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Abstract 

‘Educational tracking’ is a highly controversial feature of educational systems. Empirical 

research consistently shows that ‘educational tracking’ increases inequalities in 

educational performance without raising average performance.  Nonetheless, and 

despite its dysfunctionality, ‘educational tracking’ persists in many European countries. 

In this paper, we examine how ‘educational tracking’ affects parents’ evaluation of the 

educational system in European countries. Results show that parents in countries with 

strong ‘educational tracking’ are on average less satisfied with the educational system 

but this relationship is explained by lower spending on education in countries with 

strong tracking. A robust negative relationship however is found between tracking and 

higher educated parents. While children of better educated parents benefit from 

tracking the evaluation by the parents is more negative indicating that their evaluation 

is better informed and more ‘enlightened’ rather than driven by self‐interest.  
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Introduction, Research Question, Hypotheses 

Educational ‘tracking’ (or ‘streaming’ or ‘ability grouping’) is a highly controversial 

feature of educational systems.  While most countries group students into more or less 

fixed streams according to ability at some point of the student’s career, systems differ 

strongly with regard to the age at which tracking occurs, the number of different tracks, 

how easy students can switch between different tracks, and the differences in curricular 

content between tracks. In line with the literature we refer to educational systems 

which sort students early into different tracks with clearly distinguished curricula, often 

organised in separate schools, as selective, highly differentiated or – as these tracks are 

ordered hierarchically –stratified educational systems (e.g., Kerckhoff, 2001).  At the 

other end of the spectrum of educational systems are comprehensive or integrated 

systems that defer tracking until late in the students’ career and keep a general core 

curriculum. 

Since the 2003 PISA report (OECD 2004), OECD has pointed the fact that countries with 

school systems with ‘institutional differentiation’, systems which track students via 

different school types with different curricula, exhibit stronger family background 

effects on performance than comprehensive school systems but students’ in these 

countries do not perform on average better. Family background effects are particularly 

strong in countries that track students at an early age (OECD 2004: 261‐263). OECD 

concluded from this finding that has been repeated over the various PISA rounds and 

are further supported by an increasing body of academic research (see for an early 

overview Van de Werfhorst and Mijs, 2010; newer studies include a.o.: Bol and Van der 

Werfhorst, 2013; Jakubowski and Pokropek, 2014 ; Lavrijsen and Nicaise, 2015 ; Le 

Donné, 2014 ; Pfeffer, 2015) that there is no evidence of a trade‐off between equality 

and efficiency. Quite the contrary, there is substantial evidence that high ability and 

more advantaged students appear to gain little if any by ‘educational tracking’ while the 

prospects of low ability and more disadvantaged students are seriously damaged 

(Hanushek and Wössmann, 2006; Lavrijsen and Nicaise 2015, Jakubowski and 

Pokropek 2014; see also Horn 2009). The implication is that inclusive school reforms 

can level the playing field without losses in the quality of education. Specifically, OECD 

urges countries to delay early sorting of students in differentiated tracks (most recently, 

OECD 2012; 2014 and various country reports). 
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Many countries, most notably the Scandinavian countries but also the UK and in the late 

90s Poland have postponed tracking and moved toward more comprehensive schooling 

largely fuelled by social‐democratic governments (Braga et al., 2013). However, many 

Eastern European countries have re‐introduced early tracking as post‐socialist reform  

(Müller and Kogan 2010), More recently, some German federal states and Austria have 

started to merge tracks and to delay the tracking age, but – famously in the failed reform 

in the state of Hamburg (see Toeller et al., 2011) – frequently against resistance from 

parents and teachers. In some cases as in Bavaria (Piopiunik 2014) or Hungary (Horn 

2013) tracking age has even been lowered quite recently.  

While there is an ever increasing literature on the effects of tracking on students’ 

performance that largely confirms the critical opinion of the OECD, very little is known 

about how parents as stakeholders evaluate the stratification of education systems. In 

this paper, we examine how ‘educational tracking’ affects parents’ satisfaction with the 

educational system in European countries and compare that with the effects on 

residents who have no children in school age.  

 

Hypotheses 

We assume that parents evaluate the educational system according to the systems’ 

performance: In general citizens appear to be quite good and in line with experts in 

judging, for example, the performance of welfare states (e.g., Svallfors, 2012). In line 

with general attitudes toward the welfare state (e.g., Roosma et al., 2013), we also 

assume that the promotion of equality is integral part of the system evaluation for 

normative reasons or to avoid the ‘social dysfunctions’ of social inequality (e.g., 

Wilkinson and Pickett, 2010).  As mentioned above, educational tracking is in general 

seen as increasing inequality of opportunity by strengthening the association between 

parental background and educational performance and attainment. This is not 

accompanied by better average performance; the relationship between tracking and 

average performance might be even negative. Consequently, we expect that the stronger 

the stratification of an educational system the less favourable the evaluation of the 

parents.  
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How does the effect of tracking differ between different social groups within countries? 

Here we have two competing hypotheses. On the one side, it is likely that the evaluation 

of educational systems is shaped by self‐interest, i.e. we expect that parents’ also and 

perhaps primarily evaluate the quality of the education system according to: Is the 

education system good for my child?  Educational tracking is associated with inequality 

of opportunity: As the stronger effects of parental background on educational 

performance and achievements in strongly stratified systems show, children of better 

educated parents fare at least relatively better in stratified systems than children of less 

well educated parents. More integrative education systems benefit primarily children 

from lower social backgrounds while the relative position of children from higher social 

backgrounds is worsened and the absolute performance at least not improved by more 

integrative systems. Consequently, we expect that the effect of tracking is less negative 

the higher the education of the parents (self‐interest hypothesis).  

On the other side, a number of studies has shown that better education is associated 

with more liberal and egalitarian values (e.g., Kalmijn and Kraaykamp, 2007). As main 

reason it is seen that education is modern countries is a major socializing agent that 

nurtures “a greater commitment to equality as a positive value” (Robinson and Bell, 

1978: 129).  Accordingly, a higher salience of the inequality associated with tracking 

systems is expected for better educated parents. Moreover, better educated parents 

may have a better capacity and find it consequently also less burdensome to gather and 

process information about outcomes of educational systems and the underlying 

mechanism. As a result, we would expect the opposite to the self‐interest hypothesis: 

The effect of tracking is more negative the higher the education of the parents 

(enlightenment hypothesis)   

 

Data and methods 

Data 

The empirical analyses are based on European Social Survey (ESS) data. The ESS is a high 

quality, cross-comparative data set that provides biannual information representative for the 

European population living in private households aged 15 and above. This paper uses the first 

six rounds of the ESS survey that cover a time span of 10 years (2002-2012) and a large 
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number of European countries. Out of 31 countries, 23 countries are included in the empirical 

analysis. Comparative information on educational systems was unavailable for 8 countries 

(Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Croatia, Lithuania, Portugal, Russia, and Turkey) and therefore 

excluded from the empirical analysis. The total sample includes 210,902 individuals living in 

private households for whom information on all variables was available. Our main sample 

population are parents between the age of 25 and 55 with had children in school age (between 

the age of 6 and 17) living in the household (N = 42.322). Our comparison group consists 

of/includes non-parents of the same age cohort (25 to 55 years of age), defined as respondents 

who never/at any point in life had children living with them in the household (N = 31,558).  

 

Variables 

Dependent Variable. The perception of the state of education forms the dependent variable of 

our analysis. Respondents were asked in all rounds of the ESS what they “think overall about 

the state of education in [country] nowadays” on an 11-point scale ranging from 0, extremely 

bad, to 10, extremely good.  

Independent Variables – Country Level. The level of tracking of the country’s educational 

system is measured by a principal factor analysis based on (a) the age of first selection, (b) 

the percentage of the total curriculum that is tracked (% of tracked curriculum as a percentage 

of the total curriculum in primary and secondary tracks), (c) the number of tracks/distinct 

school types available for children of 15 years of age. Further, we control for two additional 

country characteristic. First, the level of vocational specification/orientation, measured by the 

percentage of upper secondary education that takes place in the dual system, i.e. schooling 

combined with workplace training, in 2007. This variable is included because many countries 

with highly differentiated educational systems use also the combination of schooling and 

workplace training for the vocational tracks, and these dual system are associated with lower 

youth unemployment (Breen, 2005; Bol and Van de Werfhost 2013), an outcome likely to be 

positively evaluated by parents. Second, government spending on secondary education 

measured as the % of GDP in 2008 provided by the OECD. The later variable is also closely 

associated with tracking, and while ‘low cost education’ may be partially a consequence or 

easier to implement in highly differentiated system and hence partially endogenous, we are 

primarily interested in the design of education system and not the investments in education, 
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All three variables are retrieved from the database of Bol and van de Werfhorst; for further 

information see Bol and Werfhorst 2013.  

 

*** Table 1 *** 

 

Independent Variables – Individual Level. We distinguish between three educational groups: 

respondents with completed lower secondary education or less (ISCED1/2, ‘lower educated’), 

upper secondary education and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3/4, ‘middle 

educated’), and those with completed tertiary education (ISCED 5/6 ‘higher educated’). We 

control for additional demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the individual that 

potentially influence the perception of the educational system. The respondent’s sex and age 

function as standard control variables. We test for the u-shaped relationship between age and 

the rating of educational system by including the squared term of age. We introduced socio-

economic characteristics, such as the current status of employment (full/part-time employed, 

in education, unemployed, retired, other employment status). We further included migration 

background by distinguishing between individuals who were born outside the country of 

residence.  

 

*** Table 2 *** 

 

Analysis 

We apply multilevel modelling techniques to estimate the effects of both, individual and 

country level characteristics, and their interaction. Unlike conventional regression analysis, 

multi-level models account for the hierarchical or nested data structure, whereby observations 

at the lower (individual) level are nested in higher order units (countries). Considering the 

multiple levels in the computation process takes into account the interdependency of 

observations within countries. Random intercept models allow for the variation of intercepts 

across countries. Variations in intercepts can be explained by country level predictor 

variables, explaining the contextual variation in the outcome variable, and by individual level 

variables, explaining the compositional variation. Random slope or random coefficients 

models allow for variation of slopes across countries. Variation of slopes can be explained by 
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country-level predictor variables modelled as cross-level interactions between country-level 

variable and the individual attributes whose effects are allowed to vary between countries. 

Random coefficients for categorical variables are obtained by estimating random coefficients 

for the k-1 dummy variables representing a variable with k categories. The random intercept 

measures the country level variation of the reference category while the random coefficients 

for the dummy variables measure the country-level deviations from the country-specific 

intercept of the reference category. In random slope models the unstructured covariance 

matrix has been estimated. As estimator, maximum likelihood with robust standard errors is 

used. Analyses are computed with Mplus, version 7 (Muthen and Muthen 2014). At all 

stages, we control for individual characteristics, i.e. socio-demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics of the individual including health needs. To assure representative estimations 

for the country populations included in the analysis, post-stratification weights are applied 

following the recommendations of the ESS.  

 

Results 

Descriptive Results  

Educational systems vary largely in the level of educational tracking across Europe. In the 

European context, the German and the Austrian systems score highest in terms of educational 

tracking, followed by the Slovak and the Czech Republican system. These systems are 

characterized by a higher number of educational tracks into which students are sorted at a 

very early age in their educational career that go together with a high percentage of tracked 

curriculum. On the other end of the continuum range the Scandinavian countries, Great 

Britain and Spain with highly inclusive educational systems. These systems defer tracking 

until late in the students’ career and keep a general core curriculum. 

 

*** Figure 1 *** 

 

With an average of 5.69 (SD = 2.36), parents’ perceive the educational system of their 

European country rather positively. However, parents’ ratings of educational systems vary 

largely across European countries. Educational systems of the Scandinavian countries score 
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highest in the European context, while the educational systems of Germany and Greece are 

the worst rated. Ratings range from 7.96 (SD = 1.36) for the Finish and 7.41 (SD = 1.75) for 

the Danish system to 4.41 (SD = 2.34) for the German and 4.05 (SD = 2.51) for the Greek 

educational system.  

 

*** Figure 2 *** 

 

Multivariate Results  

Table 3 presents the results of the multilevel regression results of parents’ ratings of 

educational systems. Model 1 shows that parents differ in their ratings of educational systems 

by the level of education, age, gender, migration background and status of employment: 

female parents as well as those of older age, and the unemployed are less positive about the 

system than their reference groups. Parents with migration background are more positive than 

parents born in the country. Interestingly, lower educated are in general more positive about 

the educational system than middle educated parents, while no significant differences are 

observed between higher and middle educated parents. 

 

*** Table 3 *** 

 

Does the level of educational tracking influence parents’ ratings of the educational system? 

In line with Hypothesis 1, the results of the random intercept models (Model 2) show a 

negative effect of educational tracking on parents’ ratings: the higher the level of educational 

tracking the lower the parental rating of the educational system. The vocational specificity, 

on the other hand, has a positive effect on parents’ ratings, suggesting that the higher the 

duality of the educational system, the more positively the system is evaluated by the parents 

with school aged children living at home. However, results in Model 4 show that the effects 

of educational tracking and vocational specificity are not robust if we control for the level of 

government spending on secondary education (% of GDP). Educational spending has a strong 

positive effect on parental ratings, suggesting that the more governments spend on secondary 

education, the more pleased parents are with the educational system.  
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In sum, these results indicate that the institutional set-up of educational systems in terms of 

educational tracking and vocational specificity does influence the parental ratings. However, 

monetary/financial resources that flow into the educational system appear to have a stronger 

effect on parental ratings. Since the institutional set-up is closely intertwined with 

governments’ spending on education – the higher the educational tracking the less money 

government (have to) spend on education – the effects are intertwined and institutional 

effects possible mediated via the financial resources/government spending.  

Is the level of educational tracking more influential to parents who have a higher education? 

In line with the enlightenment hypothesis and in contrast to the self-interest hypothesis, we 

find the effect of tracking to be more negative the higher the education of the parents. The 

results of the random coefficient model (Model 3) show that the level of educational tracking 

is associated with a growing gap between the rating of the educational system by higher and 

middle educated parents. The coefficient for the cross-level interaction effect between 

tracking and higher education is statistically significant. The gap between the ratings of less 

well educated parents and parents with middle education is in contrast unaffected by tracking. 

The pattern is unaffected by further controls for the interaction between government spending 

and education (Model 4).  

 

Conclusion/Discussion 

Parents’ evaluations of education systems that use ability tracking to a large extent are 

worse than parents’ evaluations of more integrative systems. However, the relationship 

vanishes once it is controlled for government’s expenditure in secondary education, 

which indicates that the relationship between tracking and parents’ evaluations is 

either spurious or mediated by lower educational spending. However, the negative 

relationship between tracking and evaluation is robust for one group, parents with 

tertiary education.  This group is – according to a wide literature – the group which 

benefits most from strongly differentiated education systems as tracking seems to 

amplify ‘primary effects’ on educational performance and attainment due to early 

selection into tracks and the corresponding curricular differentiation. The evaluations 

of these graduated parents appears thus not informed by self‐interest – the educational 

chances of their offspring – but by more enlightened principles of equality of 

opportunity or better knowledge of the dysfunctions of tracking systems. This 



9 
 

educational gap in the evaluation of educational systems using tracking holds only for 

parents, not for non‐parents (see Appendix). This may implicate that the better 

educated are least in favour of educational tracking – which would be good news for 

educational reformers – as this group has not only a strong interest in inequality‐

maintaining tracking systems but is also politically more vocal than less educated 

parents. But it may also be that these groups displays what Jackman and Muha (1984) 

has called ‘superficial commitment’ – abstract critique of the educational system but no 

support for educational reform which would harm the self‐interest of this group. 
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Figures and Tables  
 

 

Figure 1: Level of tracking of educational system across European Countries 
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Figure 2: Parents’ Rating of educational systems across European Countries 

 

  



14 
 

Table 1. Country Level Characteristics (Mean Values, N) 
 

Country Educational 
Tracking 

Vocational 
Specificity 

Gov. Spending 
Education  
(% of GDP) 

Parents 
Sample 

N  

Non-
Parents 

Sample N 

Full  
Sample 

N 

       

AT 1.82 32.70 11.01 1466 1164 6918 
BE 1.02 3.30 12.38 2094 1518 10808 
CH -0.14 58.30 16.32 1895 2100 10803 
CZ 1.62 35.50 10.51 1770 1418 10799 
DE 1.86 45.00 9.73 2986 2659 17445 
DK -0.87 47.70 15.46 1938 1201 9334 
ES -1.02 2.80 11.12 2034 2307 11618 
FI -0.87 10.50 12.60 2203 1707 12188 
FR -0.47 11.30 10.59 2315 1402 11064 
GB -1.04 0.00 11.90 2400 1979 13403 
GR -0.47 5.10 9.20 1669 1805 9759 
HU 1.42 13.20 10.92 1783 1248 9820 
IE -0.30 3.80 13.93 2720 2305 13100 
IL -0.06 4.10 13.27 2325 1212 9791 
IS -0.81 16.40 17.97 366.  107 1331 
IT 0.17 0.00 9.21 628.  840 3696 
LU 0.70 13.60 9.82 632.  499 3187 
NL 0.94 20.00 11.98 2206 2145 11586 
NO -1.04 13.30 16.19 2483 1261 10267 
PL -0.08 6.50 11.99 2229 1235 10815 
SE -0.87 0.00 12.66 2245 1387 11048 
SI 0.12 3.70 12.77 1451 1076 8383 
SK 1.62 31.70 10.24 1602 1108 8791 
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Table 2. Individual Level Characteristics (Means/Proportions, Minimum and Maximum Values) 
 

 Parents (N=42,322) Non-Parents (N=31,558) 

 Means (%) Min Max Means (%) Min Max 

Perception of State of Education (11-p. scale) 5.70 0 10 5.55 0 10 

Education: low .20 0 1 .15 0 1 

Education: middle .48 0 1 .45 0 1 

Education: high .32 0 1 .40 0 1 

Gender (1 = female, 0 = male) .58 0 1 .43 0 1 

Age (years) 41.10 25 55 35.56 25 55 

Migration (1 = not born in country, 0 = other) .11 0 1 .09 0 1 

Employment (1 = paid work, 0 = other) .74 0 1 .78 0 1 

Employment (1 = in education, 0 = other) .01 0 1 .06 0 1 

Employment (1 = unemployed, 0 = other) .06 0 1 .09 0 1 

Employment (1 = retired, 0 = other) .01 0 1 .01 0 1 

Employment (1 = other status, 0 = other) .18 0 1 .06 0 1 
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Table 3: Multilevel Modelling of Parents’ Rating of Educational System in Europe 

Note: ESS 1-6, Sample: Parents aged 25-55 years of age with at least one child living in the household between the age of 6 and 17; N= 42,322; table reports β coefficients and standard errors, 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Micro Level           
Education: Low (Ref. Medium) 0.13** 0.04 0.13** 0.04 0.13** 0.05 0.13** 0.04 0.13** 0.05 
Education: High 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.04 0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.03 
Macro Level           
System: Tracking    -0.41* 0.18 -0.37+ 0.19 -0.05 0.24 -0.00 0.25 
System: Vocational/Dual   0.02* 0.01 0.02* 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Spending: Education       0.22** 0.08 0.23** 0.08 
Random Slopes           
Low education * Tracking      0.04 0.05   -0.02 0.05 
Low education * Vocational/Dual     0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 
Low education * Spending         -0.03 0.02 
High education * Tracking      -0.15*** 0.04   -0.13* 0.05 
High education * Vocational/Dual     0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 
High education *  Spending         0.02 0.03 
Control Variables           
Age -0.01** 0.01 -0.01** 0.01 -0.01** 0.01 -0.01** 0.01 -0.01** 0.01 
Age Squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Female (Ref. male) -0.14** 0.05 -0.14** 0.05 -0.15** 0.05 -0.14** 0.05 -0.15** 0.05 
Migrant (Ref. Born in Country) 0.56*** 0.13 0.56*** 0.13 0.56*** 0.13 0.56*** 0.13 0.56*** 0.13 
Employment: In education (Ref. employed) -0.16 0.14 -0.16 0.14 -0.16 0.14 -0.16 0.15 -0.16 0.14 
Employment: Unemployed -0.20** 0.06 -0.20** 0.06 -0.21** 0.06 -0.20** 0.06 -0.21** 0.06 
Employment: Retired -0.03 0.14 -0.03 0.14 -0.05 0.14 -0.03 0.14 -0.05 0.14 
Employment: Other 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.06 
Year: 2004 (2

nd
 Round) (Ref. 2002) 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.08 

Year: 2006 (3
rd

 Round) 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.09 
Year: 2008 (4

th
 Round) 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.10 

Year: 2010 (5
th

 Round) 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Year: 2012 (6

th
 Round) 0.29** 0.09 0.29** 0.09 0.29** 0.09 0.29** 0.09 0.29** 0.09 

Variance (micro) 4.60 4.60 4.58 4.60   4.58 
Variance (macro) 0.86 0.67 0.71 0.53 0.56 
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Appendix - Table A1: Multilevel Modelling of Non-Parents’ Rating of Educational System in Europe  

Note: ESS 1-6, Sample: Respondents aged 25-55 years of age with no child ever living in the household; N= 31,558; table reports β coefficients and standard errors, 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 

0.001 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Micro Level           
Education: Low (Ref. Medium) 0.18** 0.06 0.18** 0.06 0.14** 0.05 0.18** 0.06 0.15*** 0.04 
Education: High -0.09+ 0.05 -0.09+ 0.05 -0.08+ 0.05 -0.09+ 0.05 -0.09+ 0.05 
Macro Level           
System: Tracking    -0.40* 0.18 -0.38* 0.18 -0.01 0.25 0.01 0.25 
System: Vocational/Dual   0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Spending: Education       0.24** 0.08 0.24**  0.08 
Random Slopes           
Low education * Tracking      0.03 0.05   0.01 0.07 
Low education * Vocational/Dual     -0.00 0.00   -0.00 0.00 
Low education * Spending         -0.00 0.03 
High education * Tracking      -0.07 0.06   -0.06 0.07 
High education * Vocational/Dual     0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 
High education *  Spending         0.01 0.03 
Controls           
Age -.00 .00 -.00 .00 -.00 .00 -.00 .00 -.00 .00 
Age Squared .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
Female (Ref. male) -.09** .04 -.09** .04 -.09* .04 -.09** .04 -.09* .04 
Migrant (Ref. Born in Country) .45*** .12 .45*** .12 .45*** .12 .45*** .12 .45*** .12 
Employment: In education (Ref. employed) -.07+ .09 -.07+ .09 -.07+ .09 -.07+ .09 -.07+ .09 
Employment: Unemployed -.26*** .07 -.26*** .07 -.26*** .07 -.26*** .07 -.26*** .07 
Employment: Retired -.24+ .15 -.24+ .15 -.21 .14 -.24+ .15 -.21 .14 
Employment: Other -.25*** .05 -.25*** .05 -.25*** .05 -.25*** .05 -.25*** .05 
Year: 2004 (2

nd
 Round) (Ref. 2002) .05 .11 .05 .11 .06 .11 .05 .11 .06 .11 

Year: 2006 (3
rd

 Round) .01 .08 .01 .08 .01 .07 .01 .08 .01 .07 
Year: 2008 (4

th
 Round) -.10 .12 -.10 .12 -.09 .12 -.10 .12 -.09 .12 

Year: 2010 (5
th

 Round) -.02 .14 -.02 .14 -.02 .14 -.02 .14 -.02 .14 
Year: 2012 (6

th
 Round) .15 .11 .15 .11 .15 .11 .15 .11 .15 .11 

Variance (micro) 4.22 4.22 4.20 4.22 4.20 
Variance (macro) 0.96 0.72 0.71 0.55 0.54 
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Table A2: Multilevel Modelling of the Rating of Educational System in Europe (full sample) 

Note: ESS 1-6, Full Sample, N= 210,902; table reports β coefficients and standard errors, 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 
 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Micro Level           
Education: Low (Ref. Medium) 0.17*** 0.04 0.17*** 0.04 0.17*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.17*** 0.03 
Education: High -0.08* 0.03 -0.08* 0.03 -0.11*** 0.03 -0.08* 0.03 -0.11*** 0.01 
Macro Level           
System: Tracking    -0.41* 0.17 -0.40* 0.18 -0.03 0.23 -0.01 0.24 
System: Vocational/Dual   0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
System: Spending       0.24** 0.07 0.24** 0.08 
Random Slopes           
Low education * Tracking      0.06 0.04   0.03 0.05 
Low education * Vocational/Dual     -0.00+ 0.00   -0.00 0.00 
Low education * Spending         -0.01 0.02 
High education * Tracking      -0.10** 0.03   -0.08* 0.04 
High education * Vocational/Dual     0.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 
High education *  Spending         0.01 0.02 
Control-Variables           
Age -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 
Age Squared 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00 
Female (Ref. male) -0.06+ 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 
Migrant (Ref. Born in Country) 0.45*** 0.11 0.45*** 0.11 0.44*** 0.11 0.45*** 0.11 0.44*** 0.11 
Employment: In education (Ref. employed) -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 
Employment: Unemployed -0.26*** 0.04 -0.26*** 0.04 -0.26*** 0.04 -0.26*** 0.04 -0.26*** 0.04 
Employment: Retired -0.07* 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 
Employment: Other -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.02 
Year: 2004 (2

nd
 Round) (Ref. 2002) 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 

Year: 2006 (3
rd

 Round) 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.08 
Year: 2008 (4

th
 Round) -0.02 0.11 -0.02 0.11 -0.01 0.11 -0.02 0.11 -0.01 0.11 

Year: 2010 (5
th

 Round) 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13 
Year: 2012 (6

th
 Round) 0.23* 0.09 0.23* 0.09 0.23* 0.10 0.23* 0.09 0.23* 0.10 

Variance (micro) 4.47 4.47 4.46 4.47 4.46 
Variance (macro) 0.85 0.64 0.69 0.47 0.51 


