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Abstract
In this chapter, the issue of segregation is addressed through the lens of socialization objectives and practices developed within schools. Based on an empirical survey of teachers and pupils conducted in more than 40 secondary schools in French-speaking Belgium, the authors show the persistence of a common reference in terms of aim: the modern project of training a critical subject emancipated by knowledge. It is worth noting, however, that among teachers, it is the construction of subjects that prevails, whereas pupils focus primarily on more instrumental aims (learning useful things, preparing for higher education). The results also highlight a diversity of educational practices and relationships to norms that vary according to the socio-economic characteristics of the pupils and the schools' educational project. 

15.1 Introduction

Scientific research has long taken an interest in schools as differentiated learning spaces. As has been amply illustrated in this book, a great deal of empirical research (see Chapters 4 and 5) has shown that the class a child is placed in, and the school attended, affect the pupil learning environment and can significantly impact both pupil performance and educational outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Hlk101943266][bookmark: _Hlk101943424]But the aims of a school are not limited to the transmission of knowledge and skills, and neither is a school interested solely in the instruction of pupils. The modern school has historically been constituted as an institution responsible for the socialisation of pupils, that is, for the formation of subjects who are both autonomous and capable of meaningful participation in the society in which they live. (Durkheim 1922). This work of socialisation is based on the transmission of representations of the world and of shared norms and values, and also takes place through ways of acting, behaving and relating to others, which are valued more or less highly, and implemented in school life. This chapter will focus on the conceptions and practices of socialisation in schools. In particular, we will explore the hypothesis that – like learning opportunities – conceptions and practices of socialisation vary depending on the school they attend. 
This question of the variability of conceptions and practices of socialisation across different educational establishments will be addressed through reference to the cultural mutations affecting contemporary societies in the context of the emergence of late or advanced modernity (Martucelli 2017). This advanced modernity is characterized, inter alia, by a retreat from the normative consensus around the founding principles of modernity (progress, civilisation, emancipation through reason, etc.) that underpinned the school project for more than a century, and defined the “type of man” the school was meant to promote – disciplined, educated, rational, etc. We therefore take the view that this historical context itself creates uncertainty regarding socialisation – in terms of both the missions and the practicalities of their implementation: What perspective on the human being should be fostered? What relationship to others should be encouraged? What relationship to authority should be implemented? In this context of relative indeterminacy, educational establishments are driven to develop their own socialisation project, which is potentially part of a movement aimed at diversifying educational environments. This diversification tends to be exacerbated in those education systems regulated by a quasi-educational marketplace, such as that of French-speaking Belgium (see Chapter 7). Indeed, the high level of school segregation found in Belgium and the competitive inter-school environment probably push schools to stand out – not only in terms of educational offer (syllabus, options, expected attainment level, etc.) – but also in terms of socialisation. 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: J'ai un petit doute sur la traduction  ici; "stand out" veut dire se distinguer au sens de montrer son excellence, alors qu'à mon avis on visait "se distinguer" au sens bourdieusien (développer des stratégies distinctives). Je me demande si on ne mettrait pas plutôt : ..; "push schools to develop strategies of distinction" (peut etre poser la question à qqun qui parle bien anglais? Eric??) 
This chapter seeks, then, to study a possible fragmentation of the school field around singular local realities that are characterized by different conceptions of the missions of the school and different relationships to the school system. Considering the specific Belgian context, this chapter also aims to contribute to a better understanding of the consequences of school segregation for dimensions other than pupil learning.
In the first section of this chapter, we will provide a more detailed explanation of the basis of our hypothesis, and why it is of interest in the context of cultural change in contemporary societies. We will then present a twin-tracked survey using two questionnaires, which was conducted in 2019 among pupils and teachers at 41 secondary schools in French-speaking Belgium. The results of this survey will be presented by distinguishing between how teachers and pupils position themselves in relation to the school’s general missions, the objectives actually pursued in the classroom, and the management of school order and classroom discipline.
15.2 School as an Instance of Socialisation: New Questions
Socialisation has long been thought of as a process through which people are integrated into the “social system” via the intervention of those instances of socialisation responsible for promoting shared values and regulating individual behaviour. School holds a privileged place among these institutions (Durkheim 1922; Parsons 1959). 
[bookmark: _Hlk79418442]Drawing on the work of Durkheim, Dubet (2014) shows how the educational institution that gradually took hold in Europe over the course of the 19th century promoted what he calls an “institutional programme” for the socialisation of individuals that was originally based on the religious model of conversion (Dubet 2002). This “institutional programme” is defined as a symbolic device responsible for producing subjects who, in addition to being autonomous, have adapted to the expectations of social life (Dubet and Martuccelli 1996; Dubet 2002). From this perspective, these authors stress that historically, socialisation at school encompasses three missions[footnoteRef:2], which the modern educational institution both organises, and considers convergent, namely: [2:  In this approach to the school’s missions, instruction is not immediately foregrounded. The way we see it, instruction can be found within each of the three missions; it is one dimension of the subjectivation mission insofar as the autonomous subject is constructed, inter alia, through mastery of knowledge, from whence their autonomy springs. Yet from a more instrumental perspective, instruction is also necessary to the distribution mission and lies at the heart of the socio-cultural integration mission, as cultural transmission.] 

· [bookmark: _Hlk79418465]a mission of socio-cultural integration, which aims to integrate individuals into the society in which they live through the transmission of norms, values, representations of the world and a culture
· a mission of subjectivation, linked to a process of cultivating an autonomous subject who can be reduced neither to his/her compliance with social and cultural norms, nor to his/her social utility
· a mission of distributing qualifications (especially in the form of knowledge and diplomas) which have different uses and values, not least on the labour market.
However, changes (and cultural changes in particular) have been profoundly transforming contemporary societies ever since the mid-twentieth century. Among these, the waning credulity of the great founding narratives of modernity (and of the narrative of progress, in particular) underlies a “disenchantment” with the world and a growing normative pluralism. These profound changes are characteristic of advanced modernity. They affect modes of integration as well as modes of regulation of contemporary societies – and as a result, they affect school, as an institution of socialisation. The vision of socialisation that was typical of the modern period (and articulated the three abovementioned missions in a relatively coherent way) is now being called into question. Moreover, as Grootaers (2014) has pointed out, it should be noted that the substantive content of each of these missions has evolved over the years. 
In terms of the subjectivation mission, Grootaers shows that the “enlightened” or “critical” Enlightenment subject has, over time, been joined by other types of subject to be cultivated, each of which calls for a different style of socialisation. In the 1970s, the humanist narrative invited schools to consider every aspect of the child’s personality, to address the “authentic” subject and aim for his or her complete “fulfilment”. Since the 1990s, schools have also been asked to produce a “proactive” subject, an “entrepreneur of the self”, to place each individual’s potential in the service of external constraints – particularly those of the world of work. 
In terms of the socio-cultural integration mission, since the nineteenth century and until the mid-twentieth century, the model had been one of uprooting the child from his or her local environment (family culture, etc.) and cultural particularities (local dialects, religious beliefs, ideological allegiances, etc.) so as to build “citizenship” around a feeling of national belonging, underpinned by the affirmation of universal values. It was a matter of constructing a “great Us” as people sharing a common history and a common vision of the world, especially through the teaching of different disciplines. This is most evident in the French republican model, which has historically thought of school as the crucible of the nation-state’s cultural unity. Since the 1970s, in a context of immigration and major cultural transformation, a new understanding of citizenship has gradually emerged. This is built around the principle of “living together”. Beyond a common cultural heritage, it is therefore also a question of encouraging a two-way openness to individual preferences, cultural diversity and pluralism of values. It also means that socialisation towards recognition of this plurality of values is required. 
Lastly, insofar as the distribution mission is concerned, the key objective is to prepare everyone to “be competent and effective in their working lives” and ensure socio-professional integration by means of earning qualifications. Grootaers (2014) is at pains to point out that the principle that has historically been at the heart of this mission is meritocracy (i.e. supporting every pupil to succeed and fit in according to their own “personal talents and merits”). She notes, however, that this mission has evolved, in a context of mass youth unemployment. Beyond the question of qualifications, the school is now equally concerned with equipping pupils with a minimum level of versatility in their skills, so that they are equipped to face the challenges of social and professional integration. 
The modern school also embodies a specific configuration that Vincent (1980) calls “forme scolaire” or “school form” (a close relative of what others have called the “grammar of schooling”). This historical mode of socialisation expresses the encounter between an educational programme (the “institutional programme”) and a set of impersonal norms and rules that define the pedagogical relationship as well as the roles and behaviours expected of the various school actors. As the impersonal, universal nature of norms has been called into question since the 1960-70s, this highly regulated school order has ceased to be self-evident (Dubet and Martuccelli 1996). Because it is based on a context-contingent negotiation between teachers and pupils (Périer 2012), it also appears increasingly unpredictable. From this perspective, this research also looks at the management of school order (that is, the development of rules and management of discipline), as well as potential co-construction and negotiation practices of local norms and rules between teachers and pupils.
[bookmark: _Hlk68938329]In short, the socialisation work carried out by school actors seems to have become both more uncertain and more complex, relying on choices made at individual (teacher) or local (school) level rather than on the performance of prescribed, institutionally defined roles (cf. among others Derouet 2000; Mangez et al. 2017). With this in mind, this chapter explores the hypothesis of a distinction being made (at school level) between the representations promoted and the socialisation practices implemented, depending in particular on intake type and the educational provision on offer. 
15.3 A Twin-tracked Survey Using two Questionnaires 
The data presented in this chapter is drawn from a questionnaire-based survey of teachers and pupils in French-speaking Belgian secondary schools in 2019[footnoteRef:3]. First, a stratified random sample of schools (n = 41) was formed, considering two variables: the socio-economic index and the school network. The socio-economic index produced by the Belgian Education Authority ranks schools on a scale of 1 to 20, from most underprivileged to most privileged. In terms of educational networks[footnoteRef:4], we differentiate between the centralised public network Wallonie-Bruxelles-Enseignement (WBE), the schools organised by a municipality, a province or another person under public law (the “official subsidised” network) and those schools organised by a subsidised private authority (the “free subsidised” network), the majority of which are closely associated with the Catholic Church. The sample includes also three schools that have an “alternative” educational approach (active pedagogy)[footnoteRef:5].  [3:  This survey was conducted within the framework of ARC funding (2017-2021) attributed to the research Faire société dans un monde incertain : quel rôle pour l’école ? (‘Making society in an uncertain world: what is the school’s role?’), coordinated within GIRSEF by Pr. Eric Mangez. ]  [4:  At the time of the survey, WBE was responsible for 24% of the secondary school population, 19% of the official subsidised network and 57% of the free subsidised network.]  [5:  In sum, our school sample includes a diversity of situations regarding the networks (representative sample), the pedagogical approach (3 alternative schools) and the social composition of the schools (representative sample). In other respects, such as the ethnic origin of pupils or gender, we have no specific information on the situation of the sampled schools.] 

In a second step, our questionnaire was submitted to all teachers at each of the schools participating in the survey. Each teacher could choose whether or not to participate in the survey, via a mechanism that guaranteed respondent (though not school) anonymity. The response rate varied between institutions, with an average response rate of 33%. 
In each school, pupils from two Grade 8 and two Grade 12 classes participated in the survey. Particular classes were chosen in consultation with the schools’ administrative heads, who were instructed to diversify the profile of pupils participating in the survey (for example, by choosing different options). It should be noted, however, that the results presented in this chapter refer only to Grade 12 pupils (i.e. those who are at least 17 years old). 
The questionnaires submitted to both teachers and pupils mainly comprised statements accompanied by a six-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, with an option for “don’t know”. 

15.4 Results
The results of this twin-tracked survey using two questionnaires are presented below, distinguishing first between responses to questions concerning the general missions of school and the objectives pursued, before moving on to the responses to questions concerning the management of school order in the classroom. 
15.4.1 School Missions: a Shared Vision
Thirteen items were constructed with a view to questioning teachers on their conceptions of the general missions of school, with reference to the theoretical models proposed by Dubet and Martuccelli (1996) and Grootaers (1998 and 2014). These refer to the three general missions of school (subjectivation, socio-cultural integration, and distribution) and their different translations over time (cf. the work of Grootaers cited above). The averages suggest that respondents consider all statements about what secondary schools should do to be very important. Indeed, none of the proposed missions has an average score of less than 4.5 out of 6. The low variances, rarity of missing data and very limited number “don’t know” responses combine to indicate general agreement on these various missions. This tends to confirm the abovementioned trend towards normative pluralism.
It is however the subjectivation mission that comes out on top, with a very high degree of consensus: 99% of respondents agreed (positions 4, 5 and 6 of the scale) regarding the reflective and critical subject, 98.5% for the enlightened and autonomous subject, and 98.2% for the fulfilled subject. Average responses for these three subject figures are above 5.5. We note that the proactive, entrepreneur of the self subject achieves a slightly lower average score than the other proposed subject figures (5.3). 
The mission of socio-cultural integration comes in second place, with items concerning the transmission of universal values, openness to cultural diversity, openness to individual differences, and openness to value pluralism. It should be noted that the item transmitting a common culture and a feeling of belonging to society comes last in the ranking, after those concerning the distribution mission. It is as though the vast majority of respondents favoured the promotion of a community that is both universalist and pluralist over the construction of a common culture and belonging. 
Items concerning the distribution mission came in third place, with slightly lower averages and slightly wider variability in responses than those for the items referring to the other two missions. Among the proposals relating to this mission, the item leading pupils to a pathway commensurate with the gifts and will of each individual, phrased so as to evoke a meritocratic logic of pupil promotion, occupies 12th position in the ranking, with one of the lowest average scores. 
Table 15.1 The general missions of secondary school, as teachers see them
	Do you think that secondary schools should be... 

	
	Category
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	N

	... cultivating reflective and critical subjects?
	S
	5.66
	0.64
	938

	... cultivating fulfilled, self-confident subjects?
	S
	5.66
	0.68
	939

	... cultivating enlightened and autonomous subjects?
	S
	5.58
	0.73
	934

	... transmitting universal values?
	I
	5.43
	0.88
	934

	... opening up to cultural diversity?
	I
	5.38
	0.96
	937

	... cultivating proactive, self-starting, high-achieving individuals?
	S
	5.30
	0.95
	926

	... open to individual differences (religious choices, sexual preferences, etc.)?
	I
	5.29
	1.07
	935

	... open to pluralism of values?
	I
	5.26
	1.04
	914

	... imparting a basic set of skills for life?
	D
	5.22
	1.10
	922

	…helping pupils build a stable, well-defined life project (studies, profession, etc.)?
	D
	5.21
	1.01
	929

	... preparing pupils to live in a society which is characterized by change and instability? 
	D
	5.04
	1.14
	897

	... taking pupils on a journey commensurate with their “gifts” and their wishes 
	D
	4.88
	1.26
	849

	... transmitting a common culture, a sense of belonging to society?
	I
	4.59
	1.29
	915


S = Subjectivation; I = Integration; D = Distribution
A factor analysis was then carried out, and three factors were extracted to provide a more concise representation of responses to all the items. Analyses of variance then showed (Tay et al. 2021) that the differences between schools were not significant for any of the three factors. This initial analysis shows that there is a very strong consensus on these school missions, which are overwhelmingly supported by the teachers surveyed. Variance in teachers’ responses is therefore slight, so it is unsurprising that no significant differences between schools were observed. 
 Without detailing the pupil results as closely as for the teachers, it should be noted that the pupil survey also highlights the existence of a shared vision. Indeed, pupil expectations of school are just one of several dimensions explored in the questionnaire that vary least, from one school to another. These expectations are characterized by their multiplicity. Across all schools, the vast majority of pupils express instrumental, expressive and reflective expectations[footnoteRef:6]. It is the instrumental items that have the highest average scores (5,13). Pupils overwhelmingly agree that school should be teaching them things that are useful in adult life; preparing them for higher education; helping them work out what to do with their lives after school. These instrumental expectations are followed by strong reflective expectations (4,97): the pupils want the school to teach them how to learn, as well as theoretical and cultural knowledge. Lastly, expressive expectations are also very much present (4,75). More than 80% of pupils also expect school to help them become autonomous; be self-confident; develop their creativity and curiosity; and to open their minds to other cultures (Jadot et al., forthcoming). [6:  The distinction between instrumental, expressive and reflective aims is borrowed from van Zanten (2009). It can be considered to largely overlap with Grootaers’ typology (mentioned above). The instrumental aim focuses on the distribution function of school, the expressive aim focuses on the subjectivation function, and the reflective aim (which emphasises knowledge as a factor in intellectual development) is close to the function of socio-cultural integration.] 

Table 15.2 Pupil expectations of school
	I’d like school to…
	Category
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	N
	

	... teach me things that are useful for adult life
	I
	5.42
	1.09
	1406
	

	... teach me to be a critical thinker
	R
	5.34
	1.10
	1385
	

	... give me a good cultural grounding
	R
	5.28
	1.07
	1396
	

	... prepare me for higher education 
	I
	5.23
	1.24
	1377
	

	... help me become efficient, effective
	I
	5.19
	1.13
	1375
	

	... help me become independent 
	E
	5.19
	1.26
	1395
	

	... help me work out what I want to do with my life 
	I
	5.17
	1.33
	1392
	

	... link academic work with everyday life 
	I
	5.1
	1.26
	1384
	

	... prepare me for the needs of the labour market
	I
	4.94
	1.33
	1362
	

	… teach me to learn
	R
	4.91
	1.33
	1350
	

	... give me a taste for working hard
	I
	4.86
	1.34
	1368
	

	... develop my curiosity
	E
	4.85
	1.33
	1380
	

	... allow me to pursue projects
	E
	4.78
	1.44
	1363
	

	... help me gain self-confidence
	E
	4.77
	1.54
	1375
	

	... develop my creativity
	E
	4.77
	1.39
	1387
	

	... take an interest in pupils’ own passions and interests
	E
	4.64
	1.58
	1376
	

	... open my mind to cultures other than Belgian
	E
	4.52
	1.56
	1366
	

	... teach me to respect rules and authority
	E
	4.47
	1.57
	1385
	

	... teach me theoretical knowledge
	R 
	4.33
	1.48
	1363
	


I = Instrumental aims; R = Reflective aims; E = Expressive aims 
Analyses of variance show that there are differences between schools in terms of pupils’ academic expectations – but also that these differences are generally minor[footnoteRef:7]. We shall see that they become more important when it comes to the objectives pursued and the practices of regulation of the school order. [7:  Of the 19 items presented in Table 15.2, though 15 vary by institution in a statistically significant way (at the p < 0.01 threshold), the strength of the associations measured remains fairly weak generally (Eta² vary between 0.05 and 0.15, with an average value of 0.07). The four items that do not vary by school concern the desire for school to teach “learning”, “becoming autonomous”, “becoming efficient” and “theoretical knowledge”. ] 

15.4.2 Objectives Pursued in Class: Relatively Predictable Divisions
A second group of proposals was submitted to the teachers. These items related to the objectives teachers believe they are actually pursuing in their courses, rather than the general school missions. Of the fifteen items proposed (see Table 15.3), six refer to the socio-cultural integration mission, five to the distribution mission and four to the subjectivation mission. The vast majority of these items are identical to those used for the previous question. 
Again, average scores for all items are relatively high (above 4, on a scale of 1 to 6). However, there is a slightly greater variability in responses than for the previous question. 
Transmitting disciplinary knowledge and skills is the first objective respondents say they “effectively” pursue in their classrooms, with an average of 5.32 on a 6-point scale. This is therefore a highly consensual item (and one that was not proposed in the question on the school’s missions). This is followed by the cultivation of critical, enlightened and fulfilled subjects with high average scores that are very close. We note that the figure of the proactive subject comes in eleventh position out of fifteen items, with an average of below 5, and greater variability. 
If we now consider the first four items together, the proximity to the “modern” definition of the teachers’ mandate becomes evident. Indeed, these items seem to suggest the idea of cultivating an “enlightened” and “critical” subject through academic and disciplinary instruction. We note that the fulfilled subject (promoted ever since the mid-twentieth century) occupies a privileged place alongside the enlightened subject. This is revealing of the extent to which this figure of the subject has permeated the conceptions of the teachers who took part in the survey.
Following a series of items concerning the cultivation of the subject and the transmission of disciplinary knowledge and skills, there are four items relating to the cultivation of the pupil as a member of the community, that is, to the mission of socio-cultural integration. The three most-chosen items are oriented towards “pluralisation”: the preparation of future adults who are open to cultural diversity, plurality of values and individual preferences. This is followed by the transmission of universal values.
The transmission or sharing of a common culture, and the construction of a sense of belonging to society, come only in thirteenth and fourteenth place. This position in the ranking of average scores for this question seems to confirm the prevalence of a “pluralising” conception of socio-cultural integration, referring to a more recent vision of school missions (Grootaers 1998 and 2014).
The two items “preparing your pupils for higher education” and “preparing to practice a profession, training workers” are at the bottom of the ranking, with greater variability. The wide range of responses can be explained by a correlation with the area (“transition-oriented” or “qualification-oriented”) in which the teachers work.
Table 15.3 Objectives pursued in your lessons
	To what extent do you actively pursue the following objectives in your lessons?

	
	Category
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	N

	The transmission of disciplinary knowledge and skills
	D
	5.32
	0.90
	947

	The cultivation of critical and reflective subjects
	S
	5.23
	0.98
	934

	The cultivation of enlightened and autonomous subjects
	S
	5.20
	0.94
	938

	The cultivation of fulfilled, self-confident subjects
	S
	5.18
	0.98
	940

	The transmission of a basic set of skills and knowledge for life
	D
	5.10
	1.09
	941

	The encouragement of talents and desire to enable everyone to succeed according to their own merits
	D
	4.97
	1.16
	913

	The cultivation of future adults who are open to cultural diversity
	I
	4.93
	1.23
	911

	An openness to a plurality of values
	I
	4.88
	1.23
	911

	An openness to individual differences and preferences (opinions, sexual orientation, etc.)
	I
	4.84
	1.30
	903

	The transmission/Sharing of universal values (e.g. human rights)
	I
	4.81
	1.32
	907

	The cultivation of proactive, self-starting, high-achieving individuals 
	S
	4.75
	1.21
	912

	The preparation of pupils for higher education
	D
	4.72
	1.38
	936

	The development of a sense of belonging to the society in which pupils live
	I
	4.47
	1.27
	901

	The transmission/Sharing of a common culture
	I
	4.33
	1.34
	891

	The preparation of your pupils for a profession, training of workers
	D
	4.00
	1.68
	928


S = Subjectivation; I = Integration; D = Distribution
[bookmark: _Hlk133245425]Factor analyses were also conducted here, and three factors were extracted (Tay et al. 2021). The first of these refers broadly to socio-cultural integration, while the second refers to the construction of subjects (across all aspects – enlightened, fulfilled and work ethic). The third factor identifies the instruction-related items originally associated with the three missions (transmission of knowledge and skills, preparation for higher education, etc.). The variance analysis (Tay et al. 2021) shows that there are statistically significant differences between schools (share of variance between schools: 8%), in terms of both the “Instruction” and the “Cultivation of subjects” factors (share of variance between schools: 4%), though these do not appear to be related to the “Integration” factor. Complementary analyses (Tay et al. 2021) have shown that, overall, the (multidimensional) “cultivation of subjects” is valued more highly in qualification-oriented education, while attention to instruction is stronger in transitional (i.e. higher education) institutions. 
Variability of responses increases among pupils, as with teachers. However, pupils’ responses also show a striking contrast between their own expectations (Table 15.2) and how they perceive what the school wants to teach them (Table 15.4). This is why Table 15.4 also includes a column referring to this difference in pupils’ expectations[footnoteRef:8].	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: Question traduction ; ne fuat-il pas dire "pupils' responses"? 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: And "pupils' expectations"?  [8:  The third column of the table thus shows the sum of the difference between the mean scores of the items in Table 15.2 and those reported in Table 15.4. For example, for the first item, the result mentioned in the column “difference in expectations” (1.7229) is obtained by subtracting 3.2206 from 4.9435.] 

Table 15.4 The discrepancy between pupils’ expectations and their teachers’ perceived goals
	Does the school try to...
	Category
	Difference in expectations
	Average
	Standard deviation

	... teach you knowledge and skills useful for the labour market
	I
	1.72
	3.22
	1.67

	... develop individual creativity in pupils
	E
	1.39
	3.37
	1.61

	... develop self-confidence in pupils
	E
	1.38
	3.38
	1.66

	... prepare pupils for higher education
	I
	1.19
	4.02
	1.62

	... develop pupil performance
	I
	1.08
	4.10
	1.45

	... develop the acquisition of general cultural knowledge
	R
	0.94
	4.33
	1.46

	... develop project leadership skills
	E
	0.84
	3.94
	1.58

	... develop critical thinking skills
	R
	0.81
	4.52
	1.42

	... develop self-reliance
	E
	0.70
	4.48
	13.88

	... teach you to respect rules and authority
	E
	-0.19
	4.66
	1.31


I = Instrumental aims; R = Reflective aims; E = Expressive aims 

With reference to the “instrumental” dimension, it is clear that pupil expectations do not match their perception of teaching practices. The instrumental objectives, which the pupils strongly expect to be met (cf. Table 15.2) are not those they perceive as being most actively pursued by their teachers. This difference is most pronounced in the learning of knowledge and skills relevant to the labour market (1.72). On average, “instrumental” items show a broader discrepancy between expectations and objectives than the other two categories. With reference to the “expressive” dimension, the discrepancy between pupil expectations and their teachers’ perceived objectives is most pronounced in the development of creativity (1.39) and confidence (1.38). In the eyes of pupils, self-reliance (4.48) and project management skills (3.94) appear to be more actively pursued by teachers. It is only in terms of respect for rules and authority (4.66) that pupil expectations are exceeded – as indicated by the negative result (-0.1947); it is therefore perceived as more of a hindrance to their expressiveness and self-realisation. The discrepancy between expectations of school and the reality of school does appear less marked when it comes to the “reflective” dimension, however. 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: Comme je vois que tout le texte est traduit comme ça, je suppose que ma remarque est incorrecte ! 
We also note that pupil responses vary according to the school they attend[footnoteRef:9]. The more we ask pupils about the objectives pursued and the concrete practices of teachers, the greater the differences between schools appear to be.	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: Selon quelles caractéristiques des écoles s'opèrent ces variations ? [9:  Variance analysis shows that, for each item in Table 15.4, there are statistically significant differences depending on the school of origin. The Eta² value here varies between 0.048 and 0.161 and is on average 0.092. ] 

15.4.3 Relationship to the School Order: Variations to be Explored
At this stage of our analysis, then, we note very strong consensus among teachers on the general missions of the school in its various manifestations. When asked about the (socialisation) objectives actually pursued in their lessons, this consensus begins to break down and differences appear between schools. However, these are modest in scale and intersect with a predictable divide: teachers at transition schools attach more importance to instruction. Pupils also have a shared understanding of the school’s mission, with a predominance of instrumental expectations. The pupil survey also reveals a significant discrepancy between their general expectations of school and their perception of how these expectations are met in their school. It should also be noted that in the “pupil” data, differences between schools are much more often significant – especially when pupils are asked about what actually happens at their school. 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: On pourrait aller plus loin que "transition" / "filières techniques ou qualifiantes" pour identifier les sources de variabilité des objectifs de socialisation? 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: Ok, selon quelles caractéristiques des écoles?
The following questions focus on socialisation practices, with a particular interest in classroom life and the relationship to rules within the classroom. 
Table 15.5 Classroom life and school order, from the teachers’ perspective
	 
	N
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Sig.
	Eta²

	In everyday classroom life, you foster in your pupils the ability to comply with the rules
	928
	5.05
	1.11
	n.s.
	/

	In everyday classroom life, you foster in your pupils the ability to question the rules
	911
	4.3
	1.42
	n.s.
	/

	Pupils suggest content for lessons
	929
	2.49
	1.35
	n.s.
	/

	Pupils take on responsibilities in everyday classroom life
	924
	3.44
	1.47
	<.001
	0.116

	Pupils are involved in drawing up the rules of everyday classroom life
	922
	3.29
	1.59
	<.001
	0.104

	Pupils negotiate learning objectives with you
	928
	2.47
	1.41
	<.001
	0.086

	Pupils suggest activities
	928
	3.1
	1.32
	<.001
	0.08

	The rules of everyday classroom life may be amended during the year, at the request of the pupils
	922
	3.5
	1.60
	0.005
	0.072



Table 15.5 shows the questions submitted to the teachers and reveals that, other than for the first item, there is far more variability in the answers obtained. In other words, these items appear to be far less consensual than those presented so far. Clearly, not every teacher who participated in the survey approaches school discipline in the same way. The last two columns of the table also provide information on the results of an Analysis of Variance and show that for five of the eight items, there are significant differences between educational establishments. Once again, a factor was extracted from these eight items, allowing us to work on a global index. Using this factor, we were able to show that post-conventional practices[footnoteRef:10], based on the collective construction and negotiation of norms, are on the one hand more present in the three schools that have an “alternative” educational approach (F(1.853) = 25.1; p <.001 ), and, on the other hand, that their intensity varies in line with the socio-economic index of the school in question (F(3.812) = 4.955; p <.01). Post-hoc tests reveal that such practices are notably less developed in those schools having the most privileged socio-economic index (SES 16 to 20).  [10:  By “post-conventional relationship” to norms, we mean the justification of norms and the involvement of pupils in their construction, as well as consideration of the situation in both the choice of potential sanction and any discussion with the pupil. By “conventional relationship” to norms, we mean the vertical and exogenous construction of norms and the use of predefined sanctions that are exogenous to situations (Jadot et al. 2022).] 

Table 15.6 The relationship to school discipline, from the pupils’ perspective
	[bookmark: _Hlk98789100]
	N
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Sig.
	Eta²

	Pupils are given an opportunity to express their opinion of the rules
	1379
	2.23
	1.64
	0.000
	.312

	Rules can be changed in consultation with the pupils
	1299
	2.06
	1.52
	0.000
	.297

	Adults take pupils’ views on the rules into account
	1351
	2.06
	1.44
	0.000
	.242

	The rules are imposed; they are not up for discussion
	1383
	4.37
	1.67
	0.000
	.225

	The choice of punishment is thought through with the pupil who has broken the rule
	1183
	2.37
	1.65
	0.000
	.183

	We explain to pupils both what the school rules are, and what they are for
	1383
	3.27
	1.81
	0.000
	.146

	Pupils are given a chance to explain why they did not follow the rule
	1261
	3.68
	1.77
	0.000
	.128

	When you are sent to be disciplined, you already know what punishment you will get, you cannot negotiate
	1262
	3.33
	1.77
	0.000
	.087

	Sanctions are adjusted as appropriate to the circumstances, to the situation
	1284
	4.30
	1.64
	0.000
	.07



The pupils in our sample report a conventional style of rule making. As the low averages shown in Table 15.6 indicate, they clearly disagreed with suggestions that adults take their views into account (2.06) or that they should be given the opportunity to have their say on the rules (2.23). They feel that the rules are imposed (4.37) and cannot be changed in a concerted manner (2.06). On the other hand, they more frequently reported a post-conventional management style in dealing with indiscipline, as indicated by the relatively high score (4.3) for the item: “sanctions are adjusted according to the circumstances of the situation”. Many also said that they could explain why they had not complied with the rule (3.68), which is not to say that the sanction is thought through with the pupil (2.37).
The pupil survey also revealed much greater differences between schools in terms of school disciplinary practices than in terms of pupils’ expectations (Eta² average of 0.07) and their teachers’ perceived objectives (Eta² average of 0.092). With regard to discipline, we observe systematically significant differences at the 0.01 threshold, with Eta² fluctuating between 0.07 and 0.312, with an average of 0.188. 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: À nouveau, aurait été intéressant de savoir en fonction de quelles caractéristiques de composition des écoles cette variance s'observe? 
As with the survey of teachers, we have extracted (from the nine items presented in Table 15.6) a factor summarising those practices that are part of a post-conventional relationship with the norm. This allows us to confirm that this type of relationship to the norm is clearly more present in the three schools offering an alternative educational project (F(1, 1024) = 236.1, p <.001 ). However, in the “pupil” database, we were unable to find any significant link between the socio-economic index of schools and the constructed factor. The latter, on the other hand, is weakly (though significantly) associated with the “stream” variable (F(4,1015) = 4.995, p <.01). Post-hoc tests indicate that post-conventional practices are more extensive at vocational institutions than at institutions offering general or technical education.
15.5 Conclusion
Analysis of school effects and segregation effects has often focused on differences between pupils’ educational outcomes and performance. Yet – as Durkheim pointed out over a century ago – the collective function of education is not confined to the transmission of knowledge. The school’s mission also includes the integration of young people into the society in which they live and the cultivation of relatively autonomous individuals. Nevertheless, little is known today about the differences between schools in terms of how they promote social integration and how they support the construction of subjects. 
Both a broad approach to the work of socialisation and an interest in the differences that exist between schools in this respect seem to us to be all the more important, given that the time of a prevailing consensus as to the type of subjects to be taught and the type of society to be promoted is often presented as being behind us (Derouet 2000; Dubet 2002). By examining how socialisation is reconfigured in the contemporary context, and – in an environment characterized by a high level of segregation between schools, this is what we have sought to do in this chapter.
The results of the questionnaire surveys conducted among teachers and pupils from 41 schools in the French-speaking community of Belgium showed that the question of the aims to be pursued by the school continues to be the subject of a shared (albeit more diverse) vision. It seems, then, that the situation is characterized more by the obvious need to affirm the importance of a multiplicity of missions than by debate and uncertainty as to which major school missions should be prioritised. It is worth noting, however, that among teachers, it is instruction in the subject that prevails, whereas pupils focus primarily on more instrumental aims (learning useful things, preparing for higher education).
These answers are, of course, those given by school practitioners when asked about principles. When the questioning concerns the objectives actually pursued in class, responses are more varied –even more so among pupils than among teachers. In practice, it is obviously difficult for teachers to simultaneously pursue and/or give equal weight to the multiple and sometimes conflicting objectives assigned to the school. Trade-offs – even renunciations – are therefore unavoidable. Pupils are well aware of this reality. Whether or not a given teacher favours certain objectives and seeks to cultivate certain types of pupils and individuals often depends on the type of school in which he or she works; this confirms our hypothesis regarding the relative fragmentation of the education system. 
Across the various dimensions analysed, the stark contrast between teachers and pupils is also worthy of further analysis. Some results show a variety of contrasting visions, with teachers ultimately quite close to the ideal of modernity while pupil expectations are more “contemporary” (albeit at a certain distance from conventional school norms). It should be noted that this seems to be more a case of pupil demand for justification and singularisation than of a major discrepancy between the expectations of each side. Faced with a school that continues to be strongly rooted in modernity, especially in terms of its form and management of discipline, pupils are in search of spaces in which to discuss norms (though significant differences between schools persist). 
Today, more than ever, “school” therefore appears to be an abstraction; what we have are educational establishments. Rather than experiencing school as a general given, teachers and pupils alike can only experience one (or more) school(s) in particular, in which trade-offs between different missions and principles necessarily occur. In short, it is as though the school actors – both teachers and pupils – aspire to a school that exists in several “worlds”, even though, in practice, we are seeing a fragmentation of schools alongside the development of more or less differentiated worlds. This becomes clear when studying the question of the relationship to school discipline. 
Remarkably, a very large part of inter-school variability observed in school discipline-related practices is tied to whether or not the school has an active pedagogical approach. We therefore conclude that the practices of teachers (and of teaching teams) seem to be a determining factor in the differences between schools analysed in this chapter. This stands out from more traditional work on school effects, which focuses on cognitive learning, stressing the significance of school composition in explaining school differences. Pupils’ contrasting socialisation experiences at different schools are not, however, entirely independent of the variables traditionally investigated by the sociology of education. Depending on which courses are on offer and which type of pupils are being catered to (school social composition), we have thus shown that the traditional hierarchies structuring the education system are also decisive when it comes to analysing the objectives and practices of socialisation, though their impact remains limited. Further studies, especially where qualitative, will therefore be useful – not only in terms of better identifying the factors responsible for the differentiation between schools, but above all in terms of providing an iterative explanatory scheme capable of enabling a better understanding of how – in a quasi-marketplace educational environment, schools and their stakeholders jointly construct these differentiated worlds. 	Comment by Marie Verhoeven: C'est ici qu'on aurait sans doute pu aller plus loin du coup 
· 
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