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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITIES IN LUXEMBOURG

Luxembourg has a highly diverse population in terms of its socioeconomic, cultural, and linguistic
composition. This diversity is reflected in the national education system with key figures illustrating that
a high percentage of both primary (68 %) and secondary school students (66 %) is speaking a different
language than Luxembourgish at home (SCRIPT & MENJE, 2024). Although this diversity is a great asset,
nafional and infernational large-scale studies (e.g., PISA studies) have repeatedly identified important
educationalinequalities indicating that students with a low socioeconomic status (SES) and/or students
speaking another language than Luxembourgish and/or German at home, being at a higher risk to
stfruggle academically when aftending schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Boehm et al.,
2016; Hadjar et al., 2018; Hornung et al., 2021).

These inequalities have once again been confirmed by findings presented in the most recent National
Education Report (LUCET & SCRIPT, 2024). By following a student cohort from C2.1 (Grade 1) to C4.1
(Grade 5) of primary education, the Luxembourg School Monitoring Programme “Epreuves
Standardisées” (EpStan; see 2.1 for more details) revealed, for example, that a higher share of low-SES
students and students speaking another language than Luxembourgish and/or German at home fail
to achieve the natfional education standards (i.e., the Niveau Socle as defined by the Ministry of
Education, Children and Youth in the Plan d’Etudes; MENFP, 2011) both in mathematics and in German
reading comprehension when compared to their peers (i.e., high-SES students, students speaking
Luxembourgish and/or German at home; Ottenbacher et al., 2024). In addition, studies focusing on
the acquisition of German language skills found that educational differences in favour of students
speaking Luxembourgish and/or German at home arise already in early primary education (Hornung
et al., 2024; Tremmel et al., 2024), thereby underlining the importance of pedagogical interventions in
order to allow all students to fully develop their academic potential regardless of their language

background.

In order to deal more adequately with the increasing language diversity of the student population in
Luxembourg and to counter the educational inequalities that are assumed 1o result (at least in part)
from the curriculum, where high language expectations present an important challenge for a growing
number of students (Sattler, 2022), the Luxembourgish government has widened the educational offer
in Luxembourg by infroducing European Public Schools (EPS). These schools allow students to choose
a main language of instruction among three available language sections (German, French, and
English; for an overview see LUCET & SCRIPT, 2023) in contrast to schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum that offer a predefined order of language infroduction (i.e., Luxembourgish as the main
language of instruction in preschool, German as the language of literacy acquisition in C2.1, and

French infroduced as an additional language of instruction in early primary education).



1.2 INTEGRATION OF EPS INTO THE LUXEMBOURG SCHOOL MONITORING PROGRAMME

Through the opportunity fo choose a main language of instruction among the available language
sections, EPS might provide a learning environment that complements the offer of the Luxembourgish
curriculum and aims at responding to the needs of Luxembourg's highly diverse student population.
By integrating the EPS into the Luxembourg School Monitoring Programme “Epreuves Standardisées”
(EpStan), the full-cohort data collected in autumn of every school year — at both primary and
secondary school level — enables educational research to provide a first evaluation of whether the
diversification of the school offer through the implementation of EPS can contribute to the reduction

of previously observed inequalities in Luxembourg's education system.

The EpStan consist of standardised achievement tests assessing academic achievement in selected
key areas of education (e.g., German, French, and mathematics; Martin et al., 2015). Administered in
autumn at the beginning of each new learning cycle, the EpStan systematically monitor whether the
education standards of the previous learning cycle (as defined by the Ministry of Education, Children

and Youth) have been achieved by all students in the respective grade (MENFP, 2011).

The EpStan are administered in the classroom with achievement tests taking approximately 30 to 40
minutfes per subject in Cycle 2.1 and 40 to 50 minutes per subject in Cycles 3.1 and 4.1. To allow for an
economical and highly standardised assessment, the EpStan items are presented in a closed format
(e.g., multiple-choice, true-false, or ordering items) or require short answers only (Fischbach et al.,
2014).

To ensure a strong test quality, the items included in the EpStan standardised achievement tests are
developed and compiled by interdisciplinary test development groups that consist of researchers
from the EpStan team (e.g., expertise in the domains of psychometrics and test development), of
teachers actively tfeaching the different subjects at each respective grade level (e.g., expertise in
subject contents and in the educational curriculum), and of members from the Ministry of Education,
Children and Youth (e.g., expertise in educational curriculum and in reference documents). Only items
that have previously been tested regarding their content, format, and practicability, and validated
psychometrically for each grade level in a so-called pretest will be included in the actual EpStan

achievement tests of the subsequent year(s).

After the achievement tests, students have approximately 20 minutes to complete a student
questionnaire, which assesses central features of the students’ motivation to learn (e.g., academic
self-concept, academic interest, school anxiety), the teacher-student relationship as well as school

and class climate. In primary school, all standardised achievement tests and the student questionnaire



are presented in paper-and-pencil format, whereas secondary school students complete computer-

or tablet-based tests and questionnaires.

In addition, parents from primary school students are invited fo complete a parent questionnaire with
the aim of collecting data on the students’ individual background characteristics regarding aspects
such as the family's language profile, their socio-economic status, and perception of their possibilities

to support their child academically.

By taking into account socioeconomic and sociocultural student characteristics (e.g., gender, SES,
language, migration background) that were proven to have an important impact on educational
success in both national and international studies (e.g., Agirdag & Vanlaar, 2016; Duong et al., 2016;
Hornung et al., 2021; Sirin, 2005; Sonnleitner et al., 2021; Voyer & Voyer, 2014), the EpStan ensure a fair
performance evaluation in Luxembourg's diverse student populatfion and can thus be considered an
ideal tool to investigate whether recent policy reforms — such as the infroduction of European Public

Schools — can confribute to a reduction of the existing educational inequalities.

1.3 CONTEXT, OBJECTIVE AND RESEARCH INTERESTS OF THE PRESENT REPORT

In autumn of the school year 2022/23, the EpStan were administered, for the first time, to all five
targeted grade levels in EPS (P1, P3, and PS5 at primary school level as well as S1 and S3 at secondary
school level). By being administered at the same assessment tfime points than in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (C2.1, C3.1 and C4.1 in primary school as well as 7¢ and 5¢ in secondary
school), the EpStan have for a first time allowed to compare how EPS students perform compared to

their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

The European Public School Report 2023 (LUCET & SCRIPT, 2023) presented first findings on differences
in the student population between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g.,
higher share of high-SES students attending EPS atf all grade levels), as well as in educational
trajectories (e.g., lower share of grade repetitions in EPS at all grade levels), and in the achievement
in mathematics (e.g., better mean performance of EPS students at all primary school levels compared
to students following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Besides presenting these first important findings,
the report discussed the considerable statistical and methodological limitations that need to be taken
info consideration when interpreting these findings (e.g., small sample sizes, academic achievement
tests developed based on the standards of the Luxembourgish curriculum, differences in the student

population).

Although the majority of these statistical and methodological limitations cannot easily be overcome,
the stepwise extension of the EpStan aiming at a full integration of the European Public Schools in the
established school monitoring system allows to broaden these first findings by focusing on additional

dimensions such as the academic achievement in language subjects (i.e., Luxembourgish, German,



and French), academic motivation and wellbeing, and the perceptions of parental support. Using
encompassing full-cohort data from various sources (e.g., achievement tests, student and parent
questionnaires), the present report investigates potential differences between EPS and schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum by addressing the different research aims introduced in the

following.

Considering that academic achievement is one of the most central academic outcome variables and
that both national and international studies have identified significant achievement differences in the
key educational domain of mathematics between student groups that become particularly apparent
overtime (e.g., Ottenbacher et al., 2024), the present report analyses how mathematics achievement
develops between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 as well as between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 at primary school

level by addressing the following research question in Chapter 1:

e How does the academic achievement in mathematics develop longitudinally in EPS students

at primary school level compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum @

Whereas the EpStan administered in EPS only assessed academic achievement in mathematics in the
school year 2022/23, achievement tests assessing listening comprehension in Luxembourgish (as main
language of integration) and language skills in the students’ language of literacy acquisition (German
and French) have been pretested in the school year 2023/24 and integrated as main test in the school

year 2024/25 in EPS (C2.1/P1), allowing to address the following research question in Chapter 2:

J How do EPS students in P1 perform in Luxembourgish (main language of integration) as well as
in their respective language of literacy acquisition (German or French) compared to their C2.1

peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum?

Schools are however not only responsible for teaching academic skills. They should furthermore foster
students’ academic motivation (e.g., academic self-concept and interest) and enable all students to
develop a positive attitude towards learning in a supportive environment (e.g., class climate, school
satisfaction, and teacher-student relationship), thus guaranteeing their wellbeing. In light of the strong
consensus in research stating that academic motivation and academic achievement are positively
related to each other (Niepel et al., 2014; Schiefele et al., 2016; Wolff et al., 2021), the present report

addresses the following research question in Chapter 3:

e How does academic motivation and subjective wellbeing of EPS students at all grade levels

compare to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum?e

In addition to students’ academic achievement and motivation, the parents’ possibilities to support
their child when it comes to learning (e.g., doing homework, preparing for tests) are positively related

to academic achievement (Bakker et al., 2007; Boonk et al., 2018). Therefore, the present report aims



at understanding how the possibility to offer parental support, which depends (at least to a certain
degree) on the parents’ own language skills in the language(s) of instruction, is perceived by parents

(or legal representatives) by investigating the following research question in Chapter 4:

e How do the perceptions of EPS parents regarding their ability to support their child
academically based on their own skills in their child’s language of literacy acquisition differ

from the perceptions of parents whose children follow the Luxembourgish curriculum?

A limitation of the European Public School Report 2023 was that the available data did not allow to
identify one specific explanation for the observed performance differences between students in EPS
and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. To address this limitation, a student
questionnaire assessing three generic dimensions of learning environments (e.g., cognitive activation,
classroom management, and student support; Praetorius et al., 2018) has been integrated into the
EpStan at secondary school level in order to understand whether EPS and schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum differ when it comes to the learning environments they offer to their
stfudents; a dimension that could confribute to explaining potential achievement and motivational
differences between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In Chapter 5, the

present report thus investigates the following research question:

e How do the perceptions of learning environments differ between EPS students at secondary

school level and their peers in secondary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculume

By providing first longitudinal results on academic achievement in mathematics as well as cross-
sectional results on academic achievement in Luxembourgish (as the main language of integration)
and in the respective languages of literacy acquisition, on academic motivation (e.g., self-concept
and interest) and subjective wellbeing (e.g., class climate, school satisfaction), on perceived parental
support as well as on learning environments in secondary school, the present report will considerably
extend existing knowledge on differences between students attending EPS and their peers following
the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., achievement in mathematics) and generate new knowledge in
domains that have thus far remained unexplored (e.g., achievement in languages, parental support,
and learning environments). Despite existing statistical and methodological limitations, these results
provide important insights info whether the broadening of the language offer via the infroduction of
European Public Schools can contribute to encountering existing educational inequalities identified
in the Luxembourgish education system, whose student population is characterised by a high linguistic

diversity.



Chapter I: The Longitudinal Development of Academic Achievement in Mathematics in Primary
Education

CHAPTER |: THE LONGITUDINAL
DEVELOPMENT OF ACADEMIC
ACHIEVEMENT IN MATHEMATICS IN
PRIMARY EDUCATION

HOW DOES THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN MATHEMATICS DEVELOP

LONGITUDINALLY IN EPS STUDENTS AT PARIMARY SCHOOL LEVEL COMPARED

TO THEIR PEERS FOLLOWING THE LUXEMBOURGISH CURRICULUM?




Chapter I: The Longitudinal Development of Academic Achievement in Mathematics in Primary
Education

2. THE LONGITUDINAL DEVELOPMENT OF ACHIEVEMENT IN MATHEMATICS IN
PRIMARY EDUCATION

2.1 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the subject of mathematics is taught in German at
primary school level before the language of instruction is switching to French in secondary education.
In Luxembourg's most recent PISA results (Weis et al., 2020), the performance of secondary school
stfudents in mathematics was found to be below the OECD average with both low SES-students and
students having a non-Luxembourgish language background being disadvantaged when compared
to their peers (i.e., high SES-students, students speaking Luxembourgish at home). These results align
with observations made in previous PISA iterations (Boehm et al., 2016) as well as in the Luxembourg

School Monitoring Programme “Epreuves Standardisées” (EpStan).

By following a student cohort from C2.1 (Grade 1) to C4.1 (Grade 5) of primary education, the EpStan
results showed that a higher share of low-SES students and students speaking a language other than
Luxembourgish and/or German at home perform below the expected natfional education standards
(i.e., the Niveau Socle as defined by the Ministry of Education, Children and Youth in the Plan d’Efudes;
MENFP, 2011) in the subject of mathematics (Ottenbacher et al., 2024). Considering that these
differences arise already in early primary education with 28 % of French-speaking and 44 % of
Portuguese-speaking students failing to meet the Niveau Socle of the previous learning cycle at the
beginning of C3.1 (e.g., Figure 3 in Ottenbacher et al., 2024) despite solid basic mathematical skills at
the beginning of primary education, it can be assumed that the need to acquire more advanced
mathematical skills in German - a language linguistically more distant from their home language —

places these students at a disadvantage.

In this context, European Public Schools (EPS) offering three language sections (German, French,
English; LUCET & SCRIPT, 2023) might foster a learning environment that allows students to make better
use of their academic potential (e.g., in mathematics), given their home language background. First
results published in the European Public School Report 2023 illustrate that EPS students showed a higher
mean performance in mathematics than students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum
across all three primary school grades assessed, with the strongest difference being observed in
C4.1/P5 in higher grade levels (Colling et al., 2023). More particularly, both low-SES students and
students with a non-Luxembourgish/non-German language background generally showed higher
achievement scores in mathematics across all three primary school grades assessed when attending
EPS compared to their peers sharing the same background characteristics in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum. These results from the EpStan cohort of the 2022/23 school year might be

considered as a first indication of achievement differences in mathematics that are in favour of EPS
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students when compared to their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, although
they have to be interpreted with caution due to the important statistical and methodological
limitations (e.g., small sample sizes, achievement tests developed based on the standards of schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum) discussed in more detail in Colling et al. (2023; see Section
4.6.1).

2.2 FIRST CROSS-SECTIONAL RESEARCH FINDINGS IN MATHEMATICS

Figure I.1 extends these findings cross-sectionally by illustrating the mean academic achievement in
mathematics not only for the first cohort assessed in the school year 2022/23 (for details see Colling et
al., 2023), but also for the two subsequent cohorts assessed in the school years 2023/24 and 2024/25.
The green bars show the mean EpStan score in mathematics for students in EPS, whereas the yellow
bars illustrate the mean EpStan score in mathematics for students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum. As detailed in section 2.3.1, the EpStan metric (i.e., the y-axis) is normed in such a way that
the mean value for all students in Luxembourg lies at 500 points with a standard deviation of 100 points.
Fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points can regularly be observed between student groups and/or school

years and should thus not be interpreted as considerable differences in academic achievement.

Figure I.1 - Mean Academic Achievement in Mathematics from 2022-2024 at Primary School Level Split by Curriculum
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Note. The data displayed in this figure is cross-sectional; it is therefore important to note that they do not track the same students over time but
rather represent the academic achievement in mathematics of different cohorts who were in a specific learmning cycle at a given point in time

(e.g., autumn 2022).

The cross-sectional EpStan findings displayed in Figure I.1 show differences ranging between 20 (in
C2.1/P1 in the school year 2022/23) to 40 (in C3.1/P3 in 2024/25) EpStan points across the three primary
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school grades. By going beyond the regularly observed fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points in all three
assessed cohorts, the achievement differences that were observed in favour of primary school
students attending EPS offer a first indication of a significant achievement trend with EPS students

performing better than students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

In addition, the cross-sectional EpStan data for the three cohorts split by individual student background
characteristics (e.g., gender, SES, language and migration background) allow a more fine-grained

understanding of the observed performance differences.

Regarding gender, EPS students of all cohorts showed higher mean scores in mathematics across all
three assessed primary school grades, indicating that both male and female students in EPS are on
average performing better than their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, with the group
difference being most pronounced for male EPS students in C3.1/P3 (44 EpStan points) in the school
year 2023/24 and least pronounced for female EPS students in C3.1/P3 (9 EpStan points) in the school

year 2022/23 (see Figure A.1 in the Annex for a visualisation).

Figure 1.2 illustrates the academic achievement in mathematics for the three cohorts and grade levels
split by curriculum and socioeconomic status (SES), for which a more differentiated picture arises than
for gender. Looking at high-SES students (i.e., highest 25% of the HISEI distribution, see section 2.3.2 for
details on the operationalisation of the HISEI variable), the differences between EPS students and their
peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum fail fo go beyond the described regular fluctuations of
+ 10 EpStan points, indicating that high-SES students seem to perform well in mathematics irrespective
of their school’s curriculum (with two exceptions noted for the C2.1/P1 cohort assessed in 2023/24 and
the C3.1/P3 cohort assessed in 2022/23, where significant group differences have been observed in
favour of high-SES students following the Luxembourgish curriculum). For low-SES students (i.e., lowest
25% of the HISEI distribution), a different pattern can be observed in Figure 1.2. With mean differences
ranging from 26 EpStan points in the C3.1/P3 cohort assessed in 2024/25 to 77 EpStan points in the
C2.1/P1 cohort assessed in 2023/24, the observed academic achievement differences in
mathematics in favour of low-SES students attending EPS go considerably beyond the regularly
observed fluctuations. These patterns seem to indicate that low-SES students in EPS perform better, on
average, than their low-SES peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. As indicated in
the note of Figure 1.2, it must, however, be kept in mind that these results are based on very small Ns
for low-SES students in EPS (between 12 and 29 students only) and should thus be interpreted with

caution.

When looking at the students’ migration background, no consistent pattern that holds across all three
cohorts arises for grade levels C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3. C4.1/P5 is the only grade level in which the mean

academic achievement of native students (i.e., stfudents whose own country of birth and that of at

10
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least one of their parents is Luxembourg, see section 2.3.2 for details on the operationalisation of the
migratfion background variable) in EPS is considerably higher in all cohorts (with group differences
ranging from 13 EpStan points in 2024/25 to 29 EpStan points in 2022/23) compared to their native

peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In contrast, EPS students having a migration

Figure 1.2 - Mean Academic Achievement in Mathematics (2022-2024) at Primary School Level Split by SES
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Note. The data displayed in this figure is cross-sectional; it is therefore important to note that it does not track the same students over time but
rather represents the academic achievement in mathematics of different cohorts who were in a specific learning cycle at a given point in time
(e.g., autumn 2022). The data for low-SES students in EPS has to be interpreted with caution due to very small Ns (2022/23: N = 19 in C2.1/P1, N =
22in C3.1/P3 and N = 14 in C4.1/P5; 2023/24: N = 16 in C2.1/P1, N = 26 in C3.1/P3 and N = 12 in C4.1/P5; 2024/25: N = 23 in C2.1/P1, N =29 in
C3.1/P3and N =22in C4.1/P5).

background display higher mean scores in mathematics ranging from 26 EpStan points in C2.1/P1 in
the school year 2023/24 to 49 EpStan points in C4.1/P5 in the school year 2022/23 (see Figure A.2 in the

Annex for a visualisation). By going considerably beyond the regularly observed fluctuations of £ 10
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EpStan points, these results seem to indicate that EPS students with a migration background perform
better, on average, than their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In light of small student
groups (i.e., native students in EPS) and potential differences in the countries of origin between school
curricula (for a detailed discussion see Colling et al., 2023), the results on achievement differences in

mathematics based on migration background must, however, be interpreted with caution.

Lastly, the results in academic achievement in mathematics were investigated split by language
background. As illustrated in Figure 1.3, students with a French language background attending EPS
show higher mean values in mathematics across all three cohorts and grade levels with group
differences ranging from 18 EpStan points in C2.1/P1 in the school year 2022/23 to 47 EpStan points in
C41/P5 in the school year 2023/24.

For Portuguese-speaking students, a comparable pattern arises with the mean achievement scores in
mathematics of EPS students being higher across all three cohorts and grade levels in comparison to
their Porfuguese-speaking peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, with the difference
being most pronounced in the C4.1/P5 cohort assessed in the school year 2022/23 (58 EpStan points)
and least pronounced in the C4.1/P5 cohort assessed in the school year 2024/25' (28 EpStan points).

EPS students with an English language background are also showing higher mean achievement scores
in mathematics across all three cohorts and grade levels compared to their English-speaking peers in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, with group differences ranging from 14 EpStan points
in the C3.1/P3 cohort assessed in the school year 2023/24 to 56 EpStan points in the C3.1/P3 cohort
assessed in the school year 2024/252.

For students speaking Luxembourgish and/or German at home, the group differences found in C2.1/P1
and in C3.1/P3 offer a less coherent pattern with differences in mean achievement scores alternating
between being in favour of EPS students (e.g., 19 EpStan points in the C2.1/P1 cohort assessed in the
school year 2024/25) or in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 25 EpStan
points in the C3.1/P3 cohort assessed in the school year 2022/23). A consistent pattern of EPS students
speaking Luxembourgish and/or German showing higher mean scores in mathematics than their peers
in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum does, however, becomes apparent across all three
cohorts in C4.1/P5 with group differences ranging from 30 EpStan points in the school year 2022/23 to
72 EpStan points in the school year 2024/25.

1 The only exception was identified in the C3.1/P3 cohort (school year 2022/23), where Portuguese-speaking students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum displayed a slightly higher mean score than their peers in EPS, a difference (8 EpStan points) that did, however, fail to go beyond
regularly observed fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points.

2 Similarly, as for the exception described for Portuguese-speaking students, the difference of 7 EpStan points failed to go beyond regularly
observed fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points.
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With the group differences in academic achievement in mathematics identified in favour of students
attending EPS going beyond regularly observed fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points, the findings split by
language background allowed to identify a coherent pattern across cohorts and grade levels of EPS
students with a French and Portuguese language background performing better in mathematics than
their French- and Portuguese-speaking peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. As indicated in
the note of Figure 1.3, it must, however, be kept in mind that the results split by language background
are based on very small Ns for certain language groups in EPS (e.g., between 23 and 42 Porfuguese-

speaking students only) and should thus be interpreted with caution.

Figure 1.3 - Mean Academic Achievement in Mathematics (2022-2024) at Primary School Level Split by Language Background
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Note. The data displayed in this figure is cross-sectional; it is therefore important to note that they do not frack the same students over fime but
rather represent the academic achievement in mathematics of different cohorts who were in a specific learning cycle at a given point in time
(e.g., autumn 2022). The data for student groups split by language background have to be interpreted with caution due to very small Ns of, for
example, Portuguese-speaking students in EPS (2022/23: N = 42 in C2.1/P1, N =28 in C3.1/P3 and N = 23 in C4.1/P5; 2023/24: N = 34in C2.1/P1, N
=28in C3.1/P3 and N =31 in C4.1/P5; 2024/25: N =30in C2.1/P1,N =34in C3.1/P3 and N = 30 in C4.1/P5).
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2.3 MAIN RESEARCH INTEREST AND LONGITUDINAL METHODOLOGY OF THE CHAPTER

2.3.1 RESEARCH INTEREST

Whereas the cross-sectional EpStan data from three different cohorts assessed between 2022/23 and
2024/25 allowed to (1) identify a systematic frend of EPS students in primary school performing better
in mathematics than students following the Luxembourgish curriculum and furthermore offered (2) an
important indication that student groups that have repeatedly been found to struggle academically
in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., low-SES students, students speaking a
language other than Luxembourgish and/or German) seem to perform better in mathematics when
attending EPS, no knowledge exists thus far on how the mathematics achievement of primary school

students develops over time.

By assessing school competences in the same key domains across multiple grade levels in primary
school, the most recent EpStan data (collected in autumn 2024/25) allows, for the first time, to
investigate how academic achievement in mathematics develops longitudinally following two
students cohorts; one from C2.1/P1 (assessed in the school year 2022/23) to C3.1/P3 (assessed in
2024/25) and one from C3.1/P3 (assessed in 2022/23) to C4.1/P5 (assessed in 2024/25). This longitudinal
data thereby provides a better understanding of whether differences between EPS students and their
peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum can also be observed in their educational trajectories
for the subject of mathematics. The following research question is thus addressed in the present

chapter:

e How does the academic achievement in mathematics develop longitudinally in EPS students

at primary school level compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum?

2.3.2 METHODOLOGY AND MEASURES

MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

All tasks presented in the standardised EpStan achievement tests in mathematics are based on the
education standards defined by the Ministry of Education, Children and Youth (MENFP, 2011). In
primary school, the mathematics tests target the following content areas: (a) Space and Shapes, (b)
Numbers and Operations, and (c) Sizes and Measures (MENFP, 2011, p. 26-31). In both C3.1 and C4.1,
the EpStan mathematics tasks are presented in either a contfextualized (problem solving and
modeling) or decontextualized way (specific basic skills, defined as knowledge and skills that can be
applied independently, without any context or fransfer work) to allow an implicit assessment of the

content area (d) Solving arithmetic word problems (MENFP, 2011, p. 32-33).



In line with infernational large-scale assessments (e.g., PISA), one global score is computed across all
items assessing the different content dimensions, which is normed in such a way that the mean value
for all students in Luxembourg lies at 500 points, with a standard deviation (mean deviation of the test
values from the mean) of 100 points in a reference school year (usually the first school year the
respective competency was assessed in the respective grade; Fischbach et al.,, 2014). Regular
fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points from one year to the next are observed at both the primary and
secondary school levels. These relatively small variations should generally not be interpreted as

significant differencess.

For all primary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the mathematics achievement test in
C2.1is presented in Luxembourgish, considering that the EpStan retrospectively evaluate whether the
educational standards of previous learning cycles have been achieved and that the main language
of instruction in preschool is Luxembourgish. In C3.1 and 4.1, the mathematics achievement tests are
presented in German, which is the main language of instruction in primary school. In EPS, mathematics
achievement tests were presented to the primary school students in the language of their respective

language section (i.e., German, French, or English).

STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
At primary school level, students and parents provide information on the background characteristics

of socioeconomic status (SES), language, and migration background via a self-report questionnaire.

The International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEl, Ganzeboom, 2010; Ganzeboom
et al., 1992) was used for the classification of a student’s SES based on the occupational status of the
parents. The Index can take on values between 10 and 90. Within EpStan, the highest available ISE
value (HISEl) of either the father or the mother (or the respective caretaker) is considered. This value is
used to classify students info high and low SES groups. The lowest 25% of the distribution are defined
as low-SES students and the highest 25% as high-SES students (Muller et al., 2014).

Looking at migration background, students are considered as natives when the students themselves

and aft least one of their parents were born in Luxembourg.

To compare students based on language background, students are considered to have a specific
language background (Luxembourgish/German, French, Portuguese, or English) when they speak the
respective language with atleast one of their parents at home. This means that a student can be found

in different language groups (e.g., a student speaking Luxembourgish with their mother and

3 However, if the EpStan results trend in one direction by % 10 points over several years, it indicates a systematic deterioration or improvement in
academic achievement.
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Portuguese with their father is considered to have a Luxembourgish and Portuguese language

background).

With regard to gender, the student administrative database of the Ministry of Education, Children and

Youth (SCOLARIA) has been used to split the student population info male and female students.

2.4 RESULTS

2.4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON THE ANALYSED COHORTS

The data analysis of the present chapter is based on two cohorts, whose demographic characteristics
are presented in Table I.1. Only students4 who had a regular educational pathway (i.e., without grade
repetition) between the school years 2022/23 and 2024/25 were included in the cohorts.

Table I.1 - Detailed Sample Description of the Two EpStan Cohorts

Language background

N HISEI (M) %female % native | % Lux/German % French % Portuguese % English
L Luxembourgish curriculum 4820 52 50 % 45 % 46 % 21% 19 % 6 %
S
~N -
"o
S o European Public Schools 337 59 49 % 12 % 12 % 42 % 10 % 24 %
LS Luxembourgish curriculum 5069 49 49 % 43 % 45 % 21% 21% 5%
e
~N -
oo
8 o European Public Schools 237 57 52 % 11 % 12% 49 % 11 % 18 %

Note. N = Number of students. HISEI = Highest International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status value. M = Mean. For more details on

the operationalisation of the student background variables, see section 2.3.2.

Out of the N = 5876 students who started C2.1 in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum in the
school year 2022/23 (see Table V.1 in Colling et al., 2023), N = 4820 students had regular educational
pathways and advanced to C3.1 in the school year 2024/25. In EPS, N = 337 studenfts displayed regular
educational pathways by attending P3 in the school year 2024/25 out of a total of N = 363 EPS students
who started P1 in the school year 2022/23. These results indicate that the share of students assessed at
both time points is higher among EPS students (93 %) than among students in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (82 %). It needs, however, to be noted that different reasons might
contribute to this observation with one of them being grade repetition and another potential

explanation being student moves to schools that are not covered by the EpStan (e.g., private schools

4 Although the International School Michel Lucius takes part in the EpStan both at the primary and secondary school level, students following its
UK-Style education (i.e., A-levels) have been excluded from the cohorts used in the present chapter as its aim is to focus on schools following the
European curriculum.
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within Luxembourg that do not follow the Luxembourgish nor the European curriculum, schools

abroad).

A similar observation can be made for the cohort followed from C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5. Out of N = 5861
students that were in C3.1 in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum in the school year 2022/23
(see Table IV.1 in Colling et al., 2023), N = 5069 students advanced to C4.1 in the school year 2024/25.
In EPS, N = 237 students had advanced to P5 in the school year 2024/25 out of a total of N = 268 EPS
students that were P3 in the school year 2022/23. In this cohort, the share of students assessed at both
time points is comparable between EPS students (88 %) and students following the Luxembourgish

curriculum (86 %).

In line with the cross-sectional findings discussed in previous reportfs (Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al.,
2024), the composition of the EPS student population differs considerably from the composition of the
student population in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum also in the two longitudinal

cohorts analysed in the present chapter.

Whereas the distribution of students by gender is comparable between EPS and schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum in both cohorts, a different observation can be made when looking at
socioeconomic status (SES). As shown in Table I.1, the student population in EPS is characterized by a
higher mean SES in both cohorts (HISEIl mean of 59 in the C2.1/P1 to C3.1/P3 cohort and of 57 in the
C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5 cohort) than the student population following the Luxembourgish curriculum (HISEI
mean of 52 in the C2.1/P1 to C3.1/P3 cohort and of 49 in the C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5 cohort).
Consequently, this observed difference in mean HISEl translates into smaller groups of students
characterized as having a low SES in EPS when compared to the Luxembourgish curriculum; an
observation which needs to be taken into consideration when interpreting the results of the present

chapter.

Regarding migration background, Table I.1 indicates that the percentage of native students lies at
approximately 44% in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum and at approximately 11 % in
EPS. This considerably lower share of native students in EPS can be observed in the two assessed
cohorts. In addition, it has to be presumed that EPS students with a migration background are having
different countries of origin (e.g., other non-EU countries) than their peers with a migration background
following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., Portuguese). In light of small student numbers and these
potential differences in the countries of origin between both student populations, the results on the
development in academic achievement in mathematics split by migratfion background should be

interpreted with caution.
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Looking at students’ language background, students speaking Luxembourgish and/or German at
home constitute the highest share of students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (= 45
%) in the two cohorts, followed by students with a French (21 %) or Portuguese language background
(= 20 %). Only about 6 % of students that follow the Luxembourgish curriculum have an English
language background. In EPS, on the other hand, students speaking French at home account for the
highest share in both cohorts (42 % in the C2.1/P1 to C3.1/P3 cohort and 49 % in the C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5
cohort) followed by students with an English language background (24 % and 18 %, respectively). In
EPS, students with a Luxembourgish and/or German background as well as Portuguese-speaking
students account for only about 12 % in both cohorts. The low share of English-speaking students in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum and of students with a Luxembourgish/German or
Portuguese language background in EPS translates into small student groups, thus related findings in

the present chapter have to be interpreted with caution.

2.4.2 LONGITUDINNAL DEVELOPMENT OF MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT BETWEEN C2.1/P1
AND C3.1/P3

In the following, first longitudinal EpStan results on the development of academic achievement in the
subject of mathematics between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 will be presented for the full cohort of students
in EPS compared to students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In a second step, the chapteris
analysing whether students with certain background characteristics (e.g., students who do not speak
Luxembourgish and/or German at home, low-SES students) show a more positive development in their
mean score in mathematics when attending EPS compared to their peers with the same background
characteristics attending schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The information box below
provides important guidance on how lower EpStan scores in C3.1/P3 compared to C2.1/P1, reflected

in negative difference values (deltas) between the two grade levels, should be interpreted.

Information box

The aim of the EpStan is to assess whether students have achieved the educational standards
(Socles) defined by the Ministry of EQucation at the beginning of each learning cycle, based
on the standards of the previous cycle. While studentsin C2.1/P1 are, for example, expected
to count and compare collections of up to 10 elements, students in C3.1/P3 are expected to
order and compare numbers up to 100 to meet the Niveau Socle. The educational standards
to be achieved are thus becoming more challenging as the grade level progresses. A lower
mean score in C3.1/P3 reflected by the negative difference value (delta) between the two
grade levels does not indicate that students have lost competences acquired in C2.1/P1 but
rather reflect the fact that fewer students have reached the Niveau Socle in C3.1/P3

compared to C2.1/P1.
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Figure 1.4 shows the longitudinal development of the students’ EpStan mean score in mathematics
between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 for EPS students (in green) and for students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (in yellow). Each student’s difference between their EpStan score in C2.1/P1 and their
EpStan score in C3.1/P3, called delta value in the following, is represented by an individual dot and
the density of the dots reflects the size of each group (i.e., total N of students as indicated on the x-
axis), allowing to graphically identify outliers (e.g., students with a particularly low or high delta value
in mathematics). Mean delta values are indicated in the center of each distribution. Considering that
regular fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points have been observed in mathematics between assessment
years, changes staying below * 10 EpStan points over time (i.e., between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3) as well
as between different student groups (i.e., EPS students and students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum) should thus not be interpreted as considerable differences in the development of

academic achievement in mathematicss.

Figure 1.4 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3
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In C2.1/P1, EPS students had a mean EpStan score of 537 in mathematics, whereas students following

the Luxembourgish curriculum displayed a mean EpStan score of 530. With a group difference of only

5 However, if the EpStan results trend in one direction by % 10 points over several years, it indicates a systematic deterioration or improvement in
academic achievement.
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7 EpStan points between EPS students and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, results
indicate that C2.1/P1 students, in general, started with comparable skills in mathematics into primary
education. As illustrated by the negative average delta values in Figure 1.4 that go beyond + 10 EpStan
points, a mean score decline between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 can be observed for both EPS students
and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. With 43 EpStan points, this decline is, however,
considerably more pronounced in students following the Luxembourgish curriculum than for students
in EPS, where a mean score decrease of 15 EpStan points was recorded. These results illustrate that
students in EPS show a smaller decline in their mean EpStan score in mathematics between C2.1/P1
and C3.1/P3 compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, which translated into
considerable group differences in C3.1/P3, where EPS students display a mean EpStan score of 522 in

mathematics compared to 487 for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

Considering that low SES students, students having a migration background, and/or students speaking
a language other than Luxembourgish or German at home have repeatedly been found to struggle
academically in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the present chapter investigates in
a second step, how EPS students with specific background characteristics perform in mathematics

compared to their peers with the same characteristics following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

As for the full cohort, both female and male students in EPS and in schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum started with comparable skills in mathematics into primary education with female students
having had a mean EpStan score of 536 in EPS and of 529 when following the Luxembourgish curriculum
and male students having started with a mean EpStan score of 539 in EPS compared to 532 in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Figure 1.5 shows the longitudinal development of the students’
FpStan mean score in mathematics between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 for EPS students and their peers in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum split by gender. With an average delta value of -1,
male studentsin EPS can be identified as the only group for which a stable mean score in mathematics
was observed between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3. With delta values ranging from -29 (for female students
in EPS) to -51 (female students following the Luxembourgish curriculum), a considerable mean score
decline can be identified between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 for all the other student groups. Female (-29)
as well as male students (-1) in EPS are showing considerably less pronounced declines in their mean
score in mathematics compared to their respective female (-51) and male (-35) peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum, thus demonstrating a more positive development in their mathematics

mean scores between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3.
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Figure 1.5 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 Split by Gender

Female Male
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Regarding socioeconomic status (SES), high-SES students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
started into their primary education with a slightly higher EpStan mean score in mathematics of 554 in
C2.1/P1 compared to their high-SES peers in EPS, who showed a mean score of 542. As illustrated in
Figure 1.6, EPS students with a high SES display a stable mean score development (average delta value
of -9 that fails fo go beyond + 10 EpStan points) in mathematics between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3,
whereas their high-SES peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum are on average
showing a mean score decrease of -23 EpStan points. Regarding low-SES students, both EPS students
(497) as well as students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (503) had comparable EpStan mean
score in mathematics in C2.1/P1. Figure 1.6 shows that the achievement scores in mathematics
decreased significantly for low-SES students between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3, and this irespective of the
aftended curriculum. With an average delta value of -58, this decline is, however, considerably more
pronounced in low-SES students following the Luxembourgish curriculum than in their low-SES peers
attending EPS (average delta value of -39). This mean score development in mathematics results in a
group difference in favour of low-SES students in EPS in C3.1/P1, where they display a mean score of
458 compared to their low-SES peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (445 points). As visualised
by the small number of individual points in Figure 1.6 and as discusses in more detail in section 2.3.1, it
has to be underlined that the results for students with a low SES in EPS are based on a very small group

of students (N = 24) and should thus be interpreted with caution.
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Figure 1.6 — Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 Split by SES

Low SES High SES

Difference in the EpStan score in mathematics

When looking at students split by migration background, native students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum showed a higher EpStan mean score in mathematics (540) in C2.1/P1 compared to native
students in EPS (523). Figure 1.7 illustrates the mean score development of academic achievement in
mathematics between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 split by migration background. Native students are
showing a decrease in their mathematics mean score irrespective of the aftended curriculum. With
an average delta of -38, this decrease is, however, considerably more pronounced in native students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum, compared to their native peers in EPS (average delta value
of -24). This development leads to comparable mean scores in mathematics in C3.1/P3 between
native EPS students (EpStan mean score of 499) and their native peers in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 502). For students with a migration background, a different
pattern can be observed. In EPS, students with a migration background started with a considerably
higher mean score in mathematics into their primary education (540 in P1) compared to their peers
with a migration background following the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean of 523 in C2.1). As
depicted in Figure I.7, EPS students with a migration background are showing an average decline in
their mathematics mean score of -14, whereas students with a migration background following the
Luxembourgish curriculum display a significantly stronger decline of -46 between C21/P1 and C3.1/P3.
As discussed in section 2.4.1, the small number of native students in EPS and the fact that EPS students
with a migration background are likely to have different countries of origin (e.g., non-EU counfries)
than their peers with a migration background following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g.,
Portuguese), the results on the development in achievement in mathematics split by migration

background must be interpreted with caution.
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Figure 1.7 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 Split by Migration Background

Migration background Native

Difference in the EpStan score in mathematics

With regard to language background, Luxembourgish-speaking students started their primary school
with higher achievement scores in mathematics when following the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean
score of 540) compared to their Luxembourgish-speaking peers in EPS (mean score of 519) in C2.1/P1.
In contrast, Portuguese-speaking students showed a higher mean score in C2.1/P1 when in EPS (mean
score of 525) than their peers with a Portuguese language background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (mean score of 511). For French- as well as for English-speaking students no significant group
differences could be observed in C2.1/P1, indicating that they started with comparable mathematics
skills into their primary school education. As can be seen in Figure 1.8, which illustrates the mean score
development in mathematics between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 split by language background, French-
and English-speaking students attending EPS display a stable development of their mean scores in
mathematics with average delta values that fail fo go beyond regularly observed fluctuations of = 10
FpStan points (with -5 and 7, respectively). While all other student groups are showing a decrease in
their means irrespective of their curriculum, the observed decline is considerably more pronounced in
French- (average delta value of -45), in Porfuguese- (average delta value of -64), and in English-
speaking students (average delta value of -42) when following the Luxembourgish curriculum than for
their peers with the same language background in EPS. The only divergence from this pattern was
found in students with a Luxembourgish and/or German language background, where students in EPS
(average delta value of -44) are showing a slightly stronger mean score decline in mathematics than
Luxembourgish- and/or German-speaking students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (-34). In
C3.1/P3, group differences in favour of EPS students can thus be observed for French- (mean score of

524 compared to 486), Portuguese- (488 compared to 447), as well as English-speaking students (538
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compared to 490). For students with a Luxembourgish and/or German background, group differences
in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum can, however, be observed with a mean
score of 506 compared to 475 for Luxembourgish- and/or German speaking students in EPS. Given the
small number of EPS students with a Luxembourgish/German (N = 41) or Portuguese (N = 33) language
background, the results on the development in mathematics split by language background must be

interpreted with caution.

Figure 1.8 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 Split by Language Background
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2.4.3 LONGITUDINAL DEVELOPMENT OF MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT BETWEEN C3.1/P3
AND C4.1/P5

In the following, the development of the mean scores in mathematics between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5
will be presented. Figure 1.9 shows the longitudinal development of the EpStan mean scores in
mathematics for students attending EPS (in green) and for students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (in yellow) between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, by displaying each student's difference
between their EpStan score in C3.1/P3 and their EpStan score in C4.1/P5, called delta value in the
following (for more details on how to read the figures below and on when to consider a difference as

statistically significant see section 2.3.2).

In C3.1/P3, EPS students had a mean EpStan score of 494 in mathematics, whereas students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum displayed a mean EpStan score of 490. With a group difference of only

4 EpStan points between EPS students and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, results
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indicate that C3.1/P3 students showed comparable skills in mathematics irrespective of the curriculum
they attended. With an average delta value of +4 (failing to go beyond regularly observed fluctuations
of + 10 EpStan points), the mean score development in mathematics between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P4
is stable for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Students in EPS, on the other hand, are
showing a considerable increase in their mathematics mean score with an average delta value of
+25. These results illustrate that EPS students develop more positively in mathematics between C3.1/P3

and C4.1/P5 compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum.
Figure 1.9 — Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5
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Withregard to gender, female students displayed comparable skillsin mathematicsin C3.1/P3 whether
they attended EPS (EpStan mean score of 478) or followed the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score
of 485). As depicted in Figure I.10, female students following the Luxembourgish curriculum stay stable
in their mathematics mean score between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 (average delta value of -3), whereas
female EPS students, on the other hand, are showing a positive development in their mean scores with
an average delta value of +23. In C4.1/P5, group differences in favour of female students in EPS can
thus be observed (mean of 501 compared to 482 for female students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). In contrast to female students, male students in EPS display already stronger achievement
in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (mean score of 513) compared to their male peers in schools following the

Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 495). Their mean score development in mathematics
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between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 is also considerably more positive (average delta value of +27) than
the development in male students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (average delta value of
+10).

Figure 1.10 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 Split by Gender

Female Male
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Looking af students split by socioeconomic status (SES), high-SES students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum showed a considerably higher mean score in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (539) than their high-
SES peers in EPS (mean score of 505). For low-SES students on the other hand, EPS students displayed
considerably higher skills in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (mean score of 483) compared to students with a
low-SES following the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 448). As illustrated by Figure I.11, high-
SES studentsin EPS are the only group for which a significant increase in their mathematics mean score
can be observed between C3.1/P4 and C4.1/P5 (average delta value of +21). The three other student
groups are showing a stable mean score development with average delta values that fail fo go
beyond regularly observed fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points. The group differences in favour of low-
SES students in EPS (mean score of 490) compared to their low-SES peers in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 451) and in favour of high-SES students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 542) compared to their high-SES peers in EPS (mean score
of 526; a difference now less pronounced than in C3.1/P3 due to the positive development observed
for high-SES students in EPS) can thus also be identified in C4.1/P5. As visualised by the small number
of individual pointsin Figure I.10 and as discussed in more detail in section 2.4.1, it has to be underlined
that the results for students with a low SES in EPS are based on a very small group of students (N = 21)

and should thus be interpreted with caution.
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Figure I.11 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 Split by SES
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When looking at students split by migration background, native students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum showed a considerably higher EpStan mean score in mathematics (506) in C3.1/P3
compared to native students in EPS (454). Figure .12 illustrates the mean score development in
mathematics between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 split by migration background, indicating that native
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum are showing a stable development in mathematics
with an average delta value of +4. Native students in EPS, on the other hand, are showing a
considerable increase in their mathematics mean score between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 with an
average delta of +55. Due to this positive development for native students in EPS, the group
differences in favour of their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum that were
observed in C3.1/P3 no longer exist, with native students showing comparable skills in mathematics in
C4.1/P5 whether they are attending EPS (mean score of 509) or schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (mean score of 510). With regard to students having a migration background, students in
EPS displayed considerably higher skills in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (mean score of 500) compared to
their peers with a migration background in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean
score of 479). They furthermore show a more positive mean score development between C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5 (average delta value of +23) compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum, which display a stable mean score development in mathematics (average delta value of
+3). As discussed in more detail in section 2.4.1, the small number of native students in EPS (N = 25) and

the fact that EPS students with a migration background likely have different countries of origin (e.g.,
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non-EU countries) than their peers with a migration background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (e.g., Portuguese), the results on the development in achievement in mathematics split by
migration background must be interpreted with caution.

Figure 1.12 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 Split by Migration Background
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Considering the students’ language background, Luxembourgish-speaking students displayed a higher
mean achievement score in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (508 points) when following the Luxembourgish
curriculum than their peers with a Luxembourgish and/or German language background in EPS (473
points). A group difference in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum has also been
identified for Portuguese-speaking students with a mean EpStan score of 449 in C3.1/P3 compared to
their Porfuguese-speaking peers in EPS (mean score of 435). French-speaking students in EPS display,
on the other hand, higher skills in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (mean score of 508) than their peers with a
French language background in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (mean score of 486).
For English-speaking students no significant group differences could be observed in C3.1/P3, a result
which indicates that English-speaking students have comparable skills in mathematics irrespective of
the attended curriculum. Figure I.13, which illustrates the mean score development in mathematics
between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 split by language background, shows that students in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum have a stable mean score development between C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5, with average delta values that fail to go beyond regularly observed fluctuations of + 10
EpStan points, irrespective of their language background. For EPS students, a more differentiated
picture arises. With an average delta value of +54, Luxembourgish- and/or German-speaking students

in EPS show a pronounced increase in their mathematics mean score. Portuguese-speaking students
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also show an important increase (average delta value of +40), whereas French-speaking students in
EPS show an increase that is less pronounced but sfill significant (average delta value of +14). Only
English-speaking students in EPS show a stable development in mathematics (with an average delta
value of +5, which fails to go beyond + 10 EpStan Points). Due to this positive pattern, group differences
in favour of EPS students can be found in C4.1/P5 for students with a Luxembourgish and/or German
(mean score of 527 compared to 511), a Portuguese (mean score of 475 compared to 453) or a French
language background (522 compared to 493). English-speaking students, on the other hand, show
comparable skills in mathematics in C4.1/P5 with a mean score of 534 for EPS students and of 525 for
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Considering the small number of EPS students with a
Luxembourgish/German (N = 28), Portfuguese (N = 25) or English (N = 43) language background, the
results on the mean score development in mathematics split by language background must, however,

be interpreted with caution.

Figure 1.13 - Mean Score Development in Mathematics Between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 Split by Language Background
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2.5 INTERMEDIARY SUMMARY

The longitudinal EpStan data collected in the school years 2022/23 and 2024/25 allowed for a first time
to investigate whether the trends of EPS students performing better in mathematics than their peers in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum that were identified in previous cross-sectional studies
(Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al., 2024), are reflected in the development of mathematics by following
two cohorts longitudinally; one from C2.1/P1 to C3.1/P3 and one from C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5.

Findings indicate that EPS students from both cohorts display a more favourable development of their
mean scores in mathematics than their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum that is expressed
by a more moderate mean score decline between C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 for students in EPS compared
to students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (see Figure 1.4), and by a mean score increase
between C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 compared to a stable development observed for their peers following
the Luxembourgish curriculum (see Figure 1.9). In addition, students that have repeatedly been found
to be at a higherrisk of struggling academically in Luxembourg's education system (e.g., students with
a low-SES, students with a migration background, and students having a non-Luxembourgish/German
language background) showed a more positive mean score development in mathematics between
C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 when attending an EPS compared to their peers with comparable background
characteristics in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (see Figure 1.6 to Figure 1.8). In the
cohort followed from C3.1/P3 to C4.1/P5, a comparable pattern can be observed for those students
groups either in the form of a more positive mean score development in mathematics between time
points (see Figure I.10 to Figure 1.12) or in a stable mathematics development that confirms group

differences in favour of EPS students that were already observable in C3.1/P3.

Taken together, these longitudinal results strengthen the assumption that the opportunity to choose a
language section and thereby a main language of instruction (i.e., German, French, or English) in EPS,
allowing students to pursue their education in a language that corresponds or is linguistically closer to
the language they speak at home, results in a better linguistic fit for EPS students, which could, in turn,
contribute to a reduction of educational inequalities that have been identified persistently in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Boehm et al., 2016; Hadjar et al., 2018; Hornung et al., 2021;
Sonnleitner et al., 2021). Considering all the statistical and methodological limitations surrounding the
interpretation of the present chapter’s results (see Chapter 6 for a detailed discussion), the findings for
specific student groups with particularly small Ns (e.g., low-SES students as well as Portuguese-speaking

students in EPS) should, however, be interpreted with caution.
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CHAPTER II: CROSS-SECTIONAL
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF
C2.1/P1 STUDENTS IN LANGUAGE
SUBJECTS

HOW DO EPS STUDENTS IN P1 PERFORM IN LUXEMBOURGISH LISTENING
COMPREHENSION AND IN THEIR RESPECTIVE LANGUAGE OF LITERACY ACQUISITION

COMPARED TO THEIR C2.1 PEERS FOLLOWING THE LUXEMBOURGISH CURRICULUM?
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3. CROSS-SECTIONAL ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF C2.1/P1 STUDENTS IN
LANGUAGE SUBJECTS

3.1 LANGUAGE LEARNING IN LUXEMBOURG'S EDUCATION SYSTEM

In schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, Luxembourgish is the main language of instruction
in Cycle 1 (consisting of one optional year of Education Précoce and two compulsory years of
Education Préscolaire) and an important mean to facilitate understanding and communication in a
plurilingual school population (MENJE, 2018). In Cycle 2 (beginning of the Education Fondamental),
the language of literacy acquisition is German (with the exception of the students in the French
literacy pilot project "ALPHA - zesumme wuessen”; see Colling et al., 2024), and key school
competences such as reading, writing, and mathematics are taught in German. After infroducing
students to oral French during Cycle 2, written French is faught in Cycle 3 as an additional language.
The use of the three official languages of the country (Luxembourgish, German, and French) as
languages of instruction throughout primary and secondary education and the high language
expectations related fo this multilingual curriculum seem to present, however, an important challenge
(e.g., achievement gaps, grade retentions) for a growing number of students (Hornung et al., 2021;
ONQS, 2022).

In light of research findings from international studies in linguistically diverse student populations which
suggest that students are at an academic disadvantage when the language of literacy acquisition
or the language of insfruction in school differ from the language(s) spoken at home (e.g., Hornung et
al., 2023; Rogde et al., 2019), the fact that merely 42 % of primary school students have a
Luxembourgish and/or German language background (see Table IV.1 in Colling et al., 2023) might
contribute to explain why a higher share of French- and Portuguese-speaking students are failing to
meet the national education standards in C4.1 when compared 1o their peers with a Luxembourgish
and/or German language background in both mathematics (36 % and 54 %, respectively, compared
to 29 %) and in German reading comprehension (53 % and 71 %, respectively, compared to 20 %;
Ofttenbacher et al., 2024).

In confrast to schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, EPS students start literacy acquisition in
P1in the language of their selected section (i.e., German, French, or English) and mainly pursue their
education in this language (L1). In the first year of primary school, students also select a first foreign
language that they follow up to their baccalaureate (L2) and in the first year of secondary school, a

second foreign language (L3) is required.

Based on the assumption that the opportunity to choose a language section in EPS, thereby allowing
the students to pursue their education in the language they speak at home orin a linguistically related

language, the better linguistic fit offered by EPS could confribute to reducing educational inequalities
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that have been identified persistently in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Boehm et al.,
2016; Hadjar et al., 2018; Hornung et al., 2021; Sonnleitner et al., 2021).

3.2 RESEARCH INTEREST AND METHODOLOGY OF THE PRESENT CHAPTER

3.2.1 RESEARCH INTEREST

In order to investigate whether EPS can confribute to reducing existing educational inequalities within
Luxembourg's school system, the EpStan are gradually being extended. Whereas the EpStan iterations
of the school years 2022/23 and 2023/24 only assessed academic achievementin mathematics in EPS,
based on ajoint decision by all the involved stakeholders (Ministry of Education, Cildren and Youth, the
Service de Coordination de la Recherche et de I'lnnovation pédagogiques et technologiques, as well
as the Luxembourg Centre for Educational Testing and EPS representatives), achievement tests in the
language subjects have for a first time been administered to P1 EPS students in the school year
2024/25.

By assessing academic achievement in Luxembourgish listening comprehension (in all three language
sections) and in the students’ language of literacy acquisition in German and French, the EpStan data
collected in autumn of the school year 2024/24 thus allow for a first fime to investigate how students in
EPS perform in language subjects compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In

the present chapter, the following guiding research question will thus be addressed:

e How do EPS students in P1 perform in Luxembourgish listening comprehension (main language
of integration) as well as in their respective language of literacy acquisition (German or French)

compared to their C2.1 peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum?e

3.2.2 MEASURES

ACHIEVEMENT TESTS IN THE LANGUAGE SUBJECTS IN C2.1/P1

Whereas Luxembourgish has been the main language of instruction and communication in Cycle 1
(first two years of compulsory preschool education) in all schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum, Luxembourgish becomes a compulsory subject for EPS students of all three language
sections af the beginning of primary education. In the scope of at least two weekly units of 45 minutes
each, EPS are aiming at fostering their students’ language skills in Luxembourgish, which is considered
as an important integrative language for students who have another language background and
might thus generally not speak Luxembourgish at home, throughout their whole primary education

and up to the third year of secondary school (MENJE, 2024a).
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All tasks presented in the standardised EpStan test assessing Luxembourgish listening comprehension
are based on the national education standards as defined by the Ministry of Education, Children and
Youth (MENFP, 2011). The test is presented to the students by the means of an audio file and includes
tasks assessing the three sub-skills of being able to (a) complete instructions, to (b) identify and apply
information presented in a text as well as to (c) construe information and activate listening strategies.
The test consists of different text forms (e.g., dialogues, tales, and stories) that deal with familiar topics

(e.g., family, school, and nature).

In line with international large-scale assessments (e.g., PISA), one global score is computed across all
items assessing different dimensions, and this global score is normed in such a way that the mean
value for all students in Luxembourg lies at 500 points with a standard deviation (mean deviation of
the test values from the mean) of 100 points in a reference school year (usually the first school year
the respective competency was assessed in the respective grade; Fischbach et al., 2014). Regular
fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points from one year to the next are observed at both the primary and
secondary school levels. These relatively small variations should generally not be interpreted as

significant differences.

Although the formal start of exposure to the Luxembourgish language in the education system might
differ for EPS students (beginning of primary education) compared to their peers following the Luxem-
bourgish curriculum (beginning of preschool education), all C2.1/P1 students completed the same test
in Luxembourgish listening comprehension, irrespective of their curriculum and the language section
attended.

Considering that research has continuously shown that the skills observed for listening comprehension
in the language of literacy acquisition are a key precursor for a student’s subsequent academic
learning (e.g., reading; R&thlisberger et al., 2021), an achievement test in German listening
comprehension was added to the EpStan in the school year 2022/23. With the stepwise extension of
the EpStan to follow students in the French literacy pilot project “ALPHA — zesumme wussen!”, the
EpStan have furthermore introduced an achievement test in French listening comprehension in the
school year 2023/24.

The achievement test in German and French listening comprehension include tasks aiming at
measuring students’ skills at two theoretical difficulty levels. Items at difficulty level 1 refer to basic
listening comprehension skills relying on easy tasks such as understanding short stories based on familiar
topics (e.g., on school or friends). Items at difficulty level 2 refer to the understanding of more detailed
information from slightly longer audio texts and require a broader vocabulary. As for the academic

achievement test in Luxembourgish listening comprehension, the tests in German and French listening
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comprehension are also presented to the students by the means of an audio file and include tasks
assessing the three sub-skills of being able to (a) complete instructions, (b) identify and apply
information presented in a text as well as (c) construing information and activating listening strategies.

Each test entails different text forms (e.g., dialogues, tales, and stories).

In the following, the composition of the French listening comprehension test is described and illustrated
by the means of examples and a text extract administered to the students of the French literacy pilot
project in the school year 2023/24 (Colling, Hornung, et al., 2024). Basic comprehension skills (e.g.,
word or sentence comprehension) were assessed by relying on vocabulary (e.g., “Out of the four
pictures, choose the picture depicting a table.”) and short instructions (e.g., “Colour the shoes in
blue!”). Text comprehension was measured by two short stories with the first one referring to an
interaction between two children at school and the second one referring to an interaction between
a child and her grandfather repairing a swing in the garden (see Figure Il.1). Each text was followed
by several items assessing comprehension. At difficulty level 1, these items measured basic information
targeting the main characters (e.qg., “Who is talking?”), the location of the story (e.g., in the garden),
and the context or activity (e.g., repairing a swing). At difficulty level 2, the items assessed the students’
comprehension of more detailed information or the interpretation of a situation, for instance the main
characters’ names, their favourite game or emotional state. The text, question and response options

are presented via an audio file.

Figure 11.14 - Example of French Listening Comprehension ltems (School Year 2023/24)

Example: La balangoire

Text extract:

Clara est de mauvaise humeur, elle murmure : Oh non! C'est cassé ! Papy, viens voir !
Papy de loin : Attends Clara ... Je range mes outils de jardin et j"arrive.

Bruit d’affaires rangées de cété et bruits de pas qui se rapprochent.

Papy : Alors qu’est-ce qui se passe Clara ?

Clara : Regarde la balanggire ... elle est cassée.

Papy : Ah oui, je vois.

Clara : Tu peux la réparer 7

Papy: ... Hmm ... la corde a craqué. Pour la réparer, nous avons besoin d’une nouvelle corde.
Petit silence de réflexion.

Papy : Peut-&tre que j'en ai une dans la cave. Allons voir.

Clara: Je viens avec toi

Bruits de pas qui descendent les escaliers.

Example of a difficulty level 1 item: Example of a difficulty level 2 item:
@ ‘\. Qu'est-ce qui est cassé ? Coche la bonne image. L—’:‘?‘ I~ Entoure la bonne réponse. La fille s'appelle ...
* Le toboggan i 1) Louise
% . *Le vélo 2 2) Amy
R G - a 3) Inés
 La balangoire
4 4) Clara

\ * Le ballon /

Note. On the website www.epstan.lu (download section for C2.1), example items can also be found for Luxembourgish listening comprehension

and for German listening comprehension.

In order to gain first insights into how EPS students perform in their language of literacy acquisition when
compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, C2.1/P1 students from the German

language section, who learn fo read and write in German, were assessed in German listening
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comprehension (thereby completing the same test than their peers in the Luxembourgish curriculum),
whereas EPS students attending the French language section and who are thus learning fo read and
write in French were assessed in French listening comprehension in the school year 2024/25. As English
does not constitute a language that is infroduced during primary education in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum, no English language test is currently being developed in the scope of the
EpStan and the EpStan can, thus, currently not be extended to EPS students learning to read and write

in English.

As for listening comprehension, the standardised EpStan achievement test in C2.1/P1 aiming to assess
early literacy is presented to the students via an audio file. It is primarily designed to assess the students’
ability of constructing and using written language units by measuring the sub-skills of (a) phonological
awareness (e.g., identifying the initial sound of a word, rimes, and syllables), (b) visual discrimination
(e.g., identifying words or differences between pictures) as well as the students’ (c) comprehension of

the alphabetic principle (e.g., letter knowledge, writing or identifying the first letter of a familiar word).

With Luxembourgish being the main language of instruction in Cycle 1 for all children in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the EpStan achievement test Eischt Schrétt zur Schréftsprooch
measures early literacy skills in Luxembourgish and was administered to all C2.1 students. As part of the
stepwise EpStan extension in the scope of the French literacy pilot project “ALPHA — zesumme
wussen!”, a test assessing early literacy competences in French (Premiers Pas vers I'Ecrit) has been
developed and was administered for a first fime to EPS students from the French language section in
the school year 2024/25.

Figure 11.15 - Examples of French Early Literacy ltems (School Year 2023/24)

Phonological awareness Phoneme-grapheme Visual discrimination
at difficulty level 1 knowledge at difficulty level 2 at difficulty level 2

@ N

,.( .
&J / d DbpdbpddDpqdBpbqgdpo
li’i“"‘“ —“""‘ 7°“"5 b BbpbdpDdqpbdDgpbgob

p DpPbdpqpPbdqpBbgdpo

Example of an instruction:
Ecoute biem | Maintenant nous cherchens les mots qui Example of an instruction: Example of an instruction:

» comme ballon. Si tu entends Ecris la premigre lettre de chaque mot. Dans I'exemple, j'ai déja “Cherche et barre les lettres qui se trouvent devant chaque case

«b» ou début du mot entoure Vimage, écrit fa premiére lettre du mot lama., A tol maintenant ; Regarde a case bleue. Borre tous fes « o » minuscues.

K baguette — fantame — bonnet - bouche - cheval / K robot (12 sec de pause) —souris (12 sec. de pause) / \ Clest parti | (12 sec. de pouse)” /

Note. On the website www.epstan.lu (download section for C2.1), example items can also be found for the test assessing early literacy skills in

Luxembourgish.

Figure 1.2 provides examples of EpStan tasks assessing early literacy in French. Whereas items assessing

the theoretical difficulty level 1, for instance, measure phonological awareness (e.g., identifying rimes,
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initial sound of words, and syllables), the more difficult items at level 2 are tapping into the early literacy
skill of phoneme-grapheme association (e.g., writing the first letter of a word). In addition, items at both

level 1 and 2 are designed to assess visual discrimination (e.g., identifying specific letters or shapes).

An early literacy achievement test in German has recently been developed and will for the first fime
be administered to EPS students attending the German language section in the school year 2025/26;
an extension that will provide further insights into the language skills of EPS students compared to their
peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. As for listening comprehension, an extension
of the assessment of language skills in early literacy is currently not foreseen for EPS students attending

an English language section.

STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

At primary school level, students and parents provide information on the background characteristics
of socioeconomic status (SES), language, and migration background via a self-report questionnaire. A
detailed description of how the individual student background characteristics are operationalized can

be found in section 2.3.2 of the present report.

3.2.3 METHODOLOGY

REPORTING OF RESULTS IN THE LANGUAGE OF LITERACY ACQUISITION BY DIFFICULTY LEVEL

In line with well-established international large-scale assessments (e.g., PISA; OECD, 2018), the results
of the EpStan achievement tests are generally being reported by the means of one global score for
each competence domain (e.g., mathematics), which is normed in such a way that the mean value
for all students of a certain grade in Luxembourg lies at 500 points with a standard deviation of 100
pointsin areference school year (usually the first year the competence was assessed in the respective
grade; Fischbach et al., 2014).

Considering that a certain sample size is required in order to validly scale the results of an academic
achievement test on this so-called EpStan metric and that only a small number of students attending
the French language section in EPS (N = 180) completed the two French achievement tests in listening
comprehension and early literacy, it was not possible to scale these tests in the same way as the other
FpStan achievement tests (Luxembourgish listening comprehension, mathematics), which were taken
by the full cohort of students (N = 5787) attending C2.1. as well as by the EPS students in the German

language section (N = 25).

The present report is therefore presenting the results for the students’ academic achievement in their
language of literacy acquisition by the items’ level of theoretical difficulty (i.e., level 1 corresponding
to the Niveau Socle and level 2 to the Niveau Avancé as defined in the national education standards;
MENFP, 2011).
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COMPARABILITY OF RESULTS AND CONCEPTUAL EQUATING

As explained in section 3.2.2, the EpStan achievement test in Luxembourgish listening comprehension
was completed by all C2.1/P1 students of the 2024/25 cohort irrespective of whether they are following
the Luxembourgish or the European curriculum. As a consequence, the results are directly comparable
between student groups — with the caveat that some additional psychometric analyses commonly
performed to formally test comparability (measurement invariance) could not be carried out due to

the small number of students enrolled in EPS.

In contrast, the tests assessing listening comprehension and early literacy differed depending on the
students’ language of literacy acquisition (French for P1 students attending a French language section
in EPS compared to German for P1 students in a German language section as well as for C2.1 students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Thus, the achievement results of EPS students attending a
French language section in the French tests (i.e., listening comprehension in French, Premiers Pas vers
I'Ecrit) are not directly comparable to the results of their peers attending a German language section

in EPS or following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

However, conceptual equating between the academic achievement tests across the two languages
of literacy acquisition can be guaranteed. This means that the same reference documents were used
for the development of all tests (i.e., Plan d'Etudes; MENFP, 2011) and that the tests were developed

using the same procedures (e.g., in feams of inferdisciplinary experts, see section 1.2 for more details).

3.3 RESULTS

3.3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON THE C2.1/P1 COHORT OF THE SCHOOL YEAR 2024/25

The data analysis of the present chapteris based on the full C2.1/P1 cohort of the school year 2024/25.
The demographic characteristics of the cohorts are presented in Table II. 1. Considering that the results
on academic achievement in the language subjects are presented based on the students’ language
of literacy acquisition, the demographic characteristics of EPS students are reported split by language

section.

In C2.1/P1, N = 5787 students were in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum and N = 339 were
in EPS. In EPS, the highest share of students attended the French language section (N = 180) followed
by the English language section (N = 134). A considerably smaller share of only N = 25 students opted

for the German language section.

6 Although the International School Michel Lucius takes part in the EpStan both at primary school level, students following its UK-Style education
(i.e., A-levels) have been excluded from the cohort used in the present chapter as its focus is on schools following the European curriculum.
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LN )
Table 1I.1 - Detailed Sample Description of the C21/P1 Cohort in the School Year 2024/25

Language background

N HISEI (M) %female % native | % Lux/German % French % Portuguese % English
g Luxembourgish curriculum 5787 52 48 % 40 % 41 % 23 % 21% 6 %
(8]
English language section 134 63 51% 3% 9% 11 % 5% 54 %
French language section 180 58 45 % 13 % 13 % 64 % 12% 6 %

Note. N = Number of students. HISEI = Highest Infernational Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status value. M = Mean. For more details on

the operationalisation of the student background variables, see section 2.3.2.

In line with cross-sectional findings discussed in previous reports (Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al., 2024),
the composition of the EPS student population in C2.1/P1 differs considerably from the one in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Whereas the distribution of students by gender remains
largely comparable ranging from 45 % (French language section in EPS) to 56 % (English language
section in EPS), considerable differences can be observed with regard to socioeconomic status (SES)
between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. As shown in Table II.1, the student
population in EPS is characterized by a higher SES across all three language sections (HISEI mean
ranging from 58 to 63) than the student population following the Luxembourgish curriculum (HISEI mean
of 52). Looking at the students’ migration background, Table Ii.1 indicates that the percentage of
native students (i.e., students whose own country of birth and that of at least one of their parents is
Luxembourg) lies at 40 % in both schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum and in the German
language section in EPS. In the French (13 %) an in the English language section in EPS (3 %) the share
of native students is, however, considerably lower. Regarding language background, students
speaking Luxembourgish and/or German at home constitute the highest share in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (41 %), followed by the students with a French (23 %) or Portuguese
language background (21 %). Only around 6 % of students that follow the Luxembourgish curriculum
have an English language background. Considering that EPS offer their students the possibility to select
between three language sections, allowing them to learn in a language that corresponds or is
linguistically related to their home language background, a stronger alignment between the main
language of instruction and the students’ home language background can be expected. In this
context, Table I.2 shows that 54 % of students in the English language section have an English language
background, whereas the alignment is even stronger in the French language section (64 % of students

with a French language background) and in the German language section (76 % of students with a
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Luxembourg and/or German language background). All other language groups are only accounting

for=12 % or less in the respective language sections.

3.3.2 ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN LUXEMBOURGISH LISTENING COMPREHENSION

The EpStan achievement test in Luxembourgish listening comprehension was completed by all C2.1/P1
students of the 2024/25 cohort irrespective of the curriculum. As a consequence, the results are directly

comparable between student groups and are reported on the EpStan metric (see 3.2.3 for details).

Figure 1.3 shows the distribution of academic achievement in Luxembourgish listening comprehension
in C2.1/P1 for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (in yellow) and for EPS students split into
the respective language section they attend (in shades of green). The EpStan achievement score for
each students is represented by an individual dot and the density of the dofts reflects the size of each
group (i.e., total N of students as indicated on the x-axis). The mean values are depicted in the center
of each distribution. This visualisation, furthermore, allows to graphically display outliers (e.g., students
with a particularly low or high EpStan score in Luxembourgish listening comprehension). Considering
that fluctuations of + 10 EpStan points can regularly be observed between different student groups
(i.e., EPS students and students following the Luxembourgish curriculum), changes staying below = 10

EpStan points should not be interpreted as considerable achievement differences.
Figure 1.16 — Achievement in Luxembourgish Listening Comprehension in C2.1/P1
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A comparison of the mean EpStan scores displayed in Figure II.3 indicates that students following the

Luxembourgish curriculum (mean of 520) display on average considerably higher achievement scores
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in Luxembourgish listening comprehension than their EPS peers attending the French (mean of 430) or
English language section (mean of 407). With the group differences in favour of students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum going beyond the regularly observed fluctuations of + 10 Epstan points both
when compared to EPS students in the French language section (difference of 90 points) and to their
peers in the English language section (difference of 113 points), the achievement differences indicate
that students following the Luxembourgish curriculum have considerably more encompassing skills in
Luxembourgish listening comprehension. With a group difference of 44 EpStan points, students
aftending the German language section in EPS however, show a considerably higher mean score
(564 EpStan points) in Luxembourgish listening comprehension than students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum. Due to the small number of students attending the German language

section in EPS (N = 24), these findings should, nevertheless, be considered with caution.

3.3.3 ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN THE LANGUAGE OF LITERACY ACQUISITION

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

As discussed in detail in section 3.2.3, C2.1/P1 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum as well
as their EPS peers in the German language section, who learn to read and write in German,
completed the EpStan test in German listening comprehension, whereas EPS students from the French
language section, who learn to read and write in French, were assessed in French listening
comprehension’. Thus, the results of EPS students in a French language section are not directly
comparable to the results of their peers attending a German language section in EPS or following the

Luxembourgish curriculum as the tests are conceptually but not psychometrically comparable.

Figure I.17 depicts the academic achievement results in the students’ language of literacy
acquisition. Considering that the sample size of EPS students attending the French language section is
too smalll to validly scale their results on the EpStan metric using advanced ltem Response Theory (IRT)
models, the present report displays the results for listening comprehension in the students’ language
of literacy acquisition split by the two theoretical levels of item difficulty (see sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3
for more details). The green bars indicate the percentage of items that students answered correctly,
whereas the grey bars indicate the percentage of items for which the students gave false or no

answers.

Atlevel 1, C2.1/P1 students attending a German language section in EPS completed 92 % of the items

correctly, closely followed by their peers attending a French language section in EPS, who answered

7 As English does not constitute a language that is introduced during primary education in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, EPS

students atfending an English language section have not been considered in the analyses on achievement in the language of literacy acquisition.
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correctly to 88 % of the items. With a group difference of only 4 % between EPS students attending the
German language section and their peers in the French language section, the results indicate that
EPS students have comparably high skills in listening comprehension, an observation that can be
made irrespective of their language of literacy acquisition. By conftrast, students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum show a lower rate of correctly answered items at level 1 (76 %) in German
listening comprehension when compared to their peers in EPS. At level 2, EPS students attending the
German language section answered 83 % of the items correctly. With a group difference of 11 %
compared to their peers attending the French language section (72 % of correctly answered items),
the students from the German language section seem to have slightly higher skills in tasks assessing a
more advanced level of listening comprehension (e.g., understanding more detailed information from
audio texts) than their EPS peers learning to read and write in French. As for the level 2 items, students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum have a lower success rate than their peers in both EPS
language sections by answering correctly to only 55 % of the items. The group differences between
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum compared to their EPS peers thus seem to indicate
that students following the Luxembourgish curriculum are, on average, showing considerably lower
achievement skills in the listening comprehension of their language of literacy acquisition than EPS

students.

Figure 11.17 - Achievement in Listening Comprehension in the Students’ Language of Literacy Acquisition in C2.1/P1
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Note. N = 5521 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum and N = 24 EPS students attending a German language section completed the

test in German listening comprehension. N = 173 EPS students in the French language section completed the French listening comprehension test.

EARLY LITERACY
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As discussed in detail in section 3.2.3, students following the Luxembourgish curriculum completed the
achievement test Eischt Schrétt zur Schréftsprooch measuring early literacy skills in Luxembourgish. EPS
students attending the French language section were assessed in their early literacy skills in French by
taking the test Premiers Pas vers I'Ecrits. Thus, the results of EPS students in the French language section

are not directly comparable to the results of their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

Figure Il.5 illustrates the students’ academic achievement in early literacy in their respective language
of literacy acquisition. Considering that the sample size of EPS students attending the French language
section is too small to validly scale their results using advanced ltem Response Theory (IRT) models, the
present report is presenting the results for early literacy in the students’ language of literacy acquisition
split by two theoretical levels of item difficulty (see sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 for more details). The green
bars indicate the percentage of items that students answered correctly, and the grey bars indicate

the percentage of items for which the students gave false or no answers.

Atlevel 1, C2.1/P1 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum and their EPS peers from the French
language section demonstrated comparable early literacy skills, correctly answering 80% and 88% of
the items, respectively. The group difference of 8 % indicates no significant group differences. Looking
at level 2, a more differentiated pattern can be observed with EPS students from the French language
section answering correctly to 83 % of the items compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum, who answered 62 % of the items correctly. With a group difference of 21 %, students from
the French language section seem to encompass considerably higher skills in level 2 tasks assessing a
more advanced level of early literacy skills (e.g., phoneme-grapheme association) compared to their
peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The results on early literacy skills thereby seem to
indicate that C2.1/P1 students have comparable competences at level 1, whereas EPS students
aftending a French language section are, on average, showing considerably higher early literacy skills
in their language of literacy acquisition than students following the Luxembourgish curriculum.
Considering that students following the Luxembourgish curriculum completed the fest Eischt Schrétt
zur Schréftsprooch assessing early literacy skills in Luxembourgish in comparison to the EPS students
from a French language section, which completed the test Premiers Pas vers I'Ecrit assessing early
literacy skills in French, the presented results have, however, to be interpreted with caution (see section

3.2.3 for more details).

8 As English does not constitute a language that is introduced during primary education in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, EPS
students attending an English language section have not been considered in the analyses on achievement in the language of literacy acquisition.
For the results on early literacy, EPS students attending a German language section were also excluded considering that a German early literacy

test has only recently been developed and will for the first time be administered in the school year 2025/26.
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Figure 11.18 - Achievement in Early Literacy in the Students’ Language of Literacy Acquisition in C2.1/P1
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Note. N = 5604 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum completed the test Eisch Schrétt zur Schréftsprooch assessing early literacy in
Luxembourgish. N = 177 EPS students attending a French language section completed the test Premiers Pas vers I'Ecrit assessing early literacy in

French.

In contrast to the results on the longitudinal development in academic achievement in mathematics
(see Chapterl), the results on academic achievement in Luxembourgish listening comprehension and
on academic achievement in the students’ language of literacy acquisition cannot be presented by
taking the students’ individual background characteristics (e.g., gender, SES, language, and migration
background) into account. The small groups of EPS students with specific background characteristics
(e.g., students with a low SES; Portuguese speaking students; see Table Il.1 and section 3.1.1 for details)
result in the fact that no valid conclusions could be drawn based on results split by language section

in combination with student background characteristics af this stage.

3.4 INTERMEDIARY SUMMARY

Based on the EpStan results of the school year 2024/25, academic achievement in language subjects
could for a first fime be compared between EPS students and their peers following the Luxembourgish

curriculum in C2.1/P1.

In Luxembourgish listening comprehension (main language of integration), C2.1/P1 students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum display more encompassing skills compared to EPS students attending
the French or the English language section. This advantage observed in favour of students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum might be explained by the fact that Luxembourgish is the main
language of instruction and communication in Cycle 1 (compulsory preschool education) in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum, whereas Luxembourgish only becomes a compulsory subject

for EPS students of all language sections at the beginning of primary education (MENJE, 2024a). This
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difference might contribute to the considerably higher achievement in Luxembourgish listening
comprehension that was observed in C2.1 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Students
aftending the German language section in EPS perform befter in Luxembourgish listening
comprehension compared fo students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. This results could
potentially be explained by the fact that 76 % of the students from the German language section in
EPS have a Luxembourgish/German language background while this applies to a considerably lower
share of their peers that are following the Luxembourgish curriculum (41 %) or aftending the French
(13 %) or English language section (9 %; see Table I.1) in EPS. The C2.1/P1 students attending a German
language section in EPS are thus more familiar with the Luxembourgish language due to their own
home language background. Due to the small number of students attending the German language

section in EPS (N = 24), these results should, nevertheless, be considered with caution.

Looking af listening comprehension in the students’ language of literacy acquisition, EPS students in
the French as well as in the German language sections showed considerably higher skills in the listening
comprehension of their respective language of literacy acquisition than students following the Luxem-
bourgish curriculum. When it comes to early literacy skills, EPS students attending the French language
section also showed higher skills compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The
advantage in favour of EPS students in both listening comprehension as well as in early literacy might
be explained by the fact that EPS students are attending the language section of their choice, in which
the language of literacy acquisition is more closely aligned with their home language profile (e.g., 64
% of students with a French language background attending the French language section, see Table
II.1) allowing them to learn to read and write in a language linguistically closer to their home language.
In light of the fact that EPS students in the French language section completed the achievement test
in French listening comprehension compared to their EPS peers in the German language section and
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum, who did the test in German listening comprehension,
the present results have fo be interpreted with caution (see section 3.2.3 for more details). In addifion,
the student population in EPS differs from the students following the Luxembourgish curriculum with

regard to their SES, which might also confribute to explaining the observed achievement differences.
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4. CROSS-SECTIONAL ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AND WELLBEING IN PRIMARY AND
SECONDARY SCHOOL

4.1 THEORETICAL BACKGRAND AND RESEARCH AIM OF THE PRESENT CHAPTER

Schools are not only responsible to teach academic skills but should furthermore be considered as
learning environments that foster students’ motivation (e.g., academic self-concept and interest) and
enable them to develop a positive attitude towards learning in a supporfive climate (e.g., class and
school climate, teacher-student relationship). In light of a strong consensus in research that academic
motivation and academic achievement are reciprocally related to each other (Niepel et al., 2014;
Schiefele et al., 2016; Wolff et al., 2021), the present chapter investigates whether academic motivation
and wellbeing in EPS students differ when compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum. Based on the EpStan student questionnaires assessing domain-general and domain-
specific academic motivation as well as academic wellbeing, the EpStan data collected in the

autumn in the school year 2024/25, thus, allow to address the following guiding research question:

¢ How do academic motivation and subjective wellbeing of EPS students at all grade levels

compare to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum?

4.2 MEASURES

4.2.1 ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AND WELLBEING

Considering that schools are not only responsible to teach academic skills but should furthermore be
fostering students’ academic motivation within a supportive learning environment, the EpStan assess
motivational aspects and student wellbeing by the means of a self-report student questionnaire. In
the student questionnaire, various statements such as "I am interested in most school subjects” are

presented to the students who are invited to express their level of agreement with each item.

In primary education, the students express their level of agreement on a two-point (C2.1/P1) or a four-
point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5) using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent
their agreement or disagreement?. In secondary education, students rate their level of agreement
with a statement on a four-point Likert scale ranging from “does not apply” to “applies”. The number
of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1 and
the most in $3/5e.

9 The student questionnaires for all primary school grades are available in the respective download areas on the EpStan website.
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Primary school students following the Luxembourgish curriculum are completing a German version of

the questionnaire, whereas EPS students complete the questionnaire in the language of their selected

language section. In secondary education, students following the Luxembourgish curriculum have the

opftion

to switch between German and French, which are their two main languages of instruction,

while their peers in EPS can switch between German, French, and English.

The following three motivational constructs, that have repeatedly been found to be associated with

academic achievement (Caviola et al., 2022; Jansen et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2021) are assessed in the

EpStan student questionnaires:

(a) General and domain-specific academic self-concept:

(o)

Academic self-concept can broadly be defined as the entirety of cognitive representations
an individual has regarding its own academic abilities and it evolves based on the attitudes,
experiences, feelings, and beliefs a student gathers on its academic abilities in the educational
context (e.g., Brunner et al., 2009; Gogol et al., 2016; Hoferichter et al., 2018). While a number
of items are designed to assess the students’ general academic self-concept (e.g., | am good
at most school subjects), other items target the domain-specific self-concept in mathematics
and the students’ respective language of literacy acquisition that remains the main language

of instruction over the course of primary education (e.qg., I learn things quickly in German).

General and domain-specific academic interest:

Academic interest describes the personal importance and emotional value towards a topic,
ideq, or school subject resulting in a relatively enduring preference for and predisposition to
(re-)engage with the content of interest (e.g., Gogol et al., 2016; Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Krapp,
2002). As for academic self-concept, some items target general interest (e.qg., | enjoy most
school subjects), while other items assess domain-specific interest both in mathematics as well

as in the students’ main language of instruction (e.g., | am interested in French).

General and domain-specific academic anxiety:

Academic anxiety describes the students’' cognitive, physiological, and behavioural responses
(e.g.. worry, stress, or avoidance) related to situations in the educational context such as, for
example, the extent to which students are afraid of a specific school subject, how much it
worries them, or in how far exams in the subject are making them nervous (e.g., Carey et al.,
2017; Fishstrom et al., 2022). “I am afraid of most school subjects” is an example item assessing
general academic anxiety, whereas "I am afraid of French™ aims at assessing domain-specific

academic anxiety.
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Besides these motivational variables, the EpStan student questionnaire measures student wellbeing,
which has also repeatedly been found to be related to academic achievement (e.g., Praetorius et al.,

2018; Wollschlager et al., 2022) by the means of the following four constructs:

(a) General school satisfaction:
The construct of school satisfaction describes the subjective cognitive appraisal of a student
regarding the quality of their school life (Baker et al., 2003) and it is measured by the means of

items such as “I am happy when | am at school”.

(b) Teacher-student relationship:
Tapping into the student support dimension of instructional quality (Praetorius et al., 2018), the
EpStan student questionnaire explores whether students have a positive relation with their

teacher (e.g., In my class, | get extra support from my teacher when | need it).

(c) Class climate:
Besides the relationship between the teacher and the students, the interaction between peers
is important for the students’ wellbeing in school. Therefore, class climate is measured by items

such as “In my class, we help each other”.

(d) Tendency for disruptions:
In addition, the EpStan student questionnaire assesses the tendency for disruptions within a
class that relates to whether students can learn without being disturbed (e.g., In my class, we

sometimes disrupt the class on purpose).

4.2.2 STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

In the scope of the EpStan student (in all grades) and parent questionnaires (at primary school level),
students and parents provide information on the background characteristics of socioeconomic status
(SES), language, and migration background. A detailed description of how the different background

characteristics are operationalized can be found in sectfion 2.3.2 of the present report.

4.3 RESULTS

4.3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON THE EPSTAN COHORTS OF THE SCHOOL YEAR 2024/25

The findings on academic motivation and wellbeing presented in the present chapter are based on

representative data from approximately 25.500 students from three primary (C2.1/P1, C3.1/P3, and

49



C4.1/ P5) and one secondary school grade (S3/5¢)10. Students from S1/7¢ were excluded from the
analyses considering that not all students of this grade are taking part in the EpStan, resulting in the

fact that the data is not (yet) fully representative.

At primary school level, 1045 students attended EPS, which equals to 5.6 % of the full EpStan cohort of
primary school students. With regard to secondary education, 750 students attended EPS in S3/5¢ (10.7
% of the full EpStan cohort of secondary school students at that grade level). The sociodemographic
characteristics of the two student populations (i.e., EPS students in green and students following the

Luxembourgish curriculum in yellow) can be found in Table lll.1 (see section 2.3.2 for more details).

In line with the cross-sectional findings discussed in previous reports (Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al.,
2024), the composition of the EPS student population differs considerably from the composition of the
student population following the Luxembourgish curriculum also in the school year 2024/25. While the
distribution of students by gender appears to be comparable across curricula with = 49 % of female
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum and = 50 % of female students attending EPS, a more
differentiated observation can be made when looking at socioeconomic status (SES). As indicated in
Table lIl.1, the EPS student population is characterized by a higher mean SES (HISEI mean of = 57) than
students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (HISEI mean of = 48). Regarding migration
background, the percentage of native students (i.e., students whose own country of birth and that of
atleast one of their parents is Luxembourg) lies at approximately 3? % in students that are following the
Luxembourgish curriculum and at approximately 12 % in students in EPS. Looking atf sfudents’ language
background, students speaking Luxembourgish and/or German at home constitute the highest share
of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (= 40 %), followed by students with a French (= 20
%) or Portuguese language background (= 21 %). Only around 5 % of students in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum have an English language background. In EPS, on the other hand, students
speaking French at home are accounting for the highest share (= 38 %), followed by students with an
English language background (= 19 %). EPS students with a Luxembourgish and/or German language

background as well as Portuguese-speaking students are accounting for only around 12 %.

Consequently, the observed differences in the composition of the student population in EPS compared
to students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., higher SES, lower share of nafive students,
higher share of students with a French or English language background) translates info smaller students
groups with specific background characteristics in EPS, which needs to be taken into consideration

when interpreting the results of the present chapter.

10 Although the International School Michel Lucius takes part in the EpStan both at the primary and secondary school level, students following its UK-Style education (i.e.,
A-levels) have been excluded from the cohorts used in the present chapter as its aim is to focus on schools following the European curriculum.
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Table III.1 - Detailed Sample Description of the EpStan Cohorts for the School Year 2024/25

Language background

N HISEl (mean) % female % natives % Lux/German % French % Portuguese % English
c2.1 5787 52 48 % 40 % 1% 23% 21% 6%
£
Q % wo | C3.1 5889 51 49 % 40 % 4N% 20 % 21% 5%
O E
$ 3 C4.1 5818 49 49 % 39% 4% 20 % 21 % 5%
S 5
e
== ESC 1963 58 53% 55 % 59 % 2% 10 % 4%
g 3 %
55| 7 |EG 3645 41 47 % 32% 3% 15% 34% 2%
x
3 e
ESG-VP 686 34 35% 23 % 2% 14% 46 % 2%
P 339 60 48% 1% 16 % 39 % 9% 25 %
W | P3 407 59 48 % 12% 9% 39 % 8% 23 %
P5 299 56 52% 10% 1% 44% 10 % 16 %
Q| s3 750 54 47 % 13% 17 % 29 % 20 % 1%

Note. N = Number of students. HISEI = Highest Infernational Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status value. EF = Enseignement fondamental (primary school level). ES =
Enseignement secondaire (secondary school level). ESC = Enseignement secondaire classique. ESG = Enseignement secondaire général - voie d'orientation. ESG-VP = Enseignement
secondaire général - voie de préparation. For details on the operationalisation of student background variables, see 2.3.2. Due to methodological differences in the composition of

the HISEl variable, means cannot be compared between EF and ES.
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4.3.2 ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AT PRIMARY SCHOOL LEVEL

DOMAIN-GENERAL ACADEMIC MOTIVATION

Figure lil. 1 shows the results for primary school students’ general academic motivation split by curriculum
and grade level. The exact wording of all items is provided in the table below the figure with the first
twoitems assessing general academic self-concept, items 3 and 4 assessing general academic interest,
anditem 5 assessing general academic anxiety (see section 4.2.1 for more information on the assessed
constructs). As expressed by the green bars, students across all three grades indicated to have a high
general academic self-concept with the share of students (rather) agreeing with item 1 (I am good
at most school subjects”), for example, ranging from 89 % in C2.1/P1 students in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum to 94 % in C3.1/P3 students attending EPS. Regarding the students’ general
academic interest, a similar pattern of high agreement rates across students from all grade levels can
be observed with the share of students (rather) agreeing with item 3 ("I enjoy most school subjects”),
for example, ranging from 87 % in C4.1/P5 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum to 93 % in
C3.1/P3 students attending EPS. As indicated by the grey bars for item 5 (“I am afraid of most school
subjects”), a vast majority of students across all three grade levels indicated that they do not
experience feelings of general academic anxiety. General academic motivation is thus very high
across all items; an observation that can be made irrespective of the curriculum, considering that

differences between groups for a specific grade level and item consequently stay below 10 %.

In order to gain deeperinsights, the analysis on domain-general academic motivation was, in a second
step, split by curriculum and the student background variables of gender, SES as well as language and

migration background, respectively.

With regard to gender (see Table A.1 in the Annex), both female and male students display a high
general academic motivation across all three grades with no group differences between students in

EPS and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

When looking at the students’ socio-economic status (SES), low-SES students generally display a
comparably high general academic motivation than their high-SES peers in C2.1/P1 and in C3.1/P3.
This observation can be made irrespective of the curriculum they attend with the only exception being
item 2 assessing the students’ academic self-concept ("I learn things quickly in most school subjects”),
where low-SES students in EPS report a higher self-concept compared to their low-SES peers following
the Luxembourgish curriculum (see Table A.2 for details). In C4.1/P5, small group differences going
beyond 10 % have been identified for all items (except item 4), and they generally seem to go in

favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum for both high-SES and low-SES students.
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Figure 1ll.1 - General Academic Motivation at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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| Does apply ~ Does rather apply [ Does rather not apply [l Does not apply

ltem 1 | am good at most school subjects.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.
ltfem 3 | enjoy most school subjects.

ltem 4 | am interested in most school subjects.

Iltem 5 | am afraid of most school subjects.
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This observation can best be illustrated by looking at the students’ replies toitem 1 (“I am good at most
school subjects”). Whereas 59 % of students with a high-SES following the Luxembourgish curriculum
fully agreed with the statement, only 46 % of their high-SES peers afttending EPS claimed the same
about themselves. In addition, only 17 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreed to be good at most
school subjects compared to 34 % of their low-SES peers in schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum. Due to the small number of EPS students with a low-SES, these findings have, however, to

be interpreted with caution.

Considering the students’ migration background (see Table A.3 for details), no considerable group
differences could be identified between students based on the curricula they attended in C2.1/P1
and C3.1/P3. As observed for SES, the picture becomes more differentiated when comparing students
aftending both curricula based on their migration background in C4.1/P5. For items 2 to 4, it can be
seen that the share of native EPS students fully agreeing with the respective statement is consistently
lower when compared to their native peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 28 % of EPS
nafive students fully agreeing with “I learn things quickly in most school subjects” compared to 45 % of
their native peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum). No considerable differences between
curricula have been found for students with a migration background, although it has to be noted that
the results for students with a migration background have to be interpreted with caution due to

differences in the students’ countries of origin (for more details see Colling et al., 2023).

Looking af language background (see Table A.4), students across all three grades and irrespective of
their home language background generally reported a high general academic motivation with no
indication of systematic group differences between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish

curriculum.

DOMAIN-SPECIFIC ACADEMIC MOTIVATION

Besides domain-general academic motivation, the EpStan student questionnaires at all grade levels
in primary school education also assesses domain-specific academic motivations in mathematics and
in the students’ main language of instruction. The exact wording of all items is provided in the tables

below the respective figures.

Figure lil.2 shows the results for primary school students’ domain-specific motivation in mathematics split
by curriculum and grade level. The first two items assess domain-specific self-concept in mathematics,
items 3 and 4 assess domain-specific interest, and item 5 assesses domain-specific anxiety (see section
4.2.1 for more information on the assessed constructs). As expressed by the green bars, students across

all grades indicate to have a high domain-specific self-concept in mathematics with the percentage
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Figure 11l.2 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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ltem 1 | am good at maths.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in maths.
ltem 3 | enjoy maths.

ltem 4 | am interested in maths.

Iltem 5 | am afraid of maths.
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of students (rather) agreeing with item 1 ("I am good at mathematics”), for example, ranging from 86
% (C2.1/P1 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum) to 92 % (C3.1/P3 students in EPS).

Regarding students’ domain-specific interest in mathematics, a similar pattern of high agreement
rates across students from all grade levels can be observed with the share of students (rather)
agreeing with item 3 (I enjoy maths”), for example, ranging from 74 % (C4.1/P5 students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum) to 88 % (C3.1/P3 students attending EPS). As indicated by the grey bars for
item 5 ("I am afraid of maths™), a vast majority of students across all three grade levels indicated that
they do not perceive feelings of domain-specific academic anxiety in mathematics. Domain-specific
motivation in mathematics is thus high across all items; an observation that can be made irrespective
of students’ curriculum, considering that differences in percentages between groups for a specific

grade level and item consequently stay below 10 %.

As for domain-general academic motivation, the analysis on domain-specific academic motivation
in mathematics was, in a second step, split by both curriculum and the student background variables

of gender, SES as well as language and migration background, respectively.

With regard to gender (see Table A.5 in the Annex), both female and male students generally display
a high domain-specific motivation in mathematics across all three grades with male students
expressing a slightly higher academic self-concept compared to their female peers in C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5 (see items 1 and 2); an observation that can be made both in EPS and in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum. These differences are slightly less pronounced when looking at domain-
specific interest in mathematics (see items 2 and 3) and at domain-specific anxiety (see item 5). No
systematic differences can be identified between students in EPS and in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum based on their gender, with the only significant group difference in favour
of male EPS students arising for item 3 assessing the students’ domain-specific interest in mathematics
(“Ienjoy maths”) in C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 compared to their male peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (e.g., 61 % of male EPS students fully agreeing with the statement in C4.1/P5 compared to
47 % of male students following the Luxembourgish curriculum). In C4.1/PS5, this observation also holds
true for female EPS students compared to their female peers that are following the Luxembourgish

curriculum.

When looking at socio-economic status (SES), a pattern of group differences in favour of low-SES
students attending EPS can be identified in both C2.1/P1 and in C3.1/P3 (see Table A.6). In this context,
low-SES students in EPS express a higher domain-specific self-conceptin mathematics (see items 1 and
2; e.g., 96 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I am good at maths” in
C2.1/P1 compared to 83 % of their low-SES peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum)

as well as a lower domain-specific anxiety (see item 5; e.g., 13 % of low -SES students in EPS fully
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agreeing with the item "I am afraid of maths” in C2.1/P1 compared to 26 % of their low-SES peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). In C3.1/P3, low-SES students in EPS express furthermore a
higher domain-specific interest in mathematics (see items 3 to 4; e.g., 72 % of students with a low-SES
aftending EPS fully agreeing with the item “I enjoy maths” compared to 54 % of low-SES students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Due to the small number of EPS students with a low-SES, these
findings have, however, to be interpreted with caution. In C4.1/P5, small group differences going
beyond 10 % have been identified for all items with, however, no clear pattern emerging for a specific
curriculum. Whereas differences when looking at high-SES students seem to be going in favour of
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 51 % of high-SES students in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum agreeing with the statement “I am good at maths” compared to 39 %
of high-SES studentsin EPS), no clear direction can be identified for low-SES students with items assessing
domain-specific self-concept in mathematics going in favour of low-SES students in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 32 % of low-SES students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
fully agreeing with the statement “Ilearn things quickly in maths” compared to 17 % of low-SES students
in EPS), and items assessing domain-specific interest in mathematics rather being in favour of low-SES
students in EPS (e.g.. 52 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I enjoy maths™

compared to 35 % of low-SES students following the Luxembourgish curriculum).

Considering migration background (see Table A.7 for details), no systematic group differences could
be identified between students in C2.1/P1 based on the curricula they aftended. By contrast, a more
differentiated picture arisesin both C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 when comparing EPS students and their peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum based on migration background. Native students in EPS
express a lower domain-specific self-concept in mathematics in C3.1/P3 (e.g., 38 % of native students
in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I am good at maths” compared to 49 % of their native peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum) as well as in C4.1/P5 (e.g., 29 % of native EPS students fully
agreeing with the statement “I learn things quickly in maths” compared to 40 % of their native peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). With regard to domain-specific academic interest, identified
group differences in C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5 (see items 3 and 4) are, however, going in favour of native
studentsin EPS (e.g., 52 % of native EPS students fully agreeing with the item */ enjoy maths” compared
to 40 % of their native peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum). For students with a migration
background, no considerable differences between curricula have been found (with the exception of
item 3 in C4.1/P5, where students with a migration background attending EPS express a higher
enjoyment of mathematics than their peers with a migration background in schools following the

Luxembourgish curriculum).

Looking at language background (see Table A.8 for details), stfudents across all three grades and

irespective of their home language background generally reported a high domain-specific
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academic motivation in mathematics. In C2.1/P1, small group differences going in favour of EPS
students have been identified for both domain-specific self-concept (see items 1 to 2) and interestin
mathematics (see item 3). However, no coherent pattern can be observed across all language groups.
In C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, the pattern of group differences for domain-specific self-concept going
rather in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 36 % of English speaking
students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I am good at maths” compared to 47 % of English
speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum) and group differences for
domain-specific interest in favour of EPS students (e.g., higher share of full agreement with the
statement "l enjoy maths” across all language groups in EPS in C4.1/P5 compared to their peers with
the same language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum) could also be identified.
Due to the small number of students with a specific language background in EPS (e.g., Portuguese
speaking students) or in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., English speaking

students), these results do, however, have to be interpreted with caution.

Figure ll.3 shows the results for primary school students’ domain-specific motivation in their main
language of instruction (i.e., German for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum compared
to either German, French or English for EPS students based on their language section) split by curriculum
and grade level. The first two items assess domain-specific self-concept in the students’ main language
of instruction, items 3 and 4 assess domain-specific interest, item 5 assesses domain-specific interest in

reading and item é assesses domain-specific anxiety (see section 4.2.1 for details).

As expressed by the green bars, students across all grades indicate to have a high domain-specific
self-concept in their main language of instruction with the percentage of students (rather) agreeing
withitem 1 (“I am good in my main language of instruction”), for example, ranging from 74 % (C4.1/P5
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum) to 94 % (C2.1/P1 students in EPS). In C2.1/P1, group
differences in favour of EPS students can be observed for all items assessing domain-specific
motivation in the students’ main language of instruction ranging from 11 % for item 5 assessing the
students’ interest to read in their main language of instruction ("I like fo read in my main language of
insfruction™) to 15 % for item 1 assessing the students’ domain-specific self-concept (“I am good in my

main language of instruction™).

In both C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, this coherent pattern of group differences in favour of EPS students has
not been observed. Only for item 3 assessing domain-specific interest in the students’ main language
of instruction ("I enjoy my main language of insfruction”) and foritem 5 assessing the students’ domain-
specific interest to read in their main language of instruction (“I like to read in my main language of

insfruction™), the identified group differences in favour of EPS students go beyond 10 %.
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Figure 11l.3 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Main Language of Instruction At Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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Iltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
Iltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

ltem 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.
ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Iltem 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.

Note. For visualisation purposes, the questionnaire items were rephrased for the present figure in such a way that all items apply to the different
student groups, whereas the phrasing in the original questionnaire presented to the students was in line with their respective main language of
instruction (i.e., German for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum compared to German, French, or English for EPS).
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The analysis on domain-specific academic motivation in the students’ main language of instruction
was, in a second step, split by curriculum and the student background variables of gender, SES as well

as language and migration background, respectively.

With regard to gender (see Table A.9 in the Annex), EPS students indicate thus slightly more motivation
to learn in their main language of instruction compared to students in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum, and this irespective of their gender, although the differences are more
coherently observed among female students. In C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, the general pattern of students
in EPS showing a slightly higher domain-specific interest in their main language of instruction identified
in the full sample of students becomes particularly apparent when looking at item 5, assessing the
interest to read in the main language of instruction ("l like to read in my main language of instruction”)
in C4.1/P5, where the share of both male (65 %) and female EPS students (72 %) fully agreeing with this
statement is considerably higher than the share of full agreement among male (48 %) and female (52

%) students following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

When looking at socio-economic status (SES), students with a high-SES show a comparably high
domain-specific motivation in their language of main instruction both in EPS and when following the
Luxembourgish curriculum with the only group differences going beyond 10 % being identfified in
favour of EPS students for item 3 in both C2.1/P1 and C4.1/P5, and for item 5 in C4.1/P5, indicating a
slightly higher domain-specific interest in their main language of instruction among EPS students. Figure
lil.4 shows the results for domain-specific moftivation in the students’ main language of instruction for
students with a low-SES for which a more differentiated picture arises across all three assessed grade
levels in primary school. In C2.1/P1, students with a low-SES attending EPS display a higher domain-
specific self-concept in their main language of instruction compared to their peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 91 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreeing with the item “I learn
things quickly in my main language of instruction” compared to 68 % of students with a low-SES
following the Luxembourgish curriculum, where 32 % of students already indicate at the very beginning
of their primary education that this statement does not apply fo them). In addition, a higher share of
low-SES students afttending EPS expressed a higher domain-specific interest to read in their main
language of instruction | (86 %, see item 5) compared to low-SES students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum (70 %), and furthermore report less domain-specific anxiety in their main language of
instruction (17 % compared to 28 %; see item 6). With the exception of item 2 in C3.1/P3 and item 4 in
C4.1/P5, group differences in favour of students with a low-SES attending EPS can be identified across
the two grades and across all constructs. Results thus indicate that low-SES students attending EPS
have a higher domain-specific self-concept (e.g., 60 % of low-SES students attending EPS fully agreeing
with the statement “I am good in my main language of instruction” compared to 38 % of low-SES

students following the Luxembourgish curriculum in C3.1/P3), a higher domain-specific interest (e.g.,
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Figure 11l.4 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Main Language of Instruction at Primary School Level for Students with a Low-SES
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Iltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
Iltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

ltem 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.
ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Iltem 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.

Note. For visualisation purposes, the questionnaire items were rephrased for the present figure in such a way that all items apply to the different
student groups, whereas the phrasing in the original questionnaire presented to the students was in line with their respective main language of
instruction (i.e., German for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum compared to German, French, or English for EPS).
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43 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I enjoy my main language of
insfruction™ compared to 25 % in students following the Luxembourgish curriculum in C4.1/P5) as well
as a lower domain-specific anxiety (e.g., 83 % of low-SES students in EPS indicating that the statement
“I am afraid of my main language of instruction” does not apply to them compared to 62 % of their
low-SES peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum in C4.1/P5). These results should, however, be

interpreted with caution due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES.

Looking at migration background (see Table A.11 for details), students with a migration background
display a higher domain-specific motivation in their main language of instruction in C2.1/P1 when
aftending EPS both with regard to domain-specific self-concept (e.g., 94 % of EPS students with
migration background fully agreeing with the statement “I am good in my main language of
instruction” compared to 75 % of their peers with a migration background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum) and to their domain-specific interest (e.g.. 90 % of EPS students with a migration
background fully agreeing with "I enjoy my main language of instruction” compared to 76 % of
students with a migration background following the Luxembourgish curriculum) with no group
difference, however, emerging for domain-specific anxiety. Whereas this pattern of EPS students with
a migratfion background showing a higher-domain specific motivation in their main language of
instruction across constructs can also be observed in C4.1/P5 (e.g., 38 % of EPS students with a
migration background fully agreeing with the statement “I am good in my main language of
insfruction” compared to 19 % of students with a migration background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum), the pattern is less coherent in C3.1/P3, where EPS students with a migration background
only display group differences in their domain-specific interest (e.g., 59 % of EPS students with a
migration background fully agreeing with the statement “I enjoy my main language of instruction™
compared to 40 % of their peers with a migration background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). In C2.1/P1 and in C3.1/P3, no systematic group differences were found for native students.
InC4.1/P5, however, asimilar observation than for domain-specific motivation in mathematics can also
be made for domain-specific motivation in the students’ main language of instruction. Whereas native
students tend to express a lower domain-specific self-concept (e.g., 29 % of native EPS students fully
agreeing with the statement “I am good in my main language of instruction” compared to 52 % of
native students following the Luxembourgish curriculum), group differences in domain-specific interest
are, however, rather going in favour of native students in EPS (e.g., 55 % of native EPS students rather
being in agreement with "I am interested in my main language of instruction” compared to 35 % of
their native peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Due to the small number of native students
in EPS and the differences in the students’ countries of origin (for more details see Colling et al., 2023),

the findings split by migration background have, however, to be interpreted with caution.
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Looking at the students’ language background (see Table A. 12 for details), a systematic frend of group
differences in favour of EPS students can be identified across all language groups in C2.1/P1, with the
differences being most pronounced for domain-specific self-concept in the students’ main language
of instruction (e.g., 95 % of students with a French language background in EPS fully agreeing with the
statement “I am good in my main language of insfruction” compared to 75 % of their peers with a
French language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum; 83 % of students with a
Portuguese language background in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “Ilearn things quickly in my
main language of instruction” compared to 67 % of students with a Portuguese language background
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). The group differences in favour of EPS students in C2.1/P1
also appear when looking at domain-specific interest in the students’ main language of instruction,
but are less systematic across the different language groups (e.g., no considerable group differences
for the item “llike to read in my main language of instruction” when looking at Luxembourgish/German
and French speaking students). For domain-specific anxiety regarding the students’ main language
of instruction, only students having an English language background report lower anxiety when
attending EPS (88 %) compared to their peers with an English language background following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (74 %). Whereas the pattern of group differences in favour of EPS students
across different language groups is less coherentin C3.1 /P3 (e.g., higher domain-specific self-concept
for EPS students with a French, English, and Porfuguese language background compared to their
peers with the same language background in schools that are following the Luxembourgish
curriculum, but a lower domain-specific self-concept for students with a Luxembourgish and/or
German language background when attending EPS compared to their peers with the same language
background following the Luxembourgish curriculum), a coherent and more pronounced pattern of
group differences in favour of EPS students can be observed in C4.1/P5. Figure III.5 illustrates these
differences for the four language groups. EPS students with a French, Portuguese, or English language
background display considerably higher domain-specific self-concept (e.g., 52 % of EPS students with
an English language background fully agreeing with the statement “I am good in my main language
of instruction” compared to 25 % of their peers with an English language background following the
Luxembourgish curriculum), a higher domain-specific interest (e.g., 71 % of EPS students with a French
language background fully agreeing with the item “I like to read in my main language of instruction™
compared to 33 % of their peers with a French language background in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum) as well as a lower domain-specific anxiety (e.g., 0 % of EPS students with a
Portuguese language background fully or rather agreeing with the item *“I am afraid of my main
language of instruction” compared to 9 % of students with a Portuguese language background
following the Luxembourgish curriculum fully and 13 % rather agreeing with this statement). For
students having a Luxembourgish/German language background, however, the identified group

differences for items 1 (*I am good in my main language of instruction”) and 2 ("I learn things quickly
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in my main language of insfruction ") assessing domain-specific self-concepft, for item 4 (“I am
interested in my main language of instruction™) assessing domain-specific interest as well as for item 6
(“I am afraid of my main language of instruction™) assessing domain-specific anxiety are in favour of
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Due to small student numbers with a specific

language background in EPS (e.g., Portuguese speaking students) or following the Luxembourgish

curriculum (e.g., English speaking students), these results have to be interpreted with caution.

Figure 11l.5 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Main Language of Instruction in C4.1/P5 Split by Language Background
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Item 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
Item 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

Item 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.

Iltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Item é | am afraid of my main language of instruction.

Note. For visualisation purposes, the questionnaire items were rephrased for the present figure in such a way that all items apply to the different
student groups, whereas the phrasing in the original questionnaire presented to the students was in line with their respective main language on
instruction (i.e., German for students following the Luxembourgish curriculum compared to German, French, or English for EPS).
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4.3.3 ACADEMIC WELLBEING AT PRIMARY SCHOOL LEVEL

In the EpStan student questionnaire, academic wellbeing is assessed at all three grades levels in primary
education with the first three items assessing general school safisfaction and items 4 to é assessing the
class climate. In addition, item 7 is assessing the teacher-student relationship and item 8 is assessing
the students’ tendency for disruption (see sectfion 4.2.1 for more information on all the assessed

constructs). The exact wording of all items is provided in the tables below the respective figures.

Figure lll.6 shows the findings for primary school students’ academic wellbeing split by curriculum and
grade level. As expressed by the green bars, students across all three grades generally indicate a high
academic wellbeing with high agreement rates for school satisfaction (e.g., ranging from 76 % among
C4.1/P5 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum that are (rather) agreeing with the statement
“I like going to school” to 83 % in C2.1/P1 students in EPS), for class climate (e.g., ranging from 79 % for
C4.1/P5 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum that are (rather) agreeing with the statement
“In my class, we help each other” to 93 % in C2.1/P1 students in EPS), as well as for the teacher-student-
relationship (e.g., ranging from 82 % of C4.1/P5 students in EPS that are (rather) agreeing with the item
“In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it"” to 92 % in C4.1/P5 students that are
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). In addition, as expressed by the grey bars foritem 8, students
across all grades express a rather low tendency for purposeful disruptions in class (e.g., ranging from
27 % expressed by C2.1/P1 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum to 46 % in C4.1/P5 students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). In C2.1/P1, all students express a comparable wellbeing with
group differences between curricula consequently staying below 10 %. In C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, a more
differentiated picture emerges. Whereas in C3.1/P3, a group difference in favour of students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum can be observed foritems 5 and é assessing class climate (e.g., 28 % of
EPS students fully agreeing with the item “In my class, we get along well” compared to 49 % of students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum), group differences in favour of C4.1/P5 students attending EPS
can be identified foritems 1 and 3 assessing general school satisfaction (e.g., 47 % of EPS students fully
agreeing with the item “| like going to school” compared to 36 % of their peers in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum). In both grades, students following the Luxembourgish curriculum expressed
a more positive teacher-student-relation (e.g., 73 % of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
fully agreeing with the statement “In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it”

compared to 50 % of EPS students).
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Figure l1l.6 ~Academic Wellbeing at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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Academic wellbeing was, in a second step, analysed split by curriculum and the student background

variables of gender, SES as well as language and migration background, respectively.

Regarding gender (see Table A.13 in the Annex), the pattern of group differences that was identified
for the full student sample can generally also be observed for male and female students, with no
group differences emerging in C2.1/P1 and the picture being more differentiated for C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5. Whereas the differences in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
identified in C3.1/P3 for the constructs of class climate as well as teacher-student-relationship hold true
for both male and female students, the group differences in favour of C4.1/P5 students in EPS for
general school satisfaction can only be found for male students. When looking at the teacher-student
relationship, a lower share of female students in EPS (58 %) are, on the other hand, fully agreeing with
item 7 assessing feacher-student-relationship (“In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if
we need it") compared to their female peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (70 %); for male

students, however, no differences were found for this item.

As for gender, no considerable differences in academic wellbeing could be identified based on the
students’ socioeconomic status (SES) in C2.1/ P1 (with the exception of a 13 % group difference for
item 2 in favour of low-SES students in EPS, which can, however, be considered as incidental due to
the fact of no coherent pattern being identifiable across items). In C3.1/P3, students in EPS reported a
less positive class climate compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum; an
observation that can be made irrespective of the students’ SES, but seems to be more pronounced
for EPS students having a low-SES (e.g.. 17 % of low-SES studentsin EPS fully agreeing with the statement
“In my class, we get along well” compared to 47 % of their low-SES peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). In C4.1/P5, the group difference in favour of EPS students for general school satisfaction
can only be found for students with a low-SES (e.g., 52 % of low-SES students in EPS fully agreeing with
the statement "l like going fo school” compared to 34 % of their low-SES peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum). Regarding class climate, no coherent pattern can be identified between
students based on their SES (see items 4 to 6 in Table A.14). Results split by SES do, however, need to

be interpreted with caution due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES.

Looking a migration background (see Table A.15), native students and their peers with a migrafion
background expressed comparably high academic wellbeing with no group differences arising
between curricula in C2.1/P1. In C3.1/P3, no group differences were identified for school satisfaction,
but the group differences in favour of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum that were
identified in the full sample for class climate can also be found when splitting the analysis based on
the students’ migration background (e.g., 32 % of native EPS students fully agreeing with the statement

“In my class, we all stick together” compared to 53 % of their native peers following the Luxembourgish
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curriculum; 27 % of students with a migration background attending EPS fully agreeing with this same
statement compared to 48 % of their peers with a migration background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). When it comes to the teacher-student-relationship, a lower share of EPS students is fully
agreeing with the statement “In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it", and
this irrespective of whether they are native students or have a migration background; see item 7). In
C4.1/P5, the group difference in favour of EPS students for general school satisfaction can be found
for all students irrespective of their migration background (e.g., 48 % of native students in EPS fully
agreeing with the statement “Schoolis fun” compared to 35 % of their native peers in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum; 45 % of students with a migration background attending EPS fully
agreeing with this same statement compared to 34 % of their peers with a migration background
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Regarding class climate, native students in EPS show lower
agreement rates with the items assessing class climate compared to their native peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., 14 % of native EPS students fully agreeing with the item “In my class,
we all stick fogether” compared to 38 % of their native peers in schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum) and they also indicated a less positive feacher-student-relationship (e.g., 45 % of native
EPS students fully agreeing with the item “In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need
it" compared to 69 % of native students following the Luxembourgish curriculum). No difference in
class climate has, however, emerged when looking at students with a migration background. Due to
the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results split by

migration background have to be interpreted with caution.

Finally, splitting the results by language background (see Table A.16), no systematic group differences
were observed across all the constructs and language groups in C2.1/P1, with some differences in
favour of EPS students with a Porfuguese or English language background emerging for item 2
assessing the general school satisfaction (e.g., 100 % of EPS students with a Portuguese language
background fully agreeing with the statement “School is fun” compared to 84 % of students with the
same language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum) and item 5 assessing class
climate, where group differences in favour of Luxembourgish and/or German speaking as well as
French speaking students following the Luxembourgish curriculum were observed (e.g., 71 % of French
speaking students attending EPS fully agreeing with the statement “in my class, we get along well”
compared to 85 % of students with the same language background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). For students with a Portuguese language background, on the other hand, a group
difference in favour of EPS students can be found (e.g., 100 % of EPS students with a Portuguese
language background fully agreeing with the statement “In my class, we get along well” compared
to 85 % of students with the same language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum). In

C3.1/P3, no group differences in general school satisfaction (see items 1 o 3) emerge for students with
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a Luxembourgish/German or French language background, but EPS students with a Portuguese or
English language background reported a higher general school satisfaction (e.g., 82 % of English
speaking students attending EPS fully agreeing with the statement “I am happy when | am at school”
compared to 48 % of students with the same language background following the Luxembourgish
curriculum). With regard to class climate (see items 4 to 6), the differences in favour of students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum identified in the full sample are also found for students with a
Luxembourgish/German, a French, or a Portuguese language background (e.g.. 25 % of French
speaking students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “In my class, we get along well” compared
to 47 % of their peers with the same language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum).
EPS students of these three language groups furthermore reported a less positive teacher-student-
relationship (e.g., 33 % of Portuguese speaking students in EPS fully agreeing with the statement “in my
class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it" compared to 74 % of their peers with the
same language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum). For students with an English
language background, however, a different pattern emerges with group differences in favour of EPS
students arising with regard to class climate (e.g., 73 % of English speaking students in EPS fully agreeing
with the statement “In my class, we all stick together” compared to 48 % of their peers with the same
language background following the Luxembourgish curriculum), and no group difference being
found for the construct of tfeacher-student-relationship. In C4.1/P5, group differences in favour of EPS
students for general school satisfaction (see items 1 to 3) can be found for all language groups (e.g..
50 % of Luxembourgish/German speaking students in EPS fully agreeing with the item “I like going to
school” compared to 36 % of their peers with the same language background following the
Luxembourgish curriculum) with the only exception of French speaking students, where no difference
could be identified between curricula. With regard fo class climate, EPS students with a
Luxembourgish/German or a French language background showed lower agreement rates with items
assessing class climate compared fo students with the same language background following the
Luxembourgish curriculum that were, however, rather uncoherent across items (e.g., no differences
for item 4; differences for both group for item 5; differences only for French speaking students for item
6). Both groups furthermore indicated a slightly less positive feacher-student-relationship (e.g., 56 % of
French speaking students in EPS fully agreeing with the item “In my class, we get extra support from
my teacher if we need it" compared to 67 % of their peers with the same language background
following the Luxembourgish curriculum). Due to small student numbers with specific language
backgrounds in EPS (e.g., Porfuguese speaking students) or in schools following the Luxembourgish

curriculum (e.g., English speaking students), these results should be interpreted with caution.
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4.3.4 ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AT SECONDARY SCHOOL LEVEL

In secondary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, students are allocated to three different
school fracks based on their abilities. The Enseignement secondaire classique (ESC) prepares students
for higher academic studies. Within the Enseignement secondaire général, the Voie d’orientation
(ESG) prepares students either for professional life or further academic studies, and the Voie de
préparation (ESG-VP) prepares students for joining the ESG or for starting a vocational training (Lenz &
Heinz, 2018). Considering that previous national and international studies (e.g., Boehm et al., 2016;
Keller et al., 2014) have identified that extensive differences in academic achievement exist between
school tracks, the present chapter reports findings for secondary school students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum separated by school fracks. In contrast, secondary school students
aftending EPS are represented as a single group because EPS follow the principle of allocating all
students to one common frack until the end of lower secondary education. This different approach
needs to be taken into consideration when interpreting the findings at secondary school level (i.e.,
comparison of three ability-based school fracks fo one common school frack in EPS), as it is likely fo
affect various aspects such as classroom management and teaching, that are in turn related to

academic motivation and wellbeing.

In addition, primary education in EPS spans from P1 to P5 and after these five years of primary school,
students transition into S1, which marks the first year of lower secondary education in EPS. Students with
regular educational pathways (i.e., no grade repetition) are generally 11 years of age at that time. In
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, primary education spans over a duration of six years
(instead of five), so that students with regular educational pathways are generally 12 years old when
fransitioning into 7¢ (first year of lower secondary education). Previous analyses targeting the age
distribution of secondary school students in Luxembourg (Coling et al., 2023) showed that
approximately two thirds of the EPS student population are of a comparable age (i.e., 12 years and
older) to studentsin schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. This observation seems to indicate
that the majority of EPS students at secondary school level have fransitioned to the EPS system from

primary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

Against the backdrop that two thirds of EPS students have only transitioned into the EPS system after
having pursued primary education in school following the Luxembourgish curriculum and that the
other third has had one year less of primary education than their peers in secondary schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum, the following results on secondary education should be interpreted

with additional caution.
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DOMAIN-GENERAL ACADEMIC MOTIVATION

Figure Ill.7 shows the results for secondary school students’ general academic motivation in S3/5¢ for
EPS students and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact
wording of all items is provided in the table below the figure with the first three items assessing general
academic self-concept, items 4 to 6 assessing general academic interest, and items 6 to ? assessing

general academic anxiety (see section 4.2.1 for more details on the assessed constructs).

Figure 11l.7 - General Academic Motivation at Secondary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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Item 1 | am good at most school subjects.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.

Iltem 3 | do well in exams in most school subjects.

Item 4 | enjoy most school subjects.

Item 5 | am interested in most school subjects.

ltem 6 Most school subjects are important to me personally.
Item 7 | am afraid of most school subjects.

Iltem 8 In most school subjects | am very nervous before exams.
Item 9 For most school subjects, | worry about exams.

As expressed by the green bars, $3/5¢ students generally indicated to have a high general academic
self-concept with the share of students (rather) agreeing with item 1 (*I am good at most school
subjects”) ranging, for example, from 70 % in ESG-VP students to 82 % in ESC students. With regard to
general academic interest, a slightly lower agreement rate can be observed across all students
groups indicating a more moderate general academic interest with the amount of students (rather)
agreeing with item 5 (“I am interested in most school subjects”) ranging, for example, from 52 % in ESC
students to 59 % in their EPS peers. As indicated by the grey bars foritem 7 ("I am afraid of most school
subjects”), a vast majority of students across all groups indicated that they do (rather) not experience
feelings of general academic anxiety (e.g., with disagreement rates ranging from 61 % in ESG-VP

students to 82 % in EPS students). In confrast, a slightly higher general anxiety can be observed foritem
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8 (“In most school subjects | am very nervous before exams”) and item 9 (“For most school subjects, |
worry about exams”). The general academic motivation in S3/5¢ students thus remains (rather) high;
an observation that can be made for both EPS students and their peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum, considering that differences between curricula consequently stayed below 10 % (with the
exception of items 3 and 7, for which small group differences in favour of EPS students emerged that
can, however, be seen as incidental due to the fact of no coherent pattern being identifiable across

constructs and student groups).

DOMAIN-SPECIFIC ACADEMIC MOTIVATION

Figure .8 and Figure lIl.9 show the results for secondary school students’ domain-specific motivation in
mathematics and science, respectively, for S3/5¢ students in EPS and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact wording of all items is provided in the tables below
the figures. In conftrast to the students’ domain-general academic self-concept, their domain-specific
self-concept in both mathematics and science is slightly lower with the share of students that (rather)
agree withitem 1 assessing domain-specific self-conceptin mathematics (“lam good at mathematics”)
ranging, for example, from 58 % in ESG students to 65 % in ESC students. Looking at the domain-specific
interest in mathematics and science, a comparable agreement rate can be observed for all students
groups indicating a moderate domain-specific interest with the amount of students (rather) agreeing
with item 5 assessing domain-specific interest in science ("I am interested in most science subjects”)
ranging, for example, from 47 % in ESG-VP students to 58 % in their EPS peers. As indicated by the grey
bars for item 7 assessing domain-specific anxiety in mathematics and in science, respectively, a vast
majority of students across all groups indicated that they do (rather) not perceive feelings of domain-
specific anxiety (e.g., with disagreement rates ranging from 71 % in ESG students to 75 % in ESC students
for the item I am afraid of mathematics”). As for general academic anxiety, a slightly higher domain-
specific anxiety can be observed foritems 8 and 9 in both mathematics and science. When comparing
the domain-specific motivation in mathematics and science of $S3/5¢ students in EPS to the motivation
of their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP), no systematic
differences going beyond 10 % could be observed (with the exception of item 6 for mathematics and
item 9 for science, for which small differences in favour of EPS students emerged that can, however,
be seen as incidental due to the fact of no coherent pattern being identifiable across constructs and

student groups).

Considering that the concept of “main language of instruction” is more difficult to apply fo the
secondary school setting (e.g., different main language of instruction based on track allocation in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum; considerable share of students having transitioned

into EPS from primary schools that followed the Luxembourgish curriculum resulting in a potential switch
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in the main language of instruction), the present chapter does not report on domain-specific

academic motivation in language subjects.

Figure 111.8 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Secondary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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ltem 1 | am good at mathematics.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in mathematics.

ltem 3 Mathematics is one of my best subjects.

ltem 4 | enjoy mathematics.

ltem 5 | am interested in mathematics.

ltem 6 Mathematics is important to me personally.

ltem 7 | am afraid of mathematics.

ltem 8 | am very nervous before exams in mathematics.

ltem 9 | often worry before exams in mathematics.

Figure 11l.9 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Science at Secondary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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ltem 1 | am good at science subjects.

Item 2 I learn things quickly in science subjects.

ltem 3 Science is one of my best subjects.

Iltem 4 | enjoy science subjects.

Iltem 5 | am interested in science subjects.

ltem 6 Science subjects are important to me personally.

Iltem 7 | am afraid of science subjects.

Item 8 | am very nervous before exams in science subjects.

Iltem 9 | often worry before exams in science subjects.
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4.3.5 ACADEMIC WELLBEING AT SECONDARY SCHOOL LEVEL

Figure lil.10 illustrates the results for secondary school students’ academic wellbeing for S3/5¢ students
in EPS and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact
wording of the items is provided in the table below the figure with the first three items assessing general
school satisfaction, items 4 to 7 assessing class climate, items 8 to 12 assessing the teacher-student-
relationship, and items 13 to 15 assessing the students’ tendency for disruption (see section 4.2.1 for

more details on the assessed constructs).

Figure 111.10 ~Academic Wellbeing at Secondary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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Item 1 | like going to school.

Item 2 | feel well taken care of in school.

Item 3 If | could, | would rather go to another school.

ltem 4 In my class, we help each other.

ltem 5 In my class, we get along well.

Item 6 In my class, we all stick together.

Item 7 In my class, | feel good.

Iltem 8 In my class, | get extra support from my teacher when | need it.

Item 9 In my class, the teachers are interested in what | have to say.

Item 10 In my class, it is important to the teachers that the students feel comfortable.
ltem 11 In my class, the students get along well with most teachers.

Item 12 In my class, most teachers treat me in a fair manner.

Item 13 In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.

Item 14 In my class, it is often not easy for the teachers to keep the classroom quiet.
Item 15 In my class, some students keep disturbing, even though the others want to work.

With regard to general school satisfaction, approximately half of the student population reports to be
satisfied with their school experience in general, with the share of students that (rather) agree with

item 1 ("l like going to school”) ranging, for example, from from 46 % in ESG-VP students to 62 % in ESC



students. For item 2 and 3, however, a slightly different pattern emerges with a high share of students
being critical tfowards the secondary school they attend (e.g., agreement rates with the item "/ feel
well taken care of in school” ranging from 20 % in ESC to 44 % in ESG-VP). Looking at class climate,
secondary school students seem to perceive it as generally positive with agreement rates ranging, for
example, from 62 % in EPS students to 67 % in ESG-VP students for item 5 (“In my class, we get along
well"). For the construct of teacher-student-relationship, the majority of students reports a positive
teacher-student-relationship with the share of students (rather) agreeing with item 8 (“In my class, | get
extra support from my teacher when | need it"), for example, ranging from 74 % for students in EPS to
80 % for their peers in ESC. However, a considerable share of students also indicates that they perceive
a (rather) high tendency for disruption in their class (e.g., share of students (rather) agreeing with item
13 “In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose” ranging from 54 % in EPS to 65 % in ESG).
When comparing the academic wellbeing of $3/5¢ students in EPS to the academic wellbeing of their
peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP), no systematic

differences going beyond 10 % could be observed.

In conftrast to the results on motivation (domain-general and domain-specific) as well as on academic
wellbeing at primary school level, the results at secondary school level will not be investigated split by
the student background variables of gender, SES as well as language and migration background,
considering that previous national studies have shown that students in the three fracks differ
considerably in their background variables (e.g., Boehm et al., 2016; Hadjar ef al., 2018; Keller et al.,
2014). In this context, female students are usually overrepresented in the ESC, whereas students with a
low-SES, students with a non-Luxembourgish/German language background, and students with a
migration background are generally overrepresented in the lower tracks (ESG and ESG-VP in
particular; see also Table Ill.1 for the distribution of the student population across the three tracks in
the present sample). These correlations between track allocation and student background variables

would further hamper the comparability of results at secondary school level.

4.4 INTERMEDIARY SUMMARY

Using the EpStan results of the school year 2024/25, different aspects of students’ general and domain-
specific motivation as well as their academic wellbeing have been investigated at primary and

secondary school level comparing EPS students to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

At primary school level, students across all three grades (C2.1/P1, C3.1/P3, and C4.1/P5) generally
show a high general academic motivation (i.e., academic self-concept and interest) and low anxiety
rates; an observation that can be made irrespective of the curriculum, considering that differences
between groups for a specific grade level and item consequently stayed below 10 %. A similar pattern

was also observed for domain-specific academic motivation in mathematics. When analysing the
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results split by student background characteristics, no systematic differences across grades and
constructs could be identified between EPS student and their peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum for the grade level C2.1/P1. Nevertheless, some specific group differences emerged for
certain constructs and student subgroups, parficularly in the higher grade levels (i.e., C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5). Certain EPS student groups, which are generally at an academic advantage in
Luxembourg's education system (e.g., high-SES students, native students, and students speaking the
language(s) of instruction at home; Hornung et al., 2021; Ottenbacher et al., 2024) displayed, for
example, a slightly lower domain-specific academic self-concept in mathematics compared to
students with the same background characteristics that are following the Luxembourgish curriculum
(e.g., high-SES students in C4.1/P5, native students in C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5; for more details see Tables
A.6 and A.711). With regard to general and domain-specific interest, on the other hand, group
differences generally seem to go in favour of EPS students irespective of their individual background
characteristics. One potential explanation for the observation that items measuring self-concept tend
to go in favour of specific student groups following the Luxembourgish curriculum, whereas items that
assess academic interest rather go in favour of EPS students, could be rooted in the Big-Fish—Littfle-Pond
Effect (Marsh & Hau, 2003). This effect suggests that a student’s perception of their own abilities (i.e.,
self-concept) isinfluenced not only by how well they are doing in absolute terms, but also by how they
compare to those around them. In EPS, the student population differs from the one in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum with classrooms in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum being
considerably more diverse regarding aspects such as SES or language background (see Table lll.1). In
addition, cross-sectional (Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al., 2024) as well as first longitudinal results (see
Chapter | of the present report) indicate that EPS students perform better in mathematics compared
to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Through the lens of the Big-Fish-Little-Pond Effect,
EPS students might thus have fewer opportunities to compare themselves with lower-performing peers,
which might contribute to explain why their self-concept is not as high as the self-concept of students
with comparable background characteristics following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In conftrast,
academic interest is less driven by social comparisons (Trautwein et al., 2006), and the fact that EPS
students have the opportunity to pursue their education in a selected main language of instruction —
resulting potentially in a better understanding of school subjects in general and in mathematics —
might thereby conftribute to explaining group differences in favour of EPS students for the construct of

domain-specific interest.

" This observation of certain EPS student groups which are generally at an academic advantage in Luxembourg's education system displaying
a lower academic self-concept has also been observed for native students (in C4.1/P5) as well as for students with a Luxembourgish/German
language background (in C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5) when looking at domain-specific motivation in the students’ main language of instruction.

76



When looking at domain-specific academic motivation in the students’ main language of instruction
at primary school level, the majority of students across the three grades express high levels of
academic motivation in their main language of instruction. In contrast to the constructs of general
motivation and domain-specific motivation in mathematics, consistent group differences in favour of
EPS students were found in C2.1/P1, indicating a higher motivation, for example to learn and read, in
their main language of instruction. This finding might indicate that the possibility to start literacy
acquisition in a selected main language of instruction, which might be linguistically closer to the
students home language background (see Table lIl.1), could contribute to foster the students’
motivation to start formal learning at the early stages of primary education. This finding is in line with
first findings on the impact of the French literacy pilot project "ALPHA- zesumme wuessen!” (SCRIPT &
MENJE, 2023), which showed that students who learn to read and write in French showed a higher
domain-specific motivation in their language of literacy acquisition compared to their reference
group, who consists of students with comparable background characteristics in terms of gender, SES,
as well as language and migration background (Colling et al., 2024). In both C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5, this
coherent pattern of group differences in favour of students attending EPS can, however, only be
observed for the items assessing domain-specific interest with regard to the students’ enjoyment (I
enjoy my main language of instruction”) as well as their interest to read in their main language of
instruction ("I like to read in my main language of instruction”). While the pattern of group differences
in favour of EPS students identified for the full sample was also found for male and female students,
the findings were more differentiated when splitting the students by their SES. For students with a low
SES, systematic and considerable group difference in favour of EPS students were found across the
three constructs of domain-specific self-concept, interest, and anxiety, indicating that students with a
low SES have a higher domain-specific motivation in their main language of instruction compared fo
their low SES peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (see Figure lil.4). A similar,
although slightly less coherent pattern, was found for students with a migration background. Here, EPS
students with a migration background expressed a higher domain-specific self-concept and interest
in their main language of instruction in both C2.1/P1 and in C4.1/P5, with no differences, however,
arising for domain-specific anxiety. In C3.1/P3, EPS students with a migration background only
displayed group differences in their favour with regard to the construct of domain-specific interest.
Looking at students’ language background, group differences in favour of EPS students were
identified across all language groups in C2.1/P1, with the differences being most pronounced for
domain-specific self-concept in the students’ main language of instruction, but slightly less systematic
for domain-specific interest as well as anxiety. Whereas the pattern of group differences in favour of
EPS students is — as for SES — less coherent in C3.1/P3, a systematic tfrend across the three assessed
constructs (i.e., domain-specific self-concept, interest, and anxiety) in favour of EPS students was

found for students with a French, Portuguese, and English language background (see Figure II.5).
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Taken together, these observations offer a first indication that student groups that are at a particular
risk of struggling academically in Luxembourg's education system (i.e., stfudents having a low SES,
students with a migration background, students having a non-Luxembourgish/German language
background; Boehm et al.,, 2016; Hornung et al., 2021; Ottenbacher et al., 2024) have a higher
motivation in their main language of instruction when attending EPS, where they are more likely to be
taught in a language that is linguistically closer to their home language (see Table lll.1). In light of a
sfrong consensus in research that academic motivation and academic achievement are positively
related to each other (Niepel et al., 2014; Schiefele et al., 2016; Wolff et al., 2021), this observation

seems particularly noteworthy.

With regard to academic wellbeing, primary school students across all grades generally indicated a
high school satisfaction, a positive class climate and tfeacher-student-relationship as well as a (rather)
low tendency for purposeful disruptions in their class. Whereas no group differences between EPS
students and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum were observed in C2.1/P1, students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum reported a considerably more positive teacher-student-
relationship in both C3.1/P3 and in C4.1/P5, and a more positive class climate in C3.1/P3 compared
to their EPS peers. These observations could potentially be explained by existing structural differences
in the organization of teaching between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum at
primary school level. Whereas in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, each class has one
main tfeacher, who is responsible for teaching the majority of subjects (e.g., mathematics, languages,
selected side subjects) and usually tfeaches the same class for a full learning cycle (e.g., C2.1 and
C2.2; MENJE, 2024b), EPS draw upon subject teachers that are teaching the discipline they are
qualified experts in to different classrooms (e.g., mathematics teacher, science teacher, English
teacher, arts teacher). Although EPS classrooms also have a main class teacher (i.e., head teacher)
teaching a specific subject and being particularly responsible for their class (e.g., organizational
matters, contact with parents), research on the topic of teacher-student-relationship comparing a
generalist teacher (like in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum) to a specialist teacher
setting (like in EPS) suggests that students perceive higher levels of trust and respect towards their
teacher as well as higher levels of supportiveness from their feacher in generalist compared to
specialist seftings (Chang et al., 2008). Considering that the time specialist teachers spent with their
stfudents is considerably shorter, it might be easier for tfeachers in generalist teacher settings to build
up strong and supportive relationships with their students (Russo et al., 2022; Wellington et al., 2024),
and this assumption seems to be reflected in the group differences in favour of students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum compared to their peers in EPS that were observed in the sample of the
present chapter. In addition, all primary school students following the Luxembourgish curriculum

generally remain within the same group constellation for a full learning cycle and might therefore
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perceive themselves as a more cohesive group compared to students in EPS, who attend one
language section but are coming together in changing group constellations based on the choice of
their second foreign language (i.e., L2; Gezer et al., 2023). This difference could confribute to
explaining why group differences with regard to class climate were observed for C3.1/P3 students
between both curricula. In contrast, EPS students reported a higher school satisfaction in C4.1/P5,
which might be due to the fact that they can pursue their education in their selected main language
of instruction, and this aspect might become particularly beneficial in higher school grades, in which
the academic expectations the students are confronted with are higher. The pattern of group
differences found in the full sample of primary school students has generally also been reflected in the
analyses split by individual student background characteristics, with small deviations that do, however,
not allow the identification of a systematic pattern and can thus mainly be considered incidental (e.g.,
group difference in favour of EPS students for general school safisfaction not observable for C4.1/P5
students with a high SES; no group difference in favour of EPS students with a migration background
for class climate in C4.1/P5; group difference in favour of Portuguese speaking students in EPS in
C2.1/P1 and for English speaking students in C3.1/P3 for class climate). Additionally, due to small
student numbers with specific background characteristics in EPS (e.g., students having a low SES,
Portuguese speaking students) or in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., English

speaking students), results split by background variables should be interpreted with caution.

At secondary school level, 9¢/S3 students attending EPS and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum generally showed a high general academic motivation (i.e.,
academic self-concept and interest with the agreement rates for interest being, however, slightly
lower than for self-concept) and low general anxiety rates, although they tend to worry and be
nervous before exams. In contrast to domain-general academic self-concept, 9¢/S3 students express
a slightly lower domain-specific academic self-concept in both mathematics and science, but
comparable domain-specific academic interest and anxiety agreement rates. No systematic group
differences could be identified for secondary school students in EPS compared to their peers following
the Luxembourgish curriculum. Considering that the concept of *main language of instruction” is more
difficult to apply to the secondary school sefting (e.g., different main languages of instruction based
on track allocation in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum; a considerable share of students
having fransitioned into EPS from primary schools that followed the Luxembourgish curriculum resulting
in a potential switch in the main language of instruction), the related chapter does not report on

domain-specific academic motivation in language subjects.

Looking atf the construct of academic wellbeing, approximately half of the student population reports
to be satisfied with their school experience in general and a majority of students reported a generally

positive class climate and a positive teacher-student-relationship. In contrast to findings at the primary
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school level, no systematic differences in class climate and teacher-student-relationship in favour of
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum could be identified, which might be rooted in the fact
that secondary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum as well as EPS draw upon a specialist
teacher setting, thereby erasing structural differences in the organization of teaching that exist at the

primary school level.

Against the backdrop that two thirds of EPS students have only transitioned into the EPS system after
having pursued primary education in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum and that the
other third has had one year less of primary education than their peers in secondary schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results on secondary school students’ motivation and wellbeing
need to be interpreted with additional caution. Considering that previous national studies have shown
that students in the three tracks differ considerably in their background variables (Boehm et al., 2016;
Hadjar et al., 2018; Keller et al., 2014), the analyses have furthermore not been split by individual

background characteristics.
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CHAPTER IV: CROSS-SECTIONAL
PARENTAL PERCEPTIONS OF
MULTILINGUALISM AND PARENTAL
SUPPORT

HOW DO THE PERCEPTIONS OF EPS PARENTS REGARDING THEIR ABILITY TO

SUPPORT THEIR CHILD ACADEMICALLY DIFFER FROM THE PERCEPTIONS OF

PARENTS WHOSE CHILDREN FOLLOW THE LUXEMBOURGISH CURRICULUM?
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5. CROSS-SECTIONAL PARENTAL PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUALISM AND PARENTAL
SUPPORT

5.1 THEORETICAL BACKGRAND AND RESEARCH AIM OF THE PRESENT CHAPTER

In educationalresearch, parental supportis defined as the active role parents take to foster their child’s
learning and academic progress. It can be considered as a multidimensional construct, encompassing
behavioural involvement (e.g., offering support when learning or doing homework, active
participation in school activities, regular communication with teachers), attitudes (e.g., values related
to school, expectations towards their child’'s academic development, perception of their own role in
their child’s education), and cognitive-intellectual stimulation (e.g., provision of learning materials,
exposing their child to stimulating activities; Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994; Kohl et al., 2000). Parental
support has been found to be positively related to student outcomes such as academic achievement
and motivational aspects (e.g., persistence) with parental expectations often being the strongest
predictor (e.g., Barger et al., 2019; Boonk et al., 2018; Lee & Mendoza, 2025; Pinquart & Ebeling, 2020).

In contrast to parental attitudes and cognitive-intellectual stimulation, the dimension of the
behavioural involvement of parents in their child’s learning and academic progress is likely fo be
influenced by the parents’ own language skills in their child’s (main) language(s) of instruction. In this
context, international research has, for example, found that a higher parental proficiency in their
child’s language of instruction relates to a higher parental involvement among parents that are
having another home language background, whereas lower language skills tend to hamper the
parents’ involvement in their child learning and academic progress either directly or moderated via
perceived self-efficacy (e.g., Choe, 2022; Ortega & Ludwig, 2023; Smith et al., 2018; Wong & Hughes,
2009).

Considering the high linguistic diversity of the student population in Luxembourg (e.g., SCRIPT & MENJE,
2024) and the fact that only about a 40 % of primary school students speak Luxembourgish and/ or
German at home — which are the most important main languages of instruction through primary
education - parents of children attending schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum might
encounfer language barriers when it comes to offering parental support to their child (e.g.,
communication with teachers, helping with learning and homework). Based on the EpStan parent
questionnaires assessing parents’ perceptions of multilingualism in Luxembourg’'s education system,
their perceived role in their child’'s education as well as their abilities fo communicate with their child’s
teacher and to support their child in their learning, the EpStan data collected in the autumn 2024/25,

thus, allow to address the following guiding research question:
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How do the perceptions of EPS parents regarding their ability to support their child academically
based on their own skills in their child’s language of literacy acquisition differ from the perceptions of

parents whose children follow the Luxembourgish curriculume

5.2 MEASURES

5.2.1 PARENTAL PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUALISM AND PARENTAL SUPPORT

In light of the broadening of the linguistic offer in Luxembourg'’s education system, the EpStan parent
questionnaire has been extended in the school year 2023/2024 in order to be able to analyse whether
the option of choosing their child’s main language of instruction (e.g., in EPS or in the scope of the
French literacy pilot project “ALPHA — zesumme wuessen!”) impacts the parents’ perceived ability to

support their child academically.

Parents of primary school children aftending C2.1/P1, C3.1/P3, and C4.1/P4 were thus invited to fill out
the EpStan parent questionnaire. Two items are thereby assessing the parents’ general perceptions of
multilingualism in the education system (e.g., The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our
child good future opportunities) and two items aim at understanding how parents perceive their and
the teachers’ role in supporting their child academically (e.g., “It is our task as parents/legal
representatives to support our child in their school learning”). In addition, five items are measuring to
what extent the parents’ own language skills allow them to support their child academically regarding
aspects such as communication with teachers (e.g., Ourlanguage skills allow us to have an exchange
with our child’s teacher, for example, during Bilan talks or parents’ evenings) and academic support
in the child’s main language of instruction, in mathematics as well as when doing homework (e.g.,
Our language skills in our child’s language of literacy acquisition allow us to support our child in the

subject of mathematics).

These statements are presented to the parents on a 4-point Likert scale (ranging from “does not apply”
to “does apply”) and parents are invited to express their level of agreement with each item. In order
to support parents with different home language backgrounds in completing the questionnaire, they

can choose between a German, French, Portuguese, and English language version.

5.2.2 STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

In the scope of the EpStan student (in all grades) and parent questionnaires (at primary school level),
students and parents provide information on the background characteristics of socioeconomic status
(SES), language, and migration background. A detailed description of how the different background

characteristics are operationalized can be found in section 2.3.2 of the present report.
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5.3 RESULTS

5.3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON THE EPSTAN COHORTS OF THE SCHOOL YEAR 2024/25

The findings on parental perceptions of multilingualism and parental support presented in the present
chapter are based onrepresentative data from approximately 18.500 primary school students (C2.1/P1,
C3.1/P3, and C4.1/ P5)12. 1045 students attended EPS, which equals to 5.6 % of the full EpStan cohort
of primary school students. The sociodemographic characteristics of the two student populations (i.e.,
EPS students in green and students following the Luxembourgish curriculum in yellow) can be found in
Table IV.1.

Table IV.1 - Detailed Sample Description of the EpStan Primary School Cohorts for the School Year 2024/25

Language background

N HISEI (mean) % female % natives % Lux/German % French % Portuguese % English
< C2.1 5787 52 48 % 40 % 41 % 23 % 21 % 6%
B E
> 2
o D
-g g C3.1 5889 51 49 % 40 % 41 % 20 % 21 % 5%
© >
X 3]
= C4.1 5818 49 49 % 39 % 41 % 20 % 21 % 5%
P1 339 60 48 % 11 % 16 % 39 % 9% 25 %
ES! 407 59 48 % 12 % 9 % 39 % 8% 23 %
P5 299 56 52 % 10 % 1% 44 % 10 % 16 %

Note. N = Number of students. HISEl = Highest Infernational Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status value. For details on

the operationalisation of student background variables, see 2.3.2.

In line with the cross-sectional findings discussed in previous reports (Colling et al., 2023, Colling et al.,
2024), differences in the composition of the EPS student population when compared to the student
population following the Luxembourgish curriculum also apply for the school year 2024/25. In EPS,
students across all three grades generally display a higher SES. In addition, the share of native students
is lower in EPS. With regard to language background, students having a French language background
are accounting for the highest share in EPS, followed by students with an English language background.
A more detailed description of how the EPS student population differs from the student population in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum at primary school level can be found in Chapterlll (see

section 4.3.1), as both chapters draw on the EpStan data from the school year 2024/25.

12 Although the International School Michel Lucius takes part in the EpStan at primary school level, students following its UK-Style education (i.e.,
A-levels) have been excluded from the cohort used in the present chapter as its aim is to focus on schools following the European curriculum.
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5.3.2 PARENTAL PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUALISM AND PARENTAL SUPPORT

ATTITUDES: GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUALISM AND ROLES IN EDUCATION

Figure IV.1 shows how parents of primary school students generally perceive the multilingual education
system in Luxembourg and furthermore provides insight in how the parents perceive their own as well
as the teacher(s) roles in their child’s education split by curriculum and grade level. The exact wording

of all items is provided in the table below the figure (see 5.2.1 for details on the assessed constructs).

As indicated by the dark and light green bars, a vast majority of parents (rather) agree that the
multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers their child good future opportunities, ranging from
95 % in parents of C4.1/P5 students attending EPS to 96 % in parents of C2.1/P1 students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum (see item 1). Despite this positive perception of multiingualism as such,
approximately one third of the parents did (rather) agree that the mulfilingualism in Luxembourg's
schools poses a difficulty to their child with this perception ranging from 22 % in parents of C2.1/P1
students attending EPS to 38 % in parents of C4.1/P5 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
(see item 2). Considering that differences between groups for a specific grade level and item
consequently stay below 10 %, these observations hold true for all parents irrespective of whether their

child is attending EPS or following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

When looking at the role that parents accord to themselves and to the child’s teacher, results indicate
that a vast majority of parents perceive their child’'s education as a shared responsibility between the
teacher (e.g., with agreement rates ranging from 93 % in parents of C2.1/P1 children that are following
the Luxembourgish curriculum to 98 % in parents of C4.1/P5 children in EPS for item 3 “It is the task of
the teacher to support our child in their school learning™) and themselves (e.g., with agreement rates
ranging from 95 % in parents of C4.1/P5 children that are following the Luxembourgish curriculum to 97
% in parents of C3.1/P3 students in EPS for item 4 "It is our task as parents/legal guardians fo support
our child in their school learning”). No group differences between EPS parents and parents of students

following the Luxembourgish curriculum could be identified.

In order to gain deeperinsights, the analysis on the parents’ general perceptions of multilingualism and
their own as well as the teacher(s) roles in education was, in a second step, split by curriculum and the
student background variables of gender, SES as well as language and migration background,
respectively. The general pattern observed in the full sample of primary school students has also been
found in these split analyses and no coherent group differences were identifiable across grades and

student groups based on their background characteristics (see Tables A.17 to A.20 for more details).
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Chapter IV: Cross-Sectional Parental Perceptions of Multilingualism and Parental Support

Figure IV.1 - General Perceptions of Multilingualism and Roles in Education at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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ltem 1 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our child good future opportunities.
ltem 2 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg poses a difficulty to our child.

ltem 3 It is the task of the teacher fo support our child in their school learning.

ltem 4 It is our task as parents/legal guardians to support our child in their school learning.
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BEHAVIOURAL INVOLVEMENT: COMMUNICATION WITH TEACHERS AND ACADEMIC SUPPORT

Figure IV.2 illustrates how parents of primary school students perceive their possibilities to communicate
with their child’s feacher(s) and to support their child academically based on their own language skills
in their child’'s main language of instruction — namely German for students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum and the respective language of the language section selected for students in EPS — split by
curriculum and grade level. The exact wording of all the items is provided in the table below the figure

(see 5.2.1 for details on the assessed constructs).

Asindicated by the dark and light green bars, the vast majority of parents (rather) agree that their own
language skills allow them to have an exchange with their child’s teacher, ranging from 95 % in parents
of C4.1/P5 students following the Luxembourgish curriculum to 97 % in parents of C2.1/P1 students in
EPS (see item 1). In addition, most parents indicated to be able fo rely on school infernal and/or
external help in case of communication difficulties with their child’s teacher with agreement rates
ranging from 72 % in parents of C3.1/P3 students in EPS to 82 % in parents of C4.1/P5 students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum (see item 2). Considering that differences between parents of students
in EPS and parents of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum consequently stay below 10 %
(with the exception of item 2 in C3.1/P3 where EPS parents report to be less frequently able to rely on
school internal and/or external help in case of communication difficulties when exchanging with their

child’s teacher), these observations hold true for all parents irrespective of their child’s curriculum.

A different picture does, however, arise when looking at the parents’ perceptions to support their child
academically (see items 3 to 5), where EPS parents express across all three grades that they perceived
themselves as being more able to support their child based on their own language skills compared o
parents of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. In C4.1/P5, for example, 95 % of EPS
parents (rather) agree with the statement that their own language skills allow them to support their
child when learning in their main language of instruction compared to 71 % in parents of students who
follow the Luxembourgish curriculum (see item 3). When it comes to supporting their child in the subject
of mathematics (see item 4) as well as when doing their homework (see item 5), differences in favour
of EPS parents are, however, considerably less pronounced — particularly in C3.1/P3 and C4.1/P5. In
C2.1/P1, however, group differences in favour of EPS parents can also be observed for the parents’
perceived abilities to support their child in mathematics and when doing homework based on their

own language skills in their child's main language of instruction.
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Chapter IV: Cross-Sectional Parental Perceptions of Multilingualism and Parental Support

Figure 1V.2 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages
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ltem 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

ltem 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child's teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Iltem 3 QOur language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
ltem 4 QOur language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

Iltem 5 QOur language skills in our child‘s main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.

When splitting the analysis on the parents’ behavioural involvement in their child’'s academic learning

by curriculum and the background variables of gender, SES as well as language and migration

background, it becomes apparent that the group difference in favour of EPS parents in offering their

child academic support (and this particularly so in their main language of instruction) that was

observed in the full sample of primary school students across grades, can also be found when

88




investigating the students based on their background characteristics (e.g., among both parents of
male and female EPS students and among both parents of low and high SES students; see item 3 in
Tables A.21 and A.22, respectively). When looking at students split by migration background (see Table
A.23), however, results indicate that the group differences in supporting their child academically that
were identified in favour of EPS parents can only be observed for students with a migration
background (and this across all the items assessing the parents’ perceived ability to provide
academic support), whereas no differences could be found for parents of native EPS students. The
most pronounced differences between EPS parents and parents of students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum can be observed when splitting the students by their language

background. Figure IV.3 illustrates these findings by the example of C4.1/P5 students.

Whereas no group differences can be identified for parents of students with a Luxembourgish/German
language background when it comes to their perceived ability of supporting their child academically
based on their own language skills, coherent differences in favour of parents of EPS studentsin C4.1/P5
can be observed for all other language groups. Looking at the item “Our language skills in our child's
main language of insfruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English™,
100 % of parents of French-speaking and English-speaking EPS students (rather) agreed compared to
59 % of parents of French-speaking students and 54 % of parents of English-speaking students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum. The same, but slightly less pronounced pattern, has also been found
for parents of Portuguese-speaking students, where 81 % of EPS parents (rather) agreed to be able to
support their child academically when learning in its main language of instruction based on their own
language skills compared to 51 % of parents of students who follow the Luxembourgish curriculum. For
parents of French- and English-speaking EPS students, group differences in their favour also arise for
items 4 (“Our language skills in our child‘s main language of instruction allow us fo support our child in
the subject of mathematics”) and 5 (“*Our language skills in our child‘s main language of instruction
allow us to support our child with their homework”). This pronounced pattern of group differences that
are in favour of parents of EPS students with a French, Porfuguese, or English language background is
also observable in C2.1/P1 and C3.1/P3 (see Table A.24).
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Chapter IV: Cross-Sectional Parental Perceptions of Multilingualism and Parental Support

Figure 1V.3 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support in C4.1/P5 - Split by Language Background
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ltem 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

ltem 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child's teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Iltem 3 QOur language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
ltem 4 QOur language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

Iltem 5 QOur language skills in our child‘s main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.
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5.4 INTERMEDIARY SUMMARY

Using the EpStan results of the school year 2024/25, the parents’ general perceptions of multilingualism
in Luxembourg’s education system as well as their ability to support their child academically based on
their own language skills in their child’s main language of instruction were investigated at primary
school level with a focus on group differences between EPS parents and parents of students following

the Luxembourgish curriculum.

The results from the parental support questionnaire indicated that parents of primary school students
in Luxembourg generally agree that the multilingualism of the country’s school system offers their child
good future opportunities. Despite these positive perceptions of multilingualism, one third of the parents
expressed their worries that the expectations related to such a multiingual school curriculum may pose

a difficulty to their child (see Figure IV.1).

When looking at the role that parents accord to themselves and to the child’s teacher, results indicate
that, irrespective of the curriculum, a vast majority of parents perceive their child’'s education as a

shared responsibility between the teacher and themselves (see Figure IV.1).

Results furthermore showed that the parents of primary school students generally agree across
curricula that their own language skills allow them to exchange with their child’s teacher, for example,
during bilan talks or at a parents’ evening. In case of communication difficulties, most parents
furthermore indicated to be able to rely on school internal and/or school external help (see Figure
IvV.2).

Whereas no considerable group differences between EPS parents and parents of students following
the Luxembourgish curriculum could be identified for their attitudes (towards multilingualism, and
regarding their shared responsibility in their child’s education) and for their possibilities to communicate
with the child’s tfeacher, a more differentiated picture could be observed with regard fo the parents’
perceived ability to support their child academically based on their own language skills in the child’s

main language of instruction.

Across all three grades, EPS parents perceived themselves as more able to support their child based
on their own language skills compared fo parents of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum.
This observation was most pronounced when it comes to support their child when learning in their main
language of instruction and less coherent for academic support in the subject of mathematics and
when supporting their child during homework (see Figure IV.2). A more fine-grained analysis of the
parents’ perceived ability to support their child academically based on their own language skills in
their child’s main language of instruction, furthermore, showed that the differences in favour of EPS

parents are particularly pronounced among student groups that have repeatedly been found to be
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at a higher risk of struggling academically in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (i.e.,
students with a migration background, students speaking a language other than Luxembourgish
and/or German at home; Boehm et al., 2016; Hadjar et al., 2018; Hornung et al., 2021). Looking at
students split by migration background, for example, showed that the group differences in supporting
their child academically could only be observed for parents of EPS students with a migration
background (and this across all items assessing the parents’ perceived ability to provide academic

support), whereas no differences could be found for parents of native EPS students (see Table A.23).

The most pronounced differences between EPS parents and parents of students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum were found when splitting the students by their language background.
Whereas no group differences can be identified for parents of students with a Luxembourgish/German
language background when it comes to their perceived ability to support their child academically
based on their own language skills, coherent differences in favour of EPS parents could be observed

for all other language groups (see Figure IV.3 and Table A.24).

These observations are in line with international research (e.g., Choe, 2022; Ortega & Ludwig, 2023;
Smith et al., 2018; Wong & Hughes, 2006) and offer an important indication that parents perceive
themselves as more able to support their child academically when their child is learning in a main
language of instruction they are themselves proficient in. Furthermore, they underline that a
broadening of the language offer in Luxembourg might contribute to reducing educational
inequalities, parficularly in light of the fact that parental support has been found to be positively
related to student outcomes such as achievement and motivational aspects (e.g., Barger et al., 2019;
Boonk ef al., 2018; Lee & Mendoza, 2025; Pinquart & Ebeling, 2020).
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CHAPTER V: CROSS-SECTIONAL
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF
LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS IN
SECONDARY EDUCATION

HOW DO THE PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS DIFFER

BETWEEN EPS STUDENTS AT SECONDARY SCHOOL LEVEL AND

THEIR PEERS FOLLOWING THE LUXEMBOURGISH CURRICULUM?
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Chapter V: Cross-Sectional Student Perceptions of Learning Environments in Secondary Education

6. CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS IN
SECONDARY EDUCATION

6.1 THEORETICAL BACKGRAND AND RESEARCH AIM OF THE PRESENT CHAPTER

With EPS giving their students the opportunity to choose alanguage section and thus a main language
of instruction (German, French, or English), which allows them to pursue their education in a language
that is linguistically closer to their home language background (e.g., another Romance language), a
potential explanation for the observed achievement differences in favour of EPS students compared
to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Colling et al., 2023, Colling et al., 2024; see also

Chapter | and Chapter Il of the present report) might lie in the better linguistic fit offered in EPS.

However, other important structural differences exist between EPS and schools that are following the
Luxembourgish curriculum, such as, for example, the external evaluation that EPS need to undergo on
a regular basis in order to be considered as an Accredited European Schools (AES, Schola Europea,
2019). In addition, EPS have a higher flexibility when it comes to the recruitment of their teachers, who

furthermore must pass a statutory evaluation every four years (for more details see Colling et al., 2023).

In educational research, different school systems and tracks are also understood as differential
learning environments, whose characteristics vary with regard fo the three generic dimensions of
teaching quality, namely classroom management (e.g., the provision of a structured and low-noise
learning environment), teacher support (e.g., the alignment of instruction to individual student needs
and goals), and cognitive activation, defined as the degree of cognitive challenge and the

stimulation of higher-order thinking (Praetorius et al., 2018).

With one limitation of the European Public School Report 2023 being that the available data did not
allow to identify one specific explanation for the observed performance differences between students
in EPS and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, a student questionnaire assessing the
three dimensions of learning environments (e.g., cognitive activation, classroom management and
student support; Praetorius et al., 2018) has been integrated into the EpStan at secondary school level
in order to understand whether EPS and school following the Luxembourgish curriculum differ when it
comes to the learning environments they offer to their students; a dimension that could conftribute o
explaining potential achievement and motivational differences between EPS and schools following

the Luxembourgish curriculum. The present chapter thus investigates the following research question:

How do the perceptions of learning environments differ between EPS students at secondary school

level and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum@
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6.2 MEASURES

In order to assess learning environments at secondary schoollevel within the EpStan, the existing student

guestionnaire was extended by items targeting the three following generic dimensions of teaching

quality (Praetorius et al., 2018) that are well-established in international research and proven to shape

differential learning environments:

(a)

(b)

Cognitive activation:

Cognitive activationrelies on central perceptions of constructivistlearning theories, emphasizing
that knowledge cannot simply be fransferred from one person (i.e., the teacher) to another
(i.e., the student), but that the learner must actively construct and integrate their knowledge
through experiences and interpretations (Helmke, 2009). Cognitive activation thus refers to
instructional practices that stimulate students’ active engagement in critical thinking and
problem-solving, through challenging tasks and a collaborative discourse that encourages
them to apply their learning strategies and to use their prior knowledge in order to develop a
stfronger conceptual understanding of the infroduced concepts (Klieme et al., 2001; Praetorius
et al., 2018; Schiepe-Tiska, 2019). The dimension of cognitive activation is assessed in the
student questionnaire via eight items tapping into central elements of this definition such as,
for example, “In my classes, we have to apply the things we have learned to new situations™
(e.g., assessing task format) or “In my classes, we work in groups to find solutions together”

(e.g., assessing the social setting).

Classroom management:

Classroom management refers to a feacher’s ability to create and sustain a productive learning
environment by preventing and regulating disruptions, by establishing clear rules and routines,
and managing time effectively so that instructional and learning fime can be used optimally
(Helmke, 2009; Praetorius et al., 2018). The sixitems in the EpStan student questionnaire assessing
classroom management are tapping into the teachers’ ability to regulate disruptions by items
such as “In my classes, the teachers don't know what to do when we disrupt the lessons” or “In
my classes, some students keep disturbing, even though the others want to work”. While three
items were newly included into the questionnaire, three other items tapping into classroom
management are already administered in the EpStan student questionnaire as part of the

concept of students’ tendency for disruption (see 4.2.1).

Teacher support:
Teacher support can generally be defined as the teacher’s ability to align its teaching to the
students’ individual needs by creating a supportive, student-centered environment, in which

students are feeling that their teacher is interested in their learning progress, provides them with
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constructive feedback and builds a positive teacher-student-relationship with them. The nine
items assessing teacher support within the EpStan student questionnaire are tapping into these
central aspects of teacher support by including, for example, statements such as “In my
classes, the teachers are interested in my learning progress” or “In my classes, the teachers talk
with me about my strengths and weaknesses”. Besides four newly included items, five other
items are already administered in the student questionnaire as part of the concept of teacher-
student relationship (e.g., “In my classes, | get extra support from my teacher when | need it”;
see 4.2.1).

All statements were presented to the students on a 4-point Likert scale (ranging from “does not apply™
to “does apply”) and they were invited to express their level of agreement with each item. Whereas
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum could switch between German and French versions
of the items (i.e., their two main languages of instruction), students attending EPS could switch
between German, French, and English (i.e., the languages of the three main language sections in
EPS).

6.3 RESULTS

6.3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON THE EPSTAN COHORT OF THE SCHOOL YEAR 2024/25

The findings on the students’ perceptions of learning environments in secondary education presented
in the present chapter are based on the full cohort of $3/5¢ students of the school year 2024/25. At the
secondary school level, 750 students attended EPS in $3/5¢ (which equals to 10.7 % of the full EpStan
cohort of §3/5¢ students). In secondary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, N = 1963
students attended the Enseignement secondaire classique (ESC; highest school track). Within the
Enseignement secondaire général, N = 3645 students attended the Voie d'crientation (ESG;
intermediary track) and N = 686 students were allocated to the Voie de préparation (ESG-VP; lowest
track). Students from S1/7¢ were excluded from the analyses considering that not all students of this

grade are taking part in the EpStan, resulting in the fact that the data is not (yet) fully representative.

The sociodemographic characteristics of the two student populations (i.e., EPS students in green and
students following the Luxembourgish curriculum in yellow) can be found in Table V.1 (see section 2.3.2

for more details on the measures used to assess the students’ background characteristics).
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Table V.1 - Detailed Sample Description of the EpStan Cohort of $3/5¢ students for the School Year 2024/25

Language background

N HISEl (mean) % female % natives % Lux/German % French % Portuguese % English
% £ ESC 1963 58 53 % 55 % 59 % 22 % 10 % 4%
52
o >
-g Q | ESG 3645 41 47 % 32% 33 % 15 % 34 % 2%
@ >
X O
= ESG-VP 686 34 35% 23 % 22 % 14 % 46 % 2%
S3 750 54 47 % 13% 17 % 29 % 20 % 1%

Note. N = Number of students. HISEI = Highest International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status value. ESC = Enseignement
secondaire classique. ESG = Enseignement secondaire général - voie d'orientation. ESG-VP = Enseignement secondaire général - voie

de préparation. For details on the operationalisation of student background variables, see 2.3.2.

In line with the cross-sectional findings discussed in previous reports (Colling et al., 2023, Colling et al.,
2024), the composition of the EPS student population differs considerably from the composition of the
student population following the Luxembourgish curriculum also at secondary school level. In EPS, the
stfudent population is characterised by a high SES (HISEIl mean of 54), a low share of native students
(13 %) as well as by a comparably high share of French-speaking students (29 %). Although the mean
SES of the EPS population is most comparable with their peersin ESC (HISEI mean of 58), the combination
of alow share of native students and of students having a French language background cannot be

found in any of the three school tracks in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

These observed differences in the student population between EPS and secondary schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum, together with the facts that secondary school students in EPS all attend
one common track and that two thirds of EPS students have only fransitioned into the EPS system after
having pursued primary education in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (see section
4.3.3 for details), make it important to underline that the following findings on secondary education

should be interpreted with additional caution.

6.3.2 STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

COGNITIVE ACTIVATION

Figure V.1 shows how secondary school studentsin S3/5¢ perceive theirlearning environment regarding
the domain of cognitive activation for EPS students and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers following
the Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact wording of all items is provided in the table below the figure

(see section 6.2 for more details on the assessed constructs).
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Figure V.1 - $3/5¢ Students’ Perceptions of Cognitive Activation Expressed in Percentages

EPS ESC ESG ESG-VP
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ltem 1 In my classes, teachers ask questions that make me think.

ltem 2 In my classes, we have to apply the things we have learned to new situations.

ltfem 3 In my classes, we get exercises that we can solve in different ways.

ltem 4 In my classes, we work on projects or portfolios.

ltem 5 In my classes, we work in groups to find solutions together.

ltem 6 In my classes, we have to explain our own ideas about an exercise.

ltem 7 In my classes, we discuss together and are asked to question each other's opinions.
ltem 8 In my classes, | have the opportunity to reflect on texts and to form my own opinions.

As expressed by the dark and light green bars, approximately two thirds of all $3/5¢ students perceive
their learning environment as (rather) cognitively activating. They, for example, consider their teachers
to present them with cognitively challenging tasks with agreement rates ranging from 61 % in ESG-VP
stfudents to 75 % in EPS students foritem 1 (“In my classes, teachers ask questions that make me think”)
aswell as from 65 % in ESG-VP students to 69 % in EPS students foritem 3 (“In my classes, we get exercises
that we can solve in different ways”). In addition, S3/5¢ students (rather) agreed with statements which
illustrate that they are encouraged to work together (e.g., with agreement rates ranging from 60 % in
ESG students to 70 % in EPS students for the statement "In my classes, we work in groups to find solutions
together”) and to discuss different opinions (e.g., with agreement rates ranging from 56 % for ESG-VP
stfudents to 63 % for EPS students for the statement “In my classes, we discuss ftogether and are asked
fo question each other’s opinions”). Differences between curricula consequently stayed below 10 %
with the exception of item 1, where—compared to EPS students—a higher share of stfudents in ESG-VP

did not agree that the teachers ask questions that make them think, and item 4, where both more EPS
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and ESG-VP students reported to be working on projects or portfolios. Considering that no systematic
differences could be observed between curricula, cognitive activation seems thus fo be perceived
as (rather) high in S3/5¢ students and this irespective of whether they are attending EPS or a school

following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT

Figure V.2 shows how secondary school studentsin S3/5¢ perceive their learning environment regarding
the domain of classroom management for EPS students and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact wording of all items is provided in the table below

the figure (see section 6.2 for more details on the assessed constructs).

Figure V.2 - $3/5¢ Students’ Perceptions of Classroom Management Expressed in Percentages

ESG

[ Does apply Does rather apply | Does rather not apply Il Does not apply

Item 1 In my classes, the teachers can't get the students to listen.

Item 2 In my classes, the teachers don't know what o do when we disrupt the lessons.
Iltem 3 In my classes, the teachers let us get away with many things during the lessons.
ltem 4 In my classes, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.

Iltem 5 In my classes, it is often not easy for teachers to keep the classroom quiet.

Item 6 In my classes, some student keep disturbing, even though the others want to work.

As expressed by the dark and light green bars, $3/5¢ students perceived their learning environment to
be disrupted at times (see items 4 to 6) with agreement rates ranging, for example, from 54 % expressed
by EPS students to 65 % by their ESG peers for the item “In my classes, we sometimes disrupt the class
on purpose”. As can be seen when looking at the dark and light grey bars foritem 1 and 2, the majority
of students across curricula does, however, express that they do (rather) not agree with the statements

that their teachers don’t know how to geft their students to listen (disagreement rates ranging from 55
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% in ESG-VP students to 69 % in ESC students) or that their teachers don’t know what to do when the
students disrupt the lessons (disagreement rates ranging from 69 % in ESG students to 79 % in their ESC
peers). The findings on classroom management thus seem to indicate that there is a certain tfendency
for disruption in S3/5¢, but that students generally perceive their teachers as (rather) able to manage
such disruptions. Differences between curricula thereby consequently stayed below 10 % with the only
exception arising for item 6, where a higher share of EPS students fully agrees (43 %) that some students

keep disturbing in their classes, even though the others want to work compared to ESC (29 %) students.

TEACHER SUPPORT

Figure V.3 shows how secondary school studentsin S3/5¢ perceive their learning environment regarding
the domain of teacher support for EPS students and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum. The exact wording of all items is provided in the table below the figure (see

section 6.2 for more details on the assessed constfructs).

Figure V.3 - $3/5¢ Students’ Perceptions of Teacher Support Expressed in Percentages
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ltfem 1 In my classes, the teachers are interested in my learning progress.

ltem 2 In my classes, the teachers tell me what | can do to improve myself.

ltem 3 In my classes, the teachers talk with me about my strengths and weaknesses.

ltem 4 In my classes, the teachers ask me what | understood and what | didn't understand.
ltem 5 In my classes, most teachers treat me in a fair manner.

ltem 6 In my classes, the students get along well with most teachers.

ltem 7 In my classes, it is important to the teachers that the students feel comfortable.
ltem 8 In my classes, the teachers are interested in what | have to say.

ltem 9 In my classes, | get extra support from my teacher when | need it.

100




As expressed by the dark and light green bars, approximately two thirds of all $3/5¢ students perceived
their teachers to be interested in their students' learning progress with agreement rates ranging from
61 % in ESC students to 66 % in their EPS peers foritem 1 (*In my classes, the teachers are interested in
my learning progress™). Whereas most $3/5¢ students (rather) agreed that their teachers tell them what
they can do fo improve themselves (see item 2 with agreement rates ranging from 68 % in ESC students
to 72 % in EPS students) and that the teachers ask them what they understood and didn’t understand
in their classes (see item 4 with agreement rates ranging from 65 % in ESC students to 68 % in the three
other groups), a slightly lower share of S3/5¢e students furthermore (rather) agrees with item 3, assessing
whether teachers talk with their students about their strengths and weaknesses (with agreement rates
ranging from 41 % in ESC students to 62 % in ESG-VP students). When looking at items 5 to 8, which are
assessing teacher-student-relationship, the majority of S3/5¢ students perceived themselves to have a
positive relationship with their teachers with agreement rates ranging, for example, from 76 % in ESG-
VP 10 83 % in ESC foritem 5 (“In my classes, most teachers treat me in a fair manner™). In addition, $3/5¢
students stated to get extra support from their teachers if needed with agreement rates ranging from
74 % in EPS o 80 % in ESC (see item 9). Taken together, these results indicate a (rather) positive student
perception of their teachers’ support; an observation that can be made irrespective of the attended

curriculum considering that group differences generally stayed below 10 %.

6.4 INTERMEDIARY SUMMARY

Using the EpStan results of the school year 2024/25, students’ perceptions of their learning environment
(i.e., cognitive activation, classroom management, teacher support) were analysed in grade S3/5¢ at
secondary school level comparing the perceptions of EPS students to their peers in ESC, ESG, and ESG-

VP that are following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

The results from the student questionnaire indicate that the majority of S3/5¢ students generally perceive
their learning environment to be cognitively activating with teachers presenting them with cognitively
challenging tasks as well as encouraging them to work together and to discuss different opinions (see
Figure V.1).The findings on classroom management indicate a certain tendency for disruption in S3/5¢,
but students perceived their teachers as (rather) able fo manage such disruptions (see Figure V.2).
Looking at the students’ perception of teacher support, the majority of S3/5¢ students perceived their
teachers to be interested in their learning progress and to provide them with constructive feedback.
In addition, the majority of S3/5¢ students perceived themselves to have a positive relationship with

their teachers and to get extra support from them if needed (see Figure V.3).

Taken together, these resultsindicate arather positive student perception of their learning environment
at grade S3/5¢; an observation that can be made irrespective of the attended curriculum considering

that group differences generally stayed below 10 %. With regard to achievement differences identified
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in the subject of mathematics at secondary school level (e.g., Colling et al., 2023; Colling et al., 2024;
as well as Chapter | of the present report), it can thus be concluded that no systematic differences in
the students’ perceptions of their learning environments emerged between EPS and schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum at secondary school level that could contribute to explaining the group
differences observed in favour of EPS students compared to their ESG and ESG-VP peers. In this
context, the assumed better linguistic fit in EPS remains thus a plausible explanation for the observed
achievement differences; particularly in higher educational grades where the subject of mathematics
has become increasingly complex and is thereby likely to rely more heavily on the students’ language

competencies in the language of instruction used for teaching mathematics.

Considering that learning environments have thus far only been assessed at secondary school level in
the EpStan, it can, however, not be excluded that differences in students’ perceptions of the learning
environment might be observable at primary school level, where findings on the teacher-student
relationship (see Chapter lll), a construct in which some statements are used that are also part of the
teacher support dimension of learning environments (see 6.2), differed between students in EPS and
their school peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., a more positive teacher-student

relationship observed in favour of primary school students following the Luxembourgish curriculum).

Although the present chapter did not yield systematic differences in the $3/5¢ students’ perception of
their learning environments, it cannot be excluded that other structural differences between EPS and
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., institutionalised quality insurance, greater
flexibility in tfeacher recruitment, primary and secondary school within one institution, common core
frack unfil the end of lower secondary school) might contribute to explaining the observed
achievement differences besides the identified differences in the student population as well as the
assumption of a better linguistic fit between the students’ main language of instruction and their home

language background.
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Conclusion and Outlook

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

WHAT ARE THE MAIN FINDINGS OF THE PRESENT REPORT AND

WHAT IMPLICATIONS DO THEY HAVE FOR FUTURE RESEARCH?
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Conclusion and Outlook

7. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

7.1 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE REPORT'S MAIN FINDINGS

By a stepwise extension of the Luxembourg School Monitoring Programme “Epreuves Standardisées”
(EpStan) aiming at a fullintegration of EPS in the established school monitoring system, the Luxembourg
Centre for Educational Testing (LUCET) offers an encompassing data base, that includes standardised
achievement tests scores as well as information from student and parent questionnaires, and thereby
allows a comprehensive investigation of potential differences between studentsin EPS and their peers
following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The report’s main results are summarised and discussed in the
following before pointing out important methodological limitations and providing an outlook for future

research.

Based on questionnaire data collected from both students (all grade levels) and their parents (primary
school), the present report has analysed the composition of the EPS student population compared to
the student population in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum. The results from all chapters
coherently indicate that the EPS student population differs from the student population in schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum with EPS students having a higher SES on average and French
being the language primarily spoken at home. Students with a low SES and students speaking another
language than Luxembourgish and/or German at home (i.e., Portuguese) are, on the other hand, not
taking up the offer of EPS as frequently as their high SES peers and students speaking French or English
athome (see, for example, Table lil. 1), although those student groups have repeatedly been found to
struggle academically in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Boehm et al., 2016; Hornung
et al., 2021; Ottenbacher et al., 2024).

The EpStan data collected in the school years 2022/23 and 2024/25 allowed for a first time to investigate
how the longitudinal development of mathematics achievement in EPS students at primary school level
compares to the development of mathematics achievement in students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum by following two cohorts longitudinally; one from C2.1/P1 to C3.1/P3 and one from C3.1/P3
to C4.1/P5. Findings indicate that EPS students from both cohorts show, on average, a more favorable
development in mathematics than their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., a more
moderate mean score decline; see Figure 1.4). In addition, student groups that have repeatedly been
found fo be at a higher risk of struggling academically in Luxembourg’s education system (e.g., low-
SES students, students having a non-Luxembourgish/German language background) showed a more
positive development in mathematics in both cohorts when attending an EPS compared to their peers
with comparable background characteristics in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g.,
a more positive mean score development between time points or a stable mean score development
that confirms group differences in favour of EPS students that were already observable at the previous

time point; see Figures I.1 to 1.3).
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Besides these first insights on the longitudinal development of mathematics at primary school level, the
present report is furthermore able to illustrate for a first fime how academic achievement in language
subjects differs between P1 students attending EPS and their C2.1 peers following the Luxembourgish
curriculum cross-sectionally. EpStan results of the school year 2024/25 in Luxembourgish listening
comprehension (main language of instruction in cycle 1) showed that C2.1/P1 students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum display more encompassing skills compared to EPS students in the French or
English language section. Students from the German language section in EPS (mostly with a
Luxembourgish/German language background) are, however, performing better in Luxembourgish
listening comprehension compared to their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Looking at
listening comprehension in the students’ language of literacy acquisition, EPS students in the French
as well as in the German language sections showed considerably higher skills in listening
comprehension of their respective language of literacy acquisition than their peers following the
Luxembourgish curriculum. When it comes to early literacy in the students’ language of literacy
acquisition, EPS students from the French language section also showed higher skills compared to their

peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

In addition to analysing academic achievement in educational key domains, the present report has
explored how the academic motivation and wellbeing of EPS students differ from those of students
following the Luxembourgish curriculum at both primary and secondary school level. EpStan data from
the school year 2024/25 indicated that students across all three primary school grades assessed (i.e.,
C2.1/P1, C3.1/P3, and C4.1/P5) generally reported a high domain-general academic motivation (i.e.,
academic self-concept and interest) and low anxiety; an observation that can be made irrespective
of the attended curriculum. A similar pattern could also be observed for domain-specific academic
motivation in mathematics. When analysing the results split by student background characteristics, no
systematic differences across all grades and constructs could be identified between EPS student and
their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum. Nevertheless, some specific differences emerged
for certain constructs and student subgroups, particularly in the higher grade levels (i.e., C3.1/P3 and
C4.1/P5) such as a slightly lower domain-specific academic self-concept in mathematics observed in
certain EPS student groups, that are generally at an academic advantage in Luxembourg’s education
system, compared to students with the same background characteristics following the Luxembourgish
curriculum. More details on these observations and how they could potentially be explained by Marsh’s
Big-Fish-Litfle-Pond Effect can be found in the intfermediary summary of Chapter lll. When looking at
domain-specific academic motivation in the students’ main language of instruction at primary school
level, the maijority of students across the three grades assessed express high levels of motivation in their
main language of instruction. In contrast to the constructs of general motivation and domain-specific
motivationin mathematics, consistent group differencesin favour of EPS students were observed, which

indicate both a higher enjoyment of as well as a higher motivation to read in their main language of
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instruction. These differences in favour of EPS students were particularly pronounced in students having
a low SES (see Figure lil.4) and in students with a non-Luxembourgish/German language background
(see Figure lII.5). In light of a strong consensus in research that academic motivation and academic
achievement are positively related to each other (Niepel et al., 2014; Schiefele et al., 2016; Wolff et al.,
2021), this observation seems particularly important. In secondary school, S3/5¢ students attending EPS
and their ESC, ESG, and ESG-VP peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum generally showed a
high domain-general academic motivation and low general anxiety. Domain-specific self-conceptin
mathematics and science was slightly lower than domain-general self-concept, but domain-specific
interest and anxiety were comparable to the domain-general observations. No systematic differences
were found at secondary school level when comparing students in EPS to their peers following the

Luxembourgish curriculum?s,

With regard to academic wellbeing, primary school students across all grades generally indicated a
high school satisfaction, a positive class climate and teacher-student-relationship as well as a (rather)
low tendency for purposeful disruptions in their class. Whereas no group differences between EPS and
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum could be identified in C2.1/P1, students following the
Luxembourgish curriculum reported a considerably more positive teacher-student-relationship in both
C3.1/P3 and in C4.1/P5, and a more positive class climate in C3.1/P3 compared to their peers in EPS.
More details on these observations and how they could potentially be explained by existing structural
differences in the organization of teaching (i.e., the generalist teacher setting in schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum compared fo the specialist teacher sefting in EPS) between curricula can
be found in the intermediary summary of Chapter lll. In contrast, EPS students reported a higher school
satisfaction in C4.1/P5, which might be explained by the fact that they can pursue their education in
their selected main language of instruction, and this aspect might be particularly beneficial in higher
school grades, in which the academic expectations the students are confronted with become higher.
In secondary school, approximately half of the student population reported to be satisfied with their
school experience in general and a majority of students reported a generally positive class climate
and teacher-student-relationship. In contrast to findings in primary school, no systematic differences
in class climate and teacher-student-relationship in favour of students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum could be identified, which might be rooted in the fact that secondary schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum as well as EPS draw upon a specialist teacher setting, thereby erasing

structural differences in the organization of teaching that exist at the primary school level.

13 Considering that the concept of “main language of instruction™ is more difficult to apply to the secondary school setting (e.g., different main languages of instruction
based on track allocation in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum), the related chapter did not report on domain-specific academic motivation in language

subjects at secondary school level.
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Besides focusing on achievement in mathematics and language subjects as well as on motivation and
wellbeing of students, the parents’ general perceptions of multilingualism in Luxembourg's education
system as well as their ability to support their child academically based on their own language skills in
their child’'s main language of instruction were investigated at primary school level. Findings from the
parental support questionnaire indicate that parents generally fend to agree that the multilingualism
of Luxembourg's school system offers their child good future opportunities. Despite this perception, one
third of the parents expressed their worries that the expectations related to such a multilingual school
curriculum may pose a difficulty to their child. Whereas the parents indicated that their own language
skills allow them to exchange with their child’s teacher (e.g., during bilan talks or at parents’ evening),
a more differentiated picture was observed when it comes to the parents’ perceived ability to support
their child academically based on their own language skills in the child’s main language of instruction,
for which considerable group differences were observed. Across all primary school grades assessed,
parents of EPS students perceived themselves as more able to support their child academically based
on their own language skills compared to parents of students following the Luxembourgish curriculum.
This observation was most pronounced for supporting their child when it is learning in its main language
of instruction and less coherent for academic support in mathematics and during their homework. The
most important differences between EPS parents and parents of students following the Luxembourgish
curriculum were found when splitting the students by their language background. Whereas no group
differences were found for parents of students with a Luxembourgish/German language background,
coherent differences in favour of parents of EPS students when it comes to their perceived ability to
support their child academically based on their own language skills could be observed for all the other
language groups (see Figure IV.3 and Table A.24). These results are in line with international research,
indicating that a higher parental proficiency in their child’s main language of instruction relates to a
higher parental involvement among parents that are having another home language background,
whereas lower language skills tend to hamper the parents’ involvement in their child learning and
academic progress either directly or moderated via perceived self-efficacy (e.g., Choe, 2022; Ortega
& Ludwig, 2023; Smith et al., 2018; Wong & Hughes, 2006).

Taken together, all these findings seem to indicate that the assumed better linguistic fit in EPS, which
results out of the fact that students have the opportunity to choose a language section and thereby
a main language of instruction (German, French, or English) allowing them to pursue their education
in alanguage that is linguistically closer to their home language background confributes to explaining
observed differences in favour of EPS students in the longitudinal development of their mathematics
achievement (Chapter I) as well as their more encompassing skills in their language of literacy
acquisition (Chapter ll) compared to students following the Luxembourgish curriculum. These findings
seem to be in line with international research indicating that students might benefit from educational

systems in which they can learn in a language that is linguistically related to their home language
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background (e.g., Réthlisberger et al., 2021; for a systematic review see Rogde et al., 2019). In addition,
the fact that EPS students have the opportunity to pursue their education in a selected main language
of instruction — resulting potentially in a better understanding of their school subjects — might thereby
contribute to explaining group differences in favour of EPS students when it comes to academic
motivation (e.g., the enjoyment of learning and reading in their main language of instruction) and
wellbeing (e.g., school satisfaction; Chapter lll). Furthermore, EPS students might also benefit from the
observation that their parents perceive themselves as more able to support them academically based
on their own language skills in the main language of instruction, considering that research has shown
that the parents’ possibilities to support their child when it comes to learning (e.g., doing homework,
preparing for tests) positively relates to student outcomes such as achievement and motivational
aspects (e.g., Barger et al., 2019; Boonk et al., 2018; Lee & Mendoza, 2025; Pinquart & Ebeling, 2020,
see Chapter V).

The present report does, however, not allow to draw one final conclusion on which specific aspect of
EPS decisively contributes in explaining the observed differences in favour of EPS students. Besides the
assumed better linguistic fit, the student population in EPS differs considerably from the one in schools
following the Luxemburgish curriculum, for example, with regard to the share of students with a low SES
or with a specific language background (e.g., Portfuguese). This different student population could be
another explanation for the achievement and motivational differences observed in favour of students
attending EPS that would be in line with research findings illustrating that a higher SES at school level
relates to a student’s individual achievement (Caldas & Bankston, 1997; Opdenakker & Damme, 2001;
Sykes & Kuyper, 2013). In a study that investigated the effects of classroom composition on academic
achievement, Hornstra et al. (2015) discussed, for example, that feachers might lower the instructional
level in classes with a higher share of students with a low SES and that low SES students might generally
be more sensitive to contextual classroom effects (e.q., class size, didactical approaches, instruction

quality) than their peers with a high SES, which might in furn result in achievement differences.

In addition, important structural differences exist between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum. The EPS established in Luxembourg are Accredited European Schools (AES) that are linked
to the European School system by the means of a so-called Accreditation Agreement. In order to get
and maintain the AES status, EPS in Luxembourg have to meet different requirements for accreditation
in the domains of curriculum implementation (Article 3), linguistic conditions (e.g., offered language
sections, Article 4), pedagogical content (e.g., preparation for taking the European Baccalaureate
examination, Arficle 5), and teacher quadlifications (e.g., pedagogical and language qualifications,
Article 6, for details see Schola Europea, 2019). With accreditation being granted for a maximum of
three years, EPS are subject toregular external evaluations and undergo, in contrast to schools following

the Luxembourgish curriculum, an institutionalized quality assurance, which might in turn relate to the
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observed differences in educational outcomes between EPS students and those in schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum. Another structural difference is that EPS have a greater flexibility in their
teacher recruitment, which results in more freedom in hiring tfeacher profiles that fit the school’s needs
(e.g., teachers that are native speakers of the language they teach or must have a command of the
language at the highest level of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages; see
Schola Europea, 2018). In the scope of the previously described institutionalized quality assurance, EPS
teachers are furthermore undergoing a statutory evaluation every fourth year, which is conducted in
line with three defined categories of the AES Teaching Standards (e.g., Teaching and learning, Wider
professional responsibilities, Professional conduct and qualities; see Schola Europea, 2023). This greater
flexibility in teacher recruitment and the statutory evaluation could potentially be further structural
differences, which might relate to the observed educational differences between EPS students and

their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

As a response to the findings of the first European Public School Report (LUCET & SCRIPT, 2023) and in
order to gain a deeper understanding of whether the learning environment in EPS differs from the one
in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum along the three established dimensions of feaching
quality (i.e., cognitive activation, classroom management, and teacher support, Praetorius et al., 2018),
the student questionnaire at secondary school level was extended respectively. Results indicate that
the maijority of S3/5¢ students generally perceive theirlearning environment to be cognitively activating
(e.g., with teachers presenting them with cognitively challenging tasks) and although the findings on
classroom management indicate a certain tfendency for disruption in $S3/5¢, students perceived their
teachers as (rather) able to manage such disruptions. Looking at their perception of teacher support,
the majority of $3/5¢ students perceived their teachers to be interested in their learning progress and
to provide them with constructive feedback. In addition, most S3/5¢ students reported a positive
relationship with their teachers and to get exira support from them if needed. Taken together, these
results indicate a rather positive student perception of their learning environment in grade S3/5¢; an
observation that can be made irrespective of the attended curriculum. It can thus be concluded that
no systematic differences emerged between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum
at secondary schoollevel that could confribute to explaining the group differences observed in favour
of EPS students compared to their ESG and ESG-VP peers. Considering that learning environments
have thus far only been assessed in secondary school, it cannot be excluded that differences in the
learning environment might be observable at primary school level, where findings on teacher-student-
relationship (see Chapter lll); a construct in which some statements are used that are also part of

teacher support, differed between EPS and schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.
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7.2 STATISTICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

Although the presentreport allows an encompassing evaluation of how EPS differ from schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum, they should be interpreted with caution due to a number of important

statistical and methodological limitations, that are described in more detail in the following.

(1) Small student groups in EPS: The current analyses are based on small stfudent numbers due to the
fact that only about 6 % and 11 % of the full EpStan cohort are attending EPS at primary and secondary
school level, respectively. Small student groups are increasing the risk that outliers (i.e., students with a
very high or low achievement scores) impact, for example, achievement scores considerably stronger
than in bigger groups. In addition, the EPS student population differs considerably from the student
population in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, which translates into very small groups
of students characterized, for example, by a low SES or a specific language background. Analyses can
therefore currently only be split by either student background characteristics (as for the development
of academic achievement illustrated in Chapterl) or by language section attended (as for academic
achievementin language subjects illustrated in Chapterll). In addition, the small Ns in EPS do not allow
to investigate students based on a combination of background variables that are disadvantageous
in the context of schooling, although such students (e.g., students with a low SES speaking no language
ofinstruction at home) have repeatedly been found to be particularly at risk of struggling academically
when following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Boehm et al., 2016; Hornung et al., 2021; Ottenbacher
et al., 2024).

(2) Limited comparability of the C2.1/P1 tests assessing the students’ language of literacy acquisition:
As discussed in more detail in section 3.2, a certain sample size is required in order to validly scale the
results of an academic achievement test using advanced ltem Response Theory (IRT) models. Due o
the small student numbers attending the French language section in EPS (N = 180), which completed
the two French achievement tests in listening comprehension and early literacy, it was not possible to
scale these tests in the same way as the other EpStan achievement tests (i.e., on the EpStan scale that
is normed in such a way that the mean value for all students of a certain grade in Luxembourg lies at
500 points with a standard deviation of 100 points in a reference school year; Fischbach et al., 2014).
The results for the students’ achievement in their language of literacy acquisition are therefore shown
by the items’ level of theoretical difficulty (i.e., level 1 corresponding to the Niveau Socle and level 2
to the Niveau Avancé as defined in the national education standards; MENFP, 2011). When interpreting
the results on the students’ academic achievement in their language of literacy acquisition, it thus has
to be kept in mind that the results of EPS students attending a French language section in the French
tests (i.e., listening comprehension in French, Premiers Pas vers I'Ecrit) are not directly comparable to the
results of their peers attending a German language section or following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

However, conceptual equating between the academic achievement tests across the two languages
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of literacy acquisition can be guaranteed as that the same reference documents were used for the
development of the two tests (i.e., Plan d'Etudes; MENFP, 2011) and they were furthermore developed

based on the same procedures (e.g., in feams of interdisciplinary experts).

(3) EpStan achievement tasks were developed based on education standards of schools following the
Luxembourgish curriculum: In light of the fact that all tasks presented in the EpStan were developed
based on education standards defined by the Ministry of Education, Children and Youth for primary
and secondary schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, it cannot be excluded that a certain
construct or skill (e.g., in mathematics) is infroduced at an earlier or later stage in EPS compared to its
foreseen infroduction in the Luxembourgish curriculum resulting in a potential over- or underestimation
of skills. In addition, the introduction of languages of instruction in schools following the Luxembourgish
curriculum differs as French is infroduced as an additional language early on, whereas students in EPS
select their second language which is clearly defined and taught as a foreign language. Therefore, a
more in-depth analysis of the respective curricula and their teaching approaches would have to be
foreseen for future studies to allow for a more reliable conclusion about which factors might contribute
to explaining the observed achievement differences in mathematics and language achievement

between students in EPS and their peers in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum.

(4) Limited comparability between EPS students and students following the Luxembourgish curriculum
at secondary school level: As discussed in more detail in section 4.3.4, secondary school students in
schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum are allocated to three different school tracks based
on their academic abilities. In contrast, EPS follow the principle of allocating all their students to a single
common frack until the end of lower secondary education. These two different approaches need to
be taken into consideration when interpreting the present report’s findings at secondary school level
(i.e., comparison of three ability-based school tracks fo one common school frack in EPS). In addition,
primary education in EPS spans from P1 to P5 and after these five years of primary school, students
fransition info S1, which marks the first year of lower secondary education in EPS. Students with regular
educational pathways (i.e., no grade repetition) are generally 11 years of age at that fime. In schools
following the Luxembourgish curriculum, primary education spans over a duration of six years (instead
of five), so that students with regular educational pathways are generally 12 years old when
fransitioning into 7¢ (first year of secondary education). Previous analyses showed that approximately
two thirds of the EPS student population are of a comparable age (i.e., 12 years and older) to students
in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (Colling et al., 2023), indicating that the majority of
EPS students in secondary school have transitioned to the EPS system from primary schools following
the Luxembourgish curriculum; a factor which also impacts the comparability of results at secondary
school level. To draw methodologically sound conclusions, students at secondary school level should

ideally be split based on trajectories with students having pursued their whole education in EPS being
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of special interest. Regarding the small number of EPS students at this moment in time, such an analysis
is, however, not yet feasible. Given these important restrictions, results at secondary school level should
be interpreted with high caution and considered as tentative upon which no implications should be
deduced.

7.3 IMPLICATIONS AND OUTLOOK

Despite the described statistical and methodological limitations (e.g., small sample sizes in EPS, limited
comparability of tests; see section 7.2 for details), the findings described in the present report offer an
importantindication that EPS students perform on average betterin different educational key domains
such as mathematics (at primary and secondary school level when compared to their ESG and ESG-
VP peers) and in their language of literacy acquisition at the start of their educationin C2.1/P1. Further,
primary school students in EPS reported a higher motivation to learn and read in their main instruction
language and their parents expressed a higher perceived ability to support their child academically

based on their own language skills in their child’s main instruction language.

In light of the findings that student groups that have repeatedly been found to be at a particular risk
of struggling academically in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., students with a low
SES, students speaking another language than Luxembourgish and/or German at home) display better
achievement scores and are more motivated to learn in their main language of instruction when they
are attending EPS compared to theirrespective peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum, it seems
that the establishment of EPS might confribute to encountering and reducing the existing educational

inequalities in Luxembourg's education system.

By continuously infegrating the EPS classes into its well-established school monitoring programme, the
FpStan will allow a more in-depth analysis of potential educational outcome differences between EPS
students and their peers following the Luxembourgish curriculum in the future (e.g., assessment of the
students’ language skillsin C3.1/P3 as well as in C4.1/P5). Should future studies prove that the assumed
better linguistic fit contributes to reducing the existing educational inequalities, it would be advisable
to encourage EPS fo target disadvantaged student groups more directly to increase the visibility of
their school offer among students who could benefit considerably from aftending EPS. Currently they
account for only a very small share of the EPS student population (e.g., between 12 and 29 students
with a low SES only). Besides raising the target population’s awareness towards EPS, increasing the
linguistic offer within schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum could also contribute to reducing
existing inequalities, especially when taking into consideration that the six established EPS can only
accept a limited number of students (e.g., availability of places) and that they are further away for
many stfudents than schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum (e.g., higher fravel distances, see

Gezer et al., 2023). In this context, the recent pilot project that was introduced in four primary schools
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to give C2.1 students the possibility of learning to read and write in French (SCRIPT & MENUJE, 2023) is of
particular interest and its continuous scientific evaluation will allow for a understanding of whether
broadening the linguistic offer in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum can help in
encountering the existing educational inequalities in Luxembourg that are assumed to result at least
partially out of a curriculum, in which high language expectations present an important challenge for

a growing number of students.

113



References

REFERENCES

114




References

REFERENCES

Agirdag, O., & Vanlaar, G. (2016). Does more exposure to the language of instruction leads to higher academic achievement 2
A cross-national examination. International Journal of Bilingualism, 22(1), 123-137.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006916658711

Baker, J. A., Dilly, L. J., Aupperlee, J. L., & Patil, S. A. (2003). The developmental context of school satisfaction : Schools as
psychologically healthy environments. School Psychology Quarterly, 18(2), 206-221.
https://doi.org/10.1521/s5cpq.18.2.206.21861

Barger, M. M., Kuncel, N. R., Kim, E. M., & Pomerantz, E. M. (2019). The Relation Between Parents’ Involvement in Children’s
Schooling and Children’s Adjustment : A Meta-Analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 145(9), 855-8%0.

Boehm, B., Ugen, S., Fischbach, A., Keller, U., & Lorphelin, D. (2016). Zusammenfassung der Ergebnisse in Luxemburg [Summary
of the results in Luxembourg]. In Ministry of Education, Children and Youth, SCRIPT & University of Luxembourg, LUCET
(Eds.). PISA 2015: Nationaler Bericht Luxemburg [PISA 2015: National Report Luxembourg] (p. 4-12).
https://men.public.lu/dam-assets/catalogue-publications/statistiques-etudes/secondaire/pisa-2015-de.pdf

Boonk, L., Gijselaers, H. J. M., Ritzen, H., & Brand-Gruwel, S. (2018). A review of the relationship between parental involvement
indicators and academic achievement. Educational Research Review, 24, 10-30.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.001

Brunner, M., Keller, U., Hornung, C., Reichert, M., & Martin, R. (2009). The cross-cultural generalizability of a new structural model
of academic self-concepts. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(4), 387-403.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.11.008

Caldas, S. J., & Bankston, C. (1997). Effect of school population socioeconomic status on individual academic achievement.
The Journal of Educational Research, 90(5), 269-277. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1997.10544583

Carey, E., Devine, A., Hil, F., & Szlcs, D. (2017). Differentiating anxiety forms and their role in academic performance from
primary to secondary school. PLOS ONE, 12(3), e0174418. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174418

Caviola, S., Toffalini, E., Giofre, D., Ruiz, J. M., Szics, D., & Mammarellg, I. C. (2022). Math Performance and Academic Anxiety
Forms, from Sociodemographic to Cognitive Aspects: A Meta-analysis on 906,311 Participants. Educational
Psychology Review, 34(1), 363-399. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09618-5

Chang, F. C., Mufoz, M. A., & Koshewa, S. (2008). Evaluating the Impact of Departmentalization on Elementary School
Students.pdf. Planning and Changing, 39(3 & 4), 131-145.

Choe, D. (2022). Longitudinal linkages among immigrant mothers’ language proficiency, parental self-efficacy, and school
involvement. Children and Youth Services Review, 136, 106438. https://doi.org/10.1016/].childyouth.2022.106438

Colling, J., Grund, A., Keller, U., Esch, P., Fischbach, A., & Ugen, S. (2024). Unterschiede zwischen Offentlichen Europaschulen
und Schulen, die dem luxemburgischen Lehrplan folgen : Eine Querschnittsanalyse von Mathematikleistungen in der
Grund- und  Sekundarschule. In  Nationaler  Bildungsbericht  (p.  154-163). LUCET &  SCRIPT.

https://doi.org/10.48746/bb2024lu-de-33a

115



COLLING, J., GRUND, A., KELLER, U., ESCH, P., & UGEN, S. (2023). Mathematics Achievement at Primary and Secondary School
Level: A Comparison Between Curricula (p. 98). LUCET & SCRIPT. https://doi.org/10.48746/EPS2023-4

Colling, J., Hornung, C., Esch, P., Keller, U., Hellwig, A.-L., & Ugen, S. (2024). Literacy Acquisition in German or French in the Pilot
Project “Zesumme wuessen!” — Preliminary EpStan Results of Student Characteristics, Achievement, Motivation, and
Parental Support [Application/pdf]. Luxembourg Centre for Educational Testing (LUCET).
https://doi.org/10.48746/ALPHA2024

Duong, M. T., Badaly, D., Liu, F. F., Schwartz, D., & McCarty, C. A. (2016). Generational differences in academic achievement
among immigrant youths: A metfa-analytic review. Review of Educatfional Research, 86(1), 3-41.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315577680

Fischbach, A.. Ugen, S. & Martin, R. (2014). EpStan Technical Report. University of Luxembourg, LUCET.
https://orbilu.uni.lu/bitstream/10993/15802/1/%c3%89pStan%20Technical%20Report.pdf

Fishstrom, S., Wang, H.-H., Bhat, B. H., Daniel, J., Dille, J., Capin, P., & Vaughn, S. (2022). A meta-analysis of the effects of
academic interventions on academic achievement and academic anxiety outcomes in elementary school children.
Journal of School Psychology, 92, 265-284. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.jsp.2022.03.011

Ganzeboom, H. B. G. (2010). A new International Socio-Economic Index (ISEl) of occupational status for the International
Standard Classification of Occupation 2008 (ISCO-08) constructed with data from the ISSP 2002-2007. Annual
Conference of the International Social Survey Programme, Lisbon. http://www.harryganzeboom.nl/Pdf/2010%20-
%20Ganzeboom-ISEIO8-ISSP-Lisbon-(paper).pdf

Ganzeboom, H. B. G., De Graaf, P. M., & Treiman, D. J. (1992). A standard international socio-economic index of occupational
status. Social Science Research, 21(1), 1-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-089X(92)20017-B

Gezer, E.T., Backes, S., Keller, U., & Lenz, T. (2023). European Public Schools in Luxembourg. History, Overview, Attendance Rates,
and Composition of the Student Population. In European Public School Report 2023 : Preliminary results on student
population, educational trajectories, mathematics achievement, and stakeholder perceptions (p. 3-38). LUCET &
SCRIPT. https://doi.org/10.48746/EPS2023

Gogol, K., Brunner, M., Preckel, F., Goetz, T., & Martin, R. (2016). Developmental dynamics of general and school-subject-specific
components of academic self-concept, academic interest, and academic anxiety. Frontiers in Psychology, 7.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00356

Grolnick, W. S., & Slowiaczek, M. L. (1994). Parents’ Involvement in Children’s Schooling : A Multidimensional Conceptualization
and Motivational Model. Child Development, 65(1), 237. https://doi.org/10.2307/1131378

Hadjar, A., Fischbach, A., & Backes, S. (2018). Bildungsungleichheiten im luxemburgischen Sekundarschulsystem aus zeitlicher
Perspektive [Educational inequalities in the Luxembourgish secondary education system in temporal perspective]. In
University of Luxembourg, LUCET & Ministry of Education, Children and Youth, SCRIPT (Eds.), Nationaler Bildungsbericht

Luxemburg 2018 [National Education Report for Luxembourg 2018] (p. 58-82). https://men.public.lu/dam-

116



assetfs/catalogue-publications/statistiques-etudes/themes-transversaux/nationaler-bildungsbericht-luxemburg-
2018.pdf

Helmke, A. (2009). Unterrichtsqualité&t und Lehrerprofessionalitéit. Diagnose, Evaluation und Verbesserung des Unterrichts. Klett-
Kallmeyer.

Hidi, S., & Renninger, K. A. (2006). The four-phase model of interest development. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 111-127.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_4

Hoferichter, F., Latsch, A., Lazarides, R., & Raufelder, D. (2018). The Big-Fish-Little-Pond Effect on the four facets of academic self-
concept. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1247. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01247

Hornstra, L., Van Der Veen, |., Peetsma, T., & Volman, M. (2015). Does classroom composition make a difference : Effects on
developments in motivation, sense of classroom belonging, and achievement in upper primary school. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 26(2), 125-152. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2014.887024

Hornung, C., Kaufmann, L. M., Ottenbacher, M., Weth, C., Wollschidger, R., Ugen, S., & Fischbach, A. (2023). Early childhood
education and care in Luxembourg. Attendance and associations with early learning performance. (Version 1)
[Application/pdf]. Luxembourg Center of Educational Testing (LUCET). https://doi.org/10.48746/EPSTANALPHA2023PR

Hornung, C., Kaufmann, L. M., & Weth, C. (2024). Unterschiede im Horverstehen von Luxemburgisch und Deutsch zu Beginn des
Schriftspracherwerbs. In National Education Report (p. 44-45). LUCET & SCRIPT. https://doi.org/10.48746/blb2024lu-de-
8a

Hornung, C., Wollschldger, R., Keller, U., Esch, P., Muller, C., & Fischbach, A. (2021). Neue langsschnittliche Befunde aus dem
nationalen Bildungsmonitoring EpStan in der 1. Und 3. Klasse : Negativer Trend in der Kompetenzentwicklung und kein
Erfolg bei Klassenwiederholungen. In University of Luxembourg, LUCET & Ministry of Education, Children and Youth,
SCRIPT (Eds.), Nationaler Bildungsbericht Luxemburg 2021. [National Education Report for Luxembourg 2021] (p. 44-55).

Jansen, M., LUdtke, O., & Schroeders, U. (2016). Evidence for a positive relation between interest and achievement : Examining
between-person and within-person variation in five domains. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 46, 116-127.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.05.004

Keller, U., Lorphelin, D., Muller, C., Fischbach, A., & Martin, R. (2014). Unterschiede zwischen Schulformen [Differences between
educational tracks]. In S. Ugen & A. Fischbach (Eds.), Epreuves Standardisées—Bildungsmonitoring fir Luxemburg :
Nationaler Bericht 2011 | 2013 [Epreuves Standardisées—School monitoring for Luxembourg : National report 2011 to
2013] (. 59-72).  University of  Luxembourg, LUCET.  https://men.public.lu/dam-assets/catalogue-
publications/statistiques-etudes/statistiques-globales/epreuves-standardisees.pdf

Klieme, E., Schumer, G., & Knoll, S. (2001). Mathematikunterricht in der Sekundarstufe | « Aufgabenkultur» und
Unterrichtsgestaltung [Mathematics teaching in secondary school : The « culture of tasks » and designing teaching].
In Bundesministerium fir Bildung und Forschung (Ed.), TIMSS-Impulse fir Schule und Unterricht : Forschungsbefunde,
Reforminitiativen, Praxisberichte und Video-Dokumente [TIMSS impulses for school and teaching : Research results,

reform initiatives, practice reports, and video documents] (p. 43-57). Bundesministerium fUr Bildung und Forschung.

117



Kohl, G. O., Lengua, L. J., & McMahon, R. J. (2000). Parent Involvement in School Conceptualizing Multiple Dimensions and Their
Relations with  Family and Demographic Risk Factors. Journal of School Psychology, 38(6), 501-523.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50022-4405(00)00050-9

Krapp, A. (2002). Structural and dynamic aspects of inferest development : Theoretical consideratfions from an ontogenetic
perspective. Learning and Instruction, 12(4), 383-409. https://doi.org/10.1016/50959-4752(01)00011-1

Lee, H. J., & Mendoza, N. B. (2025). Does parental support amplify growth mindset predictions for student achievement and
persistence? Cross-cultural findings from 76 countries/regions. Social Psychology of Education, 28(1), 88.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-025-10038-4

Lenz, T., & Heinz, A. (2018). Das Luxemburgische Schulsystem : Einblicke und Trends [The Luxembourgish school system : Insights
and trends]. In University of Luxembourg, LUCET & Ministry of Education, Children and Youth, SCRIPT (Eds.), Nationaler
Bildungsbericht  Luxemburg 2018. [Nafional Education Report for Luxembourg 2018] (p. 23-34).
https://men.public.lu/dam-assets/catalogue-publications/statistiques-etudes/themes-transversaux/nationaler-
bildungsbericht-luxemburg-2018.pdf

LUCET & SCRIPT. (2023). European Public School Report 2023 : Preliminary results on student population, educational frajectories,
mathematics achievement, and stakeholder perceptions. https://doi.org/10.48746/EPS2023

LUCET, & SCRIPT (Eds.). (2024). Nationaler Bildungsbericht Luxemburg 2024.

Marsh, H. W., & Hau, K.-T. (2003). Big-Fish-Little-Pond Effect on academic self-concept: A cross-cultural (26-country) test of the
negative  effects of academically selective  schools. American  Psychologist,  58(5),  364-376.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.5.364

Martin, R., Ugen, S., & Fischbach, A. (Eds.). (2015). Epreuves Standardisées—Bildungsmonitoring fir Luxemburg : Nationaler
Bericht 2011 | 2013 [Epreuves Standardisées—School monitoring for Luxembourg: National report 2011 to 2013].
University of Luxembourg, LUCET. https://men.public.lu/dam-assets/catalogue-publications/statistiques-
etudes/statistiques-globales/epreuves-standardisees.pdf

MENFP (Ed.). (2011). Plan d'études. Ecole fondamentale.

MENJE. (2018). Plan-cadre pour I'éducation précoce au Luxembourg. https://men.public.lu/dam-assets/catalogue-
publications/enseignement-fondamental/informations-generales/plan-cadre.pdf

MENJE.  (2024a). Languages in Luxembourg schools. https://men.public.lu/en/systeme-educatif/langues-ecole-
luxembourgeoise.html

MENJE. (2024b). School Offer and Organization: The Actors of Primary Education. https://men.public.lu/en/systeme-
educatif/fondamental/offre-scolaire-organisation/organisation-enseignement-
fondamental.html2utm_source=chatgpt.com

Muller, C., Reichert, M., Gamo, S., Hoffmann, D., Hornung, C., Sonnleitner, P., Wrobel, G., & Martin, R. (2014).
Kompetenzunterschiede aufgrund des Schuilerhintergrundes [The influence of students’ background on their

competencies]. In R. Martin, S. Ugen, & A. Fischbach (Eds.), Epreuves Standardisées—Bildungsmonitoring fir

118



Luxemburg : Nationaler Bericht 2011 | 2013 [Epreuves Standardisées—School monitoring for Luxembourg : National
report 2011 to 2013] (p. 35-55). University of Luxembourg, LUCET. http://www.men.public.lu/catalogue-
publications/secondaire/statistiques-analyses/autres-themes/epreuves-standard-11-13/epstan.pdf

Niepel, C., Brunner, M., & Preckel, F. (2014). Achievement goals, academic self-concept, and school grades in mathematics :
Longitudinal reciprocal relations in above average ability secondary school students. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 39(4), 301-313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2014.07.002

OECD. (2018). PISA for Development Assessment and Analytical Framework : Reading, Mathematics and Science. OECD.
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264305274-en

ONQS. (2022). L'entrée & I'école. Analyse de la situation scolaire actuelle et état des lieux de la recherche.
https://www.oejgs.lu/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/ONQ_7112_22_Rapport-thematique_entree-ecole_single-
pages_web.pdf

Opdenakker, M.-C., & Damme, J. (2001). Relationship between school composition and characteristics of school process and
their effect on mathematics achievement. British Educational Research Journal, 27(4), 407-432.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192012007 1434

Ortega, A., & Ludwig, T. (2023). Immigrant English Proficiency, Children’s Educational Performance, and Parental Involvement.
Review of Economics of the Household, 21(2), 693-719. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-022-09628-4

Ottenbacher, M., Wollschldger, R., Keller, U., Sonnleitner, P., Hornung, C., Esch, P., Fischbach, A., & Ugen, S. (2024). Neue
l&ngsschnittliche Befunde aus dem nationalen Bildungsmonitoring EpStan von der 1. Bis zur 5. Klasse : Negativer Trend
bei Kompetenzverldufen und wirkungslose Klassenwiederholungen. In Nationaler Bildungsbericht (p. 54-63). LUCET &
SCRIPT. https://doi.org/10.48746/bb2024lu-de-12a

Pinquart, M., & Ebeling, M. (2020). Parental Educational Expectations and Academic Achievement in Children and
Adolescents—A Meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 32(2), 463-480. https://doi.org/10.1007/510648-019-
09506-z

Praetorius, A.-K., Klieme, E., Herbert, B., & Pinger, P. (2018). Generic dimensions of teaching quality : The German framework of
three basic dimensions. ZDM - International Journal of Mathematics Education, 50(3), 407-426.
https://doi.org/10.1007/511858-018-0918-4

Rogde, K., Hagen, A. M., Melby-Lervaig, M., & Lervag, A. (2019). The effect of linguistic comprehension instruction on generalized
language and reading comprehension skills: A systematic review. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 15(4), €1059.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1059

Rothlisberger, M., Schneider, H., & Juska-Bacher, B. (2021). Lesen von Kindern mit Deutsch als Erst- und Zweitsprache — Wortschatz
als limitierender Faktor. Zeitschrift fUr Grundschulforschung, 14(2), 359-374. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42278-021-00115-w

Russo, J., Corovic, E., Monash University, Hubbard, J., Monash University, Bobis, J., University of Sydney, Downton, A., Monash

University, Livy, S., Monash University, Sullivan, P., & Monash University. (2022). Generdlist Primary School Teachers’

119



Preferences for Becoming Subject Matter Specialists. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 47(7), 38-57.
https://doi.org/10.14221/gjte.2022v47n7.3

Sattler, S. (avec Université du Luxembourg). (2022). Curriculum und Mehrsprachigkeit : Planung und Gestaltung sprachlicher
Identitét in Luxemburg. transcript Verlag. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783839460016

Schiefele, U., Stufz, F., & Schaffner, E. (2016). Longitudinal relations between reading motivation and reading comprehension in
the early elementary grades. Learning and Individual Differences, 51, 49-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/].lindif.2016.08.031

Schiepe-Tiska, A. (2019). School tracks as differential learning environments moderate the relationship between teaching quality
and multidimensional  learning  goals  in mathematics.  Frontiers in  Education,  4(4), 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.338%9/feduc.2019.00004

Schola Europea (Ed.). (2018). Control of the level of linguistic competence as part of the procedure for recruitment of non-
native speaker teaching and educational support staff. https://www.eursc.eu/BasicTexts/2018-01-D-65-en-3.pdf

Schola Europea (Ed.). (2019). Regulations on Accrediated European Schools. https://www.eursc.eu/Documents/2019-12-D-12-
en-1.pdf

Schola Europea (Ed.). (2023). Evaluatfion of seconded and locally recruited teachers in the European schools.
https://www.eursc.eu/BasicTexts/2023-01-D-32-en-3.pdf

SCRIPT, & MENJE. (2023). « Zesumme Wuessen! » Alphabetiséierung op Franséisch. https://alpha.script.lu/sites/default/files/2023-
07/description%20du%20projet.pdf

SCRIPT, & MENJE (Eds.). (2024). Education System in Luxembourg : Key Figures.
https://www.script.lu/sites/default/files/publications/2024-02/2024_SCRIPT_Enseignement_fondamental_Flyer_EN.pdf

Sirin, S. R. (2005). Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review of research. Review of
Educational Research, 75(3), 417-453. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543075003417

Smith, J., Stern, K., & Shatrova, Z. (2018). Factors Inhibiting Hispanic Parents’ School Involvement. The Rural Educator, 29(2).
https://doi.org/10.35608/ruraled.v29i2.468

Sonnleitner, P., Kramer, C., Gamo, S., Reichert, M., Keller, U., & Fischbach, A. (2021). Neue ladngsschnittliche Befunde aus dem
nationalen Bildungsmonitoring EpStan in der 3. Und 9. Klasse: Schlechtere Ergebnisse und wirkungslose
Klassenwiederholungen. In University of Luxembourg, LUCET & Ministry of Education, Children and Youth, SCRIPT (Eds.),
Nationaler Bildungsbericht Luxemburg 2021. [National Education Report for Luxembourg 2021] (p. 109-115).

Sykes, B., & Kuyper, H. (2013). School segregation and the secondary-school achievements of youth in the Netherlands. Journal
of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 39(10), 1699-1716. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.833707

Trautwein, U., L0dtke, O., Marsh, H. W., Kdller, O., & Baumert, J. (2006). Tracking, grading, and student motivation : Using group
composition and status to predict self-concept and interest in ninth-grade mathematics. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 98(4), 788-806. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.4.788

Tremmel, K. A. M., Pit-Ten Cate, I, Romanovska, L., Wealer, A., & Ugen, S. (2024). Der Einfluss des Sprachhintergrunds auf das

Sprachverst&ndnis im Deutschen. In Nationaler Bildungsbericht (p. 86-88). LUCET & SCRIPT.

120



Voyer, D., & Voyer, S. D. (2014). Gender differences in scholastic achievement : A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4),
1174-1204. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036620

Weis, L., Boehm, B., & Krug, A. (2020). PISA 2018 — Luxemburg. Kompetenzen von Schilerinnen und Schilern im internationalen
Vergleich. SCRIPT. https://www.script.lu/sites/default/files/publications/2020-10/pisarapport_2018_de_web_0.pdf

Wellington, A., Clark, M., Burnett, A., James-Burdumy, S., Makowsky, L., Brockman, S., Dotter, D., Herrmann, M., & Chiang, H.
(2024). Evaluation of Departmentalized Instruction in Elementary Schools.

Wolff, F., Sticca, F., Niepel, C., Gétz, T., Van Damme, J., & Mdller, J. (2021). The reciprocal 2I/E model : An investigation of mutual
relations between achievement and self-concept levels and changes in the math and verbal domain across three
countries. Journal of Educational Psychology, 113(8), 1529-1549. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000632

Wollschldager, R., Esch, P., Keller, U., Fischbach, A., & Pit-Ten Cate, I. (2022). Academic achievement and subjective well-being :
A representative cross-sectional study. In A. Heinen, R. Samuel, C. Végele, & H. Willems (Eds.), Wohlbefinden und
Gesundheit im Jugendalter : Theoretfische Perspektiven, empirische Befunde und Praxisansatze (p. 191-214). Springer
Fachmedien Wiesbaden. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-35744-3

Wong, S. W., & Hughes, J. N. (2006). Ethnicity and Language Contributions to Dimensions of Parent Involvement. School
Psychology Review, 35(4), 645-662. https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2006.12087968

Wu, H., Guo, Y., Yang, Y., Zhao, L., & Guo, C. (2021). A Meta-analysis of the Longitudinal Relationship Between Academic Self-
Concept and Academic Achievement. Educational Psychology  Review, 33(4), 1749-1778.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09600-1

121



Annex

ANNEX

SUPPLEMENT MATERIAL ON ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (CHAPTER |),

ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AND WELLBEING (CHAPTER Ill)
AND ON PARENTAL SUPPORT (CHAPTER V)

122




Annex

ANNEX

A.1 CROSS-SECTIONAL ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN MATHEMATICS

Figure A.1 - Mean Academic Achievement in Mathematics (2022-2024) at Primary School Level Split by Gender
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Note. The data displayed in this figure is cross-sectional; it is therefore important o note that they do not track the same students
over time but rather represent the academic achievement in mathematics of different cohorts who were in a specific learning

cycle at a given point in time (e.g., autumn 2022).
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L N )
Figure A.2 - Mean Academic Achievement in Mathematics (2022-2024) at Primary School Level Split by Migration Background
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Note. The data displayed in this figure is cross-sectional; it is therefore important o note that they do not track the same students
over time but rather represent the academic achievement in mathematics of different cohorts who were in a specific learning

cycle at a given point in time (e.g., autumn 2022).
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A.2 ACADEMIC MOTIVATION AND WELLBEING IN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL

Table A.1 - General Academic Motivation at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Gender

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1 |
ftern 1 Male 90 % - - 10 % 88 % - - 12 %
Female 90 % - - 10% 90 % - - 10 %
ltem 2 Male 80 % - - 20 % 78 % - - 22%
Female 85 % = = 15% 76 % = = 24 %
ltem 3 Male 86 % - - 14 % 85% - - 15%
Female 91 % - - 9% 89 % - - 1%
Male - .
Item 4 Not administered in C2.1/P1
Female
tem 5 Male 15% - - 85% | 22% - - 78 %
Female 21% - - 79% 1 2% - - 78%
C3.1/P3
ftern 1 Male 52 % 44 % 4% 1% 55 % 37 % 6% 2%
Female 43 % 47 % 7% 2% 49 % 42 % 7% 2%
ltem 2 Male 49 % 38 % 1% 2% 51% 34 % 10 % 5%
Female 47 % 35% 13% 5% 44 % 39 % 12% 5%
ltem 3 Male 63 % 31 % 3% 3% 61 % 26 % 7% 5%
Female 59 % 34 % 7% 1% 64 % 27 % 5% 3%
ltem 4 Male 60 % 31% 7% 2% 58 % 29 % 8% 5%
Female 58 % 35% 7% 1% 61 % 29 % 7% 3%
ltem 5 Male 4% 5% 16 % 76 % 6% 7% 1% 76 %
Female 6% 9% 14% 71 % 7% 9% 15% 70 %
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 Male 44 % 51 % 5% 0% 46 % 47 % 6% 1%
Female 36 % 53 % 11% 0% 42 % 49 % 8% 1%
ltem 2 Male 36 % 50 % 12% 2% 41 % 46 % 10 % 2%
Female 32% 52 % 14 % 2% 37 % 46 % 15% 2%
ltern 3 Male 49 % 41 % 8% 2% 49 % 38 % 10 % 3%
Female 43 % 47 % 9% 1% 50 % 38 % 10 % 2%
ltem 4 Male 46 % 46 % 7% 1% 47 % 41 % 9% 3%
Female 45 % 42% 13% 0% 47 % 43 % 9% 1%
ltern 5 Male 1% 4% 17 % 77 % 3% 7% 20 % 70 %
Female 2% 9% 28 % 61 % 3% 8% 20 % 69 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment

of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down.

ltfem 1 | am good af most school subjects.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.
Item 3 | enjoy most school subjects.

ltem 4 | am interested in most school subjects.
Iltem 5 | am afraid of most school subjects.
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Table A.2 - General Academic Motivation at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1 |
ftem 1 High SES 92 % - - 8% 92 % - = 8%
Low SES 83 % o - 17% 86 % - - 14 %
ltem 2 High SES 87 % o o 13% 81 % o ° 19 %
Low SES N% = = 9% 74 % - - 26 %
ltem 3 High SES 87 % - - 13% 90 % - - 10 %
Low SES 87 % - - 13% 84 % - - 16 %
High SES - A
Item 4 Not administered in C2.1/P1
Low SES
tem 5 High SES 13% - - 87 % | 17% - - 83%
Low SES 2% - - 78% 1 28% - - 72%
C3.1/P3
ltem 1 High SES 52 % 42 % 5% 1% 58 % 36 % 4% 1%
Low SES 44 % 52 % 4% 0% 46 % 42 % 9% 3%
ltem 2 High SES 48 % 34 % 15% 3% 52% 36 % 8% 4%
Low SES 56 % 28 % 12% 4% M1 % 38 % 14 % 7%
ltern 3 High SES 58 % 34 % 5% 3% 65% 27 % 5% 3%
Low SES 64 % 28 % 4% 4% 460 % 28 % 8% 4%
ltem 4 High SES 59 % 29 % 1% 1% 60 % 30 % 7% 3%
Low SES 58 % 29 % 8% 4% 60 % 28 % 8% 4%
ltern 5 High SES 5% 3% 17 % 75% 3% 5% 1% 81 %
Low SES 4% 20 % 15% 468 % 9% 10 % 15% 66 %
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 High SES 46 % 47 % 8% 0% 59 % 38 % 3% 1%
Low SES 17 % 57 % 26 % 0% 34 % 56 % 10 % 1%
ltem 2 High SES 37% 52% 1% 0% 48 7% 45 % 6% 1%
Low SES 22 % 52 % 26 % 0% 31 % 50 % 10 % 1%
ltem 3 High SES 45 % 50 % 5% 1% 54 % 37 % 7% 2%
Low SES 36 % 41 % 18 % 5% 47 % 40 % 10 % 3%
ltem 4 High SES 49 % 41 % 10 % 1% 51% 40 % 8% 1%
Low SES 35% 52 % 13% 0% 44 % 45 % 9% 2%
ltem 5 High SES 3% 4% 26 % 67 % 2% 3% 15% 80 %
Low SES 0% 18 % 18 % 64 % 2% 12 % 25% 60 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good at most school subjects.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.
ltem 3 | enjoy most school subjects.

ltem 4 | am interested in most school subjects.

ltem 5 | am afraid of most school subjects.
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Table A.3 - General Academic Motivation at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Migration background

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1 |
ltem 1 Native 89 % - - 1% 1% - - 9%
Migration background 91% - - 9% 88 % - - 12%
ltem 2 Native 76 % = o 24 % 78 % = ° 22%
Migration background 85 % = = 15% 76 % = = 24 %
ltem 3 NgﬂveA 94 % - - 6% 89 % - - 1%
Migration background 88 % - - 12% 86 % - - 14 %
ltem 4 ANA?Q;L\;?on bockground Not administered in C2.1/P1
tems | Native 1% - - 89 % | 19% - - 81 %
Migration background 19% - - 81% 1 24% - - 76%
C3.1/P3
ltem 1 NgﬂveA 59 % 34 % 5% 2% 57 % 37 % 5% 2%
Migration background 48 % 46 % 5% 1% 50 % 41 % 7% 2%
ltem 2 Native 49 % 32% 12% 7% 52% 35% 9% 4%
Migration background 47 % 40 % 11% 2% 44 % 38 % 12% 5%
ltem 3 NgﬂveA 70 % 25% 2% 2% 67 % 25% 5% 3%
Migration background 40 % 30 % 8% 1% 62 % 28 % 7% 4%
ltem 4 Native 57 % 40 % 0% 2% 61% 29% 6% 4%
Migration background 40 % 30 % 8% 1% 60 % 29 % 8% 4%
lem 5 Ngﬂve_ 5% 5% 12% 79 % 6% 5% 10 % 79 %
Migration background 5% 6% 16% 74 % 7% 9% 15% 69 %
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 Native 46 % 46 % 7% 0% 53 % 2% 4% 1%
Migration background 39 % 53 % 8% 0% 39 % 51 % 8% 1%
ltem 2 Native 28 % 66 % 7% 0% 45 % 43 % 10 % 2%
Migration background 34 % 50 % 14 % 2% 35% 48 % 14 % 3%
ltem 3 Nt_:mve_ 2% 58 % 0% 0% 54 % 36 % 8% 2%
Migration background 45% 44 % 9% 2% 46 % 40 % 1% 3%
ltem 4 Native 34 % 62 % 3% 0% 50 % 40 % 9% 2%
Migration background 47 % 42 % 10 % 1% 45 % 44 % 9% 2%
ltem 5 Nt_:mve_ 0% 7% 24% 69 % 2% 6% 24 % 69 %
Migration background 2% 8 % 21 % 70 % 3% 9 % 23 % 65 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good at most school subjects.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.
ltem 3 | enjoy most school subjects.

ltem 4 | am interested in most school subjects.

ltem 5 | am afraid of most school subjects.
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Annex

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not l Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not | Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 86 % = = 14 % 21 % = = 9%
French 85 % - - 15% 89 % - - 1%
ltem 1 Portuguese 97 % - - 3% 86 % - - 14 %
English 96 % - - 4% 85% - - 15 %
Luxembourgish/German 88 % = = 12 % 79 % = = 21 %
ltern 2 French 79 % = = 21 % 77 % = = 21 %
Portuguese 83 % - - 17 % 74 % - - 26 %
English 80 % o - 20 % 79% o - 21 %
Luxembourgish/German 94 % - - 6% 89 % - - 1%
ltem 3 French 90 % = = 10 % 87 % = = 13%
Portuguese 97 % - - 3% 85 % - - 15%
English 88 % - - 12% 85% - - 15%
Luxembourgish/German
Item 4 French Not administered in C2.1/P1
Portuguese
English
Luxembourgish/German 10 % = = 90 % 19 % = = 81 %
ltem 5 French 21 % - - 79 % 22 % - - 78 %
Portuguese 20 % - - 80 % 29 % - - 71 %
English 21 % - - 79% 23 % - - 77 %
C3.1/P3
Luxembourgish/German 63% 29 % 6% 3% 57 % 37 % 5% 2%
ltem 1 French 47 % 47 % 6% 1% 51 % 41 % 6% 2%
Portuguese 39 % 55 % 6% 0% 46 % 1 % 9% 3%
English 48 % 43 % 7% 2% 47 % 41 % 8% 4%
Luxembourgish/German 54 % 34 % 9% 3% 53 % 35% 9% 3%
ltem 2 French 51% 35% 10 % 4% 49 % 35% 12% 4%
Portuguese 38 % 50 % 6% 6% 40 % 38 % 14 % 7%
English 40 % 1% 16% 3% 43 % 38 % 13% 6%
Luxembourgish/German 73% 27 % 0% 0% 66 % 26 % 5% 4%
ltem 3 French 57 % 32% 8% 3% 63 % 26 % 7% 4%
Portuguese 59 % 32% 6% 3% 60 % 29 % 7% 5%
English 40 % 37 % 2% 1% 57 % 28 % 9% 5%
Luxembourgish/German 60 % 34 % 3% 3% 60 % 30 % 7% 3%
ltem 4 French 53 % 38 % 6% 3% 59 % 29 % 8% 4%
Portuguese 67 % 21 % 12 % 0% 60 % 28 % 8% 3%
English 51% 41 % 8% 0% 55 % 32% 7% 6%
Luxembourgish/German 1% 3% 6% 80 % 5% 6% 10 % 79 %
ltem 5 French 5% 5% 17 % 73 % 6% 7% 14 % 72 %
Portuguese 3% 18 % 24 % 55 % 9% 1% 15% 65%
English 8% 5% 11% 76 % 9% 6% 14 % 71 %
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European curriculum

Luxembourgish curriculum

Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C4.1/P5
Luxembourgish/German 48 % 48 % 3% 0% 54 % 41 % 4% 1%
ltem 1 French 38 % 56 % 5% 0% 42 % 51 % 6% 1%
Portuguese 32% 55% 13% 0% 31% 55 % 13% 2%
English 47 % 43 % 1% 0% 44 % 48 % 6% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 21% 62 % 18 % 0% 47 % 43 % 9% 2%
ltem 2 French 38 % 50 % 9% 2% 38% 48 % 13% 2%
Portuguese 33% 47 % 17 % 3% 27 % 50 % 20% 4%
English 34 % 53 % 9% 4% 36 % 47 % 14 % 3%
Luxembourgish/German 48 % 48 % 0% 3% 54 % 35% 9% 2%
ltem 3 French 43 % 46 % 10 % 2% 48 % 40 % 9% 3%
Portuguese 48 % 34 % 17 % 0% 42% 3% 12% 3%
English 38 % 47 % 1% 4% 42 % 38 % 10 % 4%
Luxembourgish/German 35% 59 % 6% 0% 51 % 38 % 9% 2%
ltem 4 French 2% 46 % 1% 2% 46 % 42% 10% 2%
Portuguese 39 % 58 % 3% 0% 40 % 48 % 9% 2%
English 45% 38 % 17% 0% 39% 47 % 10 % 4%
Luxembourgish/German 0% 3% 21 % 76 % 2% 5% 15% 78 %
lem 5 French 4% 5% 22% 69 % 4% 7% 21% 59 %
Portuguese 0% 17 % 27 % 57 % 4% 1M% 27 % 59 %
English 0% 7% 22 % 71 % 5% 7% 22% 67 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking students in EPS and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results from the present

table have to be interpreted with caution.

lfem 1 | am good at most school subjects.

ltfem 2 | learn things quickly in most school subjects.
lfem 3 | enjoy most school subjects.

ltem 4 | am interested in most school subjects.

ltem 5 | am afraid of most school subjects.
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Table A.5 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Gender

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply

C2.1/P1 |
ttem 1 Male 92 % = = 8% 87 % - - 13%

Female 90 % - - 10 % 86 % - - 14 %
ltem 2 Male 75% - - 25% 76 % - - 24 %

Female 80 % - - 20 % 72% - - 28 %
ltem 3 Male 81 % - - 19 % 76 % - - 24 %

Female 88 % - - 12% 80 % - - 20%
Item 4 Male Not administered in C2.1/P1

Female

Male 19% - - 81 % | 21% - - 79 %
ltem 5

Female 20% = = 80 % | 2% = = 78%
C3.1/P3
ltem 1 Male 58 % 38 % 4% 1% 61 % 31% 5% 3%

Female 38% 49 % 10% 2% 37 % 47 % 13% 4%
ltem 2 Male 52 % 38 % 4% 1% 55 % 30 % 9% 5%

Female 38 % 44 % 13% 5% 35% 40 % 17 % 8%
ltem 3 Male 69 % 23 % 5% 3% 58 7% 24 % 9% 9%

Female 56 % 26 % 10% 8% 47 % 30 % 14 % 10 %
ltem 4 Male 56 % 31% 10 % 3% 59 % 24 % 19 % 7%

Female 54 % 28 % 15% 3% 50 % 29 % 14 % 3%
ltem 5 Male 3% 6% 6% 86 % 5% 5% 7% 83 %

Female 4% 7% 13% 75% 7% 8% 14 % 71%
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 Male 55% 41 % 3% 1% 53 % 40 % 5% 2%

Female 28 % 55% 12% 4% 29% 55% 14 % 3%
ltem 2 Male 2% 47 % 9% 1% 47 % 41 % 10 % 3%

Female 21% 49 % 21% 9% 27 % 47 % 20% 6%
ltem 3 Male 81% 22% 12% 4% 47 % 34% 12% 7%

Female 43 % 31% 17% 9% 29% 38 % 22% 11%
ltem 4 Male 57 % 32% 8% 3% 51% 33 % 10 % 5%

Female 43 % 35% 15% 8% 34 % 40 % 19% 7%
ltem 5 Male 1% 2% 13% 83 % 2% 4% 10 % 83 %

Female 5% 7% 26 % 63 % 3% 7% 17 % 72%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond
10 % are highlighted in bold.

ltfem 1 | am good at maths.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in maths.
Item 3 | enjoy maths.

ltem 4 | am interested in maths.

ltem 5 | am afraid of maths.
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Table A.é - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1 |
ttern 1 High SES 21 % o o 9% 90 % = ° 10 %
Low SES 96 % = = 4% 83 % - - 17 %
ltem 2 High SES 79 % - - 21% 80 % - - 20 %
Low SES 82 % - - 18 % 70% - - 30 %
ltem 3 High SES 82 % = - 18 % 81 % = - 19 %
Low SES 77 % - - 23 % 77% - - 23%
ltem 4 High SES Not administered in C2.1/P1
Low SES
tem 5 High SES 18% - - 82% | 18% - - 82%
Low SES 13% = = 87 % | 26% = = 74 %
C3.1/P3
ltem 1 High SES 46 % 45 % 8% 1% 52% 38 % 8% 2%
Low SES 64 % 32% 4% 0% 46 % 41 % 10 % 3%
ltem 2 High SES 45% 38 % 12% 5% 48 % 36 % 12 % 4%
Low SES 44 % 48 7% 0% 8% 43 % 36 % 14 % 7%
ltem 3 High SES 60 % 27 % 10 % 4% 53 % 26% 12% 9%
Low SES 2% 20 % 4% 4% 54 % 28 % 10 % 8%
ltem 4 High SES 57 % 23 % 19% 1% 53 % 26 % 13% 8%
Low SES 58 % 38 % 4% 0% 57 % 26 % 10 % 7%
ltem 5 High SES 2% 8% 8% 81 % 3% 5% 10 % 82%
Low SES 0% 0% 16% 84 % 8% 7% 1% 73%
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 High SES 39% 49 % 12% 1% 51% 43 % 6% 1%
Low SES 30 % 52 % 13% 4% 35% 48 % 14 % 3%
ltem 2 High SES 33% 49 % 16 % 3% 47 % 41 % 10 % 3%
Low SES 17 % 52 % 26 % 4% 32% 43 % 18 % 7%
ltem 3 High SES 49 % 27 % 16 % 8% 40 % 36% 15% 8%
Low SES 52 % 35% 9% 4% 35% 38 % 17 % 9%
ltem 4 High SES 49 % 34% 12% 6% 44 % 38 % 13 % 6%
Low SES 35% 57 % 4% 4% 43 % 38 % 14 % 5%
ltem 5 High SES 5% 10 % 15% 70 % 2% 4% 1% 83 %
Low SES 0% 0% 22 % 78 % 4% 7% 18 % 71%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltfem 1 | am good at maths.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in maths.
Item 3 | enjoy maths.

ltem 4 | am interested in maths.

ltem 5 | am afraid of maths.
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Table A.7 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Migration background

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1 |
ftem 1 NgﬂveA 94 % = = 6% 86 % - - 14 %
Migration background 90 % - - 10% 87 % - - 13%
liem 2 Native 88 % - - 12% 74 % - - 26 %
Migration background 78 % = = 22% 74 % = = 26 %
ltem 3 NgﬂveA 76 % = = 24 % 78 % - - 22%
Migration background 84 % - - 16 % 79 % - - 21 %
ltem 4 ANA?Q;L\;?on bockground Not administered in C2.1/P1
tems | Native 12% - - 88 % | 19% - - 81 %
Migration background 21% - - 79% 1 23% - - 77%
C3.1/P3
ltem 1 NgﬂveA 38 % 55% 7% 0% 49 % 39% 9% 3%
Migration background 49 % 2% 7% 1% 49 % 40 % 9% 3%
ltem 2 Nc'ﬂive' 45 % 29 % 21% 5% 46 % 35% 13% 6%
Migration background 44 % 42 % 10 % 4% 45 % 35% 13% 7%
ltem 3 NgﬂveA 63% 24 % 10 % 2% 51% 27 % 12% 10 %
Migration background 62% 26 % 7% 5% 54 % 27 % 1% 8%
ltem 4 Native 49 % 37% 15% 0% 52% 26 % 13% 9%
Migration background 56 % 28 % 14 % 2% 57 % 26 % 1% 6%
ltem 5 Ngﬂve_ 0% 7% 7% 85% 5% 6% 9% 80 %
Migration background 3% 6% 9% 82% 7% 7% 1% 76 %
C4.1/P5
ltem 1 Native 48 % 41 % 7% 3% 45% 46 % 8% 2%
Migration background 41 % 47 % 9% 3% 40 % 48 % 10% 2%
ltem 2 N({:ﬁivel 29 % 54 % 14 % 4% 40 % 43 % 13% 4%
Migration background 32% 47 % 15% 6% 35% 44 % 16 % 5%
ltem 3 Nt_:mve_ 52% 38 % 10 % 0% 40 % 35% 15% 10 %
Migration background 53 % 25% 14% 7% 37 % 36 % 18% 8%
ltem 4 Native 45 % 45 % 10 % 0% 42 % 35% 15% 7%
Migration background 52 % 32% 10 % 7% 43 % 38 % 14 % 5%
ltem 5 Nt_:mve_ 0% 3% 21% 76 % 2% 4% 12% 81%
Migration background 4% 5% 18 % 72 % 3% 6% 15% 76 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good at maths.

ltem 2 | learn things quickly in maths.
ltem 3 | enjoy maths.

ltem 4 | am interested in maths.

ltem 5 | am afraid of maths.
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Table A.8 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in Mathematics at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Language background

European curriculum Luxembourgish curriculum
Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not l Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not | Does not apply
apply apply
C2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 98 % - - 2% 87 % - - 13%
French 91 % - - 9% 88 % - - 12%
ltem 1 Portuguese 93 % - - 7% 84 % - - 16 %
English 89 % - - 1% 88 % - - 12 %
Luxembourgish/German 85 % = = 15% 74 % = = 26 %
ltern 2 French 75% = = 25% 76 % = = 24 %
Portuguese 85% - - 15% % - - 29 %
English 72% = - 28 % 78 % o - 22 %
Luxembourgish/German 84 % = = 16 % 78 % = = 22 %
ltem 3 French 81 % = = 19 % 78 % = = 22 %
Portuguese 82 % - - 18 % 78 % - - 22%
English 89 % - - 1% 78 % - - 22 %
Luxembourgish/German
Item 4 French Not administered in C2.1/P1
Portuguese
English
Luxembourgish/German 21 % = = 79 % 21 % = = 79 %
ltem 5 French 25% - - 75% 23 % - - 77 %
Portuguese 19 % - - 81 % 26 % - - 74 %
English 17% - - 83 % 25% - - 75%
C3.1/P3
Luxembourgish/German 32% 57 % 1% 0% 48 % 38 % 10 % 3%
ltem 1 French 50 % 43 % 7% 0% 48 % 40 % 9% 3%
Portuguese 38 % 59 % 3% 0% 45 % 42 % 9% 4%
English 51% 39% 9% 2% 46 % 38 % 12% 4%
Luxembourgish/German 46 % 22% 27 % 5% 46 % 34 % 13% 6%
ltem 2 French 46 % 1% 10 % 3% 47 % 34 % 1% 8%
Portuguese 53 % 38 % 6% 3% 42 % 36 % 14 % 8%
English 40 % 4% 11% 5% 45 % 31 % 12% 12%
Luxembourgish/German 51% 32% 14 % 3% 50 % 27 % 12% 1%
ltem 3 French 56 % 34 % 6% 4% 50 % 28 % 13% 1%
Portuguese 62 % 24 % 3% 12 % 56 % 25% 1% 8%
English N% 17 % 9% 3% 53 % 24 % 9% 13%
Luxembourgish/German 44 % 33% 19 % 3% 51% 26 % 14 % 9%
ltem 4 French 56 % 30% 10 % 4% 52 % 27 % 13% 8%
Portuguese 53 % 29 % 18 % 0% 59 % 25% 10 % 6%
English 57 % 27 % 12% 4% 54 % 25% 12% 8%
Luxembourgish/German 3% 3% 8% 86 % 5% 6% 9% 80 %
ltem 5 French 3% 5% 7% 85 % 6% 7% 10 % 76 %
Portuguese 0% 6% 18 % 76 % 8% 7% 12% 72%
English 6% 8% 5% 81 % 5% 8% 10% 76 %
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European curriculum

Luxembourgish curriculum

Does rather not

Does not apply

Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply
apply apply
C4.1/P5
Luxembourgish/German 44 % 50 % 3% 3% 43 % 47 % 8% 2%
ltem 1 French 42 % 45% 1% 2% 40 % 49 % 9% 2%
Portuguese 2% 48 % 10 % 0% 36% 48 % 13% 3%
English 36 % 55 % 6% 2% 47 % 46 % 6% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 30 % 52 % 15% 3% 39 % 43 % 13 % 4%
ltem 2 French 35% 44 % 16 % 5% 36 % 44 % 15 % 5%
Portuguese 13% 1% 23 % 3% 29% 46 % 18% 7%
English 35% 48 % 1% 7% 37 % 45 % 14 % 3%
Luxembourgish/German 56 % 18% 21 % 6% 39 % 35% 16 % 1%
ltem 3 French 52 % 22% 15% 12% 35% 36 % 17 % 1%
Portuguese 61 % 29 % 10 % 0% 35% 36 % 20% 8%
English 49 % 32% 13% 6% 37 % 36 % 18 % 9%
Luxembourgish/German 50 % 29 % 18 % 3% 41 % 35% 16 % 8%
ltem 4 French 48 % 30 % 12% 10 % 41 % 38 % 14 % 7%
Portuguese 55 % 35% 6% 3% 42 % 38 % 14 % 5%
English 0% 3% 19% 77 % 4% 8% 16 % 73%
Luxembourgish/German 0% 6% 18 % 76 % 3% 4% 12 % 81 %
lem 5 French 4% 6% 16 % 74 % 3% 6% 15% 76 %
Portuguese 0% 3% 19 % 77 % 4% 8% 16 % 73%
English 2% 7% 20 % 72 % 4% 3% 15 % 78 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking students in EPS and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxe mbourgish curriculum, the results from the present

table have to be interpreted with caution.

lfem 1 | am good at maths.

Iltem 2 | learn things quickly in maths.
lfem 3 | enjoy maths.

ltem 4 | am interested in maths.
ltem 5 | am afraid of maths.
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Table A.9 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Students’ Main Language of Instruction at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Gender

| 1 European curriculum 1 Luxembourgish curriculum
| | Does appl, [ Does rather appl, Does rather not apply | Does not apply | Does apply [ Does rather appl, Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
ftem 1 Male 95 % = = 5% 78 % = = 2%
Female 94 % = = 6% 81% = = 19%
ltem 2 Male 82% = = 18 % 73% = = 27 %
Female 85% - - 15% nN% = = 29%
ltem 3 Male 89 % = = M% 75% = = 25%
Female 92% - - 8% 81% - - 19%
ltem 4 Male Not administered in C2.1/P1
Female
ltem 5 Male 81 % - - 19 % 71 % - - 29 %
Female 89 % = = M% 78% = = 2%
ftem 6 Male 16 % - - 84 % 24 % - - 76 %
Female 16% - - 84 % 23 % - - 77%
C3.1/P3
ftem 1 Male 47 % 4% 10 % 2% 43 % 38 % 12% 6%
Female 54 % 36% 10% 1% 48 % 38 % 10% 4%
ltem 2 Male 43% 35% 15% 7% 42 % 34 % 15% 10 %
Female 48 % 35% 13% 4% 43 % 34 % 14 % 9%
ltem 3 Male 55% 28 % 1% 7% N% 27 % 15% 17 %
Female 59% 28 % 10 % 3% 49 % 29 % 13% 9%
ltem 4 Male 54 % 30% 10 % 7% 44 % 29 % 13% 14 %
Female 54 % 32% 1% 3% 52% 2% 12% 7%
ftem 5 Male 76 % 16 % 6% 3% 62% 20 % 9% 9%
Female 77% 14 % 4% 4% 87 % 19% 7% 7%
ltem 6 Male 5% 5% 13% 77 % 8% 8% 1% 73%
Female 6% 7% 10 % 77% 8% 7% 1% 73%
C4.1/P5
ftem 1 Male 36% 50 % 13% 1% 30 % 44 % 20 % 7%
Female 40 % 48 % 10 % 2% 35% 40 % 19% 6%
ltem 2 Male 39% 41 % 17 % 4% 31 % 37 % 21 % 1%
Female 33% 47 % 17% 3% 34 % 37 % 21 % 9%
ltem 3 Male 36% 38% 17 % 9% 26 % 31 % 24 % 19 %
Female 45 % 32% 17% 6% 32% 3% 2% 13%
ltem 4 Male 31% 49 % 15% 5% 27 % 35% 23% 16 %
Female 43% 37% 16% 3% 35% 37 % 20 % 8%
ftem 5 Male 65% 25% 6% 4% 48 % 26 % 13% 13%
Female 2% 19% 5% 4% 52% 27 % 12% 9%
ltem 6 Male 1% 7% 20 % 72% 6% 9% 17 % 68 %
Female 1% 3% 19 % 77 % 5% 7% 16 % 72 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond
10 % are highlighted in bold.

ltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
ltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

ltem 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.

ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Item 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.
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Table A.10 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Students’ Main Language of Instruction at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| I Does apply ] Does rather apply Does rather not apply. I Does not apply I Does apply I Does rather apply Does rather not apply. [ Does not apply

C2.1/P1
e 1 High SES 92% s s 8% 83% = = 7%
Low SES %% - - 4% 75% = = 25%
tom 2 High SES 84% s s 6% 78% = - 2%
Low SES 9% - - 9% 68% = - 2%
tom 3 High SES 90 % B B 0% 79% 2 2 21%
Low SES 7% = = 8% 7% = - 2%
ltem 4 High SES Not administered in C2.1/P1
Low SES
tom s High SES 87 % = = 13% 78% = = 2%
Low SES 8% 5 5 14% 70% = - 0%
tom & High SES 16% = = 84% 19% = = 81 %
Low SES 17% = = 83% 28% = = 72%
C3.1/P3
fom 1 High SES 52% 38% 10% 0% 53% 7% 7% 3%
Low SES 0% 28% 8% 4% 38% 0% 15% 7%
tom 2 High SES 7% 33% 14% 6% 51% 31% 1% 7%
Low SES 4% 0% 1% 12% 34% 7% 16% 13%
tom 3 High SES 51% 32% 13% 1% 7% 29% 4% 1%
Low SES 2% 12% 8% 8% 4% 26% 15% 15%
tom 4 High SES 50% 32% 12% 6% 7% 29% 4% 1%
Low SES 1% 17% 4% 8% 8% 29% 1% 12%
tom s High SES 75% 7% 6% 2% 68% 20% 6% 6%
Low SES 80% 12% 4% 4% 61% 21% 8% 0%
tom 6 High SES 5% 4% 12% 79% 4% 6% 9% 81 %
Low SES 1% 1% 12% 80% 1% 9% 14% 6%
C4.1/p5
hom 1 High SES 8% 3% 8% 1% %% 0% 1% 3%
Low SES 7% 3% 39% 0% 2% 3% 25% 9%
tom 2 High SES 38% 4% 7% 2% %% 37 % 12% 5%
Low SES 26% 65% 9% 0% 24% 35% 28% 13%
tom 3 High SES 46 % 35% 14% 6% 34% 35% 19% 1%
Low SES 3% 0% 13% 13% 25% 34% 24% 7%
tom 4 High SES 39% %% 12% 1% 36% 37 % 19% 8%
Low SES 9% 3% 13% 4% 29% 36% 2% 13%
tom s High SES 79% 7% 1% 1% 64 % 21% 8% 6%
Low SES 57% 39% 4% 0% 2% 30% 15% 12%
rom 6 High SES 2% 6% 6% 76% 2% 5% 12% 80 %
Low SES 0% 4% 13% 83% 8% 1% 20% 62%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-
point (C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the
assessment of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are
going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
ltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

Item 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.

ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Item 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.
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Table A.11 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Students’ Main Language of Instruction at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Migration Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
] I Does apply ] Does rather apply Does rather not apply. I Does not apply I Does apply I Does rather apply Does rather not apply. [ Does not apply

C2.1/P1
ftem 1 Native 94 % = = 6% 86 % = = 14 %
Migration background 94 % - - 6% 75% - - 25%
ftem 2 N(.]h've. 86 % = = 14 % 76 % = = 24 %
Migration background 84 % = = 16% 69 % = = 31 %
ftem 3 Native 91 % - - 9% 82% - - 18%
Migration background 90 % = = 10% 76 % = = 24%
Native - .
ltem 4 Migration background Not administered in C2.1/P1
ftem 5 Native 9% = = 9% 77 % = = 23%
Migration background 85% - - 15% 73% - - 27%
ftem 6 Ngﬂve. 1% = = 89 % 21% = = 79 %
Migration background 17% = = 83 % 25% = = 75%
C3.1/P3
ftem 1 Native 50 % 38 % 12% 0% 59 % 32% 7% 3%
Migration background 52% 38% 9% 1% 37 % 42 % 14 % 7%
ltem 2 Noﬁve. 51% 29 % 17 % 2% 53 % 30 % 1MN% 6%
Migration background 44 % 37% 13% 6% 35% 37 % 17% 1%
ftem 3 Native 52% 38 % 10% 0% 52% 27% 1MN% 10%
Migration background 59% 26 % 10% 5% 40 % 2% 15% 15%
ttem 4 Native 61% 27 % 10% 2% 52% 30 % 1% 7%
Migration background 53% 31% 11% 5% 45 % 29 % 14 % 12%
ftem 5 Native 85% 7% 7% 0% nN% 18% 5% 6%
Migration background 77% 14 % 5% 4% 61 % 20 % 9% 9%
ltem 6 Native 0% 7% 12% 80 % 6% 5% 9% 81 %
Migration background 5% 5% 1% %% 9% 10 % 13% 48 %
C4.1/P5
ftem 1 Native 29% 57 % 14 % 0% 52% 36 % 10% 2%
Migration background 38 % 48 % 12% 2% 19% 47 % 25% 9%
ftem 2 Native 31 % 41 % 28% 0% 49 % 35% % 5%
Migration background 36 % 45% 16 % 3% 21% 38 % 28% 13%
ftem 3 Native 31% 48 % 17 % 3% 40 % 3% 17 % 10%
Migration background M% 33% 17% 8% 21% 2% 28% 19%
ltem 4 Native 38 % 55% 3% 3% 40 % 35% 17% 8%
Migration background 3% 41 % 18% 5% 25% 36% 24 % 15%
ltem 5 Nqﬂve. 72% 28 % 0% 0% 64% 21% 9% 7%
Migration background N% 19% 6% 5% 40 % 31 % 15% 13%
ftem 6 Native 0% 7% 21% 2% 3% 5% 1MN% 81 %
Migration background 2% 5% 19 % 74 % 7% 10 % 20 % 63%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond
10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
ltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

Item 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.

ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Item 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.
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Table A.12 - Domain-Specific Academic Motivation in the Students’ Main Language of Instruction at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Language background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| I Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. I Does not apply I Does apply I Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply

C2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 98 % = = 2% 87 % = = 13%
French 95 % = = 5% 75% = = 23%
tem 1 Portuguese 93% - - 7% 73% - - 27%
English 94 % = = 6% 76 % = = 24 %
Luxembourgish/German 88 % = = 12% 77% = = 23%
ltem 2 French 83% - - 17% N% = = 29%
Portuguese 83% = = 17% 67 % = = 33%
English %% = = 21% 75% = = 25%
Luxembourgish/German 96 % - - 4% 83 % - - 17 %
ltem 3 French 87 % = = 13% 76 % = = 24 %
Portuguese 87 % - - 13% 76 % - - 24 %
English 94 % - - 6% 74 % - - 26 %
Luxembourgish/German
ltem 4 French Not administered in C2.1/P1
Portuguese
English
Luxembourgish/German 79 % - - 21 % 76 % - - 24 %
ltem 5 French 82% = = 18 % 73% = = 27 %
Portuguese 86 % - - 14% 73% - - 27 %
English 88 % = = 12% 73% = o 27%
Luxembourgish/German 16 % = = 84 % 21% = = 79 %
tern 6 French 2% - - 78 % 25% - - 75%
Portuguese 28% = = 72% 29 % = = %
English 12% = = 88 % 26 % = = 74%
C3.1/P3
Luxembourgish/German 54 % 38% 15% 1% 63% 29% 6% 2%
ftem 1 French 46 % 39 % 15% 1% 35% 2% 17 % 7%
Portuguese 41 % 44 % 12% 3% 31% 43 % 16 % 9%
English 55% 37 % 7% 1% MN% 2% 12% 5%
Luxembourgish/German 59 % 22% 14 % 5% 55% 30% 10% 6%
ltem 2 French 46 % 31% 16% 7% 36 % 33% 18 % 12%
Portuguese 44 % 35% 12% 9% 30% 37 % 19 % 15%
English 43% 36% 17% 3% 3% 37 % 15% 12%
Luxembourgish/German 59 % 27 % 14 % 0% 55 % 27 % 10 % 8%
ftem 3 French 47 % 33% 13% 7% 35% 30% 16 % 18%
Portuguese 58 % 30 % 6% 6% 40 % 29% 15% 16 %
English 59% 26 % 1% 5% 39% 29% 7% 15%
Luxembourgish/German 7% 22% 8% 3% 54 % 29% 10 % 7%
ltem 4 French 46 % 34 % 12% 8% 40 % 29 % 16 % 15%
Portuguese 59% 29 % 6% 6% 46 % 28 % 14 % 12%
English 9% 34% 13% 3% 43 % 2% 15% 13%
Luxembourgish/German 86 % 6% 8% 0% 74 % 17 % 5% 5%
ftem 5 French 78% 14% 5% 3% 57 % 20% 10% 12%
Portuguese % 15% 6% 9% 58 % 21% 10% 12%
English 75% 16% 4% 4% 61% 2% 7% 10%
Luxembourgish/German 3% 3% 5% 89 % 5% 4% 8% 83%
ltem 6 French 5% 7% 14 % 74 % 8% 10% 13% 69 %
Portuguese 3% 3% 12% 82% 12% 1% 14 % 64 %
English 9% 7% 8% 7% 8% 7% 12% 72%
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European curriculum

Luxembourgish curriculum

Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not Does not apply
apply apply
C4.1/P5
Luxembourgish/German 35% 59 % 6% 0% 56 % 35% 8% 1%
ltem 1 French 33% 54 % 12% 1% 14% 47 % 30 % 10 %
Portuguese 35% 35% 29 % 0% M1% 43 % 32% 13%
English 52 % 41% 2% 4% 25% 48 % 2% 5%
Luxembourgish/German 32% 47 % 21% 0% 53 % 34 % 9% 4%
ltem 2 French 37% 45% 15% 3% 16 % 40 % 29 % 15%
Portuguese 32% 39 % 26 % 3% 12% 36 % 33% 20 %
English 49 % 40 % 6% 4% 26 % 42 % 24% 7%
Luxembourgish/German 35% 35% 18 % 12 % 43 % 34 % 15% 7%
ltem 3 French 35% 33% 23 % 9% 15% 30 % 30 % 25%
Portuguese 42 % 29 % 26 % 3% 16 % 29 % 29 % 26 %
English 53 % 28 % 13% 6% 2% 33% 30% 15%
Luxembourgish/German 29 % 50 % 12 % 9% 43 % 36 % 15% 6%
ltem 4 French 30 % 44 % 21% 5% 20 % 33% 26% 20 %
Portuguese 42 % 45% 10 % 3% 19 % 36 % 27 % 19%
English 47 % 26 % 28 % 0% 26 % 37% 25% 12%
Luxembourgish/German 73 % 21 % 6% 0% 68 % 20 % 7% 5%
lem 5 French N% 20 % 3% 6% 33% 3% 16 % 20 %
Portuguese 58 % 26 % 16 % 0% 30 % 33% 18 % 20 %
English 2% 21% 4% 2% 43 % 27 % 17 % 13 %
Luxembourgish/German 0% 6% 21% 74 % 3% 4% 9% 85 %
ltem 6 French 2% 5% 15% 77 % 8% 12% 20% 60 %
Portuguese 0% 0% 35% 65% 9% 13% 23% 55%
English 0% 2% 13% 85 % 6% 6% 21 % 67 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point
(C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond

10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking students in EPS and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results from the present

table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | am good in my main language of instruction.

Item 2 | learn things quickly in my main language of instruction.
ltem 3 | enjoy my main language of instruction.

ltem 4 | am interested in my main language of instruction.

ltem 5 | like to read in my main language of instruction.

Item 6 | am afraid of my main language of instruction.
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Table A.13 -~Academic Wellbeing at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Gender

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
Item 1 Male 78% - - 2% 76 % = = 24 %
Female 88 % = = 12% 85% = = 15%
Item 2 Male 84 % = = 16 % 78% = = 2%
Female 93% = = 7% 87 % = = 13%
Item 3 Male 79% = = 21% 79% = = 21%
Female 88 % - - 12% 87 % - - 13%
Item 4 Male 91 % - - 9% 85% - - 15%
Female 94 % = = 6% N% = = 9%
Item 5 Male 78% = = 2% 85% > = 15%
Female 88 % = = 12% 90% = = 10%
ltem 6 Male Not administered in C2.1/P1
Female
Item 7 Male 90 % = = 10 % 88 % > = 12%
Female 94 % = = 6% 92% = = 8%
Item 8 Male 28 % = = 2% 29% = = 7%
Female 2% = = % 24% = = 76%
C3.1/P3 I
ltem 1 Male 44 % 33% 13% 9% 48 % 27 % 10% 15%
Female 0% 26% 10% 4% 63% 25% 7% 6%
Item 2 Male 50 % 35% 1% 5% 51% 28% 1% 10%
Female 57 % 2% 14% 0% 63% 26% 7% 4%
Item 3 Male 43 % 39% 13% 6% 48 % 30% 12% 10 %
Female 58 % 30% 10% 2% 59 % 2% 8% 4%
Item 4 Male 46 % 40 % 10 % 4% 53 % 29% 1% 8%
Female 58 % 31% 7% 4% 58 % 30% 8% 4%
Item 5 Male 28% 37 % 23% 12% 50 % 32% Mn% 7%
Female 28% 41% 2% 9% 48 % 36% 1% 5%
Item 6 Male 38% 37 % 15% 9% 54 % 28% 9% 8%
Female 45 % 32% 17% 6% 56 % 2% 10% 5%
ltem 7 Male 43 % 36% 13% 7% 69 % 20% 6% 5%
Female 57% 26% 10% 6% 7% 16% 3% 3%
ltem 8 Male 19% 23% 2% 35% 19% 21% 19% 40 %
Female 12% 30% 17% 4% 16% 18% 16% 50%
C4.1/pP5 |
ltem 1 Male 47 % 37% 8% 9% 30% 40 % 17 % 13%
Female 48 % 42% 8% 2% 4% 4% 13% 5%
Item 2 Male 2% 42% 9% 7% 3% 42 % 17 % 10 %
Female 46 % 37 % 15% 2% 38% 4% 17% 3%
Item 3 Male N% 44 % 9% 6% 28% 42 % 20% 10 %
Female 43 % 9% 15% 3% 35% 45% 16% 4%
Item 4 Male 47 % 42% 9% 3% 38% 41 % 14 % 7%
Female 37 % 46 % 14% 3% 38% 4% 17% 4%
ltem 5 Male 31 % 2% 18% 9% 38% 42% 15% 5%
Female 28% 31% 2% 12% 34% 2% 19% 5%
ltem 6 Male 35% 37% 18% 9% 37% 39 % 17 % 8%
Female 28% 43% 2% 6% 35% 41 % 18% 6%
ltem 7 Male 57 % 25% 1% 7% 66 % 24 % 6% 3%
Female 58 % 23% 12% 6% 70% 23% 5% 2%
ltem 8 Male 14% 19 % 24 % 42 % 19 % 30 % 26 % 26 %
Female 8% 21 % 27 % 44 % 16 % 28 % 24 % 33%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point (C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert
scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's
percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold.

Iltem 1 | like going to school. Item 5 In my class, we get along well.

ltem 2 Schoolis fun. Item 6 In my class, we all stick together.

ltem 3 | am happy when | am at school. Item 7 In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it.
ltem 4 In my class, we help each other. Iltem 8 In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.
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Table A.14 -Academic Wellbeing at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply’ | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
Itern 1 High SES 82% - - 18 % 82% = = 18 %
Low SES 83% = = 17% 81% = = 19%
Item 2 High SES 89 % - - 1% 85% - - 15%
Low SES 96 % = = 4% 83% = = 17%
Item 3 High SES 85% - - 15% 86 % - - 14 %
Low SES 78% = = 2% 82% = = 18%
Item 4 High SES 94 % = = 6% 89 % = = 1%
Low SES 96 % = = 4% 87 % = = 13%
Item 5 High SES 85% = = 15% 89 % > = 1%
Low SES 83% = = 17% 86% > = 14%
ltem 6 [i;gvljsSEEsS Not administered in C2.1/P1
Item 7 High SES 93% = = 7% 92% > = 8%
Low SES 9N% 2 2 9% 89% 2 = 1%
Item 8 High SES 23% = = 77 % 23% = = 77 %
Low SES 9% - - 61 % 31% - - 89 %
C3.1/P3 |
ltem 1 High SES 54 % 29% 12% 5% 55% 27 % 9% 8%
Low SES 61 % 17% 17% 6% 57 % 23% 8% 12%
Item 2 High SES 0% 31% 6% 3% 58 % 28 % 8% 6%
Low SES 56 % 3% 6% 6% 59% 25% 9% 7%
ftem 3 High SES 54 % 32% 12% 3% 52% 33% 10 % 6%
Low SES 56 % 28% 6% nN% 56 % 26% 10% 8%
Item 4 High SES 47 % 37 % 14 % 1% 54 % 32% 10 % 5%
Low SES 61 % 2% nN% 6% 56 % 30% 7% 8%
Item 5 High SES 30% 38 % 20% 12% 50 % 36% 9% 5%
Low SES 17% 61% 17% 6% a7 % 3% 12% 8%
Item 6 High SES 2% 35% 16 % 8% 54 % 33% 9% 4%
Low SES 3% 50 % 17% 0% 47 % 3% 12% 8%
ltem 7 High SES 58 % 24 % 13% 5% 74 % 18% 5% 4%
Low SES 50 % 3% 1% 6% 74 % 18% 4% 4%
ltem 8 High SES 21% 29% 19% 31% 14 % 20% 18% 49 %
Low SES 17% 28% 28% 28% 19% 21% 17% 43 %
C4.1/p5 I
ltem 1 High SES 42% 47 % 8% 4% 37% 43 % 12% 8%
Low SES 52% 26% 13% 9% 4% 38 % 17% 10%
Item 2 High SES 39 % 44 % 14 % 4% 37 % 44 % 13% 6%
Low SES 52% 9% 9% 0% 2% 42% 19% 7%
ltem 3 High SES 42% 44 % 13% 2% 32% 48 % 13% 6%
Low SES 35% 43% 17% 4% 28% 43% 21% 8%
Item 4 High SES 9% 36% 13% 3% 38% 43 % 15% 4%
Low SES 35% 48 % 9% 9% 38% 9% 17% 6%
ltem 5 High SES 21% 40 % 28% 1% 39% 42 % 17 % 3%
Low SES 30% 2% 30% 17% 35% 40 % 19% 6%
ltem 6 High SES 30 % 43 % 21% 6% 37% 41 % 16 % 6%
Low SES 30% 52% 13% 4% 36% 9% 19% 6%
ltem 7 High SES 51% 27 % 13% 9% 68 % 23% 5% 4%
Low SES 61 % 2% 0% 17% 68 % 25% 5% 2%
ltem 8 High SES 1% 18% 27 % 44 % 14 % 24 % 28% 33%
Low SES 17 % 9% 35% 39% 18 % 29% 25% 28%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point (C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert
scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's
percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results
from the present table have fo be interpreted with caution.

Iltem 1 | like going to school. Item 5 In my class, we get along well.

Iltem 2 Schoolis fun. ltem 6 In my class, we all stick together.

ltem 3 | am happy when | am at school. Item 7 In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it.
ltem 4 In my class, we help each other. Item 8 In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.
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Table A.15 -Academic Wellbeing at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by Migration Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply’ | Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
ltem 1 Native 75% = = 25% 80 % = = 20 %
Migration background 84 % - - 16% 81% - - 19%
Item 2 N(.lﬁve. 92% = = 8% 83 % = = 17 %
Migration background 88 % - - 12% 83% - - 17%
Item 3 N(.]ﬁve. 78% = = 2% 83 % = = 17 %
Migration background 85% - - 15% 83% - - 17%
Item 4 N(.lﬁve. 97 % = = 3% 90 % = = 10 %
Migration background 2% - - 8% 87 % - - 13%
Item 5 Native 83% = = 17 % 89 % > = 1%
Migration background 83% - - 17% 87 % - - 13%
item 6 m;'r:jion backaround Not administered in C2.1/P1
ltem 7 Native 94 % = = 6% 92% = = 8%
Migration background 92% - - 8% 89 % - - 1%
Item 8 Native 17 % = = 83% 24 % = = 76 %
Migration background 30% - - 0% 28% - - 2%
C3.1/P3 |
ltem 1 Ngﬁve. 54 % 26% 1% 9% 54% 28 % 8% 10 %
Migration background 54% 2% 1% 6% 58 % 24% 9% 10%
Item 2 Ngﬁve. 54 % 29% 14 % 3% 55% 29 % 9% 7%
Migration background 56 % 32% 1% 2% 59% 26% 9% 6%
ftem 3 Native 51 % 31 % 9% 9% 54% 30 % 9% 7%
Migration background 53 % 34% 1% 3% 54% 2% 10% 7%
Item 4 Native 52% 2% 6% 0% 57 % 30% 8% 5%
Migration background 54% 3% 9% 4% 54% 30% 10% 6%
Item 5 Native 2% 38% 12% 18 % 53% 34% 9% 5%
Migration background 27% 39% 25% 9% 48 % 34% 12% 6%
Item 6 Native 46 % 29% 26% 0% 58 % 28% 8% 6%
Migration background 2% 37 % 13% 9% 54 % 2% 10% 7%
ltem 7 Nz.:ﬁve. 40% 37% 1% 1% 75% 16 % 4% 4%
Migration background 52% 30% 1% 7% 2% 19% 5% 4%
Item 8 Nz.Jﬁve. 20 % 26% 1% 43% 17 % 19 % 18 % 46 %
Migration background 15% 26% 2% 37 % 18% 20% 18% 44 %
C4.1/p5 I
ltem 1 Native 45% 55% 0% 0% 36 % % 14 % 9%
Migration background 50 % 37 % 8% 5% 3% 40% 15% 8%
Item 2 Native 48 % 4% 10 % 0% 35% 42 % 17 % 6%
Migration background 45 % 9% 12% 5% 34 % 42% 17% 7%
Item 3 Native 38 % 52% 10 % 0% 31% 44 % 18 % 7%
Migration background 45 % 40% 12% 4% 3% 44 % 18% 7%
Item 4 Native 28% 62% 7% 3% 40% 2% 13% 5%
Migration background 43 % 42% N% 4% 37 % 4% 17% 5%
ltem 5 Native 17 % 38% % 3% 40% 42 % 14 % 4%
Migration background 27 % 9% 21% 13% 3% 42% 19% 6%
ltem 6 Native 14% 55% 17 % 14 % 38 % 40 % 15% 6%
Migration background 3% 40% 20% 7% 35% 40% 19% 7%
ltem 7 Native 45 % 38 % 14 % 3% 69 % 23% 5% 3%
Migration background 0% 21% 12% 7% 68 % 24% 5% 2%
ltem 8 Native 10% 21 % 31 % 38 % 16 % 26 % 26 % 2%
Migration background 11 % 21 % 24 % 4 % 17 % 31% 24 % 28%

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point (C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert
scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's
percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of native EPS students and the different
countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

Iltem 1 | like going to school. Item 5 In my class, we get along well.

Iltem 2 Schoolis fun. ltem 6 In my class, we all stick together.

ltem 3 | am happy when | am at school. Item 7 In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it.
ltem 4 In my class, we help each other. Item 8 In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.
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Annex

European curriculum

Luxembourgish curriculum

Does apply ] Does rather apply Does rather not apply ] Does not apply. | Does apply Does rather apply Does rather not apply I Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 79% - - 21% 80 % = = 20 %
French 80 % = = 20 % 80 % = = 20%
ftem 1 Portuguese 87 % = = 13% 83 % = = 17 %
English 86% = = 14% 81% = = 19%
Luxembourgish/German 87 % - - 13% 82% - - 18%
ltem 2 French 85% = = 15% 81 % = = 19%
Portuguese 100 % = = 0% 84 % = = 16%
English 92 % = = 8% 80 % = = 20%
Luxembourgish/German 79% - - 21% 83 % - - 17%
Item 3 French 79% = = 21% 83 % = = 17 %
Portuguese 80 % - - 20 % 84 % - - 16%
English 88 % 2 2 12% 82% = = 18%
Luxembourgish/German 96 % - - 4% 89 % - - 1%
Item 4 French 89 % = = 1% 86 % = = 14 %
Portuguese 93% - - 7% 88 % - - 12%
English 95% = = 5% 85% = = 15%
Luxembourgish/German 78 % - - 2% 89% - - MN%
ltem 5 French nN% = = 29% 85% = = 15%
Portuguese 100 % - - 0% 85% - - 15%
English 93% = = 7% 86% = = 14%
Luxembourgish/German
ltem 6 french Not administered in C2.1/P1
Portuguese
English
Luxembourgish/German 92% - - 8% 9% - - 9%
Item 7 French 88% > > 12% 89 % = = 1%
Portuguese 97 % - - 3% 90 % - - 10%
English 95% = = 5% 88 % = = 12%
Luxembourgish/German 29% - - % 24 % - - 76 %
ltem 8 French 30 % = = 70% 26 % = = 74%
Portuguese 30% - - 70 % 30 % - - 70 %
English 28% = = 2% 28% = = 2%
C3.1/P3
Luxembourgish/German 57 % 30% 3% 10 % 54 % 28% 8% 10%
Item 1 French 50 % 30% 1% 8% 55% 25% 10 % 1N%
Portuguese 52% 33% 1% 4% 58 % 24 % 9% 10%
English 73% 27 % 0% 0% 52% 27 % 7% 13%
Luxembourgish/German 57 % 30% 10 % 3% 56 % 29 % 8% 7%
Item 2 French 52% 31% 13% 4% 56 % 27 % 9% 8%
Portuguese 59 % 37% 4% 0% 60 % 24% 9% 7%
English 82% 9% 9% 0% 53% 28% 10% 9%
Luxembourgish/German 63% 23% 7% 7% 53% 30 % 10 % 7%
ltem 3 French 47 % 35% 12% 6% 52% 29 % 12% 8%
Porfuguese 48 % N% 7% 4% 56 % 28% 10% 7%
English 82% 9% 9% 0% 48 % 2% 10% 9%
Luxembourgish/German 46 % 43 % 1% 0% 57% 29% 9% 5%
ltem 4 French 52% 34 % 9% 5% 53 % 30 % 10% 6%
Portuguese 59 % 30% 1% 0% 56 % 29% 9% 6%
English 73% 9% 9% 9% 58 % 23% n% 8%
Luxembourgish/German 40 % 40 % 3% 17 % 52% 34% 9% 5%
ltem 5 French 25% 38% 24% 13% 47 % 36 % MN% 7%
Portuguese 3% 38% 3% 0% 47 % 33% 13% 7%
English 55% 18% 18% 9% 4% 38% 1% 7%
Luxembourgish/German 40 % 37 % 23% 0% 52% 34 % 9% 5%
ltem 6 French 44 % 35% 13% 9% 51 % 30 % 1% 9%
Portuguese A% 37% 15% 7% 59% 25% 9% 7%
English 3% 18% 9% 0% 48 % 3% 10% 10%
Luxembourgish/German 57% 23% 10% 10% 74 % 17% 5% 5%
ltem 7 French 53% 2% 9% 7% 2% 18% 5% 5%
Portuguese 3% 4% 2% 0% 74 % 18% 4% 4%
English 73% 9% 9% 9% 69 % 18% 7% 6%
Luxembourgish/German 20% 17 % 20 % 43% 17 % 20 % 18 % 46 %
ltem 8 French 15% 29 % 19 % 37 % 16 % 21% 18 % 46 %
Portuguese 15% 30 % 19 % 37 % 19 % 21% 17 % 37 %
English 18% 9% 18% 55% 19% 23% 17% 4%

143



Annex

L3 ]
| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| I Does apply Does rather apply. Does rather not apply | Does not apply I Does appl, Does rather appls Does rather not apply | Does not appl!
4.1/P.
Luxembourgish/German 50 % 44 % 3% 3% 36% 41 % 14% 9%
ftern 1 French 43% 44 % 6% 7% 36% 2% 14% 8%
Portuguese 65% 26% 3% 6% 3% 40 % 17 % 10 %
English 51% 36% 6% 6% 2% 44 % 16% 9%
Luxembourgish/German 47 % 41 % 9% 3% 34 % 43 % 17 % 7%
Item 2 French 37 % 41 % 15% 6% 36 % 2% 16 % 7%
Portuguese N% 23% 3% 3% 32% 2% 17% 8%
English 3% 36% 7% 4% 28% 9% 15% 8%
Luxembourgish/German 47 % 29% 21% 3% 32% 43 % 18% 7%
ltom 3 French 38% 45% 1% 5% 3% 2% 16% 7%
Portuguese 45% 42 % 10% 3% 28% 44 % 21% 7%
English 51% 32% n% 6% 29% 46 % 16% 8%
Luxembourgish/German 35% 44 % 15% 6% 40 % 41 % 14 % 5%
ftern 4 French 32% 46 % 17 % 5% 36% 39% 18% 7%
Portuguese 60% 30% 10% 0% 39% N% 16% 5%
English 40% 47 % 6% 6% 36% HN% 16% 7%
Luxembourgish/German 26% 50 % 21% 3% 40 % 42 % 15% 4%
ftern 5 French 15% 34% 35% 16 % 34% 0% 19% 6%
Portuguese 42% 23% 23% 13% 33% 3% 19% 6%
English 34% 45% 15% 6% 2% 2% 18% 8%
Luxembourgish/German 29% 35% 29% 6% 38% 40 % 16 % 6%
Item 6 French 23% 40 % 26% 1% 35% 38% 19 % 8%
Portuguese 39 % 42% 13% 6% 34 % 2% 18 % 6%
English 28% 51% 17% 4% 277% 44 % 21% 7%
Luxembourgish/German 53% 26% 15% 6% 68 % 24% 5% 3%
Item 7 French 56 % 2% 14 % 8% 67 % 24 % 6% 3%
Portuguese 68% 26% 0% 6% 9% 24% 5% 2%
English 55% 26% 13% 6% 4% 26% 6% 3%
Luxembourgish/German 12% 21% 38 % 29% 17 % 26% 25% 32%
ltern 8 French 15% 26% 24 % 35% 18% 31% 25% 26%
Portuguese 10% 16% 29 % 45 % 17 % 3% 26% 26%
English 9% 1% 2% 55% 18% 3% 23% 26 %

Note. In primary education, the students express their level of agreement with the different items using age-appropriate shaking heads as symbols to represent their agreement or disagreement on a two-point (C2.1/P1) or a four-point Likert
scale (C3.1/ P3 and C4.1/P5). The number of items used to assess a specific construct is increasing over time with the fewest items in C2.1/P1. For more details on the assessment of the constructs, see section 4.2.1. If the sum of a group's
percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking students in EPS

and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 | like going to school. Item 5 In my class, we get along well.

ltem 2 Schoolis fun. Item 6 In my class, we all stick together.

ltem 3 | am happy when | am at school. Item 7 In my class, we get extra support from my teacher if we need it.
ltem 4 In my class, we help each other. Iltem 8 In my class, we sometimes disrupt the class on purpose.
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A.3 PARENTAL PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUALISM AND PARENTAL SUPPORT

Table A.17 - General Perceptions of Multilingualism and Roles in Education at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child’s Gender

| I Eur n curriculum I Luxembourgish curriculum
| I Does apply | Does rather appls Does rather not apply | Does not appl! I Does appl, Does rather appls Does rather not apply | Does not apply.

C2.1/P1
ltem 1 Male 69 % 26 % 3% 1% 79 % 18 % 2% 1%
Female 75% 23% 1% 1% 80 % 7% 2% 1%
ltem 2 Male 6% 20% 25% 49 % 9% 20 % 28% 2%
Female 7% 13% 3% 9% 8% 21% 27% 44%
ftem 3 Male 60 % 35% 3% 1% 63% 30 % 5% 2%
Female 9% 25% 4% 1% 64 % 30% 5% 1%
ftem 4 Male 9% 17 % 3% 1% 75% 21% 2% 1%
Female 9% 27 % 3% 1% 76% 21% 2% 1% I
ltem 1 Male 70 % 25% 5% 0% 78 % 18 % 3% 1%
Female 74% 20% 3% 2% 77% 20% 3% 1%
Item 2 Male 1N% 23% 26% 39 % 12% 24 % 26 % 38 %
Female 6% 18% 28% 9% N% 24% 26% 9%
ltem 3 Male 70 % 26% 4% 0% 65% 30 % 4% 1%
Female 66 % 2% 4% 1% 64% 3% 4% 1%
ftem 4 Male 73% 25% 1% 0% 74% 2% 3% 1%
Female 0% 24% 5% 1% 2% 24% 3% 1% I
ftem 1 Male % 24 % 0% 4% 76% 19 % 4% 1%
Female 0% 25% 4% 2% 7% 20% 3% 1%
Item 2 Male 17 % 19 % 24 % 40 % 12% 28% 25% 35%
Female 8% 24% 31 % 38% n% 25% 24% 40 %
ltem 3 Male 61 % 39 % 1% 0% 65% 29 % 4% 2%
Female 60 % 38 % 2% 1% 63% 3% 4% 1%
ltem 4 Male 69 % 29% 2% 1% 73% 23 % 3% 2%
Female 8% 28% 4% 0% 2% 23% 4% 1%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1.

ltem 1 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our child good future opportunities.
Item 2 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg poses a difficulty to our child.

Iltem 3 It is the task of the teacher to support our child in their school learning.

Iltem 4 It is our task as parents/legal guardians to support our child in their school learning.
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Table A.18 - General Perceptions of Multilingualism and Roles in Education at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
Itern 1 High SES 68 % 29% 2% 0% 80 % 17 % 2% 1%
Low SES 57% 38 % 5% 0% 80 % 17% 2% 1%
Item 2 High SES 8% 17 % 27 % 49 % 7% 18 % 29% 46 %
Low SES 9% 14% 18% 59% 12% 23% 26% 38 %
Item 3 High SES 66 % 28% 6% 0% 68 % 26% 4% 1%
Low SES 52% 9% 4% 4% 64 % 28% 5% 2%
Item 4 High SES % 26 % 2% 1% 68 % 26% 4% 1%
Low SES 7% 29% 0% 5% 8% 18% 3% 1%
Item 1 High SES 75% 2% 4% 0% 81 % 17 % 2% 0%
Low SES 1% 14% nN% 4% 78% 18% 3% 2%
Item 2 High SES 8% 18 % 29% 44 % 8% 19 % 28% 44 %
Low SES 4% 15% 27 % 54% 15% 2% 2% 2%
Item 3 High SES 68% 28% 4% 0% 70% 27 % 3% 1%
Low SES 65% 31% 4% 0% 65% 2% 5% 2%
ltem 4 High SES 68 % 27 % 4% 1% 75% 21% 3% 1%
Low SES 84 % 16% 0% 0% 74 % 2% 3% 2% I
ltem 1 High SES 70% 23% 3% 3% 79% 17 % 3% 1%
Low SES 2% 28% 0% 0% 76% 20% 3% 1%
Item 2 High SES 10 % 20 % 27 % 43 % 8% 2% 25% 45%
Low SES 18% 24% 18% 4% 13% 31% 21% 34%
Item 3 High SES 56 % 2% 1% 1% 69 % 27% 3% 1%
Low SES 50% 45 % 5% 0% 4% 29% 5% 2%
Item 4 High SES 68% 29% 2% 0% 73% 23% 3% 1%
Low SES 63% 37 % 0% 0% 73% 2% 3% 2%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due fo the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

Item 1 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our child good future opportunities.
Iltem 2 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg poses a difficulty to our child.

ltem 3 It is the task of the teacher o support our child in their school learning.

Iltem 4 It is our task as parents/legal guardians to support our child in their school learning.
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Table A.19 - General Perceptions of Multilingualism and Roles in Education at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child’'s Migration Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
ltem 1 Native % 29% 0% 0% 78% 18 % 3% 1%
Migration background 2% 24% 3% 1% 81% 17% 2% 1%
Item 2 Native 3% 1% 29% 57 % 6% 16 % 31 % 47 %
Migration background 7% 17% 2% 47 % 1% 24% 25% 40%
Item 3 Native 53% 4% 3% 0% 65% 29% 5% 1%
Migration background 66 % 28% 4% 2% 62% 2% 5% 2%
Item 4 Native 83 % 14 % 3% 0% 80 % 18 % 2% 1%
Migration background 73% 23% 3% 1% 73% 23% 2% 1%
Item 1 Native 64 % 29% 7% 0% 75% 21% 3% 1%
Migration background 73% 2% 3% 1% 9% 17% 2% 1%
Item 2 Native 9% 9% 40 % 42% 8% 19 % 31% 41 %
Migration background 8% 2% 25% 45% 13% 28% 23% 36%
Item 3 Native 55% 39% 7% 0% 66 % 28% 4% 1%
Migration background 1% 24% 4% 0% 63% 31 % 4% 1%
ltem 4 Ngﬁve. 75% 25% 0% 0% 77 % 20 % 2% 1%
Migration background 73% 2% 4% 1% 70% 25% 4% 2% |
ltem 1 Ngﬁve. 7% 21 % 0% 7% 73% 22% 3% 1%
Migration background 9% 27 % 2% 2% %% 17% 3% 1%
Item 2 Native 12% 15% 31% 42% 10 % 22% 29 % 39 %
Migration background 12% 21% 28% 9% 13% 2% 21% 37 %
Item 3 Native 1% 25% 4% 0% 65% 30% 4% 1%
Migration background 58 % 40 % 1% 0% 64 % 30% 5% 2%
Item 4 Native 73% 23% 0% 4% 75% 21% 3% 1%
Migration background 8% 27% 3% 0% 70% 24% 4% 2%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due fo the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

Item 1 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our child good future opportunities.
Iltem 2 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg poses a difficulty to our child.

ltem 3 It is the task of the teacher o support our child in their school learning.

Iltem 4 It is our task as parents/legal guardians to support our child in their school learning.
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Table A.20 - General Perceptions of Multilingualism and Roles in Education at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child's Language Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 83 % 17 % 0% 0% 79 %G 18% 2% 1%
Item 1 French 67 % 32% 0% 1% 77 % 20% 2% 1%
Portuguese 68 % 25% 7% 0% 79% 18 % 2% 1%
English 77% 21% 1% 0% 80 % 16% 2% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 5% 9% 30 % 56 % 6% 15% 31% 49 %
Item 2 French 2% 18% 27 % 54 % 8% 20% 27 % 45%
Portuguese 1% 21% 29% 39% 1% 30 % 24 % 35%
English 1% 15% 27 % 46 % 8% 26% 25% 40%
Luxembourgish/German 55% 43 % 0% 2% 67 % 27% 4% 1%
Item 3 French 59 % 34% 4% 3% 57 % 37 % 5% 1%
Portuguese 66 % 31% 3% 0% 59 % 34 % 5% 2%
English 8% 2% 2% 2% 67 % 29% 3% 1%
Luxembourgish/German 84 % 16% 0% 0% 80 % 18% 2% 0%
Item 4 French 74% 25% 1% 0% 72% 25% 2% 1%
Portuguese 75% 25% 0% 0% 77% 20 % 3% 1%
English 78% 19% 3% 0% % 26% 3% 0% I
Luxembourgish/German 74% 26% 0% 0% 76 % 20% 3% 1%
ltem 1 French 65% 27 % 7% 1% 74% 23% 2% 1%
Portuguese 67 % 27 % 7% 0% 76 % 20% 3% 1%
English 69 % 26% 1% 3% 79% 16% 3% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 6% 3% 30 % 1% 8% 19% 31 % 43 %
Item 2 French 6% 18 % 32% 44 % 1% 2% 25% 42%
Portuguese 13% 30% 17 % 40 % 14 % 37 % 20% 30 %
English 10% 24% 24% 41 % 10% 25% 26% 39 %
Luxembourgish/German 53% 37% 10 % 0% 67 % 27 % 4% 1%
Item 3 French 67 % 29% 4% 0% 57 % 37 % 5% 2%
Portuguese 56 % 38% 6% 0% 61% 34 % 4% 1%
English 79% 15% 6% 0% 70% 21% 6% 3%
Luxembourgish/German 74% 26% 0% 0% 77 % 20% 3% 1%
ltem 4 French 75% 21 % 4% 1% % 27 % 2% 1%
Portuguese 75% 2% 0% 3% 74 % 2% 2% 2%
English 65% 27 % 7% 1% 74% 2% 2% 2% |
Luxembourgish/German 80 % 17% 0% 3% 75% 20% 3% 1%
ftem 1 French 67 % 28% 2% 4% 76 % 21% 3% 0%
Portuguese 1% 29 % 0% 0% 75% 21% 3% 1%
English 2% 21% 3% 5% 77% 18% 5% 0%
Luxembourgish/German 3% 10% 34% 52% 9% 21% 29 % N%
Item 2 French 7% 16 % 37% 40 % 1% 28% 23% 38 %
Portuguese 1% 44 % 15% 30% 15% 38 % 18 % 29%
English 24% 24% 21% 32% 13% 28% 2% 37 %
Luxembourgish/German 83% 17% 0% 0% 66 % 29% 3% 2%
ltem 3 French 54 % 43% 2% 1% 59 % 35% 5% 1%
Portuguese 59 % 37 % 4% 0% 63% 30 % 6% 1%
English 9% N% 0% 0% 67 % 29% 3% 1%
Luxembourgish/German 70 % 20% 7% 3% 75% 21 % 3% 1%
ltem 4 French 69 % 30 % 1% 0% 59 % 35% 5% 1%
Portuguese 72% 24 % 3% 0% 73% 2% 3% 1%
English 2% 25% 3% 0% 75% 2% 4% 2%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due to the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking
students in EPS and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

Item 1 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg offers our child good future opportunities.
Item 2 The multilingualism of the schools in Luxembourg poses a difficulty to our child.

ltem 3 It is the fask of the teacher to support our child in their school learning.

Iltem 4 It is our task as parents/legal guardians to support our child in their school learning.
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Table A.21 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child's Gender

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
Itern 1 Male 89 % 7% 2% 2% 84% 12% 2% 2%
Female 86% 10% 3% 1% 83% 13% 3% 2%
Item 2 Male 52% 25% 10% 13% 58 % 23% 8% 1%
Female 52% 26% 6% 15% 57 % 24% 9% 10%
Item 3 Male 94 % 5% 1% 0% 64 % 16 % 10% 10%
Female 86 % 1% 2% 1% 65% 16% 10% 10%
Item 4 Male 94 % 4% 1% 1% 69 % 19% 7% 5%
Female 88 % 10% 1% 1% 0% 19% 6% 5%
Item 5 Male 93 % 6% 1% 0% 66 % 19 % 10 % 5%
Female 88 % nN% 1% 0% 66 % 19% 9% 6% I
Item 1 Male 75% 18 % 5% 1% 83% 13% 2% 2%
Female 86% nN% 2% 1% 82% 14% 2% 2%
Item 2 Male 2% 37 % 7% 14 % 55% 25% 9% 1%
Female 34 % 32% 14% 21% 54 % 25% 9% 12%
ltem 3 Male 89% 10% 1% 1% 58 % 13% 1% 19%
Female 88 % 8% 1% 2% 57% 15% 12% 17%
ltem 4 Male 86 % 1% 2% 0% 78% 14 % 5% 3%
Female 81% 14% 1% 4% 75% 16% 5% 3%
ltem 5 Male 82% 17 % 0% 1% 67 % 23% 7% 3%
Female 76% 21% 2% 1% 67 % 2% 7% 3% l
Item 1 Male 75% 21% 1% 3% 82% 13% 3% 2%
Female 83% 14% 1% 2% 81% 15% 3% 1%
Item 2 Male 56 % 19 % 17 % 8% 55% 26 % 8% 1%
Female 60 % 23% 5% 13% 56 % 26% 7% 1%
Item 3 Male 80 % 14 % 3% 4% 56 % 15% 1% 18 %
Female 86% 9% 3% 2% 55% 15% 1% 19%
Item 4 Male 78% 18 % 3% 1% 72% 17 % 7% 4%
Female 78% 14% 5% 3% 2% 18% 6% 4%
ltem 5 Male % 24 % 3% 3% 66 % 23 % 8% 3%
Female 74% 25% 1% 1% 66 % 25% 7% 3%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1.

Item 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

ltem 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child’'s teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Item 3 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
Item 4 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

Iltem 5 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.
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Table A.22 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by SES

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C2.1/P1
Item 1 High SES 88 % 9% 1% 2% 89 % 9% 1% 0%
Low SES 82% 14% 0% 5% 7% 16% 4% 3%
Item 2 High SES 51% 25% 9% 16 % 58 % 23% 7% 12%
Low SES 56 % 9% 6% 0% 62% 2% 8% 8%
Item 3 High SES 89% 10% 1% 0% 67 % 13% 10% 10 %
Low SES 83% 13% 0% 4% 59% 19% 10% 12%
Item 4 High SES 92 % 6% 2% 0% 3% 16 % 7% 4%
Low SES 80 % 20% 0% 0% 65 % 2% 7% 6%
Item 5 High SES 9N % 8% 1% 0% 69 % 16 % 1% 5%
Low SES 74% 26% 0% 0% 60 % 23% 10% 6% I
Item 1 High SES 84% 1% 5% 0% 89 % 9% 2% 1%
Low SES 50% 35% 15% 0% 74% 20% 4% 3%
Item 2 High SES 39% 28% 12% 21% 56 % 21% 9% 13%
Low SES 25% 58 % 12% 4% 56 % 25% 10% 10%
ltem 3 High SES 87 % 1% 1% 2% 68 % 1% 10% 1%
Low SES 81% 1% 4% 4% 2% 16% 14% 28%
Item 4 High SES 83 % 14 % 1% 1% 87 % 9% 3% 1%
Low SES 2% 35% 4% 0% 64 % 23% 7% 5%
ltem 5 High SES 81 % 16 % 2% 1% 78% 16 % 4% 2%
Low SES 52% 48 % 0% 0% 52% 31% % 6%
Item 1 High SES 84% 15% 0% 1% 87 % 1% 2% 0%
Low SES 65% 25% 0% 10% 75% 18% 3% 3%
Item 2 High SES 52% 15% 20% 13% 58 % 2% 6% 14 %
Low SES % 24% 6% 0% 58 % 26% 8% 8%
ltem 3 High SES 93 % 5% 1% 1% 69 % 10 % 9% 13 %
Low SES 57% 19% 10% 14% 43 % 15% 14% 28%
ltem 4 High SES 86 % 1% 2% 1% 85% 9% 4% 1%
Low SES 9% 24% 12% 6% 62 % 2% 10% 7%
ltem 5 High SES 82% 18% 0% 0% 79% 16 % 5% 0%
Low SES 50 % 9% 6% 6% 54% 30 % 10% 6%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due fo the small number of EPS students with a low SES, the results from the present table have to be inferpreted with caution.

Iltem 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

ltem 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child’s teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Iltem 3 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
ltem 4 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

ltem 5 Our language skills in our child‘s main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.
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Table A.23 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child's Migration Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply. | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
ltem 1 Native N% 9% 0% 0% 95% 4% 0% 1%
Migration Background 87% 8% 3% 2% 76 % 18% 4% 2%
Item 2 Native 53% 40 % 0% 7% 64 % 21% 6% 10 %
Migration Background 51% 24% 9% 15% 55% 25% 10% 1%
Item 3 N(.lﬁve. 97 % 3% 0% 0% 90 % 8% 1% 1%
Migration Background 88 % 9% 2% 0% 45% 2% 16 % 17%
Item 4 N(.lﬁve. 97 % 3% 0% 0% 87 % 9% 3% 1%
Migration Background N% 7% 1% 1% 56 % 26% 10% 8%
ftem 5 Native 97 % 3% 0% 0% 89 % 9% 1% 0%
Migration Background 89% 10 % 1% 0% 48 % 27% 16 % 9% |
ftem 1 Native 82% 16 % 2% 0% 93 % 6% 0% 1%
Migration Background 81% 14% 4% 1% 75% 19% 4% 2%
Item 2 Native 39% 30% 13% 17 % 59 % 21% 8% 12%
Migration Background 3% 36% 9% 18% 52% 27 % 10% 12%
ltem 3 Ngﬁve. 88 % 12% 0% 0% 88 % 9% 2% 1%
Migration Background 90 % 8% 1% 1% 2% 18% 18% 30%
ltem 4 Ngﬁve. 80 % 16 % 0% 5% 88 % 9% 2% 1%
Migration Background 85% 12% 2% 2% 68 % 20% 8% 4%
ltem 5 Ngﬁve. 80 % 20% 0% 0% 89 % 10% 1% 0%
Migration Background 9% 19% 2% 1% 51% 3% 12% 4% [
ftem 1 Native 93% 7% 0% 0% 93% 6% 1% 1%
Migration Background 9% 17% 1% 2% 73% 20% 4% 3%
Item 2 Native 54 % 23% 15%. 8% 60 % 23% 7% 10 %
Migration Background 57 % 21% 10% 12% 54% 27 % 8% 1%
Item 3 Native 89 % 1% 0% 0% 85% 1% 2% 1%
Migration Background 84 % 1% 2% 2% 3% 17% 18 % 32%
ltem 4 Native 81 % 1% 7% 0% 85% 1% 2% 1%
Migration Background 9% 16% 3% 1% 63% 2% 9% 6%
ltem 5 Native 80 % 16 % 4% 0% 87 % 12% 1% 0%
Migration Background 73% 25% 1% 0% 51% 3% 12% 5%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due fo the small number of native EPS students and the different countries of origin, the results from the present table have to be interpreted with caution.

ltem 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

ltem 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child’s teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Iltem 3 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
ltem 4 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

ltem 5 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.
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Table A.24 - Communication with Teachers and Academic Support at Primary School Level Expressed in Percentages - Split by the Child’s Language Background

| | European curriculum | Luxembourgish curriculum
| 1 Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply | Does apply | Does rather apply Does rather not apply | Does not apply
C€2.1/P1
Luxembourgish/German 91 % 7% 0% 2% 94 % 5% 1% 1%
Item 1 French 91 % 7% 1% 1% 83 % 15% 1% 1%
Portuguese 85% 15% 0% 0% 78% 17 % 3% 2%
English 84 % 9% 4% 3% % 2% 5% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 67 % 3% 0% 0% 63% 19% 7% nN%
Item 2 French 43% 39 % 8% 10 % 47 % 30 % 10 % 14 %
Portuguese 81% 12% 0% 6% 57 % 24% 10 % 9%
English 0% 15% 10% 15% 51% 20% 12% 16%
Luxembourgish/German 96 % 4% 0% 0% 89 % 8% 1% 2%
Item 3 French 94 % 6% 0% 0% 51% 2% 13% 14 %
Portuguese 77% 19 % 0% 4% 51% 2% 13% 15%
English 93 % 6% 1% 0% 46 % 17% 14 % 23%
Luxembourgish/German 93 % 5% 0% 2% 87 % 9% 2% 2%
Item 4 French 95 % 4% 2% 0% 57% 25% 1% 7%
Portuguese 81% 19 % 0% 0% 59 % 26 % 9% 6%
English 94 % 8% 0% 0% 57% 2% 12% 9%
Luxembourgish/German 93 % 7% 0% 0% 89 % 9% 2% 1%
ltem 5 French 96 % 4% 0% 0% 54 % 25% 14 % 7%
Portuguese 75% 25% 0% 0% 53% 28 % 12% 7%
English 94 % 8% 0% 0% H9% 20% 17% 14% |
Luxembourgish/German 90 % 10% 0% 0% 93% 6% 0% 1%
Item 1 French 86 % 1% 2% 1% 83% 15% 1% 1%
Portuguese 1% 19 % 10 % 0% 75% 20% 3% 2%
English 80 % 15% 5% 0% 2% 20% 6% 2%
Luxembourgish/German 50 % 31% 0% 19% 60 % 20% 8% 12%
Item 2 French 43 % 41 % 4% 12% 46 % 33% 10 % 1M%
Portuguese 30% 40 % 10 % 20 % 52% 27 % 10 % 1M%
English 31% 40 % 12% 7% 43 % 2% 12% 23%
Luxembourgish/German 97 % 3% 0% 0% 9% 6% 2% 1%
ltem 3 French 94 % 8% 0% 1% 4% 19% 18 % 19%
Portuguese 74% 26% 0% 0% 35% 20% 15% 29%
English 95 % 5% 0% 0% 2% 13% 14 % 3%
Luxembourgish/German 9N % 3% 0% 6% 90 % 7% 2% 1%
ltem 4 French 86 % 1% 2% 1% 73% 18 % 6% 3%
Portuguese 73% 27 % 0% 0% 63% 25% 8% 4%
English 90 % 9% 0% 1% 73% 13% 8% 6%
Luxembourgish/German 9N % 9% 0% 0% 90 % 8% 2% 0%
ltem 5 French 82% 16 % 1% 1% 62% 29 % 7% 2%
Portuguese 78% 2% 0% 0% 51% 35% Mn% 4%
English 80% 18% 3% 0% 59% 25% 10% 5%

Note. If the sum of a group's percentages for an item does not add up to 100 %, this is due to rounding up or down. Group differences between curricula that are going beyond 10 % are highlighted in bold. For more details on the assessment
of the constructs, see section 5.2.1. Due to the small number of Portuguese speaking students in EPS and of English speaking students in schools following the Luxembourgish curriculum, the results from the present table have fo be interpreted
with caution.

Item 1 Our language skills allow us to have an exchange with our child’s teacher (e.g., Bilan talks, parents’ evening).

Item 2 If there are difficulties in exchanging with our child’s teacher, we can rely on help from the school and/or on school external help.
Item 3 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in learning in German OR French OR English.
Item 4 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child in the subject of mathematics.

ltem 5 Our language skills in our child's main language of instruction allow us to support our child with their homework.
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