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The Issue of Parental Control

ff‘ S s+ Since the 1960s, att1tudes toward public school1ng have changed. A

2 ‘long ‘standing loyalty to the 1deology -and’ institution of the "common' school” ¥
1s'onuthe wane; Cpnst1tuenc1es ‘once un1f1ed in their :support of pub11c schopls' Lo
have become‘fragmented And pub11c educat1on, trad1t1onally v1ewed as a '
public good, is 1ncreas1ng1y perce1ved as a consumer good to be ‘purchased 1n
,the mquet.l, In the past parénts haye tended to. aécept most of -the. decisions
madé#by school board. members andvédministratbrs and would appeal to or piace
pressure -on persons who ‘were_ pol1t1cally accountable if problems arose.

During the last decade however, _unequivocal acceptance of profess1onal Judg-

R — e N,

‘ments has dec11ned and a general £a1th in . the~salutary prospects. of' pol1t1-

T et e e T e e L
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~cal- accountéb111ty”has eroded- - o, T

S

. . To remedy ‘the conditions which are«thought to -cause the grow1ng unrest ~
Z about -public §chool;ng, critics have advc.ced proposals to make schogls more ‘
dfrectly accountable to .parents by creating markets in echooiing whichiwould .
alibw_fdr speater parental choice among school sites and p:oéramé and would 7
enhancé parental influence on.educational policies and practices in the S
3;; schools ‘their children attend. Although, advocates of‘greater,parental con-

trol assume that levels of dissatisfaction with public schools are suffi-

ciently high to warrant major reforms of schbol governance, our empirical
base of knowledge concerning the vaiieties of preferences parents might pursue”

and the degrees of control differing groups of parents might exercise is so

[ TP A T TP g

P W .p s ey a
inadequate ‘that most critics can only speculate on the likely outcomes of
reform. This study of parents and ¢hildren in today's -public schools, which

. examines aspects of parental preferences, choicés, and influénce, can help

: 4 . . R . . ¢ ot e PR .
o " us understand parental control in the present systém and has implications ol

i . for the schools of the-future whether or not their govérnance becomes more
h1gh1y decentral1zed and c11ent—contr011ed - . IR

S I3
. » . i
et

; — ! .

! “y v o 7 . .
) ] 1See David B. Tyack, Michael W. Kirst, and Elizabeth Hansot, .
_"Educattional Réform: Retrospect and Prospect," Teachers College Record 81 - i

-

(Spring 1980):253-55. . ) -
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— L ~ A The Erod1ng Coqsensus ﬁﬂj -
The growing issue of parental control is rootéd in thrée conditions i
- which have developed in the last decade or two.\\The«f1rst is a shift in public
) Naides away from social intervéntion to achieve equity and justice, through

institutions such as the school, toward: a resuréeot pluralism, if not radi-
P cal 1nd1V1duallsm which stresses libertarian interests. L The second condi~
‘tion is a frustratlon with pub11c bureaucrac1es and the sense that public’ schools.
operate as monopolies impervious to};he demandssof their c]v1ents.2 -Proponents :
of alternatives to current .pattéerns of finance and governance, such as voucher
Apians‘and~tuition tax credits, argue that greater options. for parental‘ehoice
w111 meet the 11bertar1an quest for individual determ1nat1on and will render

school officials more sen51t1ve ‘to parental 1nterests ‘because’, im a market

R e o 5 et e s b e o g

; setting, an unrespon51ve aﬂm1n1strator m1ght Jose bus1ness to compet1ng

sehoolsu The thlrd condition ar1qes)from the fiscal austerity of the times.
Tax payers have refused to support rising expenditures in many pubL1c school

; 7 districts, in part, because it has not been demonstrated that more dollars

produce better outcomes. Advocates of parental choice argue that a competié

tive;market in schooling would force schools to be more cosﬁ—conscious~ahd
_efficient in their allocation of resources.3 It is-interesting to note that

. the intellectual raiionales for changes in the organ1zat1on of schools in

‘the United States revive many, aspects of the classical economic debate over

public and pr1vafe funding for British education in the eighteenth and p1qe~\\

teenth.centuries.

o
[

The State of Scholarship

R v N

Although the issues'§urrounding parental control of education have

garnered considerable, scholarly attention of late, much of the discussipn has

P . o -

1W1111am Greenbaum, "America. in Search of a New Ideal: An Essay on the
. Rise of P1ural1sm, Harvard Educat1onal Rev1ew 44 (August 1974) :411-40.

i 2Jacob B. M1chaelson A Theory of Decision-Making in the Public Schools.
\ A Public Choice Approach (Stanford "Institute for Research on the Finance and °
Governance of Educat1on, School of Educat1on, Stanford University, 1980).

3Ty.ll van Geel»\"Parental Preferences and the Politics of Spending .. ‘
Public Educational Funds," Teachers Coll;ge Record 79 (February 1978):339-63. :

N\
7 o aSee E.G. West, "Private vs. Public Education: A Classical Economic
~D1spute,' Journab*of Political Economy 72 (October 1964):465-75.
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distribution of

schoolihg-prefereﬁées among differentﬂpppulations of parents and the means
AT

_yhich*parents may and do emffloy to influencg their children's schooling,
: - especially within the public system. BZypnd the anucal polls of public
{ - o : / . - '

.attitudes, which tend to aggregate parental preferences with tﬁose of a

L R generally larger proport1on of non—pareéts, and case studres of school1ng

>

we know little about parental preferences for curfitula and 1nstruct1ona1

foatures in the classroom Although we understand the re1at1onshrp between

P 7 resxdent1al 10cat16n “and school attendance boundarles, we have v1rtuaf1y no

‘. : n‘ormat1on concern1ng the éxtent to wh1ch parents select schools by deciding
where the fan11y w111 réside. And after a qouple decade§ of attehtéon\gé
voting patterns and individual exertion of infleence on school boards and
central office administrators,? we have few assessments oI the manner in which

+ parents _may attempt to monitor and affect the cond1t1ons in the1r children's

. claqsrooms thfough interactions, with teachers.

.
J
4 ~

Conceptual Framework for the Study

In. this research I deve10ped a conceptual £ramework for studying
parental eontrol in the pub11c schools by draw1ng on theoretical formulat1on9
- in social psychology and economics. The framcw6rk is based on two premises:
(1) tﬁat?§arental cdntrol behavior depends on parental dispositions toward Ry

schooling in their children's_lives; and (2) that parental dispositions are

»
-

: ‘7 . the product of parents' soc1oeconon1c background and the academic ab111t1es
of their children. Each of the threeocompouent¢ in this conceptual model has
two clements; the background factors witich are expected to pred1ct parental

/.
d1spos1t1ons are cogposed of characteristics of parents and children; the -~

Py

dispositional attributes of parents_include both a general value which parents

., assign to schooling and ‘parental préferences for particular features of schools

1See; for example, Stanley M. Elam, A Decade of Gallup Polls of Atti-

tudes toward Education, 1969-1978 (Blbémington, Ind.: Phi Delta Kappa, 1978);

. and R, Jean Hills, "The Relationship between the Educat1onal Expectations of

: Social Class Groups, and the Role Expectations within the Public High School!”
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1961).

2See L. Harmon Ze1g1er and M. Kent Jennings, Govern1ng American Schools:

Political Interaction in Local School D1str1cts (North Scituate, Mass.: Duxbury
Press, 1974). o
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and classrooms; and the control behavior of parents subsumes their ‘efforts
'to select schoollng accord1ng to sone set of personal qpec1f1cat10ns and the1r
exertlon of influence on the p*ovls1on of school1ng in the schools and class-

‘rooms where their children. are enrolled :

-

-

Social Psychofbgical Concepts -
#nd Parental- Control

- @
a

Thé’linkaé@s among the threée sets of factors outlined above are pre-

dicted, in part, because dif ‘erences. in socioecon. mic characteristics amorg

‘households may distinguish :heir psychological orientations toward future time -
and ‘toward a sense -of personal efficacy in the decisions .and ac.ions they take

The work of Dav1s, Hav1g1urst Schne1der and Lysgdard among: «thers, suggests

9

-that’ soc1oeconom1c pos1t1on may determ1ne parental pred1spos1txons .toward

meulse-follow1ng versus. defetrred gratification. £ Accord1ng_tQ_£1nd1ngs___

Py
¥

v 4 ®”

A

kel

“which are common in the "time-horizon" literature, _parerits in lower-class

groups tend to exhibit ". relative readiness to engage in physical vio-

\\nce, free sexual exptess1on . minimum pursuit of education, low aspi-

ration levels, . - -and short time dependence. Lo hhile middle-class

-parents tend to feel that they "should save, and renounce a variety

II2

postpone,

of gra€1t1cat1ons Differences in future-time or1entat1ons may affect

parental'd1spos1t1ons and behav1or related to their ch11dren s schooling in

the follow1ng minner. Parents of higher socioeconomic status who 4re future-

oriented may assign a h1gher value.-to -their cb11dren s future schooling than-

parents of lower soc1neconom1c status’; such parents may also invdlve themselves

-

more often-1n selecting Schools and interacting with teachers on the assump-

tion that such activities will increase the likelihood of their ch11dren s
future educational success. : ) l ’
A second conceptual development in social psychology--Kohn's work on

\
.soctal class and personal efj1caty3—-suggests that parental social class

1A111son Davis and Robert J. Havighurst, "Social Class and Color Di ﬁer-
ences in Child-Rearing," American Sociological Review 11 (December 1946):6 8-710

Louis Schneider and Sverre’ Lysgaard, "The Deferred Gratification Patterns: A
Preliminary Study,” American 80c1olog1ca1 Review 18 (April 1953):147-49.

Sverre Lysgaard,

Proceedings,

Association,

'SOC1al Stratification and thewDeferred Pattern,"
World Congfess of Sociology, Liege, International Sociological
1953, 142 (author's emphasis). '

3Melvm L. Kohn, Class and Conformity: A Study in Values, 2nd ed.
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977). .

’
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euhlghlyeeducated parents“y111 prefer greater curricular variety in their

children's instfuction > well as parental control behavior.

analytic ability, and broader perspect1ve

of higher class position /h1gher educational attainment and higher cccupational

p051t10n/ is the expectation thdt one's dec151ons and actions can be consequen-

‘background may relate tn parental preferemces for characteristics of their

Kohn postulated .

that h1gher educat1onal attainment leads to greater 1ﬁte11ectual flex;b111ty,

and. concluded that "the essence

tial; the esqence of lower class position is the Bellef that one 1s at the

wercy of forces and people beyond one's control, beyond one' 's understandlngu"

te external author1ty while m1dd1e-class patrents tended to value the exerclse '

of- self d1rect10n From these elements in Kohn's work,

‘As a result, Kohn found that lower-class .parents tended to value confdrmity

I drew the,follow1ng

hypotheses. for thé study of parental control in public educat1on. given a

~

relidtionship _between educational atta1rnent and 1nte11ectual f1ex1b111ty, more

children's school programs mote oftén than less well educated parents, 1nctud1ng,

for example, aesthetl\ pursuits and the early introduction of dﬁ%anced scienti-

1

TR

fi¢ and mathematical topics; parents of higher socioeconomic status who are

more self-directed due to their own educational experiences and occupational

conditions will préfer that their children's instruction be organized around

the individual child -and that children be encouraged to participate in deci-

-,

. IO . . . . .
sions aboup the substance of learning and the manner in which it is pursued;.

and more -Wighly educated and occupatienally self-directed parents will tend

to‘make informed choices of the&r children's schools and will maintain con-

tact with teachers, ‘expecting that theéir d001510ns and act1ons will be .conse-

quential. , \

.

The Economic Theory of Human Capital

and Parental C

L3

ont.rol

Social psychological concepts of future-time orientation and personal

efficdcy underlie my pred1ct1ons relating the socioeconomic charactor1st1cs

~of parents to their d1sp051t10ns and behavior regarding their children's

schoollng The economic theory of 1nvestment in human, capital supports the

addifional prop081t10n that differences in children’ s academic abilities may

ERIC

ROl A v Provided by R

=L

also 1nf1uence the value parents assign_to ‘their ch11dren 3 schoollng, the

‘\/

thn, Class. and Conformity, p. 18?@

LN




% ;préférenceg théy hold fdn curricular variety and instructional methods, and’
S the control théy exercise through school selection and contacts with-teachers.

; According to Schultz, the theory of investment in human capital - -
Yoo o + . . rests-on the‘ﬁiobdgitidh“tﬁét‘;hefe are ce:téin expenditures

(sacrifices) that are made deliberately to create ‘productive stocks
- . thdt provide services over“future periods. These services con-
: sist of producer ‘services: revealed in future earnings and of consumer
. s€rvices that accrue to. the individual as satisfactions over his, °

li‘etime.d . - o :

: - Investment in human cégital, as in bhysical capital, is likely to be greater
“wheni the -expected fetufns'dn:invbstméhts are higher. ’
In the context of schooling, human capital theory supports the propo-
sition that parents will make gre;tef investments of théir own time and money
to p%ovidé academi¢ services to their children who exhibit greater académic

N

erh e S e i v 2 I
capabilities than to their children who are less able.® Parents are more

0

L eeSe s

e At r

11kei§ tafbssigﬁ"éuﬂigher value to present and future schooling and to commit

their time and money to support additional learning for a chiiq_yho démonstrates

: a capacity to readily improve his or her intellectual'ébilities, expectihg.

that ‘the costs which the parents'or child may incur will result-in higﬂer

returns'ih~the fbrm,&f;learning success and monetary benefits for the child

and psychic berefits with possible monetary returns for the l';ousehol_d.3 Fur-
thermore, human cajital theory suggesés that the ability of children may af-
féct'gheir parents'’ disposition;‘foward characteristics of present schooling:
Parents of more able:children are likely to prefer more varied schooling )

+ experien®s and -more iq&}yidualiied treatment than are parents.of less able

e e . .

: children. Parents ‘are presimed to be aware.that the more able child has

L ' greater oppértunities for applying previcus learning to wider varieties of

,newAlearningga This proposition inEdrporates the further assumption that the

.
»

) lTheodore.W. Schultz, "Fertility and Economic Values,” in Economics
of the Family: Parents, Children, and Human Capital, ed. Theodore W. Schultz
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974), p. 6. -

i ?Similérly,.pare;ts would .be expected to support athletic programs,
: out-of-school sports, -and sport lessons for the child who is athletically

E talented. - _ .

: . o Parents in poorer households may expect their children to contfibute
‘. to-.thé household work. and real income ‘as they grow older; see Schultz, "Fer-
; tility and Ecoaomic Values," pp. 6-7. .

:> » ,\ - 4 ©

i ; 4
See J. Alan Thomas, Resource Allocation .in.-Classiroonis (Chicago: Educa-

P . ;j@palfﬁiqanéewahd«ProdUQtiﬁit§ Center, Department of Education, University

~ .of Chicago, 1977), p. 61. ‘
:ERIC - 8 y .
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. features

" and exertion of influence on the classroom).

7

\more. -able child may deveio& his or her intellectual capacity‘beyond the basic

scribed-ﬁhich relate to the child's particular aréas of interest and-aptitude.
lF1na11y, s1nce ‘the ch11d s current ability level may bé a funct1on of previous

1nvestments by parents in the form of time and mater1als provided at home,

parents: may be expected to press for a. level of classroom resources for the-
child wh;ch Is censistent with their own previous investments; if h1gher pre-
vious 1nvestment§’$re embodied in the present cawab1l1t1es of the more able 7‘
child, )

.

that child' g parents ‘may express a -strong prefL}ence for concentrations
»

of teacher attent1on and material reyources in the child's classroom. And

parents may pursug,ekﬁ”é interests by act1ve1y select1ng, mon1tor1ng, and

influencing the school1ng of their most capable ch11dren.

.
hY

. o f€~n;-ArHypothetféalyModeT,ofsParentaL»Contrbi
—— ~ "The conceptual framework -which 1~ha§e~developed ‘rom~sociél.psycho-
logical and economic theory supports a hypothetical model of parental control

back- -

LS

in public education composed of ‘three 1nterre1ated sets of factors.

ground characteristics -of parents and ch1}dren‘(househo}d socioeconomic stgtus.

" and child's academic ability); parental dispositions toward their childrem's

v, . . R - . R ’ Al
schooling (value assigned to future schooling and preferences for current

anq*parental control behaviors (the: exercise of choice of school

Figure 1 picfures_the model in
. K ? vt

diagrammatic form.

[ - . .

- -|* Parent Exertion .of Influence
r. ) : on the Clagstoom

Parent Exercise of Choice
Of School ' 8

| Sccioeconomic Status
" of the Household

Ability of the Child-

e =

Parents' Valuation ‘Assigned
1. to Child's Future Schooling

o ; . ~quéﬂté‘ Immed;atq_PfeféfgnceS
for“Schooling

° - oy = . 5
s ‘:m

5
- F1gute 1 Hypothet1ca1 model of parental control- in_ publxc education.

lgarnipg skills in. the most efficiert manner if materials and methods are pre-

'1 <

See Arleen- Le1bow1tz, iy

Polxt;cal Economy: g2 (anch/Ap

Investments in  ildren," g 131 of
974) 8111 s131.° -
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A Methodology “for .the Study

) PLIE
3

- . " of ParentaIJControl" .
& , - . N .

e . The nature of the problem which T addressed i my research question

S -and- the conceptual framework I cmployed to- der1ve ‘testable hypotheses set

Vi ) 'the conditions for the empirical phase of this study My 1ntetest in the

i exerC1se of parental. ébntrol in publ1c education requ1red that data be colgy

- ’ lected 1n public school—dzstr1cts. Pred1€toxs of variation in paren al die-
_ p051t10ns and ‘behavior hased -on soC1oeconom1c status and ‘the academ1c ab1l1t1es
of children determlned that I Wave access “to- 1nformao1on about parents and.
¢ ‘Thildfen and: that my sample should include ‘parents of varying - SOC1oeconom1c
M background and ch1ldren ofxvary1ng ab1l1t1es Furthermore, since parents
q‘ may have their greatest separable 1mpact on their chtldren s school1ng in ) ¥
the earlier years, whereas children. tend ‘to make decisions about their school
7programs with- 1ncreas1ng frequency as they grow older, I chose fqm1l1es for
ma“”"s__s,.my study wh1ch had ‘children 1n-e1ementary schools. In this sect1on I d1scuss

- all of these factors and their ram1f1cat1ons by ‘déscribing the samp11ng pro=-

ey

; cedures, data collection, and methods of analysis involved in. the empirical

portion of this study: .~ - )
' . ) . . a °
v .. LT % .
T , ——+————The Sample - .

. Data'which met the: cond1t1ons prescr1bed by, the bas1c questxons and

conceptudl framework of th;s study were collected from a sample of househol

-and classrooms included in the second phase (1979) of the prOJect “Resource :
All cat1on in Classrooms: and Homes,’ conducted at the ﬁducat}onal.anance and

Pro’ t1v1 y Center at. the Un1vers1ty of Ch1cago.1 ‘A total of‘l53 households

was generated: from .8 snﬁ ler 6f public suburban and urban elemengary schools.

in d1str1cts strat1f1ed accord1ng tolmed1an fam1ly income and average ‘per=- :

.

.pupll éxpenditure. - v )

B / ' ? ¢ )
My sample 1ncluded fifth- grade ch1ldren because the research progect
through which I gathered my data hadachosen ‘this grade ]evel for 1ts 1nvest1-
. - gations. The £i fth-grade level of schooling matched my :sample eeds by. meet-

. ing twovconditions requ1red by my conceptualization of the study of parental
L. P e ' . N ~
e - e 1 - / A :

. “The support1ng grant for this. project was from the National Institute LR
-of Education, U.S. Department of Health,.Educac;»n, and Welfare (NIE-P-79- 0081) 3
J. Alan Thomas and” Susan S Stodols~y'were Co-Principal Investigitors. 3

:”""" | o 10° '
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contto% First, I eXpected to. find greater latitude for parental decision

I3 .. -

;;makxng and 1nvolvement at th1s intermediate level of school1ngfthan in segcon-

. dary- schools where 1nst1tut1onal procgdures, such as comprehens1ve track1ng

. into’ pre-calleg1ate or-vocational programs, and the degree of students self-
determination concern1ng programs - .and future otientations mayf begin to remove -
parents from frequent Opportun1t1es for 1nf1uenC1ng their c&é\ ~ﬁ§s school1ng.
N ‘SQ&EEG I ant1c1pated that children in intermediate grades may cxg%b1t broader
S , ranges 1n their lcvets of abikity than, children in the primary grades; such
differences allow for\potenL1uILy_grcatcr differentiation of currlcula and
instruction am??g and within schools, differentiation to which parents may e
be sensitive. ) . . . A o
N N ’ , . b
ata COllgCthn ~ ’
Most of thc data fon th1s study were gathared by means of homL inter-
views w1th parents. In 82 p;;c nt of'the households, the mothér scrved as
the sole respondent' in 13 percent both the- mother and- father puﬁi1c pated; .
and in 5 percent the father dgb 1nteruiewhd alone. In households~where both
. . parents were prescnt for the 1ntcrv1cw‘thc mother's responsgs were used in
.the analys1s 1f the‘parents_ dxsapro«d on ‘any item. This proccd;;e allows for Rl
the: greatest P0551ble con51atency in the sourge ‘of data. ‘ . ' ';isﬁ

AT ’ .

" Trained .interviewers followed a structured quest1onnaing.to.obtdin
. o 4 .

LX)

A demograpﬁic, attitudinal, and behavioral informati&h about parents. 'Stan-

PN . - <

‘dardized tests’ of r&ding comprehens1on werc administered to the fifth-grade

children in the study to gather 1nfotmat1on on their academic abilities. .

\ 'S * B . * & © Jr
. ,  Identification and Specification .
of the Variables K

[y
\]

The coﬂccptualhmodel which this study'is designed to test is based . 7 .
on: seven variables. These variables divide into the followiﬁg,groupings: _ 'fi \
background characteristics: of parents and children, ﬁZ?EEEé valuation and: ) A
'. preferences related fo their children's school1ng, and parents' behaviors -".' i

in seleut1ng and influencing-.their children's schooling. o

» .

3 -

K Baq&gfound'Characterisﬁics_ .

Socioeconomic ‘Status of the Household~

In this study I used data on; the mother's

_l /’ ‘ . A 11
EMC_-- // i

,,dﬁmwma
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‘ L
of schooling (or the schooling of surrogate parents)- s a proxy measure of‘

socioeconomic status.
. (
consxstent w1th most studies employ1ng soq1oeoonom1c measures, education was®
1

strongly cotrelated with these status varxables,

Furthermoreg of the .three

commonly used drmen51ons of sotxoecdnomrc status, parents ‘education is the

most proxxmate characterrst1c ‘¢n wh1ch to test this study s hypetheses re-

lating parents stpos1t1ons and behav1o!s to the prov1s1on of thexr ch11d-

X

ren's schooling. T 1nc1uded the educatioh of both parents in constructlng

the variable since I assume that mothersqgnd fathers share In the decxsxon

ma«1ng and 1nvestments of. timg and money which are involved in their ch11dren s
~ -t +
‘schooling. _ * 4 . ' . . Ve )
L3 [ . .

Interviewers asked respondents q&,iise the highest leved of schooling

compieted by each~parent in the household. For aualvs:s of thexrelatxonéhxp

‘of thxs measure to other variables, households were grouped into three cate-

TN :

' and "high" 1evels of parent education.

Parenﬁts 1n -
In middle

gorles, low‘" "mxddle,
16w e&ucatxon households have twelve years of schoolrng or less.
educa. ion households,~one or both parents have some post-secondary schooling;

" but neither has a four-year college ‘degree. ‘In high education households,

ones or both parents have at least a four-year college degree.. :
3 . ¥ .« e

~,
Ab111tv of the Child =~ -

‘-.

.;J
Because readxng ability is essentxal to the development of learning

o

in virtuglly ail areas of content in the school * program, 1 selected the
chrldren s scores. on ‘the reading comprehensron subsection of the Science
Research Assoc1ates battery of achievement tests as a proxy for general ab111ty.
The frfth-grade children: in my >_mp1e were grbuped for analysxs accordlng to

the gnade.equrvalenpy of their raw scores on’ the test. Children categorxzed

as "poor" readers had’ sceres with grade equivalencies less than fourth grade

(less than 4. 0,. Those whom I- labelled. as "grade-level" readers had grade-

equlvalant scores rang1ng from the fourth grade through the first level of

-the seventy grade (4.0 through 7.0). "Very good" readers had scores above

-

the base 1eve1 for seventh grade (7.1 or higher). ~ v

L
%/

X
1In my sample, mothef's and father s educat10n31 attainment have zero -
“order correlations yith father's occupational prestige of .60 and .78,
14 ~. -

reSpect1Ne1y. . ' ; .

»

I excluded income and occupational prestige because -

M - ar

Y
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Parents’ Valuat1ons and- Prcferences_;aﬁ.‘ - g
Related to. Schooluug 7 . . . e ’

o -

——— 5
. et R
- e

Thls set .of var1ab1es is selected and constructed to measure parents'

P

d1sposlt1ons with respect to their ch11dren s ‘present and future school1ng . N

< v

Rarento“Valuétion of Scho6ling = o\

st s pe i Aree s

I\argue that é‘good predictor of the general_value,s rents assign to J
schooling fn~the child's life is the schooling level parentz\expect their l %
Child.tola tain. Higher 1evels‘of expected attainment may indicate that , L
parents will have pos1t1ve dispositions. toward present and future 1nvestments ‘

in schooling. ° . ce e

Duﬁ1ﬁg‘therhome interview parents in my sample were -asked to sﬁegify;

from a list oflho1ce§ the level of school1ng they expected their fifth-grade

L e e

child to conﬁlete. The list .included high school, two years of college or
trada school four years of college, and graduate level stud1es. For analysis, ;
1 d1chotom1zcd the sample between those households in which the child was . ‘ ?

expeoted to complete two- years of college or less and those in which the chxld ;i

x«- """"" ©

» * FEN R -

:Parents ‘Preferences for Certain Featurgs v - RS
@ - 3

in- the1r Children's Currept School1ng ) et - - S

— ww___'l’o part1cular12e parents' d;sposxt}ons toward. spec1f1c features of

the1r ch1ldren s fifth-grade school1ng, I selected two areas in curr1cu1um h :
and’ instruction which are central 1n school programs These are the var1et1es
of non-standard subJe ts parents deemed apprOpr1ate for 1nclus1on in the1r . : %
chxld's schooling and the modes of 1neruct1onal grouping they thoubht best. A
" for the chlld. ' N

?

. 3
- Y <@
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Preferences for Curricular Variety. Fifth-grade classrooms differ very little

in their bésic curricular programs for children. Most offer studies ip ele~- :
ments of languagé, arxthmetlc, social stud1es, science, and phys1ca1 eduCation.

Wh11e ‘the 'specific content, instructional approach, and teaching effect1veness

e e

‘may vary from one classroom to another;, ‘the ‘majority-of. fifth-grade children .

are engaged -for some regular part of each day in ‘these studies. Since schools

SN ks T

may\differ more in their inclusjon of vocal music, instrumental music, art,
and foreign lénguagés, 1 chose to assess variations among parents in their !
-preferences regar41ng these less trad&t1onal subjects in the ch11d s program. , z
Parents were asked. to select. ;sp01nt of view which would best reflect _
theif judgment *concerning the dppropriateness of each subject in their fifth- ‘ ’ ‘f
grade child's curriculum. The selections available to ﬁérents were ' ) . &
equivalént to strongly favor1ng," "mildly favor1ng,” "mildly épposing," . :
"strongly opposing," or "standing neutral on'" the inclusion of each of the
" subjects, vocal and instrumental music, art, and foreign languages. gor the
analysis, households were grouped into two categories labelled "less variety"
preférred and “more variety" preferred. The categorization was bﬁsed_on two 3
»crite;ia. Households classified as preferring more curricular variety did
not oppose the inclusion of any of the four subjects and strongly favored . O
. at least two of the Eour _ Households preferring less curricular variety
opposed the’ inclusion-of one or more subjects and were strongly in favor of

no-more than one subject.. ’ .

Prefefences for. Instructional Grouping. With a second preference measure I

Aattempted to .gauge parents' percept1ons of the most advantageous instructional :
arrangements for their f1fth~grade ch11d I hypothesized that parents may =i
Q1ffer in the extent to which they 1dent1fy some form of individualized treat-

ment -of the child as a desired mode of instruction. Interviewers presented

-

v+ lad s

parents. with descriptions of four modes of instructional organization: two
were focussed d1rect1y on the 1nd1v1dual ch11d (one allow1ng for teacher-
prescribed 1nd1v1dua11zat1on “the second allow1ng for student part1c1pat1on

in setting thevgoals and-means of learning); the third allowed for the divi-
.sion of the whole class into_subsets of children® for }ns;ruggional(pgpposes;
ahdi;he fourth treated the entire classroom of children as a unit for instruc-

*

tion. Parents were asked to select’any single mode or combination of modes

- - >

i
ar PN e bty g e
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Wwith two

4 et o

. - -

Parents'

of the othef modes:

instruction.

‘tions were made of parents'

which they-thought would“best serve their child.

Two different classifica—

responses, one with three levels and & second

levels. The three-level categorization differentiates among house-

{\\\ accord1ng ‘to preféreiices for

. tion with, other-arrangements

'smaller group‘-and ''larger .group

tion. The category labelled'mlarger grouﬁ"

o

‘holds preferring (1) only individualized arrangements, (2) only whole group

The dichotomized classification divides the sample

.The former category includes the households which prefer only

includes all other households

Behavior in Selecting—and—Influencing

The1r Ch11dren [ School1_g

Location

school ,
ing high
: Finally,

‘specific

schools.

>

%(-

H

g
2

PR
Doees

of }am111es

: tion or remain there.

its class sizes, curricular program, and the reputation of the receiv-

Immediate responses were recorded

tacting their child's teachers.

school as examples.

. schooling and exercise control over it.

; The Role of Sclools in the Residential

whxch llsted whole group 1nstruct1on as the single preference

7

or for specific attributes about which they have knowledge.

or in combina-

° o

The behav1or variables which this study examines are the locational

choices of households and the responses of parents to opportunities for con-

among -households in the extent to which parents invest in their children's

~

Parents were asked if any characteristics of their present school or
d1str1ct 1n£1uenced their decisions to move to the current residential loca-
Negative responses
and general1zed pos1t1ve responses were then probed w1tb the suggestion that

: some famllxes move or stay because of the general reputatlon of the schools

In this probe

interviewers were instructed to list the general reputation of the elementary

Responses to such probes were also recorded.

interviewers asked the parents who listed the general reputation or

attr1butes of the schoo; or district as %nduc1ng their mov1ng or -

staying to-.cite their sources..of 1nformat1on

15

In all cases .parents were able

instruction, and (3) small group arrangements with or without some combination

Bl T SOUPNE—

individualized modes or combinations of modes exclusive of whole group instruc-

Both. activities are intended to differentiate

e

A
<

)

to designate part1cular persons from whom they gained their knowledge of the .
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For :the analvsis of this variable, households were categorized in two
N

< ways. The f1rst c13551f1cat10n scheme allows for three groupings, 1nc1ud1ng
. ’ those households which did not move or stay because of schools, those which
- | were 1nf1uenced by the general reputation of their present schools, and those

in whlch parénts listed one or more spec1f1c attributes. The second classi-

SRR

fication scheme dachotomlzee the sample between the first ca* -egory above, that

: ) i85 those'households—whlch»dld not take~schoolSA1nto-account,-and*the_second

and .third categories, in which some aSpect of the schoole was included in

3 - locational declslon maklng, combined.

Parents' Contacts with Teachers, -
5 | & ®

Lo . . L
To measure the frequency and content of parents' contacts with school

* personnel, 1nterv1ewers charted the timing of any contacts, in person, by -

phone, or by wrltﬁen corre5pondence, between either parent and the child's

»ateachers For .each. contact, parents were .asked. to. descrlbe the .person_ who :

- @

;nxt;ated the contact, the purposes and topic of discussion, and the outcome.

Only information on contacts which occurred from the beginning of the -

v

1979-80 school year tmrough the month of January 1980 were used im the scoring

of this variable. Two categories, '"low" and "high" activity, wereécreated
on the basis of two criteria: the number of contacts and the degree of parent

initiation either in arranging contacts or in seeking -or transmitting infor-

L ek T

s . . mation relevant to the child's academic program and performance. Initiation

of the latter sort is meant to account for those parents who, broughi their . s

own "agendas" to conversations with teachers, regardless of who had originally
. )

S ® ‘Rganned for the contacts. Parents who were high initiators of this type ’ ‘
reported that they engaged in contacts with specific queries, ndt just to :
i participate in an "open house" audience; such parents tended to ask for details

ébout their children's academic performance, to ask how they might help the

ch11d w1th schoolwork at home, and to request specific information about the .
. \ 5
- content, objectives, and expectations assoclated with one or another curricu- 3
1= -~ — ___\‘\ » — E
g . lar subject.

. Households were placed in the ''low' activity category if they reported

\ three or fewer. contacts with no self-initiation in either arranging the con- _

T tacts or in structuring tha éxchange of 1nformat10n during the contacts.

. \Parents in the "high" activity category reported three or more contacts with

R \evidence of one or both forms of self-initiation.: . 4

\ , . - . . “ -

(.
it s L




On the basis of the speC1f1cat1on ‘of variables..described in this
section, the .hypothetical model presented in figure 1 on page 9 can be

P cast in its empirical form as'plctured in figure 2'below.

Frequency and Structuring of 1 i
Parents' Contacts with Teachers

Parents' Education

Child's Reading .Ability -
o (Compr ehension)

T

~

°

" Parents'

Consideration of Schools

in Making Residential Choices

<

Parents

-

Expectations for Highest
Level of Child's Future Schooling

- (M Paréﬂtéfipreféréﬁ¢eS‘for
.Curricular Variety

.

. (2). Parents" P for

Instructional Grouping"

i ?igure 2. Emplrmu%} model of parental control in public qchool1ng. ;
1 .- = Vi , ' Tl
o ‘;)': 5»‘.»";:‘: ".,‘-’.A;" ~ R
; cLr Methods of Stat1st1ca1 Analysis =, )
= . . 3
; I treated ‘all the measures in this study as ordered variables and ;

ct,
3ok

; categorized them a8 descr1bed in the precedlng section.. At a first level of
' ., analys1s 1 cross-class1f1ed the var1ab1es'1n pairs. and used the ch1—square -4
- .test of assoc1at1on to determine-whcther or not the frequenc1es observed in

the data were s1gn1f1cant1y different from those expected under the as@umption | :

: that the variables are stat1st1cally 1nde§ende‘r

T —

Only those pa1r3'of vari-

ables for which chi squares were large enough to meet a 51gn1f1cance Level

of .05 were retained for further analxs1s .
Whenever two variables were s1gn1f1cant1y dependent on cach other and -

! . -one or both were also dependent on a third variable, a second level of analy-

' ‘ sis was undertaken. Under these c1rcumstances I—employed a-second- chi—square- -

test 1n which the re1at1onsh1p between the or1g1na1 variables was controlled i

° -

on the third variable under the assumption of cond1t13ﬁ§f ependence Again,

/ 5
I interpreted chi squares which met the .05 level of s1gn1f1cancé\aa evidence :

- . . 1
; that the original two variables were statistically dependent. ) ' o4

I adopted the .05 level ofﬂprobability as a criterion of sjgnificance -

LRI

A ruitoxt provided by Eic
; .

ot s s 4 s




17.
and since small samples must exhibit very strong relationships to indicate
‘significant depéndence between variablés' at any commonly accepted, level of
proliab’i_fity.1 Further, in the three-variable contingency analysis observa-
- ’rl . »

_tions were cofkeéted‘fo; continuity whenever the éxpected'freqqupy in any

cell wias less than ten.>

l_ Results of the Analysis

¢ - e
.

In this séction I report the outcomes of the cross-classification (chi-

o

squaré) analyses. The distributional frequencies for households in the cate-
goxies'within

I dividéd the

each variable are reported in table 2 on the follbwing page.

analysis of data into ;wo-parts.> In the first 1 examined the

Tactors which were related to parental exercise of choice, or the degree to

<

which parents

In the 'second part 1 tgéq;t»;he results of the analysig-of\ﬁarenp;' contacts

with teachers. - ;

f "\

Among the several factors which I prédicted would. relate to d1fferences

The Role of Schools in the Re51dentlal
Locatlon of Families .

took account of schools. when they locateq;their family residence.

~

in- locational dec151on making rﬁlat1ve to schools, the educational background
of parents carried the strongest single association_(éée table ). The higher
: e N TABLE 1
’ PAREN'IS' EDUCATION AND THE ROLE OF SCHOOLS IN IDCATION
LT ﬁ ' scnoopﬁumeron
PARENTS® EDUCAT;Q?_. No- _Yes Total -~ -
. Low . - " No. (24) (16) - (40) .
. y 3 + 60.0 4o.0 270 .
. Middle No. /  *(25) (25) (50)
r : .% N -59.0 f - 50 0 N 33 08
High No, -(13) (4s) (58)
% . 224 77.6 39. 2.
E " Total No. . (62) (86) (148)
. £ 419 58.1 100.0
15.778 chi squares =~ df=2 probakility=.0004 -

Lee Herbert M. Blalock, Jr., Socidl_Statistics, 2nd ed. (New York:

McGraw-Hill,
“?1bid.

1972), pp. 291-92.

,; pp. 285- 86.

@
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~ - TABLE. 2 ‘_
DT . FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY CATEGORTES o
— . IN EACH VARIABLEZ -

" BACKGROUND. VARIABLES ;

. — _Parents’ Education® ™~

f low 40 cases ;;;\of‘the sample o ' ' \\&é
g

A et

middle 50 34 T~
‘high 58 39 ST ‘

\\...\‘
Child s Reading Ability

poor 30..cases 20% of the sample -
grade-level 69 46
' very good - 5F 34

......

PARENTAL DISPOSITIOVS TOWARD SCHOOLING ' ] ’ ' ?

; Expected Future Schooling , - ‘ © .
; less than B.A. . 69 cases A5% of the sample )
: _B.A. or more.. 84 . ___ 55 N — - :
*“PreferencestorluurricularrVariety - ) . ‘;m:

Jless Vﬁriety,preferred -81 ca§ES 53/ of the sample R ] T

__more variety preferred 72 47 . - o

Prererences for Instructional Grouping

e

(by two. categories)
$maller grouping preferred 89 cases 587% of the sample
- largér grouping preferred 64 - 42 ° . :
(by.thfee:categories) ‘ _—
individualized modes preferred 60 cases. 39% of the sample

: small group modes preferred: 58 8 e L .

‘ whole class mode preferred 350 - 23 .. ' ) >

" DARENTAL ‘CONTROL BEHAVIOR .

¢ “Role of Schodl in Residential Location - . i o ;‘: :

: no account of schools 66 cases 43% of the sample ' P 1%

:  location. for reputation ‘57 37 e ) f

: 16Catiouifor,5pecific featurés 3Q\ 20 T

i, Frequency and Initiation of Parents Contacts with Teachers o Z

' few, teacher-initiated 72 cases 47% of the sample ) S Lk
more, parent-initiated 8y - 53 _ T i

For the description of each variable .and categorization scheme, see pages 11-16.

T bIn 5 households, the éducational attainment of the father was not’ obtained. _ g

3 children were unavailable to take the standardized reading comprehension

]9 ol
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;. : the Tevel of schooling cémgletedeby,pafents, the greater their tendency

to make 1ocational decisions bas&d, in part, on:their consideration .of the
s¢hools their children would attend. Furthermofe,“this relationship between
wf' ﬁarents educatxon -and’ locational behavior appears to be brxdged by the
expectations _parents held for their childrén's future schoolxng More *
highly educatedAparents ‘tended to expect “their phxld;en to complete more

adVanéed levels of future schooling, | than_less_well_educatedfparents——*‘“'“—’—“‘

(x probab11;ty- 0001), -and expected future schoollng was p031t1ve1y related
to parents'

locational behavior (x 'probab111ty- '0231). When the or1g1nal

association between parents' education and Locat1onal behavior was. controlled

.on expectations for future schooling it maintained fts gverall streggth and
significance at a .0l level of probability (sce table 3). Ihus,'the,pgrenté

o

TABLE 3.

. PARENTS' EDUCATION AND THE ROLE OF SCHOOLS IN LOCATION
o ‘CONTROLLING- ON: ‘EXPECTED. SCHOOL ING (N- Me)

— ' . . \Ex ECTED écuooum‘i
' - Less than B.A. More than B.A.

' ecauﬁoéLl LOCATEON-___

e T S SR et aew et

G e

PARENTS' i SCHOOL/LOCATION |
EDUCATION" ’ ~ No Yes Total No  _Yes Total ‘““‘-~
L _ Low No. @D (9 (26) CATN ¢ (14)
. B L% 85.4 346 38.2 0.0 50.0  17.5 ;
o7 Middle Mo, (13)  (15)  (28)° (12) 0y - (22)
r 46.4 5356 bl.2 T _54.5 45,5 27.5
High No. (4). (10) (14) «(9) (35) . -(44)
X 28.6 . 1.4 20.6 20.5: 79.5 .- 550
.:. ) ’ - @ ” ) : : ~ ' ) . *
“ "-Total No. (34).  (34) (68) (28) - (52) (80)
2 50.0-  50.0  100.0 35.0  65.0 ' 100.0°
. -5, 176 chi squares 9.171 :chi eguares
f'2 df=2 .
X ‘ prob = 0752 o . . prob.=.0102- - ~

PROBABILITY <. 01

OVERALL—HAXIHUH-LIKELIHOOD CHI“SQUARES””T? 58 NF=4

who made act'ive selections of their children's schooling were more highly

educated and expected- thexr children to complete higher levels of advanced

7o : schoollng ) . .

\ /N
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The ability level of the child was positively associated with, the
extent toswhich parents took schools iﬁﬁo:eccount in locating their resi-
_ dence but to a significantly lesser degree than‘parenggl_education (xz pro-=
bability=.1410). The apglyses~seggest that’éarents of more capable child- _— ;
ren located for schoolsf;e:e often than parents of les& able children. In ‘

this relacionship parental; preferences for instructional grouping appear

to Dlay_a.llnkeng—funct1on———Cht%d -s—ability Wad thé strongest and rist £ ;

s1gn1f;cant (though curvilinear) nela;1on§h1p with instructional preferences;
) ) 2 : p :
parents preferred more individualized instruction for their least and most

capable chlldren, but preferred larger group 1nstruct1on for’ average"

RS N4

ggh11dre9 (see: table 4). And instructional preferences, in turn, wete

2 .

. .
S o
: LS ‘y.“ @ - , . R
;
4 . .
.

TABLE 4
i} ) CHILD'S READING ABILITY AND PRLFERENCbS FOR : ,
'. INSTRU(‘TIONAL GROUPING ’ : N
. CHILD'S: | ' PREFERRED GROUPING . L
.» READING ABILITY ’ Smaller . Larger Total L -
b , ‘Poo No. - 17 ) (13) (30) ] ;
fee B (e 7 0%, A S X W SN 1o BY | B -
- Tt N . ,.. ~ - . . ‘.’t{a ) . ';‘
z ‘ Grad No. " (30) (39) » (69) ., |
: Level] % 43.5 . 56.5 | 46.0 ,
; Very| No. ) -1 0 (5D : :
- Good| % 8.4 21,6 3.0 . o
\ e - . Total| No. (87) C(63) (150) , - -
E \\ A I 58.0 42.0 100.0. oo o
. " | 14-735]chi squares df=2 probability=.0006 -
: ';::;;EI relpted to locational behavior when either two categories of pre- L~

These results suggest that

- pom - cpe s . . 2 - . -
: feérence 'webe; cross~classified with three-categories of location x__proba=——""" |
‘bility=.04 ‘ th:ee_categormes—bf preference were tabulated with two :

‘-_——__‘_— - . . N ;




by expected future school1ng and ch11d's ability," were unrelated to
parents' locatiomal behavior (x probability=. 9847).

In the end, -the tendency for parents to take schoolsrinto'account 4in,

{ ] 1ocating'the‘family resideace appears to depend’ pr1mar11y on the educatxonal R 2}1

i background of parents, and. th1s_assoc¢at+on—1s—irnk”ﬁ‘5§ parents expecta- oo

tions for their ch11dren s future £chooling; the h1gher the educatxonal ‘ :
atta1nment of parents;, ‘the more -advanced school1ngwthey expect their child-
ren to attain, and the more they exércise choice over schooling by locating
~ . the £am11y re51dence w1th schools in m1nd ‘Second, there is evidence in /

the: dataffrom this sample of households that -parents with :more capable o

of

‘children locate because of schools and also wantAthe classroom instruction
for these children~to~be~individualized and to allow for student decision .

- A making: Figure 3 diagrams the total set of associations which emérged from. ) N
. - ~ - R N &,

these,analyses‘:.1 ¢ - ) . R )
*ﬁ;: o - E‘»E§ T o Expected ) . é
5 Eg en : Future School1ng' v o
. L ,9c5t1°“ N /;”‘ ~ R Cons1derotioa of . h
1l L N e Schools in :
. 11 :
: A ] Areiena
S child's. Read1ng’/}<" L 2457 y ’Ch°i°e"- s
o |Rbiiny N ‘ P
7 T X\ Preferences for ‘ ’ . “ g
__— ) Instructlonnl Group1ng : - . T T
. - 4 , Y v
- . Figure 3. Associations among. background char cteristics of parents *and
i children, expectations for the child's future schooling, preferences
§ ® for curr1cu1a and instructional gro§b1ng, and the role of schools N
; in thé residential location of fam1bhcs . N
e Parents' Exertion of Influence through . B
. . . . T _ T
: G;-“"""“' L Contacts with Teachers-—— T S = T

. - .

?” . The =econd behav1ora1 “variable of 1nterest 1n my study. is. the- extent ~ _
: rto.whrchxparents maintain frequent contact with their children's teachers,

contact which is parent-initiated and structured. ks with locational deci= = i

. - A 4

S i sion: making, 1 hypothes1zed that -highet ‘levels of contact would ‘be assoc1ated

with higher parental education, higher academ1c ab111ty among children, and’ o

ACWO 3 B 1R U Rr 1 1%

, parcntal d13p081t1ons favoring. advanced future schooling; greater curr1cu1ar

1See the Appendix for an explanatxon of the nota/;onal .schemé of -arrows o
1n fxgures 3 ‘and. 4 . o S - - ST

[P N
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. 'varxety, and more 1nd1vxdua11zed and student-pusticipatory modes of 1nsttuc-

i
tion: The findings related to this paréntal control variable parallel in

: many respects the results of the analysis gg_g_;eutaL_se%ectxon of school
! - /
through oxcc-o@—famti?’?ﬁ??ﬁence Preferences for curr1cu1ar variety were

- not associated with' parental influerce actxvxty, and the strongest srngie
predictor of frequent and parent-initiated contacts w1th teachers was par-

ent§ ' educational attaxnment (see table 5). Ar w1th locatlonal behavxor,
.o TABLE 5 : .

nd ®

‘PAREN?S' EDUCATION AND LEVELS OF INFLUENCE ACTIVITY

. - - INFLUENCE ACTIVITY
. . 'PARENTS' EDUCATION B Lower Higher o Tctal

Low Mo, T -@1 @y b
* , , LI ‘ §7.5 32.5  ~ 27.0
Middle - No. C(23) (27) () B
' ’ X 46.0 54.0 33.8

High No. - (20) (38) - (58)
% 34.5 65.5 39,2

+

. Total -  No. 10y . (78) (148)
S % 47.3 77 52,7 100.0

10.404 chi squarecs df=2 probability=.0055 . -

-

parents' education appears to be linked with tendencigs to contact teachers
through the expectatxons parents hold for their children's future schooling ‘

'(expectatxons and contacts assocxated‘at x? probability=.0143). QQEQXQLJ,“___——w"——

— st

whén the assocxatxon betweer pa :ents .educatidii and teacher contacts was 3
———-— © vt e et =
e R SR .
L __——eontrolli on schooling expectations, its level of strength and significance ’
e ctations, 1ts.

.- ___declined (overall™x x2*5r3333111ty'>'10) suggesting that schoolxng éxpecta-

tions are related to. parental contacts with teacners 'in a manner which is

; . ' somewhat independent of their’ relatxonshlp thh parents' education. , .
' . A second dxf’erence 1n ‘results between -the two: behavxoral Variables

has to do thh the conJo1nt assocxatxons among child's ab111ty, instructional

. preferences and levels of parental contact with teachers. ‘Chxld's ability

was not as strongly related to teacher contacts as to locat1onal behavior T
‘ (x 'probabll&txes, 4422 and .1410, respect1ve1y) Yet parental preferences ; o~
¢ ~ . ... for instructional 'grouping wWere assocxated with contacts at a strong and

‘ o s1gn1f1cant level (see table 6). An analys1s of the relationship between

.-
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~ initiated contacts with teachersg'when they préferred more individualized

|

23.

TABLE -6 . .
PARENTS' ‘PREFERENCES, FOR ‘INSTRUCTIONAL -GROUPING «
- AND LEVELS OF mwzncz ACTIVITY
= - - - - — - — - -
PREFERRED INFLUENCE . Acﬁvm “
GlOUFING e Lower ngher . Total
< §gueg No. €35)- ~(53) (88)
) ‘ 7 39.8 602 57.5 -
Larger No. (37) . (28) * (65)
X- 56.9: ° 43.1 42.5
Total - No. - (72) (81) “ (153)-
: X 47,1 - - 52.9 100.0 o
. §6.616'ch§éaguarec Q=1 &probabilitysqo356

AN

level"” readers were.slightly more active when -they preférred more individualized.

-

instructional preferences, and teacher contacts, controllxng on the abilities
of children, shows that parcnts of poorer readers tended to .interact with ?

teachers rega;gless of their ’nstructional preferences, parents .of —grgde-

instruction. and less- active when they preferred. larger group instruction,

and parénts of very good readers had significantlyfhlgb Levcls‘of selfx

rather than larger group instruction (see table 7). The composite results
Y

suggest that undetr cextain_ conditions-parental preferences for imstructiomai———- -

\:t

..college degree.

- parents-maintain in the classroom life of their children.

A .grouping have a .strong effect on the influence parents exert on classroom_

e i

‘EEEEE?§~EF;SE§K“contacts when parents have very - capable ch11dren and.
want classroom resources to be channelled to thesg children on an individual
basis, they tend to ‘be highly 1nvolved ‘with their children's teachers. 1In %
add1t1on, the analysis of the 26 cases which ‘meet these two conditions re-
veals that in- 22 -of ‘the households, one or botﬁ”;;;;;;;'K;ve a four-yeaz ]

This confxgurat1on of factors supports the conceptual
hypotheseg'underlyicg thiq_study,dﬁamely, that parental dispositiops—to;ard
their children's schooling (in ‘this case, instructional prcferences) ‘may  *
serve tn link both background character1st1cs--the educat1ona1 1eve1 of

‘parents: and -the ab111t1es.of ch11dren—-to the degree of 1nvo1vement -which

(. -
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' ‘ " “TABLE 7 S Lo
o i O.
O, = . .“"
PARENTS' nzrnms FOR. IRSTRUCTIOIAL cnoupnib, AND LEVELS oF INFLUENCE ACTIVITY ’
comoumc ON.- cun.n S READING ABILITY: (n-lsm - -
R i s + c 1 . 3 - - ° -.’
F ' | ) cun.n S READING ABILITY' 7 X )
i S
} - Poor ’ Grade Level Very Good
: PREFERRED ) INFLUENCE ACTIVITY'  + INFLUENCE AGTIVITY INFLUENGE ACTIVITY . .
GROUPIVC . Lower. Higher Total Lower Higher Total Lower Higher Total )
A Smaller  No. (6) (11) (17) (14) (16) (30) (14)  (26) (40) . .
) . . Z. 35.3 64.7 56.7 . 46.7 53.3 43,5 35.0__ 65.0 78.4- ' "
© Larger . No. (6) (7 (13 - (22) .(17),  (39) . (8) - (3) (y
. B “1‘6.'2 53.8 43.3° §&.4 - 43.6 56,  72.7 .27.3 21.6
: . - . - . g » ”e
Total  No. ~(12)_.(18%. (30)- (36) (33 (69) . (22) ‘(29 (51) 7
. y4 40.0 60.0 100.0 \' 52.2 47.8 100,0 , 43.1 56.9 100.0
- . . L491 -chi. .squares® " .702 chi squares " 5.004 chi_sqiares
dfs1 *© dfsl e ,
prob =, 4833 ° ‘- prob.=,4021 prob.=.0253 . -
QVE HOOD CHI SQUARES: 6.06  .DF=3 PROBABILITY >.10
. ) , _ "
- .L '.
25 ) ]




. 'h' \ strongest b1var1ate.re1at1onsh1p with levels of contact, the «<child's ability; ]
- 1o
; expected .future -schooling, and parental preferences for 1nstruct1ona1 ‘group= - o
' N = : c T
. ing “all play .a_role. Figure 4 d1splays the re<u1ts in graphlg form. S
. i Yon i oo . i [ oot~ . . -
DR N !xpccted’ : T B
L A : _ | Future Schooling N ) :
- = : Y Sy m e N <o\ RN
L - N« - IR I NP W = .
IR '23:'2‘:2:;,,; S ] PO |
- Ly e AN . Prefere‘cea for Inxtxetxop of 1. ‘
e ’ o L g . -
. NS .. - ‘XCu i '1‘ g Ok ‘ " ‘Parents’: Contacts.| . ~ /
. : ,\‘ Q Y LR N o lrr‘1 uia 81’.‘18 Y ' _~",‘1th ’;‘eacherl, . - -
. ta “‘H‘ £ . ,-\. .  Sngienn - - L .
Do e g}‘ g Reedxng AN ,\. ‘ i ] - ‘ G
. o et Abi 11ty~\ RN e PR : ) o ..
T S T S \¢| Preferences for . Lo o
) o . & - - o Instructionav'croupirg B ) . T
: Figurp 4. Associations among. the background characterxst1cs of parents and- . i
‘ . children, expectatxons for the ch11d s future sch0011ng, ‘parental. .
. preferences for currlcula and :3;truct1ona1 group1ng, and the: t
. . influence aqtlv1by}ofﬁpatent§. ,/) S n
: . Lo L i i LT 5 -
; . “Conclusjons and>Implications * coe .
~ » - ’ T 7 . . - . N -‘.- * \:;
. . ¢ i -ty , :‘ . N . . .
- °  1In a recent analysis . commun1cat1on bétween c1t1zens and professxonal

(e - D .

Al »
”“\h . <

7

T In summary”*xt,appears that the influence activity of parento depends {

on a variety of factors. Hﬁa1e~parents educatxonar background holds the

» A

adm1n1strators in school d1str1cts, Tucker and Zeigler draw a conclusxon ©oe .
_wh1ch conﬁorms w1th the findings of most political qtud1es,of the govgrnance

of public schools‘ "The supet1ntendent and other profess1onal administrators

cons1stent1y dom1natqﬂthc lay school board and public . . . largeLy.because) U /
the Tlatter absta1n,from part1cfpat1on. il The only coun(er-ev1dence'for ) "

such a- conclus1on comes from the analys1s of ep1sod1c surges of cxtzzen J
g . .

control in the formeof elecloral defeat of 1ncumbent school board memsers "

. YL
- . V5

and’ the 1nvoluntary turn-over of super1ntendents wh1ch often accompen’

rapid changes in gpe demograph1c compos1t1on of school d1str1cts.2: On '’

* « N . °

balance, the most w1de1y teld claxm_1s that citizen participation 13-'"

generally meager and léss consequential than adm1n1strat1ve influence in

determ1n1ng schooP p611C1es and pract1ces. The s1gn1f1cance of this con- T B o

cIston ‘s h;ghly dependent on the def1n1t1dn of c1t1zen part1c1patxon - ) 7

Py )

f; T —— - -

- ) . - . 4. :
Harvey J. Tucker and: L. Harmpn Ze1gler, Professi ‘als versus thesPublic: - ’
Attitudes, Commun1cat1on, and ReSponse 1n School” D1ﬁtr1cts (New York: Jongman,

1980)5 PP~ 229-30. . ] m-“““-—~§___‘_-~‘

s
)):Ei‘ ... -.See, for example, Laurence Iannaccone and Frank W. Lutz, Politics, A
o Pbwer. and, Polxcy. The. Govern1ng of Local School Districts (Columbus, Ohio: ~ - bl

69 "Merrill, 1970) T . e
ERIC - . ) - 26 | . o
jvaﬁmwTﬁ . R ﬂ!@ "
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; choxce\nnd influence on curricular, 1nstruct10na1

©

. of,Pol1t1c81 Economg,G& (October 1956) : 416-24' . N -

> g CH N . . -
Y . » s -~ . -
. x PR * . K3 B . LI

employed 1n the typ1ca1 study of educat1ona1 polxtlcs

R"searchers working

1n this tradztxon tend to measure part1c1pat1on i terms of -the frequency
-\

of con-un1cat1on between~1ay persons, school ‘board members,‘and central . . §

. and electorat cmfhet in c

o:fxce adm1n1strators as we11 as votér turn-out A dis r1ct elections and . 3

-5-- LI

LIPS . T

) referenda._ My research suggests that a d1£ferent p1cture eme?ges when the.

conceptua11zat1bn of part1c1pat1on is mod1f1ed to 1nc1ude the ontrol beha—‘

‘ V1orsxof ‘parerits as. they are eXpressed\\n locational decisio mak1ng to , © . "

select schools and 1nteract1ons between parents and’ teachers. In my sample
57 percent of ‘the: households reported that ‘théy ‘took e1ther the reputation
or spec1f1c‘featu;es of schools. 1nto ‘aécount in deciding ﬁhether to move

to or remain in a residential location. And, 53 percent ma1nta1ned re1at1ve1y T

frequent and self—1n1t1ated Gontact with their ch11dren s teache s. Adm1t~ 3
tedly these f1nd1ngs ‘may be upwardly’ b1ased due to the relatively large '
* pumbers: of more educated parents who, agreed to part1c1pate in the study, . ‘ -l

~and  my- research question did not take into account the effect of parental - .

or ach1evement outcomes.
Nevertheless, lévels of parental part1c1pat1on appear to be a1gn1f1cant1y

h1gher than' one m1ght expect from preVLous research when involvement °i§, . !

def1ned to 1nc1ude the m1cro-1eve1" act1vit1es of individual hous seholds T ;‘:j;g
+ . H
Thxs research also lends support to the Tlchout hypothes1s that house- . o :

holds will locate in mun1c1pa1 Jur1sd1ct1ons where they obtain the opt1ma1
package of pub11c goods and services wh1ch matches their preferences, within . N

, €he constraint of the1r 1ncome 1 Less direct” attempts to measure the role

" of schools in res;dent1a£‘dec1s1on making by analyzing tax capitalization-

have -been hindered by ecoriomet¥ic problems and have reported conflicting.
However; given that. .

conclus1ons as to whether a "public market" rexists.

“over - half of the households in my sample included schools in their calculus

-

of serV1ces~to be obtained by locatxng in one or another residential loca-_ M :
t1on, this’ study offers some Hirect, if on1y suggestive, data which .may i
val;déte the T1ebopt;hypothes1s Tl o

.. & third set of f1nd1ngs relate to the important quest1on of the poss1b1e .
effects ot a1ternat1ve forms df gchool f1nance and governance in pre-colleg1ate . :
—— o v \ -3

p Charles M. Tiebout, "A Pure,Theory of Local Ekpend1tureS," Journal.’
—_—.

-
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sghooling. If Ehe rationale for a more competitive system of ‘schodling,
1e33~monop01{zed by public-pro&iders and more amenable to parental choice,\

1nc1udes an expectat1on that f1nanc1a11y and polltlcally disadvantaged

nparents w111 resemble Sther parents in their inyolvement in decision making
concerning the1r ch11dren P school1ng, this study questions the reasonable- ‘
ness‘of the. more extreme ‘claims. | o oL 5
L. A o First, the househqlds 4in -my sample-varded considefably in their pre~
ferences for curricular and instructional characteristics of schooling for . . ;
their childrén, and these dxsposltlons were.strongly related to. the socio- o T
ecgnom;c’statns of parents. Preferences for currxcular variety were associated ’ S
wf;hrﬁhe:edhcatibnai backgroiind of parents; the higher the-parents' own-educa- - :
E&gnal»attainment, théggreate; their interest in oppoftnnities for fheit»child- . d
,'fen‘tb study musid, art, and foreign. languages. Ifeit turned out that, in a '

LY ' : . “
competitive market in schooling, children of more highly educated parents - '

were mainly grouped in. schools of fering wider curricular variety, the result-
ing patterns of social segregation might’not differ greatly from those which . o
presently exist 1n public and prlvate schools.1 Perhaps more important P
is -the f1nd1ng that no more than 2 few. parents cited the curricular programs fi
of the elementary school 'as a reason for selecting it for their ch11dren,

and overall, the qurr1cu1ar prefegences of parents showed absolutely no
\ . -

- relationship to the exercise of choice in the analysis of these variables.

OV

Thus, policy makers might be advised to modify their listings of the factors
. .
which parents are likely to apply to their decision choices. I
= . o *

N g varar o

A second significant result in this study concerns the relationship

"of parents' instructional preferences and their control behavior related

to their children's schooling. Households responded with widely varying
P

interests in individualized instruction and instruction which permits -

r
.
LY

children tc make learning decis{an in the classroom. The abilities of
children, along with their parents' educational background, tended to deter-
mine instructionaf preferénces, and those parents who desired more indivi- ‘
dualized and participatbry instruction were more likely to choose their

children's schools than weré those who preferred more traditional, WhOlef‘

- o

. 5

- . . - < =

Chr1st0pher Jencks et al. make a similar pred1ct10n in, Inegua11tz 0

- A Réassessment of the Effect of Family and School in America (New York: by

Basic.Books, 1972; New York: Harper and Row, Harper Colophon Books, 1973), v

. p. 53. - ' ‘ ' i
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: ﬁﬁich the school is located. For example, Bowles and Gintis extrapolated

‘independent judgment much of the time, their children will have a larger

~‘t:héir parents work. They do not discuss, however, the mechanisms which may ?

.is more problematic, given my findings. If inner-city and wor-ing-class - K

~ b4 - “ 2

. ¢ Y M ‘ N e l_’\':;'
‘ 28. - ) v

~

Class instruction; such parents were also likely to make frequent, self-

initiatéq contacts with teachers. These findings may help explicate, to

L3
-
4
4
:
3
:

some degree, the less empirical observations of -these who relate school

and classroom ''climate!'" to the socioeconomit status of the community in
. . T8

vs P oses %

on Kohn's frnd1ngs of relationships between soc1a1 class and the orienta-
tion of parents toward conformity to authorlty versus self-direction, to
suggest that, the nature of the work place of parents is -congruent w1th the o i
nature of the schools their ch11drcn attend If parents have little Jjob o
secur1ty and are treatéd in an arb1trary manner when. they are working, ‘the .
~schaols their ch11dren attend will be chaot1c and repress1ve. The children
of.parents who have stable but rule-structured and subordinate positions :
of work will, f1nd*themse1ves in schools which allow for 11tt1e independent p

dec1s1on making. And if parents are in work situations where they exercrse

role in making decisions ,about what and how :hey'will study and will have
more behavioral latitude in the classroom. The overr1d1ng 1mp11cat1on of
the Bowles and Gintis’ argument 15 that ch11dren are prepared td assume JObS :
wrth tne same kinds of conform1ty/se1f—d1rect19n conditions under which H
connect schooY env1ronments to the norms of their parents' work places.
My f1nd1ngs suggest that parents who va1ue gfeater latitude for student
decision mak1ng 1n the classroom are the parents who tend to take schools I
into account in their location decisions_and who initiate more frequent i

contacts -with their children's teachers. Thus, middle-class schools' may,

in Bowles" and Gintis' terms, "employ relatively open systems that favor . i
greater student participation, less direct sup2rvision, Z;hgf more student : %

electives . .."% because parents choose schools which exhibit these charact- A
eristics and communicate their preferences to school personnel once their . o

children are enrolled. The logical corollary to this proposition, however, '

schooll'tend,to be more authoritarian and ru1e4oriented, there is little

» . k4
L. 2 . 5

1Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis, Schooling in Capitalist America:
Educational Reform and the Contradictions of Economic Life (New York: Basic

Books; 1976); Kohn, Class and ConformrAy, . , X ' g

2Bowles and G1nt1s, Schooling in Cap1tal1st *mecica, p. 132,
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< ‘ o much” as by the d1rect 1nterventron of parents. A second poss1b111ty is. that

PR A s 14

) ‘,. N o N 29. °

-

ev1dence in my study that parents (who may be expected to prefer such con-
d1t1onﬁe actlvely select and mov.itor those .schools. This quandry 1ntroduces
e . other poss1b111t1es not addressed in this study. First, schools may deve10p

*1nstruct10na1 patterns which ‘are shaped by the or1entat10ns of students ‘as

teachers. may. " be sorted by the hiring practices in school districts
or mayisoégéthepselves by apply1ng to certain kinds of districts and not
othets in| such a Qay that their own social class background matches the
socioeconomic status of the. community in which they teach.  While these .
poss1b111t es are speculat1ve it is probable ‘that the educat1ona1 enV1ron-
ment Of the school i§ influenced by students, parents, and ‘teachers alike.
What. i's par 1cu1ar1y interesting is the prospect ‘that in some ‘schools the

value\btlentatlons of all three parties may be highly congruent and self- .
re1nforc1hg - . A

A

In therend, this study of parental control supports the objections

_which others have raised about the possible effects of quasi-markets in

-

~ #chooling. ere is little ev1dence to suggest that schools of choice would

decrease the s c1a1 segregat1on present in today's public and pr1vate schools.
g

Unless econo 1éa11y bold and equitable Youcher plans were to change the

rents, my findings suggest that

gvaluefor1ent t13:s and behavior of some
- ~-those parents who are most likely to take advantage of increased opportuni-

ties: to infl knc their children's schooling ire parents who, themselves,

"have attained more advanced levels of educatiod.. My findings .may sustain

e the 0ld argument that the best potential intelllectual development of =ome

children may require the’ intervention of social agencies, particularly the

schools, in loco- parent1s, when parents do not or cannot act1ve1y exercise

L

the1r options |to cortrol their children's schooling or would do so in such

a way as to limit the development of their children's capaC1t1es.1. An

alternative approach may involve a broader def1n1t1qn of parents' roles
in their children's 'schooling. For example, parents might be brought into
their children!s schools and classrooms to assist.teachers and observe

instructional techniques applicable at home ‘and might be involved in coor-

. - Y

For a 1nter sting presentatxon of. econom1c arguments for legal
sanctions requiring parents to invest optlmally in ‘their children or to
gllpw the statle to 1nEervene, see R1chard A..Posnet, Economic Anal ‘sis

-of Law, 2nd ed, (Boston: Little, Bro§O 1977), pp. 103-104.
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dinated‘étudies,at the school site .where they could gai;‘practical«akilis
18 well as continue their own a;ademic learding along side their children.
The balance in this .equation between~parenta1 and professional‘idfiu-
ence :on. childreuis achooliuénahd deveiopﬁent will depend on the relative
1mpbttance which educators place on the controll1ng interests of parents
and ‘the profess1ona1 capacities _of teachers .and administrators to diagnose )
chxldren §,needa and potentials and to support the best development of each
child. This perpléxity will always be a factor in the schooling of child-
ren. And better educators may be dlst1ngu1shab1e from poorer ones because
they acknowledge the dilemmas inherent in the parent-educator partnership
and because they choose to pla) an act1ve role tn sponsoring the interests
of .the child. Co- o ) ” . ¢

- 1
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Appendix

Legend to Graphic-Notations in Figpree 3 and & -

—— signifies that the variables were associated at a .05 level of
) statistical probab111ty or better in their b1var1ate relationship’
and that this -associatioen maintained an overall s1gn1frcance at a
.05 level or better when it was controlled .on one or more other -
~..variableés . : b

> signifies that the variables were associated at a bS level of
statigtical probab111ty or better in their bivariate relationship
but the s1gn1f1cance level of that association rose above the .05
level, when it was controlled on one or more other variables.

a .05 level of stat1st1ca1 probability in their bivariate relation-
ship and that one var1ab1e reduced the statlst1ca1 s1gn1f1cance
of a relatlonsh1p between .the second variable and .a third variable
when it was used as a cond1t1ona1 control in the threée-way cross-

. tabulation of all three _variables, ) ] -
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