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Abstract. The Article presents the findings of the sociological study into the educa-
tional institution selection by parents for their children, both in the public basic general
education system and in the alternative education system. The relevance of the study is de-
termined by new challenges and risks of the contemporaneity, in particular, the diversity
of educational institutions, the variety of education formats and types, the lability of legal
regulation of education — all this presents a major challenge for parents when they select
a school for their child. The study goal was to investigate into the factors that influence
the parental choice of the main general education strategy for their children in the context
of the development of the social infrastructure of the city. The study sampling included
10,081 parents whose children attended 1—11 forms in 12 Administrative Districts of Mos-
cow. The following information collection methods were used: 1) desk study: creation
of an overview of foreign sources, as part of which the school selection strategies were ana-
lyzed; 2) questionnaire survey of parents whose children study in i) Moscow-based public
schools, ii) in any of the alternative forms of education (online education, family education,
family school etc.) The groups of factors influencing the choice of educational institution
by parents was determined as a result of the study: 1) those related to family parameters
and parental particular features, and 2) those determined by the educational situation that
is typical of the city of residence. Besides, the study findings enabled to identify and study
a set of factors underlying some particular strategy of parental selection of the basic general
education for their children in the context of the municipal social infrastructure develop-
ment: particular features of public and alternative schools; Moscow Administrative Dist-
ricts; territorial location of an educational institution in relation to the family’s residence;

' Crarbst myOIHMKYyeTCs B aBTOPCKOM peIaKInu.

© Fedorovskaya M. N., Sumenkova Yu. I., Mironova A. V., Yashina [. A.,
Anisimova O. V., 2023



IIEJATOTUYECKOE OBPA3OBAHUE 35

education levels (primary general, basic general and secondary general education); parental
satisfaction with the quality of education their children receive; plans or no plans to change
the educational institution. The conclusions were made that, when parents select the public
education system for their child, the choice factors are: educational achievements, teachers,
territorial accessibility, psychological environment, school infrastructure. The individual
development trajectory, personalized approach, mobility of choice, variability of choice,
priority of additional education, personal development of the child are the choice factors
for parents when they choose an alternative educational format for their child.

Keywords: educational strategies, choice factors, basic general education, parental
educational strategies, public schools, alternative education

HayuHo-ucciienoBare/ibcKasi CTaThsl
UDC 37.018.12:316
DOI: 10.25688/2076-9121.2023.17.2.02

®AKTOPHI BBIBOPA OBPA3OBATEJIbHOM OPTAHU3AITAU
JIJIA JETEW B CACTEME POIUTEJIBCKHUX CTPATET A

Mapus Huxonaeena ®edoposckasn' DA<,
HOnus Hzopesna Cymenkosa?,
Anacmacus Banepvesna Muponosa®,
Hpuna Anekceesna Awuna',

Onvea Banepvesna Anucumosa’

L2345 Mockosckuil 2opodckotl nedazoeudeckutl ynueepcumen, Mocksa, Poccus

fedorovskayamn@mgpu.ru DA, hitps.//orcid.org/0000-0002-8274-1931
sumenkovayui@mgpu.ru, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6632-9130
mironoval@mgpu.ru, https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4231-8060
yashinaia@mgpu.ru, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6655-2594
anisimovaov@mgpu.ru, hitps://orcid.org/0009-0008-3601-5075

[ N T

Annomauyus. B cratbe MpeacTaBIeHbl PE3YIbTaThl COIMOIOTHIECKOTO NCCIIEOBAHUS
po0IeMBI BEIOOpa 00pa30BaTeILHON OPTaHU3AIMN POAUTEIISIMHU JJISI CBOUX JIeTel KakK ro-
CYIapCTBEHHOW CHCTEMBI OCHOBHOTO OOIIET0 00pa3oBaHMs, TaK M aIbTEPHATUBHBIX (OPM
o0yueHus. AKTyaJIbHOCTh HCCIIEIOBAaHUSI OOYCIIOBICHA HOBBIMU BBI30BAMH U PUCKAMU
COBPEMEHHOCTH, B YaCTHOCTH Pa3HOOOpa3neM 00pa3oBaTeIbHBIX OPraHNu3aIrii, MHOTOTPaH-
HOCTBIO (hOPM ¥ BUJIOB O0YUEHUSI, TAOMIBHOCTHIO HOPMATUBHOM MPABOBOW PETYIISIIHN MPO-
1eCCOB 00yUEHHS — BCE ATO CTAHOBUTCS CEPhE3HBIM BHI30BOM JUIS POJMTENICH TIPH BEIOOpE
LIKOJIBI JJIsE CBOETO pebeHka. Llenp nccnenoBanus 3aKirodanach B U3y4eHHH (DaKTOPOB,
BIIMSIIONIMX HA BEIOOP POAUTEINSIME CTPATEri OCHOBHOTO 00I1Iero 00pa3oBaHus s CBOUX
JeTeil B KOHTEKCTE Pa3BUTHS COIMANILHON HHPpacTpyKTyphl ropoaa. Beibopky uccnenosa-
uus cocraBmwim 10 081 ponuteneit neteii ¢ 1 mo 11 kmace u3 12 atMUHHCTPATHBHBIX OKPY-
roB MockBbl. B kagecTBe MeTonoB coopa nH(pOpMAIIH UCIIONB30BAUCE: 1) KaOMHETHOE
HCCIieIoBaHue: co3anue 0030pa 3apy0eKHBIX HCTOYHHKOB, B PAMKaX KOTOPBIX TPOBOMII-
CSl aHaJIU3 CTPATETHIl BHIOOPA IIKOJIBI; 2) aHKETHBIN OMPOC POIUTENEH, YbH JIETH ydaTcs
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B @) TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX IIKOJIaX MOCKBEI, 0) Ha Kakoi-11u00 M3 albTepHaTUBHON (POPMBI
oOyueHus (oHJIaH-00yUeHHe, ceMeliHoe 00ydyeHune, ceMelHas Koia u 1p.). B pesynsrare
HCCIeOBaHus OBbUIH ONpeCIeHbl TPYNIbI (JaKTOPOB, OKA3BIBAIOIIUX BIUSHHUE HA BHIOOD
00pa3oBaTeNbHON OpraHU3ally POAUTEISIMH: 1) CBSI3aHHBIC C XapaKTEPHCTHUKAMU CEMbH,
0CcOOCHHOCTSIMU POAUTENIEH U 2) onpeelsieMble Toi 00pa30BaTeIbHON CUTYalueid, KOTopast
XapakTepHa JUIs ropoJia NpoKuBaHusi. Kpome Toro, pe3yasrarhl HCCle0BaHuUs TO3BOIHIH
BBISIBUTH M U3YYHTh HA0Op (HakTOpoB, (GOPMHUPYIOLMIMX Ty MM WHYIO CTPAaTEruio BHIOOpa
POAUTENSIMU OCHOBHOTO 00I11ero 00pa3oBaHus I CBOMX JI€TeH B KOHTEKCTE Pa3BUTHSI CO-
IUABHON MHPPACTPYKTYPHI TOPOAA: 0COOCHHOCTH TOCYAapCTBEHHBIX U aJbTePHATUBHBIX
LIKOJI; 8 IMHHUCTPATUBHBIE OKpYra MOCKBBI; TEpPUTOPHATILHOE pacloioxkeHue oopa3oBa-
TEJIbHON OpraHM3alliy OTHOCUTEIBHO MECTa MPOKUBAHHS CEMbH; YPOBHH 00Pa30BaHMUS
(HauanmpHOE 00Iee, OCHOBHOE oOlIee U cpegHee odliee); YpOBeHb yAOBICTBOPEHHOCTH
POOUTENSIMUA KaueCTBOM OOpa30BaHUSI CBOMX JIETEH; HAMYHE WM OTCYTCTBHUE IJIAHOB
Ha cMeHy oOpa3oBareiibHOU opranu3anuu. CleliaHbl BBIBOJBI O TOM, YTO MPU BBIOOpE
POAUTENSIMH TOCYIAPCTBEHHON CHCTEMBI 00pa30BaHMs JIsl CBOETO peOeHKa MoKa3aTeIsIMH
BbIOOpA SIBISIIOTCS: 00pa3oBaTebHbIC PE3YAbTAThI, [I€arOTHUYECKUN KOJUIEKTUB, TEPPUTO-
pHabHas JOCTYIHOCTD, ICHXOJIOTHYECKUI KITMMAaT, HH(ppacTpyKTypa mKoibl. [Tpu BeiOope
POAMTEINISIMU aJIbTEPHATUBHOW (POPMBI 00pa30BaHMUS JIJIsl CBOECTO peOeHKA MOKA3aTeIISIMU BhI-
Oopa SIBISIOTCS: MHIUBHUyalbHAsl TPACKTOPHSI PA3BUTHS, IEPCOHAIM3UPOBAHHBIN TTOIXO/,
MOOMIILHOCTB BBIOOpA, BAPHMAaTHBHOCTDH BBHIOOPA, IPUOPHUTET JOMOIHUTEIBHOTO 00pa3oBa-
HUS, THYHOCTHOE Pa3BUTHE peOCHKa.

Kniwoueswie cnosa: o0OpazoBatelbHble CTpaTeruy, GakTopbl BEIOOPA, OCHOBHOE 001IIee

06paBOBaHI/I€, POAUTCIIBCKUC O6paBOBaT€J'ILHLIC CTpaTrerun, roCyAapCTBCHHBIC HIKOJIbI,
AJIBTCPHATUBHOC 06pa3OBaHI/IC
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Introduction

etting quality education has a high value that cannot be overemphasized.

The training demand entails the supply: private schools open in addi-

tion to the conventional public schools; the extra-institutional training

(in the format of home education) grows in popularity (Vachkova, & Fedorovskaya, 2022).

During the pandemic and lockdown, families revalued their attitude when pa-

rents came closer to the academic process. When difficulties arose, a part of parents

began plunging into the academic process more actively and look for new ways

and tools of getting education that would meet the family values and goals (Nekho-
rosheva, 2022).
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Given a vast variety of educational institutions, the selection of school for ente-
ring the first form or for transfer if training in the chosen school is not satisfactory
becomes a major challenge.

Theoretical analysis

The literary analysis suggests that there are numerous factors influencing
the choice of the educational institution for children to study, adjustment of the educa-
tional strategy and changing the school.

The most popular school choice factors may be divided into two categories:
those related to the family features, parental particular features and those determined
by the educational situation in the country and city of residence.

The family’s socio-economic position is the most basic family feature that
influences the possibility of choosing the educational institution (Parker, Cook, & Pet-
tijohn, 2008; Bukhari, & Randall, 2009; Andersson, Osth, & Malmberg, 2010; Do-
mina, Penner, & Penner, 2021; Kuyvenhoven, & Boterman, 2021; Wilson, & Bridge,
2019). Higher-income parents usually have more resources at their disposal to address
the problem of a more suitable education for children. The same-income families
choose similar schools, and thus the socio-economic status of the family is maintained
(Prieto et al., 2019). The low-income families have limited choice options and, more
often than not, are governed by the cheapness principles, select the closest schools
irrespective of their rating, reputation, and the education quality (Rohde et al., 2019).
Transportation costs often become an obstacle for choosing schools outside the wal-
king distance from home (Calsamiglia, Fu, & Gtiell, 2020). The selection of a neigh-
borhood school is also relevant for children attending the primary school (Bosetti,
2004; Nekhorosheva, Alekseycheva, & Kravchenko, 2021; Dixon, & Humble, 2017).
Parents in higher-income families process the information on schools more thorough-
ly and take more steps to analyze and verify the information (Erickson, 2017).

Parents with higher education also select the school more thoughtfully (Bukhari,
& Randall, 2009; Sikkink, & Schwarz, 2018). As for education, parents also tend
to take their personal school training experience into account and to select private
schools if they regard their education experience in a public school as unsuccessful
and unsatisfactory or if they have positive experience of studies in a private school
(Bukhari, & Randall, 2009). Families where parents have a higher cultural and social
capital may think about changing the school more often, especially if they receive
information on more advantageous education options or failed attempts at getting
to more prestigious schools (Pavlenko, & Dementeva, 2022). The cultural capital is
highly relevant in choosing the school: studies suggest that migrant families have
difficulties in looking for information for making a balanced decision (Wao et al.,
2017; Trevena, McGhee, & Heath, 2015).

Non-employed parents, more often mothers, pay more attention to education
of their children and to choosing the school, in particular, by searching information
on schools more actively (Bukhari, & Randall, 2009).
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The correlation between the prestige of the district the family resides in and the qua-
lity of education provided by educational institutions located there occupies a separate
place in the school choice studies. Higher-income families live and choose schools in pres-
tigious districts; middle-class families may put children to better schools, if they have
financial resources, but lower-income families are often limited in their choice of schools
and tend to choose from the ones in the neighborhood. Many studies point to the direct
correlation: parents regard schools in prestigious districts as more attractive (Domina,
Penner, & Penner, 2017; Kuyvenhoven, & Boterman, 2021; Sikkink, & Schwarz, 2018;
Wilson, & Bridge, 2019). This, in turn, may lead to selection of the migration strategy
into more prestigious districts of the city or preservation of the residential and educational
address that freezes the educational inequality in the city.

The second relevant category of factors that are important for families choo-
sing the school are the factors determining the educational situation the parents take
into account in making decision.

High achievements of current schoolchildren and their academic progress
(Bukhari, & Randall, 2009; Ruijs, & Oosterbeek, 2019), subjective assessment of edu-
cation quality (Talance, 2020; Prieto et al., 2019; Bukhari, & Randall, 2009; Erickson,
2017), the contents of academic curricula (Hill, 2018), level of preparation for the next
education stages (Bukhari, & Randall, 2009) prove to be important for parents.

Parents pay much attention to the school’s reputation (Brown, & Makris, 2018),
quality of communication with the administration (Goldring, & Phillips, 2008;
Hill, 2018), school discipline, number of students and the ethnic composition, ad-
vanced studies of the necessary subjects (Domina, Penner, & Penner, 2017; Prieto
et al., 2019) and the equipment available at school (Bukhari, & Randall, 2009).
The team of teachers, the opportunities of purposeful development of the child’s
talents and skills are relevant for parents focusing on selection of a private school
(Dukhanina et al., 2019; Kalimullin, Yungblud, & Khodyreva, 2016; Shaidullina
etal., 2015; Sakhieva et al., 2015; Masalimova, & Sabirova, 2014).

Materials and methods

The study goal was to investigate into the factors that influence the parental
choice of the main general education strategy for their children in the context
of the development of the social infrastructure of the city.

The study object are parents of children attending 1-11 forms and residing
in 12 Administrative Districts of Moscow. The study subject is the parental strategy
of getting school education by children in 1-11 forms.

Information collection methods:

1) desk study: creation of an overview of foreign sources, as part of which
the school selection strategies were analyzed;

2) questionnaire survey of 10,081 parents.

Study sampling:

Sampling for questionnaire survey: targeted, cluster-based.
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Parents of 2 categories (the “training format” category) were invited to take part
in the study purposefully: those whose children attend

1) Moscow public schools,

2) those whose children attend any alternative educational format (online training,
family training, family school, etc.).

Schools were selected based on territorial location: 12 Administrative Districts/
at least 5 districts/ at least 2 schools from each district.

Results and discussion

Females (93,4 %) and males (6,6 %) took part in the survey.

The respondents’ distribution by administrative division is as follows: in the South
Western (14,9 %), Southeastern (12,5 %), and Eastern (12,3 %) Administrative
Districts.

Table 1 / Tabnuna 1
Distribution of the sample by administrative division (%)
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The sampling population comprised parents whose children attend neighbor-
hood schools (84,1 %) and schools in different districts (15,5 %). Parents of pri-
mary school (41,6 %, 1-4 forms), basic school (17,2 % and 25,2 %, 5-6 forms
and 7-9 forms, respectively) and secondary school (16,2 %, 10—11 forms) students
took part in the survey.

Table 2 / Tabnuna 2
Distribution of a sample of parents by educational attainment of their children (%)

Pacnipenesnenne BbIGOPKH poauTeeli 0 YPOBHAM o0pa3oBaHust ux aerei (%)

General education level
1-4 forms 5-6 forms 7-9 forms 10-11 forms

41,0 17,2 252 16,2
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To describe the obtained sociological survey data, we determined the factors
that influence the school choice by parents:

1) public and alternative schools;

2) Administrative Districts (hereinafter, AD);

3) school’s location;

4) education levels;

5) satisfaction with the education quality;

6) plans to change the educational organization.

1. Public and alternative schools

The analysis of obtained data demonstrates that the South Western Administra-
tive District is the leader by the number of parents from private schools (27,5 %) out
of 12 Administrative Districts of Moscow. Half of parents (50 %) of private school
students transport their children to the educational institution to a district other than
their residential district.

In the “private schools” category, there are 80 % parents of whom at least one
underwent any training (courses, workshops, secondments) during the last two years.
This parameter is lower, at 62,5 %, in public schools.

The involvement of the older generation (grannies/grandpas) in education
and training of children from a public school is 41,3 %. This indicator ranges
from 17,4 to 35 % in alternative schools.

By assessing the income level, 23 % families with children studying in a public
school indicated that their income is sufficient and they even save money, whereas
the percentage of such families is lower in private schools, at 17,5 %. Money
is mostly sufficient in most of the families (62,5 %) where children study in private
schools but they do not manage to save money.

74,7 % tamilies whose children go to a public school spend up to RUB 20,000/
month on training (up to RUB 5,000, up to RUB 10,000, and up to RUB 20,000,
21,8 %, 27,5 %, and 25,4 % families, respectively). The education spendings
in 60 % families where children attend private schools range from RUB 40,000
and often exceed RUB 60,000 (up to RUB 50,000 — 12,5 %, up to RUB 60,000 —
7,5 %, and RUB 60,000+ — 40 %) (Fig. 1).

When asked about the amount spent on all types of the child’s education,
30 % parents from the Private School category answered “it was too high”.
22,9 % children from public schools and just 5 % children from private schools at-
tend free study groups, study sections, studios, clubs. 42,5 % children from private
schools and 30,3 % children from public schools attend paid study groups.

The parents were asked to evaluate the significance of factors when the school was
selected. Many factors had the opposite or differing significance for parents of children
attending the public and private school. The parents of children from private schools
regard it as important/parents from public schools regard it as less important:

— the opportunity of personalized approach to the child’s education, needs
and interests (70—13 %);
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i 202022 i
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Fig. 1. Income levels of parents in private and public schools

Puc. 1. YpoBeHb 10X0/1a pOAUTENCH YaCTHBIX U TOCYIapPCTBEHHBIX IITKOJ

— good psychological environment; positive relations among children, between
teachers and students (52,5-27,2 %);

— development of the child’s interests and inclinations (42,5-14,9 %);

— advanced studies of the necessary subjects (37,5-22,5 %);

— possibility of additional education (excursions, study groups, study sections)
(35-27,8 %).

And on the contrary, the factors were important for parents with children at-
tending the public school / less important for parents with children from the private
school (see Fig. 2):

— it is the neighborhood school (43-7,5 %);

— school assigned to the registration address (29,6—10 %);

— free school (22-7,5 %);

— the child’s elder brother / sister studied in the school (17,7-2,5 %);

— selection of a certain teacher (19,65 %).

Parents from private and public schools used different information sources
to select the school or the training format (see Fig. 3).
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Fig. 2. Relevance of factors in parents’ choice of school
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Fig. 3. Relevance of factors in parents’ choice of school
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As a result of survey, 80,1 % parents whose children study in a public school
and 80 % parents of children from private schools evaluate the quality of the educa-
tion their children receive as high and rather high.

In the opinion of 12,5 % parents of private school students, their children do
not like to study in the selected educational institution, and 20 % families think
about changing the private school but have not made the final choice of whether
or not they will do that and what exactly a new educational institution will be.

78,7 % families do not plan to transfer their children from a public school.
In the opinion of 7,8 % parents only, their children do not like to study in their school.

Among the parents thinking about transferring their child from the selected
school, 50 % parents whose children are from private schools are already investiga-
ting into the options of replacing the educational institution or the education format.
32,3 % parents from public schools have these thoughts sometimes, and 22,5 % fami-
lies discuss this idea and make plans.

The most long-term plans (for 6 and more years) are made by the parents whose
children study in a private school; they account for 27,5 %.

2. Administrative Districts

Most respondents (84,1 %) noted that children study in the district where they
live. The majority of school children, 14,9 %, reside in the South Western Admi-
nistrative District; this Administrative District is the leader in all levels of gene-
ral education, from primary, secondary and basic. The primary school students
are the most numerous in three Administrative Districts: South Western (6,0 %),
Southeastern (5,5 %) and Eastern (5,3 %). The middle students are the most nume-
rous in South Western, Eastern, and Western Administrative Districts (6,5 %, 6,1 %
and 5,4 %). Senior students were most numerous in the South Western Administra-
tive District, at 2,4 %, and in Southeastern, Eastern, and Northeastern Administrative
Districts, at 1,9 % in each.’

3. School’s location

The study findings suggest that the “Proximity to home — remoteness from
home” is one of the factors influencing the educational strategy selection.

There is also a connection between the choice of the school location and the fa-
mily type: if there is a child (children) with a disability, such families more often select
private educational institutions other than in the district where they reside (8,6 %);
and this parameter is lower when a public school is chosen in the district of residen-
ce (3,6 %). Here and hereinafter, as % of total respondents for each education level.

The respondents who chose “We belong to the low-income category” more of-
ten select a neighborhood school (6,4 %) and chose a school in another district less
frequently (4,9 %). As concerns the rest of parameters: “the single-parent family”,

2% ¢

“a parent is disabled”, “a religious family”, “one or more parents are not Russian
2 (13

nationals”, “a family with a child/children under wardship / adoptive parents”,
the parameters do not differ and are unrelated to the school’s location.
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More children live near the school (42,8 %) in the primary school and more
children (42,8 %) live other than in the district where the school is located in the se-
nior school: 28,1 %, 22,8 % in 7-9 forms and 10-11 forms, respectively (here
and hereinafter, % of total respondents by location of school district and residential

district) (Table 3).

Table 3 / Tabnuna 3

In which area is your child’s school located — is it in the same area
where you live or in a different one (%)?

B kakoM paiioHe pacnoJsiaraercs MKo0Ja, I71e YYUTCSl Ball pedeHoK, —
B TOM 3Ke, I/1e Bbl JKMBeTe, WiIn B Apyrom (%)?

Education level

What district is the school where your child studies located in?
In the district of your residence or in another one?

In the district of our residence In another one
1-4 forms 42.8 31,8
5-6 forms 17,3 16,7
7-9 forms 24,6 28,1
10-11 forms 15,0 22,8

Table 4 / Tabnuna 4

School choice indicators and their importance to respondents
(Questionnaire question: “Why did you choose this school? What was most
important to you at the time of choosing the school?”)

ITokazarenn BbIOOpA MIKOJBI H MX Ba’KHOCTH VISl PECIIOHICHTOB
(Bonpoc ankernl: «Iloyemy BbI BBIOpaJIM 3Ty IIKOTY?
Yro 06110 HauboJIee BasKHBIM /ISl BAC HA MOMEHT BbIOOpPA IMIKOJIBI?»)

School choice factors

‘What district is the school where

your child studies located in? In the district
of your residence or in another one?

In the district of our residence In another one
Rating % Rating %

Neighborhood School 1 49,9 19 5,5
Qualified teachers 2 35,3 1 47,1
School assigned to the registration 3 343 20 42
address
There are different additional educa-
tion options (excursions, study 4 27,3 4 31,2
groups, study sections)
Good psychological environment;
positive relations among children, 5 25,5 2 37,3
between teachers and students
It is free of charge 6 22,8 12 17,6
Ad\./anced studies of the necessary 7 208 3 32,0
subjects
The purpose was to get to a particular g 20.1 13 17.1
teacher
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What district is the school where
your child studies located in? In the district

School choice factors of your residence or in another one?
In the district of our residence In another one
Rating % Rating %
High rating of the school 9 18,9 5 27,2

The elder brother/sister of the child
went to the school

10 18,1 15 15,5

One can conclude that the school’s proximity, assignment in the registration
address, qualified teachers, availability of study groups and good psychological en-
vironment are important for the parents whose children study in the neighborhood.
Teachers’ qualification, psychological environment, advanced studies of the ne-
cessary subjects, additional education and the school’s high rating are important
for parents whose children study far from home.

Table 5 / Tabnuna 5
Influence of information source on choice of school
(Questionnaire question: “What sources did you use
when choosing your school or study format?”)
Bausinue ucTOUYHUKA HH(OPMALIUM HA BHIOOP IIKOJIBI
(Bompoc ankeTbl: «Kakue HCTOYHMKH BbI HCII0JIb30BAJIH,
KOT1a BBIOHPAJIN IIKOJY WIH (popMaT o0yueHusi?»)

What district is the school where
. your child studies located in? In the district
Information sources . .
of your residence or in another one?
In the district of our residence In another one
Sources Rating % Rating %
Advice of friends and acquaintances 1 421 1 51,0
Communication with schoolchildren
o W 2 38,4 3 354
or their parents
Communication with teachers
.. . 3 35,9 2 423
and school administration
Open door days in the school 4 33,7 5 31,7
School’s website 5 26,1 4 31,8

“The advice of friends and acquaintances” was the main source of information
about the school (neighborhood school — 42,1 %; and far-away school — 51 %).
Such information sources as “Communication with schoolchildren or their pa-
rents”, “Communication with teachers and school administration”, “Open door
days in the school”, “School’s websites” have different importance. The parameters
differ, and this is due to the residence location and the educational institution proxi-
mity, e.g. the information from current schoolchildren and parents is more relevant
for parents whose children study in a neighborhood school, whereas the information
from teachers and the school administration is more important for the respondents
whose children study far from home.
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When assessing the educational strategy, it was proposed to respondents to eva-
luate the relevance of 29 indicators on a 5-score scale (from 1 to 5, where 1 is abso-
lutely dissatisfied, 5 is absolutely satisfied). The most relevant indicators for parents

are shown in the article.

The “Walking distance from home” indicator is closely connected with the school

location (Table 6).

Table 6 / Tabnuma 6

Significance of the “Walking distance from home” indicator

Crenenb 3HaUNMOCTH noka3zareis «Ilemas AOCTYIMHOCTD IIKOJbI OT I0Ma» (%)

What district is the school where your child
Degree of score from 1 to 5, studies lo‘cated in? -In the district
where 1 is absolutely dissatisfied, of your residence or in another one?
and 5 is fully satisfied In the dis.trict of our residence In another one
evalu‘fltlon % Rating %
Rating

5 1 73,1 1 25,2

4 2 13,7 2 21,6

3 3 5,3 3 17,6

Other 4 5,1 5 13,8

2 5 1,6 6 7,6

1 6 1,3 4 14,2

Table 7 / Tabnumna 7

Level of significance of the indicator “Extracurricular activities and events
(excursions, festivals, conferences)”

CreneHb 3HAYMMOCTH NOKAa3aTe sl « BHeypouHble 3aHATHS U MePONPUATHSA
(3KcKkypcum, pecTUBAIHN, KOH(epeHIIuNn)>»

Degree of score from 1 to 5,
where 1 is absolutely dissatisfied,

What district is the school where your child
studies located in? In the district
of your residence or in another one?

and 5 is fully satisfied In the district of our residence In another one
Rating % Rating %

5 1 53,3 1 61,2
4 2 22,1 2 20,7
3 3 12,3 3 8,6
2 4 4,8 5 3,3

Other 5 4,1 4 4,1
1 6 3,5 6 2,1

The level of significance of the indicator “Extracurricular activities and events
(excursions, festivals, conferences)” is higher (61,2 %) for parents of children at-
tending school in another district than for parents whose child attends a neighbor-

hood school (53,3 %).

The same proportion of parameters is identified for other survey parameters:
— “Option to communicate with teachers” (other than in the district of school,
71,1 %; in the district of school, 65,9 %);
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— “Children’s subject skills” (other than in the district of school, 53,5 %,
in the district of school, 46,8 %);

“Administration openness to dialogue” (other than in the district of school,
67,9 %, in the district of school, 56,9 %);

“Consultations for parents” (other than in the district of school, 62,5 %,
in the district of school, 54,2 %);

“Information value of the school’s website” (other than in the district of school,
60.6 %, in the district of school, 58,3 %);

“Project work for children” (other than in the district of school, 54,6 %,
in the district of school, 46,9 %);

“Option to develop a personalized curriculum that meets the child’s needs
and interests” (in the district where the school is not located — 40,3 %; in the district
where the school is located — 32,9 %).

When asked: “Did the child go to a public school before entering your current
(private) school?”’, more than a half of respondents answered yes, and this parameter
is much higher among the respondents whose children attend the school in another
district (70 %) (Table 8).

Table 8 / Tabnuna 8
Distribution of respondents’ answers to the question:
“Before coming to your current school (private),
did your child go to public school?”
Pacnpe/e/ieHie OTBETOB PECIIOH/IEHTOB HA BONPOC:
«IIpekne, yeM NPUIITH B Ballly HHIHEIIHIOK IIKOJY (YACTHYIO),
XOAWJI JIM Balll pe0eHOK B TOCyIapCTBEHHYIO IIKOJIY ?»

What district is the school where your child studies located in?
. In the district of your residence or in another one?
Evaluation e .
In the district of our residence In another one
Rating % Rating %
Yes 1 58,8 1 70,0
No 2 41,2 2 30,0

It was proposed to parents to evaluate several questions about the family spending
on child’s training. The educational spending of parents was the same. However, spen-
ding is much higher among the respondents whose children study far from home —
these are transportation costs, 47,3 % (see Table 9).

4. Educational level of children

The analysis of obtained data demonstrated that the general education of children
is a factor determining the educational strategy.

For example, depending on the education level, there are differences in the pa-
rents’ occupation: on the maternity leave there are 21,6 % parents of children
from 1-4 forms, 17,4 % from 5-6 forms, 13,4 % from 7-9 forms,11,7 % from 10—
11 forms, respectively (see Table 10). Here and hereinafter, as % of total respondents
for each education level.
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Table 9 / Tabnuna 9
Parents’ expenses related to their child’s education (%)

Pacxoxs! ponuteneii, cBsi3aHHbIe ¢ 00ydeHueM pedenka (%)

What district is the school where
your child studies located in?
In the district of your residence
List of possible spending or in another one?
In the district
of our residence In another one
Rating % Rating %
School uniform, clothes 1 64,7 1 58,5
Out-of-school study groups, studios, study sections 2 47,8 3 42,9
Food expenses 3 439 4 41,1
Spending on events (excursions, festivals, etc.) 4 33,8 5 35,8
Studies with private coaches 5 32,6 6 34,2
Uniform, tools, materials for study groups, sections, etc. 6 25,5 7 24,2
Study groups, studios, sections at school 7 24,0 9 19,9
Textbooks, tutorials 8 21,2 8 20,1
Transportation costs 9 17,3 2 473
Gifts to teachers 10 16,1 11 15,6

Table 10 / Tabnauuma 10

Dependence of general education level on the occupation
of students’ parents (%)

3aBHCHMOCTD YpoBHsA 00111€ero 06pa30BaHI/Iﬂ OT poaa A€ATEJIbHOCTH pOZ]I/lTeJIeﬁ

ooyuarommxcs (%)

Occupation General education level
1-4 forms | 5-6 forms | 7-9 forms |10-11 forms

Learn 2,6 2,3 1,9 1,8
Work at a state-owned company / enterprise 33,6 38,3 39,4 45,5
Work aj[ a privately-owned company / 278 26.5 30.4 273
enterprise
Businessman 5,1 6.4 4.8 4.4
Self-employed person 8,6 7,0 7,0 54
Do not wprk, on a maternity leave, 216 174 134 11,7
a housewife
Do not work, an unemployed 47 4,6 3,9 3,7
Do not work, a retiree 0,7 1,2 1,5 2,1
Other 1,4 1,3 2,0 1,9

Parents of pupils from 1-4 forms (46,6 %) and 5—6 forms (41,5 %) help in edu-
cation and upbringing of children. Children from the basic (63,3 %) and seconda-
ry (65,5 %) school are more independent from parents (Table 11).

The school remoteness from residence is not typical of families in all educa-
tion levels of their children. However, a large percentage of the families residing
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Distribution of respondents’ answers to the question:
“Do your parents and/or your spouse’s parents currently help
in bringing up and educating children?” (%)

PacnpenesieHue 0TBETOB PeCIIOHAEHTOB Ha BONPOC:
«IloMoraroT Jiu ceifiyac BalIM POAUTEIH /WU POAUTENHN cynpyra (Cynmpyri)
B BOCHIUTAHUM U 00y4eHuu aereii?» (%)

Table 11 / Tabuuna 11

Assistance in upbringing

General education level

and education of the child 14 forms 5-6 forms 7-9 forms 10-11 forms
Yes 46,6 41,5 36,7 34,5
No 53,4 58,5 63,3 65,5

in another district than the school’s district is reported among families with students

of 10—11 forms, 21,8 %; vs 12 % in 1-4 forms, 15 % in 5-6 forms, 17,3 % in —

7-9 forms (Table 12).
Table 12 / Tabnuna 12

Distribution of respondents’ answers to the question:
“In which district is your child’s school located — in the same district
where you live or in another one?” (%)
PacnpenesieHue 0TBETOB peclOHAEeHTOB HA BONPOC:
«B kakoM paiioHe pacrosaraercsi IIK0JIa, B KOTOPOii y4uTCsl Ball pe0eHOK, —
B TOM 3Ke, I/le Bbl )KHBeTe, WU B Apyrom?» (%)

Territorial linkage of the home General education level
and the school 1-4 forms 5-6 forms 7-9 forms | 10-11 forms
In the district of our residence 87,8 84,5 82,1 77,5
In another one 12,0 15,0 17,3 21,8
Difficult to answer 0,2 0,5 0,6 0,7

Different parameters influence the school choice by parents of children atten-
ding 1-11 forms.

For instance, the following parameters are significant when the school is selected
by the parents of children attending 1-11 forms:

— Neighborhood School (1-4 forms, 45,8 %; 5—6 forms, 46,5 %; 7-9 forms,
42,4 %), “qualified teachers” (1011 forms, 44,1 %);

“qualified teachers” (for 1-4 forms, 35.4 %; for 5-6 forms, 35.4 %;
and for 7-9 forms, 36,7 %, respectively), “advanced studies of the necessary
subjects” (for 10-11 forms, 37,1 %);

“School assigned to the registration address” (for 1-4 forms, 33,1 %;
for 5-6 forms, 29,7 %; and for 7-9 forms, 28,5 % respectively), “Good psychologi-
cal environment, positive relations among children, between teachers and students”
(for 10-11 form, 32,6 %);

“there are different additional education options (excursions, study groups,
study sections)” (for 1-4 forms, 30,0 %; and for 5-6 forms, 26,6 %:; respectively),
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“positive relations among children, between teachers and students” (for 7-9 forms,
26,7 %), “neighborhood school” (for 10—11 forms, 32,5 %);

“we selected a particular teacher” (for 1-4 forms, 28,3 %), “good psycholo-
gical environment, positive relations among children, between teachers and students”
(for 5-6 forms, 20,5 %), “there are different additional education options (excursions,
study groups, study sections)” (for 7-9 forms, 26,7 %), “the school prepares for final
exams (basic state exam/ uniform state exam) well” (for 10—11 forms, 29,7 %).

The same information sources influence the school choice, and it is not related
to children’s education level (Table 13).

Table 13 / Tabnuna 13

Significance of information source for school choice
according to children’s education level (%)

CTeneHb 3HAYMMOCTH UCTOYHUKA UH(OPMAIIUH NPHU BHIOOPE HIKOJbI
B 3aBHCHUMOCTH OT YPOBHs o0pa3oBanus aeteii (%)

General education level
Information sources 1-4 forms 5-6 forms 7-9 forms 10-11 forms
location % location % location % location %

1 442 | 1 437 1 415 1 | 444

Advice of friends
and acquaintances
Communication
with schoolchildren 2 40,4 2 38,0 2 35,4 3 35,4
or their parents
Communication
with teachers and school 3 38,5 3 36,9 3 34,0 2 37,0
administration
Open door days 4 354 4 346 4 31,5 4 | 296
in the school

School’s website 5 27,4 5 26,9 5 25,1 5 28.4

The parental evaluation of the children’s education quality, depending on the general
education level, seem to be interesting (Table 14).

Table 14 / Tabnuna 14
Parents’ satisfaction with the quality of their children’s education (%)
CreneHsb y10BJIeTBOPEHHOCTH POAUTEISIMU Ka4ecTBOM 00pa3oBaHus aAerei (%)

Degree of score from 1 to 5, General education level
where 1 is absolutely dissatisfied,
and 5 is fully satisfied 1-4 forms | 5-6 forms | 7-9 forms |10-11 forms
1 0,9 0,8 1,9 1,0
2 1,6 2,5 2,4 2,0
3 9,1 16,3 19,7 12,2
4 28,4 41,6 39,2 36,7
5 56,3 35,8 33,6 44,5
Difficult to answer 3,8 3,0 3,2 3,7
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The children’s subject skills are very important, in the respondents’ opinion,
in the primary (56,3 %) and senior (44,5 %) school. The education quality is not a sig-
nificant parameter for parents whose children are in the basic school: “4” in 5-6 forms
(41,6 %), in 7-9 forms (39,2 %).

When evaluating the education quality (from 1 to 5, where 1 is absolutely dis-
satisfied and 5 is fully satisfied), parents believe that such indicators as “Availability
of literature, tutorials etc.”; “Opportunity to communicate with teachers”; “Walking
distance from home” (Table 15) are important for their children.

Table 15 / Tabnauna 15
Significant indicators for parents in assessing the quality of their children’s school (%)

3HaunMble NOKa3aTe/H JJIsl pojAuTe/ieil MPU olleHKe KayecTBAa 00pa30BaHUsA IIKOJIbI,
B KOTOpOii o0yuyarorest ux aeru (%)

Degree of score from 1 to 5, General education level
wherea:ulls Sa:;S;?lllllllt;ls};ng;s:;ISﬁed’ 1-4 forms | 5-6 forms | 7-9 forms |10-11 forms
Availability of literature, tutorials, etc. 70,1 62,8 64,7 71,5
Options to communicate with teachers 73,5 57,8 59,2 69,1
Walking distance from home 68 65,5 62,7 61,2
Teachers’ professionalism 69,6 50,0 48,2 58,2
Upbringing 62,5 48,1 46,6 56,2
Nutrition options 52,3 41,8 41,6 4477
Personalized attention from teachers 63,3 45,5 41,6 53,8
Discipline in class 60,1 35,6 34,3 50,8
Children’s subject skills 59,6 38,2 35,3 46,3
Psychological environment 60,5 44.4 45,0 58,0

Such indicator as “consultations for parents on the education of the child” are im-
portant for parents whose children study in primary and senior school: for 1-4 forms,
60,8 %; for 5-6 forms, 48,1 %; 7-9 forms, 48,6 %; and for 1011 forms, 59,2 %:; re-
spectively. The “number of students in class” is important for parents whose children
study in senior school: for 1-4 forms, 48,6 %; for 5-6 forms, 49,7 %; for 7-9 forms,
49,5 %; for 10—11 forms, 57,9 %; respectively.

Parents of children at all educational levels evaluate the family income in the same
way, by indicating that the “family has enough money but we do not manage to save
money”: 1-4 forms, 55,5 %; 5-6 forms, 56,5 %; 7-9 forms, 53,5 %; 10-11 forms, 56,5 %.

It is noteworthy that parents expressed an interesting opinion on their children’s
future. When evaluating the statements (degree of evaluation, where 1 is poor and 5
is good), most parents believe that “it is important for the child to enter the university
after school”: for 1-4 forms, 61,2 %; for 5-6 forms, 60,1 %; for 7-9 forms, 59,2 %:;
for 10-11 forms, 63,9 %. The reduction in other indicators is demonstrated; a majority
of parents assigned the score of 3 points (medium level) by the following parameters:
“It is necessary for the child to get the profession that will help him/her earn money”
and “To fit right in in life, rather than academic success, is important” (see Table 16).
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Table 16 / Tabnumna 16
Respondents’ assessment of statements about their children’s future (%)
OneHka peclioHICHTAMH YTBep KAeHHui 0 Oyaymem cBoux gereii (%)

Statement Evaluation General education level
1-4 forms | 5-6 forms | 7-9 forms |[10-11 forms
It is important for the child 1 3,3 3,0 3,1 2.4
to enter the university 2 2,7 2,2 3,2 2,2
3 14,2 14,2 14,9 12,3
4 18,7 20,4 19,6 19,2
5 61,2 60,1 59,2 63,9
It is necessary for the child 1 11,3 9,7 9,5 10,2
to get the profession that 2 9,3 9,8 9,4 8,5
will help him/her earn money 3 33,2 32,4 32,4 32,2
4 23,7 24.6 23,8 26,1
5 22,5 234 24.8 23,1
Being placed well in life, 1 18,7 17,2 17,5 16,5
rather than academic success, 2 10,7 11,1 13,2 12,6
is important 3 31,0 33,1 30,9 29,0
4 21,2 21,7 21,0 21,3
5 18,4 16,9 17,4 19,6

5. Satisfaction with education quality

The findings of the study into the parents’ satisfaction with the education quali-
ty (Fig. 4) suggested that 82,7 % parents in the total sampling regard the quality
of education their child is receiving as high, 14,1 % and 3,3 % as satisfactory
and poor, respectively.

3.3 %

o bad
| satisfactory
M good

Fig. 4. Parents’ assessment of the quality of education (%)

Puc. 4. Ouenka ponurensaMu kadectBa oopazoBanus (%)

To study the parental satisfaction with the children’s subject skills, they were
asked to evaluate this criterion on a 5-score scale, where 1 is absolutely dissatisfied
and 5 is absolutely satisfied.
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48,1 % of the total parental sampling are absolutely satisfied with the Child-
ren’s subject skills. 56,7 % parents believe the education quality is satisfactory
and 33,5 % parents are absolutely dissatisfied with the Children’s subject skills
in individual subjects (Table 17).

Table 17 / Tabnuua 17
Parents’ assessment of children’s subject skills (%)

Ouenka poauTeIssMi KayecTBA NMOATOTOBKU jeTeil mo mpeameram (%)

Level Poor Satisfactory Good
(1 and 2) A3) (4 and 5)
Children’s subject skills 1 33,5 1,8 0,1
2 33,2 11,7 0,2
3 17,6 56,7 5,7
4 2.5 23,8 33,7
5 1,9 4.5 57,4

6. Plans to change the educational organization

A majority of respondents (78 %) noted they did not plan to transfer their child
to another school. 17 % parents stated their intention to change the educational
organization and just 17 % parents and 5 % respondents found it difficult to answer.

There is a link between the school location and the plans to change the school.
For example, 40 % of the parents who do not plan to change the school where their
child studies noted that it is the neighborhood school and 28 % of them answered
that this school was assigned to their registration address.

The South Western Administrative District is on top of the anti-rating of the parents
who stated their intention to change the educational institution (16,9 %), Southeastern
Administrative District ranks # 2 (13,8 %), and the Western Administrative District,
# 3 (12,3 %). The Troitsky Administrative District is last (0,4 %).

The education quality and the attitude of children to school plays not an unim-
portant part in the plans for the future. 43,9 % parents from the total sampling regard
the education quality as satisfactory, and 86,6 %, as good. 95,5 % parents who regard
the education quality as good noted that children certainly enjoy studies at school,
whereas 27,5 % and 49,5 % parents who estimate the education quality as satisfactory
and poor noted that their children do not certainly enjoy studies at school (see Fig. 5).

Discussions results

The following conclusions can be made based on the sociological study results
and the descriptive analysis data. When parents select an educational institution
for their children, they give preference to some particular school (public / private)
based on the following factors:

— Administrative District;

— school’s location;
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100,00 % 95,5 %
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definitely like it definitely don't like it  find it difficult to answer

W Bad(land2) mSatisfactory m®Good (4 and 5)

Fig. 5. Parents’ perceptions of their children’s attitudes towards school

Puc. 5. TIpencrasienus poauteieii 00 OTHOIICHUU UX JCTEH K IIKOJIE

— educational level of children (primary, basic and secondary education);

— education quality (availability of highly qualified teachers, availability of addi-
tional courses and curricula, etc.).

For all parents when they chose the educational institution (“Why did you choose
this school? What was the most important choice factor for you when you selected
the school?”), the following parameters are important: “good psychological environ-

2 ¢

ment, positive relations among children, between teachers and students”, “the school is

EE 13

free”, “the school assigned to the registration address”, “advanced studies of the neces-
sary subjects”, “qualified teachers”, “neighborhood school”.

Such parameters as “teachers are experienced in training children with health
limitations”, “it is possible to study online without attending the school”, “it is the only
school in the district”, “inclusive education, the school meets the child’s health status”,
“the school proposed by the mos.ru service” are not important for parents.

The educational situation of the school choice depending on the Administrative
District has the following particular features:

“Neighborhood School”, “”’School assigned to the registration address™ are
important for residents of such Administrative Districts as South Western, South-
eastern, Southern, Eastern, Northern Administrative Districts;

— “qualified teachers”, for the Western, Eastern, Southeastern, and South Western
Administrative Districts;

“there are different additional education options (excursions, study groups,
study sections)” — for the South Western Administrative District;

— “good psychological environment, positive relations among children, between

teachers and students” — for the South Western Administrative District;
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“School assigned to the registration address” — South Western Administra-
tive District.
The educational situation depending on the school location has the following
particular features:
— Common parameters, irrespective of the district where the school and the re-

99 <¢

sidential building are located: “qualified teachers”, “availability of various additional
education options for children (excursions, study groups, study sections)”, “good
psychological environment, positive relations among children, between teachers
and students”;

— if the school is located in the district where the child resides, the parameters
of “neighborhood school” and “school assigned to the registration address™ are
important for parents;

— if'the school is located other than in the child’s residence district: “advanced
studies of the necessary subjects”.

The educational situation depending on the general education level of children
has the following particular features:

— common parameters for all children, irrespective of the education level, are:
“school’s proximity to home”, “qualified teachers”;

— In the parent’s opinion, such parameter as “School assignment to the regist-
ration address” influences the school choice for children studying in the primary
and basic school (1-4 and 5-9 forms);

— the following factors are important for the primary school students: “we se-
lected a particular teacher”, “good psychological environment, positive relations
among children, between teachers and students”;

— For senior students (7-9 and 10-11 forms), the important factors are: “ad-
vanced studies of the necessary subjects”, “good psychological environment, posi-
tive relations among children, between teachers and students”.

The educational situation depending on the school type has the following parti-
cular features:

— general indicators, irrespective of the education type (public / alternative):

29 ¢e

“qualified teachers”, “there are different options of additional education (excursions,
study groups, study sections)”, “good psychological environment, positive relations
among children, between teachers and students”;

— such parameters as the “neighborhood school”, “school assigned to the regist-
ration address” are important for public school students;

— the following parameters are also important for private school students:
“the possibility of personalized approach to the child’s education, needs and inte-
rests”, “development of the child’s interests and inclinations”, “advanced studies
of the necessary subjects”.

The educational situation depending on the education quality evaluation has
the following particular features:

— Such parameter as “neighborhood school” is significant for all parents, irres-

pective of the education quality evaluation;
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— for parents who evaluated the school education quality as good (4 and 5 points)

2 ¢

value the following parameters: “qualified teachers”, “there are different additional
education options (excursions, study groups, study sections)”, “good psychological
environment, positive relations among children, between teachers and students”;

— the following parameters were important for parents who evaluated the school
education quality as satisfactory and poor (1 and 3 points): “school assigned
to the registration address” and “the school is free”.

The educational situation depending on the parents’ intention to transfer the child
to another educational institution:

— the following parameters are significant for parents whose children study
in public schools and alternative education institutions (16,4 % of total population)
and who plan to transfer the child to another school: “neighborhood school”, “school
assigned to the registration address”;

— The following parameters are significant for all parents (16,4 % of total
population) who plan to transfer the child to a public school: “neighborhood school”
and “school assigned to the registration address”, “it is free”, “we selected a particu-
lar teacher”, “the elder brother/sister of the child studied in that school”;

— The following parameters are important for parents (81 %) who do not plan
to transfer the child to another educational institution: “neighborhood school”,

EE 1Y EE 1Y

“qualified teachers”, “school assigned to the registration address”, “there are diffe-
rent additional education options (excursions, study groups, study sections)”, “good
psychological environment, positive relations among children, between teachers
and students”;

— The following parameters are significant for the parents (2,6 %) who found
it difficult to answer the question about transferring the child to another educational
institution: “neighborhood school” and “school assigned to the registration address”,
“it is free”, “we selected a particular teacher”, “the elder brother/sister of the child
studied in that school”.

Conclusion: “advice of friends and acquaintances”, “communication with school-

children or their parents”, “‘school’s website” are important information sources for all
parents when they select the school.

Conclusion

The study reveals a big difference in the factors influencing the choice of educa-
tional strategies in families with children going to public or private schools. Parents
of children from private and public schools prioritize different sources of information
for choosing a school or educational format and are focused on different objectives
when constructing their strategies.

Parents’ satisfaction with the quality of their children’s education does not de-
pend on the type of school. It is high in most families surveyed. At the same time,
the intention to change the place or format of education is much higher among
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the parents whose children go to private schools. This fact correlates with the higher
rate of children’s dissatisfaction with the private schools and the tuition fees families
have to pay in private educational establishments.

The results of the study show that such factor as the “Location of the educational
establishment” significantly impacts the choice of educational strategy.

Parents of elementary school students and low-income families pay much more
attention to school proximity, home-school distance, residency registration, qualified
teaching staff, club availability, and a good psychological climate.

Parents of high school students whose children often study far from home, have
other preferences. They prioritize advanced curriculum, availability of supplemen-
tary education, individualized curriculum pathways, high school ranking, quality
training, sociability of school administrators and an informative school website.
If there is a child (children) with disabilities in a family, parents tend to choose
private educational establishments in other districts.

Another factor determining the educational strategy is general intelligence
of children. Significant differences are found among parents of primary and high
school students.

A big proportion of parents of elementary school students is on parental leave.
Such parents are actively involved in their children’s education and upbringing.
Home-school distance, supplementary educational establishments, and a certain
primary school teacher are of great importance for them. Parents of high school
students pay much attention to the educational process itself, teachers’ qualifica-
tions, advanced curriculum, preparation for graduation exams, and psychological
climate at school. They choose a school without any reference to the place of resi-
dence.

Thus, parents’ evaluation of the quality of their children’s education is rather in-
teresting. The respondents claim that education quality is very important for primary
and high school students, whereas it is not the most significant parameter for parents
of junior school students.
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