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1. Introduction

Private education typically provides attractive aities and networking opportunities but the
educational achievement of private school studewiéch depends on their characteristics as
well as on available resources, need not be bibtder that of students attending less expensive
schools. Private schools attract better studerntseittostly resources financed by their fees are
complementary to student ability, and the publicogd system provides only basic education
(De Fraja, 2002). When State schools are relativetye demanding, however, then private

schools supply remedial services to worse stud@mtsello and Rocco, 2008).

Bertola and Checchi (2013) document cross-couriffgrdnces in the process that sorts across
public and private schools students with diffef@l8A cognitive ability test scores, controlling
for relevant covariates. Since the test is adnénést only one or two years after school
choice, the private-public differential in PISA ses also analyzed by Vandenberghe and
Robin (2004) is plausibly driven by individual dtyil as well as by school effectiveness.
Sorting of low achievers into private schools isrelated across country with the relative
prevalence of remedial pedagogies in such schodlei PISA 2009 data set. These data do not
identify privately funded and/or operated schonl&iiance, where the State pays the salaries of
teachers at private schools that commit to empldy State-certified teachers and to abide by
the same academic standards as State school. NdlaAyench private schools accept these
constraints, and the substantial cost of Stateifgndhakes it all the more interesting to

characterize how they use their limited degredseafdom.

This paper exploits national data sources to chenae jointly the process that selects French
students into these almost-but-not-quite-publicosth and their educational performance. A
large and detailed panel survey provides infornmasibout students’ individual background and
educational achievements, and can be geographicatghed to the summary statistics of
administrative data in order to exploit within-cogn variation across “local education
markets” (LEMS).

In some respects, available information is betiantin other country-specific data sets, such as
those analyzed by Bertola, Checchi, and Oppedié20@7) and their references. And while in
PISA only a single test result is recorded at aarinediate secondary-school stage, the French
data feature a variety of initial and subsequemlividual school achievement indicators.
Unfortunately for this paper’s purposes, howeveither family incomes nor private school
fees are recorded, and there is no informationhensthool-specific pedagogical aspects that

Bertola and Checchi (2013) interact with individbatkground to characterize across countries



the process that sorts students into private sshddlis makes it necessary to infer some
relevant information indirectly, from survey quesis about each family’s financial situation
and past school choices, and to formulate and sksassumptions as to how observable

variation influences enrolment choices with or withdirectly influencing school outcomes.

Sections 2 and 3 describe the structure of thechreducational system and of the available
data sets. Section 4 identifies and describes #nahles that the following sections use to
implement a variety of estimation methods and djations: Section 5 reports linear ordinary
and two-state least-squares estimators with gebgrapand socio-economic status fixed
effects or interpretable indicators, and Sectiars&s the latter controls in nonlinear estimation.
All specifications and estimation methods deteatilal tendency for unobservably as well as
observably weak students to enroll in private sthaghich appear to be particularly beneficial
for children of culturally poor families. Sectionstimmarizes and qualifies the results, and
briefly discusses possible reasons why French Stteols might fail to benefit exactly the

students who most need help.

2. Privately organized education in France

A substantial fraction of the student populatiommsolled in private schools at all levels of the
French education system, and an overwhelming ntgjofithe private schools are of theus
contrat type introduced by the 1959 Debré Act. In 2011pagnthe about 17% of primary
students and about 20% of secondary students vigrodad private school, only 2.8% were in
totally autonomous private schoolgcfle privée hors contratsuch as Montessori

establishments (Vasconcellos and Bongrand 2013).

The Debré Act provides funding of sonsmus contratschools’ overhead costgo(fait
d’externat in 2014 the annual subsidy was 763 euro for e#cthe first 80 students, and
smaller per capita amounts were paid at largerashoAnd, since the 1977 Germeur Act, their
teachers’ salaries are entirely paid by the Statd, at given seniority are similar to those of
State school teachers. As a condition for Statelif private schools must teach the same
curriculum as State ones, and employ only teaclvlrs have passed a national competition
(concourd. But private schools may of course teach the riatdifferently, with different
teachers, and to a different student body. Thetanbal cost of State funding of teachers’
wages and other subsidies to private schools mialadisthe more interesting to find out how

private schools use their limited autonomy.



State and private teachers are managed differantyself-selected because, from their point of
view, the State career is more attractive. Stdteadeachers are civil servanter{ctionnairg,

and they are assigned to jobs by a strictly adinatise procedure: a vacant place must be
assigned to the applicant who ranks highest in deofna score based aoncoursresults,
seniority, and some career features (such as geimirmdministrative or managerial roles).
Private school teachers work in the public sectoces 1992, when private education was
recognized as mission de service publi@ is for this reason, as well as to avoid coidgns
with the private schools that the British call “fiahy that in this paper “State” is used to refer
to government-run French schools) . However th@ipleyment, like that of local government
workers, is subject to a form of public lawogtractuel de droit publijc that does not
administratively restrict job assignments: for eaxhthe private school teaching positions
funded and assigned to schools by the State, sohawhgers may freely choose amyncours
qualified applicant. So while private school teash@ust have passed an exam that is similar
to that of State school teachers, if they have pessed the latter they are not likely to seek
employment in the private sector, where career gpathd working conditions are less

appealing.

Private schools are not only staffed by differesaichers, but also attended by different
students. In the State sector students generally attend a specific school within their area of
residence, and this constraint was strictly enfibicethe period covered by the available data.
They may instead choose to apply and pay for ermoirat private schools. These can set their
own admission criteria - which, as a condition sofus contratfunding, must not include
religious allegiance. And they cater richer studebecause they are free to charge any fees to
cover the cost of facilities, amenities, and nacténg personnel (there are no official data on
such fees, but French private schools are not expgnsive: Merle, 2012 and other anecdotal
evidence indicate that annual fees can be as lavfew hundred euro, and only rarely exceed
2500 euro).

3. Available data

The Panel d'éleves du second dedrgd5-2006 selects by birthday and follows overetian
random 1/40th sample of the French students whereshisecondary school in 1996 he data

! panel d'éleves du second degré, recrutement ,19985-2011, DEPP - Ministére de I'Education

(producer), ADISP-CMH (distributor). The data aneidable upon request for research purposes at

https://quetelet.casd.eu/en/utilisateur/connexdnd have been analysed among others by Nakhi5)20



includes information about the student’'s achievansnentry in secondary school. Besides
administrative records, which in France includegheents’ occupational status, the data record
answers to a survey administered to families in8198hen panel students were typically
finishing the third or starting the fourth and filawer secondary school year. For 15290 of the
17830 initially sampled individuals, the survey leots information about the family’'s

composition, the educational achievements and emmat situation of the parents,

retrospective information about pre-secondary sligoand about educational goals and

constraints, household rules, satisfaction witmvwconditions, and other subjective aspécts.

The progress of each student is followed duringséary school and beyond. In France, for
the first four years of secondary school all stusleme enrolled in a common comprehensive
program ¢€ollége. Tracking only occurs at the uppéydée secondary school level: students
may enroll in academic (scientific, literary, ecamo-social) programs that in three years can
lead to achievement of lzaccalauréatexit degree, or in a variety of vocational empleyrm
oriented tracks that lead tolmccalauréatin four years, or in technical tracks featuring a
common first year and two years of more specialstedies. For each year from 1995 to 2006,
the data report the upper secondary track eaclermstusl enrolled at the school attended (each
school offers multiple academic and/or vocatiomatks). About 94% of the initial sample is
retained up to 2002, the earliest year when stgdeotld complete their secondary studies
obtaining abaccalauréatwhich makes it possible to access tertiary edmeairograms. These
are offered not only by universities but also@wandes Ecoleandlycées Some academically-
orientedlycéesselect students intGlasses Préparatoires aux Grandes EcdiE®PGE), and
some professional or technidgtéesoffer selective vocational programs (BTS). Holdefsa
baccalauréatcan also apply for admission to selective vocaigmograms run by universities
(IUT), which attract for the best students fromhigical and vocational tracks as well as for
academic track students who fail to gain admisdimmmore prestigiousGrandes Ecoles

programs. In the available data answers to pastalauréatsurveys, administered to panel

and Cayouette-Rembliére and de Saint Pol (2018)itutional reforms, in particular of theectorisation
State school choice constraints, would make itpnapriate to merge the similar panels that staimed
1980 and 1989 and the more redeahel d’éléves du second degré entrés en 6e en 2007

2 Mailed questionnaires were completed and returmedl2981 families, and 2309 more answered
similar questions by phone. Sampling weights aowigded for responders to either family survey pkase
(pondl) and for responders to the postal survey phagad? ). The results reported below ysend1

as Statgpweights



students who did obtain an exit degree, providerinhtion about enroliment in tertiary

education or labor market status.

In 1995-96, the 17830 panel individuals were ertblh 5686 distinct lower-secondary schools
(in 2001-02, 1032 of them had dropped out of thapta and probably also out of secondary
school, and the rest were observed attending 4E%ihat upper-secondary schools). The data
report whether each surveyed individual attendsiafg school. The overwhelming majority
of private schools are of type&bntrat d'association toutes clas&esnly a few dozen panel
students attendHors contrat private schools. No disaggregate informationvaikable on the
amount of school fees and availability of the fities and pedagogical aids that are typically
offered by private schools. Each school is idegdifanonymously, but its location is known up
to cells defined by size of town amdEpartementlocal government units (there are 96
départemenin Continental France and Corsica). The studemtsdence need not be in the

same locality as the school, and is not recordéddrdataset.

The information available in the individual surveégta set can be merged with that available
for somewhat later years from tHgase Centrale de ScolaritBCS), the administrative
database of the French education syst&nitable data were not collected at the time when
panel individuals attended secondary schools: ti&S Bvas established in 1993, but a
requirement for private schools to provide theitadia electronic form (ifsous contrgt was
phased in slowly, only achieving complete covereg2003. Available data cover the 2004-
2006 period. School records for the 11,123 secgnseinools are similar to those linked to
individual students in the panel. They indicate thibe the school is attended by lower
secondarydollége or upper secondaryy€ég students (and, in the latter case, the academic o
professional curricula offered by the school aorded); the records also indicate whether the
school is a private or State establishment andhenlatter case, whether it belongs to a ZEP
(“zone d’éducation prioritair§ or a REP (féseau d’éducation prioritairg or is classified as
“établissement sensibighese indicate that the school is attended lstikely troublesome
and socially underprivileged students, and is @@nsome additional resources that are

supposed to improve the quality of State educdiiatn by making it evident that the school is

% In coding the school success indicator below, remponse in these surveys might mislabel as ardailu
the performance of students who drop out of theeplmt are studying.

* Base centrale scolarité (BCS) — 2004 ; Base denseplarité (BCS) — 2005 ; Base centrale scolarité
(BCS) — 2006. DEP - Ministére de I'Education [proehs], ADISP-CMH [distributor]. The data can be

requested dittps://quetelet.casd.eu/en/utilisateur/connexion




attended by underprivileged student, might incréheeappeal of private education for families
who reside in poor or mixed aredssor each of the about 5.5 million students attegdhese
schools in each year, the BCS records age, gesclawpl(s) attended in the current and in the

previous year, and an indicator of socio-econortatus similar to that recorded in the panel.

The anonymous identifier of the (also about 1108€Hools attended by the panel students
cannot be linked to BCS data, but the geograplicaltion of the school is coded similarly in
both data sets. City sizes are coded in 8 sizegoaes (from “rural”, to “urban area between
200 000 and 2 000 000 inhabitants”, and to thesRaban area), not all of which are present in
eachdépartement The empirical models below use locally aggregeB&ts administrative
data, linked to individual panel students, to chimaze variation of education demand and

supply within Francé.

4. Sample and variables

The cross-sectional analysis below focuses on thtevation and implications of private school
enrolment at the beginning of the panel samplghéndata, variableecteur1995 can be
recoded to a dummy variabfgiv that equals unity if the student is observed iprigate

school during the firatollegeyear, which is the case for almost 19% of the samp

Students who have repeated primary school year®ldsx than the normal age obllege

entry. This is the case for more than a quartethef 17830 panel individuals: variable
datenai reports the year of birth, which is 1984 for onl§224 students. Age at entry is a
potentially useful predetermined variable for engair models of enrolment choices: older
students have lower average ability, consistentiy Wwaving been held back in elementary

school, and are somewhat less likely to enrol ingbe school (only 16% of them do). For

® For 101 schools there are records only in onevordf the three available years of data. No schamgs
observed switching in 2004-2006 between State aindtp, or into/out of the REP classification; omly
few schools move into ZEP status (6 in 2005 and 2006) orétablissement sensibéatus (1 in 2005, 1

in 2006).

® A total of 219 students were sampled in 1995 fighi EMs that are not populated in the 2004-06 BCS
database, either because those schools ceasedstamevecause the local community’s size moved
across the boundaries of the available classifinatThese LEMs cannot be characterized by BCS
statistics, and the results reported below dromtfgith very minor implications for the resultspalin

specifications that do not use that information.



simplicity, however, the estimation sample includes/ the more homogeneous students who

have not repeated any school year by the timelikgin to be observed.

Higher education’s crucial socio-economic implioas make it interesting to measure
individual achievement in terms of tertiary enroitnésee Evans and Schwab, 1995, and their
references). In what follows, students who entdogger secondary school at the normal age
are coded as successful if they obtalmacalauréatand the posbaccalauréatsurvey records
their enrollment in higher education tracks leadinghe tertiary degrees discussed in Section
2. The outcome dummy succ is coded to equal wunity if variables
SESSION_BAC2002...2006record abaccalauréatby June 2004 (allowing for one or two
repeats in high school, and/or for the additionehryrequired in professional tracks) and
variableformagrl takes values between 1 and 4, recording enrolmeatertiary education
program’. Among the 9,197 surveyed secondary school comple®154 report to be
studying; succ is coded to unity only for the 7,130 who are emmlin degree-granting

programs (rather than “other education/training”).

This definition of school success is a rather @ming bar in France, which is passed by only
54% of the 13224 students who entecetlegeat normal age, and by a somewhat lower 50%
of the 2597 (19.6%) among them who enrolled in &ape collége. Choosing tertiary

enrolment as the outcome targeted by secondary obckarolment choices is not

inconsequential, because it is not just constraimethe student’s ability and achievement, but
also driven by the family’s educational aspiratioHgnce, results will need to be interpreted
with care, as they would even if educational achiesnt were measured in terms of other
indicators (such as the timing, track, and gradeshe student’s exit degree, or indeed

standardized test scores) available in this orrathia sets.

The data record some indicators of cognitive abdit the beginning of the secondary school
curriculum. The empirical models below use variagkel , defined as the average of the
student’s level in mathematics and in reading Fneesessed, on a 0-10 scale, by the school

principal at the time of entry in secondary schddle results of basic no-stakes standardized

" Four panel students obtain a gendrat in 2001. They also obtained a scientific or litara bacin

2002, and this is treated as the exit degree iingdtie data.



test results are also available, but are not asnmdtive asabil as a determinant of private

school enrolmertt.
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Figure 1. Descriptive empirical relationships between the indicators of school success (variable succ,
measured as 0 or 1) and of initial individual achievement (variable abil, measured in half-point

increments) available in the French panel data set.

Figure 1 plots all observations in the estimatiample of available initial observable ability
(measured in half-unit increments, because eactheftwo assessments is an integer) and
observed success indicators. The unsurprisinglysarahgly increasing relationship between
the two, illustrated in the figure by a nonparameesmoother, is not evidently different across
State and private schools. Varialsleil has almost identical means for State school (6.84)
and private school (6.85) students, with no obvieusience of positive or negative sorting
across school types. It is very heterogeneous mvigaich group, with standard deviations of
1.74 and 1.58 respectively.

8 At given test results, assessed ability is onayelower in private schools than in State schddisis,

the school principals’ assessment is unlikely tdiased by kindness or respect, which would if himg
lead them to more positive assessments when studentpaying customers: it plausibly uses available
information honestly, and captures some of the méldative selection into private schooling detettgd
the empirical estimates below.



Information on the family’s socio-economic statusl @ultural level can be used to assess how
variation in those respects influences the objestiand constraints of educational choices. The
panel dataset reports a classification in of thmilfahead’s occupation (variablecschef ,
compiled by the data provider using informationnirdooth school records and the family

survey).
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Figure 2. Descriptive empirical relationship between indicators of school success (variable succ) and
initial individual achievement (variable abil) across the socio-economic categories available in the

French panel and administrative data.

Figure 2 shows that socio-economic status playslexin shaping the empirical relationship
illustrated in Figure 1: it is strongly related bdb the ability of students at the beginning of
secondary school, assessed by the group-specifio wiabil on the horizontal axis, and to
the educational achievement, assessed by the gpmgific mean okucc on the vertical
axis. Initial ability is very heterogeneous with@ach group, but group-level averages of
cognitive ability and school achievement are cleadsitively related, with some interesting
outliers: the (only four) children of religion pexsionals are unusually likely to enroll in

higher education; children of arts and media wakee on average smarter at age 10 than one

10



would think on the basis of their observed latérost achievement, and the opposite is true for

children of farmers and foremen.

This empirical regularity confirms that familiesileural and financial resources play a role in
determining their children’s school success (Bauw@i1l986), but such descriptive evidence
need not indicate that socio-economic status dyr@diuences educational outcomes. Some of
the relationship is mediated by the school chotbas are of interest here and may be shaped
by financial conditions, and some is spuriouslyeini by the correlation of occupations with
the family’s cultural climate and educational aapons. In the absence of income information,
to disentangle the various possible roles of secimaomic status it can be helpful to note that,
within each occupational category, variation in gticational level attained by the parents
may plausibly influence school performance. To gaptthe idea that children of better
educated parents are likely to find it easier todeand to be helped at home when difficulties
arise, the empirical specifications below includendhy variables that take value 1 when the
father or the mother obtained a tertiary degexu¢ f= 1 whenA16P=8 or 9,educ_m=1
whenAl6M=8 or 9).
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Figure 3. Descriptive empirical relationship between indicators of school success (variable succ) and
initial individual achievement (variable abil), disaggregated by upper secondary school track and

gender.
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The descriptive evidence shown in Figure 3 showat fiemale students are somewhat
differently likely to choose upper secondary trackaeducive to tertiary education, and more
likely to enroll in tertiary education within eadhack. Because gender is a predetermined
possible determinant of the school choice and &ehient indicators shown in Figure 1 and
characterized below, it would be inappropriate xalede it from empirical specificatioris.
Conversely, any switches between State and presmtelment and high-school track choices
are not predetermined with respect to private schemolment in the first year of
comprehensive secondary school. It is beyond tlwpes®f this paper to model them as
elements of the empirical mechanism that mapsainjtiivate school choices and individual

characteristics into final success or failure.

To measure geographical variation across the LEMremments in which individual panel
students make their choices, it is convenient torsarize socio-economic category dummies is
replaced by a binomial indicator of privileged f@nbackground: dummpiSES equals unity
for socio-economic categories that in Figure 2 warage issue relatively able and successful
children!® BCS administrative data can characterize the lettadent population in terms of

socio-economic status, coded in the same wéySES for panel individuals!

To give a sense of the extent to which this andapei school enrolment vary across French
localities, Figures 4 and 5 illustrate their digpen across departments and city sizes
separately. Families with high-socio economic sta¢und to concentrate in the larger cities and
in the most urbanizediépartements with some interesting variation (for example, the
proportion of high-status students is very low ire @f thedépartementsf the Paris region).

The area’s socio-economic level increases monadbipievith city size. The incidence of

° Gender may be relevant to school choice also Isecparents particularly value the socially selected
and well-disciplined student population of privat#hools for their female children.

19 These are “23 Entrepreneur with >9 employees”; Self-employed professional”; “32 Public sector
executive”; “33 Teacher, secondary and tertiary34 “Scientist”; “37 Private sector executive,
administrative”; “38 Private sector executive, teichl’; “42 Teacher, preschool and primary”; “43
Paramedic or social worker”; “44 Clergy”; “45 Publsector supervisor, administrative”; “46 Private
sector supervisor, administrative”; “47 Technicidn.the sample of normal-age individuals with seyv
information 3301 (37%) students belong to thesegies.

" The BCS records specific socio-economic categdoiesgetired parents. Two of these (each including
less than 2% of students’ parents) overlap the tharynof the panel’s classification. The LEM indimat
codes hiSES=0 for “72 Retired artisan/shopkeeper/entrepreneuti &iSES=1 for “73 Retired

executive/supervisor.”

12



private schooling similarly varies significantlyoaly both the city size andépartements

geographical dimension: some of the latter vanmisolikely to be exogenous (in north-western
areas with a solid Catholic tradition students dipprtionally opt-out of State schools), and
some is related to the endogenous school choiceglet here. Because LEM characteristics
may plausibly vary both across town sizes and actoans of the same size within each
department, in the empirical specifications thevaht variation is measured at the level of all
the 456 LEM cells defined by trdépartemenaind size of town where the individual students

surveyed in the panel are observed.

Fraction of high socio-economic status students

(0.38,0.50)
(0.32,0.28)
(0.20,0.32)
il (0.25.0.20]
=] (0.27.0.28)
[T (0.25.0.27)
[T (0.22.0.25)
[ 10.18.0.23]

High status
01 23 4

I S S N

Population of school's commune
Figure 4. Fractions, by geographic location and community size, of secondary school students in the

2004-2006 Base Centrale de Scolarité administrative database with parents belonging to the “high status”

socio-economic categories listed in footnotes 12 and 13.
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Figure 5: Fractions, by geographic location and community size, of secondary school students enrolled in

private schools in the 2004-2006 Base Centrale de Scolarité administrative data.

A major shortcoming of the data is the absence rof imcome, wealth, and tuition fees
information. It is however possible to assess #tevance of financial aspects for the family’s
educational choices using the answers to a 1998cive survey question: dumnmgs_ins
takes value 1 iR26=1 indicates that family’s resources “are veryffam sufficient to allow

the child to pursue his or her studies for as laags)he wishes” (as stated by 15.5% of the
sample)*?

The data do not report individual information aboonh-educational determinants of private
school enrolment (such as geographical proximagte for specific facilities, or ideology).
These may to some extent be captured, after adoguiiorr variation of factors that influence

2 The results are very similar if dummies for otpessible answers are included along with_ins
Consistently the rather low tuition fees of Frengfivate schools, a dummyalued 1 if A26=4

(indicating that “financial resources are more tlsaufficient”) is a very weak instrument if used in
isolation.
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private school enrolment through its contributiom eéducational outcomes, by previous
enrolment in private pre-primary or primary scho®elevant information is gathered by two
guestions in the 1998 survey of families. Dumpmw_priv.  is coded to zero if replies 83
andB7 are both 1="entirely in State school” or missing,teatprev_priv= 1 indicates that
the student had at least some pre-secondary psehtmling: this is the case for 30.2% of the

normal-age panel individuals, 73.6% of which alsmé in a private secondary school.

If private school enrolment is determined by unobskle factors that influence school
achievement and are correlated with ability andeiotbbserved determinants of tertiary
enrolment, estimation needs sources of variatiam dietermine private enrolment but do not
directly influence school achievement. Financialstaints are certainly relevant to the choice
of paying the fees levied by private school, aed _ins can be an instrument for school
choice under the identifying assumption that theg aot directly relevant to school
achievement (given such other observables as gaeghication and occupational status). The
relevance of previous private enrolment to subseygehooling choices may capture the
cultural inclination of the family, or inertia, ¢ine relevance to secondary school choices of the
convenience of full-time attendance and lower Ih@bd of strikes, or indeed financial factors
beyond those captured by financial constraints smxlo-economic status. The identifying
assumption would be that, given other observalitesse factors do not directly matter for

school results.

Identifying assumptions are always debatable aed evore than usually difficult to test in the

paper’s empirical framework (see footnote 14 beloWhe results below detect only mild

selection-on-unobservables in French data, andngteumental variable estimates should be
viewed as a robustness test for the very simildinary least squares estimates. Still, it is
useful to discuss briefly what might invalidate fdentifying assumptions. Excluding a direct
role ofres_ins in determining school success is not approprfaggven other observables, a

better financial position influences tertiary emneht directly, or signals culturally relevant

resources (not captured by parental education anid-sconomic status) rather than purely
random shocks to non-cultural capital. The exclusastriction that legitimatgsev_priv ~ as

an instrument may be false if having attended @apgi elementary school not only influences
observable (and predetermined) ability but alsajieén observed ability, makes it easier for
children to do well in secondary school, as mighthe case if the family’s cultural orientation
or learning skills acquired in private elementachaols play a role similar to that of well-

educated parents. Previous private schooling mag, @t given socio-economic status and
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other observable characteristics, capture fachaisihcrease the propensity to enroll in tertiary

education at a given ability and secondary schooleaxement.

5. Linear probability models

The sample with non-missing variables includes &1&lidents, of which 2233 are observed in
private schools. Differences across State and terisehools can be detected and characterized
by regressing individual success on individual-leexogenous variables, allowing the

coefficient of ability to differ across private apdblic schools.

Table 1. Linear probability estimates.

Dependent variable  suce succ priv succ
Method!  OLS oLS OLS 2SLS
priv 01019 * 0.089 0.157 =
Private enrollment at start of sec.schp¢0.01)  (Co4) ©0.07)
abil /100x priv -1.031 * 2351 =
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, interactonwith (062 . (106
abil /100 9.750 9,922 xw -0.235 10.131
_______ Initial assessed achievement | (0.24) ~ (0.25) (0.18) (029
educ f 1.092  w= 0.093 0.016 = 0.094
_________ Father has tertiary degree 1 (0.01)  (@01) (001 (o1
educ m 0.087 0.086 ** 0.012 0.087
,,,,,,,, Mother has tertiary degree | (0.01) ~ (6.01) (©.01) (0L
fem 0.061 * 0.061 = -0.011 = 0.061 =
... Femaegender | (0.01) Qo1 (O0H Oy
res_ins -0.025
,,,,,,, Insufficient family resources  { . (o01)
prev_priv 0.553
_Some pre-secondary private schooling | 001)
number of estimated 5 6 6 6
coefficients

Weighted bypond1 .
Robust standard errors in parentheses below tHéobeets, p-levels: <0.1+= <0.05+ <0.01.

In all columns of Table 1 success (tertiary edwcatenrolment) is very significantly and
positively related to initial ability, parental ezhtion, and gender. In the first column enrolment
in a private lower-secondary school does not sicamittly influence an OLS regression’s
intercept. The second column detects a positivel leffect as well as a mildly significant
negative interaction with assessed ability. Thet m®tumns treat private secondary school
enrolment as an endogenous variable, recognizigitttmay be influenced by unobservables
ability as well as by predetermined observable attaristics of each individual. The third

column reports a first-stage regression includimdjdators of previous private schooling and
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financial constraints: their coefficients are sfigaint, with the expected positive sign for
previous primary school enrolment and negative $ggnfinancial constraints. In the fourth
column, Table 1 reports estimates from a regresgiah instruments the main and ability-
interacted effects of private school enrolment wilie third column’s linear probability
prediction and its interaction with ability.The results are similar to those of ordinary least
square estimation, and a formal test rejects exa@pemnly at p-level 0.11: initial ability
influences eventual success less strongly withivape than within State schools. To the extent
that this indicates that private schooling can mynmdividual shortcomings, it can explain
why in the first-stage regression it appears t@beildly attractive choice (all else given) for

the parents of relatively low-performing children.

Table 1a. Linear probability estimates with locdiieation market (LEM) fixed effects.

Dependent variabl succ succ priv succ
Method OLS OLS OLS 28LS
priv 01010 0.078 * 0.110
(0.01) (C.05) (0.07
~abil mooxprive [ -1.000 | -2.058 -
__________________________________________________________________ 065 . (20Yy
abil /100 9.780 =  9.947 =+ -0.262  10.104  ©=
(0.25) (C.26) (0.18) (0.29)
~ educf (@08 = 0.08 = 0.013 0.088 =
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (0.01) (0.01) (001) (001
educ_m 0.081 =+ | 0.081 = | 0.011 0.082 ==
___________________________________________________ (001) (0.01) (001) (001) .
fem 0.058 =+ {0.058 =+ |{-0.011 » 0.058 ==
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (0.01) (0.01) (001) (001
res_ins -0.018 o
0.01)
""""""""" prev.piv. [ | 0513 e~
0.01)
""""" number of estmated | 497 | 499 | 508 | 508
coefficients

Weighted bypond1 .

Robust standard errors in parentheses below tHéaeets, p-levelsr <0.1= <0.05== <0.01.
The simplicity of the linear probability model mak# possible to include a large number of
control variables. Geographic factors can be altbwe differ at the level of all separate

locations defined bydépartementand city size indicators, the most detailed geolgical

13 See Wooldridge (2010, Chapter 20). This estimatizethod yields a just-identified second-stage
equation, and does not provide a test for validitthe exclusion of levels and interactions froratth
equation of the family’s financial conditionse§_ins ) or inclination to choose private schooling
(prev_priv ). Informal experiments that drop either variableni the IV set (or include it in the
second stage) suggest thagv_priv plays the stronger role in sharpening the resaftented below.
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location information available in the data. A Stathool should in principle be available in all
locations, but private schools need not be preaettie same or nearby locations, and fixed
effects account for this and all other local fastofhe estimates use only variation across the
observations (in the order of a dozen outside laitjes) within each locality: a total of 505
locations are populated in the data, but obsematigith no local dependent variable variation
are dropped. As shown in Table 1a, inclusion ofggaphical fixed effects has very small

implications for the results.

Table 1b. Linear probability estimates with LEM dik effects and socio-economic status categories
(SES) fixed effects as indicated.

Dependent variable succ succ priv succ succ
Method OLS OLS OLS 2SLE 2SLE
priv 0loo1 0.061 0.067 0.122 *
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ©oy o5 . ©on  ©Oon | |
abil /100x priv -0.869 -1.644 * -1.979 =
e 06 (1.00) .. (100) .. ]
abil 100 9.411 9.558 -0.463 =  9.648 == 10.099 ==
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 025 (027 (019 (030 (029 |
educ_f q.047 == 0.048 -0.006 0.048 = 0.087
_____________________________ 002) (002 (001 (002 00y | ]
educ_m 0.059 »= 0.059 0.004 0.060  »= 0.082
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0oy  (0y (001 (001 oy | ]
fem 0.061 » 0.061 = -0.009 0.061 0.058
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0oy (01 (001 (001 oy . ]
res_ins -0.005
(0.01)
~ prev.priv | 0503 - ]
(9.01)
SES fixed yes yes yes yes no
effects
number of 524 525 534 534 508
estimated
coefficients

Weighted bypond1 .
Robust standard errors in parentheses below tHéaeets, p-levelsr <0.1= <0.05= <0.01.

The similar regressions reported in Table 1b extdedset of exogenous variables to include
dummies for all socio-economic status categoriemef(icients not reported). In the third

column, the negative estimated effect of initialligbon private school enrolment becomes
more significant, suggesting that the private sthgds more attractive for children who are

less able than expected on the basis of their yabalckground. The financial constraints
indicator is no longer significant, suggesting tfiatthe absence of more precise income or
wealth controls) socio-economic status captureshmaicthe relevant financial heterogeneity

across families. The next two columns of Table &port 2SLS regressions based on that
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selection equation. Inclusion of socio-economiedixeffects in the second stage recognizes
their possible direct relevance, at given individakility and parental education, for school
success assessed in terms of tertiary school eanolfwhich is at least partly a choice and
more likely for children of privileged families)n lthe fourth column, this reduces the size and
significance of both parental education indicatond of the ability slope interaction. In the last
column of Table 1b, a 2SLS regression that exclsteso-economic effects from the second

stage yields a large negative private schoolingitalmteraction estimate.

This pattern of results suggests that, even whairabng for individual ability and parental
education, socio-economic status may matter dydotl school achievement, and possibly
differently across private and State schools. yaird disentangle these effects it is possible to
exploit variation of socio-economic status and LEMaracteristics as determinants of private
school choice, interacting the summary indicdti8ES of individual socio-economic status
with an indicator oLEM-level socio-economic conditions: varialidladLEM, the sum of the
student population shares enrolled in problematieP Z REP, orétablissement sensible
schools? Like all other geographic indicators, this is estied using all the lower-secondary
school students recorded in the 2004-06 BCS adtratiige database.

Table 1c displays the results obtained when thennedfiect of geographical variation is
absorbed by LEM fixed effect. The main effect WEES (given other instruments) is
insignificant. Intuitively, and interestingly their interaction isa significantly positive
predictor of private school enrolment: private sWledends to be chosen not only by families
without stringent financial constraints (as indezhby the negative coefficient ifs_ins ) or
relatively slow-learning children (as indicated tw¢ negative coefficient athil in the first
stage regression), but also by high socio-econaiaitis families that otherwise would have to

send their children to underprivileged local pulsiéhools.

14 Only about 2% of students are in émblissement sensibThe indicator double-counts them, with
negligible implications, when the school is als@igEP or REP.
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Table 1c. Linear probability estimates with LEM fixed effe@ad interpretable interactions between
high socio economic status dummy and LEM-leveldeoicce of problematic schools.

Dependent variable  succ succ priv succ
Method OLS OLS OLS 2SLE
priv 01010 0.078 * 0.109
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (©o01) (05 . @07
abil /100x priv -1.000 -1.961 *
______________________________________________________________________________ 065 .. (oY) |
abil 100 9.780 =+ | 9.947 =+ |-0.338 * 10.090 =
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (025) (026) (019) (029) |
educ_f @.085 == :0.086 = : 0.002 0.087 ==
_______________________________________________________________ (001 (001 (001) (001) |
educ_m 0.081 = | 0.081 =+ | 0.004 0.082 ==
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (001 (001 (001) (001) |
fem 0.058 = | 0.058 = | -0.010 * 0.058 »=
_______________________________________________________________ (0.01) (001 (001 (001)
res_ins -0.015 *
___________________________________________________________________________________________ QO0Y)
prev_priv 0.511
___________________________________________________________________________________________ ©01)
hiSES 0.007
Socially privileged family (occupations associatéth 0.01)
_____________________ schooling success b
hiSES_badLEM 0.069 =
Interaction with local prevalence of problematic 0.03)
e SChOOIS
number of estimated coefficients 497 499 510 508

Weighted bypond1 .

Robust standard errors in parentheses below tHéaeets, p-levels <0.1= <0.05+ <0.01.

The following specifications replace geographiceed effects with interpretable indicators of

LEM characteristis as controls or instrumentsiSES_LEM is the share of students who

belong to high-status families, argiv_LEM , the share of students enrolled in private

secondary schools. These frequencies are compgtedsaall BCS schools in each LEM,

whether or not they were chosen by panel indivisluahd are meant to characterize the

environment in which those choices were made. Tgreyide information that is admittedly

imprecise, because schools might have been chozennfarrower or broader area of feasible

commuting, but arguably relevant. Including theazggeaverage socio-economic characteristics

along with the individual family’s lets the lattertelevance to school choices be measured in

relative terms, as is appropriate if private schmgplets the family provide or avoid classmates

for its children. In explaining school performandelSES LEM can approximate the

availability and appeal of higher-education oppoitias, both likely to be stronger in richer

areas. After controlling for socio-economic chaeaistics, the LEM-level incidence of private

schooling may plausibly capture local supply effeahd cultural characteristics. Under the

identifying assumption that these are not direotliated to school outcome, the incidence of
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private schooling can be an instrument along wittvgbe primary school and financial

constraints (both capturing characteristics spetifithe family within the LEM).

Table 2: Linear probability estimates with indiaatof LEM characteristics.

Dependent variable  succ suc( priv Suc(
Method OLS oLSs OoLS 2SLS
priv 0018 0.090 b ).143  *
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, o0y ©o4 (O
abil /100x priv -1.051 * 1862
______________________________________________________________ 062 . 10
abil /100 9.760 = 9.934 -0.302 * :10.068
_______________________________________________ (024) (025  (0.18) (029 .
educ f (.086 == 0.087 0.003 0.087 ok
_______________________________________________ (001 (001 _(0.01) (001) .
educ_m 0.082 = 0.082 0.006 0.082 ok
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (0.01)  (©01) (0.0) (.0,
fem 0.060  *= 0.061 == -0.011 =+ 0.061 ==
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (0.01)  (©01) (0.0 (0L
hiSES_LEM 0.177 == 0.178 == -0.043 0.179 bid
| local prevalence of privileged families(0.05) ___ (0.05) _ (0.03) (0.05) .
prev_priv 0.508
_____________________________________________________________________________ 00y
res_ins -0.018 b
_____________________________________________________________________________ ©oy
priv_LEM 0.550 =
| __local prevalence cprivate schoo | . (002 .
hiSES 0.001
_____________________________________________________________________________ 0oy
badLEM 0.047 ==
| _local prevalence of problem school (02
hiSES_badLEM 0.079 ==
_____________________________________________________________________________ ©0.03)
number of estimated 6 7 11 7
coefficients

Weighted bypond1 .
Robust standard errors in parentheses below ttféoiests, p-levels <0.1+= <0.05= <0.01.

The results, in Table 2, are similar to those digptl in previous tables for variables already
present there. The LEM proportion of privilegeddsmts,hiSES_LEM, is insignificant in the

first stage, where secondary private school ennalrizedetermined by the regional prevalence
of private schooling as well as by the other insignts introduced above; it is a significant and
sensibly positive predictor of tertiary school dnrent in the second stage, where it plausibly

captures variation within France of local condison

These estimates offer an interpretable perspectiveconomic and cultural determinants of
school choice and performance. Unsurprisingly, h@reBCS-based linear control variables
do not capture all geographical variation in vasidactors that influence outcomes directly

(such as the presence and quality of universitiesaher tertiary institutions) and in private
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education demand and supply: the testable resmidtiat the fixed effects estimated by the
previous specification are well approximated byestssd regional variation is rejected at very

low p-values in both the first and second stages.

7. Probit estimates

The results reported so far all indicate that gawsecondary schooling has different effects on
educational achievement along the distribution lifitg assessed when entering secondary
school. The estimated main and interaction effeftprivate schooling and ability are very

similar in all specifications, and estimate a srsalool-specific slope difference: each point of
ability assessed on the 1-10 scale increases timlpitity of success by about 10 percentage
points in a State school and about 8 percentagesoioi a private school, with 95% confidence
intervals ranging from about 6.25 to about 9.7%v&e schooling is also estimated to increase
the probability of success by a little less tharpg&Ecentage points at all levels of ability: hence,
it appears to be beneficial only for students asskdelow the mean of about 7/10 at the

beginning of secondary school.

These findings can be checked and refined withiBpatons that implement more realistic
and flexible functional forms and allow selection anobservables, approximating LEM
variation with BCS indicatorS. Table 3a reports results of separate probit etitiman the
subsample of private and State panel students. th&eOLS estimates reported in previous
tables, these are biased if private school ch@cendogenous, but do deliver an interesting
descriptive messages: the coefficient of individaiaility within the private school subsample
is smaller than within the State school sample, setobol success in the private sector is also
relatively insensitive to the father’s educatioaehievement dummy and to the LEM’s socio-
economic status. In Table 3b, a school choice adoutcome probit equations are estimated
by the Statawitch_probit program (Lokshin and Sajaia, 2011). The estimagpimtedure
control for selection bias in the outcome estimategorted in the second and third column, on
the basis of the private school choice probit reggbin the first column: besides outcome-
relevant variables, the selection equation includessame variables that served as instruments

in the linear specifications (the individual stutiemprevious and LEM-level private enrolment,

15 Nonlinear estimation is numerically unfeasiblehfilly unconstrained fixed effects at the LEM leve
Estimating nonlinear specifications with a moreited number of fixed effects yields broadly similar
results.
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the family’s financial constraints, and the prewake of problematic schools and its interaction

with socio-economic status).

Table 3a. Probit estimates by school type subsanple

Dependent variable Succ succ
Method | Probit,priv=1 | Probit, priv=0
25.601 = 28.468
abil /100

(1.88) (0.88)

"""" educ_f ~ ]0020 0317 =
(0.08) (0.04)

"""" educ. m  [0.283 = 0212 =~
(0.07) (G.04)

""" hiSES_LEM [-0.105 ~  0.683 =
(0.31) (G.15)

””””” fem  [0.098 +  0.195 =
(0.06) (C.03)

| constant |- -1.832 = 2426 =~
(0.16) (C.08)

Weighted bypond1 .
Robust standard errors in parentheses below tiféciests, p-levels <0.1+= <0.05= <0.01.

The message conveyed by school-choice probit estsma similar to that of the first-stage
regressions reported above. The variables excludech outcome determination have
significant and sensibly signed coefficients: poes private schooling, the local prevalence of
private schooling and disadvantaged schools, amdhtieraction of the latter with the family’s
high status dummy with all increase the probabitifyprivate school enrolment, while the
family’s financial difficulties decrease it. Abiit enters with a negative and significant
coefficient in the school choice probit. Its estiathcoefficients in the school outcome probits
are very similar to those of Tables 3a, suggedtiag sorting of students across private and
State schools is mostly determined by the obseevakbgenous variables included in the
school-choice probit rather than by unobservabléalibes that are relevant to both school
choice and school performance. An indication of Ititeer effects is given by the estimated
correlation coefficientsho between unobservable determinants of private $datamce and
unobservable determinants of success in private @gic schools. The small negative
estimate of that correlation in tipgiv =1 column indicates that students who choose m@rivat
schools perform less well than would be expectedherbasis of their observable ability and
background; the small positive estimate in phiw=0 column indicates that the opposite is
the case for those who choose public schools;t@tno correlations are jointly different from
zero at p-value=0.0101. Hence, there is evidenceguzintitatively mild but statistically

significant negative selection on unobservables private schools, which are attended by not
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only observably weak (as suggested by the sigmificeegative coefficient o#bil

choice probit) but also unobservably weak students.

Table 3b. Switching probit estimates, socio-ecomostatus influences school choice but not school

performance.
Dependent variable  priv succ succ
priv=1 priv=0
Method Probit Probit Probit
1778 + 25529 =+  28.356
abil /100
_________________________ (099) (87 (089 .
educ_f 0.016 0.008 0.322
_________________________ (005) (008) (004
educ_m 0.037 0.274 == 0.217 =
_________________________ 005) (007 (004
hiSES_LEM 0.096 -0.063 0.702
_________________________ @18 (31 (015
fem -0.061 + 0.099 + 0.193  #
_________________________ (003) _(006) (003 .
hiSES 0.014
_________________________ 008)
prev_priv 1.655 b
_________________________ ©003)
res_ins -G.112 w*
_________________________ ©08)
priv_LEM 2.781
_________________________ O.13)
badLEM 0.474 =
_________________________ ©09)
hiSES_badLEM [0.321 =
_________________________ O.18)
constant -2.061 oo 21750 w0 22,399 wex
_________________________ (0.10) ___(016) __ (0.08) .
rho -0.09 0.12

in the

Weighted bypond1 .
Robust standard errors in parentheses below tHéaeets, p-levels <0.1= <0.05=+ <0.01.

Table 3c assesses the robustness of these resiitdusion of socio-economic status not only
as a determinant of school choice but also of dgedormance, as suggested by the pattern of
results in Table 1b. To ease estimation and ingéafion, high-status individuals are identified
in terms of the simple binomial indicatbtiSES . This is insignificant in the school-choice
probit, has a significantly positive coefficientlpin the State sector success probit, and leaves
other coefficient and correlation estimates largalychanged, with statistically stronger
evidence of negative selection (the null hypoth#sas both correlation coefficients are zero is
rejected at p-value 0.0056).
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Table 3c. Switching probit estimates, socio-ecomostatus is allowed to influence school performance

Dependent variable  priv succ succ
priv=1 priv=0
Method Probit Probit Probit
abil /100 -1.799 =+ 25.346 == | 27.722 =
________________________ 099) (188) (089
educ_f @.012 -0.026 0.22¢
________________________ (005) (008 (005 .
educ_m 0.036 0,260 == 0.164 =
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, (005  (007) (004
hiSES_LEM 0.093 -0.125 0.622
________________________ ©18) (032) (015 .
fem -0.061 =+ 0.104 + 0.198
________________________ (0.03)  (006)  (0.03)
hiSES 0.021 0.075 0.208
________________________ (0.06) __(007) (004 .
prev_priv 1.655
________________________ ©03)
res_ins -d.111 b
________________________ ©05)
priv_LEM 2778
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ©13)
badLEM 0.474 »
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ©09)
hiSES_badLEM [0.322 =
________________________ O18)
constant -4.060 wx 21743 e 22370
________________________ (0.10) __(016) _ (008) .
rho -0.09 0.14

Weighted bypond1 .

Robust standard errors in parentheses below ttféoiests, p-levels <0.1+= <0.05= <0.01.
A negative coefficient for observed ability as @etleminant of private school enrolment can be
rationalized by ability’s smaller relevance to se&x in private schools. The probit coefficient
of ability is estimated by all specifications to $maller in private than in State schools, but its
interpretation is not as straightforward as in lihear regressions above when the predicted
probabilities of success across different schoefgedd nonlinearly on covariates. For example,
parental education is an insignificant predictorsohool choice in both linear and nonlinear
specifications; but while linear specifications wase that the marginal effect of ability is
independent of parental education, the two vargablgeract in determining nonlinear
predictions of success probabilities, which needéaoconditioned on specific values of all
covariates. In the following figures, thicker linptot the predicted success probability for
individuals with assessed initial ability measumdthe horizontal line, and other observable

covariates as indicated in each figure, when aitgnd private (solid line) or a public (dashed
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line) school. The distance between these lindsastteatment effect” of private schooling, and

is significant at 5% confidence when the thinneedi do not overlap if.

In all cases, estimated relationships are verylamacross the private and State sectors,
consistently with the tight administrative consttaiof the French school system: uniformly

stringent educational criteria result in expectedosidary school success probabilities that are
rather low and tightly related to initial abilitfome of the small differences between State and

private schools, however, are statistically siguaifit and substantively interesting.

gender=male, other variables at sample mean gender=male, other variables at ability- and gender-specific mean

T T T T T T T
0 .02 .04 .06 .08 A 0 .02 .04 .06 .08 :
Ability at entry: average of reading and math/100 Ability at entry: average of reading and math/100

P(Tertiary enrolment | Private secondary) P(Tertiary enrolment | Private secondary)

————— P(Tertiary enrolment | State ) = = — — = P(Tertiary enroiment | State )

with 95% conf.bands with 95% conf.bands

Figure 6. Estimated predictions of school success based on the estimates in Table 3b, assessed for male

students at overall or conditional means of other variables.

® The predicted success probabilityhéX,B), the standard normal distribution function evaddaat the

point estimates. Withdy; the estimated standard error of the estimatedigtien, the confidence

bounds ar@(Xﬂ * 1.960Xﬂ).
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The left-hand panel of Figure 6 illustrates thecsss probabilities implied by the results
reported in Table 3b for a male student when patesducation and geographical location
indicators are set at the full sample mean levatc8ss is more likely at private schools,
significantly so at intermediate levels of assessudiial ability. Other characteristics vary

across observations, of course, and probabilitiessuccess generally depend on that
background variation: while assessed initial abilgé exogenous with respect to subsequent
school choices, it is related to previous expeeeand likely higher for relatively privileged

children. Indeed in the right-hand panel of Figérevhere parental education and geographical
indicators are set at their ability-conditional eage level, for the most able students the
probability of success (evaluated at their reldgifavorable average background indicators) is

essentially identical at both private and Statestsh

A positive treatment effect of private schools less fortunate children suggests that they may
obtain from private school some of the help the@milies’ cultural environment cannot
provide. To highlight this effect, Figure 7 compsréne success probabilities at State and
private schools for two male individuals: one witighly educated parents, and one without
any tertiary-educated parent. For the former, whdikely to find learning easier and to be
helped at home, the effects of enrolment in a Staterivate school are insignificantly
different. Private education instead significarittyproves outcomes for a student with less
educated parents, who is more likely to need helgp @epending on financial and local
condition) may or may not be able to get it fromravate school. This finding is corroborated
by the predicted probabilities plotted in FigurevBich, using the estimates reported in Table
3c, condition on socio-economic status as well asparental educatiod. The school
performance of children with favorable family baobgnds is mildly (but significantly)
worsened by private school enrolment. For studertis less educated and poorer parents,
conversely, private schools are significantly lretie all except the very best initial ability

levels.

Y For averaged individuals the predictions of thestmates are very similar to those shown in Figure
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gender=male, both parents highly educated, other variables at sample mean  gender=male, neither parent highly educated, other variables at sample mean

— ~
@ @
© ©
~ A ~ A
N N
O A o A
T T T T T T T T T T T T
o .02 .04 .06 .08 A o .02 .04 .06 .08 .
Ability at entry: average of reading and math/100 Ability at entry: average of reading and math/100
P(Tertiary enrolment | Private secondary) —————— P(Tertiary enrolment | Private secondary)
————— P(Tertiary enrolment | State ) = = — — = P(Tertiary enrolment | State )
with 95% conf.bands with 95% conf.bands

Figure 7. Estimated predictions of school success for male students, based on specific values of other

covariates and the estimates in Table 3b.

gender=male, parents highly educated, high socio-economic status gender=male, parents not highly educated, low socio-economic status
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Figure 8. Estimated predictions of school success for male students, based on specific values of other

covariates and the estimates in Table 3c.
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8. Summary and interpretation of the results

Most French private schools are heavily subsidemed strictly regulated by the State, and the
results of this paper confirm that in most respéoey are extremely similar to State schools.
However they do suggest that France’s private dshoo average and at least at the time the
data were collected, use educational resourcesstitadtitute rather than complement their

students’ ability to learn. To the extent that ttata and empirical procedures make it possible
to distinguish material and cultural aspects ofikatmackground, it appears to be the case that
in France financial resources (as measured by diahrtonstraints and their relevance to

private school enrolment) can purchase what farmdgkground (as measured by parental
education) makes available to students who attéaig Schools. This suggests that, in order to
smooth the implications of uneven family backgroainBrench State schools might need to

supply some of the educational services suppliegrinate schools.

Like all empirical results those of this paper aomstrained by data availability, and need to
rely on debatable specification choices. A sevaretdtion of the French data is lack of
income, wealth, and school fees information: in dhsence of such observable variation, the
paper’s specifications view previous private sch@gphs an exogenous determinant of school
choice, but not of school performance, in regressiithat control for other aspects of family
background. Along with other identifying assumpspisuch as a plausible and empirically
strong role of bad local socio-economic conditiamsdriving high-status families towards
private schooling, this make it possible to detestmall but statistically significant difference,
across State and private schools, in the relevahibeth observable and unobservable ability in

determining tertiary enrolment.

The data analyzed in this paper do not providerinétion on specific pedagogical resources
and technique differences between the State andatedg private segments of the French
educational system, and further work may usefullpl@t other relevant sources of
information. An obvious indicator might be clasgesiwhich however is very similar across
French public and private schools, and somewhgetan the latter: irODECD Education at a
Glance 2014 Chart C7.3 reports average class sizes of 2ia.@ablic schools, and 23.27 in
private schools). A sharp and potentially crucialer may be played by selection and
management of teachers, who do empirically apmebe tdifferent and to behave differently in

private school$® The institutional features reviewed in Section r2 fact tend to draw

18 valette (2012) documents that the proportion ohdée teachers is higher in private (71%) than in
State (60%) schools, and that State school teachversnore educated (45,1% have five-year tertiary
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academically better teachers into State schoold, raake pedagogical performance less
relevant than in private schools to their careat aworking conditions. This may make State
secondary schools in France perfectly suitablegfwd students, but inappropriate for those
who (individually or because of their family backgnd) find it difficult to learn, and cannot

afford private schooling.

degree, while only 32,5% of private school teacliers Felouzis and Perroton (2011) find that pgeva
school teachers identify more strongly with thaih@ol and are more focused on fulfilment of student
needs.
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