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ABSTRACT
This repanrt summarizes,the resuits of an'eXploratory'study of the
_relationship between parental educatiohal expectations for their children,
the children's perceptions of these expectations, and'studcnt3outcomes.
Of particular interest were the congruence between parental expectations
and the children's perceptions of these expectations,land the impact of

this congruence on~student'achievement'and attitudes toward ‘school.

° [

The data for the present study came from an earlier 1nvest1gation ¢
designed to determine the dependability of . the PrOJect LONGSTEP question- .

naire responses. Students represented a 2% stratified random samnle (by

kgrade within each school) of the students part1c1pating in PrOJect LONGSTEP'

dur1ng the 1971-72 school year.
. The results of the present study suggest that'

° 'Parental expectations (as perceived by their children)
"concerning how far in ‘school they want.their chlldren to "
'go and how goodla student they want théir children to be

were both positively related to children' s general-attif
tudes toward school, but‘not.related to children's achieve-

ment' test performance, during the subsequent yearﬁ

° Parental expectations (as reported by parents) concErning e
| how far in school they want their children to go s owed a
-pos1tive relationship to children's-attitudes toward
school regardless of how accurately children perce1ved

' these expectations.

e Parental educational expectations concerning how good-a

/ ._student'they want their child to be were positively'related'
to children's attitudes toward school in those cases whereh
parental expectatioas and children's perceptions were in
close agreement. Where there was very-low agreement
between parental expectatlons for How Good a Studentqnd
children s perceptions of these expectations, there was a
negative relationship between the pareits' expectations . -
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and their children's scheoi—related attitudes. "With moderate
agreement ‘between parental expectatlons and student percep-
tions, student att1tudes toward school were not related to

-y parental expectatlons. e
. /
kl . .

- @ Children  appear to be more accurate in estimating how far
in school their parents want them to- go than in estimating

 how good a student their parents want them to be.

e From a. practlcal standp01nt parents with hlgh expectatlons
concerning how good a student they wanc their ChlldrEH to be\
would be well adv1sed to make a speclal effort to. communi-
cate these expectatlons to the1r chlldren. From o research

. : ./standp01nt the degree of congruence between parental expec—
. tations and -children's perceptions of how good-a student M
their parents want them to be mar be a worthw&ale variable

to consider for future studies of school—rela%ed att;tudes.

[
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‘lmpacr on student outcomes“

.in this memorandum report ‘represent such-a ''specialized' use of a portion of

/. 2
o ’ PARENTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPLCTATIONS
' AND THEIR LMPACT ON STUDLNT OUTCOMhS

’ . Introduction to Project LONGSTEP

o _ o . _ A )
This memorandum report is one of a series of reports developed under

7

Project:LONGSTEP, the Longitudinal Study -of Educational Practices. The

objectives of Project LONGSTEP were to design a .system to study the char-

acteristics underlying innovative educational approaches; to establish a

L2
large-scale data base of nrogram characterlstlcs and student outcomes for

a select: sample of educatlonal programs 1nvolv1ng 1ntens1ve and highly -
innovative education practlces,~to determine long1tud1nally.the impact of
such innovation upon student . performance and attitudes}'andlto attempt to

1dent1fy the d1men31ons of the components that exh1b1ted the greatest

|

A full description of the project design, data collection—procedures,

< ) . L “oi
analysis methods, apd overall findings is contained id the several Qolumes

of the project final feport (Coles, Chalupsky, Everett, Shaycoft,
fRodabaugh and Danoff 1976; Coles and Chalupsky, l976a, l976b)

Although PrOJect LONGSTEP was designed pr1marlly to study the 1mpact
of h1ghly 1ntens1ve educatlonal innovation on student ach1evement and/

attitudes, the vast amount of data gathered by the project dur1ng its

'three years of data collection can also ‘be analyzed to prov1de answers te

orher 1mportant issues in contemporary education,, The. analyses documented
£

>

the Project LONGSTEP data'base.

Objectives and Background of This Report

!

The overall obJectlve of the analyses conducted for th1s report was /

,to etudy the relatlonshlp between parental educatlonal expectatlons (for

his/her child), the child's perceptlon of these expectatlons, ‘and student

educational outcomes Of particular interest were ‘the congruence between

~ the parent's expectatlon and the Chlld s perception of that expectatlon,

Te

-
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and the impact of this congruence on student ach1evement and att1’udes
toward school. The stimulus for these analyses was an egtlier study of the
depEndability of Projett LONGSTEP questionnaire data. THe findings of
this'previous study'ind{cated that for factual items, su as those con-
tained in our ccale of socloeconomlc-status, an acceptab level of depend-
ability was present. dn the other hand, there were several items 1nvolv1ng
subjective assessment of pzarental expectation where parents responses
dIffered greatJy from those of their children. ‘These results prompted the
speculatlon that the agreement between parental expectations and-thlldren s
perceptions of such expectatlons might be a worthw1le variable for future

¢

studies of student outcomes. _ e - . 8

-
>

A complete listing of’ the varlables analyzed W1ll be presented later. -
By way cf 1ntroduct10n, however,_the spec1f1c parental expectatlons

explored here were assessed by two questaon

hd . ¢ v

o‘ How far 1n school do you wang?this child to go?
this child to be?. ° : A

7/

° How gopd a student do you wa

_ A number of previous-studies have.investigated-students' perceptions of

. . what parents expect of .them in’ terms of school performance. Az noted by '
Dyer (1972), the Equality of EnucatlonalgOpportunlty Survey (Coleman,
Campbell Hobson, McPartlana, Moore, Welnfeld and York, l966) found that
students' perceptlons of what the1r parents expect of them in. school had a '
sizable correlation with test performance, at least for certa1n groups. -
Concerning the impact of'parental‘expectations on student attitudes,. i
Mayeske and his associates in their reanalysis of -the Coleman data

°

(Mayeske, Okada and Beaton,'l973) found that studeats' perceptlons of

..

Expectations for Excellence (on the part of their parents and teachers)

\
Eoward Life.~ Other. 1nvest1gators have also explored the importance of -\\ i

. - together with Study Hablts, played a major rolg in shaping student Attit des.

:studentsf perceptions of their parents' concern (Sewell and Shah, 1968) .
‘However, by and large, thewe studies have dealt exclusively with students'

, . e _ _
perceptions and have not measured parents'®actual concerns.

) X - f / ¢
The present study, while admittedly exploratory_in nature, reflects

" an ‘attempt to encompass both the educational expectations reported by
. e u'. , .

\) et o e myn e e o - e, I B T T T A
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parents for the1r cnlldren as well as the students\ perceptlons of .these
expectatlons., The underlying hypothesis of this study is that the degree
of congruence between parental expectations and the chlld s perceptlon of

these expeqcatlons prov1des valuable 1nformatlon concerning the dynamlcs ¢

~underlying student cogn1t1ve ach1evement and school related att1tudes.

-~ a

. N . ¢ . : - ) 7/

Study Design and Methods -

The analyses 1mplemented for this report were des1gned in/ response to
spec1f1c questhns asked of the data and were 1ntended to be descriptive
and exploratory rather than confirmatory in nature - These, questions and
1ssues.nre rev1ewed next, along with the spec1f1c methods utilized to
answer them. It should be noted that thls section does not contain a
detailed descr1ptlon of the study design of either Project LOVGSTEP or of
the ver1f1catlonsubstudy in which information on .parental expectations was
gathered. A more complcte d1scus510n of such issues is conta1ned 1n Volume .
I of the f1nal report and in the Volume I Supportlng Append1ces (Coles, et

1976) However,/exvept w1th respect to the details of data collection

.and the scaling of analyfls var1ables, this report does not assume that the

' reader has an in- depth fam111ar1ty with these prev1ous project reports.

1. What was the nature of the “sample of PrOJect LQBSSTEP students 1nc1uded.

in these ‘analyses?

e

" As noted'preViously; the data on parental expectations on which this

report is based came from a uerification study that was-conducted during

the second data collectlon year of PrOJect LONGSTEP (1971 72) A summary

of this 'study is conta1ned in Volume I of the LONGSTEP flnal report (Coles,
et al., 1976). The prime purpose of this supportlng study was to gauge the
dependability of our questlonnalre data. Students chosen for the ver1f1ca—
tion study represented a 2% strat1f1ed random sample (by grade w1th1n each

school) of the students part1c1pat1ng in ProJect LONGSTEP durlng the 1971~

72 school year. While the. ver1f1cat10n study coveéred students in grades 1

through 11, the parent/student congruence analees reported here 1ncluded

only those students in the ver1f1catlon study sample who were in grades 3

‘through 11 in 1971-72. Students in grades 1 and 2 were excluded because

T
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thé student questionnaires pertaining.to ythem were'comnleted-by their
‘teachers, and therefore did not coritain a measure of the students'’ own_ﬁer—'

. . /° .
"ceptions of the educational expectations their parents had for. them. .
. . .

A profiie.zf the analysisxsample was then produced by ‘means of fre-
quency d1str1bu ions of categorical descrlptlve var1ables (e.g., ethnrc‘

!
group membersh-p, sex, grade, and scocioeconomic status group)

- . ~

2. What wére the analysls variables of-primary interest and how were

they scaled? ' ¢'IE S “~ 7 )
— ] - .o .

"~ L -

Table 1 shows thé'uariables~that were.of'major interest in the'analy;
ses discussed-in this report. Two of the indices noted'}n‘this tablé"were
analyzed as outcone'or‘dependent.variables—dthe CIBS Battery~Total‘ann‘the”
Conbosite Attituda2 index.’ These two purtlcular outcomes weq_'ﬁelected
because thée analyses implemented for thls report were designed to explore
_the impact of expectations, perceptlons of expectatlons and parent/student
congruenee on aeh1evement.and school-re}ated attitudes in general. The
CTBS Battery Total is a composite test score that is based on the three
major content areas assessed by the CTBS—}Rei&ing, Language +and Arithmetie.

" As such; it can be viewed as a general measure of studeno_achieVGment. The
CIBS pretest ‘and posttest scores were standardized'by grade separately so
that.subsequent analyses.could be -based upon ‘all students; regardless of

érade level (i.e., analyses were not to be'stratified.by grade).

. The Composite Attitude measure was eomputed by averaging four more
specific'attitudinal items. This was done, not only because a general
measure of school- related att1tudes was desired, but because such a com-

pos1te would undoubtedly be more- rellable than any" one of\the 1nd1ces

upon whlch it was based. ' : S '\\ /
- : : . . \ -

/ / . ] .
3. How were\achievement attitudes, parental egpectations, student

perceptlons, parent/student congruence, grade level, SES, sex, and ethnic

‘group membership 1nterrelated7 ' ~

1
. R o '7“ . . .
.Interrelationships among all'primary analeis variables were expressed
in terms of correlations. Pearson r's in wh1ch one ‘variable is contlnuous'

and the other is b1nary (e .8., sex and ethnid group membershlp) are point-

b1ser1al correlations. A Pearson r between two b1nary ~éoded var1ables 1s, o

P N



’I.‘ABLEI Co T D .,

o o ' Analys1s Var1ables of Prlmary Intcrest

. _ , .+ Variable : ) "~ Scaling -
o 'AABSfBattery Total Score . CTBS Battery'Total Expanded Scale Score
o _ (§pr1ng 1971 and Sprlng 1972)° standardized to mean = 100.00 and- standard
: - deviation = ]0. 0 separately for each gradts
. Student/Socloeconomlci “'The_arithmet1c mean of the three possinia ;
Status e ,  SES scales that were developed from the’ stu- |

dent questionnaires administered each year
during the study s three years of data

collection.
¢
Socioeconomic Status Group B So that identifiable groups of students, at ,
: ' ) 5 dlfferent SES levels could be described, .
- éfy" . student socloeconomlc status was recoded

into lew, middle and high. SES scores less -
. than or equal to minus ofie standard devia-
. “ ‘tion from the overall SES mean were defined
' . as low and assigned a scale score of 1. 0; - -
scores falling between minus one“pd plus
_ o one standard deviation from.the overall mean
s ' _ . . became a middle SES group and received a-.
' . scale score of 2.0; SES scores. equal.to or

e greater than one standard deviation above

the overall SES mean defined the high SES

group and were coded as a 3.0. = o

e

"Composite Attitude*- Equal. to the.arithmétlc‘mean of, the non-
(Spring 1971 and Spring 1972)- blank scales, Attitude toward School,
N, : - K Attitude toward Language Arts, Readlng
e e e Interest, and Attitude toward Math (see”
e . Volume I for a dlscuss1on of these scales)
: 3
/
Parent Expectations: - How" . How far in school do you want this Chlld
.. Far in School - . to go? - :

N \ ‘ L . 1 - Don't care :
Pad o . . 2 - Finish high school

o

Attend junior college, business or
technical school for 1 or 2 years -
Graduate from a four-year college
Profess1onal or graduate school . after
college :

R ‘ T continu-d
° Intercorrelations among the items. compr1s1ng this 1ndex are ( : vd)

.shown in Appendix A, Tables A-l. and A-2. Cronbach' choefflcient'alpha,
an internal consistency measure of teliability, was .66 and 67 for ‘the
l97l and l972 Compos1te Attitude indices, respectively.

4
PLid

%

*
Recoded’to a value_of-A if Chlld was in a.grade frem 3" to 8.

e T B e e g e me o el JR— - e e L - .
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A T o TABLE.l (continued). . o oo . e

‘ Variable - . - Scaling
a ' Student Percept{on — How Far ~ How far in school do you»thlnk your parents
in School ' _want you to go?
- : o e 1 - They don't care g
. - ' . 2 - Finish high school

-3 - Attend junior college, business or
: technical school for 1 or 2 years
4 - Graduate from a four=year college
5 - Professional or graduate school after

~ ' R » ) _ college (included only fior students in
Cov ’ . . grades 9-11)
; . Congruence - How Far in o Equal to.5 minus the absolute value of the
: School - - : _ . . difference between the parent. expectation
s . and the ‘student perception X
B ‘Parent Expectatlon - How- How good a student ‘do you want thls Chlld ~

Good a Student . o : to be7,

4 - One of the best
3 - Above average
2 - About average
1 - Don't care

°

_Student Perception - How t How good a student do you thlnk*your par—
Good a Student . _ . ents want you to, be?

"4 - One of the.best |,
3 - ‘Above average
2" - About average
i+ 1 - They don't care ' N

: , v S .
’ - Cargruence - How Good a ,h'Equal to 4 mlnustthe absolute value of the ..
- Student , : - difference between the parent expectation
- : _ - and the student perception. .o )
EthnicﬂGroup Membership ... Other than white coded as 1; and white -
‘ N l ) cdded as-2, L s
Sex - T _BoyS‘coded as l; and girls coded'as 2,

* s
The waximum congruence score for students in all grudes was thus 5.0.
However, the minimum congruence score for students in grades\a 8 was 2.0,
while tlie minimum score for students in grades 9-11 was; 1.0. it would have )
been _possible to eqfiate the range of- congruence scores Eﬁzrecodlng tﬁé,

profess10nal or graduate school after college" responses fngm parents and’
students to a 4.0 for 9-11 graders: However, it was 'felt that expectations
concerning how far parents want their chlldren to go in school are mere .
clearly defined the’ older the child becomes, and that the greater range
of - congruence, scores ‘for older students.reflected the factwthat the pos-
sible range<for: expectatlons was gredter for students wno were. %n high
school. R . ' o . ¢
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-, ’,vof oourse,.a—phl COfolCl%Et. So as to\make mavlmum use of all the data

that werc present, each correlatlon was based on all students who had nonh'

.

blank data for those two variables. ~ . P _ : o

-

. s .
- "-'So thdt the assoqiations betw%%n parentdl expectat10ns,mstudert per—
cept10ns and partnt/student congruence, ‘and the demographlc character1st1cs
of students \SES or SES group, sex, and ethnic gr0up membershlp) could be

rev1ewed more thoroughly, Cross- tabulatlons between characterlstlcs and

. . -
congruence were prepared = oL S . ‘. )
'\.. .. . sl o - . N

-

4. How much var1at10n in parental pectatlons, ngdent perceptlons,

'

p;sttest pretest (or;post—attltude and;prehattlthde)‘and SESsEXlsted at
B 4 ‘

the uarlous levels of parent/student congr uence’— _ N

-

_____ { In order to explore the possible'impact tha parent/stuaent congruence
_had* on school outcomes such as cogn1t1ve ach1evem \nt and att1tudes, it was
“l ' .' necessary to cons1der the amount of var1at10n in th key analys1s var1ables
.;at the various levels of parent/student congruonce. ‘?herefore, frequency .
"d1str1but10ns or means and standard dev1at10ns of the prlmary ana1y51s varle
. ables were’ computed separately for: students -at’ d1fferent levels of pareot/
P .-,

. - student c6,gruence. o oy - S - oy

. 5.. Wha;,was ‘the relatlonsh;p between educat10nal expectatlons and cogn1t1ve

; . -
¢ ach1evement or att1tudes7 /o / ) : o .

- ¥

: Althougn it’is difficult to 1ALerpret meanlngfully var1ables that are
;;' T as h1ghly 1ntercorrelated and confounded as those gathered in survey

) research of the klnd d1scussed here, it. seemed log1cal that the purest"
measure of ‘the potentlal assoc1at10n betWeen'achlevement (or att1tudes) and
expectat{ons would be the correlatlon between achlevement test (or att1tude)

'scores and the students perceptlons of the1r parents expectatlons..-Assumw

-.sents a measure of the expectatlons ‘that- are runctlonally presenf 1n his/-
her env1ronment Therefore, posLtest ach1evement (or post- att1tude) was
p' \ .'fegressed on pretest (0¥ pre- att1tude) SES,/and student perceptlon. By
subtractlng from the square of the/resultlng mult1p]e correl on the
square of ‘the multnple correlation between posttest (or ppst -attitude). and

(P ' ,pxetest (or pre- att1tude) ahd SES 1C was, poss1ble to compute the proportlon

) . - ‘._ . S 7, . L
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of posttest (or post-attitude)! variance uniquely attributable to student
perception. " A uniqueness is, ‘in fact' ‘the square of, the correlation

between the posttest and that part of each student perception score that -

;~\ ‘cannot - be predicted from the student's pretest and SES scores. Thus, the

square root. of ‘a uniqueness is also called a part correlation.

On the other hand, a partial\correlation-hetween‘posttest and student
perception in which pretest and SES are covaried out of both variables\
involves a different eaucationgl and statistical model than that of the \
part. correlation. So th:t crucial*hypotheses could be examined from more \\

than”one methodological

v \

o

erspective, such partial correlations were also
computed. These two somewhat different correlational measures were utilized

" to. examine the poss1ble impact of expectations because project staff felt
that the use of two such procedures was advisable given the confounding
present among the variables stud1ed Similarity of results would suggest

that the fin ding was not completely method dependent.- ‘ : -
f ‘.:, . '

b

6. Was the relationship between posttest and"pretest SES, and parental

expectations similar across levels of parent/student congruence7

ca

IR \

Regress1on analys1s was used to determine 1%i5he regress1on surfaces

'for pretest SES, and parental expectations were similar for different
B3
leveds af parent/student congruence. Differences.in regression surfaces

were hypothesized on the basis of the following reasoning. Because’ of the

P L

. manner in which congruence was 'measured here where there was ‘high parent/
student congruence, parent expectations and student perceptions wére similar

(by definition)-' It seems reasonable, then, to hypothesize that if out-

s comes were related to parental expectations, they should be related at high

i

. congruence levels.

However, congruence could also be v1ewed as ‘a measure of the ‘extent to

which parental expectations and -student perceptions were confounded For

'eretest and pre-attitude measures were administered during the late
winter/early spring of 1971, while the post-measurés were administered
during the late winter/early spring of 1972. To ease the burden.on the
reader (as well as the writers), whenever pretest is used in the remainder
of this methods section, it refers to both pretest and pre-attitude.
Similarly, posttest refuers to both cognitive and attitude postDQeasures.

8
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V.

this reason, we really could not distinguish between the actuai'ihpact.of
the parents' expectations and the impact- of the students' perceptions of
those. expectations where expectations and perceptions were h1ghly con-
founded, i.e., for students for whom parent/student congruence. was high?
The low congruence students, however, provided some 1nformation on this
point. If.parental expectations were important, it would seem that where

congruence was low, one would expect to see a smaller relationship between

© outcomes and parental expectations tihan where congruence was high.

4 iy
Given that the overall test of homogeneous regression surfaces across

levels of parent/student congruence suggested'that"%he surfaces were not
equal, posttest was regressed on pretest, SES,Band parental expectations
separately for students at each level of congruénce. The correlation of
posttest with that portion of the parental expectations variables that was
not correlated with pretest and-SES was computed. The square of this part
correlation is what has been called.a "uniquer2ss" elsewhere in this report
and in preVious volumes. A partial correlation between posttest and par-
ental expectations,with pretest and. SES covaried out of both yariables was

S - PR . R N . /
also used to assess ‘this association. : ' T

o ©

If ‘regression surfaces were homogeneous, we would aSsume-that the
impact ofipretest, SES, parental expectations, and parent/student congru-
ence was additive--that is, assuming the relationships were positive,
higher_posttest scores would be associated with higher parental expectation
and greater parent/student congruence. Lower levels of achievement growth

. (or attitude change) would be associated with lower parental expectations
and less parent/student congruence. Partial correlations between posttest
and parental expectations were also computed, covarying pretest and SES

o

out of both variables.

7. What was the hypothesized relationship of parental expectations, '

> student perceptions, and parent/student congruence to be considered.in

these analyses? : . , /

To simplify the computations and the analyses. implemented for this
report, it was assumed that the relationship of all predictor variables ¢

with the criterion or outcome variable was linear. Although it would have

Cos/
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X
been bossible to develop and analyze a series of dummy—coded_predictor
variab;es‘that identified different levels of such variables as parent/
student congruence (or to include Squared terms in such regression analy-
'ses); time did not permit this degree of complexity in what were, by

design,_exploratory analyses.

;

Results and Discussion
; :

- The analyses for this report were implemented on the sample of 315
Project LONGSTEP students who were present in the'Vérification Study and
who were in grades 3 through 11 during the 1971—72.school'year. Of these
315 students, approximately 917% were white and,b52% were female. Some 22% "
were identified as havingba high socioeconomic status (SES) home background,
64% as middle SES, and 14% as low SES. (An explanation of the manner in
'wh1ch hlgh medium and low SES- groups were created is presented in Question
2 in the previous section. ) Table 2 shows 'the number of students from each
" of the nine grade levels of students analyzed. Examination of this table .

RN
I

indicates that almost one—half of the sample was comprised, of elementaryff

' school students in grades 3 through 6. ‘ Approx1mately 23% of the students
were of junior h1gh school age (grades 7 and 8), while 287 were of high o
school age. (grades 9, 10 and'11). .

Findings concern1ng the associaiion of edutational expectations and
parent/studgnt congruence with growth in student cognitive achievement and
with changes in student attitudes are summarized in the sections following
this introduction. It should be noted that these sections were not designed
to be exhaustive presentations of all the ~analyses conducted Rather, each
discussion' focuses on the primary research question addressed and on the .

.results whlch the authors have judged to be of cruc1al importance\to the
objectives of this particular set of analyses. “*(So that readers may evalu—
ate hypotheses of their own, the means, standard deviations and intercorre—
-lations:among all Rey analysis variables have. been placed in Appendix A,
Tables A-3 and A44.) ' . '

15
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TABLE 2
Distribution of Students by‘Grade Level

SGrade in . - Frequency : Percentage /
pring 1972 l : .
‘ 3 - : 15 4.8
4 - - a7 149
s T e 14.6 ‘
6 - 47 ‘ B 14.9
;o e 38 : Lo 1201
8 Xb | 10.8
9 J 39 12.4
0 ' | | 24 | — 2 7.6

1 .. 25 7.9

.

Educational Expectations and Student Achievement and Attitudes

As noted in Question 5 in the Study Design and Methods section,

students' perceptions of parental educational expectations logically repre-
sent the attitude environment present. in their homes. Thus, if parental
expectations are related to the achievement and attitudes of their children,
the attitude environment as perceived by their children should be related
to these outcomes. - Table 3 shows the part correlation of posttest (and
post-attitude)_with that part of the How Far.in School (student perception)
variable thatrcould_not be predicted from pretest (or pre-attitude) and
SES. The partial correlation of posttest (or post-attitude) and How Far
in School (student perception) in.which‘pretest (or .pre-attitude) and SES
have been covaried out of both posttest and How Far in School .is also shown
* in Table 3. Similar correlations for the How Good a Student (student

perception)“analysis are contained in Table 4.. ,

LA TotTe,
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TABLE 3
/ ‘ " -Part and Partial Correlations

_ , between Posttest (and Post-Attitude) and
a , How Far in School (Student Perception)

;
f
/

S

How Far in School (Student Perception)
Part Correlation Partial Correlation .

Sample Size

Posttest 223 02 .05

: ' ‘ * : ' *%
Post-Attitude 242 .14 : _ - .16
Composite : '
* ' .
p< .05 < 0
Fk v .

p< .01

T UTTTABLE 477

Part andfPartial Correlations =~
between Posttest (and Post-Attitude) and
How Good a Student (Student Perception):

How Good a;Student.(Student Percqption)
Part Correlation Partial Correlation

Sample Size

Posttest C222 SN .10
_ , kkk *kk . : ‘
Post At?ltude 243 26 .31 .
Composite .
ki '
p< .001 _
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The correlations reproduced in Tables 3 and 4 shdw that students' per-

" ceptions of their parents’ expectatlons regarding How Far in School and. How

Good a Student were s1gn1f1cantly related only to the Post Attitude Compos=
ite outcome-measure. These results, then, would support the view that par—
ental expectations as -perceived by the student are related to subsequent

changes in school—related attitudes. .They also indicate that the relation-

ship is positive--that is, the greater the perceived parental expectation,
S - j :

the more positive the students' general attitudes jtoward school in the sub-.

i
i

sequent school year. . . , T /
. d r e

These f1nd1ngs, however, do not take into account. the actual parental

expectatlons as - reported by ‘the parent. If parent/student congruence were

perfect, then the f1nd1ngs/reported here would also be true regarding the
8-

" impact of the parents reported expectatlons—-by definition, perfect con-

|
gruence can occur only when parental expectatlon and student perceptlon

- agree. Congruence between parent and student, however, was not perfect.

~In fact, .the correlation between the parental: expectatlon and student

’

-perception was only .35 ‘w=291) for How Far inlSchool, and .12 (0=295) for

How Good a Student. (Correlations were based on all students who had no

missing data for the two variables correlatéd ) ‘The next section explores

O
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expectatlons on achievement growth and att1tude change. . .

P

-

Parent/Student Congruence'and Student Achievement and-Attitudes

The previous section suggested that parental‘@xpectatlons as per-
ceived by the student were positively related to changes in attitudes.
Analyses described here attempted to determine if actual parental expecta—

tions (as reported by parents) and accurate communication of these expecta—

'tlons to the child (as measured by parent/student congruence) were related

- to changes in outcomes.

-assumes that the impact of each predictor variable is additive--that is,

=

. The most straightforward mannefr in which to explore the impact of
parental expectatlon and congruence was to include these variables as pre-
dictors of posttest (or post- att1tude) in a regregsion model also conta1n1ng

pretest (or pre-attitude) and SES as pvedictors. Such a model, however,
PR . i /
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it must be assumed that the impact of: one pred1ctor (llke parental expec—

tatlons) does not change for. students at dlfferent levels of another pred1c—

tor (llke parent/student/congruence). This assumptlon was tested directly

since it was thought that parent/student congruence might 'moderate' the

‘impact of"parental'expectations on outcomes., The rationale underlying this
; eS. , _ ying

hypothesized moderator effect is discussed next.

i

~

First, it is necessary to ascertain if the pérents'_wishes,'correctLy

or incorrectly perceived:by the stud;nts, are related to growth in achieve-
ment or.changes.in-attitudes. The previous section demonstrated this rela-
tionship in the case of‘éttitudes, but showed that parental expectation, as
perceived by the studént, did not seem to be releteddto.growth_in achieve-

ment . Second, it seems logical that parental expectations as reported by

the parent should be related to student outcomes only if the student cor-

“rectly perceives those expectations. When effective communication between
‘parent and child exists, then parental expectation and student perception
~coincide, congruence is high, and changes in outcomes (at least in atti-

/“ tudes) should conform to that jeint, congruent expoctatlon. When communi-

cation is poor, however, parental expectation .and student perception are
/
dissimilar, congruence lis low, and changes in outcomes,mlght not necessarlly

conform to tﬁe parental} expectation as™ reported by the parentT T 7 7

Regression analysﬂs showed that parent/student o ngruence acted as a
moderator in only the a;tltude composite analy.-. “iu. le 5 shows the
squared multiple corrélation (Rz) between post:.ust “rr post—attitude)
and pretest (or’ pre—att1tude), SES, parental expectatlon, parent/student
congruerice and a three—varlable set of product -variables representing-
interactions with parent/student congruence. This R2 is called the "full
‘model Rz." The multiple correlation squared of posttest (or post-attitude)
with all predictofs-except the product.or interaction variables is also’

shown. This is called the restricted model. A statistical test of the

o

differeénce in these two R2s tests whether or not parent/stulent congruence

did act as a rodetator in these deta. Table 5 shows that the \difference
in st between the full and restr1cted models was small. A statisticallv

significant moderator effect was present only in the Attitude Compos1te

a analysis for How Good a Student. These f1nd1ngs, then, suggest that the

12}
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7 TABLE 5 - |
’ M_oderat:or Analysis Results
, Full Model (FM) Restricted Model (RM) -
' Depc.andent:. 5  No. of 5 Noi of No. of 2 2
Variable R - Predictors: R Predictors - Students RFM RRM
N 4 — : 4 : 33
\\ Posttest: )
S Parent - How 81666 7 . .81531 4 208 - .001
. Far in School ' SRR : .
'Parent - How 81455 . 7 81127 4 211 1,003
Good a Student : o :
Post-Attitude: "
Parent - How  .34345 .. 7 .32736 . 4,4 . 227 - 5016
] Far in School - * S , _ 4 g
Parent - How  ,33205 7 .29510 - T4 231 .037
Good a Student v ' o L T '
’ A
\ N o
;
20 T
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relationship'between post—attitude*and pre—attitude, SES, and How Good a
. Student (Parental Expectation) was not homogeneous across levels of parent/
.student cengruence. ‘

Table 6 shows the regress1on coefficients obta1ned when post—attitude
was regressed on pre-attitude, SES, and How Good a Student (Parental
Expectation) for each of the'four'levels‘ofvparent/student congruence.

The statistical test of a regression coefficient's difference from zero

' .7 is eduivalent to testing the significance of the correlation of the crite—
f ' . rion with that part of the predlctor that was not correlated with the
.other pred1ctors in the model--that is, this test is equ1va1ent to a cEEEf' i
.of the part correlation in whlch post-attltude is related to that part of
How Good a Student (Parental Expectatlon) that could not be predicted

from pre-attitude and ‘SES. The-sign of the regression coefficient also
is the sign of that particular part correlation. Table 6, then, shows
_that parental expectation regarding How Good a Student was (1) nega- »
tively related to attitudes for students at a low parent/student congruence
level but (2) positively related to attitudes for students at a high
parent/student congruence level. Parental~expectation was not related

to attitudes: of‘students for whom a- moderate level of parent/student

'

congruence was present.

Table 7 shows the partlal correlatlons between post—attltude and How -

\\\ﬁ_\:""‘Good a Student in which. pre~attitude and SES have ‘been covaried out. of- both 3
o cr1terlon and predictor. TFindings based on the partial correlatlons shown
L =

in Table 7 paralleled those discussed with respect to the regress1on analy—

sis results shown in Table 6.

" The moderator analyses summarized in Table 5, howéner, showed that ' -
parent/student congruence did not behave as a ‘moderator varlable in either
of the posttest analyses or in the pOCt att1tude analysis of How Far in
School. Table 8 shows the\regres51on ‘coefficients for those analyses in
which posttest (or post—attfthde} was regressed‘on pretest (or pre-attitude),
SES,.the appropriate parental expectation and the appropriate parent/student

'congruence._ Results presented in Table 8 show that_parentai expectation

16
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TABLE 6 . o

Regression Coefficients for ‘the
How Good a Student (Parent Expectation) Analysis by Cong*uence Level -
Attitude Composite Outcome’

Multiple " Standardized Regyession Coefficients

Level of Number of -
Parent/Student » Correlations - _ Co k How Good a Student
Congruence Students- Squared - Pre Attitudel‘ SES  (Parent Expectation)
1 (nome) - 1 NA NA NA “NA
- - A , ' ) ) X ‘ . *k ) %
2 36 G311 .508 . -.082 _ -.371.
‘ S ‘ _ : ‘ xkx,
3 4 104 - 237 430 ‘ L1130 : 120 .
‘ g i o *kk ‘ P
4 (perfect) 90 494 .568 -.057 - .290

Al

NA, Not applicable because degrees of freedom were too small. - - .

.*P<05_ .
k% p < 01 - T .
*kk p < 001 ’ ‘ '

;NQTE Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations by lavel of congruence are shown
in Appendix A, Tables A-5, A~6 and A-7.




TABLE 7

iPartial‘Correlétions'between Po§t~Attitude and-
_How Good a Student (Parent Expectation)
by Congruence Level - Attitude Composite Outcome

o

‘ “_\ - Level of - ‘ = .
w . . : Partial
- - Parent/Student : . -
oo ‘ : Correlation : .
Congruence . _
1 (nbne)/ - . . . NA
- .\—\;7\_1 . . . . . N
o 2 S ~-.386
3 . a3
S - dkk
4 (perfect) _ .362

NA, Not applicable because degrees of freedom
were too small '

‘ _". : *pi‘os . -’{-/

kR po< 001 ’

NOTE: Means, standard deviations and intercorre-

lations by level of congruecnce are shown in -

Appendix A, Tables A-5, A-d and A-7. .
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/
| Comws
| " Regression Coefficients. for the Analyses in * 3 - f
! Which Parent/Student Congruence Moderator Effects Were Not.Found |
| N | Standardized Regression Coefficients
~ Dependent Variable g (Pmetest-for ..o Pafental . Parent/Student
R - B : Pre-Attitude) . Expectation Congruence ', -
b Posttest: . = - ’ o SR ,
| . , y kK : ‘
- Parent‘-- How Far in 815 _ 897 5 T L6l 058 006
School . Co : s o
Parent - How Good a 8117 - .907 o -025 002 ¢ 042
. Student . L . .
e gost-AtLitude-z"’l"w o ' S . o
o ‘ ' ‘ , k- 3 ko /s
' Parent - How Far ir 505 =023 197 - .058 e
© " School o L I o 35
**‘Pf."m' C [ | o o
Rk 0L ' |



o 'f égaccounted for a btatlstlcallv s1gan1cant proportlon of the var1ance2 in-

= the depenﬁent var1able in only the attitude analyses for How Far in School

. Correlatlons of Parental hxgectatlons and Parent/Student Congruence with
- - - SES; Ethn1c Group, Sex, and Grade Level

One of the questlons e\plored in this study was the extent to which

status, ethnic group membership, fex, or grade level.. ‘Table 9 presents the
correlations’ of these variables wjith parental expectations of How Far-in

School and How Good a Student the child's perceptions of these expecta—<

1)

dent perceptlons. 'As expected; pzrental expectations concerning-howdfar in®
school they wanf their chlldren ta go, as well as the student'!s perceptions
of these expectatlons, were s1gn111cantly correlated with SES level. The

degrée of congruence between these expectatiens ‘and the. chlldren s percep—'“

tlons, however, was not s1gn1f1cantly related .to SES level

. —-

Ethn1c group membershlp (wh1te vs. nonwh1te) showed no 31gn1ﬁ1cant Jr
K . relatlonshlp with e1ther parental expéctatlons, student perceptions, or
dw . degree of _congruence.. One f1nd1ng/9f contemporary 1nterest ‘shown in. Table
N 9 was the slight tendency for female students to have lower estimates than
» v males regard1ng how good a student the1r parents wanted them to be. Lastly,
;__. student perceptlon and grade level were significantly correlated, positively
. /,/ " in' the How Far in School analys1s and negat1vely in the How Good a Student

1 N . ’ -

e

analys1sa

. | . . .
VU e Nevertheless, the confoundlng of SES or grade level w1th exgéctatlons,

dlSCuSSEd earlier 1n this results section. Thls is because

° SES had been 1ntluded as, a tontrol varlable (3. €., as a
o o ‘ covar1ate) in the part -and partial correlations upon wh1ch

conclus1ons'were based; and

o

L

able and that part of the predlctor not correlated with-:the other
predictors. -

'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the findings summarized_previously may have been influenced by socioeconomic .

tlons, and: the degree of congruen*e between parental expectations and stu- -
. 3 -

fperceptloné and congruence probably had no meanlngful 1mpact on the f1nd1ngs

2As noted prev1ously, the stat1st1cal 51gn1f1cance of the Zegression coef—q'
fient is- identical to ‘that of the correlation between the dependent vari- -

> &
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e e maey | |
/ _-Cofféiatidhs off Parental Expectations, Student Perception, and
' Parent/Student Congruence with SES, Ethnic Group, Sex, and Grade Level!
. ‘l‘vx | »_ | ) :
Hov Far in School - How Good a Student |
Pammly‘Swﬁm Parent/Student  Parental _  Student Parent/Student
i Expectation_'.Perception Congruence Expectatipn Perception  Congruence’,
C ik .k N - "
SES b 0,0 , 04 (07 Jl
0 . R o, o : : ‘
Bhoic Growp  © 09 . C-08 08 4 0] -0 03
Lo S - 04 N IR -.12 -0
TN N " S T B ,
<7 Crade Level ~0h IV -.08- . =23 -0
N | | w |
: p.i '05
Cokkk
p<.001

hesed on all the data available for each pair of virisbles. The complete correlation matrix and
-Ns are shown in Appendix A, Table A-4.
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)directly

children perceive them.

_ their children)perceived these

) positively'related to students'

e The part and partial correlations discussed previously were

-

recomputed w1th grade level as an additional control vari-

able (i.e., as a covariate)and no meaningful differences

i

ﬂn results were obtained. T -

Summary and Conclusions’ - .

The results of this studysuggest that perceived parental expectations

concerning how far in school they want their children to go and’ how good a

‘student they want their, children to be, while not related to student
- achtevement test performance the following year, are both pos1t1vely related
-to children s att1tudes toward school. The greater the perceived parental

expectations, the more positive the children s attitudes toward school dur-

ing: the following year.\\It should be emphas1zed that ‘these results reflect

student perceptions of parental expectations and not parental expectations

When we look at the actualfparental'expectations we again find a posi-
tive relationship between how far in school they want their children to go

and student attitudes toward school during. the following year. " The impact

of these expectations is about the same regardless of how accurately the

@

| " . Ca -

In contrast the impact of\parental expectations concerning how good

a student they want their children to be varied, depend}ng on how accurately
xpedfations. ‘WHere children's perceptions
and parental expectations are i close agreement, such expectations are
attidudesitoward school during the follow- -
ing.year. The more accurately qhat children perceive these expectations,
the more likely are high parent expectations to result In pos1t1ve atti—’
tudes toward school on the part Pf thelir children. On the other hand, where

"

there is very low agreement between parental expectations and children s

'perceptions of How Good a Student, our f1nd1ngs indicate a nePative rela~

tionship between parental ‘expect tions Fnd udent school-related attitudes.

In such _cases the children of pa ents with high expectations are more

_likely to become less positive in theirl tt1tudes toward school

\ _ . /
92 o _ .
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. , . ) _
Where there is a moderate degree of agreement (or disagreement)

between parental expectations'and¢student.perceptions of these expectations,
~ student attitudes toward school are generally not related to _parental
expectations regardlng how good a student they want their children to be.
’ o Agreement between parental expectatlons ‘and student perceptlons did
not seem to have any direct impact on either student achievement or att1-
tudes.. ather, as explained in the prev10us paragraph the degree’ of par-
ent/student agreement with- respect to how good a student the parents want'
their children to be served to moderate or qualify whether or not the par-
. ental expectations themselves had any impact. From a research standpoint,
this«exploratory study suggests that the amount of agreement-between paren-— .

tal expectations and student perceptions in this area might be a worthwhile

variable for future studles of school-related att1tudes.

' J

It is not known why parent/student agreement with respect to How Good
a Student quallfled or moderated the -relationship between: parental expecta-
tion and att1tudes, whlle agreement on How Far in School did not Children
. . could more accurately estimate their parents' How Far in School expectations
" than they could their How Good in School expectations. For example; 50% of
< " all students were able to pred1ct perfectly their parents expectatlons as

‘to How Far in School, versus 38% erfect agreement concerning How Good 2

I

Student.
. ' In summary, based upon the F1nd1ngs of this exploratory study, it
\\\' ' would appear that parentar expectatlons concerning both how far in school

they want their children to go. and how good a student they want their

; . chlldren to be can influence student att1tudes toward school; however, such
. eXpectations do not appear to influence student achievement test perfor-
mance. In.the case of how far in school they want their children to go, no
special effort may be needed to communicate these expectaticns.' On the
other hand, it appears that parents with high expectations concerning.how
lgood a.student they want their‘children.to be would be well advised‘to make

a’'special effort to communicate these expectations to their children.
. . " * Y R N s .

;
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- TABLE A-1

’

Means,'Standard,Deviations and Intercorrelations
| - for the Scales Forning the Composite Attitude Index -
o | Spring 1971

-

Varible NooX S M MA R M

i . /o C c ‘ TN

ctitude toward School () 5 L3 88 - 4l L g

- Attitude toward Language  . - e ey ' T
gy CoMms w2 - R i
S Reading Interest (R} 245 9.1 102 .3 % I |
P et bede o ' S
- Attdbude tojard VRS (VNN (S ER S SR R

Mathematics (ATM)

1y

-



e o pmsrar rhe e

” "
— . . " //“ “/
| TABLE A-2
b N .’  Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations
oy, for the Scales Forming the Composite Attitude Index -
L o . Spring 1972
‘\‘\ ° : | I ’ o
Varidle N XS S ANA- CRL A
: , ) ‘ ]/ L . - | : -
© " -Attitude tovard School. (ATS) - 313 100.0 109, --- g8 38 43
- | Attitude toward Language 312 9.9 g5 | 8 ) o i | 21
“Arts (ATLA) o IR - R
| Reading Interest (RI) 34 10000 105 .38 N T L
' jo o : . o
Lo CAttitude tovard W e IR
 Mathematics (ATH) 312 S ol
36 . C’. l ! :
: \
b

5



N \a_x\
\ BN
: / o 'TABLE' A-3
' ﬁeahs and Standard Deviations for S
;Al; Key Analysis Variables‘ _ \
'Va;iabiel'__ ? _'_Cases2 ' Mean:: _g:j?:iig;3
] :, BTOT72S ?' 294 -f ' 99.9998 9.8626" |
. - .BTOT71S . 243 - 99.9998 9.8541%
S COMATT72 © -~ 314 - 100.1074 7.3321
’ " COMATT71 S 245 100. 3182 7.1157 - -
| COMPSES - 312° L 99.3225 9.6459
‘ CSESD .. < 312 12.0769 0.6005
' "SEX . - 315 % 1.s5238 0.5002
! ETHGRP 315 11.9079 | 0.2896
. GRADE72 Co3s 6.8222 +2.3200
\ PFAR 293 3.4744. 0.8701
° sFaR . 312" 3.3878 0.9353
CFAR - 201 4.3505 0.8057.
PGOOD - 296 3.0743 0.7599
SGOOD . 312 3.3269 0.7537 ,
CGOOD ~ - 295 3.2475 - 0.7070
csror7z 7N 204 505.6121  113.3685
) BTOT71 o243 /477.0081 " 1110.6411

1See Appendix A, Table A—8 for an explanatlon of these.vé;iable
abbreviatlons _ s o

-ozNumbers of students with a nonblank score.

‘\3sx 2:(X X) s where - - v - :
o N - l . -
, 's§ = standard deviétion of X,
. . A \
/ X = raw. écofe on X,' Py
X, % mean of X, afd@>a, ‘;-fe o
N = number of nonblank 5cores
“Both posttest and pretest were standardized to mean = 100.0
e and standard-deviation = 10.0/separately by grade. This o
L o slight dlscrepancy from lO 0 is due to roundlng error _
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TABLE A-4 .

. Intercorrelatlons Amon All

Key Analy51s Var1able 1’2

s

ITable entries are the correlation coefficient, the number of cases for which

_there was no missing data (upon which the-correlation was based), .and the
‘statistical significance (two-tailed):of the coefficient. See Appendix A, L
Table A-8 for am-explanation of the variable abbreviations. :

" 2The correlations shown may not-be those used in the multiple correlatioms or
= partial correlations discussed in the report. These latter statlstlcs were
L based only on those cases for whom there was no mlssing data on. any of the :
: variables involved. R : ' e S
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" TABLE A-6

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations °
for the Attitude Composite Analysis of How Good a Student -

o Congruenre Level 3 (Hediun)
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TABLE A—8

’

Glossary of Varlable Vames

and Variable Abbreviations
i

Zﬁ:ifsi:tions Variable Name-
“BTOT72$ o CTBS Battery Total Posttest - Standardized
thT7lS~ CTBS Battery Total Pretest - Standafiﬁized.
' CO“ATT7° 'Comp051te Attltude - Sprlng 1972
| COMATT/l Comp051te Attltude - Spring 1971
_ COMPSES Composlte Soc1oeconom1c Status
" SESD SES Group
 sExX Sex
ETHGRP = Ethnic Group s
GRADE72 Grade Level in 1971-77 School Year i
PFAR Parent. Expectatlon - Huw Far in School
SFAR Studeqt.Percgptlon - How Far in School
CFAR vCongruénce - How Far in SchooI
PGOOD 3 Parent Expectation - How Cbod';'Student
SGOOD /Studentv?erception ~ How Good a Student
CGOOD ‘ Congruence - How Good a Student ‘
BTOT72 CTBS Battery Total Posttest
BTOT71 CIBS Battery Total Pretest

NOTE: The manner in which these. variables were scaled is shown
1n the text in Table 1.
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