 will be 
referred to as late tracking.8 

In addition, early tracking has a clear impact on the educational 
attainment9 of students from disadvantaged backgrounds. The 
European Commission10 stresses that early tracking has an 
especially negative effect on children from families with low 
socio-economic status. Various studies highlight the effects of 
tracking on these students before they are 16, pointing out that the 
earlier the tracking starts, the more the inequalities between students 
from different socio-economic backgrounds are. 
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It has been found11 that while early tracking increases benefits for 
students who have highly educated parents, late tracking reduces the 
relative advantage of these children, and therefore facilitates the 
educational mobility of students from families with a low level of 
education. That is, late tracking makes children’s educational 
achievement being less dependent on their parents’ level of education. 
Sweden in the 1950s and Finland in the 1980s carried out educational 
reforms in which tracking was delayed until students were 16. The 
curriculum was also unified. All these actions led to an improvement in 
educational attainment in these countries.12 

These contributions from social and educational science research in 
regard to the effects of tracking on inequalities have been subsequently 
corroborated by data from international assessments. PISA 2006,13 for 
example, provides evidence that higher inequalities between schools14 
tend to occur in countries where students are grouped into separate 
schools by ability (tracking). It also indicates that tracking increases the 
inequalities between students from different socio-economic 
backgrounds. International data15 also shows that in countries with less 
variation between schools, a higher proportion of students from low 
socio-economic backgrounds are involved in higher education. 

Two groups of students – cultural minorities and immigrant populations 
– can be particularly vulnerable to educational and social exclusion, 
since students in these groups usually experience practices that result 
in their segregation. Indeed, a greater proportion of minority and 
low-income students has been found on lower tracks.16 For 
example, Romani children are overrepresented in special education 
programmes17 in several central and eastern European countries.18 It 
has been demonstrated that students who spent their elementary years 
in segregated minority schools were less likely to be placed on a 
college-bound track,19 and experienced significantly higher dropout 
levels and poor preparation for higher education.20  

In Europe, a review21 of recent research in ten22 Western European 
countries on the educational and labour market outcomes of second-
generation minorities found that some minorities are particularly 
disadvantaged in their education, and in their access to the labour 
market and occupational attainment. Along these lines, the European 
Commission’s Green Paper entitled Migration and mobility: Challenges 
and opportunities for the EU education system23 stresses that at the 
secondary education level, immigrant pupils are over-
represented in vocationally oriented schools that typically do 
not lead to higher education. Recent data collected in international 
surveys support these findings.  For example, Eurostat data show that 
the 2005 rate of school leavers was 30.1% for non-native students and 
only 13% for native students.24 PISA data corroborate this, indicating 
that students with an immigrant background score lower on reading, 
mathematics and science in comparison to native students.25  

Tracking can also affect certain students’ later access to higher 
education. For example, some vocational training programmes26 
promote further training through specialisation, reducing the impact of 
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parental background. In these cases, vocational training programmes 
provide education to people with low education levels and facilitate 
their inclusion into the labour market and society more generally. 
However, such programmes can also have negative consequences 
when students’ choice reduces their educational and social 
opportunities further. 

Additionally, tracking reinforces the influence of family 
background not only on educational attainment but also on 
labour market outcomes.27 Tracking influences the probability of 
being employed, unemployed or out of the workforce, as well as the 
earnings. In the low tracks, the educational level that students achieve 
is lower, and it has been evidenced that the level of education is 
clearly connected to long-term opportunities to be included 
into the labour market. The impact the educational level has on 
employment has been widely reported by economists of education.28 
For example, it is known that young people with lower levels of 
education (especially those who do not complete upper secondary 
education) have greater economic uncertainty in their working life and 
are likely to spend more time in unemployment than people with 
higher levels of education.29 Compared to those with more education, 
those who have less are more vulnerable to labour market instability, 
and are more likely to have non-standard employment contracts.30 On 
average, in the OECD countries the percentage of people aged 
between 25 and 29 who are unemployed and not in education is 2,5 
times higher for those who have less than upper secondary education, 
compared to people with tertiary education. This percentage is almost 
twice as high as for people who have upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education.31  

Therefore, higher levels of education are connected to further 
employment opportunities. This, in turn, means that placing 
students on educational tracks that will prevent them from 
further continuing their secondary studies can lead to being 
excluded from the workforce throughout life. In addition, those 
young people with few qualifications are the ones who less often take 
part in training during their working lives and who have fewer 
opportunities to update their skills.32  

The effect of educational level on labour opportunities is reflected not 
only by employment rates but also by the quality of the employment 
obtained, shown, for example, on job stability, wages and earnings. 
There is a relationship between dropping out and having less access to 
work or earning low wages33.  

OECD data34 supports these arguments. People with less than upper 
secondary education have substantially lower earnings than those with 
upper secondary, post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education. 
In 17 out of 25 countries35, more than 65% of people with less than 
upper secondary education are at or below the median level of 
earnings. This percentage decreases as the level of education rises. On 
the other hand, in 19 out of 25 countries36, more than 70% of those 
with tertiary education (especially type A37 and advanced research 
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programmes) earn above the median level. The earning advantage of 
people who have gained more education as compared to those with 
less education can be observed within various age groups.38  

In addition, tracking does not answer the needs of the labour 
market. In the past, tracking met social and economic needs, 
providing, on the one hand, academically proficient students to pursue 
further education and careers and, on the other hand, non-
academically oriented students who were prepared to enter the labour 
force. At that time, the economy had a need for both groups. 
However, that distinction no longer holds in today’s knowledge 
societies.39 Therefore, tracking does not prepare all students (mainly 
those in the lower tracks) to meet the long-term requirements of the 
labour market.  

In conclusion, tracking prevents many students from reaching 
their full educational potential and hinders later employability 
and mobility in the labour market. However, as evidence shows, 
when educational systems postpone tracking, they reduce the 
inequalities between students and schools. In addition, avoiding 
mid-tracking can often help guarantee that educational systems 
provide individuals with the skills and tools that can help them find 
work, in the long term if they wish. Ending with mid-tracking can also 
help young people continue their education if they want. Such 
measures would give all students more opportunities to respond to the 
needs of the labour market throughout their adult lives; this is, these 
measures will facilitate lifelong inclusion, so that students will have 
more possibilities to fully enjoy potential social opportunities, 
overcoming inequalities and avoiding postponed exclusion.  

 

 
Tracking deeply affects students’ academic achievement 

and their subsequent employment opportunities. The earlier 
tracking starts, the greater the inequalities between 

students on different tracks are. 
 

 

1.2. Streaming. Different teaching for diverse students: 

increasing inequalities within schools 

As defined by the European Commission, streaming40 consists of 
“tailoring the curriculum to different groups of children based on ability 
within one school”.41 

The effects of streaming on student achievement are identified in four 
areas: 1) student learning; 2) student expectations and self-esteem; 3) 
the peer effect; 4) mobility; and 5) the characteristics of students who 
are more affected by streaming. Table 1 summarises the main 
conclusions drawn from the literature review regarding the effects of 
streaming.  
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TABLE 1:  EEffffeeccttss  ooff  SSttrreeaammiinngg  
 

1. EFFECTS ON 
LEARNING  

� Streaming does not increase, but may in fact reduce, 
the overall performance of all students in schools where 
it is implemented. 

� Streaming increases the differences between students’ 
performance. 

� Either high achievers benefit or their attainment is 
unaffected by streaming. 

� Streaming diminishes learning and achievement in low 
achievers by watering down the materials and content, 
and reducing the time spent on instructional activities.  

� Streaming contributes to a higher likelihood of students 
dropping out. 

� Streaming diminishes students’ learning opportunities 
and achievement by reducing the quality and pace of 
instruction. 

2. EFFECTS ON 
EXPECTATIONS 
AND SELF-
STEEM 

 

� Streaming lowers the expectations of lower ability 
groups.  

� Streaming reduces students’ academic self-esteem and 
feelings of competence. 

� Streaming contributes to segregation, categorisation, 
stigmatisation and social stratification. 

3. EFFECTS ON 
PEER EFFECT 

 

� Streaming diminishes students’ learning opportunities 
and achievement by reducing the peer effect that high-
ability students have on low-ability students. 

4. EFFECTS ON 
MOBILITY 
BETWEEN 
STREAMS  

 

� Streaming reduces the possibilities of upward mobility 
between streams and decreases satisfaction with the 
stream placement.  

5. WHO IS THE 
MOST 
EFFECTED?  

� Members of vulnerable groups are more likely to be 
assigned to low-achieving groups. 

� Segregation of children with disabilities does not 
improve their learning, but learning is reduced in 
segregated groups.  

Source: INCLUD-ED 
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In what follows, these main findings are described. 

11))  EEffffeeccttss  oonn  lleeaarrnniinngg: Streaming damages low-achieving students 
because students in low ability groups are provided poorer learning 
opportunities.42 The low ability groups tend to spend more time on non-
instructional activities, have fewer opportunities to choose reading 
materials, and are less often encouraged to think critically.43 In general, 
students in low-ability groups are exposed to substantially less 
material, are given lower quality instruction, and are expected to 
achieve a lower level of basic skills compared to students in middle- or 
high-ability groups.44 Also, the pace of instruction is slower in these 
streams.  

The fact that in the lower streams there is an impoverished learning 
environment and poor quality of interaction deeply affects the academic 
achievement of low achievers. Indeed, when streamed and non-
streamed schools are compared, it is found that low achievers in the 
streamed schools are exposed to less and lower levels of academic 
material compared to students with an equivalent level of achievement 
placed in non-streamed schools. In the latter schools, the presence of 
low achievers in heterogeneous classes does not cause teachers to slow 
down the curriculum. Instead, this appears to allow low achievers to 
benefit from the same richer and more quickly-paced curriculum offered 
to the upper stream. Therefore, the stream in which a given student is 
placed makes a great difference to their performance, compared to the 
school they attend. However, students and families have little influence 
on the decision about the stream they or their children are assigned to.  

In addition, it has been found that whereas teachers overestimate the 
abilities of students in the top streams, and are very demanding of 
those students, teachers underestimate the capability of students in the 
low streams. Moreover, working-class students are more likely to be 
placed in lower streams than middle-class students. Finally, the schools 
in which the differences between students are smaller are those in 
which streaming is delayed.  

 

Therefore, curriculum differentiation has distinct effects for high- and 
low-achieving students.45 While high-achieving students (assigned to 
the upper streams) tend to benefit from a system involving streaming, 
low-achieving students (assigned to the lower streams) achieve better 
results in some heterogeneous classes, as will be later explained.    

Overall, streaming practices do not accelerate learning for at-risk 
students, but slow it down, perpetuating the inequalities between 
students placed in different streams.  

22))  EEffffeeccttss  oonn  ssttuuddeennttss’’  sseellff--eesstteeeemm  aanndd  oonn  tteeaacchheerrss’’  
eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss:  Lower academic self-esteem, feelings of inferiority, 
shame, anger, and having an external locus of control are commonly 
expressed in students assigned to the lower streams as compared to 
their counterparts in mixed-ability classes.46 
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Students do not like to be in the lowest stream. Contrarily, they prefer 
to be in the highest ability group because it is connected to status and 
feelings of superiority.47 In addition, those in the highest group are 
more satisfied with their classroom activities in contrast with those in 
the lowest group who seem to have the most negative attitudes.  

Besides, the majority of students are aware of the grouping structures 
in their school and of their position within the different streams.48 
Students mainly accept the rationale behind the way they are grouped 
but ability grouping makes the students being more aware of their 
differences, legitimates distinct treatment for students, and facilitates 
the establishment of their place in the social hierarchy. Ability grouping 
has also been found to be related to teasing and stigmatisation.  

Streaming also influences teachers’ expectations,49 which can affect 
teachers’ own attitudes and behaviour towards particular students, 
affecting their learning and achievement. In this regard, the teaching in 
high streams tends to be faster and more challenging, while that for low 
streams tends to be slower and less demanding. More structured work, 
more repetition and fewer opportunities for discussion are also found in 
the high streams.  

33))  IImmppaacctt  oonn  tthhee  ppeeeerr  eeffffeecctt:: Streaming diminishes low and 
average-ability students’ opportunities from benefiting of the peer 
effect which results from interacting with high-ability students. In other 
words, because of the separation by abilities, students of low and 
average ability are prevented from experiencing the positive impact 
that high-ability students may have on their achievement.50 

44))  EEffffeeccttss  oonn  mmoobbiilliittyy  bbeettwweeeenn  ssttrreeaammss:: While there can be 
considerable mobility between ability groups,51 there are some 
characteristics of students that are linked to the probability of moving 
to a higher or a lower stream. A change of stream and dropping out 
have been found to be associated with being female and older, and 
having low income. For students who are already at a greater risk, 
these factors increase the chances of moving into lower streams or 
dropping out.  

It is also important to consider here the students’ dissatisfaction with 
their stream placement and the opportunities for mobility.52 Research 
indicates that a substantial proportion of students say that they would 
like to change their stream. For example, one study showed that in 
mathematics, which had the highest level of ability grouping, 38% of 
students were unhappy with their placement. In most cases, the 
students said they would like to move upward, mainly because they 
were currently being given an inappropriate level of work, which 
students perceived as too easy (sometimes as too difficult). This issue 
could be resolved if students could move freely between ability groups. 
However, schools rarely help students to do so.  

55))  WWhhoo  iiss  tthhee  mmoosstt  aaffffeecctteedd??  Regarding the social characteristics of 
students,53 ethnicity, students’ prior achievement, and socioeconomic 
background are positively associated with the implementation of 
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streaming in high schools.54 Ability grouping creates low ability classes 
that contain a disproportionate number of students from cultural and 
ethnic minorities and students from working-class and low 
socioeconomic backgrounds.55 For the case of cultural minorities, the 
effects of ability grouping on learning opportunities are especially 
damaging.  

In conclusion, some groups of students are more likely to be 
affected by streaming practices than others. Those groups are 
immigrants, cultural minorities and students with disabilities. Streaming 
practices have been formally intended – or at least justified – to 
address these students’ disadvantages. However, the effectiveness of 
streaming in doing so is quite open to question. Indeed, the negative 
effects of streaming are accentuated among these students, in terms of 
both school success and social inclusion. Streaming blocks the 
development of positive relationships across ethnic groups, and 
affects the opportunities to develop interethnic friendships. 
Without such relationships it is hard to achieve interracial 
understanding and tolerance, and to address racist perceptions.56  

By contrast, there are other programmes that have specifically focused 
on immigrant students to help them integrate into schools and 
society.57 Immigrant students and those from cultural and ethnic 
minorities need to learn the official language quickly so they can do as 
well in school as native students, and become fully integrated. 
Therefore, educational support can be provided for immigrant children 
who are not proficient in the language of the host country, so they are 
not at disadvantage in comparison to native children.58  

However, some programmes that aim to help these students overcome 
their academic disadvantage, or to maintain their culture and language, 
can lead to more segregation or block these students’ integration into 
the mainstream educational system.59 Our review of educational 
systems demonstrates that, even unintentionally, not only ability 
grouping, but also other streaming measures, such as remedial groups 
or segregated support outside the regular classroom, are applied to 
minority students. Nonetheless, these practices could be re-oriented so 
that they avoid segregation and respond to minority students’ needs 
while ensuring that these students learn as much as students from 
mainstream groups.  

Overall, streaming does not improve the academic results of low-
achievers. It leads to poorer results for specific vulnerable groups of 
students, including immigrants, members of cultural minorities, and 
students with disabilities. Moreover, streaming makes it harder to 
achieve equity and democracy in educational practice, as those 
terms mean not only the right to be educated in a non-segregated 
environment, but also the right to achieve equity in learning 
opportunities in order to be socially included in the future. Therefore, 
reducing streaming may increase the opportunities for all 
students to be included in society.  
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Summary: 

Streaming does not improve, or even worsens, the 
overall performance of low-achievers. Streaming also 

increases the differences between students’ 
performance: it reduces the performance of low-achieving 

students, while high-achievers either benefit from 
streaming or their attainment is unaffected. 

Vulnerable groups are particularly affected by 

streaming, both with regards to learning opportunities 
and inter-group relations. 

 

 

1.3. Types of Streaming in Europe 

Four types of Streaming have been defined in order to facilitate a more 
accurate analysis of the use of these actions, as well as to better 
understand their impact on student’s academic achievement. The 
following table presents the four types of streaming and their 
description:  
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TABLE 2:  TTyyppeess  ooff  SSttrreeaammiinngg  
 

TYPES OF 
STREAMING 

DESCRIPTION 

1. Organisation 
of classroom 
activities 
according to 
ability levels 

� Teaching should be adapted to the different needs and 
paces of students. 

� Higher and lower performing students are grouped 
separately within the same classroom or in different ones. 

� Ability groups are usually implemented to teach 
instrumental subjects. They are most often used in 
secondary education and they usually precede further 
tracking.  

� This grouping can have a negative impact on students’ 
educational success and social inclusion.  

� They are often based on the individual teachers’ or schools’ 
decisions. 

� Members of vulnerable groups are often assigned to low-
achieving groups. 

2. Remedial 
groups and 
support 
segregated 
from the 
regular 
classroom 

� Created for children with particular learning needs or those 
at risk of social exclusion. 

� Students are segregated from the regular classroom during 
school hours to give them additional support.  

� This action is most often used for students in special 
education, along with immigrant students, members of 
cultural minority groups, and those who do not master the 
language of instruction. 

� Ends up labelling students and reducing instruction. 

3. Exclusionary 
individualised 
curriculum 

� The official curriculum is adapted to the level of 
competence of a particular student (or group of students), 
involving lowering its level. 

� This approach is often used for specific groups of students: 
those assigned to special education, immigrants, and 
language learners. 

4. Exclusionary 
choice 

� Choosing a subject or a group of subjects leads to unequal 
academic and social opportunities for the future.  

� When this happens, the choice of subjects or “streams” is 
often strongly associated with the social and economic 
status of the family and the teacher’s expectations. 

Source: INCLUD-ED 
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1.4. Heterogeneous Groups. Effects of educating diverse 

 students together 

 
Research has identified a series of effects related to heterogeneous 
groups that allow for dialogue, interaction, and cooperation. Table 2 
shows a summary of those effects, differentiating between effects on 
achievement and other effects. In chapter 2 we will clarify which 
heterogeneous groups lead to these effects and which do not.   
 
 
 

TABLE 3:  EEffffeeccttss  ooff  hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ggrroouuppss 

 
1. EFFECTS ON   

ACHIEVEMENT  
� Cooperative and dialogic learning, potential ways to 
organize heterogeneous classrooms, have a positive impact 
on learning achievement, for both high and low achievers. 

� Low achievers benefit from the pace of instruction of high-
ability groups. 

� When the classroom and the resources are appropriately 
organised, students with disabilities do better academically 
and develop a better self-concept in the regular classroom 
than in segregated rooms. 

� The inclusion of students with disabilities has no negative 
effects on their peers’ performance, and provides new 
learning opportunities for all. 

2. OTHER 
EFFECTS  

� Peer interactions facilitate mutual respect, solidarity, 
acceptance of diversity (in terms of disability, culture, 
gender and attainment level) and collaboration. 

� Cooperative and dialogic learning promote better 
behaviour, cooperativeness and altruism.  

� In heterogeneous groups, students with disabilities have 
more opportunities to interact, receive more support, 
develop better social skills and relationships, and are better 
prepared to be independent in the future. 

Source: INCLUD-ED 

 

11))  TThhee  eeffffeeccttss  ooff  hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ggrroouuppiinngg  oonn  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt::  
Cooperative and dialogic learning60 improve academic achievement and 
coexistence in heterogeneous classrooms. In cooperative learning, 
students work in heterogeneous learning groups, maintaining both 
group goals and individual accountability. This practice also has positive 
effects on achievement and self-esteem.61 
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Despite sometimes teachers or parents worry that cooperation between 
students with different levels of attainment will hold high achievers 
back, there is no support from research for such claim. Indeed, high 
achievers gain from cooperation (relative to high achievers in traditional 
classes) just as much as low and average achievers do.62  

Dialogic and cooperative learning also succeed in including students 
with disabilities in mixed groups to work with non-disabled peers. 
Cooperation and dialogue between disabled children and their non-
disabled peers increases academic achievement and self-esteem for all 
students. Non-disabled students are less likely to reject their 
mainstream classmates, and there are significant improvements in 
relationships between mainstreamed academically disabled students 
and their non-disabled peers.  

For slower learners, cooperative learning benefits are also superior to 
the ones obtained in competitive learning situations because in the 
latter is harder for students with a slower pace to compete 
successfully.63 The cooperative and dialogic models are based on 
positive interdependence within a group of students.64 They aim to 
organise the classroom so that students become a valuable resource. 
Thus, students who need help can rely on support and feedback from 
their peers. This structure helps to accommodate students with diverse 
abilities and produces more meaningful interactions between students 
as well as a sense of positive interdependence, which also contributes 
to better peer relations.  

22))  OOtthheerr  eeffffeeccttss:: Heterogeneous groups may increase students’ self-
esteem and help create positive peer relationships. This is especially 
important in classrooms with students from different backgrounds. 

In that sense, a relationship has been found between students helping 
each other in heterogeneous groups and students feeling control over 
their own fate in school, and also with being cooperative and 
altruistic.65 Moreover, when working dialogically and cooperatively 
students from families with low socioeconomic status and who were at 
greater risk of suffering social inequalities have better attendance and 
behaviour.  

Diverse interactions also help students develop positive values and 
attitudes. In a study on the effects of collaborative interactions in 
relation to achieving more inclusive settings, it was found that those 
interactions not only promoted mathematical learning in small groups, 
but also mutual respect, solidarity and the acceptance of diversity.66  
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Summary: 

In some Heterogeneous classrooms it is possible to 
achieve positive results, both for high and low achievers, 

and to reduce differences in attainment between 
students. In addition, interaction, cooperation and 

dialogue between students with different performance 
levels have a positive impact on inter-group relations, 

behaviour, and the development of socials skills. 

 

MMaaiinn  ccoonnttrriibbuuttiioonnss  ffrroomm  CChhaapptteerr  11  

  
 

WHAT WE ALREADY KNEW ABOUT STUDENT GROUPING AND ACADEMIC 
RESULTS  

  TTrraacckkiinngg  ccoonnssiissttss  oonn  ssttuuddeennttss  bbeeiinngg  sseeppaarraatteedd  iinnttoo  ddiiffffeerreenntt  sscchhoooollss  
ddeeppeennddiinngg  oonn  tthheeiirr  aabbiilliittyy,,  wwhhiicchh  ddeeeeppllyy  aaffffeeccttss  tthheeiirr  aaccaaddeemmiicc  
aacchhiieevveemmeenntt  aanndd  tthheeiirr  ssuubbsseeqquueenntt  eemmppllooyymmeenntt  ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess..  TThhee  
eeaarrlliieerr  ttrraacckkiinngg  ssttaarrttss,,  tthhee  ggrreeaatteerr  tthhee  iinneeqquuaalliittiieess  bbeettwweeeenn  
ssttuuddeennttss  oonn  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ttrraacckkss  aarree..    

  SSttrreeaammiinngg  ccoonnssiissttss  oonn  aaddaappttiinngg  tthhee  ccuurrrriiccuulluumm  ttoo  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ggrroouuppss  
ooff  cchhiillddrreenn  bbaasseedd  oonn  tthheeiirr  aabbiilliittyy  lleevveellss..  TThhiiss  hhaappppeennss  wwiitthhiinn  tthhee  
sscchhooooll  aanndd  iitt  iiss  oofftteenn  iimmpplleemmeenntteedd  tthhrroouugghh  aabbiilliittyy  ggrroouuppiinngg..  
SSttrreeaammiinngg  ddooeess  nnoott  iimmpprroovvee,,  iinnddeeeedd  ccaann  ddeeccrreeaassee,,  tthhee  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  
ooff  llooww  aacchhiieevveerrss,,  aanndd  iinnccrreeaasseess  tthhee  ddiiffffeerreenncceess  bbeettwweeeenn  ssttuuddeennttss’’  
ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee..    

  FFoouurr  ttyyppeess  ooff  SSttrreeaammiinngg  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  ddeeffiinneedd::    
••  OOrrggaanniissaattiioonn  ooff  ccllaassssrroooomm  aaccttiivviittiieess  aaccccoorrddiinngg  ttoo  aabbiilliittyy  lleevveellss  
••  RReemmeeddiiaall  ggrroouuppss  aanndd  ssuuppppoorrtt  sseeggrreeggaatteedd  ffrroomm  tthhee  rreegguullaarr  

ccllaassssrroooomm  
••  EExxcclluussiioonnaarryy  iinnddiivviidduuaalliisseedd  ccuurrrriiccuulluumm  
••  EExxcclluussiioonnaarryy  cchhooiiccee  

  
  VVuullnneerraabbllee  ggrroouuppss  aarree  ppaarrttiiccuullaarrllyy  aaffffeecctteedd  bbyy  ssttrreeaammiinngg,,  bbootthh  wwiitthh  
rreeggaarrddss  ttoo  lleeaarrnniinngg  ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess  aanndd  iinntteerr--ggrroouupp  rreellaattiioonnsshhiippss..  
  

  IInn  ssoommee  hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ccllaassssrroooommss,,  ssttuuddeennttss  wwiitthh  ddiiffffeerreenntt  lleevveellss  
ooff  aabbiilliittyy  ccaann  iinnccrreeaassee  tthheeiirr  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt..  AAtt  tthhee  ssaammee  ttiimmee,,  
iinntteerraaccttiioonn  aanndd  ccooooppeerraattiioonn  aammoonngg  hhiigghh  aanndd  llooww  aacchhiieevveerrss  
ffaacciilliittaatteess  tthhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  ssoocciiaall  sskkiillllss  aanndd  ccaann  iimmpprroovvee  iinntteerr--
ggrroouupp  rreellaattiioonnss..  
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            Chapter 2 
 

How can we group students and use the available 
resources to achieve academic success for everyone? 
The classification of Mixture, Streaming and Inclusion 

 

2.1 Heterogeneous groups which lead to failure, and 

heterogeneous groups which lead to success  

 

In today’s knowledge society, European school systems are facing new 
challenges. Therefore they need new approaches to help students 
achieve more and become more included, while using the available 
resources. Addressing this need, INCLUD-ED provides a new 
classification of three different types of student grouping: mixture, 
streaming, and inclusion. This is a key contribution in order to better 
understand how all students’ needs are met through different kinds of 
classroom arrangements and the results associated with them. This 
classification also sheds light on the different results that 
heterogeneous groups can achieve, showing that not all heterogeneous 
groups are successful.  
 
Mixture is the option of continuing a traditional classroom set-up, with 
students of the same age, but without addressing the increasing 
diversity of needs found among the student body. Traditional 
classrooms had, for example, one teacher working with 24 students 
who were very culturally homogenous. Today, many classrooms are 
maintaining that same setting but with students who are very diverse in 
their cultures and abilities. This frequently ends up with the teacher 
attending the students who do well and leaving the others behind until 
they become school leavers or drop out. 
 
As a response to such traditional classrooms, some countries have 
developed different forms of streaming. For instance, in a regular 
classroom with 24 students, in some subjects, the teacher will work 
with the 17 “easier” students while another teacher works with the 
seven “difficult” ones, who are usually either immigrants, members of 
minority groups, or children from disadvantaged background. Another 
possibility within the streaming approach is to permanently group 
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students based on their ability in all subjects.  If a school has two 
classrooms of 24 students of the same age, the 24 with higher abilities 
will be placed in one classroom and the other 24 will be placed in the 
other one.  
 
Moving beyond mixture and streaming, an increasing number of schools 
are implementing inclusion. Instead of separating the 24 children by 
ability (the 17 “best” students with one teacher and the seven 
struggling students with another teacher), the two teachers can 
collaborate in the same classroom and group the 24 children into four 
heterogeneous groups in which students work collaboratively. Other 
adults, family members or other volunteers can participate in the 
classroom and provide extra support to the students. This is, for 
example, the structure of Interactive Groups, which research has found 
to be a very successful way of heterogeneous grouping.  
 
Inclusion classrooms arrangements are succeeding, since they enhance 
instrumental learning (in all subjects) and also help students with 
learning values and in their emotional development. They also go 
beyond cooperative learning, restricted to students, and move towards 
dialogic learning1, which engages family members and the whole 
community in the entire learning process, including the regular 
classroom activities.  
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FIGURE 4:  MMiixxttuurree,,  SSttrreeaammiinngg  aanndd  IInncclluussiioonn 
 

 MIXTURE STREAMING INCLUSION 

Basis 
Equal opportunity Difference Equality of results / Equality of 

differences 

Student 

Grouping 
Heterogeneous Homogeneous Heterogeneous 

Human 
resources 

1 teacher More than 1 teacher More than 1 teacher 

All together 
or separated? 

Together Separate Together Separate 

 1) Mixed ability 
classrooms 

1) Classroom 
activities are 
organised according 
to ability level. 

a. ability groups in 
different classrooms 

b. ability groups in 
the same classroom 

1) Hetero-
geneous 
ability 
classrooms 
with 
reallocation 
of resources 

2) Inclusive 
split classes 
with mixed- 
ability 
students 

  2) Remedial groups 
and support are 
segregated from 
the regular 
classroom. 

 

Source: INCLUD-ED 

 
Inclusionary actions are those that provide the necessary 
support to all students through maintaining a common learning 
environment and reorganising the existing resources. The 
importance on this latter aspect relies on the idea of a better use of 
existing resources instead of claiming for additional ones.   

The scientific literature has identified different actions as supporting 
inclusion. One of these involves providing extra assistance for low 
achievers, using peer tutors, voluntary tutors or teachers. Another 
action is extending the learning time for low achievers and providing 
pre-teaching or remedial classes linked to the regular classroom work, 
to help students meet the requirements of the curriculum. Other 
strategies are putting students to work in heterogeneous groups and 
promoting interaction between students with different abilities.2  
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Besides, in order to narrow the achievement gap in non-streamed 
heterogeneous groups and to build equitable classrooms, teachers 
need to work towards equal status, promoting balanced interaction 
between students and creating small learning groups. To produce 
equal-status interactions in the classroom is necessary to encourage 
self-responsibility amongst students and ensure that they are engaged 
in their peers’ learning. 

Importantly, non-segregated or heterogeneous groups can be 
implemented in different ways. More specifically, in INCLUD-ED 
two very different forms of heterogeneous groups have been 
identified and defined: mixture and inclusion. Each form has 
different consequences for students. The first form, mixture, refers to 
traditional heterogeneous classrooms where all students are together 
with often one adult, the teacher. These groups constitute non-
segregated settings, but in them students can experience low self-
esteem about their competence and low academic performance 
because the teacher in charge cannot attend all of them. This has been 
specifically proven in relation to students with disabilities.3 Therefore, 
in a non-segregated and heterogeneous classroom certain 
students can be in vulnerable positions if they do not have 
enough support. The second form, inclusion, refers to actions which 
involve two main characteristics: the education of students in 
heterogeneous groups and the reallocation of human resources 
in those groups. These resources are the already available ones 
in the school to attend diversity but, in inclusion, they are used 
in the regular classroom for the benefit of all students.  

The inclusion in heterogeneous classrooms of more human resources 
multiplies the interactions in the classrooms, which is in line with what 
contemporary learning theories indicate as the main tool for learning. 
Both streaming and mixture are based on other conceptions of learning 
that were developed during the industrial era. In those conceptions it 
was understood that, primarily, learning depends on the relationship 
between students and the classroom teacher. Therefore, actions based 
on those theories did not include other human resources in the 
classrooms, such as parents and community members. Differently, 
today’s conceptions of learning, such as that of dialogic 
learning emphasize the fact that students learn through 
interaction and dialogue with all the educational agents with 
whom they relate in the school and beyond.4 These contemporary 
understandings of learning also take into account the role that teachers 
and professionals play in helping students learn, but they emphasize 
the importance of interactions with many other adults and peers for 
children’s cognitive development.5 Actions based on the dialogic 
learning approach look for increasing the interactions with a wide 
diversity of agents around learning activities. 

Heterogeneous classrooms which include reallocated human resources 
can engage a diverse range of professionals, volunteers, and families in 
the room supporting the students’ learning. Interactions among all 
these educational agents and students benefit all students’ learning 
(from literacy to mathematics) and also help students and families 
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from different cultures to live together. The diverse cultural 
backgrounds of the adults involved in the classrooms exposes students 
to new experiences and knowledge. This enriches the learning of all 
children, and has a positive impact on the identity of minority students, 
and on their academic expectations6. 

The benefits of reallocated human resources in the classrooms become 
very clear in the case of students with disabilities. The addition of 
special education teachers in the regular classroom, providing extra 
instruction and support to students with disabilities7 and also 
supporting the regular class teacher are actions that have been proved 
to inform success.8  

Inclusive actions also involve having all children taking part of the 
same learning activities. Although the ordinary curriculum cannot 
respond to the needs of some children, such as those with disabilities, 
these children can achieve the general learning objectives in different 
ways. For this to happen, it may be useful to tailor the curriculum so 
students with disabilities can access it more easily. However, to ensure 
inclusion, teachers should maintain a shared framework as much as 
possible. Three potential strategies to do this include flexible learning 
objectives (adapting specific objectives to some learners based on a 
shared curriculum), activity adaptation (modifying how objectives are 
achieved instead of modifying the objectives themselves), and multiple 
adaptations (a combination of both).9  

An inclusive approach also means placing all support and resources in 
regular settings, and using those resources in the most effective 
manner, rather than creating special schools with those same 
resources and which may lead to segregation.10 Precisely, this is 
something that students with disabilities claim for: the same 
educational opportunities but with the necessary support to meet their 
needs. At the European Hearing11 organised by the European Agency 
for Development in Special Needs Education, young students with 
disabilities claimed that they  wanted to have the opportunity to study 
at the university and not be separated from those without disabilities 
because, they said, “everyone in society needs to be aware of, 
understand and respect our rights” (p.1). For that inclusion to happen, 
they asked for personal assistants in the regular classrooms and access 
to adapted material, among other adaptations.  

Also, including students with disabilities in the classroom does not have 
negative effects on their peers’ performance. On the contrary, it 
provides students without disabilities with new learning opportunities, 
since teachers introduce in the regular classroom a wider range of 
teaching strategies and resources. Also, as a result of such inclusion, 
all students have the opportunity to experience the principles of justice 
and equal treatment and they all have the chance to take on new roles 
and responsibilities, and to develop positive attitudes by helping their 
peers with disabilities.12 

 



 

 

 

 

 40 

Other specific benefits arise from heterogeneous groups for students 
with disabilities. Their self-concept, self-confidence and academic 
performance improve.13 Also, in inclusive classrooms, students with 
disabilities demonstrate higher levels of social interaction, receive more 
social support, develop better social skills and relationships, and 
prepare to be more independent in the future.14 On the contrary, when 
students with special educational needs are segregated, they miss the 
awareness and knowledge they can gain by being amongst non-
disabled students, who can also learn about the situation of their peers 
with disabilities. Overall, there is an association15  between an ordinary 
placement (that is, not in special education) and better performance. 

 

 

2.2 The confusion between Mixture and Inclusion in the 

surveys 

 

Studies by the international academic community have produced a 
large amount of useful information on education and 
inclusion/exclusion. Years later, international surveys such as PIRLS, 
TIMSS and PISA have integrated some of this knowledge, and have 
supported with statistical evidence what had been already shown by 
research. For example, PIRLS 2001 and PIRLS 2006 ask teachers if they 
use same-ability groups (streaming), mixed-ability groups or they teach 
reading as a whole-class activity16. PISA 2006, PISA 2003, TIMSS 2003 
and TIMSS 1999 included another type of question on this issue, and 
school principals were asked whether separate classes at the same level 
studied material at different levels of difficulty (on either the same or 
different topics), and if students were grouped by ability within the 
same classrooms or not17.  

However, these international surveys compare streaming with 
both mixture and inclusion as if these two options were the 
same. For example, the PISA survey asks teachers whether they group 
students by ability into different groups or if they do so within the same 
classroom. When teachers answer affirmatively, it is concluded that 
they are using streaming. Teachers who use either mixture or inclusion 
actions would respond negatively to that question, and therefore 
mixture and inclusion are considered the same thing. Nonetheless, 
mixture and inclusion lead to very different educational situations and 
results. Thus, one of the main challenges in collecting data on inclusion 
involves clarifying whether heterogeneous grouping involves reallocated 
resources (inclusion) or not (mixture).   

A differentiation between mixture and inclusion is therefore necessary, 
and it can also help in the comparison of those two options to 
streaming. 
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To deepen in the differentiation between mixture and inclusion and, in 
turn, of those two options from streaming, we turn into the discussion 
on the role and use of resources in schools and classrooms.  

Three decades of intensive research have shown that variations in the 
resources devoted to schooling were not a primary factor in 
determining student performance. The availability of resources is 
important but it does not automatically improve educational attainment. 
In other words, what is relevant is not how much is spent but 
how the money is spent.18 International quantitative data has 
reiterated this, showing that countries with similar levels of investment 
per student have different educational results. Conversely, countries 
with similar scores in international evaluations spend very different 
amounts in education.19 Additionally, the comparison of student 
performance to the ratio of students to teaching staff in secondary 
education also shows that countries with a similar ratio have very 
different levels of student performance.20 Overall, resources (measured 
as investment in education) can explain only about 19% of student 
performance.21 Therefore, if there is no systematic relationship between 
the amount of resources spent (e.g. class size or per-student spending) 
and the skills that students acquire, schools will probably not 
improve their students’ performance significantly only by means 
of increasing their expenditure; they must change how their 
expenditure is organized in the school.22 

This indicates that in analysing the relationship between student 
performance and the students’ grouping, it is important to consider not 
only placement based on ability, but also the way in which resources 
are used. In this regard, some streaming practices imply the use of 
extra resources (e.g. support teachers) to help low performing 
students, but those are allocated in ability groups or in segregated 
classrooms. Differently, certain inclusionary actions include in the 
regular classroom and for all students the human resources that 
are used in segregated classrooms and only for low-achieving 
students. Whereas the use of resources in streaming does not improve 
the achievement of all students, but indeed increases the differences in 
achievement between high and low achievers, the reallocation of 
resources in inclusion raises the achievement of all students.  

 

Summary: 

There is a need to differentiate not only between 
Streaming and Heterogeneous groups, but also between 

Mixture (heterogeneous traditional classrooms) and 

Inclusion (heterogeneous groups with reallocation of 
resources).  

The classification of mixture, streaming and inclusion 
implies the analysis of how resources are best used: 
either through Streaming (separating students by ability) 

or through Inclusion. 
In Inclusion, vulnerable groups have more 
opportunities to learn and experience positive 

relationships. 
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2.3  Types of Inclusion in Europe. A description of existing 

actions 

INCLUD-ED has identified and defined five types of inclusion to 
facilitate a more accurate analysis of inclusion, as well as to better 
understand its impact on student’s academic achievement. The first two 
types of inclusion refer to student grouping.  

 

TABLE 5:  TTyyppeess  ooff  IInncclluussiioonn  
 

TYPES OF 
INCLUSION 

DESCRIPTION 

1. Heterogeneous 
ability 
classrooms 
with 
reallocation of 
human 
resources 

� Consists of providing more support through reallocated resources 
in regular classrooms containing diverse students. Most often is 
the teaching staff who provides this support, although family and 
community members can help in the classroom as well.  

� Interactive Groups have been found to be a very useful form of 
heterogeneous ability classrooms with reallocation of human 
resources. In Interactive Groups the heterogeneous classroom is 
organized into small and heterogeneous groups of students, each 
with an adult (teacher and/or volunteer) who promotes supportive 
interactions among students. The classroom teacher takes care of 
the management of the classroom and provides extra support 
when necessary.  

� In most cases, the reallocated support is provided for specific 
groups of students, such as those who are considered to require 
special education, immigrant students, members of minority 
groups, and those with language-related difficulties. This support 
enables them to remain in the regular classroom.  

2. Inclusive split 
classes 

� Different teachers are in charge of different heterogeneous groups 
of students. An inclusive split classroom would involve, for 
instance, two heterogeneous groups of students containing 12 
students each.  

� This is often done for specific subjects (e.g. languages and 
mathematics), allows organizing the classroom differently, and 
reduces the student-teacher ratio. 
 

3. Extending the 
learning time 

� The provision of more learning time or extra academic activities is 
more common for students who live in socially disadvantaged 
areas or have a minority background. 

� This can be translated, for example, into having a longer school 
day, students and families receiving help through family support 
or private lessons at school or at home, and offering educational 
activities during holiday periods and after regular school hours 
throughout the school year.  
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4. Inclusive 
individualised 
curriculum 

� The inclusive individualised curriculum is not oriented towards 
reducing the learning that a student is to acquire. Instead, the 
teaching methods are adapted to facilitate the student’s learning. 

5. Inclusive 
choice 

� It is not based on students’ abilities but on their preferences, and 
it does not lead to a dead end. 

� It does not reduce students’ later educational and social 
opportunities, but equal opportunities are guaranteed after 
making this choice. 

Source: INCLUD-ED 
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MMaaiinn  ccoonnttrriibbuuttiioonnss  ffrroomm  CChhaapptteerr  22  

 

 

GROUPING OF STUDENTS AND USE OF THE AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO 
ACHIEVE ACADEMIC SUCCESS FOR ALL 

  TThhee  ddiiffffeerreennttiiaattiioonn  bbeettwweeeenn  ttwwoo  wwaayyss  ooff  hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ggrroouuppiinngg::  
mmiixxttuurree  ((hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ttrraaddiittiioonnaall  ccllaassssrroooommss))  aanndd  iinncclluussiioonn  
((hheetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  ggrroouuppss  wwiitthh  rreeaallllooccaattiioonn  ooff  rreessoouurrcceess))  hhaass  bbeeeenn  
pprroovviiddeedd..  EEaacchh  wwaayy  hhaass  ddiiffffeerreenntt  eeffffeeccttss  oonn  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt..  WWhhiillee  
mmiixxttuurree  lleeaaddss  ttoo  sscchhooooll  ffaaiilluurree,,  iinncclluussiioonn  lleeaaddss  ttoo  sscchhooooll  ssuucccceessss..    

  TThhee  ddiiffffeerreennttiiaattiioonn  bbeettwweeeenn  mmiixxttuurree  aanndd  iinncclluussiioonn  iimmpplliieess  tthhee  
aannaallyyssiiss  ooff  hhooww  rreessoouurrcceess  aarree  bbeesstt  uusseedd::  eeiitthheerr  tthhrroouugghh  ssttrreeaammiinngg  
((uussiinngg  rreessoouurrcceess  ttoo  sseeppaarraattee  ssttuuddeennttss))  oorr  tthhrroouugghh  iinncclluussiioonn  ((uussiinngg  
rreessoouurrcceess  ttoo  iinncclluuddee  aallll  ssttuuddeennttss))..  

  AA  nneeww  ccllaassssiiffiiccaattiioonn  ooff  tthhrreeee  ddiiffffeerreenntt  wwaayyss  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  ggrroouuppiinngg  tthhaatt  
lleeaadd  ttoo  ddiiffffeerreenntt  rreessuullttss  iinn  aaccaaddeemmiicc  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt  hhaass  bbeeeenn  
ddeevveellooppeedd::    mmiixxttuurree,,  ssttrreeaammiinngg  aanndd  iinncclluussiioonn..  

  FFiivvee  ttyyppeess  ooff  IInncclluussiioonn  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  iiddeennttiiffiieedd  iinn  oorrddeerr  ttoo  ffaacciilliittaattee  aa  
mmoorree  aaccccuurraattee  aannaallyyssiiss  ooff  tthheessee  aaccttiioonnss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  iimmppaacctt  oonn  ssttuuddeenntt  
ssuucccceessss::    

••  HHeetteerrooggeenneeoouuss  aabbiilliittyy  ccllaassssrroooommss  wwiitthh  rreeaallllooccaattiioonn  ooff  hhuummaann  
rreessoouurrcceess    

••  IInncclluussiivvee  sspplliitt  ccllaasssseess  

••  EExxtteennddiinngg  tthhee  lleeaarrnniinngg  ttiimmee  

••  IInncclluussiivvee  iinnddiivviidduuaalliisseedd  ccuurrrriiccuulluumm  

••  IInncclluussiivvee  cchhooiiccee  

  TThhrroouugghh  iinncclluussiioonn  ssttuuddeennttss  ffrroomm  vvuullnneerraabbllee  ggrroouuppss  ccaann  hhaavvee  mmoorree  
lleeaarrnniinngg  ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess  aanndd  rreessuullttss,,  aanndd  ppoossiittiivvee  rreellaattiioonnsshhiippss..  
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                                             Chapter 3 
 

Education and the participation of social agents:  
Promoting academic success with the community 

 

Student learning and performance are considerably influenced by the 
interactions students have with all the social agents involved in their 
education: teachers, families, community members and peers. In this 
chapter, first, we will look at the role played by education and 
participation of social agents in promoting school success. Numerous 
theories and studies have proven the major influence that educational 
and cultural interactions have on student performance.  

Thus, research shows the importance of promoting these kinds of 
interactions between students and family members, and how family 
education programmes are already contributing to enhance school 
success for all children. The second section of the chapter presents a 
classification of five types of family and community participation in 
schools, and points out which of them can better contribute to increase 
students’ achievement. Community participation in decision-making 
processes, in the evaluation of students and the school, and in learning 
activities are the three types of family and community participation 
that research is indicating that best guarantee school success for all.  

 

3.1 The role of Family Education in overcoming social 

exclusion 

 

Considered as key agents for social change, teachers have been the 
ones who have received most training. While the focus on these 
professionals might have contributed to improve teaching practice, 
families and community members have not participated in these 
educational provisions. International surveys are also mainly focused 
on teachers’ training, not recognizing the importance of educating 
family and community members. The extension of all the 
educational provision to all social agents (including family and 
community members) that interact with the students constitute 
a crucial and necessary step, if school and home are to be 
better aligned and more cultural and educational interactions 
with students are promoted at this setting. 
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Since the 1970, social reproduction researchers1 have been studying 
the relationship between student achievement and the educational 
level of family members. These analyses helped to explain how the 
social capital inherited by children from their families and their social 
context determine their academic performance. However, they ignored 
many other aspects that have also great influence and through which 
this relationship can be reversed. By focusing only on the family 
educational level, social reproduction researchers have 
legitimated this reality and disregarded any possibility of 
transforming it. Social reproduction analyses have rarely been 
translated into research efforts focused on strategies to overcome or 
change such situation.  

This perspective has been also included in international surveys. 
Studies such as PIRLS 2006 and PISA 2006 collect data on the number 
of books children have at home or the number of hours families and 
children spend reading. Though these indicators may be useful to 
provide information about educational resources available in the 
households, they do not shed light on strategies for improving school 
performance. If we analyse the connection between parents’ 
educational level and student performance only using data such as the 
number of books at home, we risk concluding that children’s 
educational achievement will rise if they have more books at home. If 
we use data on families’ educational level, the risk will be that no 
solution would be available until society would increase the levels of 
education of all families. As a consequence, it is clear that other 
crucial aspects through which room for transformation do exist. 
Being one of them the idea that children’s performance 
improves as they are exposed to more cultural and educational 
interactions with social agents, and particularly with family 
members.  

A possible indicator would be the number of courses family members 
engage in, and how this promotes these kinds of interactions and 
enhance students’ achievement. Along these lines, PIRLS 2006 
includes an item on family education. When tested in reading, students 
in the 4th year of primary education are asked “Are any of the following 
programs and services available at your school site for the children and 
families in your school?” The following are the possible answers: “Adult 
literacy programs for native language speakers, Adult literacy 
programs for non-native language speakers, and Education programs 
for parents (including programmes such as classes on child 
development and education on being a parent)”.  

Such questions, and especially the information associated with the first 
and second answers, refer to programmes to raise families’ level of 
education. However, the PIRLS report does not provide data about the 
existing relationship between students’ academic performance and 
their family’s participation in these programmes.  

The theory of social reproduction is partial. Scholars using this theory 
have made a significant contribution by analysing the socio-economic 
factors and educational systems and actions that reproduce exclusion. 
However, as many initiatives have shown, schools can also play a 
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central role in reversing the cycle of social reproduction. Now it is up 
to researchers, politicians, administrators, teachers, families, 
and communities to go beyond those analyses by learning 
about other actions that enhance social inclusion.  

Contemporary social scientists offer many analyses that describe 
society as an interaction between systems and agents, pointing out 
that the latter can counteract society’s tendency to reproduce the class 
structures that exclude too many students. For instance, schools are 
understood as places in which cultural responses to material conditions 
are played out.2 It is from these responses, effective actions for social 
change can emerge. We have seen how democratic schools in the 
U.S.3 hold a significant potential to become places in which people can 
overcome social inequalities. Furthermore, it has been argued4 that the 
field of education needs to recognise the role of teachers as 
intellectuals, as catalysts for change, as well as the need for educators 
to dialogue with others and adopt civic courage in order to change 
unjust situations in schools.5 Subsequently, both social actors and 
social structures reproduce existing social stratification though 
they can also overcome them.  

This dual perspective –agents and social structures- is also currently 
the most representative one in research on learning. In the 1960s, the 
symbolic thinking or information-processing approach to learning led 
educators to focus on what happens cognitively to students when they 
solve problems individually, and all its principles for instruction aimed 
to change individual cognitive structures. Since the 1980’s this view of 
thinking and learning has been seen as misleading, and socio-cultural 
accounts of learning6 have acquired more significance. Contrary to the 
reproductionist theorists, psychologists from the socio-cultural 
tradition7 argue that by acting on and transforming the socio-
cultural context of learning it is possible to improve children’s 
learning processes and their higher-order thinking abilities. The 
interactions these children have with all the people around 
them, including teachers, relatives, and peers are key for such 
socio-cultural transformation. Specifically, socio-cultural 
psychology stresses that children only reach higher levels of 
cognitive development when they interact with adults, not only 
with their teachers, and with more skilled peers.  

Intervention on the socio-cultural context of learning is essential in 
order to improve the internal psychological processes. Instead of 
focusing on students’ cognitive structures, socio-cultural theories 
stress how important interactions are to learning. According to them, 
educators should focus on designing learning environments 
that increase effective learning interactions, being the role the 
community can play also a key factor in schools8.  

If interactions with community members are key to learning, children’s 
learning will benefit from investment in the education of all the adults 
with whom they interact. Therefore, research should go beyond 
the already identified correlation between parental educational 
level and their children’s performance by finding strategies that 
promote interactions between students and family members 
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and consequently open up learning opportunities for students 
and all social agents. Such strategies will enrich students’ socio-
cultural learning environments and thus their academic performance. 
Other perspectives have already looked at the possibility to reverse 
this reality by promoting cultural and educational spaces for families, 
communities and students to interact.9 

Education initiatives for mothers, for example, are important because 
they are the ones most involved in monitoring and providing a model 
for their children’s education.10 Accordingly, actions such as dialogic 
literary gatherings,11 in which family members read and discuss 
literary classics, contribute to creating new educational expectations 
that have a direct impact on the family learning environment. When 
non-academic families participate in these literacy activities, they 
create new reading practices, cultural roles and models for 
interaction12 that influence their children’s learning and thus their 
academic performance.  

In addition, specific actions and programmes are based on the 
principle that family education has an impact on children’s school 
performance, improving learning results for all students. Examples are 
the Learning Communities13 in Spain and the Lifelong Learning 
Centres14 in Malta. These programmes use the idea that it is possible 
to overcome social inequalities by promoting education for 
family members showing that family environment can also be 
transformed. 

The Learning Communities project provides spaces where families –
adults and children- can learn together. For instance, in tutored 
computer rooms and libraries, volunteers from the community 
including former students, teachers and other community members, 
work with families on a wide range of activities. They may offer 
workshops on how to use the internet or word processors, or help 
families find information on the internet that students need for their 
classes. Similarly, the tutored libraries offer shared reading, and 
instruction in language and literacy for immigrant families, amongst 
other activities. These spaces promote students’ education and family 
members’ education at the same time, they both learning together. 
These activities for families are important not only for the instrumental 
learning taking place in these intergenerational learning spaces, but 
also because it means a great deal to students, particularly minority 
and disadvantaged students, to share learning activities with their 
families in the school setting.  

In Malta, Lifelong Learning Centres (LLLC) have been the catalyst for 
developing this kind of activities within primary schools and in 
collaboration with other local community organisations. The LLLCs offer 
non-formal learning to adults within the community. They also offer 
specific initiatives, such as programmes implemented by the 
Foundation for Educational Services15 which help to raise children’s 
literacy levels by working with their parents. From the Maltese 
experience, it is found that very often family members’ requests for 
education do not coincide with the kind of activities programmed for 
them. Family members are also interested in learning challenging 
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material, including literacy, second languages, foreign languages, 
information technology, and literary circles.16 They prefer this type of 
education because they see a relationship between receiving this 
education and being able to help their children learn.  

Finally, family education can also help immigrant and minority 
children make more progress in school. In our analysis many 
examples were identified.17 For instance, in Italy, Cyprus and Ireland, 
for example, tuition in the language of instruction is offered to the 
parents and families of immigrant students, mostly within adult 
education programmes. Specifically, in Cyprus, in order to involve 
immigrant parents in their children’s education, the Ministry of 
Education offers evening conversation classes in Greek or other foreign 
languages. In Italy, classes in Italian were offered for immigrant 
families with support from the Ministry of Education, in cooperation 
with local organisations. These programmes provide free language 
tuition to parents who have a foreign mother tongue. In other cases 
schools publish brochures in the families’ native languages and 
interpreters are provided for parents to help them enrol their children 
and monitor their progress at school. These initiatives encourage the 
inclusion of families who would otherwise be excluded from schools. 

 

Summary: 

Student success is influenced by the interaction 

students have with all the social agents involved in 
their education; therefore not only teacher training is 

necessary, but also Family and community members 

education. Social reproduction theories have placed 
major emphasis on families’ educational level to explain 

school failure, and from this standpoint no possibilities are 
left to reverse this reality. Beyond this partial analysis of 
reality, theories, research and ongoing actions are 

already demonstrating that there are other major 

factors which have an influence on students’ 

achievement, like the actual participation of families 
and communities in educational provisions. This 
participation promotes cultural and educational 

interactions with students that enhance their 

success.  
 

 



 

 

 

 50 

 

3.2 Five types of Family and Community Participation in 

schools and their impact on educational and social 

inclusion 

 

TThhee  iimmppoorrttaannccee  ooff  ccoommmmuunniittyy  iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt  iinn  sscchhoooollss    

Family and community involvement in schools enhances 
student achievement.18 Evidence suggests that when families 
become more involved in schools, children’s literacy levels improve.19 
Differently, when families are not deeply involved, a literacy 
performance gap arises between children depending on the level of 
education of their parents. When family involvement is high, this gap 
disappears.  

Programmes in the U.S., including the School Development Program,20 
Accelerated Schools,21 and Success for All22 promote the participation 
of the family and the whole community in the school to enhance 
students’ school success. Different ways and levels of community 
involvement have been found to be important in strengthening the 
home/school connection and in supporting students’ learning.23 

Also, the benefits of involving family and community members 
in schools are even greater among members of minority 
cultures, as such involvement leads to better coordination between 
activities carried out at home and in school.  

A clear case is the Roma people one. Research shows the positive 
impact of family participation on students’ school success.24 
Programmes such as Education of Roma in Greece promote parental 
participation in schools in order “to strengthen the ties between the 
Roma and the school community as a whole”.25 The Step-by-Step 
programme, a project of the Open Society Institute which operates in 
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia, provides training 
and support for teachers while involving parents in the classroom. As 
part of this programme, parents are involved at all levels of education: 
in the classroom as teachers’ aides, working in parent-teacher 
associations, and in regular parent-teacher interaction. The 
programme has been functioning successfully with Romani 
communities.26 In Finland, the Romano Missio’s Aina ammattiin asti 
programme also involves the families of Romaní children in order to 
ensure that they are integrated into the educational system.  

Family participation in school activities is also a significant source of 
motivation and creates meaning for cultural minority groups, such as 
Romani students.27 Parental involvement has also been found to 
improve school experiences for other minority groups such as the 
Muslim community in Belgium, where predominantly Muslim schools 
are highly stigmatised.28 And in Denmark, the Role Models Project 
promotes parental involvement; parents from minority ethnic 
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backgrounds travel all over the country visiting schools, describing 
their experiences and explaining how they succeeded at school and in 
their careers. These descriptions give the children self-confidence and 
show them that it is possible to succeed in Danish society being a 
member of a minority ethnic group.29 

Including adults from different cultural backgrounds (family 
members and other adults as well as teachers) in classrooms 
creates a role model for children who identify themselves with 
these adults. By involving these social agents in classrooms and in 
various school activities society benefits as a whole, because these 
activities can help overcome stereotypes and prejudices about minority 
groups. Besides, these groups and their identities are then recognised 
in positive ways. 

Accordingly, democratic participation of family and community in 
decision-making processes can promote cultural recognition 
and better educational outcomes for children from cultural 
minorities.  

Family and community participation is essential because the curricula 
for instrumental subject areas seldom reflect the existing cultural 
plurality. The existence of an ethnocentric perspective within a school 
has serious consequences for students from cultural minorities. One 
prerequisite for students succeeding at school is the school’s response 
to diversity. It should be taken into account that intercultural education 
“is not so much a matter of teaching something different, but more of 
teaching differently with the existing curricula”.30 For example, 
teachers in multicultural classrooms need to consider the different 
ways of solving mathematics problems in different cultures so they can 
avoid stigmatising minority students.31 In any case, to overcome 
inequalities in school achievement, the curriculum must recognise 
cultural differences in the instrumental dimensions of learning, and one 
way for this to happen is for families and community members to 
participate in decision-making processes.   

By participating in decision-making and also in school learning 
activities, family members can help create culturally relevant 
pedagogy, including culturally sensitive curricula.32  

Community participation in schools also plays a significant role 
in helping overcome gender inequalities in education, especially 
by involving female relatives and other women from the community.  

Gender differences on children’s inclusion/exclusion in school and 
society are significant in many distinct ways. First, in recent years, and 
because the early feminist movements demanded the access of all girls 
and women to quality education, girls have obtained much better 
academic results, sometimes even better ones than their male 
classmates.33 However, as international surveys show, when young 
women reach the labour market they are still at a disadvantage in 
comparison to men. For instance, the percentage of women aged 20 to 
24 with less than upper secondary education and who are not in the 
workforce surpass the percentage found among young men. Young 
women with low levels of education are three times more likely not to 
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be in the workforce compared to young men with the same level of 
education.34  

Second, despite girls have obtained better results than boys, this has 
not happened in certain subjects yet. Some theorists connect this 
phenomenon to a hidden curriculum in schools which reproduces 
certain values and models35 and leads both girls and boys to internalise 
the tendency to aspire to careers that have traditionally been 
considered to be feminine or masculine, respectively. These 
associations are also linked to the persistence of values related to the 
hegemonic model of masculinity, which support a particular 
understanding of gender in educational actions.36 

Third, parallel to girls’ recent marked progress in education, there 
seems to be an overrepresentation of males amongst school 
dropouts.37 This shift has also been described through the lens of 
studies on new masculinities. According to this perspective, the values 
of the hegemonic model of masculinity have an impact on academic 
results: a boy’s choice to drop out of school is shaped by his sense of 
masculinity.38 Other studies provide more detail on this phenomenon: 
students may see school success as a feminised experience, a 
perception that shapes the construction of male identity and thus 
influences boy’s experiences at school.39 In that context, expected 
male behaviour, such as inattention, hyperactivity, and disruptive 
behaviour, also leads to poor academic results for boys.40 Also, 
research indicates that boys’ reasons for leaving school before age 16 
are more often related to discipline than to employment.41   

Last, but not least, certain forms related to the hegemonic model of 
masculinity negatively affect school performance and can also influence 
gender relationships and lead to gender violence. In regard to this last 
aspect, gender violence in schools does exist and is a major issue that 
should not be dismissed.42  

Among other effects, ignoring gender violence in schools has a 
negative impact on students’ learning processes.43 Research studies 
have shown that adolescents often link attractiveness to violence44, 
which is a characteristic of the hegemonic model of masculinity. Due to 
this, groups of adolescents often value “laddish” or disrespectful 
behaviour or engage in it in order to attract girls.45 Research studies 
are exploring how to overcome this situation, and some are pointing to 
having teachers and other adults in the school, including young 
women, old women, women from different backgrounds, cultures, and 
experiences, who in their interactions make violence non attractive and 
instead make attractive those models of masculinity which are not 
violent.46  

These studies are working on the language of ethics and the language 
of desire, and claim that the separation between the language of desire 
and the language of ethics perpetuates this relationship between 
attractiveness and the hegemonic model of masculinity. Thus, these 
studies point out that in order to overcome gender violence in schools 
the people who participate in the school should not talk about it using 
only the language of ethics, but also with the language of desire, 
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demonstrating through their behaviour and interactions that what is 
attractive is what is not violent.47  

Transforming the interactions in the school helps create more 
egalitarian relationships, alternative gender roles, overcoming 
inequalities and further improving academic results.48 The 
importance of the participation of the whole community (students, 
teachers, administration, and family members) has been stressed by 
research, as community involvement increases opportunities to detect, 
prevent and intervene in violent relationships.49 Along the same lines, 
the Dialogic Model for Conflict Prevention,50 an intervention model for 
schools, involves the whole community in creating and implementing 
school regulations to help students address the various difficulties they 
encounter in school. This model incorporates the recent dialogic turn in 
feminism. Dialogic feminism emphasises the importance of integrating 
all women into spaces where they can participate in society. This 
means that not only “academic” women but also non-academic women 
(“the other women”)51 can get involved in schools: mothers, sisters, 
volunteers, cleaners, etc. This participation helps transform gender 
interactions in schools. Given the value of these processes, we need 
ways to encourage all women to become involved in educational 
spaces.52 

Finally, family participation in the school has been identified as 
playing an essential role in the education of children with 
disabilities.53 In the case of these children, family participation has a 
decisive impact, ensuring that these students obtain the same results 
as other children. However, such participation entails some difficulties, 
like the tension between these children’s specific needs, as their 
families see them, and the need to provide efficient education for the 
majority of the students.54 Teachers are usually the ones who make the 
decisions about these children’s education and they may not entirely 
understand the families’ culture and behaviour. These barriers can be 
overcome by involving families in making decisions related to their 
children’s education. For example, families can be involved in deciding 
placements are most suitable for their children.55 This occurs in 
Finland, where moving a student into a special needs placement 
requires a consultation with their parents or other guardians; if a 
placement is made against their wishes, the parent or guardian can 
appeal.56  

TTyyppeess  ooff  ccoommmmuunniittyy  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  

Starting from the importance of community involvement for students’ 
school success, INCLUD-ED has studied the various types of 
community participation and their influences on learning and 
achievement. Concretely, through the analysis of educational systems, 
INCLUD-ED researchers have defined five types of community 
participation according to level and area of involvement: Informative, 
Consultative, Decisive, Evaluative, and Educative. Table 6 shows this 
classification. 
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TABLE 6: TTyyppeess  ooff  ccoommmmuunniittyy  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn 

 

1. INFORMATIVE 

� Parents are informed about the school activities, school 
functioning, and the decisions which have already been 
made. 

� Parents do not take part in those school decisions.  

� Parents’ meetings consist of informing families about these 
decisions. 

2. CONSULTATIVE 

� Parents have a limited impact on decision making. 

� Participation is based on consultation with families. 

� They participate through the school’s statutory bodies. 

3. DECISIVE 

� Community members participate in decision-making 
processes by becoming representatives in decision-making 
bodies. 

� Family and community members monitor the school’s 
accountability in relation to its educational results. 

4. EVALUATIVE 

� Family and community members participate in students’ 
learning processes through helping evaluate children’s 
school progress. 

� Family and community members participate in the general 
school evaluation. 

5. EDUCATIVE 

� Family and community members participate in students’ 
learning activities, both during regular school hours and 
after school. 

� Family and community members participate in educational 
programmes which respond to their needs. 

Source: INCLUD-ED 

  

11))  IInnffoorrmmaattiivvee    ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn::  

Information is transmitted from the school to the families, usually in 
meetings or in other school activities. Parents are required to attend 
one or more of these parent/teacher gatherings during the school year. 
In these meetings, parents can monitor the development and 
functioning of the school without having real decision-making powers. 
They are seen as clients or outsiders who are informed about the 
school’s main activities and decisions once the experts have made the 
decisions, but are not allowed to participate in them.  
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22))  CCoonnssuullttaattiivvee  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn::  

Parents take part in the school’s statutory bodies. The majority of 
European educational systems have one or more central bodies which 
include families amongst other participants. However, family 
participation is limited to a consultative role and families rarely have 
the room to provide much input about students’ learning issues. In 
addition, some researchers have pointed out that these participatory 
avenues are very often only accessed by parents with certain levels of 
education, not being really open to all families. 

33))  DDeecciissiivvee  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn::  

Community members participate in decision-making bodies or in new 
bodies created for the purpose of promoting this type of participation. 
In these bodies, families, community members, and teachers make key 
decisions together. EU member states vary in the areas of the school in 
which community members can make decisions. Various surveys 
provide data supporting these findings.57 According to them, parents 
tend to make more decisions related to areas of instructional content 
and assessment practices and fewer related to school budgets or staff 
policy. PISA surveys also indicate that parental influence in decision 
making processes varies from one national context to another. 
However, in the OECD countries in general, parent groups seem to 
have little direct influence on the different areas of decision making. 

When community members participate in decision-making, they can 
also monitor the school’s actions and hold the school accountable for 
its educational results. This is important, since school autonomy in 
educational decisions must be accompanied by a system of 
accountability which ensures that the school’s actions lead to good 
results for their students. According to the European Commission, 
accountability systems must be “designed in such a way that equality 
in the access, treatment and outcomes for students is measured and 
promoted”. 58 Therefore, it is important that school management bodies 
consider and support the decisions made by the educational 
community, since they play a significant role in children’s learning 
processes. Family and community participation in decision-
making and evaluation processes allows schools to ensure that 
high expectations and high-quality learning are at the heart of 
the school’s mission. 

44))    EEvvaalluuaattiivvee  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn::  

Another way to involve families in the learning processes is to invite 
them to participate in evaluating students. Although this action is not 
widespread, different examples have been found in our analysis. In 
Cyprus, for example, Law 113(1)99 for Special Education recognises 
the right of parents to be present for their children’s evaluations. In 
Estonia, parents are present for student evaluation processes at every 
school level.59 This is a decisive area in which family participation 
makes it possible to exchange viewpoints about evaluation practices 
and students’ progress. Family and community members participate 
also in the general school evaluation.  
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55))  EEdduuccaattiivvee  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn::  

Family and community members participate in educational activities in 
two different ways: in children’s learning and in their own learning. On 
the one hand, they contribute to students’ learning either in the 
classroom or in other educational spaces (such as the library or the 
computer room), during school hours or after school time. When 
community members participate in the school collaborating in 
students’ learning activities, schools gain in human resources to 
support student learning. Such gain makes possible to develop and 
implement the kind of inclusion actions presented in chapter 2. For 
example, in some schools in Spain family and community members 
enter the classroom in heterogeneous classes or groups. This is 
a successful action, because having more adults in the classroom 
increases interactions and this can benefit the learning of all students. 
At the same time, these adults become positive role models in the 
students’ social groups inside the school. Overall, family and 
community participation in school activities should be promoted 
because it improves educational and social inclusion and helps make 
school more meaningful for students.60  

On the other hand, educative participation also involves family 
education. Family and community members participate in educational 
programs which respond to their needs. Creating educational and 
cultural spaces where family and community members can actively 
learn reinforces particular interactions that have been showed to 
favour student’s success.  

Among the five types of family and community participation that have 
been identified (Informative, Consultative, Decisive, Evaluative, and 
Educative), research is indicating that the types of family and 
community participation that best guarantee school success for 
all are the Decisive, Evaluative, and Educative. In these types of 
participation families are involved in the school at a higher degree and 
have a greater influence on school decisions. 

 
Summary: 

Family and community involvement in schools enhance 
student achievement. 

It contributes to a better coordination between the home 
and the school, especially in the case of minority 
students, and also helps improve the academic 
achievement of children with disabilities. 

Family and community involvement also contributes to 
transform the interactions in the school, promotes 
alternative gender roles which help to overcome 
inequalities in academic results and enhances the 
achievement of more egalitarian inter-gender 

relationships. 
Five types of family and community participation 
have been identified: informative, consultative, decisive, 

evaluative and educative. Decisive, Evaluative and 
Educative forms of participation are more likely to have a 

positive impact on students’ learning. 
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MMaaiinn  ccoonnttrriibbuuttiioonnss  ffrroomm  CChhaapptteerr  33  

  

  
TTHHEE  IINNVVOOLLVVEEMMEENNTT  OOFF  SSOOCCIIAALL  AAGGEENNTTSS..  EELLEEMMEENNTTSS  TTOO  PPRROOMMOOTTEE  
SSOOCCIIAALL  CCOOHHEESSIIOONN  FFRROOMM  EEDDUUCCAATTIIOONN  

  FFaammiillyy  aanndd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt  iinn  sscchhoooollss  hheellppss  eennhhaannccee  
ssttuuddeenntt  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt..  IItt  iimmpprroovveess  tthhee  ccoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  bbeettwweeeenn  tthhee  
hhoommee  aanndd  tthhee  sscchhooooll,,  eessppeecciiaallllyy  iinn  tthhee  ccaassee  ooff  mmiinnoorriittyy  ssttuuddeennttss,,  
aanndd  hheellppss  iimmpprroovvee  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt  ooff  cchhiillddrreenn  wwiitthh  
ddiissaabbiilliittiieess..  

  

  TThhee  iinntteerraaccttiioonnss  ssttuuddeennttss  hhaavvee  wwiitthh  aallll  tthhee  ssoocciiaall  aaggeennttss  iinnvvoollvveedd  iinn  
tthheeiirr  eedduuccaattiioonn  iinnfflluueennccee  tthheeiirr  lleeaarrnniinngg  aanndd  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee..  
CCoonnsseeqquueennttllyy,,  nnoott  oonnllyy  tteeaacchheerr  ttrraaiinniinngg  iiss  iimmppoorrttaanntt,,  bbuutt  aallssoo  ffaammiillyy  
eedduuccaattiioonn..  

  FFaammiillyy  aanndd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt  aallssoo  bbeenneeffiittss  tthhee  ttrraannssffoorrmmaattiioonn  
ooff  tthhee  iinntteerraaccttiioonnss  iinn  tthhee  sscchhooooll,,  pprroommoottiinngg  aalltteerrnnaattiivvee  ggeennddeerr  rroolleess  
wwhhiicchh  ffaacciilliittaattee  tthhee  oovveerrccoommiinngg  ooff  iinneeqquuaalliittiieess  iinn  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  
rreessuullttss  aanndd  mmoorree  eeggaalliittaarriiaann  iinntteerr--ggeennddeerr  rreellaattiioonnss..  

   

  FFiivvee  ttyyppeess  ooff  ffaammiillyy  aanndd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  
ccllaassssiiffiieedd  aanndd  ddeessccrriibbeedd::  iinnffoorrmmaattiivvee,,  ccoonnssuullttaattiivvee,,  ddeecciissiivvee,,  
eevvaalluuaattiivvee,,  aanndd  eedduuccaattiivvee..  TThhoossee  ttyyppeess  iimmppllyyiinngg  aa  ggrreeaatteerr  ddeeggrreeee  ooff  
ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  ((ddeecciissiivvee,,  eevvaalluuaattiivvee,,  aanndd  eedduuccaattiivvee))  aarree  tthhee  ttyyppeess  
tthhaatt  aarree  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  hhaavvee  aa  ppoossiittiivvee  iimmppaacctt  oonn  ssttuuddeennttss’’  lleeaarrnniinngg  
aanndd  tthhee  oonneess  tthhaatt  bbeesstt  gguuaarraanntteeee  sscchhooooll  ssuucccceessss  ffoorr  aallll..  
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Conclusions 
 

This publication collects important findings in relation to ways of 
grouping students and family and community participation. In 
particular, INCLUD-ED researchers have identified which actions in 
each of those areas enhance school success for every student and 
which ones reproduce school failure. In what follows, the main 
conclusions of the analyses presented in this publication are presented. 

GGrroouuppiinngg  ooff  ssttuuddeennttss  aanndd  sscchhooooll  ssuucccceessss  

• Tracking generates inequalities within educational 
systems, and the earlier it starts, the greater these inequalities 
are. The negative impact of tracking is much higher for students 
from disadvantaged social backgrounds. When those students 
are placed in the lower tracks, they receive lower quality 
education, which hinders subsequent access to higher education 
and reduces social opportunities in the long term. The 
inequalities between students and schools can be reduced by 
educational systems postponing tracking.   

• Streaming is a common practice of student grouping in 
Europe. When doing streaming, schools group students by level 
of ability and develop different curricula depending on those 
levels. Streaming also implies the use of additional resources for 
purposes of separation of students. Empirical research has 
already shown that streaming reduces low achievers’ 
academic performance and increases inequalities in 
achievement between students. To facilitate further analysis, 
a classification of four types of streaming was developed, along 
with the characteristics that define them. Those four identified 
types of streaming are: Organisation of classroom activities 
according to ability levels, Remedial groups and support 
segregated from the regular classroom, Exclusionary 
individualised curriculum, and Exclusionary choice.  

• Mixture is the traditional classroom organisation, which keeps 
all students in the same heterogeneous classroom but the 
teacher in charge cannot attend all of them.  Teachers using 
mixture cannot adequately respond to a group of 
students whose needs are highly diverse, which leaves 
behind mostly minority and disadvantaged students. 
Streaming comes out as a response to this situation.  
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• Inclusion keeps all students in the heterogeneous 
classroom and reallocates existing human resources in 
the classroom in an effective manner. Those human 
resources can be the same ones that were previously dedicated 
to streaming and, in addition, volunteers from the community.  
This allows supporting all students’ needs. Inclusion raises the 
achievement of all students, providing equal 
opportunities for success and social inclusion.  

• The exclusion caused by streaming and mixture can be 
overcome through inclusion.  

• Research has identified Interactive Groups as a very 
successful form of inclusion. In Interactive Groups 
classrooms are organized in small and mixed-ability groups 
of students who collaborate through dialogic interactions to 
solve learning activities. There are adults in each small group. 
These adults are most of the time volunteers from the 
community. The classroom teacher is in charge of managing the 
classroom dynamics and provides extra support when 
necessary. Interactive Groups improve academic 
achievement and solidarity among students.  

• Five types of inclusion have been classified and their 
characteristics defined. The types of inclusion are: 
heterogeneous groups with reallocated resources, 
inclusive split classes, inclusive individualised curriculum, 
and inclusionary choice. 

• A new classification of mixture, streaming, and inclusion 
has been developed. This classification facilitates the analysis of 
the alternatives to streaming that can improve educational 
outcomes, differentiating between heterogeneous groups 
that lead to school failure and heterogeneous groups that 
lead to school success.  

• Students from vulnerable groups (e.g., migrants, cultural 
minorities, and people with disabilities) are at a higher risk of 
experiencing educational segregation, such as tracking and 
streaming. However, the successful inclusive actions identified 
offer them more opportunities for academic achievement.  

• Current studies and surveys are not able to clarify the different 
effects of streaming and inclusion because they do not identify 
significant differences between the actions associated 
with mixture and inclusion. This needs to be clarified because 
schools implementing heterogeneous grouping can achieve 
different results depending on how they allocate their resources. 
The evidence demonstrates that simply granting more resources 
does not necessarily lead to an improvement in students’ 
academic achievement.  
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FFaammiillyy  aanndd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  ppaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  tthhaatt  bbeesstt  eennhhaannccee  
ssttuuddeennttss’’  aacchhiieevveemmeenntt    

• The cultural and educational interactions students have 
with all social agents, and more particularly with family 
members, enhance their learning and achievement.  

• Some international surveys have translated this idea into 
some indicators such as parents’ academic degrees or the 
number of books at home. This reduction has dismissed other 
important indicators, such as if families are participating in any 
kind of educational provision or not. From this perspective, it 
can be understood that we should wait until parents from 
low socioeconomic status and low educational levels 
would have upper academic degrees in order for their 
children to have school success. Nonetheless, we have 
already moved beyond that determinism. There are 
evidences that certain family education and community 
engagement programmes have led students whose families have 
low academic degrees to obtain excellent results in their 
academic achievement. 

• The participation of family and community members in 
family education programmes improves students’ 
learning and achievement, particularly when families 
decide about those programs. 

• Despite family education improves students’ learning and 
achievement, much attention has been paid to teachers’ 
education in comparison to family education programmes.  

• When family and community members participate in 
education programmes and in the school organisation, 
they help overcome the inequalities, prejudices and 
stereotypes affecting vulnerable groups. This participation 
also improves the coordination between home and school, which 
in turn facilitates the creation of school actions that better 
respond to the needs of the different students and communities.  

• Five types of family and community participation have been 
differentiated: Informative, Consultative, Decisive, 
Evaluative, and Educative. The Decisive, Evaluative, and 
Educative types, which involve participation of families in 
decision making, students’ and school evaluation and 
educational activities, are the ones that research identifies 
as best guaranteeing school success. 

• Community participation also has an impact on gender related 
issues. When all women, this is, female teachers but also 
mothers, female relatives, students, and other women from the 
community with very diverse levels of education, participate in 
schools, they help in making gender roles and 
interactions more egalitarian.  
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• Further research is needed to understand how the most 
successful types of community participation take place in 
European schools and how schools can encourage such 
participation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 63 

 
 

 

Recommendations 
 

 

In the previous chapters, the main actions that contribute to school 
success in Europe were presented. Based on those findings, this last 
chapter provides recommendations to orient the actions of different 
agents involved in education: policy makers who work at the European, 
state, regional, and local levels, school principals and teachers, and 
family and community members.   

All recommendations pretend to contribute to the ultimate aim of school 
success for all children and youth in Europe. 
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Recommendations for Policy Makers 

 

SSTTUUDDEENNTT  GGRROOUUPPIINNGG  PPOOLLIICCIIEESS  FFOORR  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS    

 

1. Tracking should be avoided, and when this is not possible, it 
should be postponed. Research has shown that tracking (the 
segregation of students in different schools depending on their abilities 
and levels of attainment) reproduces or even increases educational and 
social inequalities.  Inequalities between students in different tracks can 
be reduced if tracking is postponed until the age of 16. 

2.  Being placed in a vocational track should not block later access to 
academic education.  It is necessary to ensure that vocational tracks 
will prepare students in a way that gives them the opportunity of later 
entrance to academic education.  

3. Inclusion actions should be promoted, especially for students from 
vulnerable groups in order to increase the school achievement of all 
students and improve inter-group relations in classrooms and schools. 
There are different inclusion actions that have proved to be 
successful: heterogeneous groups with reallocated resources, 
inclusive split classes, extension of the learning time (during 
school time and after school time), inclusive individualised 
curriculums, and inclusive choice. Research has found Interactive 
Groups to be a very successful form of heterogeneous groups with 
reallocated resources. 

4. Streaming (the separation of students through ability grouping within 
schools) reproduces or lowers the achievement of low performing 
students. Streaming should be avoided and substituted for inclusive 
ways of grouping students: heterogeneous classrooms with 
reallocated resources and/or inclusive split classes, which raise the 
academic achievement of all students.  

      Classroom ability grouping in special needs units, language support units, 
compensatory groups, and other forms of streaming, reduces the 
achievement of both average students and low achievers and worsens 
intercultural relations. Streaming can be replaced for the heterogeneous 
grouping of students in which the same resources that were used for 
streaming are reallocated in the regular classroom. These groupings can 
also include volunteers from the community. One example is the 
Interactive Groups, which not only improve all students’ learning but also 
inter-group relations.  

5. Mixture, the way of organizing heterogeneous classrooms (where all 
students are together with the same teacher), needs to be overcome. 
In its place, the inclusion actions that are most successful in 
current informational era have to be promoted.  

Mixture does not ensure attention to every student in a heterogeneous 
classroom, among other reasons, because it was not designed for a highly 
diverse society. Therefore, students with some learning difficulties, 
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immigrant students, ethnic minorities, language learners, and other at 
risk students are rather abandoned and ignored in a mainstream mixture 
classroom. This exclusion can be overcome through inclusion actions.  

6.  Inclusion actions should be promoted, especially for students from 
vulnerable groups in order to increase the school achievement of all 
students and improve inter-group relations in classrooms and schools. 
There are different inclusion actions that have proved to be 
successful: heterogeneous groups with reallocated resources, 
inclusive split classes, extension of the learning time (during school 
time and after school time), inclusive individualised curriculums, 
and inclusive choice. Research has found Interactive Groups to be a very 
successful form of heterogeneous groups with reallocated resources.  

  

TTHHEE  TTYYPPEESS  OOFF  FFAAMMIILLYY  AANNDD  CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  PPAARRTTIICCIIPPAATTIIOONN  TTHHAATT  BBEESSTT  
GGUUAARRAANNTTEEEE  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS  FFOORR  AALLLL  

  

7. Policies should be developed to create and/or increase the 
participation of families and communities in learning activities 
(with students or for themselves), curriculum development and 
evaluation, and school decision-making. There are research evidences 
indicating that those types of participation have greater influence in 
students’ learning than when they just participate in festivals or to be 
informed. 

88..    Participation of families from vulnerable groups (migrants, cultural 
minorities, and of students with disabilities) should be particularly 
encouraged as it relates to their children’s academic success.  

99..  Policies should be developed to promote family education 
programmes in schools.  

      These policies should be grounded on evidences of family education 
programmes that have led students from families with low socioeconomic 
status and low academic degrees to obtain excellent academic 
achievement.  

  
TTHHEE  EEFFFFEECCTTIIVVEENNEESSSS  OOFF  PPOOLLIICCIIEESS  BBAASSEEDD  OONN  

SSUUCCCCEESSSSFFUULL  AACCTTIIOONNSS  
  

  
10. Educational reforms and policies based on successful actions 

increase school success. Health policies are based on the attempt to 
guarantee the implementation of treatments that the scientific community 
has found to be successful. Likewise, the educational policies that have 
been oriented to the implementation of the successful actions found by 
scientific research increase significantly the achievement of all students.  
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Recommendations for Principals and Teachers 

 

 

SSTTUUDDEENNTT  GGRROOUUPPIINNGG  FFOORR  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS  

 

 
1. Schools should avoid orienting students to segregated tracks, 

particularly those from disadvantaged groups (migrants, ethnic 
minorities, students from families with low socioeconomic status, etc). 
Instead inclusion actions have to be implemented for all students 
to help them achieve in regular classrooms and schools.  
 
Research has shown that tracking has a greater negative impact on the 
academic attainment of students from disadvantaged groups, preventing 
them from further continuing education and increasing the chances of 
being excluded from the workforce throughout life. Inclusion actions are 
successful in ensuring that all students reach high levels of attainment in 
regular classrooms and educational centres.  
 

 
2. In order to raise the academic achievement of all students,  

teachers should replace streaming (ability grouping) and mixture 
(heterogeneous classrooms where some students are abandoned) for 
inclusion actions (heterogeneous grouping with reallocation of 
resources, extending the learning time, etc).  
Research has evidenced that streaming, and the curriculum 
differentiation that goes along with it, does not improve the achievement 
of average and low achievers but, in fact, can worsen it. Research has 
also indicated that students from vulnerable groups are likely to fail or 
drop out if they do not get enough support. Mixture tends to leave non-
mainstream students behind. Inclusion actions provide school success 
for all. Differently, heterogeneous classrooms which included reallocated 
resources, such as more adults, can contribute to the school success of 
all students. Interactive Groups is the most successful way of doing so.  

 
 

3. Schools with diverse student body can implement a number of 
inclusion actions that have proved to be successful. Regarding 
classroom arrangements, research highlights heterogeneous ability 
grouping with reallocated resources and/or volunteers, and 
inclusive split classes with mixed- ability students.  
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4. Research has identified that Interactive Groups is a very 

successful way of heterogeneous grouping. In interactive groups, 
heterogeneous classrooms are organized in small and heterogeneous 
groups of students who collaborate to solve short tasks with the support 
of various teachers, family and community volunteers. Usually there is 
one adult in each group and the classroom teacher is in charge of 
managing the classroom dynamics and provides extra support. Research 
data evidences that through interactive groups students accelerate their 
learning, their achievement improves and solidarity is strengthened. 
 
 

5.  The same resources used in streaming can be reallocated and 
used in inclusion modes of grouping students. This way, all 
students receive the necessary support in the regular classroom or 
during the extension of the learning time, and separation by abilities is 
avoided. In addition, schools can also draw from additional resources in 
the community and include family and community volunteers in 
heterogeneous classrooms and after school hours to support the 
learning of all students.   

 
6.  In heterogeneous classrooms, teachers should purposefully seek 

and promote supportive interactions among students with 
different levels of ability, as well as with the diversity of adults when 
they are present in learning activities.  
 

7.  To increase the learning opportunities and raise the achievement 
of all students, schools, particularly those with a high 
percentage of disadvantaged students, need to extend the 
learning time, during school time and after school time. Extra learning 
activities can take place in multiple spaces of the school, such as the 
school library or the digital rooms, and they can involve family and 
community members who learn together with the students and/or 
support their learning. Schools can also open during holidays, offering 
these extra learning activities, and volunteers can visit the students’ 
homes to help students with instrumental learning.  
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TTHHEE  TTYYPPEESS  OOFF  FFAAMMIILLYY  AANNDD  CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  PPAARRTTIICCIIPPAATTIIOONN  TTHHAATT  BBEESSTT  
GGUUAARRAANNTTEEEE  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS  FFOORR  AALLLL  

 

 
8. Schools need to create the conditions and develop ways of 

involvement of families and other community members, placing 
particular emphasis in raising the participation of family and community 
members from vulnerable groups (migrants, cultural minorities, and 
students with disabilities).  

 
9. Schools should develop mechanisms for the participation of families 

and communities in decision-making and evaluation processes, and 
in educational activities. Research has shown that these are the types of 
family and community participation that greatest influence students’ 
learning and achievement. Involvement of family and community members 
in the classroom, like in Interactive Groups, or after school hours, like in 
tutored libraries, are forms of participating in the students’ learning.  

 
10. Schools should involve female relatives and other women from the 

community in different activities of the school in order to help schools 
overcome gender inequalities.  

11. Schools should offer activities of family education to raise all 
students’ achievement. Families should participate in the decisions 
about those activities. When this happens, family education programs 
impact even more upon students’ achievement.  
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Recommendations for Families and Community Members 

 

 

SSTTUUDDEENNTT  GGRROOUUPPIINNGG  FFOORR  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS  

 
1.  Family and community members from all backgrounds can participate 

in heterogeneous groupings providing extra support to students’ 
learning. They are important human resources to help to raise academic 
achievement. 

2. In order to increase minority students’ achievement, and to contribute to a 
positive recognition of multiple identities, the participation of family and 
community members from minority cultural backgrounds becomes 
essential. These adults create a role model for children, thus helping 
overcome stereotypes and prejudices about minority groups through 
their interactions with all students.  

 
TTHHEE  TTYYPPEESS  OOFF  FFAAMMIILLYY  AANNDD  CCOOMMMMUUNNIITTYY  PPAARRTTIICCIIPPAATTIIOONN  TTHHAATT  BBEESSTT  

GGUUAARRAANNTTEEEE  SSCCHHOOOOLL  SSUUCCCCEESSSS  FFOORR  AALLLL  

 
3.  Five types of family and community participation have been identified 

(informative, consultative, decisive, evaluative and educative). Among 
those, the decisive, evaluative and educative types are the ones that 
research is identifying as best guaranteeing school success for all. 
Family and community members can participate in decision-making processes 
relative to relevant aspects of the school, in the evaluation of the students 
and the school progress, as well as in the learning activities in which students 
engage.  

4. Family and community members can contribute to the general  
evaluation of the school by being involved in school management 
bodies created for this matter and composed of teachers, families, students, 
other professionals, community members, etc.  

5. Families and community members can participate in students’  
learning processes through intervening in the students’ learning 
activities, both during regular school hours and after school time. This 
participation can be of different types: they can volunteer in heterogeneous 
classrooms supporting students’ learning, they can manage the school library 
after school time, they can participate in reading activities in the classroom 
and in the tutored school library, they can learn together with their children in 
activities in the tutored computer room, they can teach languages to 
immigrant students, etc.  

7. The participation of families in family education programmes in schools is 
a successful action that raises students’ achievement. Family education 
and community engagement programmes that promote educational and 
cultural interactions have led students whose families have only a few books 
at home or low academic degrees to obtain excellent results in their academic 
achievement. 
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8. Family and community members should participate in the decisions 
about family education programmes in schools. When this happens, 
family education improves even more students’ academic achievement 

9. Female relatives and other women from the community can participate 
in classrooms and other learning spaces of the school, playing a significant 
role in helping overcome gender inequalities in education.   
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