Cahiers de recherche du BI

Informations destinées o lav conumunaunte de cherchewrs duw BI

Volume 5, numéro 2

Dans ce numéro :
Article vedette

“From Middle Years Programme to
Diploma Programme”: a critical
response to Candice Reimers

Richard Caffyn et James
Cambridge
Commentaire
John Hare
La place de la recherche dans
le plan stratégique de I'IBO
George Walker

Actualités d’IBRU
Conferences, publications
récentes et événements

Practitioner Research Project
Le point sur le PRP

Votre opinion sur les Cahiers

de recherche du BI (rappel)

Questionnaire servant a revoir
la structure et le contenu actuels
des Cahiers de recherche du BI

Point info-recherche

~ Journal of Research in
International Education
(Revue de recherche en
éducation internationale)

~ Littérature d’investigation

~ Base de données sur la recherche
en éducation internationale

~ Site public de I'IBO
~ Centre pédagogique en ligne

Juillet/aout 2005

Dans ce numéro des Cahiers de recherche du BI, Richard
Caffyn et James Cambridge d’IBRU se penchent sur des
inquiétudes relatives a la méthodologie en recherche. Ils se
réferent particulierement a l'article de Candice Reimers
publié dans I'International Schools Journal (Vol. XXIV, n° 2,
2004) dans lequel elle examine 'impact du Programme de
premier cycle secondaire sur les éléves du Programme du
diplome. La méthodologie utilisée par Reimers est discutée
de facon critique et utilisée pour problématiser les tests
statistiques et les recherches portant sur des échantillons
appariés. John Hare offre ses commentaires sur la question,
en traitant de I'importance de la méthodologie et du besoin
de remettre en question de facon critique la validité des
données au moment de tirer des conclusions lors de toute
recherche scientifique.

Ce numéro contient également un article sur la place de la
recherche dans le plan stratégique de I'IBO. Il s’agit du texte
d'un discours présenté par George Walker a I'occasion d'un
séminaire mené conjointement par IBRU et le Comité de
recherche en mai 2005.

Nous songeons a revoir la structure et le contenu actuels des
Cabhiers de recherche du BI et nous aimerions connaitre a ce
propos l'avis de nos lecteurs. Nous incluons dans ce numéro
le questionnaire que nous avions déja envoyé lors du
précédent numéro, et ce afin d’obtenir plus de réponses. Nous
vous serions reconnaissants de consacrer quelques minutes a
ce questionnaire afin de nous faire part de votre opinion et de
nous indiquer I'usage que vous faites de cette publication.
Nous vous remercions par avance de votre collaboration.

Les propositions d’articles a paraitre dans les Cahiers de
recherche du BI sont toujours les bienvenues. N’hésitez pas
a communiquer avec moi si cela vous intéresse en
m’envoyant un courriel a I'adresse d’IBRU.

Richard Caffyn
Rédacteur en chef des Cahiers de recherche du BI
Chef du soutien et du développement de la recherche

correspondance a : IBRU

Department of Education
University of Bath

Claverton Down

Bath BA2 7AY

ROYAUME-UNI

Télécopie : +44 12 25 38 32 77
Courriel : ibru@ibo.org

Les Cahiers de recherche du BI sont une publication trimestrielle
conjointe de 1'Unité de recherche du BI (IBRU) et du Centre des
programmes et de I'évaluation (IBCA). Veuillez adresser toute

[BO




Cahiers de recherche du BI

Richard

Article vedette

Caffyn et James Cambridge sont membres de I'Unité de recherche du

Baccalauréat International (IBRU), a I'université de Bath, au Royaume-Uni.

“From Middle Years Programme to Diploma Programme”:

Résumé

a critical response to Candice Reimers

Richard Caffyn et James Cambridge

L’étude réalisée par Candice Reimers pose des questions intéressantes sur la
continuité entre deux programmes de I'IBO. Néanmoins, les auteurs de cet article
se proposent de démontrer que la méthodologie qui sous-tend les tentatives faites
par Reimers de répondre a ces questions est viciée, et que les conclusions qu’elle
tire de ses données sont invalides.

Introduction

In 2004 Candice Reimers published a report in the International Schools Journal
on her attempt to establish whether there is a relationship between students’
participation in the IB Middle Years Programme (MYP) and the achievements of the
same students in the IB Diploma Programme (DP). Her research follows the
“agricultural botanical” paradigm (Hopkins, 1989): it addresses differences
between two populations that are assumed to be matched save for the treatment
that the experimental group has received and to which the control group has not
been exposed.

Methodology
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The research uses statistical tests, as well as schools’ background data, to
compare the examination results of MYP/DP students with those of non-MYP/DP
students. There are methodological concerns with this approach. The study aims
to investigate the impact of the MYP on DP students. However, the study also
discusses the reasons why schools adopt the MYP (Reimers, 2004: 11). We propose
that this is another area for concern, because it is unclear how it is related to the
investigation of students’ examination results. These are two different investigations,
but Reimers seems to ignore the complexities of bringing the two together.

Issues are raised by Reimers’ choice of methodology (ie philosophy informing
research design) and also by her methods of data collection and analysis. It is
unclear what philosophical arguments support Reimers’ choice of research design,
and to what extent she has critically engaged with other, contrasting methodological
viewpoints.
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There is some discussion of the data collection method chosen, of the problems
encountered in collecting the data, and of those students who fail to complete
their IB programme (ibid. 13). However, it would have been useful to include in the
study an explanation of how the survey was administered, how the schools were
selected and whether there was any piloting process.

Literature

Sample
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Two points for discussion may be identified in Reimers’ treatment of literature:
first her use of methodological texts and how this informs her selection of
investigative tools; and second the discussion of literature that underpins her
critique.

There seems little attempt by Reimers to identify the study with a well-established
methodology. There is an implicit assumption that this study is located in a
positivist quantitative paradigm but she does not state why she has adopted this
methodological position. In particular, there is no discussion of the published
literature on researching within a multi-variable project; the references in the
bibliography fail to justify her selection of a particular methodological approach;
and there is no discussion of triangulation, validity and reliability issues. It
appears that her methodological stance is accepted as valid from the outset and
there is no attempt critically to engage with the issues or problems inherent in
her approach. This is crucial as she concludes her report with sweeping
generalizations based on a limited and methodologically uncritical investigation.

There is little evidence in Reimers’ report of critical engagement with the existing
literature on, for example, curriculum progression and continuity, the development
of learning, and issues concerning transition. She makes ineffective use of her
bibliography to initiate any real debate, which is disappointing as a thorough and
critical discussion should be pivotal to the report. Instead, her generalizations are
taken from a few citations, and she makes seemingly random connections
between a limited discussion of pedagogical theory and the DP model. In
following Reimers’ connections between her use of theory and the conclusions of
her study, there appears to be an absence of critical examination and discussion.

Reimers cites some important references on transition between IB programmes in
her bibliography, but these are not discussed in the text. Millikan (2001: 5-6)
argues that there are complexities with respect to making valid comparisons
between international schools, yet Reimers ignores this kind of fundamental
theoretical view in her study. There is a limited critical discussion of the extended
essay but little else that utilizes the relevant literature. This in itself is a serious
omission and one that raises questions about Reimers’ use of literature both to
inform and examine the results of her study. Hayden and Wong (1997) found that
it was unclear how the DP developed attributes in former MYP students. Hayden
and Wong discuss the problematizing of this but Reimers does not mention it,
even though she cites the article in her bibliography.

Reimers’ sample is problematic both for the study and for any conclusions drawn
from it. In describing her sample, she states that “375 schools participated,
providing data for over 400 students” (Reimers, 2004: 13). This suggests that data
describing no more than one student per school were collected, and in the majority
of cases from schools offering the DP only. The numerical data describing the
sample give rise to a number of questions.



Cahiers de recherche du BI

¢  Are the same students enumerated in Table 3 “Correlation between MYP and
total Diploma Points” (Do they have MYP? N = 620; Total points, N = 622) and
Table 4 “Correlation between years with MYP and total Diploma Points”,
(Total points, N = 622 and Student years with the MYP, N = 622 and 637)?

¢  What is the reason for the variations in these numbers?

¢ Does the sample represent one single cohort of DP students participating in
the same examination session, or do they form separate cohorts from
different examination sessions?

In her discussion of the findings, Reimers suggests that the study is limited in its
sample size. “Since the MYP has only been in existence for 11 years, there were
very few schools that had students complete the entire MYP (five years) and then
Diploma Programme (two years) resulting in a very small sample size” (ibid. 16).
She also states that only six MYP schools participated in the study from 1,300
schools contacted. With such a large heterogeneity in the sample population—
“Twenty-eight different countries were represented in the data” (ibid. 13)—there is
a need for a larger sample (Bryman, 2004: 99). Yet neither the composition of the
sample population nor the way the sample has been constructed are discussed or
critically appraised, except briefly in the conclusion (Reimers, 2004: 16).

¢ Because only six schools used both MYP and DP, have these students then
formed a sub-sample in any of the analyses undertaken?

These manifest limitations do not seem to have deterred Reimers from drawing
generalized conclusions. Her sample raises questions of validity and reliability.
There appears to have been no attempt critically to discuss the methodological
issues: the sample size, the sampling method used, and the data for students who
do not complete the programme.

Reimers’ approach assumes that the populations are matched, however there is no
evidence to suggest that she has attempted to construct matched samples for
comparison. She refers to a control group, but does not discuss its structure, size
and use. The purpose of the control group is to eliminate other explanations of
a causal finding (Bryman, 2004: 35). The internal validity (ibid. 28-9) of the
investigation is challenged, not only by the numerous variables that Reimers
herself admits (Reimers, 2004: 16) could have an impact on the outcomes but also
by a problematic imbalance in terms of size and composition between the two
groups. There are six schools in the experimental group, but as many as 375
schools in the control group. Reimers does not explain how the sample for the
control group was recruited, nor does she discuss the problems addressed by the
sampling method. She appears to have used an opportunity sample without
reference to the construction of matched samples.

Reimers (ibid. 11) states that “the survey was available in all three official languages
of the IBO”. It is not clear whether any variations in outcomes would be expected
had the sample been disaggregated by language, nor is it clear whether any were
explored. Reimers is silent about the implications of this statement and enters
into no discussion about issues arising from it.

Selection of statistical tests employed
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In this section we discuss the nature of the variables used in the data analysis, the
comparisons being made, and the fitness for purpose of the statistical tests used
by Reimers.
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Four types of variables, each with particular properties, may be found in
quantitative educational studies (Bryman, 2004: 225-6):

¢ interval or ratio variables, with the distance between the categories being
identical across the range

¢ ordinal variables, whose categories can be rank ordered but where the
distances between the categories are not equal across the range

¢ nominal or categorical variables, whose categories cannot be rank ordered
¢ dichotomous variables, containing data with only two categories.

What types of variables may be identified in Reimers’ data? The distinction
between variable types is important because the valid application of statistical
tests depends on certain parameters being met. Two statistical tests have been
employed in Reimers’ study: Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient
and t-test. These are parametric tests that assume normal distribution of data
comprising interval or ratio variables, among other parameters (Field, 2000: 37-8).
We propose to examine Reimers’ data, table by table, to elucidate what comparisons
are being made, by which statistical test performed on which types of variables.

Table 1
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In Table 1 Reimers presents Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient data
purporting to show “MYP influence on the individual components of the Diploma
Programme”. We interpret this as indicating that Reimers conducted a longitudinal
study on the same cohort of subjects who followed the MYP and DP sequentially.
This raises the following questions.

¢ In what years did the cohorts follow these programmes?

¢ Do the data for the DP come from the same examination sessions or from
different sessions?

¢ What precisely are the variables being correlated here?

One variable appears to be the number of points awarded to each student by
“Group”. Is this by subject group or by academic subject? The DP model (the
“hexagon”) consists of the core curriculum (extended essay, theory of knowledge
and creativity, action, service) and subjects selected from six groups. However,
there are options; “instead of a group 6 subject, a student may select an additional
subject from groups 1 to 4, or further mathematics SL, or computer science from
group 5” (IBO, 2005). It is unclear how Reimers has treated the data in cases where
students have selected more than one subject from the same group—has she
aggregated the points in some way, or has she computed the mean point scores per
group? Or does Reimers’ “Group 6” consist of a mixture of subjects from groups
1-4, in which case by what criteria did she assign subjects to this group?

The other variable in the calculation of the correlation coefficient is “MYP
influence”. What does this mean in the context of Table 1? How many categories
are there relating to the MYP variable? It is assumed that it is a dichotomous
variable comprising “DP candidates with MYP experience” versus “DP candidates
without MYP experience”. Dichotomous variables are ambiguous because they
have only one interval so “it is probably safest to treat them for most purposes as
if they were ordinary nominal variables” (Bryman, 2004: 226). The numerical values
assigned to nominal variables are arbitrary, and do not indicate that one category
is bigger or smaller than the other. Because variables describing “MYP influence”
may be interpreted as nominal or categorical variables they cannot be used with
validity in a parametric test such as Pearson’s product moment correlation
coefficient. On these grounds, we propose that the data presented in Table 1 and
the inferences drawn from them are not valid.
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Tables 2 and 3

What do Table 2 “MYP and total Diploma points” and Table 3 “Correlation
between MYP and total Diploma points” represent? Does Table 2 represent “a
correlation between a student participating in the MYP and their total Diploma
points” (Reimers 2004: 13) or is it a t-test, presenting the calculation of difference
between the means of two cohorts? From its appearance, it is difficult to determine
which interpretation is valid. According to Reimers “it is not surprising to find
that there are no differences in the final Diploma score between students who
participated in the MYP and those who did not” (ibid: 13). This statement suggests
that Table 2 refers to differences between means calculated by t-test and not a
correlation calculated by Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient. As with
the evaluation relating to the interpretation of Table 1 above, it may be argued
that the data presented in Tables 2 and 3 are not valid because nominal or categorical
variables cannot be used with validity in a parametric test such as Pearson’s product
moment correlation coefficient or t-test. However, it is difficult to determine what
calculations are being made in these examples. Is Reimers proposing a comparison
between the total diploma points scores of two cohorts of students comprising
“DP candidates with MYP experience” versus “DP candidates without MYP
experience”? If this is the case, how many students are in each cohort? According
to Table 3, in the column entitled “Do they have MYP?”, “N = 688”. Should this be
interpreted as indicating that there are 688 students in the category consisting of
DP students with MYP experience? This appears to contradict Reimers’ statement
under the heading “Sample description” that “in total 375 schools participated,
providing data for over 400 students, 60 of whom participated in both the MYP
and Diploma programmes” (ibid). While 688 subjects is evidently “over 400”, there
is no reference in either Table 2 or Table 3 to the 60 students with experience of
both the MYP and DP. On these grounds, we propose that the data presented in
Tables 2 and 3 and the inferences drawn from them are not valid.

Tables 4 and 5
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Table 4 presents “Correlation between years with MYP and total Diploma Points”.
In principle we accept that, unlike the preceding comparisons, this correlation
may have validity—“years with MYP” may be defined as a ratio variable with five
categories at equal intervals because the MYP “is a five-year programme” (IBO,
2005). However, if Reimers’ statement is true that the sample consists of 60
subjects with both MYP and DP experience, she does not indicate the size of the
cohort in each year of the MYP. It is not clear what impact this has on the sizes of
the subsets in this sample, nor is it clear how this sample size affects the validity
of inferences drawn from this calculation. Sixty subjects distributed among five
categories would suggest a mean cell size of 12, assuming equal distribution in
each category. This would imply that four-fifths of the students participated in
but did not complete the MYP. Hence, what does the term “years with MYP” mean?
Who are the students who followed the MYP for fewer than five years, and why?
Did they withdraw from the MYP before completion or did they join the
programme late (ie after the first year) before moving on to the DP? Reimers
offers no explanation. Under the heading “Student years with the MYP” in Table 4,
“N = 619”. Does this number represent an aggregated sum of 619 students with
MYP experience? There is no indication given of the cohort size for each of the
five “years with the MYP” intervals. Does this indicate that Reimers’ statement
that the number of students “in both the MYP and Diploma programmes” is 60
(Reimers, 2004: 13) is inaccurate or misleading? We propose that, unless Reimers
can account for the discrepancy in numerical data, inferences drawn from Table 4
are not valid. We also propose that inferences drawn from Table 5 “Correlations
between years with MYP and score in Diploma components” are not valid.
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Table 6

Table 6 presents “Comparison between MYP vs. no experience and final Diploma
points within the same school”. It is unclear what comparison is being made. Is it
a t-test of differences between the mean final diploma points scores of two
groups—one with MYP experience, and a control group without MYP experience?
In what way does Table 6 differ from the content of Table 2, which was
interpreted as also presenting the results of a t-test between mean diploma points
scores of MYP and non-MYP cohorts? The key difference appears to lie in the
legend “at the same school”. However, if there were 60 students in the sample
who “participated in both the MYP and Diploma programmes” and “came from six
different schools” (ibid.), why are there not six discrete calculations presented,
one for each school? It is difficult to ascertain how Table 6 presents a summary of
data disaggregated by school. On these grounds, we propose that the data
presented in Table 6 and the inferences drawn from them are not valid.

Discussion of conclusions
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It is important critically to discuss the conclusions proposed by Reimers.
However, there is one fundamental factor that she fails to mention—the question
of variables. Millikan points this out succinctly by suggesting that there is an issue
of provision and school structure that makes comparison complex. “It is impossible
to make direct, valid and/or reliable comparisons between schools” (Millikan,
2001: 6). Reimers makes no attempt critically to engage with Millikan’s arguments,
even though she refers to his work in her bibliography. Neither does she explore
the variables that are encountered within her data regarding the background,
teaching and structure of each school. These are crucial omissions, especially
when she subsequently makes profound claims for her research results. Reimers
proposes that there are other factors that could influence diploma success, but
does not bring these into a critique of her own conclusions. She states very broad
conclusions, and then contradicts her claims by citing the very small sample size
and the “hundreds of factors” (Reimers, 2004: 16) that can influence DP success. A
discussion of such factors should be pivotal to the article, not left as a brief aside
after the conclusion. This in itself undermines Reimers’ whole investigation and
the claims it makes.

Reimers lists five conclusion points, which we now propose to discuss. (For what
follows see page 16 of Reimers’ report.)

a) “Schools adopt the MYP because they believe that it holds many
benefits including a strong pedagogical foundation, unification of
Middle and Upper Schools, and helping Diploma candidates.”

We interpret this statement as a conclusion drawn by Reimers based on data
collected from MYP schools. It is an isolated statement that, juxtaposed with the
other points, seems to be unrelated to the whole study. The reasons for its inclusion
are unclear—is Reimers suggesting that there is a connection and, if so, what
might the connection be? Assuming there is a connection, she appears to be arguing
that schools are under a misapprehension that the MYP assists transition to the
DP. It is unclear whether this argument is based on primary or secondary sources.
In discussing the issue of school funds used for staff development for IB
programmes, Reimers (ibid: 16) cites one source—Miller, 2003—to support the
statement. This, according to the references, was a personal interview between
Reimers and Miller. Why is it cited as a reference (and not as part of the data collected
in the inquiry), and what relevance has the interview to the overall methodology?
Is it used to contribute to methods triangulation (Bryman, 2004: 454)? Reimers
extrapolates from the interview to suggest that other schools do the same, but
with no further exploration evident, it is difficult to justify this assertion.
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b) “Participation in the MYP does not help Diploma candidates score
higher on the individually scored Diploma components: Groups 1-5
and TOK. In the case of Group 5, MYP participation can have a small
negative influence.”

¢) “Participation in the MYP does help Diploma candidates score slightly
higher on the Extended Essay.”

Conclusions such as these, on the basis of a small sample and with Reimers’ own
view that there are many other variables at work, are problematic. There are
glaring omissions from the study. Specifically, Reimers fails to carry out a critical
examination of the results and of the methodological construct. A more in-depth
discussion and examination of other factors, such as “the quality of education
within (the student’s) respective institution” (Reimers, 2004: 15), would have been
welcomed. Reimers acknowledges this, but makes little or no attempt to limit the
scope of her concluding generalizations. With such a limited sample size some
kind of triangulation would have enhanced the validity, especially the construct
validity, of the study.

d) “Participation in the MYP does not help Diploma candidates in their
overall diploma score.”

This could be restated as a null hypothesis that there is no difference between the
academic achievements in the DP of MYP and non-MYP students. A methodological
approach would be to use data to falsify the null hypothesis that there is no
difference in outcomes in response to the two treatments. Reimers admits that
the sample size is a concern but there is no discussion of external validity
(Bryman, 2004: 29). Similarly, with her acknowledgement of the possible impact of
other factors, there is no discussion of construct validity with respect to the
methodology. Reimers’ sweeping conclusions fall into the trap of generalizing
from limited and problematic data in an attempt at sensationalism and positioning
rather than critical discourse. A study such as this should propose questions that
need to be explored further, rather than offering weak conclusions. Reimers
suggests the need for greater exploration of the factors affecting the DP students’
success, and this kind of investigation could act as a stimulus to further in-depth
and critical study. However, there is no discussion of other studies into the DP
(Millikan, 2001), nor of other possible transitions between programmes, for example,
from the International General Certificate of Secondary Education (IGCSE) to the DP.

e) “The longer a student has participated in the MYP the lower their
score in Group 1 (Language Al), Group 3 (Individuals and Society) and
Group 5 (Mathematics).”

This conclusion raises a number of unanswered questions. Are we to interpret this
as a longitudinal study? If so, where is the discussion of this in the methodology
section? Where are the data for this inference? As we discussed earlier, how have
the cohorts been constructed in terms of years of participation in the MYP? How
have the 60 students been divided among five cohorts?

Conclusion
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Reimers’ study sets out to ask some interesting and important questions about
continuity between two IB programmes. However, the methodology underlying the
way the author has attempted to answer those questions is flawed. The
parametric statistical tests selected for the task are not fit for purpose and the
“results” generated are therefore not valid. Generalizations are made from very
limited and even suspect data. The author has not made explicit the exact nature
of the variables under study, and exactly what comparisons are being made.
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In conclusion, we invite Reimers to address the following questions.
¢ What variables are represented in each table?

*  Are they categorical, ordinal or ratio variables?

¢ Do the variables show normal distribution?

¢ What justification is made for selection of these particular statistical tests
(ie Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient and t-test in this context)?

¢ Exactly what comparisons are being made in each table?

¢ What philosophical arguments support the choice of methods and how has the
author critically engaged with different methodological viewpoints?

¢ How does the literature used in the bibliography and other studies into the
MYP underpin the arguments and discussion?

The IBO welcomes any constructive criticism of its programmes. Indeed, the issue
of the transition of students between programmes is a research question
highlighted by the academic directorate in response to the generation of the IBO
strategic plan. However, Reimers’ study represents a wholly inadequate attempt to
address the issue.
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Réaction a I'article de Richard Caffyn et James Cambridge

John Hare (PhD) est responsable adjoint du département des sciences dans un
établissement d’enseignement secondaire britannique. Aprés une carriére en tant que
chercheur scientifique dans l'industrie pharmaceutique, il a enseigné les sciences au
Royaume-Uni et, dans le cadre des programmes de I'IBO, a I’école internationale de Bale. 11
acheve actuellement un MPhil sur I’éducation globale dans le PPCS et habite dans le Surrey
(Royaume-Uni) avec sa femme et ses deux enfants.

The paper presented previously by Reimers sought to answer a fundamental question
about how well the IB Middle Years Programme (MYP) prepares students for the Diploma
Programme (DP). It is a question that is raised justifiably by educators implementing
the MYP, and consequently is of considerable interest. In view of the importance of
the topic, the detailed review of the paper by Caffyn and Cambridge is timely.

Caffyn and Cambridge identify considerable concerns with the content and
conclusions within Reimers’ paper. It would be facile to claim that these concerns are
designed to refute the claims of Reimers for the purpose of protecting the position of
the MYP as an educational programme. This would be sustainable, were it not for the
fact that Caffyn and Cambridge have approached their critique from the sound
position of reviewing systematically the research methodology used and examining
whether the conclusions presented can be supported from the evidence obtained.
The comments they make and the questions they ask are appropriate.

The language of the researcher is evident throughout the critique but careful reading is
rewarded, which is maximized when a copy of Reimers’ paper is to hand. Superficially,
the approach taken by Reimers is attractive. However, close and systematic scrutiny of
the experimental design, the nature of the data collection, its statistical treatment and
the validity of the conclusions drawn raises major concerns.

The authors provide a timely reminder of the importance of having a full
understanding of the methodological issues involved before embarking on a research
programme, and of using appropriate analytical techniques to review the gathered
data. Furthermore, they remind us of the need to question critically the validity of the
data obtained and whether conclusions are in line with the evidence.

The concerns raised by Caffyn and Cambridge about the validity of the conclusions
presented in Reimers’ paper are well made and justifiable. More detailed and more
effectively designed research has to be completed before any conclusions can be
drawn about the contribution that the MYP makes to students progressing through the
DP. It is, nevertheless, an area of research that should be undertaken in the future. It
is interesting to note that no mention is made in either paper of the impact made by
other pre-diploma courses on student success in the DP. This is an area that would
benefit from further study and would also provoke further interest and comment.
The overall conclusion that can be drawn from both papers is that we remain unable
to make any comment on the contribution of the MYP to success at diploma level.
Consequently, administrators and educators alike would be well advised to await the
outcome of future studies before reaching conclusions about the relationship of the
two programmes.

The authors raise legitimate questions at the end of their critique. Perhaps one
additional but wider question needs to be asked.

— In making comparisons between different cohorts of students, how can matched
sample populations be obtained that will give us reliable data on a wide range of
student progression and programme improvement issues?

This is an opportunity to establish research methodologies and data collection
approaches on a global scale that would benefit all those engaged in international
education.

© IBO 2005
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La place de la recherche dans le plan stratégique de ’'IBO

Le texte suivant est le discours prononcé par George Walker, directeur général de I'IBO,
lors de I'ouverture d’un séminaire d’IBRU qui a eu lieu le 13 mai 2005.

I have checked back over the past five years and my track record on supporting research, at
least as measured by my annual 360° appraisal, is pretty good with an average score of 6.2
out of 7.0 for that particular question. But one would have to be unusually perverse not to
support research in an organization like the IBO, and the creation of IBRU—with the strong
support of Jeff Thompson and the University of Bath—will be one of my most satisfying
achievements as director general.

Any serious organization must be committed to studying how the world is changing and how
its product—international education, in our case—must change to keep in step. In practice, I
think our research falls broadly into three related categories: the nature and scope of
international education; its practical implementation in the classroom; and the particular
impact of IB programmes. And, indeed, IBRU is involved in each of these areas as we heard in
this morning’s project presentations.

I believe research must make contact with the big issues. However thin the slice we see—the
published paper, the conference presentation, the PhD thesis—we must be able to connect it
in our minds to an issue of real significance. My son is a research biochemist and has become
skilled at explaining why his area of interest, namely the way cells send messages to each
other, is of real importance to the everyday life (literally) of you and me. We are not very good
at that in education.

Of the many big issues concerning education today, the one of greatest significance to the
international educator must be how best to educate global citizens rather than (perhaps “as
well as” would be more apt) national citizens. A growing global awareness has to be reconciled
with new, sharper perceptions of ethnicity as old empires collapse, to grow again in new
forms with unlikely groups claiming sovereign status, a distinctive cultural heritage and a
unique language.

The celebration of the 60th anniversary of the end of the war in Europe has illustrated this
new ambiguity. The old enemy, Germany, now helps to keep the peace at the heart of a
European alliance. Russia has lost its empire despite, it insists, having won the war. The tiny
Baltic states are exposing Russia as the new villain that expelled one totalitarian regime only
to replace it for 50 years with one that was equally repressive. Aged, be-medalled old men sit
in wheelchairs wondering if they are still heroes.

If education for global citizenship is the title of the book, then we can readily suggest a
number of chapter headings, the following being my own personal selection.

¢ What role should international education play in state schools that have become the
new centres of multiculturalism?

¢ Are we satisfied that the western, humanist model of international-mindedness, as
developed by the IBO, is appropriate across the globe?

¢  What lessons for the IBO are contained in the decline of respect for global institutions
like the United Nations (UN) and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO)?

¢ Is international education appropriately regarded as a preparation for leadership since
opportunities seem to be rather exclusive?

¢ How should the IBO respond to new technological opportunities to widen access
without compromising its values?

¢  How should the IBO encourage the growth of other initiatives in the field to provide a
healthy challenge to its near-monopoly in international education?
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¢  Finally, where do we stand on the pragmatic-visionary axis that has always measured
the IBO? For example do we perceive a foreign language as a practical tool or (in a
phrase recently suggested to me) as a “homage to another culture”?

You will remember that the strategic plan was approved by the Council of Foundation in April
2004 and during the months that followed each department organized a workshop to enable
it to formulate its own goals. IBRU listed eight such goals and I was impressed by the way the
presenters this morning related each project to one or more of those goals.

The organizational goals for 2006-8, approved by the Council of Foundation in May 2005,
include this specific reference as goal 17.

¢ Develop and implement a corporate structure for research in collaboration with regional
offices, in order to respond to regional needs and to take advantage of local initiatives
for collaboration.

I take every opportunity to remind members of council and the trustees of the IB fund board
of the vital importance of research to the well-being of the organization.

Let me return to the strategic plan itself because there is a danger that each annual
interpretation will take us further away from its overarching message, which is one of
managing growth. You may remember that during the early discussions we came up with the
rather controversial “impact function”. This related the potential impact of an IB experience
(let’s call it that for the moment) to three variables:

1. the educational difference, D, that the IB experience will make in the situation under
review

2. the number of students, N, who will be affected

the ease, E, with which the experience can be implanted successfully in the school
district, state, or country concerned.

N and E are fairly easy to grasp but not so D. What difference does an IB experience make and
what evidence have we got for it? The same question arises during discussions about widening
access, one of the key themes of the strategic plan. Access to what: to an IB programme, to a
modified version of an IB programme, to the teacher training that prepares teachers for an IB
programme or for something different that somehow replicates the “IB experience”? If we
are considering alternative models in order to widen access, how do we know that a valid IB
experience has been achieved?

This is not the time or place to explore this in detail, but the starting point will clearly be the
IBO’s mission statement. The next stage of deconstruction is already being made in the
development of a learner profile that can be derived from each of our three programmes. I
believe the “IB experience” can be divided into five broad elements:

¢ critical thinking skills

¢ international-mindedness
¢ civic responsibility

¢ an holistic curriculum

¢ strong ethical values.

Others may offer different components, but my question remains valid: what is distinctive
about the IB? The practical answers to this question (determining the nature of the learning
that takes place in IB schools) will decide how successfully the IBO can turn itself from a very
successful niche organization into an influence upon the mainstream of education around the
world. Why are we different; and how are we different? Convincing answers to these two
questions will determine the nature of our programmes and our assessment; they will
influence the way we encourage the development of teachers; they will give us the right to
solicit support, including financial support, for our endeavours.
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These are the questions that should underlie our research effort as, indeed, they do. The five
projects presented this morning—distance learning in Finland; intergenerational learning;
school to university transition; the international instrument of ISA; and practitioner
research—all relate directly to the issues I have been discussing in the last few minutes.

So, with that as background, let me now open up the seminar for discussion ...

Actualités d’IBRU

Plusieurs membres d’IBRU ont participé a des conférences internationales au cours du
premier trimestre 2005. James Cambridge a été invité a parler de questions concernant
I'apprentissage et I'’évaluation intergénérationnelle lors d’un atelier créativité, action, service
(CAS) destiné aux coordonnateurs du Programme du diplome du BI qui a eu lieu a la Munich
International School, en Allemagne, du 11 au 13 février 2005. Richard Caffyn a participé a une
conférence organisée par le réseau Nordic Network of English-speaking Schools qui s’est tenue
a Copenhague au mois de mars. Il a effectué des présentations lors de deux séances : I'une
sur le travail réalisé par IBRU, 'autre sur ses recherches en micropolitique. Jeff Thompson,
directeur d'IBRU, est intervenu lors de conférences internationales en Thailande, a Taiwan, a
Shanghai, a I'lle Maurice, a Prague, a Singapour et en Inde. Des membres d’IBRU interviendront
lors de la conférence de I'ECIS (European Council of International Schools) a la Hayes en
novembre 2005.

Anna Simandiraki a publié récemment I’article suivant dans 1'International Schools Journal :

¢  Simandiraki, A. (2005) Of Onions and Ruins: Knowing Cultures Through their Heritage?
International Schools Journal Vol. XXIV, No. 2, pp. 40-48.

Les 13 et 14 mai 2005, IBRU a organisé la réunion annuelle du Comité de recherche. Des
membres du Comité venus du monde entier se sont retrouvés pour se pencher sur des projets
de recherche récents d’IBRU et discuter de propositions de recherche émanant de I’ensemble
des régions de I'IBO.

Practitioner Research Project

Le Practitioner Research Project (PRP) rentre dans une phase importante puisque des
questionnaires pilotes sont actuellement envoyés a un échantillonnage représentatif composé
de 60 écoles du BI. Trois questionnaires différents cibleront des groupes d’individus distincts
au sein de ces établissements scolaires :

¢ les enseignants-chercheurs ;
¢ les enseignants non chercheurs ;
¢ les membres de la direction.

Cette enquéte nous servira a élaborer I'instrument de recherche principal qui sera utilisé plus
tard dans I'année.

Votre opinion sur les Cahiers de recherche du BI (rappel)

Votre opinion sur les Cahiers de recherche du Bl nous intéresse car nous souhaitons revoir et
reformuler leur structure en 2005. Dans le précédent numéro des Cahiers, nous avions demandé
a nos lecteurs leur avis au moyen d'un questionnaire. Nous vous serions reconnaissants de
consacrer quelques minutes a remplir ce questionnaire pour nous faire part de vos remarques
si vous ne l'avez pas déja fait, afin que nous puissions prendre en compte vos idées et
commentaires dans I’élaboration de la publication. Merci d’envoyer vos réponses aux questions
suivantes par courriel a Richard Caffyn a ’adresse suivante : richardc@ibo.org.
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Questionnaire

1. Quels éléments des Cahiers de recherche du BI trouvez-vous les plus utiles ?

2. Quels éléments des Cahiers de recherche du BI pourraient étre améliorés ?

3. De quelle maniére les Cahiers de recherche du Bl pourraient-ils étre développés ou modifiés ?

4. Avez-vous des idées pour les rendre plus conviviaux ?

5. Comment avez-vous acceés aux Cahiers de recherche du Bl ?
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Journal of Research in International Education
(Revue de recherche en éducation internationale)

Des informations concernant cette revue sont disponibles sur : http://www.sagepub.co.uk
Littérature d’investigation

Lam, H and Selmer, J (2004) “Perceptions of Being International: Differences between
British Adolescents Living Abroad and those at Home”. /nternational Education Journal,
Vol. 5, No. 3, 360-73.

Des adolescents britanniques habitant a Hong Kong et des adolescents
britanniques habitant au Royaume-Uni constituent les deux échantillons
d’adolescents qui ont répondu aux 32 questions de l'instrument de recherche
de Hayden, Rancic et Thompson (2000). Au lieu de suivre la démarche
d’origine de ces chercheurs pour analyser cet instrument, un procédé plus
détaillé a été adopté. Une analyse par facteurs des données a d’abord révélé
de nouvelles structures de facteurs, différentes de celles de l'instrument
d’origine. Des analyses MANCOVA et ANCOVA subséquentes ont révélé des
différences comparatives dans toutes les nouvelles variables entre les
adolescents britanniques expatriés et ceux résidant au Royaume-Uni. Les
différences révélées par cette étude concernent l'ouverture internationale, la
mobilité internationale, la flexibilité, le respect des autres ainsi que l'identité
nationale, qui selon les adolescents britanniques expatriés sont les facteurs
de la condition internationale.

Paris, P G (2003) “The International Baccalaureate: A Case Study on why Students
Choose to do the IB". /nternational Education Journal, Vol. 4, No. 3, 232-43.

Le Baccalauréat International (BI), un programme d’études complet faisant
lobjet d’une évaluation, connait une expansion rapide dans de nombreux
pays du monde. Il est proposé en remplacement des programmes et
évaluations locaux. Il constitue donc un exemple clair de la mondialisation
des connaissances et de l'industrie des connaissances. Parallélement, au
niveau local, en Australie du sud, les établissements scolairves publics et
privés commencent a accepter le concept d’une éducation adaptée au XX
siecle qui adopte le point de vue de I'appartenance a un village planétaire, et
se donnent la chance d’éduquer des citoyens du monde. Il semblerait que
bon nombre d’établissements voient en 'adoption du programme du Bl un
moyen de parvenir d cela. Dans cette étude, 60 éleves de 10° année issus
d’établissements scolaires publics (d’Etat/gouvernement) et privés (indépendants)
d’une ville australienne ont pris part a une enquéte visant a déterminer les
raisons pour lesquelles ils choisissent de suivre le Programme du diplome du
BI pour leurs deux dernieres années de scolarité.

Ces deux articles sont disponibles sur le site Web suivant :
http://ehlt.flinders.edu.au/education/iej/articles/mainframe.htm.

© IBO 2005



a Point info-recherche

Base de données sur la recherche en éducation internationale

Une version mise a jour de la base de données sur la recherche en éducation
internationale a été lancée. Elle contient maintenant prés de 3 000 articles de
recherche sur I’éducation internationale et les programmes du Baccalauréat
International. Vous pouvez y accéder par l'intermédiaire du site public de I'IBO
(http://www.ibo.org). Utilisez le menu « Raccourcis » pour vous rendre aux pages
consacrées a la recherche ol vous trouverez un lien vers la base de données.

Site public de I'IBO
Le site public de I'IBO (http://www.ibo.org) fournit des informations générales sur
I’organisation et les programmes qu’elle propose.

Centre pédagogique en ligne
Le Centre pédagogique en ligne (http://occ.ibo.org) est accessible a tous les
enseignants des établissements du Bl qui sont abonnés au site. Il constitue une

source d’informations précieuse pour ceux qui envisagent d’entreprendre des
recherches en rapport avec les programmes de I'IBO.
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