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Sorting and selecting students between and within schools
This chapter describes how students 
are selected and sorted into different 
programmes or tracks, both between 
and within schools. It discusses the age at 
which students are first tracked and the 
types of programmes into which they are 
tracked (general or vocational). Grouping 
students by ability, both between and 
within classes, is also examined. These 
policies are then related to student 
performance and equity in the education 
system. 
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Horizontal stratification refers to the policies and practices used to select and sort students who are enrolled in the same grade 
or education level into different instructional programmes, schools or ability groups. As with the vertical stratification practices 
examined in Chapter 2, horizontal stratification policies aim to manage students’ heterogeneity in their interests and academic 
performance, allowing teachers and schools to work with students who have similar levels of knowledge or paces of learning. 
However, research warns that horizontal stratification can have unintended consequences, especially for socio-economically 
disadvantaged students, because sorting and grouping processes tend to be socio-economically, not just academically, selective 
(Dupriez, Dumay and Vause, 2008[1]; Gamoran and Berends, 1987[2]; Gerber and Cheung, 2008[3]; Gibbons and Telhaj, 2007[4]; 
Glaesser and Cooper, 2010[5]).

As examined in this chapter, there are two main types of horizontal stratification: that which occurs between schools or instructional 
programmes and that which occurs within schools (Figure V.3.1).

In secondary education, the most common form of horizontal stratification between schools, typically known as tracking, 
consists of sorting students into different instructional programmes. In education systems that use instructional tracking, some 
students choose or are selected into academically more demanding programmes, which focus on the general skills required for 
post-secondary education, while other students choose or are selected for vocational or technical programmes, which focus on 
the practical skills useful in the labour market (LeTendre, Hofer and Shimizu, 2003[6]; Oakes, 1985[7]; Perry and Southwell, 2014[8]). 
The age at which students are first tracked and the number of different instructional programmes available to students are 
amongst the features of tracking policies that have been shown to relate to students’ learning outcomes (Van de Werfhorst and 
Mijs, 2010[9]; Oakes Jeanne, 1990[10]; Hanushek and Wossmann, 2006[11]; OECD, 2016[12]).

School selectivity, whereby schools consider academic or non-academic factors when admitting students, is another way of 
allocating students to schools discussed in this chapter. 

In addition, the chapter examines grouping students according to their academic ability within schools, which might occur in two 
ways: grouping students into different classes or grouping them in the same class.

In some school systems, the distinction between public and private schools is also considered to be a form of horizontal stratification 
(Marteleto et al., 2012[13]; Torche, 2005[14]). This volume examines issues regarding private schools and school-choice policies in 
Chapter 7.
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Figure V.3.1 Horizontal stratification as covered in PISA 2018
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INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMMES AVAILABLE TO 15-YEAR-OLDS AND AGE AT FIRST SELECTION 
Through its system-level questionnaire, PISA 2018 asked countries to provide a list of the school types or distinct education 
programmes available to 15-year-old students. Across countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the number of 
distinct education programmes available to 15-year-old students in 2018 ranged from a single (one) programme (in 13 education 
systems) to six different programmes (in Switzerland and Peru) (Figure V.3.2 and Table B3.3.3). Most frequently, education systems 
offered three (23 countries and economies) or four (20 countries and economies) instructional programmes to their 15-year-old 
students.

In 31 education systems, students are first selected into these programmes when they are 15 years old. In 19 education systems, 
the age at first selection is 16 years; in 8 education systems, it is 14 years; and in 15 systems, the age at first selection is 13 years.  
Countries that select students at the youngest age are Austria, Germany and Hungary (10 years), and the Czech Republic, 
the Slovak Republic and Turkey (11 years) (Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3).

Figure V.3.2 shows that countries with fewer academic programmes available to 15-year-olds tend to select students into 
different programmes at an older age. All countries that participated in PISA 2018 that offer only one academic programme to 
15-year-olds (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Iceland, Malta, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Sweden, the United Kingdom 
and the United States) select students into programmes at the age of 16 or later. Similarly, all countries that offer two academic 
programmes select students into programmes at the age of 15 or later. By contrast, countries with more academic programmes 
available to 15-year-olds tend to track students at an earlier age. The extreme case is Switzerland, which offers six academic 
programmes and sorts students into these programmes as early as age 12. (Some cantons of Switzerland have implemented 
reforms since 2006 to delay the age at first selection from 10 or 11 to 12 years.1) Brunei Darussalam, the Czech Republic and 
Germany all offer five academic programmes; the age at first selection in Brunei Darussalam is 12 years, in the Czech Republic it 
is 11 years, and in Germany, 10 years. Other countries, such as Belarus, Montenegro and the United Arab Emirates, which also 
offer five academic programmes to 15-year-olds, do not select their students until age 15, or until age 14 in the Republic of North 
Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”) (Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3).

What the data tell us
–– In PISA 2018, education systems with a larger number of education programmes available to 15-year-olds generally 
showed lower mean performance in reading and less equity in reading performance. 

–– On average across OECD countries, students in general programmes scored almost 30 points higher in reading than 
those in vocational programmes, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the system level, 
across OECD countries, school systems with larger shares of students in general programmes generally showed greater 
equity in reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

–– Students in academically selective schools scored about five points higher in reading than students in non-selective 
schools, on average across OECD countries, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the 
system level, across OECD countries, the prevalence of academic selectivity was correlated with less equity in reading 
performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP. In addition, between PISA 2009 and PISA 2018, equity in education 
tended to improve in OECD countries where the prevalence of academic selectivity decreased.

–– On average across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all or some classes 
scored three points lower in reading than students in schools that do not group students in this way, after accounting for 
students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table B3.3.3.
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Figure V.3.2 Education programmes available to 15-year-olds and students’ age at first selection
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VOCATIONAL PROGRAMMES OR SCHOOLS
On average across OECD countries, 14% of 15-year-old students were enrolled in a vocational (including pre-vocational) 
programme or school in 2018. In 18 countries and economies, more than one in four students were enrolled in a vocational 
programme, and in 7 countries (Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and Slovenia), 
more than one in two students were enrolled in a vocational programme. By contrast, in 35 countries and economies, fewer than 
1 in 20 students attended a vocational programme, and in 20 countries and economies no student was enrolled in a vocational 
programme (Figure V.3.3).

A smaller share of students attended a vocational programme in 2018 than in 2009, when 15% of students were enrolled in 
a vocational programme, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.1). The share of students enrolled in a vocational 
programme decreased between 2009 and 2018 in 12 countries and economies. The largest decreases were observed in the 
Slovak Republic (by 36 percentage points), Romania (by 10 percentage points), and Turkey and Korea (by 8 percentage points in 
both countries). However, in 15 countries and economies the share of students enrolled in a vocational programme increased 
during this period. The largest increases in vocational enrolment were observed in Panama (by 27 percentage points), Brazil, 
Bulgaria, France and Kazakhstan (by around 10 percentage points in these four countries).

Students enrolled in vocational programmes were markedly more likely to attend a socio-economically disadvantaged school. On 
average across OECD countries, 22% of students in disadvantaged schools were enrolled in a vocational programme, whereas 
only 2% of students in advantaged schools were. The same pattern was observed in most countries and economies, except the 
Dominican Republic, where the percentage of students enrolled in a vocational track was greater in advantaged schools than in 
disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.3.2).

The proportion of 15-year-old students enrolled in a vocational programme is larger amongst those attending upper secondary 
school than amongst those in lower secondary school. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 24% of 15-year-old students 
attending upper secondary school, and 4% of students in lower secondary school, were enrolled in a vocational programme 
(Table V.B1.3.3). In Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Czech Republic and Serbia, over 70% of 15-year-old students attending 
upper secondary school were enrolled in a vocational programme. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130778
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are enrolled in a 
pre-vocational or vocational programme.

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.1 and Table V.B1.3.2.
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There were large differences in reading performance between students in vocational and those in academic programmes 
(Figure V.3.3). On average across OECD countries, students in academic programmes scored almost 70 points higher in reading 
than those in vocational programmes, before accounting for socio-economic factors, and almost 30 points higher after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.2). The difference in reading performance between students in 
vocational and general programmes, after accounting for socio-economic factors, was around 70 score points or more in Brunei 
Darussalam, France, Greece, Ireland,2 the Netherlands and the United Arab Emirates. In 10 countries/economies, students in 
vocational programmes scored higher in reading than those in general programmes, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.

SCHOOL SELECTIVITY
In 2018, PISA asked school principals whether they consider a range of factors when admitting students to their school. 
The factors cited were: the student’s record of academic performance (including placement tests); recommendation of feeder 
schools; parents’ endorsement of the instructional or religious philosophy of the school; whether the student requires or is 
interested in a special programme; whether preference is given to family members of current or former students; and residence 
in a particular area.

On average across OECD countries, the most common forms of school selectivity were admitting students based on their area 
of residence, and admitting students based on students’ need or interest in a special programme offered by the school (almost 
60% of students attended schools that consider such factors) (Figure V.3.4). By contrast, granting admission to school based on 
parents’ endorsement of the instructional or religious philosophy of the school was the least common (31% of students attended 
schools that consider this factor), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.4).

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
Notes: Statistically significant differences are marked in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
The percentage of students in schools where the factors are "sometimes" or "always" considered for admission to school is indicated above each factor.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.4 and Table V.B1.3.6.

Figure V.3.4 School selectivity and reading performance
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Some 51% of students were enrolled in schools that always (33%) or sometimes (19%) consider students’ record of academic 
performance when admitting students, on average across OECD countries. Using academic performance as a criterion for school 
admission (i.e. academic selectivity) was universal or almost universal in Bulgaria, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Japan, Kosovo, 
Macao (China), Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. By contrast, only around 20% of students or less in Chile, Finland, Greece, 
Iceland, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden attended academically selective schools (Table V.B1.3.4).

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130816
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Students in upper secondary schools were more likely to be enrolled in academically selective schools than students in lower 
secondary schools. On average across OECD countries, 66% of students in upper secondary schools were enrolled in academically 
selective schools, while 38% of students in lower secondary schools were enrolled in such schools (Table V.B1.3.5). Amongst the 
countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, there were no education systems where more students in academically 
selective schools were enrolled in lower secondary school than in upper secondary school, and in 26 countries/economies the 
difference was not statistically significant.

A larger share of students in 2018 than in 2009 were enrolled in schools that, when admitting students, always consider records 
of academic performance (a three percentage-point increase over the period) and always give preference to family members 
of current or former students (a four percentage-point increase), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.4). Using 
recommendations from feeder schools as a criterion for admission was less prevalent in 2018 than in 2009, on average across 
OECD countries. 

Most admissions criteria were not associated with higher student performance, especially after accounting for socio-economic 
factors – with the single exception of academic selectivity (Figure V.3.4). On average across OECD countries, students in 
academically selective schools scored about 13 points higher in reading than students in non-selective schools. However, after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, the average difference between students in academically selective 
and those in non-selective schools was five score points. Students in academically selective schools in Austria, Hong Kong (China), 
Kosovo, Lebanon, Macao (China) and Turkey outperformed their peers in non-selective schools by the widest margin (more than 
20 points), after accounting for socio-economic factors (Table V.B1.3.6).

ABILITY GROUPING IN SCHOOL
Ability grouping in school involves placing students into different classrooms or in small instructional groups in a class based on 
their initial achievement or skill levels (Steenbergen-Hu, Makel and Olszewski-Kubilius, 2016[15]). Some research has shown that 
ability grouping has a positive impact on the mathematics achievement of elementary school pupils (Matthews, Ritchotte and 
McBee, 2013[16]). Other evidence suggests that ability grouping might not be as beneficial for struggling students if instruction 
time is not put to good use (Hong et al., 2012[17]) or if those students are less likely to learn from and develop social networks with 
their higher-performing peers when they are not sitting in the same classroom (Lucas, 2001[18]).

Ability grouping within classes
Grouping students by ability in their classes is the most prevalent form of horizontal stratification within schools. On average 
across OECD countries in 2018, 54% of students were in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects 
(49%) or for all subjects (5%) (Figure V.3.5). At least 80% of students in Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), Costa Rica, 
Hong Kong (China), the Netherlands, New Zealand, Poland, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates attended schools that group 
students by ability in classes. By contrast, about 25% of students or less in Brazil, Georgia, Greece, Morocco, Portugal, Sweden 
and Uruguay attended such schools (Table V.B1.3.7).

Ability grouping in classes is somewhat more common in socio-economically disadvantaged than in advantaged schools. On 
average across OECD countries in 2018, 57% of students in disadvantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes, 
compared to 50% of students in advantaged schools. In 18 countries and economies, the incidence of ability grouping in 
classes was greater in disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools. For example, in the United Kingdom, 96% of students 
in disadvantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes while 45% of students in advantaged schools were – a 
51 percentage-point difference. But in nine countries and economies, advantaged schools grouped students in classes more 
often. For example, in Macao (China), 93% of students in advantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes while 40% 
of students in disadvantaged schools were (a 52 percentage-point difference) (Table V.B1.3.9).

Students in schools that group students by ability in their classes (for some or all subjects) scored six points lower in reading 
than students in schools that do not group students in this way, on average across OECD countries (Figure V.3.5). Half of this 
difference in performance can be accounted for by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. When holding these factors 
constant, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes scored three points lower in reading, on average 
across OECD countries. In seven countries and economies, ability grouping in classes was associated with lower reading scores 
after accounting for socio-economic factors, but the opposite was observed in three countries.

The negative difference in reading scores was larger when schools group students in their classes for all subjects. On average 
across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects scored 20 points lower 
in reading, and 8 points lower after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.11).
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Figure V.3.5

1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are grouped by 
ability in their classes for some or all subjects.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.9.
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are grouped by 
ability into different classes for some or all subjects.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.10.

Figure V.3.6
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Ability grouping into different classes
Another way schools handle student heterogeneity is by grouping students by ability into different classes.

On average across OECD countries in 2018, 43% of students attended schools where students are grouped by ability into different 
classes for all subjects (8%) or some subjects (35%). The greatest incidence of this kind of grouping was observed in Brunei 
Darussalam, Hong Kong (China), Ireland, Israel, Singapore and United Kingdom. In these countries and economies, at least 9 in 
10 students attended a school that groups students for all or some subjects. By contrast, in Austria, Greece, Iceland, Norway and 
Portugal, only 1 in 10 students attended a school that groups students, by ability, into different classes (Table V.B1.3.7).

The incidence of ability grouping into different classes was not associated with schools’ socio-economic profile, on average across 
OECD countries. However, in 16 countries and economies there was more ability grouping into different classes in advantaged 
schools, and in 8 countries and economies the incidence was greater in disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.3.10).

In addition, ability grouping into different classes was more frequently observed in urban than in rural schools, on average across 
OECD countries, but it was practiced similarly across public and private schools, and across lower and upper secondary schools 
(Table V.B1.3.10). 

Differences in performance between students who attended schools that practice and those that do not practice ability grouping 
into different classes (for some or all subjects) tended to be small (Figure V.3.6). In most countries, and on average across OECD 
countries, such ability grouping was not associated with differences in students’ reading scores. However, in nine countries and 
economies, students in schools that group students by ability into different classes scored lower than students in schools that 
do not practice this type of ability grouping, while in six other countries they scored higher, after accounting for other factors.

The negative difference in reading scores was larger when schools group students into different classes for all subjects, as 
opposed to some subjects. On average across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability into different 
classes for all subjects scored nine points lower in reading, and five points lower after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.11).

HOW HORIZONTAL STRATIFICATION IS RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY 
IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)
This section examines whether measures of horizontal stratification are related to education outcomes at the system level. Two 
education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading performance. As in previous PISA 
reports, equity in reading performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for by 
differences in students’ socio-economic status; the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, the 
greater the equity in performance (OECD, 2019[19]; OECD, 2018[20]).

Figure V.3.7 shows system-level correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification on the one hand, and 
reading performance and equity in reading performance on the other. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for 
OECD countries, and for all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed 
before and after accounting for per capita GDP, to account for the level of economic development of a country/economy.

Countries with fewer programmes available to 15-year-olds generally showed higher average performance in reading in PISA 2018 
across OECD countries. There was a negative correlation between the number of education programmes and mean performance 
in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). 
As shown in Figure V.3.8, 12% of the variation in mean reading performance across OECD countries could be accounted for by 
variations in the number of academic programmes available to 15-year-olds. 

Of the 15 countries and economies with mean scores in reading higher than 500 points, 9 countries (Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
Estonia, New Zealand, Poland, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States) offer only one instructional programme 
to 15-year-olds;3 4 countries/economies (Finland,4 Hong Kong [China], Ireland and Macao [China]) offer only two instructional 
programmes. The exceptions to this finding were Korea, with three programmes, and Japan and Singapore, each of which offer 
four programmes. 

However, the countries with the lowest mean scores in reading are heterogeneous in terms of the intensity of their tracking 
system. Two of the lowest-performing countries in PISA 2018 offer six (Peru) or five (North Macedonia) instructional tracks, but 
some offer only one (Baku [Azerbaijan]) or two (Georgia and Thailand), and many offer three (the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Lebanon and Panama) or four instructional tracks (Albania, Argentina, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Philippines and 
Qatar).
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Figure V.3.7 [1/2]  Horizontal stratification, student performance and equity

OECD countries

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Tracking 
between schools 

or education 
programmes

Number of distinct education programmes available to 
15-year-old students

-0.35 -0.37 -0.53 -0.53

Age at first selection in the education system 0.33 0.68 0.68

General programme 0.30 0.32 0.32

Vocational programme

Ability grouping 
in schools

Ability grouping into different classes (in some or all 
subjects)

Ability grouping into different classes in all subjects -0.44

Ability grouping into different classes in some subjects 0.30

No ability grouping into different classes for any subject

Ability grouping in classes (in some or all subjects)

Ability grouping in classes in all subjects -0.30 -0.30

Ability grouping in classes in some subjects 0.29 0.29

No ability grouping in classes for any subject

School selectivity

Admission is never based on student's record of academic 
performance

0.35 0.36

Admission is always based on student's record of 
academic performance

-0.32 -0.33

Admission is never based on recommendation of feeder 
school

Admission is always based on recommendation of feeder 
school

Admission is never based on parents' endorsement

Admission is always based on parents' endorsement

Admission is never based on whether the student requires 
or is interested in a special programme

Admission is always based on whether the student 
requires or is interested in a special programme

Admission is never based on whether the student is a 
family member of current or former students

Admission is always based on whether the student is a 
family member of current or former students

Admission is never based on residence -0.35

Admission is always based on residence 0.43 0.35

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients were 
reversed (i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130873
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Figure V.3.7 [2/2]  Horizontal stratification, student performance and equity

All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Tracking 
between schools 

or education 
programmes

Number of distinct education programmes available to 
15-year-old students

-0.29 -0.32 -0.43 -0.43

Age at first selection in the education system 0.42 0.45

General programme

Vocational programme

Ability grouping 
in schools

Ability grouping into different classes (in some or all 
subjects)

Ability grouping into different classes in all subjects -0.47 -0.54

Ability grouping into different classes in some subjects 0.29

No ability grouping into different classes for any subject

Ability grouping in classes (in some or all subjects)

Ability grouping in classes in all subjects -0.48 -0.55

Ability grouping in classes in some subjects 0.42 0.28

No ability grouping in classes for any subject

School selectivity

Admission is never based on student's record of academic 
performance

0.22 0.27

Admission is always based on student's record of 
academic performance

-0.25

Admission is never based on recommendation of feeder 
school

0.30 0.45

Admission is always based on recommendation of feeder 
school

-0.37 -0.42

Admission is never based on parents' endorsement 0.20 0.28 -0.22

Admission is always based on parents' endorsement -0.25 -0.30

Admission is never based on whether the student requires 
or is interested in a special programme

Admission is always based on whether the student 
requires or is interested in a special programme

-0.26

Admission is never based on whether the student is a 
family member of current or former students

0.26

Admission is always based on whether the student is a 
family member of current or former students

-0.32

Admission is never based on residence

Admission is always based on residence

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients were 
reversed (i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130873
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and B3.3.3.
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Figure V.3.8 Academic programmes available to 15-year-olds and mean score in reading
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Offering fewer instructional tracks was correlated not only with student performance but also, and more strongly, with greater 
equity in performance, as shown in Figure V.3.7. After accounting for per capita GDP, a correlation was observed between the 
number of instructional tracks and equity in performance in reading, mathematics and science (Table V.B1.3.12).

Students’ age at first selection into different programmes was not consistently correlated to mean reading performance. However, 
selecting students into different programmes at an earlier age was correlated with less equity in reading performance, even after 
accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries/economies (Figure V.3.9). As shown in Figure V.3.9, 
differences in the age at first selection accounted for 46% of the differences in equity in reading performance across OECD 
countries, and for almost 20% of the differences in equity in reading performance across all countries and economies.5

In PISA 2018, the system-level correlation between ability grouping within class and mean reading performance had a different 
sign depending on whether this kind of ability grouping was implemented for some subjects or for all subjects. On the one hand, 
the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in class for some subjects was positively correlated with 
mean performance in reading, before and after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all participating 
countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). As shown in Figure V.3.10, 18% of differences in mean reading performance across all 
countries/economies can be explained by cross-national differences in ability grouping in class for some subjects.6 

On the other hand, the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in class for all subjects was negatively 
correlated with mean performance in reading, before and after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across 
all participating countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). Figure V.3.11 shows that some 23% of differences in mean reading 
performance across all countries/economies can be explained by cross-national differences in ability grouping in class for all 
subjects.7 These findings suggest that the relationship between ability grouping in class and performance may be associated with 
the way ability grouping is implemented. 

The percentage of students enrolled in general or vocational programmes was not consistently correlated with higher mean 
reading performance (Figure V.3.7). However, OECD countries with a larger share of students in general programmes tended 
to show greater equity in reading performance. Across OECD countries, there was a positive correlation between the share of 
students enrolled in a general programme and equity in performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP8 (Figure V.3.7). 
The correlation was not statistically significant across all countries and economies.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130892
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.3.7.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.3.7.
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Figure V.3.12 Change between 2009 and 2018 in academic selectivity and equity in reading performance
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Similarly, academic selectivity was not consistently correlated with mean student performance. However, in 2018, OECD countries 
with fewer academically selective schools generally showed greater equity in student performance. Across OECD countries, the 
percentage of students in schools that never consider students’ record of academic performance for admission was positively 
correlated with equity in reading performance, before and after accounting for per capita GDP9 (Figure V.3.7). The correlation 
across all countries and economies was not statistically significant. Furthermore, across OECD countries, changes between 2009 
and 2018 in the percentage of students attending a school where admission is never based on the student’s record of academic 
performance were positively correlated with changes in equity in reading.10 This means that equity in education tended to 
improve in countries where the prevalence of academic selectivity decreased (Table V.B1.3.13).

Notes
1.	 Source: Switzerland’s PISA system-level data-collection questionnaire.

2.	 In Ireland, only 1% of students in PISA 2018 were enrolled in vocational programmes.

3.	 The correlation between the number of academic programmes and mean reading performance is influenced by these nine countries with 
a single track and comparatively high performance. If countries with a single academic programme are excluded from the analysis, the 
correlation is not statistically significant across OECD countries, nor across all countries/economies.

4.	 In Finland, most 15-year-old students attend grade 9, the final grade of lower secondary education (ISCED 2). There is only one programme 
offered at this education level. Students who are above the modal grade in upper secondary education (ISCED 3) have access to two 
programmes of different orientation.

5.	 The correlation between the age at selection into different academic programmes and equity in reading performance is not influenced by 
extreme cases. After countries/economies whose age at selection is 16 years are excluded from the analysis, the correlation is still statistically 
significant across OECD countries and across all countries/economies. Similarly, after countries/economies whose age at selection is 10 years 
are excluded from the analysis, the correlation is still statistically significant across OECD countries and across all countries/economies.

6.	 The correlation between the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects and mean 
reading performance is not influenced by extreme cases. After excluding countries/economies where less than 15% of students are enrolled 
in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects (i.e. Costa Rica, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates), 
the strength of the relationship does not change much across OECD countries (R2 = 0.10) nor across all countries/economies (R2 = 0.17).

7.	 The correlation between the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects and mean 
reading performance is not influenced by extreme cases. After excluding countries/economies where more than 40% of students are enrolled 
in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects (i.e. Brazil, Morocco, Portugal and Uruguay), the strength of the 
relationship does not change across OECD countries (R2 = 0.10) and increases across all countries/economies (R2 = 0.30).

8.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. those whose mean reading score was lower than 413 points), across OECD countries, 
the strength of the correlation between the percentage of students enrolled in a general programme and equity in reading performance 
remained unaltered (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.31; partial correlation coefficient after accounting for per capita GDP = 0.32). 
Across all countries/economies, the association remained not statistically significant after excluding low-performing countries/economies.

9.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. those whose mean reading score was lower than 413 points), across OECD countries, 
the strength of the correlation between the percentage of students in schools that never consider a student’s record of academic performance 
for admission and equity in reading performance remained unaltered (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.35; partial correlation 
coefficient after accounting for per capita GDP = 0.35). Across all countries/economies, the association remained not statistically significant 
after excluding low-performing countries/economies.

10.	 The correlation between the change between 2009 and 2018 in academic selectivity and the change in equity in reading performance is not 
influenced by extreme cases. In Chile, the change in the percentage of students in schools that never consider students’ record of academic 
performance for admission was noticeably greater than in other countries (it decreased by 49 percentage points). This change might be due 
to the adoption, in 2015, of Chile’s School Inclusion Law, which forbade public schools and private government-dependent schools from using 
any form of selection criteria when enrolling students (OECD, 2018[21]) (Santiago et al., 2017[22]). After excluding Chile from the analysis, the 
correlation across OECD countries strengthened (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.56). Across all countries/economies, the association 
remained not statistically significant after excluding Chile.
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