e
The &5 )i s
21st Annual == oy
Gallup Poll &~ -
Of the i )
_, 1 Public’s Attitudes
T A Toward the
N r Public Schools
¢ \ L by Stanley M. Elam
\ R 14 and
Alec M. Gallup
3 L ~ ] 4
A o %
/’-w 4 -~ :‘ - ; ¥ i \ 1.
"~ ™ {7~ =)
, . e (e & '} .; ny/




S EQ\'“\ ;;/)




The first question:

Do you favor or oppose allowing students and
their parents to choose which public schools in
this community the students attend, regardless of

where they live?

Public  Nonpublic
National No Children School School
Totals In School Parents Parents
% % % %
Favor 60 58 64 68
Oppose 31 33 29 22
Don’t know 9 9 7 10

A question on parental choice was asked in the Gal-
lup/Phi Delta Kappa survey conducted in 1987. However,
the wording was somewhat different, and this difference
probably accounts for the somewhat different response.

The 1987 question:

Do you think that parents in this community
should or should not have the right to choose

which local schools their children attend?

Public Nonpublic
National No Children School School
Totals In School Parents Parents
% % % %
Yes 71 68 76 81
No 20 20 21 15
Don’t know 9 12 3 4
Further breakdowns for the 1989 question:
Favor Oppose Don’t Know
% % %
NATIONAL TOTALS 60 31 9
Sex
Men 60 32 8
Women 61 30 9
Race
White 59 33 8
Nonwhite 67 22 11
Age
18 - 29 years 67 24 9
30 - 49 years 64 29 7
50 and over 51 38 1
Community Size
1 million and over 59 30 1
500,000 - 999,999 52 34 14
50,000 - 499,999 64 31 5
2,500 - 49,999 64 33 3
Under 2,500 59 31 10
Education
College 60 33 7
Graduate 58 36 6
Incomplete 61 32 7
High school 62 28 10
Graduate 60 29 1
Incomplete 65 26 9
Grade school 54 33 13
Income
$40,000 and over 62 32 6
$30,000 - $39,999 64 29 7
$20,000 - $29,999 59 33 8
$10,000 - $19,999 60 28 12
Under $10,000 61 30 9

Favor Oppose Don’t Know
% % %
Region
East 53 39 8
Midwest 60 31 9
South 63 27 10
West 64 27 9

The second question:

What effect do you think allowing students and
their parents to choose the students’ schools
would have on the public schools in this communi-
ty? Do you think it would improve all the schools,
hurt all the schools, or would it improve some and
hurt others?

Public  Nonpublic

National No Children School School

Totals In School Parents Parents
% % % %
Improve all schools 21 19 24 25
Hurt all schools 14 14 14 13

Improve some, hurt

others 51 51 51 55
Don’t know 14 16 1 7

The third question:

If students and their parents were allowed to
choose the students’ schools, do you think stu-
dent achievement in the public schools in this
community, on the average, would be higher than
it is now, lower than it is now, or wouldn’t there be
much difference?

Public  Nonpublic

National No Children School School

Totals In School Parents Parents
% % % %
Higher 40 39 42 51
Lower 10 11 8 8
Not much difference 42 42 43 33
Don’t know 8 8 7 8

The fourth question:

If students and their parents were allowed to
choose the students’ schools, do you think stu-
dent satisfaction with the public schools in this
community, on the average, would be higher than
it is now, lower than it is now, or wouldn’t there be
much difference?

Public  Nonpublic

National No Children School School

Totals In School  Parents Parents
% % % %
Higher 49 48 53 57
Lower 7 7 6 8
Not much difference 37 38 35 32
Don’t know 7 7 6 3
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““| opined on your behalf today. You now support tax in-
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““| didn’t come all the way up here to get the results of the
latest poll. | thought you could dispense some wisdom of the
ages.”’







places not included in 1 and 2, 5) cities over 2,500 population outside of ur-
banized areas, 6) towns and villages with populations less than 2,500, and
7) rural places not included within town boundaries. Each of these strata was
further stratified into four geographic regions: East, Midwest, South, and
West. Within each city-size/regional stratum, the population was arrayed in
geographic order and zoned into equal-sized groups of sampling units. Pairs
of localities were selected in each zone, with probability of selection of each
locality proportional to its population size in the 1980 census, producing two
replicated samples of localities.

Separately for each survey, within each subdivision for which block statis-
tics are available, a sample of blocks or block clusters is drawn with probabili-
ty of selection proportional to the number of dwelling units. In all other subdi-
visions or areas, blocks or segments are drawn at random or with equal prob-
ability.

In each cluster of blocks and each segment, a randomly selected starting
point is designated on the interviewer’s map of the area. Starting at this point,
interviewers are required to follow a given direction in the selection of house-
holds until their assignment is completed.

Interviewing is conducted at times when adults, in general, are most likely
to be at home, which means on weekends, or, if on weekdays, after 4 p.m.
for women and after 6 p.m. for men.

Allowance for persons not at home is made by a “times-at-home”
weighting* procedure rather than by ‘“‘callbacks.” This procedure is a stan-
dard method for reducing the sample bias that would otherwise resuit from
underrepresentation in the sample of persons who are difficult to find at
home.

The prestratification by regions is routinely supplemented by fitting each
obtained sample to the latest available Census Bureau estimates of the
regional distribution of the population. Also, minor adjustments of the sample
are made by educational attainment by men and women separately, based
on the annual estimates of the Census Bureau (derived from its Current
Population Survey) and by age.

*A. Politz and W. Simmons, “‘An Attempt to Get the ‘Not at Homes’ into
the Sample Without Callbacks,” Journal of the American Statistical Associa-
tion, March 1949, pp. 9-31.

Sampling Tolerances

In interpreting survey results, it should be borne in mind that all sample sur-
veys are subject to sampling error, i.e., the extent to which the results may
differ from what would be obtained if the whole population surveyed had been
interviewed. The size of such sampling errors depends largely on the number
of interviews.

The following tables may be used in estimating the sampling error of any
percentage in this report. The computed allowances have taken into account
the effect of the sample design upon sampling error. They may be interpreted
as indicating the range (plus or minus the figure shown) within which the
results of repeated samplings in the same time period could be expected to
vary 95% of the time, assuming the same sampling procedure, the same in-
terviewers, and the same questionnaire.

The first table shows how much allowance should be made for the sam-
pling error of a percentage:

Recommended Allowance for Sampling Error of a Percentage

In Percentage Points
(at 95 in 100 confidence level)*

Sample Size

1,500 1,000 750 600 400 200 100
Percentages near 10 2 2 3 3 4 5 8
Percentages near 20 3 3 4 4 5 7 10
Percentages near 30 3 4 4 5 6 8 12
Percentages near 40 3 4 5 5 6 9 12
Percentages near 50 3 4 5 5 6 9 13
Percentages near 60 3 4 5 5 6 9 12
Percentages near 70 3 4 4 5 6 8 12
Percentages near 80 3 3 4 4 5 7 10
Percentages near 90 2 2 3 3 4 5 8

*The chances are 95 in 100 that the sampling eror is not larger than the
figures shown.

The table would be used in the following manner: Let us say that a reported
percentage is 33 for a group that includes 1,000 respondents. We go to the
row for ‘“‘percentages near 30" in the table and across to the column headed

The number at this point is 4, which means that the 33% obtained in the
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sample is subject to a sampling error of plus or minus four points. In other
words, it is very probable (95 chances out of 100) that the true figure would
be somewhere between 29% and 37%, with the most likely figure the 33%
obtained.

In comparing survey results in two samples, such as, for example, men and
women, the question arises as to how large a difference between them must
be before one can be reasonably sure that it reflects a real difference. in the
tables below, the number of points that must be allowed for in such compari-
sons is indicated.

Two tables are provided. One is for percentages near 20 or 80; the other,
for percentages near 50. For percentages in between, the error to be allowed
for lies between those shown in the two tables.

Recommended Allowance for Sampling Error of the Difference

In Percentage Points
(at 95 in 100 confidence level)*

TABLE A Percentages near 20 or percentages near 80
Size of Sample 1,500 1,000 750 600 400 200
1,500 4
1,000 4 5
750 5 5 5
600 5 5 6 6
400 6 6 6 7 7
200 8 8 8 8 9 10
TABLE B Percentages near 50
Size of Sample 1,500 1,000 750 600 400 200
1,500 5
1,000 5 6
750 6 6 7
600 6 7 7 7
400 7 8 8 8 9
200 10 10 10 10 1 13

*The chances are 95 in 100 that the sampling error is not larger than the
figures shown.

Here is an example of how the tables would be used: Let us say that 50%
of men respond a certain way and 40% of women respond that way also, for
a difference of 10 percentage points between them. Can we say with any as-
surance that the 10-point difference reflects a real difference between men
and women on the question? Let us consider a sample that contains approxi-
mately 750 men and 750 women.

Since the percentages are near 50, we consult Table B, and, since the two
samples are about 750 persons each, we look for the number in the column
headed *‘750,”" which is also in the row designated ‘‘750."”” We find the num-
ber 7 here. This means that the allowance for error should be seven points,
and that, in concluding that the percentage among men is somewhere be-
tween three and 17 points higher than the percentage among women, we
should be wrong only about 5% of the time. In other words, we can conclude
with considerable confidence that a difference exists in the direction ob-
served and that it amounts to at least three percentage points.

If, in another case, men’s rasponses amount to 22%, say, and women’s
to 24%, we consult Table A, because these percentages are near 20. We
look in the column headed ‘750" and see that the number is 5. Obviously,
then, the two-point difference is inconclusive.

How to Order the Poll

The minimum order for reprints of the published version of the Gallup Poll
is 25 copies for $10. Additional copies are 25 cents each. This price includes
postage for parcel post delivery. Where possible, enclose a check or money
order.

If faster delivery is desired, do not include a remittance with your order. You
will be billed at the above rates plus any additional cost involved in the method
of delivery.

Persons who wish to order a set of the tables showing detailed demo-
graphic breakdowns on questions included in the 1989 Gallup/PDK education
survey may do so by writing to Phi Delta Kappa, enclosing $10 to cover all
costs. (These tables are not included in the published version of the poll.) In
the fall of 1989, Phi Delta Kappa will publish The Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Polls
of Attitudes Toward the Public School, 1969-1988: A 20-Year Compilation and
Educational History, edited by Stanley M. Elam, with historical summaries by
Ben Brodinsky.

Orders for reprints or for the demographic breakdowns should be ad-
dressed to Gallup Poll, Phi Delta Kappa, PO. Box 789, Bloomington, IN 47402-
0789. Ph. 812/339-1156.
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