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Abstract

Parental and students’ expectations on the edwehti@mchievement of the latter have been
highlighted in the literature as proper proxies students’ forthcoming performance and high
school track elections. In this research we intencheasure the effect of these expectations on
students’ performance accounting for the existeotendogeneity, due to the reciprocal
relationship between the expectations of parent$ stadents and their correlation with
unobservable variables conditioning students’ aehieent. A rich dataset containing information
on Andalusian parental and students’ socio-econachi@racteristics, expectations, parental
involvement interactions and academic performararébles is used to conduct the empirical
analyses. Our results show that the agreementrehfad and students’ expectations presents a
positive influence on students’ achievement andikedihood of selecting a high school track.
In addition, parental expectations have been faonke dependent on family socio-economic
background, what supports the argument of the gtersie in Andalusia of strong barriers to
socioeconomic mobility. In the view of these resulive suggest policy interventions as, e.g.,
fostering the participation of both parents andishis on university and professional orientation
in early moments of secondary education, so theyldcthave complete and symmetric
information to set their expectations on realibgsis.
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1. Introduction

Economics of Education research has paid spettaitin to analyze the influence of
family related factors on students’ achievementhsas family background —mainly parental
education level (Holmlundt al, 2011; Rimkuteet al, 2012; Marcenaro and Vignoles, 2015)—,
parental involvement (Hansat al, 1997; Froilanett al, 2012), the level of household’s income
or family structure (Jacobs and Harvey, 2005). Heweexpectations of parents and students
have only been highlighted in the recent literataseimportant factors in predicting students’
academic achievement and decisions about high bttamis. These expectations are said to
maintain a reciprocal relationship between themnegating problems of endogeneity in the
estimates— and also to be correlated with unobbkEsavhich determine students’ academic
achievement (Hao and Bonstead-Bruns, 1998; Zletngl, 2010). Both issues complicate
empirical analyses and, consequently, —despitepthiential importance of the link between
expectations and students outcomes-— the literatutkis is scarce; this is particularly the case of
Spain, due to the difficulty to get access to gobservational data on expectations.

In this context, we intend to measure whethercthiacidence or discordance of these
expectations could condition students’ achievememttrolling for a set of more “traditional”
factors (gender, family background, study hoursg.)etFurthermore, this agreement
(disagreement) in expectations could be affectiegtiture high school track selected by students
(Raty, 2006) and, consequently, the academic cafdabe students in the medium and long run.
The main interest of going in depth into the knalge of both —expectations and their influence
on students’ achievement— would be to determinexitent to which they might be conditioned
by the socio-economic characteristics of the hooiselif these characteristics have little impact
on the expectations, we could be moving towardsoeemegalitarian and meritocratic society,
which represents an important aim of educationcgdliterventions (Marcenaret al, 2014).
Furthermore, we believe this agreement (disagregrizecaused by the asymmetric information
of parents and students with regard to the actaphdaity of the latter, what has important
implications in terms of educational policies, s personal and pecuniary cost of those failing
to complete the academic track is massive, what ngatter of particular concern in times of
budgetary constraints.

Furthermore, families’ interest in overcoming amait achievement limitations rooted
in their socio-economic background characteristeosed accomplishing a high level of
expectations could be reflected in many proceduassparental involvement in students’
schoolwork. However, as students reach secondargaéidn, literature has shown that they
should have enough autonomy and independence én twrananage their resources and learn in
their own, making the necessary effort to accorhgislistic aims. Thus, expectations should be
formed underneath solid pillars of information icedemic options and their requirements, so
students could choose the future academic trackhniest fits their personal characteristics, and
not only based in their socio-economic backgrourtus lack of academic information is an
important concern nowadays, what denotes the meteigger policy interventions in order to sort
it out.

In our research we focus on the Spanish autonocmuasunity of Andalusia —the most
populated region— due to its poor education perfmee —as compared to other Spanish regions—
. The figures on the educational performance s dlitonomous region show that it has obtained
lower scores than the average of Spain in the thosepetencies evaluated by PISA 2012
(reading, mathematics and science), belonging ¢ogitoup of the three worst performing
autonomous regions in Spain in these subjedtsdalusia also shows very high rates of early
drop out of compulsory studies (27.7%; 31% and @4f@r both male and female students,
respectively) as compared to a total of 33.1% foai®) in 2014 (IECA, 2015). Furthermore,
following Fundacion Foessa (2014), Andalusia i alsthe bottom in terms of income equality

1 To be precise, 472 points in mathematics, 12 paintlerneath Spain; 477 in reading, 11 points below
Spain; and 486 in sciences, 10 points underneam$PIECD, 2013).



(Income Gini Index of 0.344)This high inequality level has an impact on eanizogrowth and
many other social and economic aspects.

The results of our study show that parental andestts’ expectations have a reciprocal
and positive relationship between them, confirmihregresults reported for other geographic areas
in the literature. In addition, it was found thheteffect of parental involvement is of opposite
sign for each of these expectations: students’@apiens are increased by these practices, while
their parents’ are reduced, what reflects the wifieperception that both collectives have about
parental help with schoolwork. Furthermore, thedgmte of concordance is important to the
extent that, otherwise, students’ achievement hadikelihood of attending to more demanding
high school studies are reduced. Our results alsmwed that, conditioned on children
expectations, parental expectations are highethfise families with a medium to high income
level, which provide evidence of the difficultiesced by socioeconomic disadvantaged groups to
move up, i.e. we are far from a socially mobileistyc

The rest of the paper is organized as followselction 2 we make a brief revision of the
literature on parental and students’ expectatibmsection 3 we describe the characteristics of
our data. Section 4 is devoted to the methodologgieyed in order to obtain the results reported
in section 5. In section 6 we present the main lesmens and comment the policy implications
derived from our analysis.

2. Literature review

The use of expectations as a relevant variablgpraming students’ achievement began
with the seminal works of Sewell and Vimal (1968)daSewellet al. (1969, 1970), who
considered parental and students’ expectatiomginachievement models —the Wisconsin status
attainment model— and obtained that they were prolictors of students’ achievement.

When studying parental expectations —and also stsdeit is essential to distinguish
them from parental aspirations. Goldenbetrgl (2001, p. 548) denoted that parental aspirations
reflect “the educational level they hope their dhiltains”, i.e., what the individual wishes to
happen, while parental expectations reflect “tivell¢he child is realistically expected to attain”,
i.e., what the individual thinks that will happdReynolds and Pemberton, 2001; Gorerdl,
2012). Particularly, Goldenbergt al (2001) found —for the United States— that patenta
aspirations were stable and high from kindergaxesixth grade, showing that parents want their
children to achieve high attainment, while expectest were lower and less stable, because they
are influenced by the way children are actuallyfgrening at school. Another relevant result of
their study was that students’ final achievemens wat limited by parental expectations or
aspirations. Other authors as Khattab (2015) febatwhen students’ aspirations or expectations
are high —being the other one low— they are sugptis@rovide high achievement to students.
They also indicated that a high level in the thragables —students’ achievement, expectations
and parental expectations— made more likely thatstodent joined to a university degree and
that high parental expectations affected positigdlylents’ achievement.

A key issue within the literature on expectatiomghiat socio-economic background has
been highlighted as helping to increase studemid’@arental expectations, and then academic
achievement. Hao and Bonstead-Bruns (1998) ardustdbietter socio-economic background
provided a more favorable environment for the dguelent of children. Besides, a high income
level in the household supposed higher parenta¢aatons, which were translated into the
allocation of their income in educational activétiand participation in school programs. In
addition, they claimed that agreement on paremdlstiudents’ expectations helped students of
eighth grade in United States to obtain bettereaa@ment. Likewise, Rimkutgt al (2012) found
that family background, previous academic achieveraed parental level of education predicted
parental and students’ expectations. In additiogy highlighted that parental expectations were
a good predictor of students’ expectations and phaéntal and students’ expectations became
more similar when students reached ninth gradthespexpectations converge when adolescents

2 Surpassed only Canary Islands (0.346) and Caktlllancha (0.363).



approach an education transition, due to the hidiseussion about this subject with their parents
(Nurmi, 2004), so expectations become more reali$tiis adjustment process can be also seen
in Hossain and Tsigaris (2015), who found that emis! expectations on their achievement in
each course are formed from its very beginning.

Bodovski (2014) analyzed a sample of eighth grag#emnts and found that those students
with a high socio-economic background had also drigtducational achievement and higher
levels in three different proxies bébitus: expectations, area-specific self-concepts aredriat
locus of control —the ability to control their lisse. She obtained that high parental expectations
and school involvement influenced students’ outcgnmiaut parents’ implication in extra-
curricular activities did not have a significanteet on them. They indicate that socio-economic
background effects on students’ achievement inflaestudents previously to school entrance and
that parental expectations and activities are atavénansfer them to students’ outcomes. Besides,
boys showed higher self-concepts in mathematice tfids, but the latter had higher self-
concepts, internal locus of control and expectatiarreading.

There are many facts which can be reflecting pafteekpectations, as parental
involvement, which has been remarked as helpimgct@ase academic achievement in school by
authors as Hansaet al. (1997). Froilanctt al. (2012) studied parental and students’ expectation
in kindergarten period and claimed that they prestiedents’ achievement in eighth grade. They
also measured the influence of parental involvenoenstudents’ achievement by activities as
helping them with homework and obtained that it pasitive for kindergarten students, but when
reaching to eighth grade these practices coul@beter-productive. Nonetheless, authors as Hao
and Bonstead-Bruns (1998) have stated the relevafnmarental involvement in school learning
to increase eighth grade students’ expectatiomslafid and Davidson (2014) analyzed parents-
school relationship and parental expectations endétermination of schools’ outcomes in the
United States’ secondary and high schools, findivag these factors were very relevant. They
also showed that parental expectations had a p®sitid higher relation with school outcomes
than socio-economic background characteristich@families, what highlights their relevance.

Nevertheless, the literature has not come to apeagent on the effects of parental
expectations by gender of the children. Lundbe®®%2 concluded that parental expectations had
more effect on boys than girls, while Flouri andatas (2008) stated that the effects of parental
expectations are higher in female than in male esitel Réaty (2006) found that parental
expectations in Finland and their gender differenmee gestated in the preschool years of the
student, reinforcing themselves when students réaelthird school year. They examined the
influence of parental expectations in the acadetrick chosen by the student: vocational
education ogymnasiunthigh school). They found that parents with unsityrstudies expected
boys and girls to entgymnasiumwhile vocationally educated parents saw vocatiedacation
as an adequate option —together wgyimnasium when their children were boys.

In the context of USA, Zhangt al (2010) obtained a reciprocal relationship between
students’ and parental expectations and also batWweth types of expectations and students’
achievement, for students from eighth to twelftadg. They discriminated in their analysis by
gender, reaching to the same conclusion that Lugd{@905), i.e. parental expectations have a
higher emphasis on boys than girls. Kleinjans (2@b@s further by analyzing gender differences
in the influence of socio-economic background ofpgs in students’ expectations for Denmark.
They claimed that both boys and girls expectatioosease with parental education, and that
mothers’ effects are higher on girls, while fathare higher on their sons, i.e. gender roles seem
to perpetuate. In addition, parental income al$ectdd boys’ expectations, to the extent that it
transmitted the importance of a proper level obme and social status, which they argue is not
so implemented for the case of girls. Kehal (2013) denoted that mother’s expectations for
children in the United States are formed from tleeily ages and show differences between race

3 They proposed these variables based in the defimif Bordieu (1977) ohabitus “habitusunderstood
as a system of lasting, transposable dispositidrishyintegrating all past experiences, functionevery
moment as a matrix of perceptions, appreciatioms,aations”.



and ethnicity. However, the inclusion of economariables in their analysis made these
differences disappear, due to the available holdebsources being an important element when
defining future plans for children.

Expectations have also been analyzed in the Spaoigiext, although to lesser extent;
e.g. Torioet al (2007), who found that students from the regidnAsturias had higher
expectations in their academic future when theiiea@ment and the level of parental education
were high. Portegt al. (2010) highlighted that for second generatiordstus in Spain the
determinants of their expectations and aspiraticere similar to second generation students from
the United States —demographic factors, socio-enandackground, language skKills, etc.—,
although the level of expectations and aspiratwas far lower.

As could be appreciated from the literature revistbere is a virtual absence —to the best
of our knowledge— of previous literature for thed&fusian case on the use of parental and
students’ expectations coincidences and discrepanes proxies of ulterior students’
achievement and the election of the post-secorazagiemic track by the student, so this paper
will make a notable contribution to the existeterature.

3. Data

When performing our analysis we make use of thenmesurvey ESOC10 (Social Survey
2010: Education and Housing) —constructed withrimition on a wide set of personal, family
and school environment characteristics—, focusedratalusia and conducted among a total of
5,461 students of 10-11 and 14-15 years old andftreilies —2,802 from the sample of students
born in 1994 and 2,659 from that born in 1998-sThirvey was linked to the results from the
Andalusian diagnostic assessment tests and talthanistrative records (SENECA) of teacher-
based scores, provided by tBensejeria de Educacion de la Junta de Andaluefaat reduced
the sample to 5,032 individuals, 2,584 born in 1884 2,448 born in 1998. This combined
database is going to be referred from now on as@®E®EEN. Further treatment of the data has
been done, in order to avoid the bias of the sanhplparticular, we removed from the sample
those students who: presented some kind of digafili we do not have information about this),
attended to a private school (or we do not hawamétion about this) or have repeated a cdurse
These filters left us with a total sample of 1,88ervations for students born in 1994 and 2,027
for those born in 1998.

We focus the analysis on the subsample of studeyas 14-15 (students born in 1994),
because at this age their achievement scores asuneel in a 0 to 10 integer scale, while at age
10-11 (students born in 1998) they present a lomber of categoriés what reduces the
discrimination power of the model. Added to thiitiation, we do not have information on future
high school tracks for eight grade students, wii@major drawback as it is one of the relevant
variables in our research.

As we are focusing on parental expectations, wel@nose expectations which are
reported by fathers and mothers, removing the adsguardians who answered parents’
guestionnaire, what leave as with a subsample3alindividuals. We have to bear in mind that
the parental expectations’ variable includes sonssing values, what further reduces the sample
—t0 1,295 students—. In the case of the estimapmesented in Table 1, the use of the instrumental
variable “the person of reference works more thayhtehours every day” —together with
household income variables— reduces the subsarople082 observations. The descriptive
statistics for the variables employed in our estioms based on this sample are reported in Table
Al (Appendix A). It is important to highlight thétte variable which represents the income level
of the household had 95 missing observations, serm@oyed a missing flag procedure in order

4We have not included repeaters in our analysigaltiee specific characteristics that these stisdamtsent
—like an high likelihood of grade retention andmving out, as highlighted by many authors as Cdiaba
(2013), and thus their lower achievement (Marcen2043; Corderet al, 2013)— which could potentially
bias the results of our research.

> These categories are: fail —2.5—, pass —5—, goedvey good —7.5— and excellent —9—.



to control for this issue. Finally, for the estiioats reported in Tables 2 and 3, the use of stgtlent
scores in reading/mathematics, the variable initigélhe high school track chosen by the students
in the course 2010/11 and the variable that indgcabincidences/discordances between students
and parental expectations contribute to furtheacedhe sample.

The timing of the observations is also a relevasué in the kind of study we are
performing. In the case of reading and mathematioges, they are dated on the end of the course,
I.e., the last days of June 2010. The rest of bEga—among which we find parental and students’
expectations— were collected in the ESOC10 sumay April to June 2010.

4. Methodology

The procedure we follow in order to get an acauxasion of the influence of parental
and students’ expectations on students’ achievemahttheir elected high school track —after
finishing the last course of secondary studies-sistsof two steps. In the first step, we intend to
predict “endogeneity-free” parental and studentzpeetations —due to their reciprocal
relationship—, so they could be employed in thesdstep to estimate whether their coincidence
or discordance affect students’ achievement/edutaliections after the last course of secondary
education.

We rely on models from the literature which sttt present parental expectations have
an influence on students’ expectations and vicea/eto build up our theoretical framework.
Concretely, the model we are estimating will beespnted by Figure 1.:

Figure 1. Relationship of students’ performance anduture high school track with parental
and students’ expectations
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The first step of the analysis —left hand sidenefdiagram— was explained by authors as
Bodovski (2014), who departed from previous wonkghe relationship between socio-economic
background of the family, early parental practiaed parental expectations in education. They
went a step further and related these parentala¢idnal expectations and practices to students’
general self-concept in many subjects and to tdhicational expectations. They obtained that
students’ higher expectations depended positively family socio-economic background,
parental expectations, but parental involvemergxitna-curricular education did not showed an
effect on students’ expectations —although so digero education interactions—. Another
interesting relationship is that proposed by Zhangl (2010), who claimed the existence of a
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reciprocal relationship between students’ and paleexpectations, due to their joint
determination, what could be denoting the existari@ndogeneity.

Departing from this approach, we intend to movewfyd and study whether the
coincidence or discordance of parental and studexgectations —conditioned on family socio-
economic background, student and school varialdestd explain students’ achievement and
their elected high school track after the last sewf secondary education. This approach has
been employed by some authors as Neuenschwahale(2007), who found —for primary school
students— that parental and students’ expectatiens widely useful when predicting students’
achievement, but they did not analyze the influeiodetheir coincidences on students’
achievement nor dealt with students’ future edocati elections. Froilandt al (2012) also
proposed a model with similar characteristics fghth grade, including the temporal dimension
controlling by kindergarten parental expectationd atudents’ achievement, although they did
not suppose a reciprocal relationship between palrand students’ expectations and, thus, the
potential existence of endogeneity.

In addition, we plug in our model an additionakrglnt variable: students’ effort. Once
students have formed their expectations, they ceaity their effort by devoting more (or less)
time to study in order to accomplish their expeotet. Because of that, we propose this variable
to be a potential medium for the realization ofdstuts’ expectations on their education
achievement and future high school track elections.

Formally, the procedure we follow consists of tveatly differenced steps, which first
step models are defined by the estimation of eguaff1l) and (2) as:

PE = SEy, + PCy, + Ply; + SCy, + SCHys + &, (2)

where PE are parental expectations aS#l represents students’ expectations, befpg(in
equation 1) angt; (in equation 2) their respective slopeRC stands for parental and household
characteristics anBlI for parental interaction in education, befyy(y,) andgs (y3) the vectors

of their slopes in equation 1 (2), respectivélg;represents students’ characteristics gncy,)
their coefficients in equation 1 (2§,CH stands forschool characteristics, which slopes are
Bs (vs) in equation 1 (2). Finally, ande, are the vectors of error terms which are hypoteesi
ase;~N(0,0Z) ande,~N (0, 0Z,).

The variablesSE andPE are the dependent ones in equations (1) andd&)ectively.
Nevertheless, when we include one of them as regrder the other, an endogeneity problem
arises, because they are jointly determined byesiisdand parents, what violates an important
assumption of the model: the independence betwegnessors and the error term. Because of
that, we make use of an instrumental variablesagmbr by estimating equation (1) and (2) by
Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS), propostpg(for equation 1) and, (for equation 2) as
instruments. These instrumental variables musillfatlfe relevance requirement (they must
account for a significant variation in the endogeseariable) and the validity requirement (they
must not be correlated with the dependent varidalgleF (¢;|1Z,) = 0 andE (e;,]Z,) = 0).

Following these requirements, together with therditure support, we have checked
which variables inside our dataset could potentiadl adequate instrument candidates. However,
as it is well known in the Econometric literatutieding a proper instrumental variable is always
an arduous task, and its suitability could charmgenfone dataset to another, depending on its
nature. In our case —for the best of our knowledtee-proposed instrumental variables have not
ever been employed in the study of expectationsttmy have provided good results in this

6 Both parental and students’ expectations are cadedrding to the translation of the ISCED level of
studies that students or parents expect —for stedbighest level of education— to the correspomden
number of years of education: Not finishing secopdsudies (6 years); secondary studies (10 years);
middle-level vocational training or high school (y2ars); high-level vocational training (14 years);
university studies (16 years).



research, both empirically —as can be seen in Taplgection 5—- and theoretically, as it is
discussed in what follows.

The instrumental variable elected for parental etqi®ns £,) was “parental opinion on
student’s manual skills” —ranging from 0 to 10—jethcould be reflecting that parents are usually
who realize the potential abilities that their dniin could have and develop —in addition to
teachers— (Winner and Martino, 1993), formulatihgirt expectations based on their perceived
skills. The way these skills are noticed and tHeerassigned to them by parents depend on the
society were the family lives (quotation of Pfailiecluded in Delisle and Galbraith, 2002). These
“manual skills” —or manual dexterity— are presentgahildren in a natural way and they could
also affect competences in many fields of humaivigcas art, music, mechanics or sculpture
(Howeet al, 1998), due to the wide range of disciplines thistterm gathers. This variable could
be reflecting parents’ perception of student’s terialent —students who are very brilliant in many
aspects or gifted—, although they do not employ diglities on the education field, presenting
underachievement in some cases, which could baadu®any aspects as high and unrealistic
parental expectations about their performance (Karel Parker, 1997; Steven, 2008).

In the case of students’ expectations, the seldoidumental variableZ) indicates
whether the person of reference —who provides higiteme to the household— works more than
eight hours every day or not. Vincent and Neis (3Glated that parental work schedules have
changed in the last years, reaching to a configurathere both parents work full-time and even
in non-standard working hours. In addition, thetablshed that parental work schedules can
influence parents’ emotional state, affecting thelation and involvement with their children,
what finally influences students’ achievement.dlation to students’ perception of their parents’
job, Wierda-Boer and Rénka (2004) obtained thadestits wished that their parents could have a
job which involved less working hours, better pawth more holidays and less travelling. Thus,
students would be seeking more attention from thesients. Furthermore, Kinnunen and Mauno
(2001) highlighted that students are more critidgigth their parents’ job than themselves. It is also
interesting to denote that our data is referrethéothird year of a crisis period (year 2010), so
this situation could have forced parents to spenderhours in their jobs, maybe for the same
salary —so they could avoid losing them—, what@ddalve influenced the formulation of students’
expectations during this period.

Returning to our empirical model, we have redefiegdation (1) by including, and
equation (2) by adding,, in order to test whether they will be affectintgdents’ or parental
expectations, respectively. To avoid the confusidnthese regressors with the respective
instrumental variables, we have renamed them arptd the characteristic that they represent
respectively —thusZ, is renamed a® H in equation (3) and; as MS in equation (4)—. Then,
we obtain the following equations:

SE = PEB, + PCB, + PIf3; + SCB4 + SCHBs + WHf + & 3
PE = SEy, + PCy, + Ply; + SCy, + SCHys + MSy, + &, (4)

The first stage of 2SLS begins with the estimatdéran alternative specification for
equation (3) and (4): The first one (equation 3rEjudes as regressors the correspondent
instrument £4) andPC, PI, SC, SCH, WH, while the second one (equation 4.a) incluB€s
PI, SC, SCH, MS and the instrumentZg). The dependent variable in equation (3.a) wilthe
endogenous one in (3) and the dependent varialdegustion (4.a) will be endogenous of (4),
respectively, so we obtain the following modelestimate:

PE = Z n, + PCny, + PInz + SCny + SCHn; + WHmg + u,q (3.a)
SE =7,0, + PCO,+ PI0; + SCO, + SCHO; + MSO¢ + u, (4.9)

Then, in the second stage of 2SLS we add thel fitbues of parental expectatiolPE(
from equation (3.a) and the fitted values of stisleexpectations§E) from equation (4.a) as
instruments of the real values of the endogenotiahlas in their respective original regressions
(PE in the case of equation 3 ar¥E( in equation 4). Due to their propertieGov(PE, ¢;) = 0
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andCov(SE, ¢,) = 0— endogeneity should not be a problem. Thus, weeiimate the following
models in the second stage:

SE = PEB, + PCfB, + PIB; + SCB, + SCHSs + WHp + &, (3.b)
PE = SEy, + PCy, + Ply; + SCy, + SCHys + MSy, + ¢, (4.b)

Once obtained a prediction of students’ expectat{®E) and parental expectatiornBE)
from equations (3.b) and (4.b) —which are no lorjgered to the random error and thus, we do
not have the problem of the correlation with theeterm—, they will be employed in the second
step of our analysis, represented by the estimafidine model:

whereSA measures students’ achievement in reading or meties; PSE represents whether
parental expectations are higher, similar or lotven students’ expectations, being its coefficient
5;. This variable is defined by the use of the predicstudents’ expectationSK) from equation
(3.b) and the predicted parental expectati®) from equation (4.8) SEF represents students’
effort andds is the vector of its slopes;is the vector of error terms which is hypothesiasd
~N(0,02).

As an alternative to this second stage, the degendhriableSA will be replaced by
student’s academic track followed after finishidge tcourse in which they are supposed to
conclude their secondary studies. This analysisheilapproached by the use of a multinomial
logit model and the replacement of the dependatabia of (5) by students’ elected high school
track (SAT)2.

SAT = PSEp, + PCp, + SCp3 + SCHp, + SEFps + w (6)
wherew is the vector of error terms which is hypothesias@~N (0, 532).
5. Results

In this section we present the main results ofahalysis. First of all, we begin with a
bivariate analysis performed with the variables lewygd in this section for students’ achievement
in reading and mathematics and also parental a@ists’ expectations, which is shown in Table
A2 (Appendix A). We can appreciate a clear incmegsirend in both competences and
expectations for the case of the variables refiggbarental level of studies and household income
level. This pattern could be showing the existeotéack of socio-economic mobility in the
Andalusian society. Students who live with both emés present the highest academic
achievement and their parents have the highesteatmmns, although students who live only with
their mother show the highest expectations. Pdreémtalvement in students’ homework is
negative for students’ achievement —as indicatethéyiterature for secondary school students—
, although its influence in expectations is notlear.

Female students overcome male in both competemcksxgectations, as also happens
for native students compared to immigrants —withékception of students’ expectations, which
are slightly surpassed by those of immigrants—d@&its attending semi-private schools show
high achievement in both competences and higheratafions than students from public schools,
and the time devoted for homework shows an incngasend in achievement and expectations
with the number of hours. Finally, in the case bé tinstrumental employed variables,
achievement and expectations increase with thetpation assigned by parents to the manual

7 We have considered that parental expectationsigher or lower than students’ when they show a
difference of 1 year or more.

8 We have considered the categories of repeatigl, $ihool of science and technology, and high dchoo
of social and human sciences. The categories &f $6fool of arts and educational cycles have net be
used due to their low number of observations.



skills of their children and those students whoaeepts work more than eight hours every day
present higher values in achievement and expengatio

Then, we performed the estimations for the firgpstf our analysis, whose results are
displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. Correlation between student, parental howhold and school variables with
parental and students’ expectations

Variables Students’ Parental
expectations expectations

Endogenous variables

Parental expectations about children’s years afystu 0.545***
(0.206)
Students’ expectations about children’s yearsudyst 0.716*
(0.413)
Household variables
Mother answers the questionnaire -0.063 -0.026
(0.076) (0.092)
Father's studiesReference group: Lower than primary
Primary -0.132 -0.110
(0.197) (0.238)
Secondary -0.095 0.233
(0.173) (0.166)
High school -0.019 0.316
(0.200) (0.198)
University 0.106 0.158
(0.193) (0.213)
Mother’s studiesReference group: Lower than primary
Primary 0.339 0.109
(0.227) (0.336)
Secondary 0.438** -0.028
(0.196) (0.331)
High school 0.485* 0.230
(0.267) (0.448)
University 0.693** 0.177
(0.295) (0.557)
Household structureReference group: Lives with both pargnts
Lives only with mother 0.078 0.010
(0.140) (0.150)
Lives only with father 0.106 -0.152
(0.362) (0.368)
Monthly income level of the househol@éference group: Lower than 1100 eyros
Between 1101 and 1800 euros. -0.075 0.415%**
(0.165) (0.159)
Between 1801 and 2700 euros. -0.081 0.460***
(0.184) (0.177)
More than 2700 euros. -0.021 0.457**
(0.207) (0.221)
Income level missing flag -0.018 0.472**
(0.219) (0.234)
Parent-Children education interaction variables
Parental implication in homeworRéference group: Not at ll
Alot 0.376** -0.394*
(0.187) (0.221)
Some 0.364** -0.432**
(0.180) (0.193)
A little 0.416** -0.268
(0.173) (0.256)
Students’ variables
Female Reference group: Ma)e 0.249*** 0.003
(0.092) (0.184)
Immigrant Reference group: Natiye 0.032 0.082
(0.215) (0.226)
School variables
Semi-private schooReference group: Public schjol -0.225%* 0.183
(0.075) (0.111)
Instrumental variable for the other expectations’ pecification
Parental opinion on student’'s manual skills 0.054**
(0.027)

The person of reference works more than eight hexesy day Reference group: 0.129
The person of reference works eight hours or lgssyeday
(0.091)
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Constant 6.109** 3.589

(2.838) (5.499)
Observations 1,092 1,092
R-squared ! 0.485 0.504
Wald test 271.69%** 340.94***

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.

Standard errors in parentheses. *** denotes vagialgnificant to level 1%; ** to 5%; * to 10%.
Notes:

1The R-squared has no statistical meaning in théegbof 2SLS.

The results presented in Table 1 show that pdrexpectations have a positive effect on
students’ expectations (increasing them in 0.54&rsydor each additional year of parental
expectations), and the same effect can be foundtémlents’ expectations on parents’ (with a
somewhat high coefficient of 0.716), as highlighitethe literature. Another interesting result is
that mothers’ educational studies help to incresaisgents’ expectations. This could be explained
by the high influence that mothers might have agirtichildren (Wolfe, 1982) and also their
highest capacity for leading their children’s acadecareers, due to the high quality of the time
they devote to them (Murnaee al, 1981; San Roman and Goiricelaya, 2012).

As can be seen from the estimations, a mediumfhigily income is positive for parental
expectations, as it was shown by the research wisBgean (2005) or Froiland and Davidson
(2014). Furthermore, the missing flag variable apph employed in order to solve the existence
of non-observed values for many individuals in tsiable shows that students who did not
answered the question presented high parental &tjpers, with an effect on these expectations
similar to a high level of income, so theirs cobédthought to be high. The variable which reflects
parental involvement on students’ education —patemelp with homework— shows us very
remarkable results. In the case of students’ egfieas, the effect of this variable is positive,
what might be reflecting the belief among studetiat parents’ implication would be an
important support for their ulterior success angtlit enhances students’ self-concept (Bouchey
and Harter, 2005; Bovovski, 2014). However, thigalde has a completely inverse effect in the
case of parental expectations (e.g., a high freqquem these practices increases students’
expectations in 0.376 years, while it decreasesrpalr expectations in 0.394 years). This could
be reflecting the perception of parents about ¢tedbility and independence of their children,
so they intend to compensate it by providing maip ko them (Chan, 2005; Phillipson, 2010).

In the case of female students their expectatmasigher than males (in 0.249 years),
as it has been highlighted in the literature (Régm@nd Burge, 2008) and we also obtain the
interesting result which indicates that expectaiare not affected by the immigrant status of
students (contrary to that claimed by Hao and BmawsBruns, 1998). Finally, it could be
highlighted that students’ expectations are loweemvattending to semi-private schdols

Table 2. Instrument analysis tests

Instrumental variable for parental Instrumental variable for students’
Instrument’s tests expectations (Parental opinion on  expectations (The person of reference
student’s manual skills) works more than eight hours every day)
Correlation with parental expectations 72.306%** Reluk
P-value 0.001 0.593
Correlation with students’ expectations 27.348 58*8
P-value 0.936 0.065
Durbin endogeneity test 0.166 0.017
P-value 0.684 0.895
Wu-Hausman endogeneity test 0.162 0.0170
P-value 0.687 0.896

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.
Standard errors in parentheses.

% The estimations in Table 1 were reproduced withdifference that only the level of studies of éth
and mothers were employed —alternatively— for tgpies of expectations. In this case, the coeffictdn
semi-private schools for parental expectationspueasitive and significative —in addition to its néga and
significative effect on students’ expectations—isTtable is available upon request to the authors.
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*** denotes variable significant to level 1%; ** t%; * to 10%.

In the results of Table 2 it can be observed ttaaemal expectations’ instrumental
variable was found to present a significative highrelation with it, but none of it in the case of
students’ expectations. The opposite situation b&a&n found for students’ expectations
instrumental variable, what accomplish one of thquirements to be suitable instrumental
variables. In order to further check for the suligbof our instruments, we have performed
Durbin and Wu-Hausman tests, which null hypothisseecepted for both instrumental variables,
i.e., there is not a problem of endogeneity. Besifiest stage F statistic is significant in both
cases, so the selected instrument has explanatmwgrpon the endogenous variable after
controlling by the other exogenous variables. Iditawh, Cragg and Donald (1993) minimum
eigenvalue statistics for both instrumental vaealdoincide with F statistic, what will not happen
—as highlighted by Stock and Yogo (2005)— with akvimstrument, as it would have made the
hypothesis test of parameters estimated by thisuimental variable to abruptly change in their
amounts. In our case the models are not overidethtifthe number of instruments does not
exceed that of endogenous variables— so it isex#ssary to check for overidentification. These
results show that our instrumental variables wallappropriate to solve the endogeneity problem
that the use of parental and students’ expectationkl present.

Once finished the first step of our analysis anddjmted parental and students’
expectations, in the second step we obtained thétsepresented in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlation between students’ achievemenin reading and mathematics and
parental and students’ expectations’ coincidences&tordances

Variables Reading Maths

Endogenous variables
Parental and students’ expectations’ coincidencesitiancesReference group: Parental
expectations are similar to students’

Parental expectations are higher than students’ -0.785%*  -0.693***
(0.268) (0.268)
Parental expectations are lower than students’ -1.033**  -1.029***

(0.212) (0.215)
Household variables
Mother answers the questionnaire -0.229* -0.174
(0.132) (0.133)
Father's studiesReference group: Lower than primary

Primary -0.300 -0.165
(0.335) (0.340)
Secondary 0.090 -0.097
(0.291) (0.296)
High school 0.261 0.124
(0.306) (0.311)
University 0.157 0.020

(0.310) (0.316)
Mother’s studiesReference group: Lower than primary

Primary -0.021 -0.135
(0.350) (0.352)
Secondary 0.166 0.039
(0.307) (0.308)
High school 0.332 0.235
(0.317) (0.319)
University 0.664** 0.487

Household structureReference group: Lives with both pargnts

Lives only with mother 0.141 -0.052
(0.248) (0.249)
Lives only with father -0.373 -1.076

Monthly income level of the householRé€ference group: Lower than 1100 eyros

Between 1101 and 1800 euros. 0.243 0.006
(0.207) (0.209)
Between 1801 and 2700 euros. 0.193 0.075
(0.229) (0.232)
More than 2700 euros. 0.393 0.474*
(0.270) (0.272)
Income level missing flag 0.569** 0.684**



Students’ variables

Female Reference group: Ma)e 0.517** 0.240*
(0.122) (0.123)
Immigrant Reference group: Natiye -0.991* -0.839**

(0.385) (0.390)
Time devoted to do the homework by the studBeférence group: Less than 30 minjtes

Between 30 minutes and less than 1 hour 0.625** 0.153
(0.310) (0.323)
Between 1 hour and less than 2 hours 0.665** 0.111
(0.295) (0.308)
Between 2 hours and less than 3 hours 1.047%x 0.525*
(0.307) (0.319)
More than 3 hours 1.595%** 1.094***

(0.328) (0.340)
School variables

Semi-private schooReference group: Public schgol -0.020 -0.178

(0.139) (0.142)

Constant 4.865**  5.662%*

(0.496) (0.506)

Observations 1,043 1,008
R-Squared 0.148 0.126
Wald test 7.35%+* 5.92%**

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.
Standard errors in parentheses.
*** denotes variable significant to level 1%; ** t&%; * to 10%.

From the view of these results, it can be estaitighat the coincidence between parental
and students’ expectations is positive for studexdisievement, whereas a discordance between
both of them would mean a reduction in studentdii@ement, which is higher for both
competences when parental expectations are loaerstiudents’. Mother highest education level
has a positive effect on students’ achievemergading (increasing achievement in 0.664 points)
and high family income level positively influencashievement in mathematics (supposing a
score of 0.474 points higher when students comma frery wealthy families).

Female students show high achievement in bothmgaahd mathematics —the literature
usually highlights the higher scores of female shisl in reading (OCDE, 2010; OECD, 2014),
while immigrant students obtain lower results +afidated by authors as Ammermdller (2007),
Marcenaro (2013) or Caleret al (2010)—. Finally, the variable of effort showsathas it
increases, students’ achievement also does. Taigeigvant result which can indicate that, to the
extent that those students with a low socio-econdrackground can compensate this situation
by devoting more time to study, the mobility of gwciety will be improved, what converts it in
a variable of high relevance.

Table 4. Relationship between the odds of selectiraydetermined high school track and
parental and students’ expectations’ coincidencesi&tordances

Variables High school of Sciences High school of Social
and Technology and Human Sciences

Endogenous variables
Parental and students’ expectations’ coincidengsesitiances
(Reference group: Parental expectations are sintdestudenty’

Parental expectations are higher than students’ 0871* -0.527
(0.505) (0.462)
Parental expectations are lower than students’ 87 -0.690**
(0.408) (0.341)
Household variables
Mother answers the questionnaire -0.359 -0.404
(0.291) (0.284)
Father's studiesReference group: Lower than primary
Primary -0.637 -0.585
(0.737) (0.718)
Secondary -0.219 -0.085
(0.692) (0.675)
High school 0.471 0.305
(0.733) (0.719)
University -0.174 -0.212
(0.730) (0.716)

Mother’s studiesReference group: Lower than primary
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Primary 0.398 0.290

(0.687) (0.656)
Secondary 0.337 0.427
(0.612) (0.581)
High school 0.248 0.259
(0.630) (0.602)
University 1.077 0.775
(0.682) (0.659)
Household structuréReference group: Lives with both pargnts
Lives only with mother 1.650** 1.247*
(0.734) (0.726)
Lives only with father -0.307 -0.987
a.177) (1.292)
Monthly income level of the househol@dference group: Lower than
1100 euroy
Between 1101 and 1800 euros. 0.270 0.020
(0.429) (0.405)
Between 1801 and 2700 euros. 0.514 0.196
(0.479) (0.455)
More than 2700 euros. 1.000 0.610
(0.634) (0.617)
Income level missing flag 0.904 0.369
(0.586) (0.567)
Students’ variables
Female Reference group: Ma)e 0.129 0.560**
(0.263) (0.255)
Immigrant Reference group: Natiye -2.294 %+ -1.854%+*
(0.607) (0.527)
Time devoted to do the homework by the studBeférence group:
Less than 30 minutgs
Between 30 minutes and less than 1 hour 0.904* 3100
(0.504) (0.497)
Between 1 hour and less than 2 hours 0.827* 1.282*
0.477) (0.468)
Between 2 hours and less than 3 hours 1.565%* 46
(0.532) (0.526)
More than 3 hours 2.491*** 2.147%**
(0.693) (0.687)
School variables
Semi-private schooReference group: Public schdol -0.489* -0.314
(0.291) (0.283)
Constant 0.207 0.248
(0.994) (0.959)
Observations 1,011 1,011
Pseudo R-Squared 0.074 0.074
LR chi2 138.68*** 138.68***

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.

Reference category of dependent variable: Repeatahrse. Coefficients represent the marginal &ffetc
the variables.

Standard errors in parentheses.

*** denotes variable significant to level 1%; ** t&%6; * to 10%.

The results obtained for the alternative specificaimodeling students’ choices after
finishing secondary education are shown in Tableethg them very similar to that of students’
achievement. As it can be seen, the discordaneebatparental and students’ expectations also
reduces the probability of students to attend & Bhool of sciences and technology or social
and human sciences. The effect of female studedtgamigrant status is similar to that obtained
for students’ achievement, increasing and redutiadjkelihood, respectively. In addition, a high
amount of study hours also increase the likelihafoglecting a high school track. However, there
is the interesting result of students who live omlith their mother, what increases their
probability to attend to both high schools, refiegtthe previously stated result that mothers are
more able to lead the academic life of their cleifldr

Also interesting is the reduction in the likelihoofattending to high school of sciences
and technology when students are enrolled in a-pérate school. This might be showing that,
in the case of Spain and, concretely, Andalusiagwen-compulsory education is not publicly
funded in semi-private schools, students whoseligrpay the price of attending to these high
schools are not often the ones with the skills Wiaice required in this high school track.
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6. Conclusions

We have analyzed the effect of parental and stgstexpectations agreement —or
disagreement— on students’ achievement and tegiti@hs of high school track in the context of
the Spanish autonomous community of Andalusia, whpposes a novelty —to the best of our
knowledge— to the extent that this relationship matsbeen analyzed in this geographical area
before.

A noteworthy result, which has also been highlightethe literature for other regions,
is the reciprocal relationship that exists betwgarental and students’ expectations, due to them
being simultaneously determined. Thus, once mandkisdissue, the coincidence between
parental and students’ expectations has been fiaupel a relevant aim to the extent that it could
foster students’ achievement and the likelihooéletting a high school track. Because of that,
to achieve this aim schools should provide an aategenvironment of communication and
feedback for parents in order to keep them inforatealit the performance and the problems that
their children could be facing, and also encourggiarents to have deep conversations with them
in this subject. In addition, investment on univtyrdegree and professional tracks information
ought to be done, which should be supplied to Bttkdents and parents before the election of
high school specialization —e.g., by university anofessional orientation visits or conferences—
and not in the last course of high school —as Gsbhalppens—. This may also have a positive
economic repercussion, as far as the costs of wideggee choices could be attenuated. Then,
students and parents would have more informatiomcademic possibilities, so we could be
moving towards an agreement between expectatiahgslas, a higher education achievement.

Another relevant result is that the effect of p#&kinvolvement on expectations has
appeared to be of opposite sign for parents am#sts, what denotes the existence of a trade-off
between them. It is important to have in mind thase results of parental involvement are shown
by students aged 14-15, as the literature hasdstage parental involvement in early ages is
positive (Froilancet al, 2012). Because of that, it is essential thal Isehools and parents had
provided to children a proper education on theitomomy and problems’ resolution before
adolescence, so they would not need the help ofgheents with schoolwork at this age. In the
case that this autonomy has not been reached kstutlent for this time, teachers’ curriculum
should have prepared them to supply their studewits study, comprehensive reading,
scheduling and synthesizing techniques in ordeprtivide them with learning autonomy —
practices which frequently receive less attentidremvconducting lessons, limiting them only to
teach the contents of the subject—. In additioasehprocedures should not only be known by
students, but also by their parents, in order wicatheir excessive involvement and, thus, the
obstruction of students’ development.

The conclusions of our research have an extengiterins of resilience in the society.
We have not found a meritocracy pattern in the yammalof expectations, due to parental
expectations being widely affected by the levelngiome of the household. This is a problem
which should be solved to reach a more egalitess@iety. Effort —measured by the number of
study hours— has been found to play a relevantinog¢udents’ achievement, so encouraging it
among students could compensate the effect of idagiement in expectations on students’
achievement. This effort could also be fostered mwehrded by grants and monetary help for
students with high achievement and low socio-ecandmackground. Again, the delivery of
proper information to students and parents in ci@erake them more aware of their options and
the importance of a proper level of education wanldrove their future elections —or, at least,
make them more realistic—, so that expectationsbmplishment could also increase society
happiness.
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Appendix A

Table Al. Descriptive Statistics

Observations| Mean Star_)dgrd
Deviation
Who answers the questionnaire Father 1092 0.34 0.47
Mother 1092 0.66 0.47
Lower than primary 1092 0.03 0.16
Primary 1092 0.12 0.30
Father’s studies Secondary 1092 0.35 0.47
High school 1092 0.21 0.41
Universitary 1092 0.29 0.45
Lower than primary 1092 0.04 0.19
Primary 1092 0.09 0.29
Mother’s studies Secondary 1092 0.35 0.48
High school 1092 0.24 0.43
Universitary 1092 0.28 0.45
Lives only with mother 1092 0.08 0.27
Household structure Lives only with father 1092 0.01 0.09
Does not live with parents 1092 0.00 0.00
Lives with both parents 1092 0.91 0.28
Lower than 1100 euros 1092 0.10 0.30
Monthly income level of the Between 1101 and 1800 euros 1092 0.38 0.49
household Between 1801 and 2700 euros 1092 0.25 0.43
More than 2700 euros 1092 0.18 0.39
Income level missing flag 1092 0.09 0.28
A lot 1092 0.16 0.37
Parental implication in homework Some 1092 0.50 0.50
A little 1092 0.30 0.46
Not at all 1092 0.04 0.19
Sex Male 1092 0.48 0.50
Female 1092 0.52 0.50
Immigrant status Natiye 1092 0.98 0.15
Immigrant 1092 0.02 0.15
Ownership of the school PUb“.C S.ChOOI 1092 071 0.45
Semi-private school 1092 0.29 0.45
No tasks 1092 0.00 0.05
Less than 30 minutes 1092 0.04 0.19
Time devoted to do the homework | Between 30 minutes and less than 1 hour 1092 0.19 0.39
by the student Between 1 and less than 2 hours 1092 0.41 0.49
Between 2 and less than 3 hours 1092 0.23 0.42
More than 3 hours 1092 0.13 0.34
Parental expecta}tlons instrumental quental opinion on student’s manual 1092 7.8 1.78
variable skills
The person of reference works more than|
Students’ expectations instrumental| eight hours every day 1092 0.18 0.38
variable The person of reference works eight 1092 0.82 0.38
hours or less every day
SENECA 2009 reading 1043 6.35 2.00
SENECA 2009 mathematics 1008 6.14 1.96
Parental expectations 1092 15.29 1.53
Dependent variables Students’ expectations 1092 15.29 147
Academic track: Repeat a course 1011 0.09 0.28
Academic track: High school of Sciences 1011 0.43 0.50
and Technology
Academic track: High school of Social 1011 0.48 0.50

and Human Sciences

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.
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Table A2. Bivariate analysis

Reading Mathematics Parental expectations Students’ expectations
Obs. | Mean | S.d. Min. Max. Obs. | Mean | S. d. Min. | Max. | Obs Mean | S. d. Min. Max. Obs. | Mean| S.d. Min. | Max.
val. val. val. val. . val. val. val. | val.
Who answers the Father 351 | 656 | 1.97| 1 10| 345 631 191 1 1p 38 1544 135 {016 | 368| 15644 134 10| 16
questionnaire Mother 692 | 6.24 | 2.01| 1 10| 663 604 1498 1 1p 724 1821 161 h016 | 724| 1524 153 10| 16
Lower than primary | 29 | 5.83| 2.28] 1 10| 27| 570 245 1 b P9 1428 1980 [ 16 | 29| 1469 187 10| 16
Primary 106 | 5.71| 227 1 10| 100 579 188 1 0 {10 144991910 16 | 110] 1469 176 10 16
Father's studies Secondary 367 | 6.17| 204] 1 10| 356 580 203 1 10 374 18.1161.610 16 | 374] 1509 16§ 10 16
High school 212 | 653] 179 1 10| 204 620 182 1 o 427 185491210 16 | 227] 1542 13§ 10 16
Universitary 298 | 6.73| 191 1 10| 28 654 160 1 0 319 18.69 4 1.010 16 | 319] 1568 098 10 16
Lower than primary | 38 | 5.71| 2.32] 1 10| 37| 570 247 1 1 B9 1415 2170 [T 16 | 39| 1421 209 10| 16
Primary 99 | 580| 2.14| 1 10| 96| 561 199 1 b 102 1475 1.990 16 | 102| 1484 179 10 16
Mothers studies Secondary 375 | 6.07] 186 1 10| 364 583 187 1 10 381 14.9461.710 16 | 381 1502 16§ 10 16
High school 243 | 646| 206| 1 10| 237 628 201 1 o 450 1856 1 1.210 16 | 259 1544 127 10 16
Universitary 282 | 6.88] 192 1 10| 279 666 189 1 fo 304 18811 0.810 16 | 304] 1579 08§ 10 16
L'Verigtﬂgrw'th 82 | 632 143| 2 10 81| 595 197 1 ip 85 1525 1600 [ 16 | 85| 1539 1.42 10| 16
L'Ve?a‘t’r:‘('eyr with 8 | s88| 203| 2 9 8| 519 242 2 9 b 1511 2/03 10 169 | 1511 203| 10| 16
Household structure Does not live with
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol o 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 Q 0
parents
""’e;a"r"g:tsbom 953 | 6.35| 204| 1 10| 919 617 185 1 o 998 152921510 16 | o998 1528 147 194 16
towerthan 1100 | 130 | 585 202| 1| 10| 10§ 578 218 1 1|o 113 145082010 | 16 | 113 1485 175 19 16
Beweenl1lOland| ,45 | g1g| 203 1 10 399 58 186 1 0 415 151261610 16 | 415 1511 169 194 16
1800 euros
Monthly income level | - Between 1801 and| 558 | g35| 186 1 10| 250 612 18 1] 0 270 18.4531.310 16 | 270| 1537 141 10 16
of the household 2700 euros
More(:ﬂfonszmo 179 | 6.89| 1.99| 1 10| 174 676 180 4 do {0 198080810 | 16 | 199 1576 o091 1d 16
Income |f|eg:1/ge' missiNg 93 | 657 | 203| 1 10| 88| 661 209 1 ip 95 1539 1312 {1 16 | 95| 1533 1.39 12| 16
A lot 166 | 6.37| 1.92] 1 10| 160 591 185 1 10 {76 1828 21510 16 | 176| 1527 147 10 16
Parental implication in Some 524 | 6.15| 2.00] 1 10| 504 608 1.94 1 0 445 18.138 1.610 16 | 545| 1518 156 10 16
homework A little 311 | 664] 205 1 10| 304 647 201 1 10 328 185281.210 16 | 328 1549 124 10 16
Not at all 42 | 650| 1.70] 2 10| 42| 612 203 2 b 43 15953 1222 |1 16 | 43| 1514 159 12| 16
Sox Male 497 | 6.01| 2.04] 1 10| 479 596 168 1 10 %19 18.16 0 1.6 10 16 | 519] 1510 159 10 16
Female 546 | 665| 101] 1 10| 529 631 163 1 10 %73 18.40 6 1.410 16 | 573| 1546 133 10 16
Immigrant status Native 1018 | 6.37| 198 1 10| 984 61y 194 1 Jlolo6 15.29| 1.53| 10 16 | 108615.29| 1.47| 10| 16
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Immigrant 25 | 528] 254] 1 10 24] 525 247 1 § P6 1523 170 foi6 | 26 1531 159 10| 16
Ownership of the Public school 774 | 627| 203] 1 10| 754 6.1p 165 1 10 180 18.20 2 1.6 10 16 | 780] 1526 149 19 16
school Semi-private school| 269 | 6.55| 1.92] 1 10| 250 620 169 1 do 312 185171210 16 | 312| 1534 14§ 10 16
No task? 3 | 733| 252| 5 10 3| 600 440 2 1p B 1600 000 16 6 3 | 16.00] 0.00] 16| 16
Less than 30 39 | 556| 252 1 o 36| 592 222 1] 4 40 1480 196 016 | 40| 1470 200 10| 16
Time devoted to do the SEWeen 30 minutes| a5 | 57| 50g| 1 10| 181 588 176 1 0 199 18.0751.710 16 | 199 1510 164 194 16
and less than 1 hour
homework by the Between 1 and less|
student 431 | 616 192 1 10 414 591 189 1 0 450 15.19 0 1.610 16 | 450 1518 154 10 16
than 2 hours
Bei‘g;ﬁgf\gﬂ‘r"s'ess 242 | 665| 182 1 10| 2474 638 192 1 1|o 254 15.47 9 1.210 16 | 254| 1553 1.18 10 16
More than 3 hours | 135 | 7.27| 1.74] 1 10| 12 70p 173 2 o {41 1876 4 9912 16 | 141] 1570 094 14 16
Parental expectations’ 6 or less 314 | 6.10] 1.89] 1 10/ 3094 59y 175 1 10 333 18.158 1.6 10 16 | 333 1517 159 10 16
instrumental variable: | Morethan6and8 | 475 | 44| 106| 1| 10| 468 616 183 1 0 493 1829011510 | 16 | 493 1528 147 10 16
Parental opinion on or less
student's manual skills|_ More than 8 253 | 6.49| 218| 1 10| 249 638 2p2 1 10 266 18.455 1.310 16 | 266 1544 1.3 10 16
Students’ expectations Works more than
. pectalions)  oioht hoursevery | 181 | 658| 203 1 10| 174 630 184 1 0 193 158.39 61410 16 | 193] 1541 13§ 19 16
instrumental variable: da
The person of Works ei );n hours
reference: 9 862 | 6.30| 1.99| 1 10| 83d 611 188 1 ]lo 899 158.26 51510 16 | 899| 1526 149 10 16
or less every day

Source: Authors’ own calculations from ESOC10-SEN.

Notes:

1Due to the zero observations presented the refereategory in estimations is “Lives with both pas&n
2Due to the reduced number of observations thearber category in estimations is “Less than 30 resiut



