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ix EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report looks at the impact of policies which could 
provide better access to schools for New Zealand 
children. Policies introduced by Tomorrow’s Schools 
between 1989 and 1991 improved access to schools 
but they came under heavy criticism. These policies 
were steadily reversed throughout the 1990s, even 
though New Zealand research shows they improved 
the educational opportunities of many pupils from a 
range of backgrounds, allowing them easier access to 
different and better schools.

The purpose of this research is to move on from 
the myths, misrepresentations and rhetoric around 
making access to schools better for children. Roll 
Play takes a fresh look at the issues by examining 
the practicalities of allowing parents to choose the 
school they would prefer for their child. It examines 
the case of Christchurch, a major city in the South 
Island of New Zealand. In particular, the research 
focuses on the impact of creating better access to 
schools on the size of school rolls. Moreover, Roll Play 
explores the possible implications of changing school 
rolls for managing school capacity in Christchurch.

In looking at these issues, Maxim Institute 
commissioned the Survey Research Unit at the 
University of Auckland’s School of Population 
Health to conduct a telephone survey of 424 parents 
in Christchurch.* The survey targeted parents of 
children who currently attend a secondary school 
in Christchurch asking them which schools their 
children attend, and also whether they would 
change their child’s school under two scenarios 
where access to schools was improved. The fi rst 
scenario asked them which secondary school they 
would change to if they could choose any state, 
state-integrated or private school and money was 
no object. The second scenario asked them if they 
could choose any state secondary school, which one 

would they most like to send their child to.
The results of the parental survey were analysed 

and presented by adapting innovative techniques 
previously used by a research team working at 
Cardiff University, combining the disciplines of the 
social sciences and geography. These techniques 
have not been applied before to the study of 
creating better access to schools in New Zealand. 
In particular, a number of the research fi ndings 
were illustrated on a series of maps, created using a 
Geographic Information System (GIS), including the 
distances parents were willing to send their child to 
their preferred schools.

Estimates for the proportion of parents at the 
city level responding to certain survey questions 
were also calculated, including whether parents 
would want to change their child’s school. To 
analyse the implications of children changing 
schools for school network capacity, estimates 
were determined for the absolute change that 
would occur to school rolls. Further, projections 
were made for the amount of movement that 
could be expected to occur between schools.

The research fi ndings are presented in three 
sections according to each set of questions parents 
were asked during the survey. The main fi ndings are 
described below.

Current access to schools 

Examining the relationship between where parents’ 
live and which school they currently send their child 
to, the survey responses indicate that many parents 
are already exercising active choice—opting for 
schools different to their local school or the one they 
were zoned for.
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Findings:

• With 95% certainty, 53% of parents do not 
choose to send their child to the nearest school 
to where they live, with an associated margin 
of error of approximately +/- 4%.

• With 95% certainty, 53% of parents do not send 
their child to the school they indicated that 
they were zoned for, also with an associated 
margin of error of approximately +/- 4%.

• According to calculations completed with GIS, 
46% of parents who live in a school zone do 
not send their child to the school that they are 
zoned for.

• With 95% certainty, 79% of parents responding 
knew at the time they moved to their present 
home that it was in the zone of the school 
they indicated that they were zoned for, with 
an associated margin of error of approximately 
+/- 4%.

• The median distance (calculated with GIS) 
travelled by children between home and the 
school they currently attend is 2.8 km.

Better access to schools (if money was no 
object)

Parents were asked whether, given the opportunity, 
they would change their child’s secondary school if 
they could choose any secondary school and money 
was no object. If they wished to do so, they were 
then asked which secondary school (that is, any 
state, state-integrated or private school) they would 
choose for their child. 

By applying an analytic framework to the 
fi ndings, tentative conclusions could be drawn 
about the expected patterns of pupils moving 
between schools. In this scenario (where parents 
could choose any school and money was no object), 
four distinct groups of schools would probably 
emerge. The research found that: fi ve schools would 
be likely to experience a statistically signifi cant 
gain in demand; another eight schools were shown 
to experience a gain or loss, but the change was 
not statistically signifi cant; ten schools showed a 
statistically signifi cant loss in demand; while four 
schools showed no change.

Findings:

• If parents could choose any state, state-integrated 
or private secondary school in Christchurch, 
and money was no object, with 95% certainty 
approximately 26% of parents would change 
their child’s school, with an associated margin of 
error of approximately +/- 4%.

• Stratifi ed by household income level, with 95% 
certainty, 26% of low-middle income parents 
and 25% of high income parents would change 
schools, with an associated margin of error 
of approximately +/- 6%. The trend detected 
between income and choice was not statistically 
signifi cant (p = 0.249).

• The main reasons why parents who would change 
their child’s school preferred their favoured 
school were its values (95%) and reputation 
(91%), with an associated margin of error of 
approximately +/- 5%.

• 78% of parents who would change their child’s 
school in this scenario also indicated that they 
would be willing to pay some amount towards 
the cost of sending their child to their preferred 
school, with an associated margin of error of 
approximately +/- 5%.

• Of parents who would change their child’s school 
in this access scenario, the median distance 
travelled by children between home and their 
parents’ preferred school is 5.7 km.

• The total number of pupils estimated who would 
move between schools in this access scenario is 
approximately 4,200.

• The fi ndings showed that if parents could choose 
any secondary school and money was no object, 
parents who would change their child’s school 
would generally prefer to send their children 
to private or state-integrated schools under 
this scenario. These schools also experienced 
statistically signifi cant gains to the size of their 
school roll. The school that would experience 
the greatest growth in demand for places is St 
Andrew’s College.

• Generally, parents who would change their 
child’s school were willing to send their child a 
greater distance to their preferred school than 
the distance to their child’s current school.
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Better access to state schools

Parents were asked whether, given the opportunity, 
they would choose to send their child to a different 
school to the one they currently attend. If they 
wished to do so, they were then asked which state 
school they would most like to send their child to. In 
this scenario, the analysis again showed four distinct 
groups of schools would probably emerge. The 
research found that: two schools would be likely to 
experience a statistically signifi cant gain in demand; 
another fourteen schools were shown to experience 
a gain or loss, but the change was not statistically 
signifi cant; three schools showed a statistically 
signifi cant loss in demand; while eleven schools 
showed no change.

Findings:

• If parents could choose any state secondary 
school in Christchurch, with 95% certainty, 
approximately 10% of parents would change 
their child’s school, with an associated margin 
of error of approximately +/- 3%.

• Stratifi ed by household income level, with 95% 
certainty, 11% of low-middle income parents 
and 9% of high income parents would change 
their child’s school, with an associated margin 
of error of approximately +/- 4%. The trend 
detected between income and choice was not 
statistically signifi cant (p = 0.411).

• The main reasons why parents who would 
change their child’s school preferred their 
favoured state school were its reputation (87%) 
and values (85%), with an associated margin of 
error of approximately +/- 5%.

• Examining parents who would change their 
child’s school, the median distance travelled 
by children between home and their parents’ 
preferred state school is 5.3 km.

• The estimated total number of pupils who 
would move between schools in this access 
scenario is approximately 2,300.

• The fi ndings showed that if parents could 
choose any state secondary school, parents 
who would change their child’s school would 
be likely to send their children to one of two 
state schools with good NCEA performance. 
These schools also experienced statistically 

signifi cant gains to the size of their school 
roll. The state school that would experience 
the greatest growth in demand for places is 
Christchurch Boys’ High School.

• Generally, parents who would change their 
child’s school if they could choose any state 
secondary school were willing to send their 
child a greater distance to their preferred state 
school than the school their child currently 
attends.

The research presented in Roll Play therefore 
establishes which schools in Christchurch parents 
would really prefer to send their children to. The 
current education system distorts the real demand 
for popular schools because enrolment legislation 
limits how many pupils they can take each year. 
Further, the research has also found some evidence 
to suggest that parents in Christchurch have a 
reasonable working knowledge of which schools are 
better or worse than others. Parents are also willing 
to send their children long distances to access their 
preferred schools.

By examining the amount of change that could be 
expected to occur under an open enrolment scheme 
this research also examines how improving access 
to schools would affect school rolls in Christchurch. 
This allows some discussion of how capacity in the 
state sector would need to be managed under such 
a scheme. 

The most important implication of the research, 
however, is that if many of the current restrictions 
parents face when choosing a school, like school 
enrolment zones, were removed, the amount of 
change to school rolls in Christchurch would be 
manageable. Although this research only considers 
the choices of parents whose children already attend 
secondary school—not how open enrolment would 
affect the choices of parents with children in their 
fi nal year of primary school—in relation to the 
scenario where parents could choose any state school 
in Christchurch, the research examined how greater 
demand for popular state schools could be managed. 
Notwithstanding this issue, most school rolls across 
the state system would remain relatively stable.

In light of these fi ndings, the following measures 
are suggested to help manage demand for schools in 
the state sector so that more parents have a greater 
opportunity to access the schools they prefer for 
their children:
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1.  Collect and make available information 
about schooling at the pupil and school 
level

(i) The Ministry of Education should expand the 
range of information it already collects about 
pupils and schools, and make this information 
available to the general community.

2. Abolish school home enrolment zones

(i) The requirement in the Education Act 1989 
that a school’s enrolment scheme must 
defi ne a home zone for the school should be 
removed.

(ii) The requirement in the Education Act 1989 
that schools must be “reasonably convenient” 
for pupils to attend should be removed.

3. Grant schools more freedom to manage 
their capacity

(i) School boards should be able to set their 
school’s maximum roll.

(ii) The requirement that school capacity should 
be managed subject to the “best use of the 
network of state schools in the area” in the 
Education Act 1989 should be amended.

(iii) The roll caps on state-integrated schools 
should be abolished.

(iv) The Ministry of Education should provide 
capital funding grants to schools that need to 
expand.

4. Allocate places at over-subscribed schools 
fairly

(i) Where schools experience greater demand 
than there are places for pupils applications 
should be decided by a random ballot.

5. Schools should have more freedom to co-
operate

(i) Over-subscribed schools should be encouraged 
to form partnerships with schools that have 
excess capacity.

(ii) Successful schools should be encouraged to 
assist schools which are under-performing.

6.  Make it easier to establish alternative 
schools to regular state schools

(i) The power of the Minister of Education to 
decide whether designated character schools 
can be established should be reduced.

(ii) School boards should be given the freedom 
to grant leases or licenses so that alternative 
education providers can establish schools using 
their premises.

7.  Make transportation to schools more 
accessible

(i) School boards should be responsive to the 
needs of parents whose children attend their 
school, or who are seeking to attend their 
school, by providing transport if necessary for 
children who live further away.

Improving families’ access to schools has the 
potential to make every state school a better 
state school. It is also fairer than the current rigid 
education system that reinforces elitism and 
privilege. An open enrolment system that allows 
families greater opportunity is fairer to lower socio-
economic status (SES) parents especially, as it breaks 
down the power of income and residential choice 
as the primary determinants of access to schools. 
The research detailed in Roll Play shows that were 
access to schools in Christchurch to be improved, the 
change to the size of school rolls would probably be 
small enough that school capacity could be managed 
across the city, allowing time for schools to adjust 
to parental demand for schools under an open 
enrolment scheme.

*  The Survey Research Unit was not responsible for 
commissioning the survey or for any interpretations made 
from the analysis and the fi ndings.
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INTRODUCTION

Getting a good education is essential for getting 
a good start in life. One of the most important 
contributors to getting a good education can be the 
school you attend. The reality is, however, that New 
Zealand’s children have limited access to popular state 
schools because school enrolment policy restricts 
access to schools which become over-subscribed. 
Furthermore, access to alternatives to regular state 
schools is severely restricted. State-integrated schools 
cannot expand to meet demand because of roll caps, 
and private schools are limited in number because 
they receive subsidies of only 25% to 30% of the cost 
of education at state schools (and this proportion 
is falling with the cap placed on total government 
funding for private schools).1 Enrolments at private 
schools therefore only represent approximately 4% 
of the total number of school enrolments.2 Each year 
the media also reports stories of parents fl ocking to 
popular state schools, putting pressure on enrolments 
and requiring many to introduce enrolment schemes 
to limit enrolment growth.3 Parents who can afford to, 
buy access to popular schools by purchasing a house 
inside their preferred school’s home enrolment zone.4

Creating better access to schools is a major 
concern for social equity in another sense, as New 
Zealand also has wide disparity between its highest 
and lowest achievers in reading, mathematics and 
science, according to international benchmarking 
tests.5 Maori and Pasifi ka pupils in particular are 
over-represented in this tail-end.6 A critical issue 
then is how to raise achievement within the majority 
of schools so that this disparity is reduced. As well as 
increasing access to popular schools, which parents 
want to send their children to, it is also imperative 
to fi nd ways of encouraging every state school to 

become better. Such measures may help to reduce 
the present disparity between pupils.

THE FOCUS OF THIS RESEARCH

This research is concerned with examining schooling 
policies that may help to address these broad 
problems facing the New Zealand education system, 
and looks at how the state school system can be made 
better for every pupil. Better for parents in that access 
to the schools they prefer is fairer; and better for 
pupils, in that improving the quality of schools which 
the majority of pupils attend means they can have 
the opportunity to attend a good state school. This 
research is premised on the assumption that giving 
children better access to schools can play a major 
part in improving the quality of their education.

The changes introduced between 1989 and 1991 
by Tomorrow’s Schools, briefl y gave parents access 
to schools different to their local school by relaxing 
school enrolment zone regulations. A lot of the 
debate about creating better access to schools in 
New Zealand has therefore been concerned with 
the impact of this policy. The debate has often 
been politically charged and the reality that many 
parents were able to access schools different to the 
ones they could before is glossed over. Nevertheless, 
critics—in particular the authors of a major piece 
of research on the effects of Tomorrow’s Schools 
on social segregation and school performance, the 
Smithfi eld project—still argue that making access 
to schools better had mainly negative effects on 
schooling.7 They argue that lower socio-economic 
status (SES) parents were systematically locked 
out of popular schools, and that this created “sink” 

SECTION 1
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schools, with declining rolls and surplus teaching 
space. They claim the pupils who remained in these 
schools were more disadvantaged than before zones 
were relaxed, despite much evidence to the contrary 
that the situation was better after regulations that 
limited families access to schools were changed.8

Roll Play seeks to move on from the rhetorical 
debate surrounding the issue of improving better 
access to schools in New Zealand. The purpose of the 
research is not merely to recite again the ideas about 
what a school system might look like where parents 
better access to schools, but to start to investigate 
the practical effects of introducing such a system. 
Consequently, Roll Play considers what might happen 
if restrictions which may currently prevent parents 
from accessing their preferred school for their child 
were reduced or removed, like school enrolment 
zones, the distance from home to school and lack of 
transportation.

While many effects could be studied, the issue 
which Roll Play primarily focuses on is the impact 
that creating better access to schools for parents and 
children would have on school rolls and, consequently, 
school network capacity in the secondary school 
system. This question is considered by examining 
what might happen to the school system if parents 
could change their child’s school and access the 
secondary school they most prefer in Christchurch (a 
city in the South Island of New Zealand).

Only a small selection of New Zealand studies 
have previously looked at the impact of creating 
better access to schools in Christchurch. Generally, 
the studies shared similar presuppositions to the 
Smithfi eld project but were of a smaller scale and 
used different methods to the ones used in Roll Play 
to evaluate changes to school enrolment policies 
in Christchurch. In 1993, two different studies 
were published through Canterbury University. Val 
Ainsworth and her colleagues at the Education Policy 
Research Unit studied whether dezoning caused a 
drift of children to schools with a high SES make-up, 
and whether schools in poorer areas faced declining 
rolls.9 The other study, by Mike Fowler, was more 
comprehensive, looking at the factors infl uencing 
choice of four secondary schools, among a group of 
461 families of Form 2 (Year 8) pupils.10 More recently, 
a study produced in 1997 by Wendy Stockwell and 
Sally Duckworth for AC Neilsen, commissioned by the 
Ministry of Education, examined parents’ patterns of 
choice for secondary schools in Christchurch and how 

satisfi ed parents of children who already attended 
secondary school were with Christchurch secondary 
schools.11

Roll Play differs from this handful of studies 
because it combines multiple methods from the 
social sciences, including the use of a Geographic 
Information System (GIS), to investigate how parents 
might access schools in Christchurch and how school 
rolls might change, if policies were introduced that 
gave parents better access to schools. In particular, 
this research adapts a framework from geography 
to organise and present the fi ndings, allowing a 
systematic appraisal of what demand for schools in 
Christchurch might actually look like under a change 
of enrolment policy. Mapping helps to illustrate the 
schools parents from across the city would prefer 
to send their children to, compared to the schools 
they currently do. It also helps to investigate the 
relationship between distance and the schools 
parents send their children to.

The overall objective of the research is to see 
which schools might grow or decline in size and to 
draw some tentative conclusions about how capacity 
in the state school system could be put to best use 
under an open enrolment scheme, so that as many 
families as possible could access a school that would 
best meet the educational needs of their children.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Christchurch was selected as the case study for 
this research, because it refl ects in miniature the 
traits of the wider school system. It has a range of 
different secondary schools which parents may 
access, including seventeen state secondary schools, 
ten state-integrated schools and four private 
schools. There is heavy pressure to access some of 
the state schools which operate enrolment zones. By 
contrast, there are several state schools which are 
looking at reorganising to reduce their capacity, a 
fact that did not escape the attention of media in 
Christchurch earlier this year.12 Another advantage of 
Christchurch is its size. Christchurch has a population 
of approximately 350,000 people and it covers an 
area of approximately 453 square kilometres.13 This 
means its boundary is relatively compact compared 
to New Zealand’s largest major city, Auckland, which 
covers 1,086 square kilometres. For the purposes of 
this study, it is easier to observe the effect of making 
access to schools better over a smaller area.
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To discover which schools parents would prefer 
if they could access a different school to the one 
they currently send their child to, Maxim Institute 
commissioned the Survey Research Unit at the 
University of Auckland’s School of Population Health 
to conduct a telephone survey of 424 parents in 
Christchurch.*

In order to investigate how parents would respond 
if they had better access to schools, the survey fi rstly 
gathered information about which schools parents 
currently sent their eldest child to, and whether this 
school was their local school. This helped to establish 
the degree of choice being exercised by parents 
already. After that, two scenarios were put to parents, 
offering them different degrees of access to schools. 
The fi rst access scenario discussed in this report asked 
parents whether or not they would continue to send 
their child to their current secondary school. Parents 
who would change their child’s school were asked 
to indicate which state, state-integrated or private 
school they would prefer to send their child to if 
money was no object. The second access scenario 
also asked parents whether they would change their 
child’s school, but constrained their choice by asking 
them which state school they would most like to send 
their child to. The purpose of looking at these two 
access scenarios was to see which schools parents 
preferred in a hypothetical situation, where they 
faced few or no constraints on which schools they 
could access, and which schools they would prefer in 
a situation more closely refl ecting reality, where their 
access to schools was more constrained by factors 
such as money and more limited access.

The results of the parental survey were 
subsequently analysed by biostatisticians from the 
Clinical Trials Research Unit at the University of 
Auckland using a variety of statistical techniques. 
Estimates were calculated to determine the 
proportion of parents at the city level responding 
to certain survey questions, including the questions 
which asked parents whether they would change 
their child’s school. To analyse the implications of 
parents changing their child’s school on school 
capacity, estimates were also determined for the 
absolute change that would occur to school rolls. 
Further, projections were made to estimate the 
number of pupils that could be expected to move 
between schools.

Using research techniques pioneered in Britain 
to examine the introduction of policies which 

improved access to schools, this research also used 
a GIS software package (ArcGIS 9.1) to present 
certain survey results, as well as selected fi ndings 
from the post-survey statistical analyses for the 
estimated change to school rolls, on a series of 
maps. Parents were geo-coded to a point location in 
space, deduced by matching the telephone numbers 
called in the survey to Statistics New Zealand 
census meshblocks to illustrate the schools children 
from across the city would attend. The maps, as well 
as a series of related distance calculations, help to 
explore the geography of allowing parents better 
access to schools for their children; in particular 
the distance between home and parents’ preferred 
schools (more details on the methods used in this 
research are described in section 2).

THE STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

Following this introduction, the report is structured 
in the following way:

• Section 2 outlines the methods and the 
analytical framework used to carry out each part 
of the research and to analyse the fi ndings.

• Sections 3, 4 and 5 present the results of the 
survey and the fi ndings of the post-survey 
statistical analysis, looking at which schools 
Christchurch parents choose.

• Section 3 discusses the current situation 
surrounding access to schools in New Zealand, 
and in light of this discussion, presents the 
research fi ndings which look at the schools 
parents currently choose for their children. 
It also measures the amount of active choice 
made, where parents choose a different school  
for their child to their local school or the school 
which they responded that they were zoned 
for.

• Section 4 examines the fi rst access scenario, 
presenting the research fi ndings which look 
at the magnitude of change and the number 
of pupils who would probably move between 
schools, if parents could choose any secondary 
school for their child and money was no object. 
Using this data, the expressed patterns of pupils 
moving between schools are analysed.

• Section 5 examines the second access scenario 
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in the same way, presenting the research 
fi ndings for the schools parents would choose 
for their child if they could choose any state 
school.

• Section 6 discusses the strengths and weak-
nesses of the research fi ndings, summarises the 
main fi ndings and critiques, where relevant, 
some of the fi ndings of previous New Zealand 
research on access to schools. Based on the 
fi ndings of this research it also discusses how 
school network capacity could be put to best 
use in Christchurch, and how access to schools 
could be made better for parents and chldren.

• Section 7 concludes by establishing the unique 
contribution made by this research to the 
study of improving access to schools in New 
Zealand. Moreover, it sets out a series of policy 
implications that could help to improve access 
to schools under an open enrolment scheme. 
It specifi cally considers how school network 
capacity could be effectively managed in such 
a situation so that families could access a better 
range of state schools.

Several appendices are also included in this 
report. One contains the series of maps that illustrate 
the various research fi ndings referred to individually 
within each section. Others provide background 
information relevant to how this research was 
carried out and to a number of the arguments made 
within the report. One of these is an overview of 
the associated research on creating better access to 
schools, both in New Zealand and overseas. It focuses 
in particular on a critique of the presuppositions and 
major fi ndings of the Smithfi eld project, pointing 
out several errors and misleading interpretations of 
the fi ndings, and criticises it for examining access 
to schools from the perspective of class analysis and 
social confl ict theory.

*  The Survey Research Unit was not responsible for 
commissioning the survey or for any interpretations made 
from the analysis and the fi ndings.
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INTRODUCTION

This section describes the general approach 
and analytical framework used in the Roll Play 
research. One of the objectives of this section 
is to show that researchers from different fi elds 
have expanded  the range of techniques used to 
study the impact of improving access to schools. 
Their contributions have pushed research in this 
area beyond the boundaries of the fi rst generation 
of studies which primarily outlined the ideas and 
principles for how such an education system might 
work (see appendix 1 for more background on 
these studies).

In this context, the case is made that geography 
is another fi eld that can help with studying the 
effects of improving access to schools. This is because 
applying the tools and concepts of geography allows 
researchers to observe the choices that parents make 
about schools in the real world. This means researchers 
now have a more impartial set of techniques available 
to answer important questions about improving 
access to schools like: whether parents prefer schools 
which are nearer or further away from where they 
live; whether movement between schools when 
parents have a choice is structured according to any 
patterns; or whether the range of schools parents 
can access is related to their social position.

This research endeavours to use geography to 
organise and discuss the fi ndings of a telephone 
survey of 424 parents whose children currently 
attend secondary school. It asked participants to 
consider which schools they would send their child 
to if there were fewer restrictions on their choice of 
school. In particular, the research uses a tool known 
as a Geographic Information System (GIS). GIS allows 
relationships between various spatial data to be 
explored, like parents and schools, and to present the 

results of these investigations in various ways.
One way a GIS helps to analyse data is by 

allowing the production of maps which display the 
data spatially. This research makes special use of maps 
to illustrate which parents would choose a different 
school for their child, which schools could expect 
their rolls to grow or decline and which schools 
parents who would change their child’s school would 
prefer. The way the research uses GIS spatial analysis 
makes it unique among contributions to the study 
of improving access to schools in New Zealand. 
Furthermore, by using these techniques and asking 
which schools parents would really like to send their 
children to, the research also presents an analysis of 
improving access to schools that does not presuppose 
that parental choice of school is invariably structured 
by socio-economic status (SES) or ethnicity.

This section is structured as follows. This fi rst part 
describes briefl y the various ways in which research 
on improving access to schools has developed since 
the late 1980s. In particular, it mentions research 
which has originated from disciplines as varied as 
sociology, economics and political science. However, 
as this study examines  how to make access to schools 
better in Christchurch, the second part of this section 
briefl y describes the major longitudinal research 
carried out in New Zealand on the impact of relaxing 
zones under Tomorrow’s Schools, the Smithfi eld 
project. This is important as the Smithfi eld project’s 
fi ndings are referred to throughout the research (a 
much fuller explanation and critique of the research 
carried out during the Smithfi eld project is contained 
in appendix 1).

In this context, the second part of the section 
also includes a brief summary of a handful of studies 
which have examined parental choice of school in 

SECTION 2
Analytical Framework and Research Methods:

The geography of education
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Christchurch. The limitations of the Christchurch 
studies are also discussed.

The third part of this section then looks at the 
way geography has added to the empirical literature 
on this subject and improved understanding of the 
effects of improving access to schools. It also moves 
on to describe in more detail the contribution that 
geography can make to understanding the dynamics 
of how parents choose schools, and the geographic 
framework of analysis used in this research. The 
fourth part of this section describes the particular 
methods used to collect, analyse and present the 
fi ndings of the research. Lastly, the case is made for 
the unique contribution that this research makes to 
the study of improving families’ access to schools in 
Christchurch and the analysis of its implications for 
school capacity.

RESEARCH ON ACCESS TO SCHOOLS

Second generation studies of access to schools

A growing dissatisfaction in the United States with 
the reality that increased education spending was not 
raising pupil achievement motivated policymakers 
there to fi nd different solutions to improve schools.1 
This translated into an explosion of programmes to 
increase children’s access to education, and also 
parents’ involvement in their child’s education (as 
research shows that parental involvement has an 
important effect on educational outcomes).2

The rise of these various initiatives created the 
opportunity for original research, analysing their 
impact and their implications so that schooling policy 
could be further enhanced. Beginning in the late 1980s 
with the work of two American political scientists, 
John Chubb and Terry Moe (see appendix 1 for more 
details),3 researchers from economics, political science, 
sociology and even geography began to look closely at 
the impact of each kind of programme or reform. Case 
studies have included schemes in the United States, 
Britain, various European countries, countries in the 
developing world and other territories where reforms, 
initiatives or programmes have been implemented.4 
The cases vary from limited programmes to wide-scale 
reforms across national school systems.

Furthermore, the proliferation of programmes 
designed to give parents better access to schools has 
meant that access to a greater range of schools—often 
funded by public money through targeted education 
credits—is now a reality. Consequently, the debate 

in the research literature has moved on from the 
question of whether or not to give families better 
access  to schools in these countries. Rather, it is 
now about what kind of programmes should be 
implemented. It is to these matters that more recent 
research has tended to turn, offering insight to 
education policymakers. This research is positioned 
among studies within this general trend. The various 
kinds of research produced mean it is possible to 
construct a typology of studies concerned with 
increasing parents’ access to schools.

A typology of studies on access to schools

Categories established by Simon Burgess, Helen Slater 
and Adam Briggs distinguish between different kinds 
of studies and their contribution to contemporary 
research.5

In two papers, published in 2006, they note that 
recent empirical contributions divide into different 
areas:

• those studying targeted access schemes, 
including partial equilibrium research, which 
looks at the impact on pupils who participate 
in education credit programmes;

• those studies which focus on the impact of 
increased access to schools on the performance 
of pupils and school systems as a whole; and

• those studies that model the general equilibrium 
of residential and school choice, meaning studies 
that take into account as many mediating 
features of the economy as possible that affect 
people’s decisions, like school quality, school 
funding, house prices, and more.6

To this list of categories establised by Burgess, 
Slater and Briggs, the following relevant research 
areas can be added:

• those studies examining the processes that 
parents engage in when choosing schools and 
their attitudes to schooling policies;

• those studies which have been concerned with 
how equitable access is to schools, and whether 
popular schools skim off the best pupils, thereby 
causing social segregation; and

• those studies that use geography to understand 
the decision-making processes of parents, and 
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the techniques of geography, to understand 
the allocation of pupils to schools and school 
segregation.

Examples of specifi c studies that may be included 
in each category of this typology are discussed in 
appendix 1. The obvious observation to make is that 
the literature on improving access to schools has 
grown and diversifi ed remarkably with the rise of 
new programmes, better datasets created from them 
and the application of more sophisticated research 
techniques from the social sciences. Each kind of 
research uses varying methods and techniques to 
understand the dynamics behind how parents choose 
schools. Consequently, better conclusions can now be 
drawn from the research literature about the impact 
of these programmes to ascertain the effects of better 
access to schools upon pupils and schools. Many of 
these studies also make the case that better access 
leads to better outcomes for pupils, parents and 
schools, including better achievement and greater 
parental engagement with children’s learning. 

Building a typology of studies also helps to show 
more clearly how the research in this report fi ts 
within the overall study of access to schools.

It also shows how this research adds to this 
growing body of literature. However, it differs from 
most of the kinds of studies described, because 
it capitalises on the relatively new application of 
methods from geography to education. The purpose 
is to better understand the implications for school 
capacity of policies which give parents more freedom 
to choose the school of their choice. As this research 
looks specifi cally at Christchurch it also adds to the 
literature on improving access to schools in New 
Zealand. Consequently, attention now briefl y turns 
to the New Zealand research base, providing a brief 
analysis of its strengths and weaknesses and ultimately 
pointing to where the research in this report can help 
shed light on the New Zealand situation.

THE STUDY OF IMPROVING ACCESS TO 
SCHOOLS IN NEW ZEALAND

The Smithfi eld project 

The research literature is heated on improving 
access to schools in New Zealand as a result of the 
Tomorrow’s Schools reforms of the late 1980s. This 
is because the New Zealand experience of relaxing 
school enrolment zones from 1991 until 2000, 

with a minor modification to the legislation in 
1998 to ensure pupils could attend a “reasonably 
convenient school,” is usually considered as 
causing increased social segregation and declining 
school performance.

The segregation debate is a very sensitive political 
subject because it touches on issues of fairness in 
education. Research from New Zealand, including 
research from the Smithfi eld project commissioned 
by the Ministry of Education, is often cited in 
international literature in support of the argument 
that allowing families better access to schools leads 
to social exclusion for pupils and that schools which 
serve lower socio-economic communities decline.7 
However, this body of evidence has also attracted 
criticism, pointing out numerous defects in the 
analysis and the conclusions drawn from it.

The major focus of the Smithfi eld project was to 
examine whether social segregation increased as a 
result of relaxing school zones and whether schools 
improved in quality. As the research presented in 
this report is primarily concerned with changes 
to school rolls, it is dissimilar to the objectives of 
the Smithfi eld project. This means there are few 
instances where the results directly address the 
Smithfi eld project’s fi ndings.

The fi ndings of the Smithfi eld project authors are 
misleading. They claim that relaxing school enrolment 
zones did not help lower socio-economic status 
(SES) and ethnic minority parents to access better 
schools. In fact, their data showed the opposite. Its 
shortcomings and misleading conclusions need to be 
addressed in a discussion of making access to schools 
better in New Zealand, in order to correct the myths 
which are often perpetuated about giving parents 
more freedom to choose schools. A critique of the 
Smithfi eld project is contained in appendix 1.

Critiquing the Smithfi eld project also provides a 
context for the discussion of the fi ndings of this re-
search, which although of a different nature detect-
ed a trend that parents who would choose a different 
school to their child’s current school, do so in similar 
proportions across each level of household income.

Previous studies of access to schools in 
Christchurch

As mentioned in the introductory section, a small 
selection of studies has looked at the impact of 
improving access to schools in Christchurch. Looking 
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at these studies helps to provide a more specifi c context 
for the fi ndings of this research, as well as illustrating 
its novel approach to the study of accessing schools 
in New Zealand. In general, the studies share similar 
presuppositions to the Smithfi eld project, but were 
smaller in scale and used different methods.

• School type or school mix? Lauder and Hughes

Prior to the Smithfi eld project, in 1990, two of 
the Smithfi eld authors, Hugh Lauder and David 
Hughes reported the outcome differences of twenty 
Christchurch secondary schools in terms of success 
in the secondary school exam system and school 
leaver destinations.8 The idea was to test whether 
school mix or school type made any difference 
to pupil outcomes. From 1983, the researchers 
tracked the academic achievement and scores from 
standardised tests for each pupil in the sample. Data 
on their SES was also determined and their school 
leaver destination recorded, where available. Their 
fi ndings showed that pupils in high SES schools 
gained higher qualifi cations after controlling for 
intake characteristics. Further, they claim that a 
balanced mix of socio-economic groups was more 
important than school type in explaining greater 
academic success in some schools, although this 
claim is disputed (see Appendix 1). Hence, Lauder and 
Hughes make an early case in this study for balancing 
the social mix of school intakes. Consequently, while 
Christchurch schools were the source of the data 
for this research, it looked primarily at the effect of 
different school types, rather than the school system 
or particular schools in Christchurch.

• Gains and losses to school rolls

In 1993, two different studies were published through 
Canterbury University. A group of researchers at the 
Education Policy Research Unit studied whether 
dezoning caused a drift of children to schools with 
a high SES composition, and whether schools in 
poorer areas faced declining rolls.9 The methodology 
of this research was crude, however. A simple survey 
questionnaire was distributed to 134 principals of all 
primary and secondary schools in Christchurch. 110 
surveys were returned. It asked principals to answer 
four questions:

1. what their type of school was;

2. the roll on 1 March for fi ve years between 
1989 and 1993;

3. the SES composition and cultural profi le of the 
school; and

4. an explanation for any signifi cant roll change 
during those fi ve years.

The latter two questions were open-ended. The 
main fi ndings were that:

• eighteen out of 29 schools with populations 
in the lowest SES group experienced declining 
rolls of more than 10% in the preceding fi ve 
years. Only three schools experienced a growth 
of more than 10%;

• of the 32 schools with rolls declining by more 
than 10%, only one listed its population as 
predominantly of a middle-high SES; and

• all four schools in the highest SES group 
experienced increases in their rolls.

While conceding other demographic factors play 
a part in roll changes, the study still concluded that 
there was middle class fl ight occurring. It is very 
diffi cult to take the fi ndings of this study seriously as 
evidence of “white fl ight” or increasing segregation 
in Christchurch, since the gains and losses only show 
the absolute change each year to school rolls. The 
study did not break school rolls down by their ethnic 
or social composition; there was no attempt to 
consider neighbourhood variables to show whether 
segregation was increasing; and, there was no attempt 
to determine which families were choosing a school 
different to their current school or nearest school. 
Moreover, the analysis relied largely on anecdote, and 
its claim for “white fl ight” was supported ultimately 
by correlation with rhetoric from overseas research. 
Perhaps the most serious educational assumption 
that the study makes is that the impact on schools 
of relaxing zones is more important than the 
opportunities it gives to families to choose different 
and better schools.

• Patterns of parental choice in Christchurch

The other 1993 study, by Mike Fowler of Hornby 
High School, and published by the Canterbury 
University Education Department, was much more 
comprehensive. It looked at the factors infl uencing 
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choice of secondary school among a group of 461 
families of Form 2 (Year 8) pupils.10 Parents of children 
in feeder schools of four co-educational secondary 
schools, (representing their potential intake), were 
asked to appraise the public image of each secondary 
school, and also what they knew about the schools. 
The schools appraised were three urban schools, 
Riccarton, Hillmorton and Hornby High Schools, 
and one high school with a rural-urban intake, 
Lincoln High School. Fowler found that the three 
most important factors affecting parents’ choice of 
secondary school were:

1. how close the school was to home;

2. the family experience of the school, including 
their impression of it and recommendations 
from outside of the family; and

3. perceived educational benefi ts, like academic 
performance and the curriculum.

Fowler also discovered that families made general 
statements about schools when they described what 
infl uenced their decisions. Furthermore, 75% of the 
families had decided on a school before the end of 
the fi rst term of the school year, with 83% fi nding the 
decision relatively easy. Families from all SES groups 
considered schools other than their nearest school, 
although parents judged negatively some schools 
in lower SES areas because of their location or their 
intake.11 Interestingly, Fowler also detected that lower 
SES parents accessed information from both offi cial 
school sources and through informal networks, in 
contrast to the fi ndings of overseas research.12

These fi ndings are important, because  they 
show that some parents in this small sample of 
Christchurch parents were active choosers and 
made positive choices for their children’s education. 
Proximity was not as important to them as school 
quality. Fowler’s interpretation of these fi ndings 
suggested parents wanted to send their children to 
a school which had a community atmosphere that 
appealed to them.

Therefore, Fowler’s study is particularly useful 
as a point of comparison to this research, as this 
research also considers the reasons why parents 
favour schools and fi nds some similar reasons. It 
is also useful since it indicates that when parents 
choose schools, the decision-making process is not 
a calculated cost benefi t analysis, but takes into 

account the characteristics of schools. That said, 
Fowler’s study shows parents do take the trouble to 
consider carefully which school their child will attend 
and that they will often choose a school different to 
the local school, just as the Smithfi eld data shows.

• ‘Drivers of choice’ and satisfaction with 
Christchurch secondary schools

Four years after Fowler’s research was produced, in 
1997 the Ministry of Education commissioned survey 
research from AC Nielsen to understand the ‘drivers 
of choice’ and customer satisfaction with Christchurch 
secondary schools.13 Two researchers, Wendy Stockwell 
and Sally Duckworth wrote up the fi ndings. The 
research came about after a seminar in May 1997 
involving the Ministry and leaders of fourteen 
Christchurch secondary schools. A need was identifi ed 
to investigate the reasons why parents favoured 
schools in Christchurch, to help with planning towards 
the Ministry’s provision of secondary schooling in 
Christchurch between 1998 and 2005.14 The research 
had two elements: a preliminary qualitative phase using 
two focus groups of parents with children in Years 3, 
4, 7 and 8, and Years 9 and 10, and a quantitative one, 
being the survey of parents with children in Years 3, 4, 
7, 8, 9 and 10.

The qualitative research identifi ed the triggers and 
barriers that infl uenced parents’ choice of secondary 
school, and helped the researchers to prepare a 
telephone survey questionnaire. This was the second 
component of the research. The telephone survey 
gathered the responses of 603 parents with children in 
those school years listed above to learn more about the 
triggers and barriers that infl uence secondary school 
choice and satisfaction with Christchurch secondary 
schools.

Consequently, the research investigated parents’ 
beliefs and attitudes about:15

• different types of schooling, including new 
models of schooling, middle schools and single-
sex schools, among others, as well as the infl uence 
of location on parents’ choice of school.

• the patterns of choice for secondary schools in 
Christchurch; and

• the level of satisfaction with schools of parents 
whose children already attended secondary 
school in Christchurch.
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The major fi ndings of the survey research 
regarding the patterns of parents’ choices were 
that:16

• the majority of parents (87%) had already 
decided, or had thought about but not yet 
decided, on a secondary school for their child;

• local schools were the most popular choice of 
school favoured by parents who had already 
decided or thought about a secondary school;

• for those parents, the schools that were most 
popular were single-sex schools;

• local schools were also favoured by parents of 
Year 9 and 10 pupils in parts of the suburbs of 
Brighton and Riccarton; and

• the majority of parents (79%) with children 
in Years 9 and 10 responded that the school 
their child was attending was their fi rst choice. 
Parents’ fi rst choice of school was generally for 
single-sex schools. One of the main reasons 
why parents did not get their fi rst choice was 
because of zoning (32%).

Further, the research found that:17

• parents had a high rate of satisfaction (93%) 
with the school their child was currently 
attending. Parents who did not get their fi rst 
choice were almost as satisfi ed (90%) with their 
child’s current school;

• close proximity and easy accessibility of 
the school to home (48%), and the school’s 
reputation, both general (27%) and academic 
(16%), were the most frequently mentioned 
reasons for why parents chose schools;

• parents generally preferred co-educational 
schools (52%) to single-sex schools (32%);

• the most important attributes, overall, of 
a school for parents were that it provided 
encouragement to pupils (97%) and focused on 
their needs (96%); and

• awareness of schools among parents was 
highest for single-sex schools, Burnside High 
School, Hagley Community College and Aranui 
High School.

The AC Nielsen survey, like Fowler’s earlier 
research, gives a further illustration of what 

Christchurch parents value in a school, and the kind 
of schools parents are interested in choosing. The 
research showed that parents of school children in 
Christchurch place a high emphasis on the supply 
side of education, given that reputation and how the 
school treated pupils were very important reasons for 
why parents chose a school. It is also an interesting 
contradiction that parents preferred co-educational 
schooling but still preferred their children to attend 
single-sex schools.18 The location of home and school 
and the accessibility of schools were also important 
factors infl uencing parents’ choices.

• The infl uence of school zones on residential 
choice

Another Christchurch study comprised a small 
piece of qualitative research completed in 2002, by 
Susan Bridges through the Christchurch College of 
Education.19 The study looked at 150 New Zealand 
families and families of permanent residents who 
had moved their children to primary schools within  
the home enrolment zones of popular Christchurch 
secondary schools. The purpose was to fi nd out 
how zoning impacted on their choice of residence. 
Approximately one-third stated that zoning had 
been a factor in the decision. Interestingly, families 
from overseas considered zoning more important 
than New Zealand families. Bridges thought this was 
perhaps because the time overseas families arrived 
was out of sequence with school enrolment dates. 
Co-educational schools were also desired twice as 
often as single-sex schools. Of most interest is that 
this study again showed parents were prepared to 
move home as much as a year in advance to get their 
children into their preferred high school. Christchurch 
parents who care about their children’s education 
appear to be active choosers of schools, in spite of 
legislation that is meant to moderate access.

Summary

Generally, the Christchurch studies described here are 
different to the original research presented in this 
report either in their methods or their approach to 
understanding parental choice of school. One correct 
observation the New Zealand research has made is 
that the implementation of Tomorrow’s Schools led 
to mixed results for parents and schools, including 
the reality that schools lacked the necessary freedom 
and support to respond to parental demand by being 
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able to increase capacity.20

Roll Play looks primarily at this problem and 
is concerned with predicting what changes might 
happen to school rolls if open enrolment was allowed 
again and how capacity issues like those experienced 
under Tomorrow’s Schools might be remedied. 
This is a subject no New Zealand research has yet 
considered. However, because this research uses a 
sample to generalise to a population, claims cannot 
be made about many of the social outcomes that the 
Smithfi eld project and other New Zealand research 
have discussed (see appendix 1).

GEOGRAPHY AND THE STUDY OF IMPROVING 
ACCESS TO SCHOOLS

This research uses concepts and methodological 
techniques from geography to help organise and 
discuss the fi ndings. By taking advantage of this 
approach, this research avoids a class-based analysis 
of education policy, which was identifi ed in the 
previous part as being typical of much of the New 
Zealand research. Class-based analyses of how 
parents access schools assume that a parent or child’s 
position in society conditions the range of schools 
that they may access. They also assume that parents 
are prejudiced in the way they choose schools.

Furthermore, in a practical way, being able to 
represent the fi ndings of the research visually on maps 
is helpful for seeing the relationship between the 
different information collected during the parental 
survey: for example, the types of schools favoured by 
parents and the nature of the neighbourhoods where 
they live. Consequently, geography is helpful to this 
research for understanding the relationship between 
parents and schools and the possible outcomes for 
the school system in Christchurch.21 It puts parents’ 
preferences for schools and their opinions about 
schooling into a geographic context. This next 
part, therefore, outlines the key literature which 
this research draws on to establish a geographic 
framework for analysing parental choice of school. 
In doing so, it also explains what the geography of 
education is and distinguishes it from the other sorts 
of research described in appendix 1.

Exploring the link between geography and 
education: Adapting Taylor’s approach

The approach from the geography of education 
adopted in this research draws its inspiration from 

the methods and techniques developed by one of 
the Cardiff study scholars, Chris Taylor. Taylor’s work, 
published in peer-reviewed journals and also a book 
length work,22 was primarily aimed at developing a 
link between geography and educational research 
with reference to the 1988 reforms that gave 
parents better access to schools examined by the 
Cardiff study.23 Taylor’s research was extensive and 
innovative. It detailed the ways that parents’ choice of 
schools were constrained by discussing the different 
ways access to schools was structured, according 
to the types of schools available within each Local 
Education Authority (LEA) and how parents went 
about choosing them. Taylor also focused on the 
skimming debate that has been signifi cant in the 
study of the English reforms.24 Skimming is the 
argument that good schools select the best pupils in 
order to maintain or improve their performance in 
examinations to enhance their reputation.

To accomplish these aims, Taylor analysed 
the admissions data in one school year of 34,178 
pupils transferring between primary and secondary 
schools in 198 LEA maintained schools in eight LEAs. 
A mixture of inner-city, metropolitan and rural 
(county) LEAs were studied, each with differing social 
and geographical characteristics.25 Much of the data 
analysis involved the use of a GIS to conduct a spatial 
analysis of the pupils moving between schools. This 
was possible because Taylor had the home postcodes 
for each child transferring school, meaning they 
could be located to a specifi c point for the spatial 
analysis. 

This research picks up on the second aspect of 
Taylor’s research—the way in which parents choose 
schools under a system of better access to schools, 
and the impact that these policies have on the 
demand for different types of schools. Adapting 
Taylor’s approach to answer these questions allows 
this research to estimate the way schools would gain 
or lose pupils under two different open enrolment 
scenarios. Another similarity shared with Taylor’s 
study is the application of a GIS as an aid to 
presenting the fi ndings and informing the analysis of 
the interaction between parents and schools.

The analyses presented in this research are more 
limited than those undertaken by Taylor, however. 
One of the reasons for this is that this research does 
not have access to the kind of pupil and school level 
data that was available to Taylor through the Pupil 
Level Annual School Census (PLASC) carried out in 
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England. Without data for the whole population it 
is impossible to make fuller claims about the precise 
changes to school rolls and whether policies that 
would increase children’s access to schools would 
cause skimming.

Further, one of the objectives of this research 
was to learn which schools in Christchurch parents 
would choose if they faced fewer restrictions. It 
was not possible to analyse a limited programme 
of choice, or any other active policy intervention 
that would improve children’s access to schools, 
however, because none is currently in operation in 
Christchurch. Consequently, as this research looks 
into the future, it can only make predictions for 
what might happen for the entire population of 
the city based on statistical inferences from the 
sample collected during the parental survey. This 
means there are limitations to how the data can be 
used with GIS techniques, because only data at the 
household level can be mapped, and not estimates 
for change at the city level.

In summary, this research takes Chris Taylor’s 
techniques for analysing and presenting data 
concerning the patterns of gains and losses between 
schools. It adapts them to present the fi ndings from 
a random sample survey which asked parents of 
secondary school-aged children in Christchurch which 
secondary schools they would choose for their child. 
Attention now turns to reviewing and establishing 
the relevant theory that underpins this analysis, and 
how it is different to previous class-based analyses.

The geography of education

Taylor’s contribution to the study of the geography 
of education is perhaps the most comprehensive to 
date, but it was not the fi rst to consider it. In Britain, 
a handful of researchers have attempted to take 
into account a geographical perspective, but unlike 
Taylor they did not set it as their main objective. For 
example, Richard Bowe and Stephen Ball explain 
that the “politics of space” structures possibilities 
for choice, but at the same time they claim class 
as a more important framework for determining 
the relationship between geography and choice of 
school, arguing the “lived environment is not equally 
available to all, it is classed, it is gendered and it is 
racially grounded.”26 Taylor notes that Sharon Gewirtz 
and colleagues also used a socio-spatial model of 
analysis to conceptualise the constraints that parents 
faced when choosing a school.27

Similarly, Stephen Ball and colleagues developed 
the notion of “circuits of schooling” (also used in the 
Smithfi eld project research) as part of their class-
based analysis of patterns of schooling in the Greater 
London area after the 1988 reforms.28 They identifi ed 
four circuits:

1. a circuit of community comprehensive schools, 
whose intake came from the immediate 
locality and had highly localised reputations;

2. a circuit of cosmopolitan, high-profi le, elite 
maintained schools, which recruited some or 
many pupils from outside their immediate 
locale, with reputations which extended well 
beyond their home LEA;

3. a circuit of independent schools that 
competed with the state maintained schools; 
and

4. a circuit of Catholic schools, which had its 
own pattern of competition.

Ball and colleagues contended that different 
class groups of parents ‘plug into’ each of the circuits, 
and that each circuit empowered pupils differently 
in terms of life outcomes.29 Consequently, they see 
the post-1988 English education system as unfair, 
arguing that only middle-class parents took full 
advantage of the reforms to sustain or re-assert their 
class advantage, reproducing existing class structures 
as a result.

However, neither of these studies incorporated 
a model of the geography of the school system as 
a whole, including rural and suburban locations.30 
Furthermore, while Ball’s analysis uses geography 
to organise the fi ndings, and fi nds a hierarchy of 
schools operating with inner city LEAs as the primary 
context, it is not clear from this work whether the 
circuits identifi ed existed before 1988 and whether 
the disadvantage claimed for lower SES parents was 
greater or worse before 1988. A framework which is 
based in the geography of access to schools needs to 
be subtle. It should take into account that access to 
schools is likely to be more complicated than allowed 
for by those researchers, like Ball, who start with 
class-based assumptions. For instance, it may be that 
certain schools are drawing on the same catchment 
area, meaning the number of failing schools, and 
therefore disadvantaged parents, might be less than 
critics of improving access to school argue. Taylor’s 
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large scale research while fi nding similar hierarchies 
to Ball, did not indicate that parents would be 
disadvantaged because of schools going into spirals 
of decline.31

Taylor makes a distinction at this point between 
studies that merely incorporate geography as a means 
of understanding and organising the fi ndings, and 
those, like his, which consider the various processes 
of choice, the constraints that underpin them and 
which, most importantly, can analyse them at 
different spatial scales. In this way, Taylor’s research 
takes into account the relationship and behaviour 
of the actors that infl uence and constrain access 
to schools in the real world. Sietske Waslander and 
Martin Thrupp, two of the Smithfi eld researchers, 
called this set of relationships and behaviour the 
“lived market.”32

Taylor accomplishes this through a 
comprehensive conceptual framework derived from 
geography, which consolidates all the features of the 
“lived market,” allowing reasoned generalisations 
to be drawn based on the real choices of parents.33 
This is different to the sociological work of Gewirtz, 
Ball and others whose research is constructed and 
interpreted through a class-based lens, and whose 
fi ndings were derived from interviews with parents 
in small localised areas, therefore limiting their ability 
to make absolute statements about the impact of 
policies which give parents more choice of schools.

The theoretical basis for Taylor’s research, and 
the one which informs this research, is the notion 
of the “education market place.” Taylor describes it 
as a spatial tool, rather than in the traditional sense 
of conceptualising supply and demand. Instead, the 
market place is defi ned by Taylor as:34

… the physical locale of where most schools 
(compete) with each other, and where the 
majority of children (attend) schools. It is the 
“spatial arena” in which the education system 

currently operates.

Taylor deems it a reasonable framework for 
analysing the processes and dynamics of parental 
choice in education because it can take into account 
features of diversity, differentiation and hierarchy.35 
Further, the framework is based in reality, as the 
concepts in it were derived from earlier work that 
observed the intakes and patterns of competition 
in the secondary school system in semi-urban 
East Midlands county.36 Taylor identifi ed four key 

components of the “education market place.” They 
are adapted as follows:37

1. the institution space;

2. schools;

3. the household, i.e. parents and children; and

4. the “competition space.”

Hence, the components of Taylor’s geographical 
framework ranged from the level of the LEA to the 
household level.38 These components are considered 
in order, explaining what they are and how they fi t 
into the framework of this research.

Taylor describes the institution space as “the 
bureaucratically defi ned area in which education has 
traditionally been administered, the LEA.”39 Hence, 
this component is particular to England because 
the LEAs have authority over school admissions 
and responsibility for providing support to school 
management. The LEA therefore has an important 
role in infl uencing the provision of education within 
a defi ned area and how parents access schools. In 
New Zealand there is no such comparable level 
within the education system, as currently legislation 
permits central government to govern the operations 
of state and state-integrated schools. Furthermore, 
state schools that are over-subscribed are required 
by legislation to defi ne a school zone and fi ll 
spare places for out of zone applicants by ballot. 
Nonetheless, as the area of this research is bound 
in space by the Christchurch city boundary, in effect 
the size of the space in which schools and parents 
may interact is limited. Consequently, the city space 
serves as a proxy for the institution space in this 
research, but is not a formal institutional component 
as it is in Taylor’s research.

Schools and households are, however. A brief 
explanation of these is useful for describing how 
they fi t into the overall framework of the “education 
market place.” Schools represent a distinct level in 
the market place because they are the site at which 
education is delivered. Each school has distinct 
characteristics, and an ethos regarding the delivery 
of education. These may include strengths in various 
subjects or sport, the culture and values supported 
by the school, performance in examinations, or the 
safety of the environment at the school. These factors 
represent the product side of education.40 In New 
Zealand, Education Review Offi ce reports in 2006 
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and 2007 have indicated that there is variation in 
the degree of quality displayed in school leadership,41 
with reference to employing best practice in pupil 
assessment and the management of school fi nances.42 
In this way, schools may also be differentiated by the 
way each school is managed by its principal and head 
teachers as well as by the quality of the governance 
by the board of trustees. These are process factors 
of education. Whether product or process factors are 
considered, the point is that schools are different in 
their focus and quality, and they earn a reputation for 
the education they deliver among the community.43

When scenarios that increase children’s access 
to schools are considered, the spatial location of 
each school is another very important factor that 
affects whether a school can attract parents or not. 
Taylor identifi ed fi ve ways in which the location of a 
school may infl uence the way a school operates and 
performs in the “education market place”:44

1. the proximity of each school to other schools 
may affect how it responds to the others;

2. the community role of the school, as a school 
can appeal to parents in its local area that it is 
the best for their children;

3. each school’s traditional local intake, as the 
prior attainment of pupils can infl uence 
product factors like examination performance 
and the school’s reputation;

4. environmental and aesthetic conditions of 
each school’s location; and

5. the accessibility of the school to parents, 
including the quality of public transport to 
and from the school.

To these fi ve, one more should be added when 
considering for the current situation of New Zealand 
education policy:

6. whether a school operates an enrolment zone.

Enrolment zones will infl uence the diversity of 
school intakes and the dimensions of education in 
a particular area, as a consequence of house prices 
determining which schools parents can access for 
their children.

The household is of critical importance as a level 
of the “education market place,” because decisions 
made about schooling by parents and their children 

occur at this level. The decisions made by parents 
about which school to send their child to cannot be 
considered without an appreciation of the various 
constraints which affect their options.

The most important constraint on schooling 
options is the number of schools that can reasonably 
be accessed.45 In this respect, if parents live close 
to several schools they have more options. It is also 
likely that they will have a good knowledge of the 
characteristics of those schools. Another constraint 
related to proximity is how accessible each school 
is. Can children reach the school they attend by 
walking, or are bussing or car the only realistic 
forms of transport? In major New Zealand cities like 
Christchurch and Auckland transportation can be a big 
problem, as road and public transport infrastructure 
struggle to keep pace with a growing population.46 
It is reasonable to assume that these transportation 
problems could constrain many parents’ choices now 
and in the future. This may partly depend on other 
factors affecting parents’ lives, for example whether 
parents have to work, and cannot take their children 
to school if necessary, or whether they can afford 
different transport options if their children need to 
travel a distance to school.

Household location is not just important 
for determining which schools might be more, 
or less, easy to access. To a degree, location will 
infl uence how much information parents get about 
schools, depending on what other parents in the 
neighbourhood know and do to obtain information 
about schools. As already indicated, this is because 
the quality of the information parents share with 
each other about schools varies with how active 
parents are at fi nding out information about schools. 
Nevertheless, information from a collective group of 
parents may help produce more informed decisions 
among more parents. In spite of all these issues, the 
number of schools parents can reasonably access 
will also be determined by how many places are 
available at schools parents might consider sending 
their child to.47

By bringing together these various levels, a 
spatial picture of the “education market place” can 
be formed (fi gure 2.1). What this means is that 
households and schools interact with each other 
at different scales. Taylor describes these different 
scales as the macro and the micro-scale. The micro-
scale involves the individual decisions of parents. By 
contrast, the macro-scale is more at the level of the 
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school, and relates to the patterns of competition 
which exist between different schools, and how 
they respond to different parents. In the case of this 
research, being a study of secondary schools, the 
perspective of the schools is at the higher end of 
the macro-scale because secondary schools engage 
with parents over a wider area of a city. This point 
becomes clear when secondary schools are compared 
with other smaller educational institutions, like 
primary schools, which are more numerous, and tend 
to have a stronger relationship with their immediate 
neighbourhood, rather than drawing pupils from a 
wide area.

Returning to the micro-level, another basic 
factor of the framework for analysis is that where 
parents live constrains the number of schools parents 
can reasonably access and choose between for their 
children. In other words, based on their proximity 
to schools, parents view an area from which they 
can choose a school.48 The area, defi ned by the 
relationship between parents and schools creates 
a “competition space” in which choice occurs. As 
Taylor notes, the idea of the “competition space” has 
its origins in studies of the retail market, in terms 
of understanding the spatial relationships between 
suppliers, retailers and customers.49 When school 
zones and other constraints on parents’ access to 

schools are eliminated or reduced, arguably these 
actions have an impact on the spatial relationships 
between parents and schools in the “education market 
place.” One of the objectives of this research is to 
begin to discern the relationships between parents 
and schools that exist under the current system of 
school enrolment, and how these relationships might 
change with different possibilities for accessing a 
school.

In summary, a “competition space can be 
described as the area of interaction between schools 
in the market place.”50 The areas can vary in size, 
depending on the number of schools considered. The 
area of a “competition space” can be determined by 
identifying the gains and losses of pupils occurring 
between certain schools. This measure was used by 
Taylor, who determined the gains and losses between 
schools by establishing a surrogate ‘local’ catchment 
intake for each school using GIS.51

It is possible to have several different 
“competition spaces” within an institution space, 
depending on how complicated the interaction 
among the different levels of the market place is.52 
Lastly, as “competition spaces” consider interaction 
between schools, naturally, they also vary in the 
intensity of competition that may be experienced 
between schools. The intensity of competition is due 
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Figure 2.1.  Conceptualisation of the “education market place”
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Source: C. Taylor, Geography of the ‘New’ Education Market, 10.
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to the number and distribution of both schools and 
children vying for places at those schools within a 
“competition space” (fi gure 2.2).53 For example, the 
contraints of distance and accessibility infl uence the 
intensity of competition between schools, as well 
as how many schools are in a “competition space.” 
Another factor is the range of school types (such 
as single-sex schools, private schools, or religious 
schools), since difference types of schools may be 
favoured by different parents

To determine the nature and extent of the 
“competition space,” for the purposes of this research, 
the notion of gains and losses is adapted by looking 
at the relative fl ow of pupils between schools using 
data from each of the access scenarios in the survey.

The advantage of using this conceptualisation 
of the “education market place” is that it provides 
a framework for investigating what Taylor calls 
“the reality” of the interaction between parents and 
schools, with respect to their different vantage points 
in the space.54 As  the discussion of the fi ndings 
of this research will show, there is considerable 
variation between the current demand for schools in 
Christchurch and what could be expected to happen 
when constraints around parents’ choice of school 
are reduced.

Summary

The conceptual framework outlined here therefore 
helps to show that different schools are likely 
to have different relationships with different 
parents. Additionally, the framework is helpful for 
understanding the nature of competition between 
schools in Christchurch. This is because it actually 
shows how schools and parents interact, and 
organises those interactions into an interpretive 
framework in which other factors can be considered 
that infl uence and constrain schools, as well as  
parents’ choices.55 In short, it allows conclusions 
to be drawn about the geography of improving 
access to schools based on observing the choices 
parents would make in the real world, rather than 
approaching the issue, as other research has done, 
through the politically charged lens of class analysis.

RESEARCH METHODS

This research brought together three distinctive 
research techniques to investigate which schools 
in Christchurch parents most wanted to send their 
children to, and how their choices might affect school 
rolls and school network capacity: a telephone survey 
of 424 parents of children who attended secondary 

Figure 2.2. Interaction between parents and schools in “competition spaces”

Source: C. Taylor, Geography of the ‘New’ Education Market, 13
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school at the time of the survey (July-August 2006); 
statistical analysis of the survey fi ndings to generate 
estimates for survey responses to specifi c questions 
at the city level; and GIS spatial analyses, including 
the creation of fi fteen maps and various kinds of 
distance calculations. Each particular methodology 
and the techniques used to either collect or analyse 
the data discussed in this report is described below.

Data Collection: Telephone survey

• Survey design

In order to investigate the research questions 
described above, a dataset of parents’ current and 
preferred choice of schools in Christchurch had to be 
created. There were two reasons why a new dataset 
was needed:

• Firstly, central records for each pupil that are 
accessible to researchers (including where they 
attend school, their residential address and 
their background characteristics), equivalent 
to the English Pupil Level Annual School 
Census (PLASC) database, do not exist in New 
Zealand. In England, the PLASC is part of the 
National Pupil Database (NPD) maintained by 
the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). 
It covers all pupils in primary and secondary 
state schools and may be linked to each pupil’s 
Key Stage curriculum test score history and a 
residential postcode.

• Secondly, the nature of this research was to 
investigate two hypothetical scenarios in order 
to create projections about what might happen 
to the school system if parents had better 
access to schools. This objective meant it made 
sense to conduct an original survey of which 
schools Christchurch parents would prefer to 
send their children to.

• Target population

As the focus of this research was on access to 
secondary schools, the target population was defi ned 
as parents whose children currently attend secondary 
school, aged between twelve and eighteen years old.

• Sampling strategy

A telephone survey was chosen to sample the target 
population in order to collect a random representative 

sample. Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing 
(CATI) procedures were used to carry out the survey.

CATI interviewing procedures were preferred as 
they possess several advantages over other surveying 
approaches:

• fi rstly, CATI is a reliable means of randomly 
sampling the relevant population, as a large 
number of interviews can be controlled from 
a central location meaning the quality and 
consistency of interviews can be maintained;

• telephone numbers, selected from the electronic 
New Zealand White Pages telephone directory, 
can be loaded into the system at the outset of 
fi eldwork, increasing the likelihood of producing 
a representative sample of the population;

• CATI is more cost and time effi cient than 
face-to-face interviews. An automatic dialling 
system is utilised to increase call effi ciencies; 
and

• CATI maximises accuracy by limiting non-
response and data entry errors inherent in 
paper response methods. A sample management 
system may also be used to ensure participants 
included in the sample are called at specifi ed 
times.

• Sample size

A sample size of 400 parents whose children currently 
attend secondary school was chosen so that the 
sample would be representative of the choices the 
target population of parents would make. A sample 
size of 400 gives an expected margin of error, or 
confi dence interval, of approximately +/- 5% at 
the 95% confi dence level. A confi dence interval 
of +/- 5% at the 95% confi dence level means the 
true proportion of parents in the total population 
responding could vary by fi ve percentage points 
higher or lower than the estimate produced in the 
survey.

• Study area (the institution space)

The study area, or institution space as sometmes 
referred to in the research, is defi ned by the 
Christchurch City Council Territorial Local Authority 
boundary (see The Study Area map in appendix 2). This 
boundary was chosen so that it would be consistent 
with the boundaries used by the Ministry of Education 
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to determine which schools are Christchurch schools. 
These boundaries are also used by Statistics New 
Zealand at the city and sub-city levels in the Census 
of Population and Dwellings, conducted every fi ve 
years. The boundary was also used to determine 
which household telephone numbers were called 
during the survey.

• The characteristics of Christchurch composite 
and secondary schools

Christchurch was selected as the case study for this 
research, because it refl ects in miniature the traits of 
the wider school system. The fi rst way Christchurch 
refl ects the wider school system is because there are 
a range of different schools in the city, representing 
the major different types of school available in New 
Zealand (table 2.1). Altogether there are seventeen 
state schools, four private schools and ten state-
integrated schools which secondary school-aged 
pupils may attend. There is also heavy pressure from 
parents for access to some of these state schools 
which operate enrolment zones. By contrast, there are 
several state schools which have plans to reorganise, 
to reduce their capacity.

Based on the 2006 roll return fi gures from the 
Ministry of Education, there were 23,011 secondary 
school pupils attending the 31 schools in Christchurch 
(table 2.1). Of these, 72% attended regular Year 9 
to 15 state secondary schools, while 1% attended 
specialist state schools. 12% of pupils attended a 
private school, compared to approximately 4% of 
pupils nationally. The remaining pupils attended 
state-integrated schools, representing 15% of 
pupils attending Christchurch secondary schools. It 
should be noted that thirteen secondary schools are 
composite schools or teach pupils at Years 7 and 8. 
For the purposes of this research only these schools’ 
Year 9 to 15 roll capacity is considered.

Of the seventeen state schools, there are four 
single-sex schools and thirteen co-educational 
schools. Two states schools are special character kura 
kaupapa Maori schools that teach in Maori language 
and offer a curriculum that specialises in the Maori 
worldview. There is also one other special character 
school, Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti, which specialises 
in discovery learning. Further, Hagley Community 
College differs slightly from other state schools 
because it offers a wider curriculum and programmes 
in full-time adult education.

Among the Year 9-15 state schools, the average 
school decile rank 6.1, indicating a range of schools 
serving communities of both greater and lesser 
social disadvantage. There are only two inner-city 
decile 10 schools, Christchurch Boys’ High School 
and Christchurch Girls’ High School. The two schools 
have a strong reputation for academic and sporting 
achievement. Christchurch Boys’ High School is also 
one of the oldest schools in the city, being founded in 
1881. Consequently, it is popular with families whose 
forefathers attended the school. Burnside High School, 
a decile 9 school, is the largest secondary school in 
Christchurch. In July 2006, at the approximate time 
of the parental survey, it had a roll of 2,605 pupils. 
Its pupils tend to achieve well academically, and it is 
well regarded for its focus on music.

The lowest decile schools in Christchurch 
are two decile 2 schools, Aranui High School 
and Linwood College. Hornby High School is the 
only regular state school that is a decile 3 school. 
Aranui has been innovative, introducing a Senior 
Academy system of classes in 1997. The academy 
classes offer a wider range of sporting and 
vocational skills, and qualifications. A bilingual 
unit for Maori language also exists at the school.

The rest of the schools are equivalent in 
description, with rolls ranging from Year 9 to Year 
15. Of these schools, however, Papanui High School 
had one of the largest rolls in 2006, at around 1,400 
pupils, and its school zone extended well into the 
northern outskirts of the city. Similarly, Cashmere 
High School, located in the south, had about 1,600 
pupils in 2006 and a large zone that caters for pupils 
as far as the Port Hills.

At the time of this research, nine schools 
in Christchurch operated a home enrolment 
zone, representing 64% of regular Year 9 to 15 
state secondary schools and 29% of all schools 
in Christchurch. This meant that 79% of pupils 
attending regular state secondary schools attended 
a school with a zone, while 56% of pupils attending 
all schools in Christchurch in 2006 were at schools 
that had a school zone. School enrolment schemes 
are therefore highly prevalent in Christchurch, and 
have an impact on which schools many families can 
access, especially for those who can only choose a 
regular state school.

The four private schools are mainly single-sex 
schools, and each is located near the centre of the city. 
Only one, St Andrew’s College, offers co-education; 
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Table 2.1. Key characteristics of Christchurch composite and secondary schools
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Aranui High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 2 761

Avonside Girls’ High School Year 9-15 N/A State Girls’ School 6 1187

Burnside High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 9 2605

Canterbury Christian College Composite N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 7 37

Cashmere High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 8 1606

Catholic Cathedral College Year 7-15 N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 4 219

Christchurch Adventist School Composite N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 7 63

Christchurch Boys’ High School Year 9-15 School with 
Boarding Facilities State Boys’ School 10 1339

Christchurch Girls’ High School Year 9-15 School with 
Boarding Facilities State Girls’ School 10 1089

Christ’s College Year 9-15 School with 
Boarding Facilities Private Boys’ School - 647

Hagley Community College Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 6 1545

Hillmorton High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 5 778

Hillview Christian School Composite N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 6 72

Hornby High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 3 418

Linwood College Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 2 910

Mairehau High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 5 591

Marian College Year 9-15 N/A State-integrated Girls’ School 7 442

Middleton Grange School Composite N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 9 681

Papanui High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 6 1403

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School Year 7-15
School with 
Boarding Facilities

Private Girls’ School - 612

Riccarton High School Year 9-15 N/A State Co-Ed. 7 935

Rudolf Steiner School Composite N/A State-integrated Co-Ed. 7 114

Shirley Boys’ High School Year 9-15 N/A State Boys’ School 6 1314

St Andrew’s College Composite School with 
Boarding Facilities Private Co-Ed. - 912

St Bede’s College Year 9-15 School with 
Boarding Facilities State-integrated Boys’ School 9 788

St Margaret’s College Composite School with 
Boarding Facilities Private Girls’ School - 561

St Thomas of Canterbury College Year 7-15 N/A State-integrated Boys’ School 8 352

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi Composite Kura Kaupapa 

Maori State Co-Ed. 3 11

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha Composite Kura Kaupapa 
Maori State Co-Ed 3 28

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti Year 9-15 Character School State Co-Ed. 6 282

Villa Maria College Year 7-15 N/A State-integrated Girls’ School 9 709

Total 23,011

Source: Data Management Unit, Ministry of Education
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in fact it is the only private co-educational primary 
and secondary school in the South Island.

The state-integrated schools have a wide range 
of sizes and decile ranks, ranging from 4 to 9. The 
schools are distributed throughout Christchurch. 
Eight of the schools are either composite schools or 
teach Year 7 and 8 pupils too, meaning a proportion 
of their intake at Year 9 is from pupils continuing 
from primary school. The largest state-integrated 
school is St Bede’s College. It had a secondary 
school roll of 788 pupils in 2006. Four of the state-
integrated schools are also single-sex schools. St 
Bede’s College and St Thomas’ College are boys’ 
schools, while Marian College and Villa Maria College 
are both girls’ schools. Counting all of the single-sex 
schools together means that approximately a third of 
all Christchurch schools are single-sex schools.

Another advantage of using Christchurch as a 
case study is the city’s size. The population of the 
city within the Territorial Local Authority (TLA) 
boundary is approximately 350,000 people. Further, 
the TLA boundary covers an area of approximately 
453 square kilometres. This means it is geographically 
compact compared to New Zealand’s largest major 
city, Auckland, which covers 1,086 square kilometres. 
For the purpose of this research, observing of the 
changes that would occur to schools is made easier 
by using a smaller study area.

• Register of Christchurch schools

A register of the 31 Christchurch secondary and 
composite schools in the study area was prepared  
from data available to the general public from the 
Ministry of Education, listing the address, school roll 
and school enrolment zone boundary at the time 
of the survey, July-August 2006 (appendix 3). The 
register of schools was used to create a pre-coded 
list of all the possible secondary or composite schools 
parents could send their secondary-school aged 
children to in Christchurch.

Eight special education schools were excluded 
as they provide special needs education different 
to other secondary schools. Further, their rolls are 
relatively small. Their average Year 9 to 15 roll was 41 
pupils in July 2006, ranging in size from nine to 86 
pupils. Changes to their school rolls would not affect 
the general distribution of pupils across the school 
network, either.

• Questionnaire Design

An item-response questionnaire was designed, which 
asked parents to respond to three different scenarios 
regarding their choice of school and collected other 
information about what factors infl uenced their 
choices. Data was collected for the eldest and 
second eldest child in the family for each access 
scenario, however only data for the eldest child 
was analysed. This was because of the low number 
of families who had a second child and the high 
degree of correlation between the choices parents 
made for the eldest and second eldest child.

• Survey procedures

Maxim Institute commissioned the Survey Research 
Unit at the University of Auckland’s School of 
Population Health to conduct the CATI survey. The 
Survey Research Unit played no role in the design 
of the survey questions, except to suggest technical 
revisions, such as suggesting question skips. The Survey 
Research Unit was not responsible for commissioning 
the survey or for any interpretations made from the 
analysis and the fi ndings.

The survey questionnaire was approved by 
the University of Auckland Human Participants 
Ethics Committee (UAHPEC) in June 2006 
(Ethics Reference 2006 / Q / 029) prior to the 
commencement of fieldwork. Ethics Committee 
approval ensured the questionnaire conformed to 
accepted standards for an anonymous telephone 
survey and standards for research with human 
participants in the social sciences approved by the 
Ethics Committee Council, including the principles 
of informed and voluntary consent and respect for 
the privacy rights of participants.

The UAHPEC inspected a copy of the script of the 
explanatory information given over the telephone 
to potential participants at the beginning of the 
interview. The script explained to potential participants 
the reasons why the research was being conducted by 
Maxim Institute and the role of the Survey Research 
Unit as the contractor for the telephone survey. 
Potential participants were also asked whether 
they agreed to participate in the research on the 
understanding that it was a voluntary survey and 
that their identity would remain anonymous. Finally, 
at the end of the survey, interviewers were instructed 
to thank the participant, and participants were given 
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the contact telephone number of the Survey Manager 
to address any inquiries or complaints.

• Main survey

To ensure the validity and reliability of the 
questions prior to commencing the main survey, the 
questionnaire was pilot tested between 21 and 24 July 
2006. The main survey commenced on 26 July 2006, 
and was completed on 23 August 2006. Surveying 
was carried out over weeknights, between 4pm 
and 9pm, and weekends, between 10am and 8pm, 
to maximise the likelihood of contacting possible 
participants within the target population.

Table 2.2. Summary statistics of telephone interviews

Number of telephone numbers

Total number of telephone 
numbers purchased

15,000

Type of call

Complete calls 426
Schedule callback 554
Refused 347
Terminated early 4
Government/business 69
Answering machine 2,652
Language/hearing impaired 107
Screened out 7,297
Over quota 9
Non-working 583
Busy 1,223
No answer 4,402
Fax 0

Total Calls 17,673

Potential participants were contacted by 
consecutively dialling each telephone number from a 
list of 15,000 residential telephone numbers applicable 
to the target population, which were pre-purchased 
from Telecom New Zealand. A total of ten attempts 
were allowed to contact each individual number. 
Not all completed interviews took ten attempts. 
After ten attempts the household was assumed to 
be unoccupied or the residents were unavailable. 

These numbers were removed to avoid recalling 
them. Only 460 numbers required ten attempts and 
were subsequently taken out of the database. Most 
numbers took two to three attempts before contact 
with a potential participant could be made. Usually 
if the person contacted was eligible and willing to 
do the survey, the interview took only one call to 
complete. If the participant had to suddenly go, the 
interview was suspended and a time to call back 
was arranged. The interview was completed at the 
specifi ed call back time.

Summary statistics for the main survey showed 
that 7,751 phone numbers were called to complete 
408 interviews. 7,297 potential participants were 
screened out because they did not meet the criteria 
of the survey (table 2.2); i.e. they were not a parent 
of a child currently attending secondary school living 
in Christchurch. 347 eligible participants refused to 
complete the survey. 107 were rejected because of 
either a language barrier or were hearing impaired. 
554 outstanding call backs remained uncompleted 
as participants were not available when they were 
called back for various reasons.

408 participants had been surveyed by the 
conclusion of the main survey. As sixteen responses 
for the pilot testing were also valid responses to 
the complete survey, they were included in the 
fi nal dataset, making the fi nal sample size 424 
participants.

• Geo-coding of participants

As mentioned, English researchers Chris Taylor and 
Simon Burgess and colleagues not only had data for 
which schools pupils attended, but also the location 
of each household according to a home postcode.56 
In order to precisely locate the residence of each 
participant so that each of the maps and distance 
calculations presented in this research could be 

Figure 2.3.
Statistics New Zealand geographic heirarchy

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Geographic Hierarchy, 
             http://www.stats.govt.nz/statistics-by-area/regional-statistics/geography-mapping/default.htm.
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completed, a similar geo-coding scheme was devised.
This was a challenge, as one of the conditions for 

ethical approval of the research was that the identity 
of participants had to remain anonymous. Thus each 
participant’s location had to be determined so that it 
was precise enough to permit accurate calculations  
to be completed such as the distance travelled by 
children between home and school, but also general 
enough so that participants’ addresses could not be 
traced through the raw data.

A solution was reached whereby participants 
were coded to a Statistics New Zealand census 
meshblock, using meshblocks from the 2006 Census 
of Population and Dwellings. According to Statistics 
New Zealand, a “meshblock is the smallest area used 
to collect and present statistics.”57 The advantage 
of geo-coding to a meshblock was that they were 
small enough so that the mid-point of a meshblock 
could be used as a proxy for the true location of 
each parent’s residence. Geo-coding to a meshblock 
was possible as the Survey Research Unit was able 
to obtain a concordance of telephone numbers to 
meshblocks from Telecom New Zealand for each of 
the numbers used in the survey. The geo-coding was 
completed by the Survey Research Unit after the data 
collection was completed.

As a secondary measure to geo-coding to a 
meshblock, the Survey Research Unit also geo-coded 
participants to a census area unit. Area units are 
roughly equivalent in size to city suburbs. Figure 
2.3 illustrates how both census meshblocks and area 
units fi t into the Statistics New Zealand geographic 
hierarchy.

At the conclusion of the survey and geo-coding, 
the Survey Research Unit supplied Maxim Institute 
with a clean dataset in Microsoft Excel format so 
that it could analyse and interpret the data.

Post-survey statistical analysis

In order to infer results from the survey to the 
Christchurch population, the Clinical Trials Research 
Unit (CTRU) at the University of Auckland was 
commissioned by Maxim Institute to undertake a 
series of statistical analyses involving weightings 
to provide overall estimates at the city level for 
responses to various survey questions, and to 
calculate the estimated change to school rolls in each 
access scenario. The CTRU was only involved in the 
statistical interpretation of the survey results.

• Comparing the survey population to the target 
population

To determine whether post-weighting to the 
Christchurch population should be carried out, 
an evaluation of the sample was completed to 
judge whether it was representative of the target 
population.

Data across the demographic indicators collected 
in the survey (ethnicity, age, education level, and 
the number of people living in each household) 
was obtained from the 2001 Census of Population 
and Dwellings from Statistics New Zealand. Upon 
becoming available, data for household income was 
obtained from the 2006 census to judge the sensitivity 
of the sample to income level. The proportions of 
each participant across the various strata collected in 
each indicator in the survey were compared against 
the equivalent strata in the census. Some differences 
between the sample and the target population were 
observed.

• The sample under-represented participants with 
lower education qualifi cations (no qualifi cation, 
survey, 10%; target population, 22%) and over-
represented more highly educated participants 
(tertiary, bachelor or post-graduate degree, 
survey, 57%; target population, 26%). See table 
2.3.

• The sample under-represented families that only 
had one child (survey, 32%; target population 
63%). See table 2.4.

Compared to the 2006 census results for 
household income:

• The sample under-represented families with 
a household income of less than $30,000 per 
year (survey, 10%; target population, 14%) and 
over-represented families with a household 
income over $70,000 per year (survey, 46%; 
target population, 38%). See table 2.5 below.

The comparison of the survey population against 
the target population indicated that adjustments 
would be required for income and education to make 
inferences to the Christchurch population from the 
sample.
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Table 2.3. Education level in sample compared with census*

Qualifi cation
Sample Census

N % N %

No qualifi cation 43 10 3,855 22

Secondary school 140 33 8,031 45

Tertiary 241 57 4,563 26

Not known 0 0 1,239 7

Total 424 100 17,688 100

* based on data from 2001 census.

Table 2.4. Number of children aged 12-18 living with 
parents in sample compared with census*

Number of 
children aged 
12 - 18 years

Sample Census

N % N %

One child 134 31.6 11,235 63.4

Two children 176 41.5 5,487 31.0

Three children 82 19.3 870 4.9

Four children 26 6.1 78 0.4

Five children 4 0.9 18 0.1

Six children 1 0.2 6 0.03

Seven or more 1 0.2 0 0

Total 424 99.8** 17,694 99.8**

* based on data from 2001 census.
** Total is 99.8 due to rounding of percentages.

Table 2.5. Household income in sample compared with 
census*

Total 
Household 
Income

Sample Census

N % N %

≤ $30,000 43 10.1 2,859 13.7

$30,001 
- $70,000

147 34.7 6,108 29.2

≥ $70,001 193 45.5 7,854 37.6

Not stated 41 9.7 4,062 19.5

Total 424 100 20,883 100

* based on data from 2006 census.

• Statistical methods

Four kinds of statistics were generated from the 
analysis: overall estimates at the city level for survey 
questions involving the entire sample; analyses 
stratifi ed by income for those questions, with income 
being a basic indicator of SES; the gains and losses 
analyses calculating the change to school rolls in each 
of the access scenarios; and descriptive statistics, or 
frequencies, for survey questions where weightings 
could not be applied. Analyses were carried out only 
for the survey data collected for the eldest child in 
each family.

All statistical analyses were performed using SAS 
version 9.1.3 (SAS Institute Inc. Cary NC). Statistical 
tests were two-tailed and a 5% signifi cance level was 
maintained throughout the analyses. All confi dence 
intervals were presented at the 95% level.58

Data collected on survey questions were used to 
provide statistical analyses and make inferences at the 
city level. Using these data, estimates of proportions 
were calculated, with margins of error and confi dence 
intervals.

The SURVEYMEANS procedure was used to 
calculate estimates for questions at the city level. 
The SURVEYMEANS procedure is an SAS procedure 
commonly used for sample survey data that computes 
descriptive statistics including means, proportions, 
margins of error, and confi dence intervals. The method 
allows for a variety of analyses utilising sampling 
weights to better infer to a population. 

• Choice of sampling weights

Sampling weights were derived for all weighted anal-
yses by comparing the data collected for the school 
children currently attended to the 2006 secondary 
school roll returns for the 31 schools, obtained from 
the Ministry of Education. Data collected from demo-
graphic questions about education and annual house-
hold income were compared with 2001 and 2006 cen-
sus data to assess the sensitivity of the calculations to 
the choice of post survey stratifi cation variable.

• Calculation of sampling weights to current school 
rolls

Table 2.6 shows how the survey sample was broken 
down by the school currently attended and how 
weights were calculated using the roll for each school 
in Christchurch. The weights to the school roll used 
throughout the analyses were calculated by dividing 
the school roll by the number of parents sampled from 
each school.

• Subgroup analyses

All analyses were stratifi ed by household income 
(except for the gains and losses analyses). A test of 
whether the responses signifi cantly differed across 
income was carried out using a chi-square test.59 A 
chi-square test allowed responses to be assessed to 
see if they were independent of household income or 
whether they were related in some way. A chi-square 
test involves comparing the frequency counts with 
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• Inferring to the Christchurch population

The SURVEYMEANS procedure was used to provide 
estimates of the proportion of parents, at the level 
of the Christchurch population, responding to several 
survey questions where weightings could be applied.60 
The analysis provided confi dence intervals at the 
95% confi dence level and therefore a margin of error 
in generalising from the sample to the population. 
Sensitivity to the choice of appropriate stratifi cation 
variables was also considered including income, 
education, the number of children in the family, and 

what would be expected if there was no association. 
When applying this test, a signifi cant p-value (p < 
0.05) provides evidence of an association. Confi dence 
intervals and margins of error were also presented for 
each income level.

Sub-group analyses were completed comparing 
parents in the high income category ($70,001 or 
more), against low ($0-$30,000) and middle income 
families ($30,001-$70,000) grouped together. This 
was done to reduce the margin of error on questions 
dealing with families with a lower household income, 
since these families were under-sampled.

Table 2.6. Sampling weights for schools
(current school roll* as a ratio to number of participants sampled from each school currently attended)

School
School

Survey ID
No. of participants 

sampled
School roll (July 

2006)
Weight

Aranui High School 1 8 761 95

Avonside Girls’ High School 2 22 1187 54

Burnside High School 3 81 2605 32

Cashmere High School 4 32 1606 50

Christchurch Boys’ High School 5 23 1339 58

Christchurch Girls’ High School 6 15 1089 73

Hagley Community College 7 14 1545 110

Hillmorton High School 8 7 778 111

Hornby High School 9 1 418 418

Linwood College 10 9 910 101

Mairehau High School 11 19 591 31

Papanui High School 12 26 1403 54

Riccarton High School 13 18 935 52

Shirley Boys’ High School 14 34 1314 39

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi 15 - 11 -

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha 16 1 28 28

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 17 9 282 31

Christ’s College 18 5 647 129

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 19 4 612 153

St. Andrew’s College 20 12 912 76

St. Margaret’s College 21 7 561 80

Canterbury Christian College 22 - 37 -

Catholic Cathedral College 23 1 219 219

Christchurch Adventist School 24 1 63 63

Hillview Christian School 25 1 72 72

Marian College 26 10 442 44

Middleton Grange School 27 13 681 52

Rudolf Steiner School 28 3 114 38

St. Bede’s College 29 18 788 44

St. Thomas of Canterbury College 30 15 352 23

Villa Maria College 31 15 709 47

- No data collected for participants whose children attend this school.
* Secondary school roll as at July 2006 (the time of the survey). These fi gures exclude primary school pupils in composite schools (pupils not in Years 9-15).
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current school roll size. However, the main analysis 
involved post-survey weights based on the current 
school roll. Unweighted analyses were also carried 
out to compare against the weighted analyses.

• Gains and losses analyses

Two “gains and losses analyses” were undertaken 
to determine the estimated redistribution of pupils 
across schools within Christchurch under the two 
access scenarios. This also involved applying the 
SURVEYMEANS procedure to the data collected in 
the choice of any secondary school if money was 
no object access scenario and the choice of any 
state secondary school access scenario to calculate 
projected rolls for each school.

The projected school roll was compared to 
the current school roll and the differences used to 
estimate the gains and losses of pupils between 
schools. Uncertainty limits (95% confi dence intervals) 
were calculated directly from the procedure to provide 
a range of reasonable estimates for each school’s 
expected roll when inferring to the Christchurch 
school population. The fi gure produced by the mean 
of the estimates was taken as the best estimate of 
the projected school roll.

Some participants on the choice of any 
secondary school if money no object scenario and 
the choice of any state secondary school scenario 
(42 and 21 participants, respectively) answered 
they were undecided or did not know whether they 
would change their child’s school. The data for 
these participants was handled for these analyses by 
assuming they would continue to send their child to 
the school they currently attended.

• Allocation of children where preferred school 
was unknown

It was necessary to develop a way of allocating 
each school a share of the participants who would 
change schools but did not know which school they 
would choose. There were 25 for the choice of any 
secondary school if money was no object access 
scenario and one participant who responded this 
way for the choice of any state secondary school 
scenario.As the problem involved allocating missing 
data, two different procedures were used to ensure 
the data had been treated thoroughly and to see if 
there were similar results when different methods 
were used.

Firstly, the data for these participants was 
handled on the gains and losses analyses by 
categorising their responses as “school unknown,” 
and then re-distributing these responses across the 
schools using two different methods: a multiple 
imputation method, involving re-sampling data 
according to probabilities; and a secondary method of 
proportional allocation.61 The proportional allocation 
method involved allocating participants who did not 
know which school they would choose proportionate 
to the observed gains and losses to school rolls.

Multiple imputation method

On the choice of any secondary school if money was 
no object access scenario, both of these methods for 
allocating missing data were used. The fi rst method 
used was the multiple imputation procedure, which 
involved randomly allocating unknown responses 
based on the observed responses of other participants 
whose children currently attended the same school.

Table 2.7. Possible responses to sample from

Participant ID Current school(ID) Possible Schools (ID)

46 12 3, 20

64 13 19, 20

92 12 3, 20

101 9 99

102 10 5, 18, 20

106 11 5, 14, 20, 27

107 5 18, 20, 27

120 4 19, 20, 27, 29

135 31 99

136 1 99

178 3 6, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 31

195 3 6, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 31

197 11 5, 14, 20, 27

223 2 19, 20, 21

259 4 19, 20, 27, 29

267 10 5, 18, 20

297 4 19, 20, 27, 29

303 7 3, 19, 31

307 4 19, 20, 27, 29

318 1 99

329 8 19

344 14 3, 18, 20, 27, 29

394 11 5, 14, 20, 27

410 3 6, 17 ,18 ,19, 20, 21, 31

418 12 3, 20
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Table 2.8. Probability of school being selected

Current school Preferred school n Probability (%)*

Avonside Girls’ High School Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 4 40

St Andrew’s College 1 10

St Margaret’s College 5 50

Burnside High School Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 2 14

Christ’s College 3 21

Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 1 7

St Andrew’s College 5 36

St Margaret’s College 1 7

Villa Maria College 1 7

Christchurch Girls’ High School 1 7

Cashmere High School Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 1 14

St Andrew’s College 4 57

Middleton Grange School 1 14

St Bede’s College 1 14

Christchurch Boys’ High School Christ’s College 3 60

St Andrew’s College 1 20

Middleton Grange School 1 20

Christchurch Girls’ High School Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 1 14

St Andrew’s College 1 14

St Margaret’s College 5 71

Hagley Community College Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 1 33

Burnside High School 1 33

Villa Maria College 1 33

Hillmorton High School Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 1 100

Linwood College Christ’s College 1 25

St Andrew’s College 2 50

Christchurch Boys’ High School 1 25

Mairehau High School Shirley Boys’ High School 1 25

St Andrew’s College 1 25

Middleton Grange School 1 25

Christchurch Boys’ High School 1 25

Papanui High School St Andrew’s College 1 50

Burnside High School 1 50

Riccarton High School Rangi Ruru  Girls’ School 2 50

St Andrew’s College 2 50

Shirley Boys’ High School Christ’s College 4 36

St Andrew’s College 3 27

Middleton Grange School 1 9

St Bede’s College 2 18

Burnside High School 1 9

Christ’s College Christ’s College 1 100

St Andrew’s College Burnside High School 1 100

St Margaret’s College Marian College 1 100

Christchurch Adventist School Middleton Grange School 1 100

St Thomas of Canterbury College Christ’s College 3 50

St Andrew’s College 3 50

*Probability that school is selected for imputing unknown value
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Imputation is a process where missing values in 
a dataset are estimated from the remaining data, 
for the purpose of allowing statistical procedures to 
be performed on a complete dataset. Consequently, 
multiple imputation is a method whereby an 
imputation approach is repeated to generate more 
than one dataset. Each of the imputed datasets 
was analysed by standard methods, and the results 
were combined to produce estimates and confi dence 
intervals that incorporate missing-data uncertainty. 
This method is illustrated in tables 2.7 and 2.8.

Table 2.7 shows the school currently attended by 
children of the 25 participants who answered they 
did not know which school they would send their 
child to. The table shows the data that were avail-
able from other participants from the same school 
who also answered they would change their child’s 
school. The table also indicates four participants 
(101, 135, 136 and 318) where it was not possible 
to re-sample data (code 99). This was because there 
was no other data from participants with children 
in these schools to select from.

The following is an example of how an unknown 
participant at Avonside Girls’ High School was assigned 
to a school. According to the data in table 2.7, schools 
19, 20, and 21 could potentially be used to impute the 
missing data for the child of participant 223 whose 
child currently attends Avonside Girls’ High School 
(school number two). Table 2.8 summarises this data 
in a different way. Following the same example, we 
can see that there were four, one and fi ve complete 
responses from parents whose children attended 
Avonside Girls’ High School. Therefore, under the 
imputation procedure used for this analysis, there 
was a 40%, 50% or 10% probability of selecting a 
response of school 19, 20, and 21 respectively for 
the unknown school for participant 223.

On the choice of any state secondary school 
scenario, only one participant was classifi ed as 
“school unknown.” This participant was able to 
be allocated to a school by re-sampling according 
to the choices made by other participants whose 
children currently attend the same school as this 
participant. There was only one school to choose 
from (Burnside High School), meaning there was no 
uncertainty about which school this participant’s 
child would be likely to attend.

Proportional allocation method

The second method used to handle the missing data 

for the choice of any secondary school if money was 
no object access scenario was to allocate each school 
a share of the parents who did not know which 
school they would choose proportionate to the 
observed gains and losses to school rolls estimated 
on the complete dataset (table 2.9). This approach 
was used as an additional sensitivity analysis to the 
multiple imputation method, and to show that more 
than one way was used to determine which schools 
parents who did not know which schools they would 
choose might send their child to.

Table 2.9. Proportional Allocation strategy
(proportions for allocating pupils to schools where school 
unknown)

Schools which gained pupils
Proportional 

increase 

Actual net roll 
increase (no. of 

pupils)
Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 0.0183 34

Christ’s College 0.1688 310

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 0.1967 362

St Andrew’s College 0.2960 544

St Margaret’s College 0.1652 304

Marian College 0.0229 42

Middleton Grange School 0.0684 126

St Bede’s College 0.0364 67

Villa Maria College 0.0273 50

• Estimated change to some school rolls could not 
be calculated

For certain schools, mainly the ones with smaller 
school rolls, there were small numbers of participants 
who reported they would not change their child’s 
current school. Furthermore, for these schools, there 
were no other participants in the sample indicating 
they would change to these schools. Due to the limited 
data for these schools, estimates were unstable and 
so exact estimates and confi dence intervals could not 
be calculated. The gains and losses analyses result for 
these schools is therefore consistent with no change 
to their school roll.

For one school in the choice of any state secondary 
school scenario and three schools in the choice of 
any secondary school if money was no object access 
scenario, there was either no available data or very 
limited data and therefore no estimate could be 
presented for the expected change to the rolls of 
these schools. Only further sampling of parents from 
these schools would enable the gains and losses to 
their rolls be calculated for these schools.
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Spatial Analysis: GIS mapping and distance 
calculations

• Purpose

The purpose of the spatial analysis was to visually 
present the fi ndings from the survey and the 
statistical analyses. The spatial analysis involved 
two kinds of analyses using a GIS software package, 
ArcGIS 9.1. The fi rst was the creation of fi fteen maps 
that illustrated the raw data collected by the survey 
as well as data produced by the statistical analysis, 
such as the gains and losses analysis. The second 
was the completion of several kinds of distance 
calculations using raw data from the survey, primarily 
to investigate the relationship between distance and 
choice of school.

The GIS techniques which were used with the 
raw data and the fi ndings of the statistical analysis 
are discussed fi rst, describing how methods from 
previous studies were adapted for the purposes of 
this research. The requirements for the GIS analysis 
are subsequently followed by an explanation of how 
the various maps and distance calculations were 
completed.

• The application of GIS techniques to the study 
of access to schools

Approaches used by Taylor and Burgess

The application of GIS techniques in this research 
project are based on two earlier pieces of research that 
looked at the impact of open enrolment schemes in 
England which gave parents better access to schools, 
produced by Taylor and Burgess.62 The geo-coding 
methods described previously are similar to those 
used by Taylor, who geo-coded parents to a point-
location according to home postcodes, collected 
when parents enrolled their children in a school.

Another method was adapted from Taylor’s 
research to measure distances between home and 
school. Taylor used “GIS computer software … to 
calculate the distances between every pupil’s home 
and all the schools’ locations within each LEA” (there 
were six Local Education Authorities (LEA) included 
in Taylor’s study).63 He “assumed that pupils would, 
without open enrolment, have attended their nearest 
school as measured by a straight line from their 
home.”64

From these measurements, Taylor determined the 

proportion of pupils who did not attend their nearest 
school. He also identifi ed the amount of movement 
between schools by examining the number of pupils 
who avoided their nearest school and attended other 
schools within the region, and presented these results 
as a matrix of the number of pupils gained and lost 
by each school. The idea for the gains and losses 
analysis used in this research project is an adaptation 
of Taylor’s model. Different to this research, however, 
Taylor was also able to investigate more sophisticated 
problems like whether there was a relationship 
between location and the type of school chosen and 
whether choice led to social exclusion, as he had 
access to a complete dataset for every parent and the 
background characteristics of every pupil, including 
their SES, in the LEAs studied.

Using these methods, Taylor was able to identify 
the extent to which parents within a region were 
responding to an open enrolment scheme. In Taylor’s 
research, the institution space was defi ned by the 
boundary of each LEA. This boundary was artifi cial, 
however, since parents were not restricted from 
choosing schools in different LEAs to the one where 
they lived. Consequently, a weakness of this method 
is that it only accounts for movement within one 
institution space; it does not consider movement 
across multiple jurisdictions. This limitation did not 
apply in this research however, as movement within 
only one institution space was considered.

Adapting Taylor’s approach

As mentioned previously, various aspects of Taylor’s 
methods have been adapted for the GIS component of 
this project. The gains and losses analyses presented 
in the research fi ndings of this report are based on 
the principle of Taylor’s approach, to estimate the 
absolute gain or loss each school would be likely to 
experience under each access scenario. The distance 
calculations are also based on the distance between 
home and school, or between schools. The distance 
calculations carried out were also infl uenced by 
the relationship between distance and choice of 
school by particular parents explored by Burgess.65 
These included home to school distances, the excess 
distance parents were prepared to have their children 
travel to their preferred school or the number of 
schools parents could access within a radius of their 
home.

The scope for applying GIS techniques in this 
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research, however, was more limited than either 
of those pieces of research because the data was 
collected through a random sample survey. This 
meant that it was only possible to map the responses 
of each individual participant and perform simple 
distance calculations. Without the responses for the 
entire population, GIS techniques could not be used 
to determine the true proportion of parents choosing 
schools at the city level or to calculate the gains and 
losses to school rolls.

Nevertheless, it was possible to model the relative 
fl ow of pupils leaving their current school for their 
parents’ preferred school in each access scenario 
by using the sampling weights developed for the 
statistical analyses. This was done by multiplying the 
number of pupils leaving each school by the sampling 
weight for each school. Using the weights this way 
helped make the fl ow of pupils more representative 
of the expected absolute change to school rolls at the 
city level shown in the gains and losses analyses (the 
fi ndings are presented in maps 4.4, 4.5 and 5.3).

• Geo-coding data

In order to produce the maps and distance calculations, 
a GIS software package with an accurate geo-coding 
database and street network dataset for Christchurch 
called Quickmap Professional Enterprise, was used 
with ArcGIS. Other data was also obtained to locate 
each previously geo-coded participant and all the 
schools on each map. 2006 Level 2 census meshblock 
boundaries for Christchurch were purchased from 
Terralink International, while census area unit 
boundaries were obtained from Statistics New 
Zealand, and inputted into ArcGIS.

The location of each school (the school layer) was 
exported from the Quickmap software database into 
ArcGIS. The school point features on each map were 
created by geocoding from Quickmap’s address point 
feature, which was based on Land Information New 
Zealand (LINZ) address points. The LINZ address point 
could only be placed generally within the correct 
land parcel, as the accuracy of the address point was 
limited. This means that the location of each school 
(on the maps presented in this report) is not greater 
or less than the size of the school.

School enrolment zone boundaries (the school 
zone layer) were exported from the Quickmap software 
database. These boundaries were checked against the 
descriptions published by schools in 2006 for their 

school enrolment zone (see appendix 4). Each school 
enrolment zone exported from Quickmap had the same 
description as the school’s published zone.

The survey responses for each participant were 
also inputted into ArcGIS. A point-location for each 
participant was determined by taking the mid-point of 
the meshblock as a proxy for the true location of each 
participant’s residence.

Some participants were geo-coded to the same 
meshblock, however, and consequently occupied 
the same location in space, causing a problem for 
representing these participants individually on 
each map. To solve this problem, a distance of +/- 
200 metres was applied in either horizontal (x) or 
vertical (y) distances to cluster each participant 
around the centre of the meshblock. The accuracy 
of the distance calculations for each participant 
treated in this way was not affected, however, as 
the calculations were completed using the original 
location of each participant.

• Method for calculating distances

Distances were measured in ArcGIS by using a distance 
theorem to calculate the length of a straight line 
between the centre of each meshblock (the meshblock 
centroid), representing the location of each participant, 
to the centre of each school (the centroid of the 
school).

The distance theorem

The distance theorem used is a simple Euclidean 
calculation often applied in GIS research to determine 
distances. It is derived from Pythagoras’ theorem.66 The 
method involves drawing a line between the end points 
of two points, and then creating a right-angled triangle 
based on the horizontal and vertical intersection of two 
other lines extending from either point. The theorem is 
sometimes referred to as the “straight line” method.

Pythagorean geometry is used to calculate the 
length of the hypotenuse of the triangle, which is the 
line between the two points. This is done by subtracting 
the smaller coordinates from the larger. The result 
of this calculation is the distance between the two 
points.67

Using Pythagoras’ theorem in this way allows the 
relative distance between two points to be measured, 
which is also the distance for the shortest path between 
the two points.
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of each participant’s residence is an approximation 
(to preserve their anonymity) making each distance 
calculation from home to school a reasonable 
estimate.

Secondly, the straight line method was used in 
both of the studies previously cited by Taylor and 
Burgess to calculate distances.68 It was preferred 
by them as a simpler way to calculate the distances 
travelled by large cohorts of pupils.

Thirdly, both Taylor and Burgess considered the 
straight line method was an accurate approximation 
of the actual distances travelled by pupils. Burgess 
verifi ed the accuracy of the straight line method 
by comparing it with the more precise distance 
measurements that took into account road restrictions 
in three areas: a rural area, an urban area outside 
London and in a London LEA. When each pupil’s 
nearest school was identifi ed using both methods in 
each of the areas, the correspondence between the 
different distance measurements was 85%. Hence, 
this result may be taken as evidence that the straight 
line method is reasonably accurate for calculating 
street distances for this kind of research.

• Analysis and presentation of GIS results: 
Mapping and distance calculations

Using the fi ndings from the statistical analysis

Findings from the statistical analyses were presented 
in three maps. Sampling weights based on school 
rolls were used in two maps. However, data generated 
by the multiple imputation procedure in one of the 
gains and losses analyses was not used in either the 
maps or the distance calculations. This was because 
this procedure only produced a probability for how 
likely it was that a child would attend a particular 
school if their parents did not know which school 
they would choose. In other words, it was not possible 
to say with complete certainty these children would 
attend the school their parents were assigned to by 
the multiple imputation procedure, so this data could 
not be mapped.

One exception was the single participant assigned 
to Burnside High School in the choice of any state 
secondary school access scenario, since this was the 
only possible school this participant could attend 
based on the observed choices of other participants 
who sent their child to the same school.

The method is illustrated in fi gure 2.4. The 
calculations completed using ArcGIS compared the 
difference in distance between the coordinates of 
participants’ residence and schools, or between 
different schools.

Strengths and weaknesses of the distance 
theorem

While it is an accurate measure of the distance 
between two points, the Pythagorean straight line
method does not take route restrictions into account 
when calculating distances between points, such as 
city blocks, one way streets or speed limits. This is a 
problem for accuracy in the sense that it is impossible 
to travel diagonally through natural obstacles, like 
city blocks, malls, rivers, and so on. These factors can 
affect the actual distance people travel and therefore 
travel times.

Figure 2.4. The “straight line” distance theorem

Pythagoras’ theorem states:

AB2 = AC2 + BC2

Therefore:  AB = √ AC2 + BC2           

    
A

B

C

Hence, the formula for the straight line distance between two 

points may be expressed in the following formula:  

d = √  (X2 - X1)2 + (Y2 - Y1)2

   

     

d

(X2 - X1)

(Y2 - Y1)

Where:

(X2 – X1) is the difference in the X direction, or longitude;

(Y2 – Y1) is the difference in the Y direction, or latitude; and 

 d is the distance between two points.

For example, if the grid coordinates of point A are (4, 8) and 

the grid coordinates of point B are (15, 20), then:

Distance AB  = √  (15-4)2 + (20-8)2

       = 16.3 units

       
A(4,8) C

A(15,20)

12
16.3

11

Nevertheless, the straight line method is still a 
reasonably accurate measure of the distances for 
the purposes of this research. Firstly, the location 
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Parents excluded from certain maps

A full description of each map and its content, including 
details of the scale and any excluded participants, is 
presented in boxes and tables associated with each 
map. Participants living in the outer suburbs of 
Christchurch were sometimes excluded so that the 
size of the maps did not need to be shrunk. Excluding 
these participants made it easier to distinguish the 
majority of participants in the inner suburbs on the 
affected maps. Additional details relating to which 
participants were excluded from maps 4.1 and 5.1 are 
presented here however, as this information could not 
be displayed on these maps.

Map 4.1. Parents who would change their 
child’s secondary school or not if money was 
no object:

• Fourteen parents have been excluded from 
display on this map.

• The ID number and location of each excluded 
parent is listed in table 2.10., according to the 
census meshblock and the census area unit they 
were geo-coded to.

Map 5.1. Parents who would change their 
child’s secondary school or not given a choice 
of any state school

• Fourteen parents have also been excluded from 
display on this map.

• The details of the excluded parents are the 
same as for map 4.1, as noted in table 2.10.

Table 2.10.  Parents excluded from maps 4.1 and 5.1

ID Meshblock number
Census area unit 
number and name

274 2485701 587903 Kennedy’s Bush

275 2485701 587903 Kennedy’s Bush

313 2494300 587902 Mclean’s Island

309 2494400 587820 Templeton

19 2496002 587820 Templeton

384 2496004 587820 Templeton

147 2496005 587820 Templeton

349 2502302 590604 Styx

3 2502700 590604 Styx

39 2513501 590400 Belfast

216 2514000 590400 Belfast

240 2514000 590400 Belfast

21 2515000 590400 Belfast

43 2515103 590400 Belfast

Distance calculations

Several kinds of straight line distance calculations 
were completed to look at the relationship between 
distance and participants’ choice of school. 
Descriptive statistics were produced based on the 
results, including the mean, median, fi rst quartile, and 
third quartile for each set of calculations. Proportions 
of participants travelling certain distances were also 
calculated for certain GIS queries.

Home-to-school distances

To establish how long the average distance was that 
pupils travelled from home to school, the median, 
mean and percentile distances that pupils commute 
under the status quo and each access scenario were 
calculated.69

Home to school distances were calculated from 
the centre of each meshblock, which represents the 
location of the residence of each participant, to the 
school they currently attend, or chose to attend 
under each access scenario.

Distance travelled and choice of school

The extra distance travelled by pupils compared to 
the school they currently attend and the school they 
are zoned for (identifi ed in ArcGIS) and their parents’ 
preferred school in each access scenario were 
calculated to show the excess distance that parents 
are willing to have their children travel.

One calculation compared the distance to the 
school currently attended with the state school 
preferred by those participants who would change 
their child’s state school. The difference in distance 
between the two schools was calculated.

One calculation compared the distance to the 
school currently attended with the school preferred 
by those participants who would change their child’s 
school if money was no object. The difference in 
distance between the two schools was calculated.

One calculation compared the distance to the 
school participants were zoned for with the distance 
to the school they preferred if money was no object. 
The school zoned for was identifi ed with ArcGIS, not 
the survey results, and compared to the responses of 
participants. The difference in distance between the 
two schools was calculated.

To show the proportion of participants whose 
children attend one of their nearest three schools, 
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the nearest three schools to each participant were 
identifi ed by searching according to the nearest 
point in ArcGIS.

• 225 participants were identifi ed as having 
children who attended one of their nearest 
three schools, by comparing the three nearest 
schools found and the school participants 
responded their child currently attended.

• This calculation revealed the proportion of 
pupils who already attend a school further 
away than one of their closest three.

Feasibility of access

How feasible access to schools was for participants 
was illustrated by calculating how many participants 
had a choice of three schools within a 2 km, 4 km or 
6 km radius of their home under the current situation 
and each choice scenario.

The current situation:

• Data was searched in ArcGIS according to the 
nearest point to identify the nearest three 
schools to each of the 424 participants.

• The straight line method was used to calculate 
the distance to the third nearest school.

• The minimum distance to reach three schools 
was summarised with cumulative percentages 
up to and including the distance to the third 
nearest school in increments of distance of 2 
km, 4 km and 6 km.

Choice of any secondary school if money was 
no object access scenario:

• Data was searched in ArcGIS according to the 
nearest point to identify the nearest three 
schools to the 81 participants who would 
change  their child’s school if money was no 
object.

• The straight line method was used to calculate 
the distance to the third nearest school.

• The minimum distance to reach three schools 
was summarised as cumulative percentages 
up to and including the distance to the third 
nearest school in increments of distance of 2 
km, 4 km and 6 km.

Choice of any state secondary school access 
scenario:

• Data was searched in ArcGIS according to the 
nearest point to identify the nearest three state 
schools to the 40 participants who chose to 
change their child’s state school.

• The straight line method was used to calculate 
the distance to the third nearest school.

• The minimum distance to reach three schools 
was summarised as cumulative percentages 
up to and including the distance to the third 
nearest school in increments of distance of 2 
km, 4 km and 6 km.

Comparing distance to the nearest school and 
school actually attended

Calculations were completed comparing the distance 
travelled to the nearest school and the school actually 
attended, for pupils for whom the actual school 
attended was not the nearest school. The purpose of 
these calculations was to help describe the distance 
parents are willing to transport their children to 
school.70

• 219 participants who chose a school different to 
the nearest school were identifi ed by comparing 
participants’ survey responses for the nearest 
school and the school currently attended.

• The nearest school to each of the 219 
participants was identifi ed in ArcGIS and the 
difference in distance between the nearest 
school and school attended was calculated.

• The difference in distance between the next 
nearest school was also calculated.

The fi ndings of each of these kind of distance 
calculations above are presented in sections 3, 4 
and 5.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This section has accomplished a number of different 
purposes. Firstly, it has presented a typology of the 
research literature for how various researchers from 
a number of different disciplines have investigated 
the impact of policies which allow parents better 
access to schools for their children. In doing so, it has 
noted the particular contribution of economics and 
sociology, as well as political science. It has argued 
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that the latest studies, with their greater rigour, 
have advanced our empirical understanding of the 
way various access programmes and initiatives have 
worked overseas. It has also pointed to New Zealand 
research on the effects of removing school zones in 
the 1990s, indicating that there are weaknesses and 
errors in the research and the authors’ interpretation 
of the fi ndings. This has meant policies which improve 
parents’ access to schools are often cast in a negative 
light, when in fact they can have positive effects 
for pupils, parents and schools. Within this part, a 
handful of studies of Christchurch were described 
which provide additional context for the fi ndings of 
this research.

This section has also presented the analytical 
framework of this research through a review of the 
literature on the geography of education, showing 
how methods and techniques from this discipline 
can contribute to understanding the dynamics of the 
“lived market” for schools. The methods described 
here allow the reality of parents’ choices to be 
examined, and reasonable generalisations to be made 
about improving access to schools based on the likely 
observed changes to the size of school rolls and 
patterns of pupil movements between schools. 

The overall unique contribution of this research 
to New Zealand studies about improving access to 
schools is that it moves the analysis beyond what has 
happened into the area of what might reasonably 
happen if parents were allowed better access to 
schools. It gives a snapshot of the magnitude of 
demand for each school in Christchurch, suggesting 
with a degree of confi dence what the implications 
would be for school capacity across the school 
network. What is more, unlike the Smithfi eld 
project, it analyses the results with a conceptual 
framework that is not derived from social confl ict 
theory. Social confl ict theory, like all ideologies, 
presupposes people’s actions must fi t a structural 
pattern. This is not the case in reality, as real life is 
more complicated.

For this reason, the research presented in this 
report begins with parents and households as actors 
whose choices are constrained and infl uenced 
by space. Much more will be said about parents’ 
preferences for schools and what the patterns of 
pupils moving between schools might be if parents 
had better access to schools in Christchurch in the 
following sections, beginning with the current 
situation of access to schools.
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents the fi rst series of results from 
this research. Its purpose is to describe the nature 
of the “lived market” for schooling—the schools 
parents choose and the various factors which 
infl uence the schools they can access—before the 
impact of an open enrolment scenario is considered. 
According to Sietske Waslander and Martin Thrupp, 
the “lived market” is conditioned by formal rules and 
regulations, established by legislation, and the more 
informal relationships that exist between parents 
and schools.1 How parents and schools respond to the 
formal regulations which constrain the schools they 
can access is one factor that infl uences the overall 
demand for schools. This is important because one 
of the objectives of this research is to discern the 
relationship between parents and schools that exists 
under the current school system of enrolment.

In a way, the fi ndings presented in this section 
provide a yardstick for comparing the effect of 
giving parents better access to schools examined in 
subsequent sections. It describes which secondary 
schools parents currently send their children to in 
Christchurch, showing which schools are in demand. 
In particular, this section reports the fi ndings of some 
simple statistical analysis at the city level, allowing 
judgements to be made about whether parents 
generally prefer to send their children to the nearest 
school to where they live and also the extent to which 
school enrolment zones constrain the choices of 
parents. By examining these issues under the current 
policy of school enrolment, it is possible to see fi rst of 
all to what extent residential choice is being exercised 
by parents as a way of choosing a school. Secondly, 
it allows some conclusions to be drawn about how 

much proximity to school matters for parents who 
currently send their children to secondary school.

These issues are important to understand because 
the current school enrolment policy, introduced 
by the Education Amendment Act 2000 and the 
Education Standards Act 2001, is premised on the 
assumption that parents should have absolute right 
of access to their local school. While this may seem 
fair and reasonable at face value, its application has 
serious social consequences for parents and for their 
children’s education. School zoning often means that 
the range of schools parents can access for their 
children is constrained more than would otherwise be 
the case if enrolment policies were more fl exible. In 
a very real way, zoning can lead to social exclusion: 
parents who want to get their children into a school 
they believe will provide the best education for them, 
sometimes have to pay a premium to do so through 
higher house prices.

This section is structured in the following 
way. The fi rst part of this section provides some 
brief context around two key themes that shall 
be discussed: the issues of residential choice and 
proximity of home to school as factors infl uencing 
access to schools. Secondly, school zoning policy in 
New Zealand is briefl y described to illustrate the way 
school enrolments are constrained by legislation. 
The third part describes the research fi ndings for the 
questions asked in the parental survey which relate to 
the choices parents currently make about schooling 
in Christchurch. The fi nal part of this section makes 
some brief observations about the degree of active 
choice currently being exercised  by parents, to draw 
some conclusions about the nature of the current 
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extent of access to schools in Christchurch.

RESIDENTIAL CHOICE

Research on residential choice

Residential choice is an important issue because all 
households make choices about where they live. 
Residential choice is one of the simplest ways parents 
can access a school. Research from overseas and New 
Zealand shows a number of parents from different 
backgrounds make active choices to access different 
schools, given the opportunity (see appendix 1).2 
That aside, it is diffi cult to determine how strongly 
residential choice is associated with parents’ decision-
making processes. The price of the area, available 
amenities and proximity to work are all other factors 
that play a role in determining choices. 

Jacqui Croft declares the literature on school 
choice is inconclusive around the role of residence and 
that on residence is inconclusive around schooling.3 
In England, it has not been investigated properly as 
a pull factor for choosing a school. Croft does note, 
however, that while “selection by mortgage,” the 
practice of families moving nearby to the school 
they consider best to ensure entry, is an issue, 
evidence on the signifi cance of schooling in mobility 
decisions is not clear. The research cited earlier about 
general equilibrium modelling also indicates that 
mobility signifi cantly improves the equity outcomes 
of targeted education credits.4 Perhaps the issue 
which infl uences residential choice the most then 
is whether enrolment schemes for state schools 
are determined by geographic boundaries. Whether 
a school is accessible constrains parents’ choices. 
School enrolment zones make decisions about where 
to live even more important for parents who have a 
preferred school they wish their children to attend.

In the United States, for example, Caroline 
Hoxby explains that residential choice depends 
greatly on the number, size, and residence patterns 
of the public school districts in the area where adults 
are also employed.5 Further, school districts vary in 
quality. Sometimes there will be comparable urban 
school districts within 30-45 minutes drive from 
where parents live, expanding the range of schools to 
choose from (although in rural areas options can be 
few). The way that housing markets work however, 
means that in urban areas lower income parents are 
unlikely to be able to afford a house in parts of town 
where schools are over-subscribed. The result is that 

parents sort themselves into different districts based 
on where they can afford to live. Low income parents 
therefore have reduced access to schools because 
they cannot afford to choose schools in districts that 
have higher house prices.

Residence has also been found to be important 
for determining access to schools in England. In 
2006, Simon Burgess and Adam Briggs estimated 
the chances of poor and non-poor children getting 
places in good schools in England, using the PLASC 
dataset.6 They found that children from poor families 
are less likely to attend good schools, controlling 
for location, within street variation and background 
characteristics. Their analysis demonstrates that 
location does matter in the assignment of pupils to 
schools in England. They looked at the strategies used 
by the non-poor to enrol their children into a good 
school, and how signifi cant residential choice is in the 
enrolment system, as parents attempt to use location 
as a strategy to make their child’s background and 
ability more apparent to schools and LEAs. Location 
accounted for a 2% difference in the likelihood that 
a poor child would attend a good school. Burgess and 
Briggs take heart that the importance of location 
suggests that better access to schools might have a 
role in narrowing the admissions gap between poor 
and non-poor pupils.7

In a related study in 2006, Burgess, Briggs and 
others also looked at whether parents chose the 
nearest school to where they lived.8 Their fi ndings 
showed that 46% of pupils attended their nearest 
school. In London, the proportion was only 25%. 
Further, 28% of pupils did not attend one of the 
nearest three schools to their home. The distances 
parents were prepared for their children to travel to 
school were “not trivial” either. The average home 
to school distance was calculated to be 1.7 km. On 
average, though, pupils travelled an extra 2.3 km to 
their parents’ preferred school. What is more, when 
the researchers looked at disadvantaged pupils, 
about half were found to commute to reach schools 
with better standardised test scores.9 Even though 
Burgess and Briggs’ research shows disadvantaged 
pupils get to access better schools less often than 
better off pupils, a number of the parents in their 
research chose a different school to the local school 
if it was not suitable for them. Attending the local 
school because it was the local school was not what 
mattered most for just over half of English parents.
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Evidence of residential choice in Christchurch

In Christchurch some parents have moved into 
the zones of schools that they want their children 
to attend in response to the re-introduction of 
enrolment zones in 2000.10 What is more, it is 
apparent that school zones have pushed up the 
marginal price for houses in at least four separate 
school zones. Two economists, Scott McClay and 
Robert Harrison, produced research in 2003 which 
showed that house buyers can expect to pay hefty 
premiums to buy a house in four school zones in 
Christchurch. This was also true for two areas where 
the zones of Burnside High School or Riccarton High 
School overlapped with Christchurch Boys’ High 
School’s zone.11 Their modelling indicated that the 
premium for selling in the Christchurch Boys’ High 
School zone would be approximately $79,000. The 
premium for the Christchurch Girls’ High School 
zone was even higher, at approximately $137,000.12

A reason for this substantial difference may 
be that the Christchurch Girls’ High School zone is 
completely enclosed by the Christchurch Boys’ High 
School zone. McClay and Harrison also argue that the 
cost of sending a daughter to Christchurch Girls’ High 
School is similar in magnitude to the cost of sending 
a daughter to one of the private girls’ schools, such 
as Rangi Ruru Girls’ School, although the premium 
would be recoverable if the house was sold later on. 
The zone premiums were also signifi cantly large for 
Burnside High School (approximately $29,000) and 
Riccarton High School (approximately $41,000), 
but not as high as Christchurch Boys’ High School 
or Christchurch Girls’ High School. While the study 
admitted that data limitations meant the analysis 
was not perfect, it still shows strong indications 
that residential choice is a feature of the “education 
market place” in Christchurch.

Susan Bridges’ research on parents’ mobility and 
the importance of zoning also showed that planning 
educational opportunities for their children played 
a major part in determining whether parents moved 
to particular locations.13 Families from Christchurch 
tended to plan ahead, and timed their move so 
that their children could settle in an area before 
beginning secondary school. Of parents who had 
stated zoning was a reason for moving, Bridges 
found that 83% were successful in accessing the co-
educational schools they were zoned for, but their 
chances of accessing single-sex schools were lower. 

The inequitable access was related to smaller home 
zones around girls’ schools and fewer places available 
at boys’ schools.

Summary

Stories of families cheating enrolment schemes are 
relatively common in New Zealand.14 Families that 
have the resources to exercise residential choice can, 
and do, move to get their children into their preferred 
school. School enrolment policies that encourage 
residential choice may actually discourage social 
mixing in schools and communities, as families buy 
their child’s enrolment and become “segregated by 
mortgage.” This is the opposite intention of the policy. 
Furthermore, the argument that zoning is necessary 
to foster higher achievement among disadvantaged 
pupils or under-performing schools through peer 
effects is spurious.15

The promise of making access to schools better 
is that it can reduce, if not sever, the link between 
location and school quality, as families are no longer 
limited by proximity to a school to be eligible for a 
place.

SCHOOL ENROLMENT POLICY IN NEW 
ZEALAND

Key developments in enrolment policy

Historically, the New Zealand school system promoted 
freedom for parents to choose a school. Clarence 
Beeby said in 1956, “In New Zealand there is no 
selection at all for secondary education, and, within 
the State system, every child, whatever his ability 
is free to go to the secondary school of his parents’ 
choice.”16 Further, Beeby said:17

A growing egalitarianism has infl uenced the 
school system, as it has the rest of our social 
structure, and almost any movement towards 
freer entrance to any school would be assured 
of strong popular and political support. … It is 
certain that any attempt to re-impose selection 
for secondary schools in New Zealand would be 
met by a storm of protest from parents.

Consequently, when school enrolment zones 
for state schools appeared in the 1950s, they were 
established to provide for the fair treatment of 
newly established schools and their pupils during 
a time when the number of secondary schools was 
growing. In other words, enrolment schemes were 
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intended to limit the size of a school’s roll to prevent 
over-crowding. But, as Gary McCulloch’s study of 
Auckland illustrated, the system of zoning tended to 
maintain the established image and privileges of the 
grammar schools.18

The school enrolment zones cultivated the notion 
of the local neighbourhood school in New Zealand. 
The fi rst priority of all secondary schools became to 
serve the local neighbourhood. In 1960, the Minister 
of Education P. Skoglund said:19

Basically every child should have the right to 
enrol at the school which is nearest to his home. 
This implies that schools will undertake to accept 
enrolments from pupils in their vicinity, and if it 
is necessary to restrict the intake.

Since the changes introduced by Tomorrow’s 
Schools, school enrolment policy has become the 
subject of even more heated debate.20 The issue 
is about what is the fairest way to allocate pupils 
to schools, in situations where schools are over-
subscribed. This tension can be seen in the way 
legislation has changed over time, from devolving 
authority to schools to manage their own capacity 
and enrolment policy back to a situation where the 
Secretary of Education has considerable authority 
over schools:21

• The Education Act 1989

In 1989, the Education Act introduced more fl exibility 
into the design of enrolment schemes:

• the key change was to allow pupils the 
opportunity to attend any school that they 
could secure a place at;

• the Secretary of Education was able to prescribe 
maximum rolls, and each school had to devise 
an enrolment zone if it appeared it would 
exceed its maximum capacity, specifying how 
many out of zone applicants it would take; 
and

• these places were fi lled by ballot, and pupils 
who lived in zone still had right of access to 
over-subscribed schools.

• The Education Amendment Act 1991

In 1991, in the Education Amendment Act, more 
amendments were made to enrolment policy:

• school boards were given more power over the 
content of their schemes; and

• enrolment schemes could only be used to 
manage over-crowding.

• The Education Amendment Act (No. 2) 1998

In 1998, the regulations were modifi ed again with the 
Education Amendment (No. 2) Act:

• schools were required to have regard to the 
capacity of the existing network of state 
schools;

• school boards were required to consult with the 
community when developing their enrolment 
scheme;

• the power to approve schemes was returned to 
the Secretary;

• pupils had to be able to attend a “reasonably 
convenient school”; and

• the Secretary was granted the power to make 
sure enrolment schemes promoted the “best use 
of the network of state schools in the area.”

• The Education Amendment Act 2000

The Education Amendment Act 2000 swept away the 
discretion that school boards had to determine their 
own school enrolment schemes:

• the legislation enshrined the absolute right of 
pupils to attend their local school;

• enrolment schemes had to specify a geographic 
home zone to determine which pupils had 
absolute access;

• where over-subscribed schools were adjacent, 
zones had to be contiguous so that no pupils 
would be left out of a zone;

• the legislation also specifi ed precisely how 
schools were to prioritise out of zone enrolments, 
and ballots were prescribed as the mechanism to 
allocate spare spaces at each school; and

• school boards were also given the power to annul 
enrolments for pupils at the school who were not 
in zone, with these procedures being toughened 
and tightened further in the Education Standards 
Act 2001.
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In summary, the current legislation means that 
pupils who live in a school zone have an absolute 
right of entry to that school, no matter how full that 
school is. Under this scheme, it can only be argued 
that parents have good access to state schools insofar 
as they can apply for places in state schools which 
they are not zoned for, but only if there are enough 
spare spaces. Furthermore, access is constrained 
because the Education Act 1989 lays down a strict 
priority for how excess places should be fi lled. The 
order that pupils are selected in is as follows: pupils 
in special programmes are fi rst, followed by siblings 
of current pupils, siblings of former pupils, children 
of board employees, and then after those places 
have been fi lled, every other pupil who is admitted is 
selected by a ballot.

Other implications of current enrolment 
policy

• Reasonable convenience is unreasonable

Besides these direct implications, current enrolment 
policies have several other implications. Firstly, the 
meaning of “reasonably convenient school” is perhaps 
one of the vaguest parts of the Education Act:22

Reasonably convenient school means a state 
school that a reasonable person living in the area 
in which the school is situated would judge to be 
reasonably convenient for a particular student, 
taking into account such factors as the age of 
the student, the distance to be travelled, the time 
likely to be spent in travel, the reasonably available 
modes of travel, common public transport routes, 
and relevant traffi c hazards.

This defi nition of reasonably convenient school 
means that what is reasonably convenient may vary 
between different schools so that pupils can access an 
appropriate school, depending on the type of school 
it is and the education offered. Further, school boards 
have to take into consideration many issues like the 
age of pupils, distance travelled and transportation. 
Section 11E, part 2 also requires schools to take 
the defi nition of reasonably convenient school into 
consideration when determining their home zone so 
that best use can be made of the school network and 
so any area may be excluded for which another school 
is also reasonably convenient for a pupil living in that 
area to attend. Consequently, this provision is open 
to multiple interpretations about what is reasonably 

convenient, and is ultimately unhelpful as a fair 
guideline for determining who can access a school.

• Access to state-integrated schools is limited

Another issue is the constraints which limit enrolments 
at state-integrated schools. Integrated schools, special 
character schools and kura kaupapa Maori schools may 
operate enrolment schemes if excess demand is likely 
to occur. More importantly, enrolments at integrated 
schools are also constrained by the requirement that 
no more than 5% of enrolments at integrated schools 
can be “non-preference” pupils.23 That is, the school 
cannot enrol more than 5% of pupils who do not 
meet the special character requirements of the school. 
Integrated schools are also frustrated by caps on the 
maximum number of pupils that they can enrol. The 
roll caps can only be raised by negotiation with the 
Ministry of Education, taking into account whether 
there is spare capacity or not in the state system:24

Maximum roll increases are very unlikely to 
be approved in areas where there is surplus 
accommodation in other state schools, unless it 
can be shown that there is unmet demand for 
school places of the particular special character 
of the school, for instance, with siblings unable 
to enrol.

Further, the non-preference quota of schools may 
not be increased if there are stable or declining rolls 
elsewhere in the state school system.

• Under-performing schools are unfairly protected

A further implication of school zoning under the 
current enrolment system is that it can lead to under-
performing schools being unfairly protected, since 
schools have a guaranteed catchment of pupils. It is 
harder to detect poorer performance among schools 
when families cannot vote with their feet because 
they are restricted to sending their child to one school. 
A case in point is helpful to consider. The Education 
Review Offi ce (ERO) reported in 1996 that the majority 
of schools in two areas of social disadvantage, 
Mangere and Otara, were seriously under-performing, 
so much so that ERO felt that the community could 
not have confi dence in the educational outcomes for 
children attending schools in these two districts.25 
More fl exible enrolment regulations in the 1990s 
probably helped reveal some of these problems as 
they allowed pupils the opportunity to leave those 
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schools.26 Arguably, forcing pupils to attend schools 
like the ones ERO found in Mangere and Otara is not a 
way to encourage better achievement or educational 
opportunities for pupils who may have to attend 
such schools.

In spite of this basic logic, the authors of the 
Smithfi eld project were still happy to recommend 
the re-introduction of zoning as a key policy 
recommendation resulting from their research.27 
The point was to ensure that schools would have 
a broad SES mix of pupils. However, they did not 
specify what an optimal mix of pupils would be, or 
how that mix might be achieved when school rolls 
became imbalanced, especially if higher SES parents 
congregated around the schools they prefer, as 
occurs now. Again, there is also the problem that 
segregation was higher under zoning than without 
zones according to their data. Furthermore, their 
recommendation contradicts their appraisal that 
zoning did not give ethnic minority or low SES 
families a better chance of accessing different and 
better schools.28

• Balloting of limited places makes access to 
schools fairer

The Smithfi eld authors also recommended balloting 
places for out of zone pupils at over-subscribed 
schools, as occurs now.29 But balloting these places 
does not have much of an effect on school mix 
because of the relatively small number of pupils who 
enrol in a school this way.30 For instance, in 1991, 
85% of schools had at least 10% more capacity than 
they needed. School rolls also remained relatively 
static over the following fi ve years,31 meaning 
balloting would not have been common place, 
even though greater proportions of parents chose 
adjacent schools (see appendix 1). This also meant 
balloting would not have helped lower SES parents 
to access adjacent schools perhaps as much as less 
rigid enrolment schemes allowed between 1991 
and 1998. Nevertheless, when schools are over-
subscribed, balloting is the only fair way to allocate 
places so that neither a parent’s income nor a pupil’s 
prior attainment infl uences whether they can access 
a school with limited available places.

• Zoning does not promote social mixing

The school enrolment system specifi ed in the 
Education Act 1989 does not encourage social 

cohesion, or reduce segregation by SES. Giving 
priority to local pupils may increase segregation and 
make enrolment less fair for schools in more well off 
areas, as well as for the families who cannot afford 
to buy a house in the school zone.32 The current 
education system therefore, remains characterised 
by selection according to who can pay a premium 
for schooling. A further implication of the current 
zoning laws is that they do not make best use of 
school network capacity, since some parents ignore 
the intent of zoning laws and simply move near to 
their preferred school. Making best use of capacity 
as a policy imperative also ignores the issue of school 
quality. Again, this stance prioritises the needs of 
schools over the needs of children.33

Summary

The net effect of the current school enrolment policy 
is that a mismatch often occurs between the demand 
for places at state schools, and the total available 
capacity in the school system.34 The right to attend a 
local school would be reasonable if it were true that 
all schools are of the same quality and the needs of 
each child the same. But the fact is that while state 
schools are subject to the same regulatory controls, 
they differ widely in quality and so in popularity 
among parents.35 Parents also have different 
expectations of schools. Parents who want to send 
their children to the schools they think are best for 
them vie for places, even to the extent of exercising 
residential choice, while other state schools operate 
under capacity.

Moreover, the current enrolment policy does 
more than avoid over-crowding in schools; it micro-
manages demand and allocation of pupils to schools. 
Schools that would gladly take more pupils, including 
some state-integrated schools, cannot because of the 
limits of legislation. While it might sound fair to ensure 
everyone can access the local school, and that places 
should be allocated in a systematic way for out of 
zone applicants, the legislation is far too prescriptive 
and does not give schools enough fl exibility to deal 
with the needs of parents and children. In this way, 
zoning laws contribute to homogenous schooling, 
rather than a range of more diverse options.36

A more fl exible system that recognises the needs 
of parents and pupils could be benefi cial for creating 
more opportunities for pupils to access the school that 
suits them. This is especially important for children’s 
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secondary education where wider curricular options 
are a reality, and with more pupils staying longer in 
school, specialisation could better serve pupils with 
interests in non-academic subjects. In conclusion, 
enforcing the right to attend the local school only 
encourages “segregation by mortgage,” intensifying 
the relationship between location and school quality. 
This perpetuates a situation of differentiated access 
to schools.

CURRENT SCHOOL CAPACITY ISSUES IN 
CHRISTCHURCH

Ministry of Education data arguably shows that state 
secondary school capacity is not being put to best 
use (table 3.1). Firstly, fi gures show that seven state 
schools are currently operating at over 100% capacity. 
These seven schools operate a school enrolment zone. 
Operating over and above capacity in this way has 
serious fi nancial implications for schools, as extra 
property, classrooms or other resources are not 
provided for out of zone enrolments when a school 
is full and takes more pupils above its maximum roll. 
School boards are responsible for accommodating 
these pupils.37 More alarming, however, is the number 
of schools that are operating at levels which are 
drastically under capacity. Three regular state schools 
have utilisation levels of between 60% and 70%, 
meaning together they contribute several hundred 
spare places accross the school system. Each of these 
schools has plans to rationalise the number of spare 
classrooms that they have.38

Further, the popular single-sex state secondary 
schools generally take smaller numbers of out of zone 
enrolments than other state secondary schools. For 
example, Christchurch Boys’ High School took 275 
pupils in 2006; 80 pupils from out of zone in Year 9 
and 195 from within the school zone. Christchurch 
Girls’ High School enrolled 231 girls at Year 9 in 2006, 
of which 93 were from outside the school zone. By 
contrast, Avonside Girls’ High School took 290 girls 
at Year 9 in 2006; 206 of whom were from outside 
of the school zone. For Shirley Boys’ High School 
the fi gures were 334 and 243, respectively. These 
differences in the number of out of zone enrolments 
show the pressure Christchurch Boys’ High School 
and Christchurch Girls’ High School are under to 
accommodate home zone enrolments at the expense 
of out of zone enrolments.

The stark difference between those schools that 

are full to over-fl owing and those which are planning 
to reduce the number of classrooms they have 
suggests that those places could be put to better use 
in some way. One wonders what the situation would 
be for these schools if zoning laws were relaxed 
again, as it seems reasonable that schools operating 
at extreme levels of under-utilisation are being 
protected, in part, from further decline by zoning 
regulations operating at other schools.

RESEARCH FINDINGS
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S• With 95% certainty, 53% of parents 
do not choose to send their child to 
the nearest school to where they live, 
with an associated margin of error of 
approximately +/- 4%;

• According to calculations completed with 
ArcGIS, 47% of parents do not send their 
children to a school that is one of the 
nearest three schools to where they live;

• With 95% certainty, 53% of parents do 
not send their child to the school they 
indicated that they were zoned for, 
with an associated margin of error of 
approximately +/- 4%; 

• According to calculations completed with 
ArcGIS, 46% of parents who live in a 
school zone do not send their child to the 
school that they are zoned for; and

• With 95% certainty, 79% of parents 
responding knew at the time they moved 
to their present home that it was in the 
zone of the school they indicated that 
they were zoned for, with an associated 
margin of error of approximately +/- 4%.

Having outlined the relevant issues regarding 
residential choice and the current school enrolment 
policy, this part presents the results which illustrate the 
schools parents in Christchurch currently choose, as 
well as how important proximity to school, residential 
choice and school zones are to parents. This part also 
describes the nature of the “lived market” for schools 
in Christchurch before choice of a different school 
is examined. Within this discussion, the role that 
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Table 3.1. Christchurch secondary school capacity  (state and state-integrated schools)
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State schools

Aranui High School N 761 63 1233 -472 62 141 - -

Avonside Girls’ High School Y 1187 59 1200 -13 99 290 697 206

Burnside High School Y 2605 112 2359 246 104 513 469 110

Cashmere High School Y 1606 71 1421 185 113 407 177 52

Christchurch Boys’ High 
School

Y 1339 63 1274 65 105 275 549 80

Christchurch Girls’ High 
School

Y 1089 60 1106 -17 98 231 369 93

Hagley Community College Y 1545 75 1436 109 108 96 987 96

Hillmorton High School N 778 50 844 -66 92 178 - -

Hornby High School N 418 37 699 -281 60 95 - -

Linwood College N 910 67 1369 -459 66 239 - -

Mairehau High School N 591 45 787 -196 75 127 - -

Papanui High School N 1403 66 1313 90 107 348 - -

Riccarton High School Y 935 48 885 50 106 184 87 -

Shirley Boys’ High School Y 1314 62 1297 17 101 334 622 243

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori 
O Te Whanau Tahi

N 11 9 23 -12 48 5 - -

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori 
O Waitaha

N 28 11 40 -12 70 6 - -

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti Y 282 0 285 -3 99 63 - -

State-integrated schools

Canterbury Christian College N 37 0 42 -5 88 12 - -

Catholic Cathedral College N 219 0 219* 0 100 42 - -

Christchurch Adventist 
School

N 63 0 79 -16 80 17 - -

Hillview Christian School N 72 0 76 -4 95 26 - -

Marian College N 442 0 430 12 103 110 - -

Middleton Grange School Y 681 0 591 90 115 135 - -

Rudolf Steiner School N 114 0 131 -17 87 29 - -

St Bede’s College N 788 0 746 42 106 165 - -

St Thomas of Canterbury 
College

N 352 0 368 -16 96 84 - -

Villa Maria College N 709 0 676 33 105 150 - -

* Adjusted roll data unavailable for Catholic Cathedral College.
Source: Data Management Unit, Ministry of Education
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proximity of home to school plays is important, as 
it is assumed that if parents are choosing a school 
that is not the nearest one or not the one parents 
responded that they were zoned for, it indicates a 
degree of active choice by parents.39

Schools pupils currently attend

The parental telephone survey gathered responses 
from parents from all but two of the 31 schools 
identifi ed as being Christchurch secondary schools 

(table 3.2). The two schools for which no data were 
collected were Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau 
Tahi and Canterbury Christian College. Consequently, 
this research cannot make predictions about what 
would happen to the size of the rolls of these schools 
in later scenarios. Parents from Burnside High School 
were over-represented in the sample, based on 
the number of pupils who attended the school in 
2006. On the other hand, only one participant was 
sampled from Hornby High School, meaning little if 
nothing can be said from this research about parents’ 

 Table 3.2. School currently attended (eldest child in family)
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State schools

Aranui High School 2 761 N 8 1.9 8 1.9

Avonside Girls’ High School 6 1187 Y 22 5.2 30 7.1

Burnside High School 9 2605 Y 81 19.1 111 26.2

Cashmere High School 8 1606 Y 32 7.6 143 33.8

Christchurch Boys’ High School 10 1339 Y 23 5.4 166 39.2

Christchurch Girls’ High School 10 1089 Y 15 3.5 181 42.7

Hagley Community College 6 1545 Y 14 3.3 195 46.0

Hillmorton High School 5 778 N 7 1.7 202 47.7

Hornby High School 3 418 N 1 0.2 203 47.9

Linwood College 2 910 N 9 2.1 212 50.0

Mairehau High School 5 591 N 19 4.5 231 54.5

Papanui High School 6 1403 Y 26 6.1 257 60.6

Riccarton High School 7 935 Y 18 4.3 275 64.9

Shirley Boys’ High School 6 1314 Y 34 8.0 309 72.9

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi 3 11 N 0 0.0 309 72.9

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha 3 28 N 1 0.2 310 73.1

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 6 282 N 9 2.1 319 75.2

Private schools  

Christ’s College - 647 N 5 1.2 324 76.4

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School - 612 N 4 0.9 328 77.3

St Andrew’s College - 912 N 12 2.8 340 80.1

St Margaret’s College - 561 N 7 1.7 347 81.8

State-integrated schools  

Canterbury Christian College 7 37 N 0 0.0 348 81.8

Catholic Cathedral College 4 219 N 1 0.2 348 82.0

Christchurch Adventist School 7 63 N 1 0.2 349 82.2

Hillview Christian School 6 72 N 1 0.2 350 82.4

Marian College 7 442 N 10 2.4 360 84.8

Middleton Grange School 9 681 Y 13 3.1 373 87.9

Rudolf Steiner School 7 114 N 3 0.7 376 88.6

St Bede’s College 9 788 N 18 4.3 394 92.9

St Thomas of Canterbury College 8 352 N 15 3.5 409 96.4

Villa Maria College 9 709 N 15 3.5 424 99.9*

* Percentages rounded to 1 decimal place, meaning the total cumulative percentage is 99.9 not 100.
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schooling preferences at this school.
In light of the capacity issues highlighted above 

at Christchurch secondary schools, it is interesting to 
see the degree of choice being exercised by parents in 
Christchurch already. The fi rst way this is examined is 
by looking at the proportions of parents surveyed who 
chose a school different to the nearest school.

Choosing the nearest school

As discussed previously, it is important to determine 
whether parents choose to send their children to the 
local school because current enrolment policy places 
such a high emphasis on guaranteeing parents who 
live near schools right of access. The question is to 
what extent proximity to school matters to parents, as 
shown by whether they access their nearest school or 
an adjacent school.

The fi rst way this question is examined is by 
comparing the responses of parents to two survey 
questions, one which asked them which was the 
nearest secondary school to where they were living, 
and one which asked them which secondary school 
their child currently attends. The results are presented 
with overall estimates at the city level at the 95% 
confi dence level. In this way, the proportion of parents 
who send their child to a school which is not their 
nearest school was determined (table 3.3).

The estimate shows with 95% certainty that 53% of 
parents already choose to send their child to a different 
school to the nearest school to where they live, with 
an associated margin of error of approximately +/- 4%. 
Also with 95% certainty, 46% of parents send their 
child to the same school as the one that was nearest to 
where they lived, with an associated margin of error of 
+/- 4%. These underlying proportions strongly suggest 
that many parents generally do not choose a school 
which is their nearest school.

Since the survey asked parents whether they knew 
which school was nearest to where they lived, choice of 
a school near to home was also analysed another way, 
using ArcGIS. The point location of each parent was 
used to calculate the distance between their residence 
and the nearest school. The distances were calculated 
using the straight line distance theorem, described 
in section 2. The proportion of parents in the sample 
whose children attended one of their nearest three 
schools was then determined. Pupils were apportioned 
to potential schools, controlling for their sex, so that 
boys could only attend boys’ schools and girls could 

only attend girls’ schools. Pupils of either sex were 
considered able to attend co-educational schools. 
This independent method found that 53% of parents 
(225) send their child to one of their nearest three 
schools, meaning 47% do not. This is a slightly smaller 
proportion than the survey found, but still represents 
a large proportion of parents not choosing to send 
their child to one of their nearest three schools.

Stockwell and Duckworth’s research of 
Christchurch parents also found that although the 
location of a school was frequently mentioned as a 
reason why parents chose a particular school, it was  
one of the less important attributes they favoured in a 
school. 57% of parents thought that it was important 
that the school was easy to get to, while only 50% 
thought that it was important that the school was 
close to home.40

The survey results of this research were also 
analysed with estimates at the city level by household 
income at the 95% confi dence level (table 3.3). 
Roughly similar proportions were found to be choosing 
a school different to the nearest school across each 
household income level. 52% of low-middle income 
parents ($0 to $70,000) were likely to send their child 
to a different school to the nearest school, with a 
margin of error of approximately +/- 7%. For high 
income parents ($70,001 or more ), the proportions 
were slightly less, at 49%. The margin of error was 
the same as for low income parents. No statistically 
signifi cant relationship was found between household 
income level and the proportions of parents choosing 
to send their child to a school different to the nearest 
school (p = 0.912). That these proportions are so similar 
gives a good measure of confi dence that the majority 
of parents in both income groups have either not felt 
compelled or have not considered sending their child 
to the nearest school.

Following the nearest school question, parents 
were asked whether they knew how far the nearest 
school to where they lived was from their home (table 
3.4). The responses to this question show that the 
majority of parents lived between 1 km and 4 km from 
the nearest school. Specifi cally, the estimates at the 
city level showed that 33% of parents lived within 1 
km to 2 km of the nearest school, with an associated 
margin of error of approximately +/- 5%, while 25% of 
parents thought that the nearest school was between 
1 km to 2 km from home, with an associated margin of 
error of approximately +/- 4%.

When the results were stratifi ed by household 
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income, a similar pattern was revealed for low-
middle income parents (table 3.4). The fi ndings 
showed that 37% of low-middle income parents ($0 
to $70,000) lived within a distance of 1 km to 2 km 
of the nearest school, with an associated margin of 
error of approximately +/- 7%. Lower proportions 
of low-middle income parents, however, lived 
within 5 km to 6 km, or greater than 6 km of the 
nearest school, compared to high income parents. 
No statistically signifi cant relationship was found 
between household income level and the proportions 
of parents living within a particular distance of the 
nearest school (p = 0.356).

Table 3.3. Children attending their nearest school
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the city 
level stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 
95% confi dence level)

Overall estimate
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Nearest 
school

205 45.7 4.0 41.7 49.7

Different 
school

214 52.7 4.2 48.4 56.9

Unsure/
Don’t know

5 1.7 1.6 0.1 3.2

Total 424 100

Low-middle 
income (≤ $70,000)

Nearest 
school

90 47.4 7.1 40.2 54.5

Different 
school

98 51.6 7.1 44.4 58.7

Unsure/
Don’t know

2 1.1 1.5 0 2.5

Total 190 100

High income
(≥ $70,001)

Nearest 
school

96 49.7 7.1 42.6 56.9

Different 
school

95 49.2 7.1 42.1 56.3

Unsure/
Don’t know

2 1 1.4 0 2.5

Total 193 100

Not stated
Nearest 
school

19 46.3 15.5 30.4 62.3

Different 
school

21 51.2 15.5 35.2 67.2

Unsure/
Don’t know

1 2.4 4.8 0 7.4

Total 41 100

Results for test of relationship between household income level and 
whether children attended their nearest school:
Chi-square = 2.07, df = 6, p = 0.912

The extra distance was also calculated using 
ArcGIS, between the nearest school to home and the 
school that children currently attended,  according 
to the survey data, for those children whose parents 

sent them to a school different to the nearest school 
(table 3.5). 219 parents in the sample were in this 
situation. The fi ndings showed that the median excess 
distance their children travelled was 0.6 km. Further, 
a quarter of the excess distances being travelled were 
over 1.2 km, with the maximum distance being 3 km. 
Overall then, 25% of the excess distances children in 
this sample were travelling were between 1.2 km and 
3km to school each day. 

Table 3.4. How far is that school (the nearest school) from 
your home?
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the city 
level stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 
95% confi dence level)

Overall estimate
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< 1 km 86 21.3 4.3 17 25.6
1-2 km 143 34.0 4.6 29.3 38.6
3-4 km 108 24.6 4.3 20.2 28.9
5-6 km 43 9.9 3.0 6.8 12.9
> 6 km 32 6.9 2.4 4.4 9.3
Don’t know 11 3.4 2.1 1.3 5.8
Total 423* 100

Low-middle 
income (≤$70,000)

<1 km 39 20.6 5.8 14.8 26.5

1-2 km 70 37 6.9 30.1 44
3-4 km 50 26.5 6.3 20.1 32.8
5-6 km 14 7.4 3.7 3.6 11.2
>  6 km 11 5.8 3.3 2.5 9.2
Don’t know 5 2.6 2.3 0.3 5
Total 189** 100

High income
(≥ $70,001)

< 1 km 40 20.7 5.7 15 26.5

1-2 km 64 33.2 6.7 26.5 39.9
3-4 km 44 22.8 5.9 16.8 28.8
5-6 km 24 12.4 4.7 7.7 17.1
> 6 km 17 8.8 4 4.8 12.8
Don’t know 4 2.1 2 0 4.1
Total 193 100

Not stated < 1 km 7 17.1 11.7 5 29.1
1-2 km 9 22 12.8 8.7 35.2
3-4 km 14 34.1 14.7 19 49.3
5-6 km 5 12.2 10.1 1.7 22.7
>  6 km 4 9.8 9.2 0.3 19.2
Don’t know 2 4.9 6.7 0 11.8

Total 41 100

*     One missing response reduced the sample from 424 to 423 for this 
question.

**    One missing response reduced the sample from 190 to 189 for low-
middle income parents answering this question.
Results for test of relationship between household income level and the 
distance between home and school:
Chi-square = 19.59, df = 18, p = 0.356

These may not appear huge distances, but in a city 
the size of Christchurch, even an extra 1 km further can 
increase the number of schools that can be accessed.
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Table 3.5. Excess distance travelled between the nearest school 
and the school currently attended 
(parents whose children attend a different school to the nearest 
school to where they live, n = 219)

Statistic Distance (km)

mean 0.9

fi rst quartile 0.3

median 0.6

third quartile 1.2

inter-quartile range 0.9

minimum 0.08

maximum 3.0

range 3.0

mode 0.3

Distance and access to the school currently 
attended

Choosing a different school to the nearest school 
is not the only indicator of access to schools. The 
distance between home and school can also be used 
as a measure of how much access parents have to 
different schools. The distances between parents’ 
residence and the school their child currently attended 
were examined in several ways with ArcGIS.

The fi rst issue examined the distance between 
home and the school children currently attended 
(table 3.6). The fi ndings show that the median distance 
travelled by children from home to their current 
school is 2.8 km. A quarter of the distances children 
travelled to school were over 5.2 km. A reasonable 
proportion of parents are therefore already willing to 
send their children longer distances to school.

Table 3.6. Distance from home to school currently attended
(N = 424)

Statistic Distance (km)

mean 3.7

fi rst quartile 1.6

median 2.8

third quartile 5.2

inter-quartile range 3.6

minimum 0.3

maximum 15.1

range 14.7

mode 1.8

To give an indication of how far it is necessary 
for children to travel before they can access a number 
of schools, the distance to access three schools from 
home was calculated (table 3.7). The fi ndings show 

that the median distance children have to travel 
to access three schools is 2.6 km from their home. 
A quarter of the distances children had to travel 
were less than 2.0 km. Nevertheless, a quarter of the 
distances children had to travel were more than 3.6 
km in order to be able to access three schools.

Table 3.7. Feasibility of access to schools
(distance to reach the nearest three schools from home, N = 424)

Statistic Distance (km)

mean 3.0

fi rst quartile 2.0

median 2.6

third quartile 3.6

inter-quartile range 1.6

minimum 0.7

maximum 11.8

range 11.1

mode 5.4

Presented as cumulative percentages (table 3.8), 
approximately a quarter of all parents could access 
a school within 2 km of where they lived. It was not 
until a distance of 4 km from home was reached that 
a majority of parents could reach three schools.

Table 3.8. Proportion of parents with three schools within a
radius of distance from their home (N = 424)

Distance (km) % Cumulative %

2 km 26.4 26.4

4 km 55.7 82.1

6 km 14.8 96.9

> 6 km 3.1 100.0

These fi ndings show that parents would need to 
travel a distance greater than the median distance 
to the nearest school in order to access a range of 
schools. In light of the longer distances many parents 
already send their children to school, the message is 
that proximity is not necessarily a factor that appears 
to dictate which schools parents choose.

The effect of school enrolment zones on 
access to schools

Having established that a large proportion of parents 
already choose a school different to the nearest 
school, and are prepared to send their children a 
distance in order to access their current school, the 
amount of active choice is now considered with 
respect to school enrolment zones. The question is 
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whether parents are already choosing to access a 
school different to the school they are zoned for.

• Do parents choose the school they are zoned for, 
for their children?

In the survey, parents were asked to indicate 
whether they knew which state secondary school 
they were zoned for. The responses to this question 
were compared to the school their children actually 
attended in order to determine estimates for the 
proportion of parents at the city level who send their 
child to a school different to the one they thought 
they were zoned for (table 3.9).

The fi ndings show that with 95% certainty, 
53% of parents currently send their child to a 
different school to the one they are zoned for, with 
an associated margin of error of approximately +/- 
4%. Approximately 39% of parents reported that 
they send their child to the state school that they 
thought they were zoned for, with a margin of error 
of approximately +/- 4%.

These fi ndings should be treated with some care 
as a number of parents answered that they knew 
which school they were zoned for, but indicated 
a school which in reality does not have a zone. 31 
parents surveyed responded this way. This is likely 
to be the case for many parents in any city where 
home enrolment zones operate, however, as parents 
have differing information levels about schooling.41 
Hence, parents in the survey are probably refl ecting 
what would be expected at the city level. When 
interpreting the results for this data, any inference 
should take into account that it refl ects parents’ 
perception of school zoning rather than what is the 
actual case.

The results were also stratifi ed by household 
income (table 3.9). The fi ndings show that with 95% 
certainty, 52% of low-middle income parents ($0 to 
$70,000) send their child to a school different to the 
one they responded that they were zoned for, with 
a margin of error of approximately +/- 7%. This was 
greater than the proportion of high income parents 
($70,000 or more), as only 46% send their child to a 
different school to the one they responded that they 
were zoned for, with a margin of error of +/- 7%. 
No statistically signifi cant relationship was found 
between household income level and the proportions 
of parents choosing a different school to the one 
they responded that they were zoned for (p = 0.454). 
Nonetheless, similar proportions of parents in each 

income group chose to send their children to the 
school they responded they were zoned for.

Table 3.9. Children attending the school they are zoned for
(overall estimates at the city level and estimates at the city level 
stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 95% 
confi dence level)
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Overall estimate
Zoned 
school

174 39.1 3.6 35.5 42.7

Different 
school

213 53.0 3.7 49.3 56.8

Unsure/
Don’t know

37 7.9 2.6 5.3 10.4

Total 424 100

Low-middle 
income (≤ $70,000)

Zoned 
school

79 41.6 7.0 34.5 48.7

Different 
school

99 52.1 7.1 44.9 59.3

Unsure/
Don’t know

12 6.3 3.5 2.8 9.8

Total 190 100

High income
 (≥  $70,001)

Zoned 
school

82 42.5 7.0 35.5 49.5

Different 
school

89 46.1 7.1 39 53.2

Unsure/
Don’t know

22 11.4 4.5 6.9 15.9

Total 193 100

Not stated
Zoned 
school

13 31.7 14.4 16.8 46.6

Different 
school

25 61.0 15.1 45.4 76.6

Unsure/
Don’t know

3 7.3 8.1 0 15.6

Total 41 100

Results for test of relationship between household income level and 
whether children attended the school they are zoned for:
Chi-square = 5.72, df = 6, p = 0.454

One reason why high income parents chose a 
different school to the zoned school less often may 
be that these parents have bought in a school zone. 
This means they would be more likely to choose the 
school they are zoned for. On the other hand, low-
middle income parents are not as likely to be able to 
exercise residential choice, and may try to get their 
children into other schools if they do not think the 
school they are zoned for is the best one for their 
child. Irrespective of the difference in response 
across household income group, the direction of the 
responses is similar to the overall estimate at the city 
level. Consequently, according to the survey fi ndings, 
it can be stated with a measure of certainty that the 
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majority of Christchurch parents actively choose a 
school different to the school they are zoned for.

This conclusion was also tested using ArcGIS. 
Firstly, from the survey results, 167 parents were 
eliminated who were not in a school enrolment 
zone. This meant 257 parents were identifi ed as 
living in the zone of one of the nine state schools in 
Christchurch with a school enrolment zone. 

The assignment of parents to school zones in 
ArcGIS was also corrected to account for each pupil’s 
sex, since if the nearest school with a zone was a 
single-sex school this meant a pupil might not be 
able to be zoned for that school. For example, if a 
parent with a son was zoned for Christchurch Girls’ 
High School according to where they live, but they 
chose to send their son to Christchurch Boys’ High 
School, then they were not considered to be zoned 
for Christchurch Girls’ High School. This meant that 
three parents of boys in the Avonside Girls’ High 
School zone had to be excluded completely from 
the sub-sample of parents identifi ed by ArcGIS who 
lived in a school zone. Consequently, the actual 
size of the sub-sample of parents who live inside a 
school zone is 254.

Taking into account the sex of each pupil, so that 
boys could only attend boys’ schools, girls could only 
attend girls’ schools, and pupils of either sex were 
considered able to attend co-educational schools, 
the pupils were then apportioned to potential 
schools they could attend. This exercise showed that 
118 parents lived within the zone of a school that 
has a school enrolment zone. Thus, 46% of parents  
who live in a school zone chose a different school 
to the school they were zoned for, according to the 
calculations completed in ArcGIS. This is slightly less 
than the proportion of parents choosing a school 
according to the survey results, but is still quite a 
high proportion of the total number of parents who 
actually live within a school zone.

Map 3.1 illustrates the results of this exercise 
showing parents identifi ed in ArcGIS who live in the 
zone of a state school, to account for the variation 
in responses from parents about whether they knew 
they lived in a school zone. The school parents were 
zoned for was taken to be the nearest state secondary 
school to where they lived within a school zone as 
identifi ed in ArcGIS. The parents presented in map 
3.1 are located according to the point-location of 
their home, and they are colour-coded according to 

the school their child currently attends, which is also 
indicated using a colour code.

• Do school enrolment zones infl uence residential 
choice?

As well as investigating whether parents send their 
child to the school they are zoned for, estimates at 
the city level were determined for two questions 
which asked parents whether they knew about the 
school zone when they moved into their home, 
and how important the school zone was to them. If 
parents knew their home was in a school zone when 
they moved house, this would support the idea that 
parents might be exercising residential choice.

Table 3.10 shows that with 95% certainty, 79% 
of parents responding to this question, knew at the 
time they moved to their present home that it was 
in the zone of the school they indicated that they 
were zoned for. This proportion has an associated 
margin of error of approximately +/- 4%. It would 
seem, perhaps that a degree of residential choice is 
occurring already in Christchurch.

When the results were stratifi ed by household 
income (table 3.10), the proportions of parents 
responding who knew their home was in the school 
zone at the time they moved were almost the 
same. With 95% certainty, and a margin of error 
+/- 6%, the proportions were 79% for low-middle 
income families and 80% for high income families. 
No statistically signifi cant relationship was found 
between household income level and the proportions 
of parents who knew that their home was in the zone 
of the school they were zoned for (p = 0.219). 

As discussed, there are many reasons affecting 
where people decide to live. A further question was 
asked to determine how important the school zone 
was to parents when they decided to move to their 
present home. Estimates at the city level for these 
results show that with 95% certainty, 66% of parents 
responding did not really consider the zone or thought 
it was not at all important, while 34% thought that it 
was quite or very important. The margin of error for 
both fi ndings was approximately +/- 5% (table 3.11).

According to the parental survey, generally 
school zones do not seem to have been an important 
consideration for parents when they moved into 
their home. However, estimates with 95% certainty 
showed that 53% of parents sampled had also lived 
at their present address for over six years, with a 
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margin of error of approximately +/- 5%. Living at 
the present address for this amount of time would 
also mean these parents moved at a time when 
zoning regulations were more fl exible. This reason 
perhaps accounts for why school zones matter less 
to the parents in this survey, even though residential 
choice can be seen through the high premiums on 
house prices in popular school zones and through the  
cases of zone cheats being discovered.

Table 3.10.  At the time you moved to your present home,
did you know it was in the (school zoned for) school zone?
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the city 
level stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 
95% confi dence level)
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Overall estimate Yes 304 78.7 4.3 74.4 83.0

No 83 21.3 4.3 17.0 25.6

Total 387 100

Low-Middle 
Income (≤ $70,000)

Yes 140 78.7 6.0 72.6 84.7

No 38 21.3 6.0 15.3 27.4

Total 178 100

High income
 (≥ $70,001)

Yes 137 80.1 6.0 74.1 86.2

No 34 19.9 6.0 13.8 25.9

Total 171 100

Not stated Yes 27 71.1 14.6 55.9 86.2

No 11 28.9 14.6 13.8 44.1

Total 38 100

Results for test of relationship between household income level and whether 
parents knew when they moved to their present home whether it was in the 
zone of the school they were zoned for: Chi-square = 8.25, df = 6, p = 0.219

Nonetheless, estimates at the city level stratifi ed 
by household income reveal an interesting difference 
between the responses of low-middle income 
parents and high income parents (table 3.11). The 
fi ndings show that with 95% certainty 39% of high 
income parents thought the zone was quite or very 
important when they moved, with a margin of error 
of approximately +/- 8%. In contrast, a smaller 
proportion of low-middle income parents responding 
thought the zone was very or quite important, at 
35%, also with a margin of error of approximately 
+/- 8%. No statistically signifi cant relationship 
was found between household income level and 
the proportions of parents who thought the zone 
was quite or very important when they decided to 
move to their present home (p = 0.302). This small 
difference between the different groups of parents 

may be illustrative of the reality that high income 
parents can, and do, buy in a school zone to access 
their preferred school.42

Table 3.11. How important was the school zone when you 
decided to move to your present home?
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the city 
level stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 
95% confi dence level)
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Overall 
estimate

Didn’t consider/
Not important

191 65.8 4.8 61.1 70.6

Quite/Very 
important

111 33.6 4.7 28.8 38.3

Can’t remember/
Don’t know

2 0.6 0.8 0 1.4

Total 304 100
Low-Middle 
income 
(≤ $70,000)

Didn’t consider/
Not important

90 64.3 8.0 56.3 72.3

Quite/Very 
important

49 35.0 7.9 27 43

Can’t remember/
Don’t know

1 0.7 1.4 0 2.1

Total 140 100

High income
(≥ $70,001)

Didn’t consider/
Not important

83 60.6 8.2 52.3 68.9

Quite/Very 
important

54 39.4 8.2 31.1 47.7

Total 137 100

Not stated
Didn’t consider/
Not important

18 66.7 18.1 47.7 85.7

Quite/Very 
important

8 29.6 17.6 11.2 48

Can’t remember/
Don’t know

1 3.7 7.3 0 11.3

Total 27 100

Results for test of relationship between household income level and how 
important parents considered the school zone when they decided to move 
to their present home: Chi-square = 17.27, df = 15, p = 0.302

In summary, school enrolment zones are meant 
to be the major mechanism by which school capacity 
is managed throughout the state school system. 
However, the fi ndings of this part suggest that some 
parents do not want to send their child to the school 
they are zoned for. Out of zone enrolments and a 
degree of residential choice are already features of 
the “lived market” for schools in Christchurch.

Transport to school currently attended

One fi nal issue to be discussed in relation to how 
accessible a school is, is how parents choose to 
transport their children to school. Research published 
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by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research 
(NZCER) in 2004 also looked at factors infl uencing 
parents’ choice of school. The research found that 
not quite half the pupils walked or cycled to school. 
“The rest were almost evenly divided between those 
who travelled by car—with a few having their own 
vehicle—and those who travelled by public transport 
or school buses.”43

This research produced similar fi ndings. Parents 
were asked in the survey how their children normally 
get to the school they currently attend (table 
3.12). The proportions are presented at the 95% 
confi dence level, with an associated margin of error 
approximately +/- 5%.  The results showed that one 
quarter of parents choose to bus their children to 
school, making it the most popular form of transport. 
Walking, going with the parent and cycling were the 
next most popular ways pupils got to school. 

Table 3.12. How does he/she normally get to school? School 
currently attended
(frequencies presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%)

Income All

Not 
stated

Low-Middle 
income

(≤ $70,000)

High 
income

(≥ $70,001)

n % n % n % N %

Bus 9 21.9 57 30.0 41 21.2 107 25.2
Cycle 5 12.2 29 15.3 28 14.5 62 14.6
Walk 7 17.1 37 19.5 49 25.4 93 22.0
Car-pool 7 17.1 17 9.0 14 7.3 38 9.0
With parent 11 26.8 32 16.8 38 19.7 81 19.1
Own car 2 4.9 13 6.8 21 10.9 36 8.5
Other . . 4 2.1 2 1.0 6 1.4
Don’t know . . 1 0.5 . . 1 0.2

Total 41 100 190 100 193 100 424 100

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, while the survey fi ndings show that 
zoning does not constrain many Christchurch 
parents from sending their child to their preferred 
school, some still are. There is a mismatch occurring 
between the number of places available at schools 
and demand. The data presented here suggests that 
the majority of parents in Christchurch are already 
active choosers, not constrained by the distance of 
schools from home or by school zones.

There is a notable degree of active choice 
occurring already in Christchurch. The biggest 
implication of these fi ndings is that the current 
enrolment policy for deciding places at over-
subscribed state schools is not making best use of the 
capacity in the existing network of state schools. The 
majority of parents responding did not consider the 
zone important when they decided where to live, and 
they do not always choose the school they are zoned 
for. The result is some schools become stretched 
to beyond capacity by parents applying from out 
of zone, while others languish with spare teaching 
space. Schools in the latter situation are perhaps 
propped up in part by parents who send their child 
to these schools because zoning regulations prevent 
them from accessing their preferred school.

Access to schools can be constrained by formal 
regulations. Nevertheless, there is a tendency towards 
the majority of parents being active choosers. 
Even now, demand for certain schools has created 
problems which the current enrolment system cannot 
adequately handle, meaning that school network 
capacity is not being put to best use. The following 
sections examine what might happen if parents had 
fewer constraints on their choice of school.
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INTRODUCTION

The previous section illustrated the extent to which 
parents already choose different schools for their 
children to the one which is their nearest school 
or the one they are zoned for; irrespective of the 
constraints they face under the current education 
system. This section explores the issue of active 
choice much further by looking at the results of the 
question at the heart of this research: which school 
would parents want to send their child to, if obstacles 
that currently prevent them from accessing their 
preferred school were removed. The answer to this 
question is important because it helps to describe 
what the implications might be for capacity across 
the school network in Christchurch if parents had 
better access to schools. Consequently, one of the 
most vital questions to answer is how many parents 
might change their child’s schools—the magnitude of 
change—if zoning was relaxed or an open enrolment 
scheme became reality.

Besides that, analysing the responses to this 
question can provide a tentative picture of what 
the geography of the “education market place” 
might look like in Christchurch under this access 
scenario. The key issues are: how parents who 
would choose a different school are distributed 
across Christchurch; which schools might gain or 
lose pupils; whether it is only certain schools that 
would gain or lose pupils between each other; 
and, if so, whether a structure is apparent in the 
way schools are gaining or losing pupils.

These questions may be answered by applying the 
geographic framework outlined in section 2, which 
describes the “lived market” for schools as a number 
of inter-related levels. Lastly, which schools parents 

would prefer in the abstract is an important question 
to consider because the Smithfi eld project also 
examined it and found that parents had a reasonably 
good working knowledge of which schools they 
wanted to send their children to—contrary to the 
fi ndings of Stephen Ball’s research (see appendix 1).1

This section is structured in the following way. The 
fi rst part outlines how the dynamics of the “education 
market place” shall be analysed. The second part 
then discusses the research fi ndings which show the 
magnitude of choice for schools in Christchurch, and 
describes which schools parents prefer. It then considers 
the gains and losses that would occur to school rolls, 
and which schools would gain or lose pupils from 
each other. Lastly, it looks at related issues such as the 
reasons why parents would favour the schools they 
would choose, as well as the feasibility of accessing a 
different school in terms of how much money parents 
would be willing to contribute towards the cost of 
their child’s education. The fi ndings presented in this 
section, and the one which follows, lead to a better 
informed discussion about the impact of schooling 
policies that give parents a better choice of schools.

THE GEOGRAPHIC FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS

Conceptualising patterns of pupils moving 
between schools

Before discussing the research fi ndings, a method 
is needed for analysing the changes to school rolls 
and the relative movement between schools. It is 
also necessary to consider the impact that making 
it easier for parents to access their preferred schools 
would have on capacity in the Christchurch school 

SECTION 4
The Research Findings:
The implications of improving access to schools    
(if money was no object)



58 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

system. In section 2, the idea of the “competition 
space” was introduced as a way of breaking down 
the “lived market” for schools to see how parents 
and schools interact within a space (fi gures 2.1 and 
2.2).2 According to Chris Taylor, “competition spaces” 
may vary in size and character.3 For example, several 
“competition spaces” might be apparent within an 
institution space, and they may also overlap.

A basic spatial model of the “education market 
place” can be devised in the following way. Similar to 
the fi ndings presented in section 3, the fi rst assumption 
of the framework is that parents who choose to 
access a different school are choosing a school which 
is not their nearest school.4 The “education market 
place” may therefore be considered as a structure 
which is divided into various local arenas, where “the 
‘local’ refers to a particular competition space and at 
a particular scale.”5 This model works on the basis of 
proximity; i.e. that most schools are adjacent to each 
other, and movement between them will be based on 
the differing preferences of parents within the vicinity 
of those schools. Proximity is important because 
current New Zealand legislation requires schools to 
operate zones which are adjacent.6 Further, proximity 
can also infl uence whether a school might attract 
or lose pupils from other schools with adjacent or 
overlapping enrolment zones.7 Proximity also affects 
how accessible a school is for parents, given restraints 
like the distance from home to school and available 
forms of transport. 

However, because some parents favour different 
types of schooling, not all movement between 
schools is based on schools being adjacent to one 
another.8 Schools like private schools, religious 
schools or single-sex schools might not necessarily be 
competing with neighbouring schools. When parents 
choose a different school, however, pupils may be 
moving between schools at a different level of the 
“education market place” than between two schools 
which are geographically adjacent.

What this means is that access to schools is either 
determined by local patterns of movement between 
different schools, or movement at different scales. 
In relation to this research, different patterns of 
movement between schools are likely to result when 
parents have better access to schools. This means some 
gains and losses are likely to be localised, but others 
may occur across town, and may also be determined 
by the kind of schooling that parents prefer.

Conceptualising gains and losses between 
schools

Having defi ned how patterns of movement might be 
structured, it is necessary to specify how these patterns 
can be identifi ed. For example, one of the studies that 
looked at Christchurch, by Ainsworth and others, 
looked indirectly at this question by asking school 
principals to explain all the factors that might have 
led to changes in their school’s roll over fi ve years.9 
This is, however, an imprecise way to determine what 
is infl uencing changes to a school’s roll. Changes in 
demographics will cause some natural fl uctuations, 
as well as the presence of adjacent schools and the 
regulatory environment structuring the allocation of 
pupils to schools. Moreover, the self-report methods 
used in Ainsworth’s research are likely to miss indirect 
competition beyond the perception of principals.10

This research employs some methods developed 
by Taylor to look at the gains and losses schools 
might experience to the size of their rolls and the 
nature of the movement of pupils between schools. 
The methods are briefl y described below, followed 
by an explanation of how they have been adapted 
to analyse some of the survey results presented in 
this section.

• Taylor’s methods

Among the issues Taylor investigated was the degree 
of choice parents exercised for different schools, 
and more importantly how movement between 
schools could be interpreted in the various LEAs that 
he studied. The purpose of the latter technique is 
important for discerning how the “lived market” for 
schools might be organised. It is also important for 
the purposes of this research because quantifying 
and classifying the movement between schools can 
help to describe which schools and what kind of 
schooling is in demand. This is information which 
may be helpful for determining the best use of school 
capacity.

Working on the assumption stated above that 
any deviation from choice of the local school was 
evidence of active choice, Taylor posited that an 
active choice was made between two schools if one 
of those schools attracted pupils from the other 
school’s ‘local’ pool of pupils.11 By looking at each 
school in each LEA, Taylor generated a matrix of 
gains and losses of pupils between the schools. The 
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matrices provided a useful tool to pinpoint which 
schools appeared to be drawing on pupils in the same 
area. The patterns of movement were determined by 
identifying the gains and losses of pupils occurring 
between schools in an LEA.12

In this way, Taylor was able to calculate the 
size of the “competition spaces,” the localised areas 
of interaction between parents and schools.13 The 
degree of competition was calculated as a ratio. 
Further, the amount of active choice was calculated 
by looking at the proportions of parents not 
choosing their nearest school in each LEA. Taylor 
found that the number of schools gaining pupils 
from each other was not dependent on the total 
number of schools in each LEA.

Next, Taylor looked at the characteristics of 
schools according to the size of their “competition 
space.” The characteristics considered were:14

• exam performances;

• whether the schools were state or private; and

• the size of their catchments.

The fi ndings showed that:

• the larger the space of interaction between 
schools and parents, the worse exam 
performance was;

• private schools tended to gain pupils from more 
state schools according to the size of the space 
of interaction between schools and parents; 
and

• the larger the area of that space the less 
competition there was between schools.15

The matrices on their own did not illustrate the 
spatial patterns of movement between schools. To see 
if there was an organising principle that determined 
which particular schools competed with one another, 
Taylor discussed three ways schools lost or gained 
pupils to each other. The focus was on the processes 
by which gains and losses occurred between schools. 
They included gains from:16

• the nearest alternative school;

• school exam results; and

• whether a school was a state school or a private 
school.

Taylor’s results showed that nearest alternative 
school gains were based on rejecting the local 
school in favour of the nearest alternative school, 
meaning “competition spaces” formed distinct units 
in the “education market place.” On the other hand, 
assuming parents wanted to get their children into 
a school that would help them to pass their exams, 
examination results indicated that schools could be 
sorted into distinct groups. Examination performance 
helped distinguish the pattern in which state schools 
in certain groups of schools gained or lost pupils. 
Furthermore, whether a school was a private or a 
state school indicated another way in which schools 
gained or lost pupils from each other. In other 
words, parents fi rst chose the kind of schooling they 
desired and then selected their preferred school 
from the available schools that provided that kind 
of education; i.e. among groups of private schools, 
religious schools and so on. The latter type of gains 
of this nature suggested a fl at space of interaction 
between schools and parents. In this way, several 
spaces were able to operate simultaneously and 
different patterns of movement between schools 
were apparent at different levels of the “education 
market place.”

The last step in Taylor’s analysis was to categorise 
each kind of space of interaction between schools and 
parents based on the patterns of exchange described 
above and the intakes of each school. This determined 
their relative importance in the “education market 
place.” Three forms of interaction in space between 
schools and parents were identifi ed:17

• one formed by private schools;

• one that sorted schools into distinct groups 
(“hierarchical “competition spaces””); and

• one that did not sort schools into distinct groups 
(“non-hierarchical “competition spaces””).

• Adapting Taylor’s methods

A major difference between Taylor’s research and 
this research is that Taylor examined patterns and 
trends from one school year to the next with data 
for the entire population of schools, pupils and 
households in the LEAs of interest. Consequently, 
the range and depth of his analyses was much 
greater. This research is limited as it relies on a 
random telephone survey sample of the parents of 
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secondary school-aged children in Christchurch, 
to make predictions about what could happen 
under different enrolment scenarios. Further, a 
comprehensive database equivalent to the PLASC 
data is absent in New Zealand. This kind of database 
could supply information on school intakes and the 
background of pupils.

Consequently, this research can only take 
advantage of some of the methods Taylor used to 
analyse parents’ preferences for schools; in particular 
with the application of a Geographic Information 
System (GIS). This is because only statistical estimates 
can be used to describe trends at the city level. The 
conclusions, therefore, that can be drawn from this 
research about the nature of the patterns of pupil 
movement between schools and the gains and losses 
to school rolls in Christchurch are more tentative. 
Lastly, this research only considers changes in one 
institution space, whereas Taylor’s research had a 
comparative element as six LEAs were studied.

Notwithstanding these limitations, a number of 
Taylor’s methods have been adapted:

• Firstly, the degree of choice exercised by 
parents is determined. This is accomplished by 
using estimates from the parental survey for 
the question which asked parents if they would 
change their child’s secondary school.

• Secondly, absolute gains and losses to school 
rolls are estimated at the city level, based on 
which schools parents who would change their 
child’s school preferred.

• Thirdly, the nature of the space of interaction 
between schools and parents is determined 
using data for the relative fl ow of pupils 
between schools.

• Fourthly, by looking at the relative fl ow of 
pupils between schools that would gain or lose 
pupils, the processes which structure parents’ 
preferences can be discerned by two of the 
ways identifi ed by Taylor.

From the fi ndings of these various analyses, some 
conclusions can be drawn about the way parents 
choose schools in Christchurch and the geography 
of the “education market place,” according to how 
movement between schools might be organised if 
parents could change the school they currently send 
their child to.

RESEARCH FINDINGS
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S• If parents could choose any state, state-
integrated or private secondary school in 
Christchurch, and money was no object, 
with 95% certainty approximately 26% 
of parents would change their child’s 
school, with an associated margin of error 
of approximately +/- 4%;

• Five secondary schools would be likely to 
experience a statistically signifi cant gain 
to the size of their school roll; another 
eight schools would experience a gain or 
loss, but the change was not statistically 
signifi cant; ten schools showed a 
statistically signifi cant loss in demand; 
while four schools showed no change to 
the size of their roll;

• The main reasons why parents who would 
change their child’s school preferred their 
favoured school were its values (95%) 
and reputation (91%), with an associated 
margin of error of approximately +/- 5%; 
and

• 78% of parents who would change their 
child’s school in this access scenario also 
indicated that they would be willing to 
pay some amount towards the cost of 
sending their child to their preferred 
school, with an associated margin of error 
of approximately +/- 5%.

The fi rst access scenario considered here asked 
parents to indicate which school out of any state, 
state-integrated or private school they would 
choose if they could choose a different school, and 
money was no object. The object of the question 
was to fi nd out which schools parents would prefer, 
hypothetically speaking, if they were not constrained 
by school enrolment zones, limited places available at 
schools or the cost of education. The fi ndings reveal 
which schools Christchurch parents favour.

The magnitude of change

Before asking which schools parents would choose 
for their children, the survey asked parents to 
respond to the following situation: “Just suppose 
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you could choose any school you wish and money 
was no object. That is any state, integrated or private 
school.” Parents were then asked whether they 
would continue to send their child to the school 
they currently attended or if they would choose a 
different school.

Table 4.1. If money was no object, would you continue to 
send your child to their current school or would you choose a 
different school?
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the city 
level stratifi ed by household income with margins of error at the 
95% confi dence level)
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Overall 
estimate

Continue with 
current school

276 63.1 4.5 58.6 67.6

Send to 
different school

106 26.3 4.1 22.2 30.5

Undecided/
Don’t know

42 10.6 3.0 7.6 13.6

Total 424 100
Low-middle 
income 
(≤ $70,000)

Continue with 
current school

117 61.6 6.9 54.6 68.6

Send to 
different school

50 26.3 6.3 20 32.6

Undecided/
Don’t know

23 12.1 4.7 7.4 16.8

Total 190 100

High income
(≥ $70,001)

Continue with 
current school

133 68.9 6.5 62.3 75.5

Send to 
different school

48 24.9 6.1 18.7 31

Undecided/
Don’t know

12 6.2 3.4 2.8 9.7

Total 193 100

Not stated
Continue with 
current school

26 63.4 14.9 48 78.8

Send to 
different school

8 19.5 12.3 6.8 32.2

Undecided/
Don’t know

7 17.1 11.7 5 29.1

Total 41 100

Results for test of relationship between household income level and whether 
parents would change school: Chi-square = 7.85, df = 6, p = 0.249

With 95% certainty, the estimated proportion 
of parents at the city level who would change their 
child’s school was approximately 26%, with a margin 
of error of +/- 4% (table 4.1). On the other hand, with 
95% certainty, approximately 63% of parents would 
continue to send their child to the same school, with 
a margin of error of +/- 5%.

Map 4.1 shows the point location of each 
parent surveyed and whether they would change 

their child’s school or not, or if they did not know. 
The most interesting feature of the map is the even 
distribution of parents who would change their 
child’s school across the city; they are not confi ned 
to one or two suburbs.

Table 4.2. If you could choose any secondary school of your 
choice at all, and money was no object, which school would 
you most like to send your child to? (frequencies)
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n % n % n % n %

State schools

Burnside High School 1 12.5 1 2.0 2 4.2 4 3.8

Christchurch Boys’ 
High School

. . 2 4.2 2 1.9

Christchurch Girls’ 
High School

. . 1 2.1 1 0.9

Shirley Boys’ High 
School

. . 1 2.1 1 0.9

Unlimited Paenga 
Tawhiti

. 1 2.0 1 2.1 2 1.9

Private schools

Christ’s College 2 25.0 3 6.0 9 18.7 14 13.2

Rangi Ruru Girls’ 
School

. 6 12.0 5 10.4 11 10.4

St Andrew’s College 1 12.5 12 24.0 11 22.9 24 22.6

St Margaret’s College 1 12.5 4 8.0 6 12.5 11 10.4

State-integrated schools

Marian College . . 1 2.1 1 0.9

Middleton Grange 
School

2 25.0 2 4.0 1 2.1 5 4.7

St Bede’s College . 3 6.0 . 3 2.9

Villa Maria College . 1 2.0 1 2.1 2 1.9

Don’t know 1 12.5 17 34.0 7 14.5 25 23.6

Total 8 100 50 100 48 100 106 100

The results were also estimated at the city level, 
stratifi ed by household income (table 4.1). The 
fi ndings showed very similar proportions of parents 
would change their child’s school if money was no 
object. With 95% certainty, for high income families 
($70,001 or more), the proportion was approximately 
25%, with a margin of error of +/- 6%. Low-middle 
income families ($0 - $70,000) were slightly more 
likely to change schools, however, as approximately 
26% of families would change their child’s school, 
also with a margin of error of +/- 6%. There was 
no statistically signifi cant relationship between 
choosing a different school and household income 
(p = 0.249).
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The proportion of parents who would change 
their child’s school across household income level 
is very similar to the proportion of parents who 
would change their child’s schools at the city level. 
This indicates that the desire to change  their 
child’s school among parents of different household 
incomes is likely to be similar to the total population 
of parents. More importantly, the fi ndings show that 
the magnitude of change under this scenario would 
be manageable. Not every parent would change  their 
child’s school. This point will be discussed in more 
detail later.

Schools parents would choose if money was 
no object

Parents who said they would change their child’s 
school were then asked to indicate which school they 
would most like to send their child to, if they could 
choose any secondary school and money was no 
object. Because of the smaller proportion of parents 
answering this question, the results were not directly 
estimated at the city level. Nonetheless, descriptive 
frequencies are presented in table 4.2. They are also 
broken down by household income level.

Given the nature of the question, it is not 
surprising that parents chose the four Christchurch 
private schools with the greatest frequency. If money 
is no object, then private school fees disappear as a 
moderating factor on the demand side of education. 
The most popular school was St Andrew’s College, 
chosen by 23% of parents who would change. 
Furthermore, the high proportion of parents 
choosing private schools for their children might 
also be explained by the fact that 12% of parents 
already send their children to private schools. State-
integrated schools were the second most popular 
type of school. The greatest proportion of parents 
who would change their child’s school (24%) did not 
know which school they would choose, even though 
they were willing to change schools.

Maps 4.2 and 4.3 use this data, and the data for 
the school currently attended, to show which school 
these parents send their child to and which ones they 
would choose if money was no object. A straight line, 
which also indicates the distance between home and 
school, shows which schools parents in the sample 
would choose. Distances were calculated using the 
straight line distance theorem in ArcGIS, described in 
section 2. Comparing map 4.2 and 4.3 immediately 

shows the turn away from local schools. There is 
an infl ux of pupils who would attend the inner city 
private schools, travelling in some cases distances of 
over 5 km so that they could attend the school their 
parents prefer.

Gains and losses: Calculating the estimated 
change to school rolls

While interesting, the fi gures discussed so far only 
indicate the degree of choice and which schools 
are most popular. They say nothing about what 
gains these schools would actually make at the city 
level. The redistribution of pupils across the city was 
estimated with sample weights based on the July 2006 
Christchurch secondary school roll returns. Limits of 
certainty at the 95% confi dence level were calculated 
directly from the procedure to provide a range of 
plausible estimates for inferring to the Christchurch 
population (these procedures were described in more 
detail in section 2). These confi dence intervals were 
applied to the survey results for parents who would 
change schools and which schools they would choose 
(table 4.2). This procedure produced upper and lower 
values for the estimated change to school rolls, 
allowing an estimated school roll to be calculated, 
which was the mean of the estimates. This fi gure was 
compared directly to the 2006 school roll to determine 
the estimated change to each school’s roll.

It was assumed that parents who were undecided 
about whether they would choose a different school 
would continue to send their child to the same 
school. For the 24% of parents who would change 
their child’s school but did not know which school 
they would choose, their children were redistributed 
to schools based on the choices made by the parents 
who did know.18 Given that this approach involved 
probabilities, the redistribution and the gains and 
losses to school rolls were calculated using two 
different statistical methods in order to be as 
certain as possible about what the likely impact of 
parents choosing a different school would be at the 
city level.19

The fi rst method involved calculating a probability 
that parents who would change their child’s school, 
but did not know which school they would choose, 
would select a particular school. The probability was 
calculated based on the choices of other parents 
whose children attended the same school as the 
parents who did not know which school they would 



63SECTION 4 | The implications of improving access to schools (if money was no object)

Table 4.3. Estimated change to school rolls for Christchurch secondary schools if parents could change schools and money was no 
object (multiple re-sampling strategy)
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Statistically signifi cant gain

St Andrew’s College 44.8 912 2423 2.657 165.7 1511 795 2226

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 46.9 612 1486 2.428 142.8 874 378 1370

Christ’s College 47.5 647 1388 2.145 114.5 741 362 1120

St Margaret’s College 41.5 561 1230 2.193 119.3 669 252 1086

Middleton Grange School 39.9 681 988 1.451 45.1 307 92 522

Gain

St Bede’s 35.2 788 925 1.174 17.4 137 -14 288

Villa Maria College 41.6 709 828 1.168 16.8 119 -160 398

Marian College 35.8 442 523 1.183 18.3 81 -75 238

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 5.4 282 347 1.230 23.0 65 -22 152

Loss

Burnside High School 37.9 2605 2514 0.965 -3.5 -91 -593 410

Christchurch Boys’ High School 34.0 1339 1183 0.883 -11.7 -156 -597 286

Aranui High School 14.6 761 572 0.752 -24.8 -189 -432 54

Hillmorton High School 22.0 778 577 0.716 -28.4 -221 -502 59

Statistically signifi cant loss

St Thomas of Canterbury College 26.5 352 212 0.602 -39.8 -140 -229 -52

Mairehau High School 19.0 591 374 0.633 -36.7 -217 -347 -87

Riccarton High School 32.0 935 677 0.724 -27.6 -258 -456 -61

Papanui High School 17.4 1403 1136 0.810 -19.0 -267 -483 -52

Shirley Boys’ High School 24.5 1314 883 0.672 -32.8 -431 -651 -211

Hagley Community College 17.2 1545 1106 0.716 -28.4 -439 -818 -61

Christchurch Girls’ High School 44.6 1089 614 0.564 -43.6 -475 -765 -185

Cashmere High School 26.0 1606 1056 0.658 -34.2 -550 -816 -283

Avonside Girls’ High School 26.8 1187 595 0.501 -49.9 -592 -844 -340

Linwood College 15.8 910 304 0.334 -66.6 -606 -902 -310

No change

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha - 28 - - no change

Catholic Cathedral College 22.1 219 - - no change

Hillview Christian School - 72 - - no change

Rudolf Steiner School 9.8 114 - - no change

No data

Hornby High School 14.2 418 - - no data

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi

- 11 - - no data

Canterbury Christian College 30.7 37 - - no data

Christchurch Adventist School 20.5 63 - - no data

Unknown school 657* 397 917

Proportion roll achieving ≥ 80 NCEA credits data sourced from: New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority, National Qualifi cations Framework Statistics. Canterbury 
regional schools. School profi les (2007), http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/qualifi cations/ssq/statistics/region-schools.do?year=2006&r=14.
No data: Either there was no or insuffi cient data to estimate variability around the point estimate.
* Estimated number of parents reporting they would change schools but uncertain of where they would send their child.
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Proportion roll achieving ≥ 80 NCEA credits data sourced from: New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority, National Qualifi cations Framework Statistics. Canterbury 
regional schools. School profi les (2007), http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/qualifi cations/ssq/statistics/region-schools.do?year=2006&r=14.
No data: Either there was no or insuffi cient data to estimate variability around the point estimate.

Table 4.4. Estimated change to school rolls for Christchurch secondary schools if parents could change schools and money was no 
object (proportional allocation strategy)
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Statistically signifi cant gain

St Andrew’s College 44.8 912 2508 2.750 175.0 1596 1103 2089

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 46.9 612 1672 2.732 173.2 1060 630 1491

Christ’s College 47.5 647 1557 2.406 140.6 910 576 1244

St Margaret’s College 41.5 561 1452 2.588 158.8 891 510 1272

Middleton Grange School 39.9 681 1050 1.542 54.2 369 191 547

St Bede’s College 35.2 788 984 1.249 24.9 196 53 340

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 5.4 282 381 1.351 35.1 99 11 186

Gain

Villa Maria College 41.6 709 856 1.207 20.7 147 -96 390

Marian College 35.8 442 565 1.278 27.8 123 -34 280

Loss

Aranui High School 14.6 761 572 0.752 -24.8 -189 -433 55

Christchurch Boys’ High School 34.0 1339 1124 0.839 -16.0 -215 -535 106

Hillmorton High School 22.0 778 557 0.716 -28.4 -221 -503 60

Burnside High School 37.9 2605 2342 0.899 -10.1 -263 -635 109

Statistically signifi cant loss

St Thomas of Canterbury College 26.5 352 284 0.807 -39.8 -140 -229 -52

Mairehau High School 19.0 591 374 0.633 -36.2 -214 -346 -83

Riccarton High School 32.0 935 677 0.724 -27.2 -254 -453 -54

Papanui High School 17.4 1403 1136 0.810 -18.5 -260 -477 -43

Shirley Boys’ High School 24.5 1314 883 0.672 -32.3 -425 -647 -203

Hagley Community College 17.2 1545 1106 0.716 -28.4 -439 -819 -59

Christchurch Girls’ High School 44.6 1089 614 0.564 -43.6 -475 -766 -184

Cashmere High School 26.0 1606 1056 0.658 -34.2 -550 -817 -283

Avonside Girls’ High School 26.8 1187 595 0.501 -49.9 -592 -845 -339

Linwood College 15.8 910 304 0.334 -66.4 -604 -903 -305

No change

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha - 28 - - no change

Catholic Cathedral College 22.1 219 - - no change

Hillview Christian School - 72 - - no change

Rudolf Steiner School 9.8 114 - - no change

No data

Hornby High School 14.2 418 - - no data
Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi

- 11 - - no data

Canterbury Christian College 30.7 37 - - no data

Christchurch Adventist School 20.5 63 - - no data
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choose. The procedure was repeated multiple times 
in order to generate the estimated school roll and 
calculate confi dence intervals around what the 
likely change might be. The fi ndings of this analysis 
are presented in table 4.3. Schools are sorted by the 
kind of gain or loss they would experience. As an aid, 
map 4.4 uses the data in table 4.3 to illustrate the 
proportional change to the size of each school roll.

The second method involved allocating each 
school a share of the pupils whose parents did not 
know which school they would choose for their child 
proportionate to the observed gains and losses to 
school rolls estimated for the complete dataset. This 
approach is simpler than the re-sampling strategy 
above, but nonetheless provides a way of assessing 
the sensitivity of the re-sampling strategy for 
handling the “missing” responses for which schools 
parents would choose.

The fi ndings of the proportional allocation 
strategy are presented in table 4.4. As an aid, map 4.5 
uses the data in table 4.4 to illustrate the proportional 
change to the size of school roll.

For each gains and losses analysis, a signifi cant 
gain or loss was determined by whether the range 
between the upper and lower confi dence intervals 
crossed zero, meaning it was certain the estimate 
showed that a school would experience either an 
absolute gain or an absolute loss to its roll.

Gains and losses: Main fi ndings

• Methodological considerations relating to gains 
and losses analyses

The fi rst point to note is that the two strategies 
used to analyse the estimated change to school 
rolls revealed similar fi ndings. For only one school, 
Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti, was a statistically 
signifi cant net gain found under the proportional 
allocation strategy that was not found in the 
multiple re-sampling one, for allocating pupils where 
the preferred school was unknown. As the issue of 
missing responses further reduced the sample size of 
parents who knew the school they would change to, 
the fi ndings generated by the multiple re-sampling 
strategy are more reliable. As a statistical technique 
it tends to be more conservative and therefore more 
likely to produce reliable trends. This is refl ected in 
the size of the confi dence intervals for the estimated 
gain or loss, as in some cases they are smaller 

than the confi dence intervals in the proportional 
allocation method.

It should be noted that the multiple re-sampling 
strategy could not allocate every parent who did 
not know which school they would send their child 
to because no other parents at those schools knew 
either, or they preferred to send their child to the 
same school (i.e. there was no conditional data to 
re-sample from). Consequently, 657 parents still 
fall within the category of “unknown school,” an 
equivalent number to the roll of a medium-sized 
Christchurch secondary school.

For certain schools, mainly the smaller ones like 
the religious character state-integrated schools and 
the kura kaupapa Maori schools, there were small 
numbers of parents who said they would not change  
their child’s school. Furthermore, for these schools, 
there were no other parents in the sample who 
indicated they would change to these schools. This 
means that the result for these schools is consistent 
with “no change.” Because of the limited data for 
these schools, the precision of the estimates were 
unstable, meaning it was not possible to calculate 
estimates and confi dence intervals for these schools. 
Furthermore, for three schools (Canterbury Christian 
College, Christchurch Adventist School and Te Kura 
Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi), there was either no 
available data or very limited data and, therefore, no 
estimate or confi dence intervals could be calculated 
for these schools either.

• Schools that gained pupils

As with the fi ndings of any survey, it is important to 
emphasise that there is always a level of uncertainty 
when attempting to extrapolate results from the 
sample to the target population. That aside, the gains 
and losses analyses confi rmed and quantifi ed the 
results presented in table 4.2: private schools made 
the greatest gains and the gains they made were 
statistically signifi cant at the city level. The fi ndings 
show that the four private schools could expect their 
secondary school rolls to more than double in size if 
parents could choose any school for their child and 
money was no object. The greatest gain was made by 
St Andrew’s College. Its secondary school roll would 
increase from 912 pupils to an estimated 2,423, with 
95% certainty that the true underlying value for 
change lies between 795 and 2,226, according to the 
multiple re-sampling strategy.
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Of all the other secondary schools in Christchurch, 
the only other schools that would experience a gain 
were the larger state-integrated schools, Marian 
College, Middleton Grange School,  St Bede’s 
College, and Villa Maria College. Only the gains for 
Middleton Grange School and St Bede’s College were 
statistically signifi cant, however, as determined by 
the various estimates. The specialist school, Unlimited 
Paenga, would also experience a gain; but it was 
only statistically signifi cant using the proportional 
allocation strategy.

• Schools that lost pupils

Every regular Year 9 to 15 state school would be likely 
to lose pupils if parents could choose any secondary 
school and money was no object. A signifi cant loss 
was estimated for nine of the regular state schools. 
The school that would experience the greatest loss 
was Linwood College. Its secondary school roll would 
decrease from 910 pupils to an estimated 304, with 
95% certainty that the true underlying value for 
change lies between -902 and -310, according to 
the multiple re-sampling strategy. Avonside Girls’ 
High School and Cashmere High School would also 
stand to lose several hundred pupils based on these 
estimates.

For four state schools, Aranui High School, 
Burnside High School, Christchurch Boys’ High 
School and Hillmorton High School, the loss was not 
statistically signifi cant, however, as the upper value 
for change indicated these schools could also gain 
pupils. Surprisingly, Christchurch Girls’ High School 
would also experience a signifi cant loss of pupils. 
According to the multiple re-sampling strategy, with 
95% certainty the true underlying value for change 
lies between approximately -765 and -185, meaning 
Christchurch Girls’ High School’s roll would shrink 
from 1,089 pupils to 614. A state-integrated school, 
St Thomas of Canterbury College, was the only other 
school to experience a signifi cant loss under both 
allocation strategies.

• Roll stability

A roll stability index was also calculated for each 
school (tables 4.3 and 4.4).20 The index was calculated 
by dividing the estimated roll by the July 2006 roll. 
Schools with stable rolls have stability indices of 
approximately one; those with growing rolls have 
indices greater than one; while those with falling rolls 

have indices below one. The private schools’ indices 
are all greater than two, while signifi cant losses at 
other schools are between 0.3 and 0.9 using both the 
multiple re-sampling strategy, and the proportional 
allocation strategy. Few schools have an index near 
one, and none of the values for the change to the size 
of their roll are statistically signifi cant. The extreme 
range between the highest and lowest roll stability 
indices (2.323, multiple re-sampling strategy; 2.416, 
proportional allocation strategy) show that schools’ 
rolls would not stay very stable under this kind of 
access scenario, even if the proportion of pupils 
moving between schools was not extremely large.

• Summary

In summary, the estimated change to school rolls 
shows that hypothetically speaking, private schools 
would be a popular choice of school. This fi nding 
should be tempered, however, by the reality that 
most children attend state schools and many families 
could not in actual fact afford to pay the fees of 
many private schools. Even if private education was 
affordable, the limited number of places at private 
schools would mean they could not access these 
schools. Some increased demand for state-integrated 
schools was also detected, but not to the same degree 
as private schools. A handful of state schools that 
currently operate a home zone, for which money is 
an object to access, might also experience a decline 
in  the size of their rolls.

The estimated change to school rolls have also 
indicated which state schools in Christchurch are 
least preferred by parents. According to the fi ndings 
of the multiple re-sampling strategy, Linwood 
College, followed by Avonside Girls’ High School 
and Cashmere High School, would have the highest 
number of excess places. Nevertheless, even a school 
like Christchurch Girls’ High School would have 
excess places.

Reasons why parents favoured schools

Parents who would send their child to a different 
school were also asked during the survey why they 
would favour their preferred school if money was 
no object. During the parental survey, nineteen 
characteristics of schools were put to these parents 
(n = 77) and they were asked to respond whether they 
agreed or disagreed that it was a reason why they 
favoured the school. The top ten reasons why parents 
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who would change their child’s school favoured their 
preferred school were:

1. values (95%);

2. reputation (91%);

3. student discipline and behaviour (84%);

4. extra-curricular activities (78%);

5. class size (77%);

6. exam results (71%);

7. the teachers (70%);

8. range of subjects offered (68%);

9. school size (65%); and

10. sport (58%).

These proportions are presented at the 95% 
confi dence level, with an associated margin of error 
of approximately +/- 5%.

Gains and losses between schools, if money 
was no object

The estimated change to school rolls has further 
illustrated the magnitude of change at the city level 
and which schools would be most popular. However, 
these fi ndings do not show the amount of competition 
occurring between schools or which schools are 
gaining or losing pupils to each other. Analysing 
this data is the fi rst step towards understanding the 
structure of the “education market place” that might 
exist between secondary schools.

• The amount of movement between schools

Taylor’s research identifi ed a number of different 
spaces of interaction between schools and parents 
because of the more diverse range of schools in England 
and a much larger sample of schools and institution 
spaces that could be analysed. Furthermore, because 
of the limited size of the survey sample for parents 
changing their child’s school, only thirteen schools 
were identifi ed as gaining pupils (see table 4.2). 
Consequently, this limits the possibility of discerning 
multiple spaces of interaction between parents and 
schools. Nevertheless, in this access scenario, one 
space of interaction between parents and the thirteen 
schools that would stand to gain pupils is apparent 
from the projections for the number of pupils moving 
between schools.

That there is only one space of interaction 
between parents and schools apparent from the data 
is further confi rmed by the amount of movement 
that would occur between schools in Christchurch 
if parents could choose any school and money was 
no object. The average number of schools that gain 
from each other in this scenario is 3.5. This fi gure 
is the average of the total number of schools that 
each of the thirteen schools gained from. Expressed 
as a ratio against the total number of secondary 
schools in Christchurch (31 schools), the scale of the 
expected gains is not very great either, at 0.11. This is 
illustrated by the fact that if the ratio was 1.00 then 
it could be said that all schools within Christchurch 
could be expected to gain from each other.21

Estimates at the city level for the transfer of 
pupils between schools provides another way of 
looking at the scale of the gains made by schools 
which parents would prefer if money was no object. 
The estimates were determined using weightings 
applied in the previous analyses that were calculated 
from the Christchurch secondary school roll returns. 
A confi dence interval and an associated margin of 
error have not been calculated for these projections. 
Applying the sampling weights to the raw fi gures for 
the number of pupils moving between schools helps 
to make them more closely reflect the estimates 
produced in the previous gains and losses analyses 
(which measured the absolute estimated change 
to school rolls).

Approximately 4,200 pupils in total could be 
expected to move between schools (table 4.5). 
The average size of all gains across each kind 
of secondary school in the space of interaction 
between parents and schools could be expected to 
be approximately 94 pupils. The minimum expected 
gain was 31, while the maximum was 365. Among 
both the state schools only and the state-integrated 
schools only, the average expected gain would be 
approximately 60 pupils, while for private schools 
the average expected gain would be approximately 
119 pupils. Map 4.6 also uses the weighted values in 
table 4.5 to illustrate the estimated number of pupils 
that would transfer from school to school as well as 
the direction in which they move.

When individual schools are considered, the 
projected scale of the movement away is the greatest 
for Avonside Girls’ High School, Cashmere High 
School and Linwood College, as they would each lose 
350 or more pupils to other state, state-integrated 
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Table 4.5. Secondary schools which schools gain pupils from

Schools which 
gain pupils

Schools drawn from
Pupil gains
(raw data)

Pupil gains
(weighted 

data)
School type

Proportion roll 
achieving
≥ 80 NCEA 

credits
(2004-05 mean)

State Schools

Burnside High School 37.9

Hagley Community College 1 110 State 17.2

 Papanui High School 1 54 State 17.4

 Shirley Boys’ High School 1 39 State 24.5

 St Andrew’s College 1 76 Private 44.8

 Total gains 4 279

Christchurch Boys’ High School 34.0

Linwood College 1 101 State 15.8

 Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

 Total gains 2 132

Christchurch Girls’ High School 44.6

Burnside High School 1 32 State 37.9

Shirley Boys’ High School 24.5

Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

Unlimited Paenga 5.4

Burnside High School 2 64 State 37.9

Private Schools

Christ’s College 47.5

Burnside High School 3 96 State 37.9

 Christchurch Boys’ High School 3 174 State 34.0

 Linwood College 1 101 State 15.8

 Shirley Boys’ High School 4 156 State 24.5

 St Thomas of Canterbury College 3 69 State-integrated 26.5

 Total gains 14 596

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 46.9

Avonside Girls’ High School 4 216 State 26.8

Burnside High School 1 32 State 37.9

 Cashmere High School 1 50 State 26.0

 Christchurch Girls’ High School 1 73 State 44.6

 Hagley Community College 1 110 State 17.2

 Hillmorton High School 1 111 State 22.0

 Riccarton High School 2 104 State 32.0

 Total gains 11 696

St Andrew’s College 44.8

Avonside Girls’ High School 1 54 State 26.8

 Burnside High School 5 160 State 37.9

 Cashmere High School 4 200 State 26.0

 Christchurch Boys’ High School 1 58 State 34.0

 Christchurch Girls’ High School 1 73 State 44.6

 Linwood College 2 202 State 15.8

 Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

 Papanui High School 1 54 State 17.4

 Riccarton High School 2 104 State 32.0

 Shirley Boys’ High School 3 117 State 24.5

 St Thomas of Canterbury College 3 69 State-integrated 26.5

 Total gains 24 1122

State-integrated schools

St Margaret’s College 41.5

Avonside Girls’ High School 5 270 State 26.8

 Burnside High School 1 32 State 37.9

 Christchurch Girls’ High School 5 365 State 44.6

 Total gains 11 667
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Table 4.5. (cont.) Secondary schools which schools gain pupils from

Schools which 
gain pupils

Schools drawn from
Pupil gains
(raw data)

Pupil gains
(weighted 

data)
School type

Proportion 
roll 

achieving
≥ 80 NCEA 

credits
(2004-05 

mean)

Middleton Grange School 39.9

Cashmere High School 1 50 State 26.0

 Christchurch Adventist School 1 63 State-integrated 20.5

 Christchurch Boys’ High School 1 58 State 34.0

 Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

 Shirley Boys’ High School 1 39 State 24.5

 Total gains 5 241

St Bede’s College 35.2

Cashmere High School 1 50 State 26.0

 Shirley Boys’ High School 2 78 State 24.5

 Total gains 3 128

Villa Maria College 41.6

Burnside High School 1 32 State 17.2

Hagley Community College 1 110 State 37.9

Total gains 2 142

TOTAL GAINS 81 4,210

or private schools. St Andrew’s College would 
experience the greatest net gain of approximately 
1,100 pupils, drawing on pupils from eleven state and 
state-integrated schools. Based on the projections, 
the popular state schools, Burnside High School, 
Christchurch Boys’ High School and Christchurch 
Girls’ High School could expect gains of between 
30 and 300 pupils, but the gains are outweighed by 
estimated losses of between 290 and 511 pupils.
The differences between the absolute and net gains 
and losses indicate that active choice could be 
expected to occur according to a structure (table 
4.5). Ten schools, including state and state-integrated 
schools such as Avonside Girls’ High, Cashmere High 
School and St Thomas of Canterbury College, show 
only movement away from the school. There are 
also six private and state-integrated schools that 
only experience a gain, including Christ’s College, 
Middleton Grange School and St Bede’s College. 
Six of the schools, however, including both state 
and private schools like Burnside High School, 
Christchurch Girls’ High School and St Andrew’s 
College experience both gains and losses. In one 
instance, a state school gained from a private school. 
Burnside High School would gain an estimated 76 
pupils from St Andrew’s College. 

• Patterns of movement between schools

A remaining question then, is what patterns 
characterise the projected exchange of pupils 
between schools across this space of interaction. 
The different characteristics of between school 
processes that Taylor observed were according 
to nearest school gains, examination results and 
whether the school was a state or private school. The 
between school processes analysed in this research 
however, are in terms of nearest school gains and 
examination results. This is because there are fewer 
types of schools in the New Zealand school system, 
which means it is not possible to meaningfully 
examine between school processes according to 
school type.

Nearest school gains

Most parents are not choosing the next nearest 
school to the one they currently send their child 
to. The distances which parents are willing to have 
their children travel from home to their preferred 
school (if money was no object) are greater than the 
distances children travel to their current school (see 
maps 4.2 and 4.3). In map 4.3, only 6% of the parents 
displayed would have their children travel less than 

Proportion roll achieving ≥ 80 NCEA credits data sourced from: New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority, National Qualifi cations Framework 
Statistics. Canterbury regional schools. School profi les (2007), http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/qualifi cations/ssq/statistics/region-schools.
do?year=2006&r=14
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2.5 km to school. Further, according to the distance 
calculations calculated in ArcGIS, using the straight 
line distance theorem described in section 2, the 
median home to school distance is 5.7 km (table 4.6), 
whereas the median distance from home to pupils’ 
current school was 2.8 km.

In fact, the median for the excess distance 
travelled between the school children currently 
children attended and their parents’ preferred school 
is 2.7 km (table 4.7). This means that in this scenario 
half of the distances that parents are willing to send 
their children to their preferred school are up to as 
much again as the distance they currently travel to 
school. The median distance between the schools 
parents are zoned for and their preferred school is 
also 3.1 km (table 4.8). Furthermore, a quarter of the 
distances parents who would change their child’s 
school if money was no object are willing to send 
them to school are over over 6.9 km (table 4.6).

Table 4.6. Distance from home to preferred school if money 
was no object  (n = 81)

Statistic Distances (km)

mean 5.8

fi rst quartile 4.3

median 5.7

third quartile 6.9

inter-quartile range 2.6

minimum 1.8

maximum 13.2

range 11.4

Table 4.7. Excess distance between the current school and
the preferred school if money was no object (n = 81)

Statistic Distances (km)

mean 2.6

fi rst quartile 1.4

median 2.7

third quartile 3.5

inter-quartile range 2.1

minimum 0.03

maximum 6.7

range 6.7

Research published by the New Zealand Council 
for Educational Research (NZCER) in 2004 which 
looked at factors infl uencing parents’ choice of 
school reported similar fi ndings.22 The research 

compared the actual distances pupils travelled to 
school with the distances parents were willing to 
let them travel. Over a quarter of the pupils were 
travelling less than 2 km to school. Pupils who 
attended the school of their fi rst choice that was 
not the closest one to their home were more likely 
to be travelling between 5 km and 7 km. Pupils who 
attended state-integrated schools were more likely 
to travel distances greater than 5 km. The research 
concluded, “It seems that many parents would be 
prepared to have their children travel further to 
school than they currently do.”23

Table 4.8. Excess distance between the school zoned for and
the preferred school if money was no object (n = 45)

Statistic Distances (km)

mean 3.2

fi rst quartile 2.3

median 3.1

third quartile 4.3

inter-quartile range 2.0

minimum 0.3

maximum 6.7

range 6.4

Examination results

Examination results are considered in terms of the 
average proportion of the school roll achieving 80 or 
more National Certifi cate of Educational Achievement 
(NCEA) credits for the years 2004 and 2005. The 
NCEA is the secondary school qualifi cation offered in 
nearly all secondary schools in New Zealand. The 80 
credit requirement is the minimum amount of credits 
that must be achieved in order to pass an NCEA 
Level at Years 11, 12 and 13. Using these proportions 
therefore provides an indication of the schools that 
achieve better or worse at the NCEA.24

From table 4.5, it is clear that when parents 
change their child’s school, and money is no 
object, parents choose schools which have a higher 
proportion of their roll achieving 80 NCEA credits. 
The only departure from this norm is the case of 
Christchurch Girls’ High School. Parents would 
transfer their daughters out of this school to either 
St Andrew’s College, Rangi Ruru Girls’ School or 
St Margaret’s College. The performance of these 
schools are only a few percentage points apart, 
suggesting that Christchurch Girls’ High School is of 
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an equivalent status to the other schools that are 
gaining from it, according to this indicator.

The nature of the “education market place” if 
parents could change schools and money was 
no object

In summary, the patterns of movement across schools 
if parents could choose any school for their child, and 
money was no object, can be described as forming 
four distinct groups of schools (determined from the 
multiple re-sampling strategy – table 4.3).

• The fi rst group of schools are the fi ve schools 
that would make statistically signifi cant pupil 
gains to the size of their school roll under this 
access scenario. These schools are all either 
private or state-integrated schools. They tend 
to have the highest exam scores. When the 
proportion of their pupils achieving 80 or more 
NCEA credits is averaged, the score is 44.1.

• The second group of schools is made up of 
the eight schools that registered either a 
non-statistically signifi cant gain or loss. These 
schools are either state-integrated or state 
schools. These schools tend to do less well at 
the NCEA, on average, than those in the fi rst 
group. When the proportion of their pupils 
achieving 80 or more NCEA credits is averaged, 
the score is 28.3.

• The third group of schools is made up of the ten 
schools that register a statistically signifi cant 
loss. As in the second group, these schools are 
either state-integrated or state schools. They 
tend to do less well at the NCEA, on average, 
than either those schools in the fi rst or second 
group. When the proportion of their pupils 
achieving 80 or more NCEA credits is averaged, 
the score is 25.0.

• The last group of schools is made up of the 
four schools whose rolls would be unlikely to 
change. There is limited data available for some 
of these schools. Therefore, it is not possible 
to accurately calculate the proportion of their 
pupils achieving 80 or more NCEA credits as an 
average. Of schools there is data for, however, 
the average proportion of their pupils achieving 
80 or more NCEA credits is 16.0

The feasibility of accessing a school

• Transport to school

While knowing the magnitude of demand and the 
way movement might be structured between schools 
is helpful for understanding what might happen 
if parents were able to access the school of their 
fi rst choice for their child, the accessibility of those 
schools is still a problem. If money was no object, 
parents would choose to send their children to school 
longer distances than they currently do. Parents who 
responded they would change their child’s school 
and who knew which school they would send their 
child to were also asked to indicate how they would 
get their child to their preferred school (table 4.9).

Under this scenario, the majority of parents 
(51%) who responded to this question would bus 
their children to school. Approximately a fi fth of 
parents would choose to transport them. About 
12% of children would cycle, while 8% would drive 
themselves. No parents indicated that their children 
would walk to school. This is probably because the 
location of the schools parents preferred is in the 
inner city or across town from home, and longer 
distances would need to be travelled to get their 
children there. These proportions of the sample are 
presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error of +/- 5%.

Table 4.9. How would you get your child get there?
Preferred school if money was no object
(frequencies presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%)

Income All

Not stated

Low-middle 
income

(≤ $70,000)

High 
income

(≥ $70,001)

n % n % n % n %
Bus 3 42.8 15 46.8 21 55.3 39 50.7
Cycle 1 14.3 4 12.5 4 10.5 9 11.7

Walk . . . . . . .

Car-pool 1 14.3 . . 3 7.9 4 5.2

With parent 1 14.3 7 21.8 9 23.7 17 22.0

Own car 1 14.3 4 12.5 1 2.6 6 7.8

Other . . 1 3.2 . . 1 1.3

Don’t know . . 1 3.2 . . 1 1.3

Total 7 100 32 100 38 100 77 100

Map 4.7, a variant of map 4.3, shows how parents 
would transport their children to school under this 
access scenario.
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• Distance from home to reach three secondary 
schools

Similar to section 3, the feasibility of accessing a 
secondary school is examined in terms of how far 
parents would have to travel before they can access 
three schools (table 4.10). The distances, calculated 
in ArcGIS, show that the median distance parents 
have to travel to have a choice of three secondary 
schools is 2.2 km, while a quarter of the values for 
the distances parents would have to travel to reach 
three schools are greater than 3.4 km. The median 
distance is 2.2 km, which is 0.4 km less than the 2.6 
km parents currently have to send their children 
to access three secondary schools. Expressed as 
cumulative percentages (table 4.11), 81% of parents 
would be able to choose between three schools at 
a distance of 4 km from their home; similar to the 
proportion of parents at the moment under the 
current situation (82%). The similar median distances 
and cumulative percentages refl ect that the parents 
in this scenario have access to the same range of 
schools as considered in section 3.

Table 4.10. Feasibility of access to schools - distance to 
reach three schools from home (n = 81)

Statistic Distance (km)

mean 2.8

fi rst quartile 1.7

median 2.2

third quartile 3.4

inter-quartile range 1.7

mode 1.7

minimum 0.7

maximum 8.2

range 7.5

Table 4.11. Proportion of parents with three schools within a
radius of distance from their home (n = 81)

Distance (km) % Cumulative %

2 km 40.7 40.7

4 km 40.7 81.4

6 km 14.8 96.3

> 6 km 3.8 100.0

• Paying an amount towards the cost of education

Although this scenario looked explicitly at which 
schools parents would choose hypothetically 
speaking, where money was no object, parents who 
would change their child’s school, and knew which 

school they would send them to, were also asked 
whether they would be willing to pay an amount to 
send their child to the school they preferred.

The results for the parents responding to this 
question showed that bearing their preferred school 
in mind, with 95% certainty, 78% of  parents would 
be willing to pay some amount towards the cost 
of sending their child to their preferred secondary 
school, with an associated margin of error of +/- 5% 
(table 4.12). Approximately 20% were not willing and 
3% did not know. These proportions are presented at 
the 95% confi dence level, with an associated margin 
of error +/- 5%.

Table 4.12. Bearing (the preferred school) in mind, would you 
be willing to pay some amount towards the cost of sending 
your child to that school?
(frequencies presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%)

Income All

Not stated

Low-
middle 
income

(≤ $70,000)

High 
income

(≥ $70,001)

n % n % n % n %

Yes 5 71.4 22 68.8 33 86.8 60 77.9

No 2 28.6 10 31.2 3 7.9 15 19.5

Don’t know . . . . 2 5.3 2 2.6

Total 7 100 32 100 38 100 77 100

Parents who were willing to pay an amount 
were then asked how much they would be willing, in 
principle, to contribute each year to be able to send 
their child to their preferred secondary school (table 
4.13). The results showed that approximately 40% of 
parents who responded to this question were willing 
to contribute up to $2,000 per year. A handful of 
parents who responded to this question were also 
willing to contribute amounts of $4,000 or $5,000 
per year. 8% of parents were willing to contribute as 
much as over $8,000 per year. A quarter of parents 
who answered this question, however, still responded 
that they did not know how much they were willing 
to contribute each year. These proportions are 
presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%.

Map 4.8 illustrates the responses of parents 
described above, colour-coded according to the 
amount they were willing, in principle, to contribute 
towards the cost of sending their child to their 
preferred school. School zones are also displayed as a 
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point of contrast between how much money certain 
parents living within a school zone are prepared to 
pay to access their preferred school given a choice 
of any secondary school. No relationship is implied 
between location within a school zone and the cost 
parents are willing to pay. It is notable however, 
that parents willing to pay towards the cost of their 
child’s schooling are distributed across the city, and 
not confi ned to wealthier suburbs of Christchurch.

The amount of money that the majority of parents 
are willing to pay is within range of the voluntary 
donations which most popular state schools ask from 
parents. Voluntary donations were in the order of 
$300 per pupil in 2006. The amount parents were 
willing to pay is also enough money to cover most of, 
if not all, the costs of attending a state-integrated 
school at levels for attendance dues in 2006. Private 
schools, however, would remain inaccessible for most 
parents—without some other form of assistance—
based on how much they were willing in principle 
to contribute to access their preferred school for 
their child, as private school fees in Christchurch 
were approximately $12,000 to $13,000 per year, per 
pupil, in 2006.

Table 4.13. If you sent your child to (the preferred school), 
how much would you be willing, in principle, to contribute 
each year to be able to send your child to that school?
(frequencies presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%)

Income All

Not 
stated

Low-
middle 
income

(≤ $70,000)

High 
income

(≥ $70,001)

n % n % n % n %

$1000 or less 2 40.0 4 18.2 5 14.3 11 17.7

$1001 - $2000 . 7 31.8 7 20.0 14 22.5

$2001 - $3000 . . . 4 11.4 4 6.5

$3001 - $4000 . 3 13.6 3 8.6 6 9.7

$4001 - $5000 . 1 4.5 4 11.4 5 8.1

$5001 - $6000 . . . . . . .

$6001 - $7000 . . . . . . . .

$7001 - $8000 1 20.0 . . . . 1 1.6

Over $8000 . 1 4.5 4 11.4 5 8.1

Don’t know 2 40.0 6 27.3 8 22.9 16 25.8

Total 5 100 22 100 35 100 62 100

Information released by the Ministry of 
Education in August 2007, also showed that across 
the country twelve state and state-integrated schools 
received more than $1 million each from parental 

contributions or fees last year.25 Only 5% of the 
country’s 130 schools did not receive any parental 
contribution. Government funding for schools in 2006, 
by comparison was $3.9 billion. Nevertheless, some 
principals have still commented that they could not 
afford to provide all of the educational opportunities 
they currently do without contributions from parents, 
such as providing enough teachers.26 Figures also 
showed the discrepancy between the amounts raised 
from contributions from parents between high and 
low decile state schools.27 In Christchurch, Aranui High 
School, a decile two school, earned revenue of $6.6 
million in 2006, amounting to $8,727 per pupil. 11% 
of the revenue was from local funds. Burnside High 
School, a decile nine school, by contrast earned $15.4 
million, with spending being $5,928 per pupil. Its 
proportion of revenue from local funds was 17.5%.

With some irony, it is clear many parents are 
already paying a premium for a ‘free’ state education. 
Every parent, irrespective of what kind of school they 
send their child to, pays for state education through 
general taxation. Those schools that collect voluntary 
donations, or that charge course fees or attendance 
dues, make those parents pay again for education. 
The cost is dramatically greater for parents who 
choose private education. In this way, schools whose 
pupils come from higher socio-economic status (SES) 
families can collect more money from parents than 
schools whose pupils come predominately from lower 
SES families. If this is the case then education should 
be funded so that school funding completely follows 
the child, rather than allowing fi nancial discrepancies 
to persist between schools because of their differing 
SES intakes.

CONCLUSION

This section has examined what might happen if 
parents were allowed to choose any secondary school 
for their child out of all state, state-integrated or 
private schools in Christchurch, and if money was 
no object. It is a hypothetical scenario, intended to 
discover which schools parents would truly favour 
if restrictions which constrain access to secondary 
schools were lifted. Analysing the responses to this 
question has also allowed some observations to be 
made about the magnitude of change that would be 
expected to occur to school rolls under such an access 
scenario, and how movement between the schools 
parents would favour for their child is structured.

The magnitude of choice is substantial, as 



74 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

approximately one in four parents would choose a 
different school to the school their child currently 
attends, but not of a magnitude that the school 
system could not handle the number of children 
transferring between schools. Further, the number of 
schools gaining from each other and the scale of the 
gains is small. Reinforcing the lengths that parents 
will go to access the schools they prefer for their 
children are the longer distances parents are willing 
to send their children to school. In some cases this is 
the same distance again as to the nearest school, and 
often the distances are in excess of 5 km.

This section has also developed and applied a 
geographic framework for understanding the patterns 
of movement between schools by focusing on the 
interaction between parents and schools from their 
different vantage points in space.28 In this section, 
the changes from the perspective of schools, in terms 
of gains and losses, have been used to understand 
the patterns of movement between schools, in order 
to help describe what kind of choices parents would 
make about schooling, if money was no object.

The small amount of movement between schools 
meant that only one distinct space of interaction 
between schools and parents (a “competition space”) 
was discernable. Nevertheless, its structure indicated 
that schools would engage with the “education 
market place” at different scales. The characteristics 
of the space of interaction between schools and 
parents meant the schools formed four distinct 
groups of schools. This analysis of the nature of 
the “lived market” showed that private and state-
integrated schools would experience the greatest 
demand, but also that the state schools with good 
NCEA performance would be likely to gain pupils, 
even from private schools. State-integrated schools 
would also prove popular for parents favouring this 
kind of education, and a degree of movement could 
be expected between schools of this type, under 
this scenario. The schools which would be in need 
of assistance have also been identifi ed under this 
scenario, given the extent of the projected movement 
away from these schools and the fact that they would 
not gain pupils either.

In conclusion, this section has identifi ed that 
there is some desire among Christchurch parents 
to access a different school for their child to their 
current school; that certain schools are favoured by 
more parents than others; and that choice would 
be manageable. Further, the geographic framework 

has shown that parents are likely to choose different 
schools, moving away from some schools in favour 
of other schools. The between school processes, and 
the reasons why parents would favour a different 
school, suggests that this movement may be related 
to examination performance and the reputation 
and values of the schools parents would prefer. The 
framework has also illustrated the nature of the 
gains and losses between all schools. Importantly, 
conclusions have been drawn about the geography 
of improving access to schools through an approach 
other than the lens of class analysis. Nevertheless, 
the hypothetical access scenario tested in this 
section has limitations for understanding the actual 
implications of better access to schools for school 
network capacity, as in reality parents’ choices 
would still be constrained by matters like enrolment 
regulations, money and distance; even if parents had 
better opportunity to choose their preferred school. 
The next section takes up examination of a more 
realistic school access scenario.
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INTRODUCTION

The previous section examined which schools parents 
would choose for their child, if they could choose 
any secondary school in Christchurch, and if money 
was no object. This access scenario, however, does 
not really refl ect reality, as parents will not always 
be able to access their fi rst choice of school for a 
variety of reasons. For example, it is likely that there 
would not be enough spaces available at the most 
popular schools for every parent who wants to send 
their child to one of these schools. Schools can only 
expand their capacity as quickly as they can supply 
classrooms and teachers; or as much as they are 
allowed to by central government.  A school might 
also reject a pupil’s application, or parents who prefer 
a private school for their child might not be able to 
afford the fees.

In this section, the research measures how many 
parents would change schools in a more realistic 
situation where limitations were placed on the kind 
of school parents could access. This is important, 
because the number of parents who might change 
schools in a situation of open enrolment hinges on 
how feasible it is to access a different school, as well 
as which schools parents believe they can reasonably 
access.1 In this research, a more realistic assessment 
of which schools parents might consider feasible to 
access is carried out by limiting parents’ choices to 
state secondary schools, excluding from consideration 
both private and state-integrated schools. Hence, 
this section also estimates how many pupils state 
schools might have to accommodate in a situation 
where parents would have better access to the state 
school they prefer for their child.

RESEARCH FINDINGS
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S• If parents could choose any state 
secondary school in Christchurch, with 
95% certainty, approximately 10% of 
parents would choose to change their 
child’s school, with an associated margin 
of error of approximately +/- 3%;

• Two state secondary schools would 
be likely to experience a statistically 
signifi cant gain to the size of their 
school roll; another fourteen schools 
would experience a gain or loss, but the 
change was not statistically signifi cant; 
three schools showed a statistically 
signifi cant loss in demand; and eleven 
schools showed no change to the size of 
their roll;

• The main reasons why parents who 
would change their child’s school 
preferred their favoured state school 
were its reputation (88%) and values 
(85%), with an associated margin of 
error of approximately +/- 5%; and

• The median distance travelled by 
children of parents who would change  
their child’s school in this access 
scenario between home and their 
parents’ preferred state school, is 5.3 
km (greater than the median distance 
between home and the school pupils 
currently attend (2.8 km)).

SECTION 5
The Research Findings:

The implications of improving access to state schools
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This section follows a similar structure to the 
previous section, applying the same framework and 
techniques to analyse what might happen if parents 
could change their child’s school and choose any 
state secondary school. The fi rst part discusses the 
research fi ndings which show how many parents in 
Christchurch would choose a different state school, 
and describes which state schools parents prefer.  
Following this, the second part considers the gains 
and losses that would occur to school rolls, and 
which schools would gain or lose from each other, 
as well as the feasibility of accessing a different 
state school. In this way, the nature of the “lived 
market” for state schools is determined. This part also 
considers the reasons why parents favour the school 
they would choose. Finally, this section concludes 
with  a discussion of how the expected demand for 
state schools might be effectively managed in a more 
realistic situation where parents had better access to 
their preferred state school.

The magnitude of change

Before asking parents which schools they would 
change where they send their child to, the survey 
asked parents if they would continue to send their 
child to the same school, or whether they would 
choose a different school, if they could choose 
any state secondary school (table 5.1). With 95% 
certainty, the estimated proportion of parents at 
the city level who would change their child’s school 
was approximately 10%, with a margin of error of 
+/- 3%.

The proportion of parents who would change 
their child’s school is much less than in the previous 
scenario where parents faced fewer constraints on 
their choice of school. Map 5.1 shows the point 
location of each parent surveyed and whether they 
would change  their child’s school or not, or if they 
did not know. Similar to map 4.1, map 5.1 shows 
the distribution of parents who would change their 
child’s school is evenly spread across the city.

The results were also estimated at the city level, 
stratifi ed by household income (table 5.1). The fi ndings 
showed very similar proportions of parents would 
change their child’s school if they could choose any 
state secondary school. With 95% certainty, for high 
income families ($70,001 or more), the proportion 
was approximately 9%, with a margin of error of +/- 
4%. On the other hand, approximately 11% of low-

middle income families ($0-$70,000) would change 
schools, with a margin of error of +/- 4%. This meant 
low-middle income parents might be slightly more 
likely to change schools than high income parents. 
No statistically signifi cant relationship was found 
between choosing a different school and household 
income (p = 0.411).

Table 5.1. If you could choose any state secondary school in 
the state system out of all the ones in Christchurch, would 
you continue to send your child to (the current school) or 
would you choose a different school?
(overall estimates at the city level and overall estimates at the cit 
level stratifi ed by household income with magins of error at the 
95% confi dence interval)

Overall estimate
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Current 
school

360 84.2 3.7 80.4 87.9

Different 
state school

40 10.0 3.2 6.8 13.2

Undecided/
Don’t know

21 5.8 2.2 3.6 8

Total 421* 100

Low-middle 
income (≤ $70,000)

Current 
school

161 85.4 5.1 80.1 90.3

Different 
state school

20 4.2 2.9 6.2 15

Undecided/
Don’t know

8 4.2 2.9 1.3 7.1

Total 189 100

High income
(≥ $70,001)

Current 
school

167 87 4.8 82.2 91.8

Different 
state school

17 8.9 4 4.8 12.9

Undecided/
Don’t know

8 4.2 2.8 1.3 7

Total 192 100

Not stated
Current 
school

32 80 12.6 67 93

Different 
state school

3 7.5 8.3 0 16

Undecided/
Don’t know

5 12.5 10.4 1.8 23.2

Total 40 100

* Three responses were reported missing to this question, reducing the sample 
size from 424 to 421.
Results for test of relationship between household income level and whether 
parents would change school: Chi-square = 9.28, df = 9, p = 0.411

The amount of change is similar to reported rates 
of pupil transience, which is the number of pupils 
transferring out of school in a school year. In 2004, 
the national median rate of transience was reported 
to be 10% of the total school roll.2
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If 10% of parents changed the school their 
child attends from one to another, this would have 
consequences for managing the capacity of state 
schools in Christchurch. Based on the total number 
of pupils enrolled in Christchurch secondary schools 
in July 2006, 10% of the total state secondary 
school population is approximately 2,300 pupils. This 
means the approximate number of pupils who would 
transfer is almost equivalent to the size of the largest 
state school, Burnside High School, or the capacity of 
three to four of the smaller state schools.

State schools parents would choose

During the survey, parents who said they would 
change their child’s school were then asked to 
indicate the state school they would most like to 
send their child to, if they could choose any state 
secondary school in the state system out of all the 
ones in Christchurch. Because of the small proportion 
of parents answering this question, the results were 
not directly estimated at the city level for this 
question. Nonetheless, descriptive frequencies are 
presented below in table 5.2. They are also broken 
down by household income level.

Table 5.2. Which state school would you most like to send 
your child to? (frequencies)

Income All

Not 
stated

Low-
middle 
income

($≤70,000)

High 
income

($≥70,001)

n % n % n % n %
Avonside Girls’ 
High School

. . 1 5.0 1 5.9 2 5.0

Burnside High 
School

1 33.3 1 5.0 6 35.3 8 20.0

Christchurch 
Boys’ High School

2 66.7 7 35.0 4 23.5 13 32.5

Christchurch Girls’ 
High School

. . 7 35.0 3 17.6 10 25.0

Riccarton High 
School

. . 2 10.0 1 5.9 3 7.5

Te Kura Kaupapa 
Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi

. . 1 5.0 . . 1 2.5

Unlimited Paenga 
Tawhiti

. . 1 5.0 1 5.9 2 5.0

Don’t know . . . . 1 5.9 1 2.5

Total 3 100 20 100 17 100 40 100

The most popular state schools were the schools 
with the highest NCEA performance; Christchurch 

Boys’ High School, Christchurch Girls’ High School and 
Burnside High School (see table 5.3). 33% of parents 
responding to this question preferred Christchurch 
Boys’ High School, 25% preferred Christchurch 
Girls’ High School and 20% preferred Burnside High 
School. The only other demand picked up, in minor 
proportions, was for specialist schools within the state 
sector; Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti and one of the kura 
kaupapa Maori schools, Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi.

There were ten state schools that no parents said 
they would prefer to send their child to over their 
current school. A fi nding from one of the questions 
asked in the choice of any school if money was no 
object access scenario perhaps sheds light on why these 
schools were not favoured. When asked why parents 
would not change their child’s school, if money was no 
object, the reason 85% of parents agreed with, with 
95% certainty and a margin of error of +/- 5%, was 
that they believed that their child was already at the 
best school for them. What is more, the majority of 
parents whose children attended those ten state schools 
did not want to change their child’s state secondary 
schools. If parents did not change their child’s school it 
suggests they are largely happy with the state school 
their child attends relative to the other state schools 
which are currently available.

Map 5.2 also uses the data in table 5.2, as well as 
data for the school children currently attended, to show 
which schools parents who would change their child’s 
school currently send their children to, and which 
ones they would choose if they could choose any state 
secondary school. A straight line, which also indicates 
the distance between home and school, shows which 
schools parents in the sample would choose. Distances 
were calculated using the straight line distance 
theorem in ArcGIS, described in section 2. Similar to 
the comparison made between maps 4.2 and 4.3 in the 
previous section, map 5.2 shows the trend that parents 
prefer to send their children to state schools different 
to their local school. With the exception of the parents 
who would change from Burnside High School to 
Riccarton High School, some parents are willing to 
send their children in excess of 4 km so that they can 
attend the state school their parents prefer.

Gains and losses: Calculating the estimated 
change to school rolls

As for each of the schools in the previous section, the 
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Table 5.3. Estimated change to school rolls for Christchurch state secondary schools if parents could change schools and they could 
choose any state secondary school

School

Percent roll 
achieving ≥

80 NCEA credits
(2004-05 mean)

Year 9-15
school 

roll
(July 2006)

Estimated
school roll

Roll stability 
index

(estimated roll/
July 2006 roll)

% 
change Change

Lower 
confi dence 

interval
of change

Upper 
confi dence 

interval
of change

Statistically signifi cant gain

Christchurch Boys’ High 
School

34.0 1339 2084 1.556 55.6 745 302 1188

Christchurch Girls’ High 
School

44.6 1089 1537 1.411 41.1 448 101 796

Gain

Burnside High School 37.9 2605 3006 1.154 15.4 401 -32 834

Riccarton High School 32.0 935 1038 1.110 11.0 103 -4 211

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O 
Te Whanau Tahi

- 11 102 9.273 827.3 91 -11 290

Unlimited Paenga 
Tawhiti

5.4 282 349 1.238 23.8 67 -21 155

Loss

Avonside Girls’ High 
School

26.8 1187 1162 0.979 -2.1 -25 -351 300

Villa Maria College 41.6 709 666 0.939 -6.1 -43 -135 50

Middleton Grange 
School

39.9 681 633 0.930 -7.0 -48 -151 55

Mairehau High School 19.0 591 532 0.900 -10.0 -59 -142 25

Shirley Boys’ High School 24.5 1314 1206 0.918 -8.2 -108 -235 19

Christ’s College 47.5 647 521 0.805 -19.5 -126 -381 129

Papanui High School 17.4 1403 1249 0.890 -11.0 -154 -329 22

St Margaret’s College 41.5 561 403 0.718 -28.2 -158 -361 46

Hagley Community 
College

17.2 1545 1333 0.863 -13.7 -212 -507 84

St Andrew’s College 44.8 912 689 0.755 -24.5 -223 -458 11

Statistically signifi cant loss

St Thomas of Canterbury 
College

26.5 352 283 0.804 -19.6 -69 -130 -7

Cashmere High School 26.0 1606 1364 0.849 -15.1 -242 -447 -37
Linwood College 15.8 910 611 0.671 -32.9 -299 -598 -1

No change

Aranui High School 14.6 761 - - no change
Hillmorton High School 22.0 778 - - no change
Hornby High School 14.2 418 - - no change

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O 
Waitaha

- 28 - - no change

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School 46.9 612 - - no change

Catholic Cathedral 
College

22.1 219 - - no change

Christchurch Adventist 
School

20.5 63 - - no change

Hillview Christian School - 72 - - no change
Marian College 35.8 442 - - no change
Rudolf Steiner School 9.8 114 - - no change
St Bede’s College 35.2 788 - - no change
No data
Canterbury Christian 
College

30.7 37 - - no data

Proportion roll achieving ≥ 80 NCEA credits data sourced from: New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority, National Qualifi cations Framework Statistics. Canterbury 
regional schools. School profi les (2007), http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/qualifi cations/ssq/statistics/region-schools.do?year=2006&r=14.
No data: either there was no data or insuffi cient data to estimate variability around the point estimate.
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gain or loss that each state school would be expected 
to experience to its school roll was also estimated 
at the city level. The redistribution of pupils across 
the city was estimated with sample weights based 
on the July 2006 Christchurch secondary school roll 
returns. Limits of certainty at the 95% confi dence 
level were calculated directly from the procedure to 
provide a range of plausible estimates for inferring to 
the Christchurch population (these procedures were 
described in more detail in section 2). These confi dence 
intervals were applied to the survey results for parents 
who would change their child’s school, and to which 
schools they would choose (table 5.2). This procedure 
produced upper and lower values for the estimated 
change to school rolls, allowing an estimated school 
roll to be calculated, which was the mean of the 
estimates. This fi gure was compared directly to the 
2006 school roll to determine the estimated change 
to each school’s roll.

Again, for this access scenario, it was assumed 
that parents who were undecided about whether they 
would choose a different school would continue to 
send their child to the same school. In this scenario, 
there was only one parent who would change their 
child’s school but did not know which state school 
they would choose. This parent’s child was allocated 
to a school based on the choices made by the parents 
who did know, at the school this child attended. 
Using this method, there was only one possible 
school the child could be allocated to. This meant 
that the various statistical techniques applied in the 
previous section to allocate children to schools when 
their parents did not know which school they would 
change to were not necessary in this scenario.

Gains and losses: Main fi ndings

The fi ndings of this gains and losses analysis are 
presented in table 5.3. A signifi cant gain or loss was 
determined by whether the range between the upper 
and lower confi dence intervals crossed zero, meaning  
it was certain the estimate showed that a school 
would experience either an absolute gain or an 
absolute loss to its roll. As an aid, map 5.3 also uses 
the data in table 5.3 to illustrate the proportional 
change  to the size of each school roll.

As the process for estimating the redistribution 
of pupils across schools was much simpler in this 
scenario, the results are clearer cut. This is also due 
to the smaller proportion of parents who would 

change their child’s school if they could only choose 
a state secondary school. The main fi nding is that 
two schools could expect to experience a signifi cant 
gain to their school roll, while two state schools and 
one state-integrated school could expect to lose a 
signifi cant number of pupils.

• State schools that gained pupils

Consistent with which state schools were favoured 
most by parents (table 5.2), Christchurch Boys’ High 
School would experience the biggest gain in demand. 
Its roll would increaseby an estimated 745 pupils 
from 1,339 to 2,084, with 95% certainty that the 
true underlying value for change to the school roll 
lies between 302 and 1188 pupils. The next biggest 
gain would be made by Christchurch Girls’ High, 
which could expect 448 extra pupils added to its roll, 
meaning it could rise to 1,537 pupils. According to 
the estimates, with 95% certainty, the underlying 
value for the change to the school roll would be 
somewhere between 101 and 796 pupils. These two 
single-sex schools were also the only state schools 
that would experience a statistically signifi cant gain.

Burnside High School was still quite popular, but 
its gain was not statistically signifi cant. It could expect 
to gain 401 pupils according to these estimates, with 
the true underlying value for change to the school 
roll being between -32 and 834 pupils.

It was estimated that only three other schools 
would gain pupils, although the results were also 
not statistically signifi cant. These were Riccarton 
High School, the kura kaupapa Maori school, Te Kura 
Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi and Unlimited 
Paenga Tawhiti. The expected gain in the number of 
pupils at these schools was estimated to be between 
67 and 103 pupils. As two of these schools are 
specialist schools, it would seem there is a measure of 
demand from some parents for specialist education. 
It cannot be argued from these estimates, however, 
that specialist schools would necessarily experience a 
positive gain in a situation where parents had better 
access to any state school.

• State schools that lost pupils

Compared to the previous access scenario, fewer 
schools would be expected to experience a signifi cant 
loss to their school roll. Three state schools were in 
this situation: Linwood College and Cashmere High 
School, both regular state schools, and St Thomas 
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of Canterbury College, one of the larger state-
integrated schools.

While each of these schools also experienced a 
signifi cant loss to its roll in the previous scenario, 
the anticipated loss was much smaller than before. 
Linwood College would stand to lose the most pupils, 
as its roll would drop by an estimated 299 pupils, 
from 910 to 611, with 95% certainty that the true 
value for the expected change lies between -598 and 
-1 pupils. Cashmere High School could expect to lose 
242 pupils, reducing its roll from 1606 to 1364 pupils, 
with 95% certainty that the true underlying value for 
change to the school roll lying between -447 and -37 
pupils. St Thomas of Canterbury College would also 
lose pupils, but fewer than before, with the expected 
loss estimated to be 69 pupils, meaning its secondary 
school roll would be expected to drop from 352 to 
283 pupils. With 95% certainty, the true underlying 
fi gure for change to its school roll lies between -130 
and -7 pupils.

The estimates also showed that fi ve other state 
schools would experience a loss, although this was 
not statistically signifi cant. The fi ve schools were 
Avonside Girls’ High School, Hagley Community 
College, Mairehau College, Papnui High School and 
Shirley Boys’ High School. Five private and state-
integrated schools also recorded a loss, although 
again the fi ndings are not statistically signifi cant. 
The losses can be attributed to how parents whose 
children currently attend private and state-integrated 
schools were made to choose a state school if they 
wanted to change their child’s school. In reality, it 
would be unlikely that these parents would leave 
their current private or state-integrated school for 
a state school.

It was also estimated that eleven schools would 
experience no change to their school roll. Like before, 
this was due either to the small number of parents 
sampled from those schools which estimates could 
be calculated for, or because parents did not favour 
these schools. The smaller religious state-integrated 
schools accounted for approximately half of the 
schools in this situation. Nonetheless, it is interesting 
that this gains and losses analysis did not detect any 
change at all for two regular state schools, Aranui 
High School and Hillmorton High School. In the 
previous scenario, both these schools were estimated 
to experience a loss, although in neither case was 
it a statistically signifi cant one. The explanation for 
this is that the parents whose children attend these 

schools each responded, in this access scenario, that 
they would prefer to keep their children at these 
state schools rather than change to a different one.

• Roll stability

Using the roll stability indices calculated for each 
school (table 5.3), it is clear that school rolls would 
remain much more stable when access was more 
limited by removing private and state-integrated 
schools for parents to choose from. The index was 
calculated by dividing the estimated roll by the July 
2006 roll. Schools with stable rolls have stability 
indices of approximately one; those with growing 
rolls have indices greater than one; while those 
with falling rolls have indices below one. This is 
apparent from the majority of the roll indices being 
much closer to one than in the previous scenario, 
irrespective of whether schools experienced a gain or 
a loss. Leaving the outlying value for Te Kura Kaupapa 
Maori O Te Whanau Tahi aside (9.273), the maximum 
roll stability index is 1.556, for Christchurch Boys’ 
High School, and the minimum is 0.671, for Linwood 
College. The range, being 0.885, is far smaller among 
state schools compared to the ones calculated in the 
previous access scenario. Leaving aside the value for 
Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi again, the 
average stability index is 0.972. Consequently, while 
some pressure would be created for a few schools 
that would gain pupils, by no means can it be claimed 
that if access to state schools were made better, the 
rolls of some state schools would plummet or that 
they would decline.

Reasons why parents favoured state schools

The parents who would change their child’s school 
and knew which school they would change to (n = 
39), were also asked to indicate whether they agreed 
or not with nineteen characteristics of schools that 
were put to parents as reasons for why they might 
favour their preferred state school. The reasons 
refl ected both the process and product dimensions of 
schooling described previously. The top ten reasons 
parents gave for favouring the state school they 
would prefer for their children were:

1. reputation (87%);

2. values (85%);

3. range of subjects offered (77%);
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4. exam results (74%);

5. student behaviour and discipline (72%);

6. extracurricular programmes (67%);

7. it is a single-sex school (59%);

8. buildings and general facilities (56%);

9. the teachers (51%); and

10. sport (46%).

These proportions are presented at the 95% 
confi dence level, with an associated margin of error 
+/- 5%. 

Similar to the previous scenario, for parents who 
would send their child to a different state school, 
reputation and values are the top two reasons why 
parents would favour their preferred school. A 
difference, however, is that the balance has shifted 
towards product criteria, like reputation, exam results 
and student behaviour and discipline, and away from 
process criteria, as reasons for favouring a school. 
This is different to the fi ndings of other research, 
described in section 6,  for why parents favour the 
schools they send their children to. It should be 
noted, however, that only 39 parents responded 
to these statements, making it quite small, so the 
fi ndings should be treated with some care.

Notwithstanding this caveat, even if parents 
view schools holistically, which may simplify their 
perception of schools, the results might still be 
considered a good indication of the particular 
characteristics that parents who would change their 
child’s school appreciate in the most popular state 
schools, Christchurch Boys’ High School, Christchurch 
Girls’ High School and Burnside High School. This 
point might also be supported by the result that 
59% of parents favoured their preferred state school 
in this access scenario because it was a single-sex 
school, compared to 49% in the previous scenario. 
In other words, the survey may also be picking up 
parents’ preferences for single-sex schooling.

Gains and losses between state schools

The estimates calculated for the change to school 
rolls have confi rmed which state schools would be 
most popular among parents. The estimates have 
also illustrated that when only the state schools are 
considered the magnitude of the expected change 
at the city level is not very great. To complete the 

analysis of the gains and losses to school rolls in 
this access scenario, the amount of competition 
occurring between schools, and which schools are 
gaining or losing pupils to each other, is examined. 
Analysing this data is helpful for understanding how 
the “education market place” might be structured, 
in particular between state secondary schools, but 
also if the range of schools parents could access was 
limited.

• The amount of movement between state schools

The problem of discerning multiple “competition 
spaces” within Christchurch from the survey data was 
noted in the previous section as a diffi culty associated 
with applying Chris Taylor’s geographic framework to 
analyse the amount of movement between schools. 
It is compounded in this access scenario by the 
even smaller number of schools which gain or lose 
pupils because of the smaller proportion of parents 
who would change their child’s school. According 
to table 5.3, it is reasonably certain that only seven 
schools would experience a gain to their school roll. 
This part examines the competition space defi ned by 
the projected movement that would be expected to 
occur towards those seven schools, and away from 
the schools they would gain from.

The amount of competition that would be 
expected to occur if parents could only choose a 
state school was slightly greater than the amount 
found in the previous section. The average number 
of schools that each state school gained from was 
3.7, including gains made from both private and 
state-integrated schools. This is because the smaller 
number of schools losing pupils intensifi es the 
amount of competition between the schools which 
gain pupils for comparison’s sake. If gains made from 
state schools are only considered, the amount of 
competition is less however, with the size being 2.7.

Expressed as a ratio against the total number of 
secondary schools in Christchurch (31 schools), the 
scale of the expected gains is still very small at 0.12. 
Hence, even if competition for places at the state 
schools which would be expected to gain pupils might 
be fi erce, in perspective the scale of the competition 
is still not very great. As the previous part discussed, 
the rolls at a number of schools could reasonably be 
expected to remain stable. Demand is concentrated 
among a handful of schools.

As before, another way of looking at the scale 
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Table 5.4. Secondary schools which state secondary schools gain pupils from

Schools 
which gain
pupils

Schools drawn from
Pupils gained

(raw data)

Pupils 
gained

(weighted 
data)

School type

Proportion roll 
achieving
≥ 80 NCEA 

credits
(2005-06 mean)

Avonside Girls’ High School 26.8

Christchurch Girls’ High School 1 73 State 44.6

Hagley Community College 1 110 State 17.2

Total gains 2 183

Burnside High School 37.9

Cashmere High School 1 50 State 26.0

Hagley Community College 1 110 State 17.2

Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

Middleton Grange School 1 52 State-Integrated 39.9

Papanui High School 1 54 State 17.4

St Andrew’s College 3 228 Private 44.8

St Margaret’s College 1 80 Private 41.5

Total gains 9 605

Christchurch Boys’ High School 34.0

Burnside High School 1 32 State 37.9

Cashmere High School 3 150 State 26.0

Christ’s College 1 129 Private 47.5

Linwood College 2 202 State 15.8

Papanui High School 1 54 State 17.4

Shirley Boys’ High School 3 117 State 24.5

St Thomas of Canterbury College 2 46 State-Integrated 26.5

Total gains 13 730

Christchurch Girls’ High School 44.6

Avonside Girls’ High School 4 216 State 26.8

Burnside High School 1 32 State 37.9

Cashmere High School 1 50 State 26.0

Mairehau High School 1 31 State 19.0

Papanui High School 1 54 State 17.4

St Margaret’s College 1 80 Private 41.5

Villa Maria College 1 47 State-Integrated 41.6

Total gains 10 510

Riccarton High School 32.0

Burnside High School 3 96 State 37.9

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi N/A

Linwood College 1 101 State 15.8

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 5.4

Burnside High School 2 64 State 37.9

TOTAL GAINS 40 2,289

Proportion roll achieving ≥ 80 NCEA credits data sourced from: New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority, National Qualifi cations Framework Statistics. Canterbury 
regional schools. School profi les (2007), http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/qualifi cations/ssq/statistics/region-schools.do?year=2006&r=14.
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of the gains made by schools which parents would 
choose if they could choose any state secondary 
school for their child was by estimating the transfer 
of pupils between schools at the city level. The 
estimates were determined using weightings 
applied in the gains and losses analysis that were 
calculated from the Christchurch secondary school 
roll returns. A confi dence interval and an associated 
margin of error have not been calculated for these 
projections. Applying the sampling weights to the 
raw fi gures for the number of pupils moving between 
schools helps to make them more closely refl ect the 
estimates produced in the previous gains and losses 
analysis (which measured the absolute estimated 
change to state school rolls).

Approximately 2,300 pupils could be expected to 
be gained by schools (table 5.4). This is more than 
the total of the estimated gains in table 5.3 (1,855). 
Further, the average size of all gains across each 
state secondary school in the “competition space” 
could be expected to be approximately 89 pupils. The 
minimum expected gain was 31, while the maximum 
was 228. Map 5.4 also uses the weighted values in 
table 5.4 to illustrate the estimated number of pupils 
that would transfer from school to school as well as 
the direction in which they move.

When individual schools are considered, the 
projected scale of the movement away is the greatest 
for Linwood College and Cashmere High School. 
They would each stand to lose 303 and 250 pupils, 
respectively. Hagley Community College could also 
expect to lose 220 pupils. The private schools that 
would stand to lose the most pupils are St. Andrew’s  
College and St Margaret’s College. They would each 
stand to lose 160 ore more pupils in this scenario. 
The average of the expected losses from all private or 
state-integrated schools combined where movement 
was detected from is approximately 84 pupils.

Christchurch Boys’ High School and Christchurch 
Girls’ High School would again make the greatest 
gains, according to these estimates, receiving over 
500 pupils from a variety of schools. The story is 
different for Burnside High School, however. While 
it could expect to gain approximately 605 pupils, it 
would also lose approximately 220 pupils, making its 
net gain 385 pupils. This is close to the fi gure for 
change that was estimated in the gains and losses 
analysis.

• Patterns of movement between state schools

Following the approach taken in the previous section, 
the patterns which characterised the movement 
between schools are further analysed using the same 
indicators for between school processes, nearest 
school gains and examination results.

Nearest school gains

The fi rst process which might explain the movement 
between schools is whether the preferred state 
school was also the nearest alternative state school. 
With reference to map 5.4, it seems diffi cult to argue 
that this was the case. Parents transferring out of 
private or state-integrated schools did not choose 
the nearest state school to the school their child 
currently attended. For example, parents transferring 
their children from Linwood College did not opt to 
send their children to either Shirley Boys’ High School 
or Avonside Girls’ High School; the two nearest 
alternative state schools.

Table 5.5: Distance from home to preferred state school
(n = 40)

Statistic Distances (km)

mean 5.8

fi rst quartile 4.1

median 5.3

third quartile 7.5

inter-quartile range 3.4

mode 10.7

minimum 1.0

maximum 11.4

range 10.4

Table 5.6: Excess distance between the current school and
the preferred state school (n = 40)

Statistic Distances (km)

mean 2.8

fi rst quartile 1.6

median 2.9

third quartile 3.8

inter-quartile range 2.2

minimum 0.1

maximum 7.4

range 7.3

As described in the previous access scenario, the 
reality is that some parents are willing to send their 
children longer distances in order to access their 



86 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

preferred state school. Map 5.2 shows the majority of 
parents who would change their child’s school would 
send their child a distance of 4 km or more to their 
preferred state school. Further distance calculations 
between home and school, completed with ArcGIS, 
also illustrate this point. The median home to school 
distance in this scenario was calculated to be 5.3 
km (table 5.5), which was greater than the median 
distance between home and the school currently 
attended (2.8 km). A quarter of the distances parents 
would have their children travel were over 7.5 km 
in order to reach their preferred state school. The 
maximum distance that children might travel was 
calculated to be 11.4 km.

The median difference in distance between the 
school children currently attended and the state 
school parents preferred was also calculated to be 
2.9 km (table 5.6); equivalent to the median distance 
between home and the current school. This means 
that in this access scenario, as well as the previous 
one, that half of the distances that parents are willing 
to send their children to school are up to as much 
again as the distance they currently travel to school. 
As for the other scenarios described, the message is 
clear that parents generally do not favour the nearest 
school or the nearest alternative school when they 
consider which schools to send their children to.

Examination results

The next between school process that might 
help explain the movement between schools 
are examination results. Examination results are 
considered in terms of the average proportion of the 
school roll achieving 80 or more National Certifi cate 
of Educational Achievement (NCEA) credits for the 
years 2004 and 2005.

Table 5.4 shows that generally parents moving 
from one state school to another transfer to a school 
that has a roll which achieves a higher proportion of 
80 or more NCEA credits. Among the schools which 
state schools gain from, the average proportion of 
the roll achieving 80 credits or more is 31%. Among 
the state schools which state schools gain from, the 
fi gure is 23%. As the proportion of pupils gaining 
80 or more NCEA credits is between 34% and 45% 
at the three most popular state schools, this means 
the schools that they are gaining from are generally 
below them in terms of NCEA performance. This 
result would seem to confi rm that parents prefer 

the state schools which are most popular because of 
their exam results.

There are some exceptions, however, as the 
parents transferring from Burnside High School 
to Riccarton High School are transferring to a 
school with a lower NCEA performance. The other 
exceptions occur where movement is between state 
schools and the specialist state schools mentioned 
above. Further, the parents whose children currently 
attend private schools, who indicated a preferred 
state school in this scenario, chose a school that 
had slightly lower NCEA performance. An exception 
is the case of parents transferring their daughters to 
Christchurch Girls’ High School, which does better 
than all other schools girls can attend except for 
Rangi Ruru Girls’ School and St Andrew’s College.

• The nature of the “education market place” if 
parents could change their child’s school and they 
could choose any state school

In summary, the patterns of movement across 
schools if parents could choose any state school for 
their child can be described as forming four distinct 
groups of schools (table 5.3).

• The fi rst group of schools are the ones that 
would make statistically signifi cant pupil gains 
under this scenario. These schools are two 
of the single-sex state schools, Christchurch 
Boys’ High School and Christchurch Girls’ 
High School. They tend to have the highest 
exam scores out of all the state schools in 
Christchurch. When the proportion of their 
pupils’ achieving 80 or more NCEA credits is 
averaged, the score is 39.3.

• The second group of schools is made up of 
the fourteen schools that registered either a 
non-statistically signifi cant gain or loss. These 
schools include private, state-integrated and 
state schools. When the proportion of their 
pupils’ achieving 80 or more NCEA credits is 
averaged, the score is 28.3 (it should be noted 
that with fi ve private and state-integrated 
schools included in this group, which have 
higher NCEA performance, the average is 
infl ated).

• The third group of schools is made up of three 
schools that register a statistically signifi cant 
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loss. These are two regular Year 9-15 state 
schools, Linwood College and Cashmere High 
School, and one state-integrated school, St 
Thomas of Canterbury College. They tend to do 
less well at the NCEA, on average, than either 
those schools in the fi rst or second group. 
When the proportion of their pupils’ achieving 
80 or more NCEA credits is averaged, the score 
is 22.8.

• The last group of schools is made up of the 
eleven schools whose rolls would be unlikely to 
change. This was because the small number of 
parents sampled from these schools responded 
that they would not change the school they 
send their child to. Over half of these schools are 
private or state-integrated schools. They tend 
to do slightly less well at the NCEA, on average, 
compared to those schools in the third group. 
When the proportion of their pupils’ achieving 
80 or more NCEA credits is averaged, the score is 
20.1.

The feasibility of accessing a state school

The gains and losses analyses have helped to quantify 
demand for state schools and how the patterns of 
exchange between state schools are structured. How 
feasible is it, however, to access one of those schools 
for the parents who would change their child’s school? 
In this part, distance and transport to school are 
considered as measures of feasibility. In this scenario, 
the amount of money parents would have to pay is 
not considered because parents already pay for the 
cost of educating their children at state schools (and 
partially at private schools) through general taxation 
which is returned to schools through the subsidies 
and operating grants schools receive from central 
government.

• Distance from home to reach three state schools

Similar to sections 3 and 4, the feasibility of 
accessing a state school is examined in terms of 
how far parents would have to travel before their 
children can access three state schools (table 5.7). 
The distance calculations were completed using the 
straight line distance theorem in ArcGIS, described in 
section 2. The results show that the median distance 
parents have to travel to have a choice of three state 
schools is 2.6 km, while a quarter of the distances 
parents would have to send their children to be 

able to access three state schools are over 3.7 km. 
The median distance is the same distance to travel 
as calculated for the current situation. Expressed as 
cumulative percentages (table 5.8), 83% of parents 
who would send their child to a different state school 
would be able to choose between three schools at a 
distance of 4 km from their home. In reality, it would 
be harder for parents to access a range of state 
schools if distance actually mattered. 

Table 5.7. Feasibility of access to state schools: Distance to 
reach three state schools from home (n = 40)

Statistic Distance (km)

mean 3.0

fi rst quartile 2.0

median 2.6

third quartile 3.7

inter-quartile range 1.7

mode 1.7

minimum 0.7

maximum 7.3

range 6.6

Table 5.8. Proportion of parents with three state schools 
within a radius of distance from their home (n = 40)

Distance (km) % Cumulative %

2 km 25.0 25.0

4 km 57.5 82.5

6 km 12.5 95.0

> 6 km 5.0 100.0

Table 5.9. How would your child get to the preferred state 
school? 
(frequencies presented at the 95% confi dence level, with an 
associated margin of error +/- 5%)

Income All

Not stated

Low-
middle 
income

(≤ $70,000)

High 
income

(≥ $70,001)

n % n % n % n %

Bus 2 66.7 15 75.0 8 50.0 25 64.1

Cycle 1 33.3 2 10.0 2 12.5 5 12.8

Walk . . . . 1 6.3 1 2.6

Car-pool . . . . 1 6.3 1 2.6

With . . 1 5.0 4 25.0 5 12.8

Own car . . 1 5.0 . . 1 2.6

Other . . 1 5.0 . . 1 2.6

Total 3 100 20 100 16 100 39* 100

* The sample size is 39 because data for the one parent who would change 
schools, but did not know which state school they would choose, was 
ignored.
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• Transport to state schools

Parents who would change their child’s school and 
knew which state secondary school they would send 
their child to were also asked to indicate how they 
would transport their child to school (table 5.9). 
As an aid, the results of table 5.9 are presented in 
map 5.5. The results are also stratifi ed by household 
income level.

The results show that 64% of parents who 
responded to the question would choose to bus 
their children to school. The next two most popular 
methods of transport were cycling and with the 
parent, with approximately 13% of parents choosing 
to have their children go to school either way. These 
proportions are presented at the 95% confi dence 
level, with an associated margin of error +/- 5%.

As in the previous scenario, the high preference 
for bussing indicates the distances parents are 
willing to send their children to their preferred state 
school. However, bussing would also add to the cost 
of sending children to school, which would have an 
impact on the accessibility of state schools for some 
parents in the real world.

DISCUSSION

The main objective of this section was to illustrate 
what the likely demand for state schools would be if 
parents could change their child’s schools and choose 
any state secondary school. The reason for this was 
because in reality the range of schools parents can 
choose from is constrained.

Managing network capacity

The fi ndings in this section show that the magnitude 
of change would drop from one in four, on the 
choice of any school if money was no object access 
scenario, to one in ten parents in this scenario. 
This fi nding therefore has important implications 
for considering the impact of improving access to 
schools for parents. Firstly, at present, approximately 
4% of parents send their children to private schools. 
Secondly, if it becomes more realistic for the 
majority of parents to access one of the popular 
state sector schools, the amount of expected 
change would probably not be great either. This is 
because the question put to parents in the survey 
asked which schools they would change to, not 
which ones they would consider choosing. For 

this reason, the estimates presented in this section 
might be a reasonable indication of the amount 
of change that could be expected to occur to the 
size of school rolls and the amount of movement 
between schools that would take place in the fi rst 
school year if restrictions were relaxed. Managing 
access to schools for the estimated 2,300 pupils that 
might move away from the schools they currently 
attend—out of the 23,000 secondary school pupils in 
Christchurch—is a realistic task.

Aspirations to change schools

In the Smithfi eld project, the authors are quick to 
argue that lower socio-economic status (SES) parents 
do not have aspirations to access the school of their 
fi rst choice. They produce evidence which shows 
that across time the lower socio-economic  status 
parents consider choosing high circuit schools in 
lower proportions (see discussion in appendix 1).3 
Nevertheless, their data still shows that a proportion 
of these parents consider, or their children already 
attend, high circuit schools. In this research, even 
if the magnitude of change is less in this access 
scenario, the desire to change their child’s school 
is also similar across household income for those 
parents who would change schools, even though a 
statistically signifi cant relationship was detected 
between choosing a different school and household 
income level.

Possible limitations of school groupings

As found in the previous section, parents’ choices 
and the exchange of pupils between schools sorted 
schools into distinct groups. The small number of 
parents that were sampled who would change their 
child’s school hampers the precision with which the 
patterns of exchange can be estimated in this access 
scenario.

CONCLUSION

This section has reported several fi ndings which 
estimate the amount of change that could be expected 
to occur to school rolls if parents could only choose 
their preferred state school. From a policy perspective, 
examining only the change to state school rolls is 
useful for estimating the demand for schools in the 
state sector, as private schools are responsible for 
managing their own capacity. It has also applied the 
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geographic framework developed in the previous 
section to interpret the  movement that would be 
expected to occur between schools.

The amount of change that would be expected 
to occur is less than in the previous section, as only 
10% of parents would choose to change their child’s 
school. For reasons which cannot be determined from 
the data collected in the survey, parents generally 
preferred to continue sending their children to the 
school they currently attended. Nevertheless, this 
fi nding means in a situation where zoning was 
relaxed and access to schools was made better, the 
rolls of most state schools would probably be stable. 
This section has also shown which state schools are 
most or least popular. Only two schools were forecast 
to experience a signifi cant loss, and only two would 
experience a signifi cant gain. The demand for the 
two state schools that would experience a signifi cant 
gain would be quite intense, however, compared to 
other state schools which might gain. One way to 
manage the extra demand would be to put spare 
school capacity to better use, by allowing the more 
popular schools to meet demand to use spare capacity. 
Another way would be to settle on a fairer policy 
than current zoning regulations for allocating pupils 
to schools when they become over-subscribed .

Finally, the nature of the “lived market” for 
state schools was examined. The fi ndings show a 
similar trend, found in the previous access scenario,  
where schools formed four distinct groups in one 
“competition space” which emerged from the patterns 
of pupils moving between the schools considered in 
this scenario. The fi rst group was made up of the two 
state schools which were predicted to experience a 
statistically signifi cant gain. The second group was 
made up of fourteen schools that would experience 
either a non-statistically signifi cant gain or loss. The 
third group was made up of the three schools that 
would experience a statistically signifi cant loss. The 
fourth and fi nal group was made up of eleven schools 
that would not experience any change to their 
school roll. Higher NCEA performance distinguished 
those schools which would experience statistically 
signifi cant gains to those which would experience 
statistically signifi cant losses.

In conclusion, this section has estimated the 
amount of change that would probably occur across 
the school network in Christchurch if constraints 
around parents’ access to schools were relaxed or 
removed but the range of schools parents could 

access was moderated. Having looked at the results, 
and estimates produced from them in a number of 
ways, the implications of the fi ndings will now be 
discussed as well as what changes they might suggest 
for schooling policy and how to manage school 
capacity better in an urban New Zealand city so that 
parents could have better access to their preferred 
state schools.

 
 ENDNOTES

1 Cf. H. Lauder et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in 
education don’t work (Buckingham: Open University Press, 
1999), 47.

2 R. Hipkins and E. Hodgen, “National Survey of Secondary 
Schools” (Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational 
Research (NZCER), 2004), 172.

3 H. Lauder et al., “Trading in Futures: The nature of choice 
in educational markets in New Zealand. Phase one, third 
report to the Ministry of Education,” The Smithfi eld Project 
(Wellington: Ministry of Education, New Zealand, 1995), 26-
27.
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INTRODUCTION

The previous sections have offered some answers to 
two key questions which have framed this research: 
which secondary schools Christchurch parents would 
prefer to send their children to if they could change 
their child’s school and they had better access to 
schools, and what the likely impact of change would 
be  on school rolls. The purpose of this section is to 
discuss the implications of these fi ndings.

The section begins with a discussion of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the approach this 
research has taken and the results it has produced. 
Secondly, how patterns of pupils moving between 
schools might be structured in a school system 
where families had better access to schools will 
be discussed. Where possible, the fi ndings of this 
research are discussed in relation to New Zealand 
research on making access to schools better; in 
particular the circuits of schooling analysis presented 
in the Smithfi eld project (also see appendix 1). Thirdly, 
this section examines how capacity in the existing 
state school network could be put to better use in a 
situation of open enrolment, using the projections for 
the estimated change to school rolls produced as part 
of this research. Some related issues of accessibility 
to schools are then addressed, before concluding 
with a brief discussion of some possible directions for 
future research on making access to schools  better 
for parents and children.

EVALUATION OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

The survey sample

As described, throughout this research, post-survey 
statistical adjustments were required to make 
inferences to the Christchurch population about 

the proportions of parents choosing different 
schools. Various sensitivity analyses were carried out 
comparing the main results of the parental survey to 
a choice of sampling weights. These have included 
sensitivity analyses with weightings to the total 
Christchurch school roll and to household income. 
Further, two methods, a re-sampling strategy and a 
proportional allocation method, were used to assess 
the sensitivity of handling missing responses from 
parents who would change their child’s school, but 
did not know which schools they would choose in the 
gains and losses analyses in section 4.

A strength of the sample revealed by these various 
analyses was that when the data were considered 
from various perspectives, the main results did not 
change substantially. The direction of the fi ndings 
remained the same. For example, when the results of 
various survey questions were stratifi ed by household 
income the proportion of parents responding were 
very similar to the overall estimate at the city level. 
This trend in the data gives some strength to the 
fi ndings and also demonstrates that best efforts 
have been made to utilise all the available survey 
data to examine the issues of interest discussed in 
this research.1

Although there were some differences between 
the sample and the population data (see section 
2), another strength of the survey sample was that 
these differences did not affect the overall estimates. 
The responses of parents to each question did 
not appear to differ substantially across parents’ 
annual household income level and/or their level of 
educational attainment.

The main limitation of the parental survey was the 
sample size of 424 parents. The sample size hampered 

SECTION 6
Discussion
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the range and precision of the inferences that could 
be made about the choices specifi c sub-groups of 
parents would make, for example, by household 
income level. The margin of error calculated around 
sub-groups for household income in the post-survey 
statistical estimates at the city level analyses was quite 
wide. Further responses—with quotas for particular 
sub-groups of parents, such as from low-income 
families or ethnic minorities—would be needed to 
determine conclusively whether or not there are 
differences in the degree of choice that would be 
exercised by parents of different household income 
levels. More precise data of this kind would also help 
to demonstrate whether there are any statistically 
signifi cant relationships between population sub-
groups of parents and whether they would access a 
different school for their child.

The problem of a small sample size was 
compounded when gains and losses to school rolls 
were estimated in the choice of any school if money 
was no object access scenario using the multiple 
re-sampling strategy. For instance, when the survey 
responses for parents who indicated they would 
change their child’s school but did not know which 
school they would choose were extrapolated to the 
city level, an estimated 657 parents could not be 
allocated to a school. This fi gure is approximately 
equivalent to the roll of a medium-sized secondary 
school. Nevertheless, even with a high fi gure for the 
estimated number of parents who did not know which 
school they would choose using the multiple re-
sampling strategy, the way missing data was handled 
may still be considered reliable. This is because the 
proportional allocation strategy showed that the 
same schools would experience either a signifi cant 
gain or loss to their rolls.

The choice of Christchurch city as a site for this 
research also precluded examining the relationship 
between ethnicity and better access to schooling. 
Christchurch has a largely homogenous population. 
2001 census data, obtained at the time of the 
survey, showed that the population of parents in 
Christchurch whose children were of secondary school 
age was 83% New Zealand European or of European 
extraction, while only 8% of census respondents 
were Maori or Pasifi ka. The fi gures nationally were 
76% and 18%, respectively. The smaller proportions 
of non-European parents in Christchurch meant 
that even though the survey sampled an accurate 
proportion of parents from each ethnicity,2 it was 

diffi cult to adjust the survey fi ndings to look at the 
relationship between ethnicity and choice. As with 
income, quotas for parents of each ethnicity would 
need to be set to ensure enough participants of each 
ethnicity were collected to enable valid inferences to 
be made to the Christchurch population.

An issue related to analysis of population sub-
groups is the question of whether, and to what 
extent, school rolls might become segregated by 
socio-economic status (SES) as a result of lifting 
restrictions which prevent parents from accessing 
their preferred schools. This was noted in section 2 as 
a major controversy when the changes brought about 
by Tomorrow’s Schools were evaluated (appendix 1 
also shows that some New Zealand research has been 
misleading on this matter). The data in Smithfi eld 
project research shows that, in fact, parents of all 
backgrounds took advantage of the opportunity to 
choose a different school to their local school.

The main objective of this research has been 
to consider the impact of parents’ preferences on 
school capacity rather than to test the polarisation 
thesis. Given the limitations of the sample size in 
this research, it would not have been possible to 
determine whether school rolls would become more 
or less segregated by SES. Further, school roll data 
was not publicly available broken down by SES, so 
the gains and losses analyses at the city level could 
not be calculated in relation to parents’ annual 
household income levels. Moreover, segregation can 
really only be accurately measured over time, with 
good comparative data for the situation prior to 
restrictions like zoning being relaxed. This cannot be 
accomplished with a random sample survey which 
takes a snapshot of parents’ preferences for schools 
at one point in time.

Another question which this research has not 
addressed is the choices parents of Year 8 pupils who 
are about to enter secondary school would make 
about which schools they would prefer to send their 
children to, if they had better access to schools. The 
estimates presented throughout this report are helpful 
insofar as they can predict what would happen in 
the fi rst year of an open enrolment scheme. But it is 
likely that in subsequent years, with improved access 
to schools, parents’ preferences would change from 
what they are now. The estimates produced by this 
research show which schools would have to respond 
to growing demand initially, but this research cannot 
provide estimates for beyond this fi rst year.
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Another limitation of using a random sample 
telephone survey is that only parents’ stated 
preferences can be collected, rather than their revealed 
preferences. The schools parents say they most prefer 
for their children, or say they would consider or think 
are feasible choices, may be different to the schools 
they would actually choose, depending on how 
accessible schools are, how many schools they apply 
to and how many schools accept their applications.3

As a result, in this research the changes to school 
rolls are based on projections generalised to the city 
level, weighted to school rolls and presented with 
confi dence intervals and margins of error. 

The original contribution made by this 
research

Nevertheless, a major strength of this research is that 
it has produced some reasonable projections for how 
school rolls might change under two scenarios of open 
enrolment. It has also identifi ed how much active 
choice is already happening under the current school 
enrolment system. Another of its most important 
contributions has been to apply research methods 
from geography using a Geographic Information 
System (GIS) to help organise, analyse and present 
the fi ndings of the parental survey and the post-
survey statistical adjustments for these two access 
scenarios.

The geographic framework and GIS techniques 
used in this research helped to indicate the 
relationship between parents and the schools they 
choose. In this research it has also helped to illustrate 
the way movement between schools might be 
structured across space and the relationship between 
distance and choice of school under various scenarios. 
Perhaps its most important strength has been that 
it has enabled the possible changes to school rolls 
to be interpreted through a framework whose fi rst 
assumption is the preferences of parents. Different to 
some research from New Zealand and overseas, which 
applies the assumptions of social confl ict theory, it 
does not assume some parents or school leaders are 
prejudiced from the outset when they think about 
education. Interpretations about the nature of parents’ 
preferences for schools have been deduced through 
this framework, rather than fi rst fi ltering the results 
through an ideological lens which views education 
as an arena in the struggle for positional advantage 
within society.4

PATTERNS OF MOVEMENT BETWEEN SCHOOLS

With these strengths and limitations in mind, the 
following points may be made in conclusion about 
the possible nature of the relationship between 
parents and schools, and the patterns of pupils 
moving between schools, as interpreted through 
the geographic framework. The purpose of using 
the framework was to reduce the complexity of the 
relationship between parents and schools in order 
to see what, if any, organising principles might be 
present that could also serve as aids to making best 
use of the existing capacity in the school system.

The structure of the patterns of movement 
between schools

Under the current enrolment system, approximately 
half of the parents surveyed were found to be 
accessing schools which were not the nearest school 
to where they lived or the school that they were 
zoned for. Proximity to schools does not matter for 
the majority of parents, as they are already choosing 
alternative schools. This constitutes a high degree of 
active choice.

The idea of a space of interaction between 
parents and schools (the “competition space”) was 
introduced as the primary geographic unit in which 
the relationship between schools, and schools and 
parents could be examined in each access scenario. 
Chris Taylor broke down the “education market place” 
into these smaller spaces to enable the gains and 
losses of pupils occurring between schools to be seen 
and understood, when parents had the opportunity 
to change their child’s school.5 In this research, 
because of the small number of schools among which 
pupils were expected to transfer between in both 
access scenarios, only one interaction space could be 
discerned in both cases.

The results of the survey indicate that the 
magnitude of choice in either scenario was not 
high. Estimates at the city level showed that either 
one in ten or one in four parents would change 
schools, depending on the access scenario. These 
trends were detected, but not statistically signifi cant, 
across household income level. The estimated gains 
from the gains and losses analyses showed that with 
better access to schools, a number of schools would 
experience a signifi cant gain to their school rolls.

In the choice of any secondary school, if money 
was no object access scenario, the private schools 
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and some state-integrated schools were the major 
benefi ciaries, experiencing statistically signifi cant 
gains. A handful of state schools and state-integrated 
schools would also experience a gain, but these gains 
were not statistically signifi cant. The majority of 
state schools would suffer a signifi cant loss under 
this scenario. With money being no object, this result 
was to be expected, as it shows that parents would 
choose schools for their children with the highest 
premium.

However, this scenario is not realistic because 
not every parent would be able to access each kind 
of school. For example, not every parent who would 
hypothetically prefer to send their child to a private 
school could expect their child to be admitted 
because of the limited number of places available 
at these schools, compared to at state schools. Only 
13% of secondary schools in Christchurch are private 
schools. Further, based on the 2006 roll returns, there 
were approximately 2,700 places at the secondary 
level available at private schools. But the gains and 
losses analysis for this access scenario estimated that 
private schools could gain between 3,795 and 4,457 
pupils. Val Ainsworth and colleagues also noted the 
reality that single-sex state schools in Christchurch 
were full because private single-sex schools were too 
expensive for families. This was compounded by rising 
costs for tertiary education which are no different 
today.6 It is diffi cult to foresee private schools 
expanding their capacity to more than double their 
size, according to the estimated gains, when in reality 
not every parent would be able to afford private 
education because of the higher cost. 

Nevertheless, the scenario shows that the 
anticipated gains and losses to school rolls formed 
several patterns of pupil movement between schools.7 
These patterns of movement sorted schools into four 
distinct groups. The number of groups was similar 
to the usual number of school groupings found by 
Taylor in the LEAs he studied in his research. The four 
distinct groups that schools formed were: those that 
registered a statistically signifi cant gain; those that 
registered a non-statistically signifi cant gain or loss; 
those that registered a statistically signifi cant loss; 
and those that experienced no change. The gains and 
losses between schools also appeared to be structured 
according to the position of each school in terms of 
its NCEA performance.

The between school processes examined in the 
choice of any state secondary school scenario also 

showed schools falling into four distinct groups 
according to the same pattern. The space of interaction 
between parents and schools was likely to be smaller 
than in the previous access scenario, but the pressure 
on the schools that would gain was more intense as 
only two state schools were predicted to experience 
a statistically signifi cant gain. These schools lost few 
or no pupils to any other state schools, and they had 
higher NCEA performance compared to the other 
state schools.

When considering the implications of the 
estimated gains and losses to school rolls and the 
movement of pupils between schools for schooling 
policy, more emphasis should be placed on the 
fi ndings from the choice of any state school access 
scenario. This is because most children already attend 
state schools, and moreover, most parents can access 
a state sector school more easily than a private school 
because the costs are less and there are more schools 
available to choose from.

This means the fi ndings of the choice of any state 
school access scenario are more indicative of the 
amount of change that could be expected to happen 
to school rolls, since parents’ choices were constrained 
in this scenario. The proportion of parents who 
would change schools is estimated to be only 10%, 
with 95% certainty at the city level and a margin 
of error of +/- 3%. There are also only seven schools 
which gain from other schools, compared to thirteen 
in the choice of any school if money was no object 
access scenario. Further, only two state schools were 
forecast to experience a signifi cant gain to their rolls 
and only two state schools a signifi cant loss. These 
fi ndings have important implications for managing 
school network capacity in a situation where parents 
have better, not absolute, access to the schools they 
would prefer to send their children to.

The relationship between how parents choose 
schools and the structure of the “education 
market place”

Taylor also found that one of the most frequently 
occurring forms of movement between schools was 
according to their examination performance.8 Similar 
to the fi ndings of this research, Taylor also found 
that it was school reputations, determined locally, 
and school examination performances that provided 
a basis for parents’ decision-making. Taylor says:9

Even though parents generally tried to play 
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down the role of these two product criteria 
it was impossible to ignore the signifi cant 
relationship between the structure of hierarchical 
competition and the schools relative examination 
performance.

The same pattern, according to the between 
school processes examined in this research, is 
generally evident from the reasons parents responded 
why they favoured their preferred schools. These 
were also among the top ten reasons parents who 
would change their child’s school said they would 
favour their preferred school. Parents also appear 
to be choosing their preferred schools based on two 
important educational product criteria: reputation 
and exam results (see sections 4 and 5). 

Susan Bridges also touched on the features some 
parents who were active choosers found attractive in 
Christchurch schools.10 In discussing whether parents 
in Christchurch who had moved home, and who had 
stated school zoning as a reason, hoped to send their 
children to either a co-educational or single-sex 
school, she found that half of the 150 parents she 
surveyed preferred a co-educational school, a quarter 
a single-sex school, while the rest had no preference. 
Bridges concluded that most parents simply wanted 
a school they perceived to be a good school. Mike 
Fowler’s much earlier study also noted that parents 
do take the total reputation and appearance of a 
school into account when deciding whether they fi nd 
a school attractive.11 Further, in England, Carl Bagley 
and colleagues also suggested that examination 
performance was not necessarily the most important 
factor that parents used to determine their choice of 
school, but the perceived quality of the school was 
also important.12

New Zealand research by Helen Timperley and 
Vivienne Robinson, disputed by the Smithfi eld 
authors, reported an investigation between the 
match of parental and school values and whether 
congruence between these two factors produced 
stable or increasing school rolls.13 Where teachers’ 
values matched those of parents, rolls increased, 
and decreased in cases where the values of parents 
and teachers did not match. Timperley and Robinson 
concluded that parents often choose schools which 
reinforce their educational values. Their fi ndings 
lend weight to the proposition that the public 
face of schools, determined by their management, 
policy and practice, also has an impact on how some 
parents choose schools and whether parents will 

choose to bypass some schools.14 The fi ndings of 
this research appear to confi rm that parents choose 
schools largely from their perception of the general 
quality of the school.

There is some debate, however, in the research 
literature about whether parents favour schools 
because of these kinds of product criteria or whether 
process criteria, like the school environment, are more 
important.15 Wendy Stockwell and Sally Duckworth’s 
research of Christchurch parents found parents 
considered the following mixture of product and 
process criteria to be the most important attributes 
they preferred in a secondary school:16

• encouraging all students to be the best they 
can be (97%);

• good discipline practices (94%);

• a good academic reputation/achievements 
(94%); and

• a good reputation (91%).

That values and reputation are reasons why 
parents favour schools is also supported by research 
from the Australian Council for Educational Research 
which investigated the perceptions of schools that 
parents have which may shape their selection of 
private or public schools. It concluded that one 
reason stood out for selection of a private or a public 
school: “the extent to which the school embraced 
traditional values to do with discipline, religious or 
moral values, the traditions of the school itself, and 
the requirement that a uniform be worn.”17 In this 
research, private schools were also the most popular 
schools. Since these schools often have a religious-
affi liation or a strong school ethos,18 it is not 
surprising that values and reputation would be the 
strongest reasons why parents favoured the school 
they chose in this scenario; although this cannot be 
verifi ed without further research.

The reasons why parents would favour their 
preferred schools in this research would also appear 
to show that Christchurch parents perceive schools 
holistically. For example, John Maddaus concluded 
that generalised statements, like whether a school 
has a good reputation, refl ect the reality that what 
factors parents think makes a good school actually 
takes into account a number of dimensions of 
education.19 Maddaus also thought that these 
dimensions go beyond product and process factors of 
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schooling and include social dimensions too.
Fowler, in his study of Christchurch schools, also 

touched on this issue when he considered whether 
parents thought a school’s reputation made it more 
or less attractive to parents. He commented that 
“reputation was viewed as a general statement 
which parents made in a holistic way, often linking it 
with their overall impression of a school rather than 
specifi c features.”20 On this basis, Fowler considered 
reputation to be an important aspect of parents’ 
experiences or impressions of a school and whether 
parents would be attracted to it or not. Upon 
further questioning, Fowler found that parents often 
associated a school’s reputation with factors they 
saw day-to-day, such as the intake of pupils, based 
on the behaviour of pupils and their uniform, and the 
area and community of the school. 

These fi ndings should not be taken to mean that 
parents make simplistic choices about education. 
In the absence of good comprehensive information 
about schools, parents make judgements based 
on the aspects of schooling that they do know 
about and what school they think will be best 
for their child.21 Different parents have better or 
worse knowledge about schools depending on the 
quality of their information networks. Parents who 
are more active choosers are the ones who are 
more often informed and have better networks of 
information. They tend to seek out information by 
visiting schools or meeting the principal.22 One of 
the most common sources of such “hot knowledge” 
about schools, though, for all parents, comes from 
talking with other parents and evaluating their 
opinions or their children’s experience of various 
schools. However, parents differ in how engaged they 
are at obtaining information from each other. The 
lesson is that better information needs to be made 
available about schools so that quality information 
circulates through informal networks to help more 
parents to understand what kind of education each 
school offers. This is important, because as a basis 
for judgement, reputation can lag behind what is 
happening in schools by many years.23

Interpreting the geography of the “education 
market place”

Overall, the fi ndings suggest that change to a system 
of open enrolment is manageable. When the choice 
of any state secondary access school scenario is 

considered alone, the estimates show that parents 
would not exit state schools in massive numbers given 
the current range of alternative schools available to 
them in the state sector. In summary, the choice of 
any state secondary school access scenario provides a 
much more appropriate set of estimates upon which 
to judge how stable school rolls might be and how 
many pupils might be expected to transfer between 
schools in the fi rst year of operation of an open 
enrolment scheme. 

Further, the geographic framework has helped 
to structure analysis of the gains and losses that 
would be experienced by schools  to their school rolls 
under various scenarios where parents would have 
better access to schools. Moreover, it has helped to 
clarify more precisely the patterns of exchange that 
might occur between schools.

From the data, it is possible to see which schools 
parents would favour most, and which they would 
favour least. These projections are also useful for the 
purposes of planning how to manage capacity in the 
state sector if an open enrolment scheme was to be 
implemented again in New Zealand. Christchurch 
Boys’ High School, Christchurch Girls’ High School 
and perhaps Burnside High School in particular, 
would have to plan to expand their capacity. By 
contrast, it is likely Linwood College, Cashmere High 
School and St Thomas of Canterbury College would 
have to prepare for falling rolls.

Importantly, by looking at two forms of 
between school processes, nearest school gains and 
examination results, the framework showed the 
differences between schools and determined that not 
all schools would gain pupils from each other. In each 
access scenario, some movement between schools 
of an equivalent character or status, according to 
exam performance, was observed. It is reasonable to 
assume that parents who would change their child’s 
school would do so in order that their children would 
be at the best school for them, as parents who would 
not change their child’s current school in the survey 
responded that they believed their children were 
already at the best school for them.

PARENTS’ KNOWLEDGE OF THE SCHOOLS 
THEY PREFERRED

This research has shown in sections 4 and 5 that 
many of the parents who would change their child’s 
schools have a reasonable working knowledge of the 
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schools in Christchurch they would prefer, and that 
they know which schools they think are better or 
worse. This observation is contrary to the assumptions 
made about parents by Stephen Ball, Sharon Gewirtz 
and Richard Bowe as well as the Smithfi eld project 
authors (see appendix 1). They assume parents hold 
prejudices about certain schools, and that education 
is simply a competition for credentials. They do not 
think that parents might choose schools because 
they want the best education for their child.

The Smithfi eld project, however, produced a 
similar fi nding to this research concerning which 
schools parents would prefer if money was no object. 
In their telephone survey of 500 parents, they asked 
parents “where they would really like their child to 
go to secondary school assuming things like money 
and distance were no object.”24

Of the 284 parents who responded to their 
question, 68% overall indicated a school the 
Smithfi eld authors categorised a high circuit school 
(see discussion in appendix 1) as the school of their 
fi rst choice. This proportion was approximately the 
same for parents in low, middle and high SES sub-
groups. The parents who were sampled, therefore, 
ranked schools in the same way as the Smithfi eld 
authors had, and the ranking did not differ by social 
class. The authors had to conclude that:25

The differences between the SES groups are very 
small and not signifi cant, which suggests that, 
by and large, parents across the board are aware 
that there is a hierarchy of schools. … there is 
considerable agreement as to what are considered 
the most and least desirable schools across SES 
groups.

By contrast, Ball, Bowe and Gewirtz, had found 
that lower SES parents had no knowledge of the 
high circuit schools available to them.26 Hence, the 
Smithfi eld authors did not expect low and middle 
SES parents to have widespread knowledge of 
which schools would be desirable. To the contrary, 
they therefore dismissed the importance of their 
fi nding on the grounds that even if parents have 
knowledge about which schools are desirable they 
are unlikely to be able to act on the information 
in the same way, because of their social status. 
Yet, like this research shows, parents sampled in 
the Smithfi eld telephone survey had a reasonable 
knowledge of schools they would choose and think 
are best, hypothetically speaking.

In some respects then, the geographic framework 
used throughout this research is an improvement on the 
circuits of schooling framework used in the Smithfi eld 
project for understanding how patterns of choice are 
structured. The fi rst assumption of the framework 
applied in this research is neither that the education 
system is a particular structure to begin with, nor 
that parents’ choices are systematically conditioned 
according to their position in society. Rather, as Mark 
Harrison suggested, the approach taken in this research 
has been to consider the preferences of parents for 
schools fi rst. Based on these preferences, and various 
kinds of between school processes including proximity, 
examination performance, and, to a lesser extent, 
school type, claims have been made about how parents’ 
preferences are organised within a geographic area.

As demonstrated in each section, the framework 
shows the schools parents would choose and how the 
movement of pupils between schools is structured 
in space, by comparing what the situation looks like 
before, and might look like after, a policy change. What 
is more, the framework has allowed better judgements 
to be made about to what extent distance might affect 
parents’ choice of school. With more extensive data for 
the total population, even more precise judgements 
could be made about the relationship between parents’ 
levels of engagement, social advantage and space.

PUTTING STATE SCHOOL CAPACITY TO BEST USE

One of the main purposes of the enrolment scheme 
provisions in the Education Act 1989 is “to enable the 
Secretary to make best use of the existing networks 
of state schools.”27 Since the claim was made earlier 
that changing to a situation of open enrolment 
would be manageable in Christchurch, it is important 
to demonstrate this point. As estimates have been 
produced for the change that would be experienced 
by schools under a situation like open enrolment, this 
part considers how capacity in the state sector might 
be organised to “make best use of the existing network 
of state schools.”

For the purposes of this exercise, estimates from the 
access scenario which considered only state seconary 
schools are considered. This is because the state 
schools scenario offers the most reasonable projection 
for the scale of demand that could be expected to 
occur for different schools. As a conservative measure, 
the amount of expected demand is based on the 
statistically signifi cant estimates for change to school 
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rolls produced in the gains and losses analysis of this 
access scenario. The statistically signifi cant fi gures 
are preferred because they are the most reliable 
fi gures for the expected change.

Section 3 described the state and state-
integrated schools which were operating over, under 
or at capacity in 2006. The fi gures for utilisation for 
Year 9-15 state schools are re-stated in table 6.1. 
Out of these schools, seven schools, Burnside High 
School, Cashmere High School, Christchurch Boys’ 
High School, Hagley High School, Papanui High 
School, Riccarton High School and Shirley Boys’ 
High School, were each operating at or over 100% 
capacity. Five schools, Avonside Girls’ High School, 
Christchurch Girls’ High School, Hillmorton High 
School, Mairehau High School and Unlimited Paenga 
Tawhiti were operating at or between 75% and 
99% capacity. Another fi ve schools, however, were 
operating at less than 74% capacity. These schools 
were Aranui High School, Linwood High School, 
Hornby High School, and Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O 
Waitahi and Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Tahi. It should 
be reiterated that Aranui High School, Linwood High 

School and Hornby High School have current plans 
to rationalise the number of teaching spaces at their 
schools, either through rebuilding programmes or by 
reducing the number of classrooms.28

At the moment, since there are some schools 
which are operating over capacity and some which 
are operating much below capacity, one could argue 
that the spare capacity in schools which are below 
capacity could be put to better use to ease demand 
at schools which are full. Smaller home enrolment 
zones and limited spaces available at schools like 
Christchurch Boys’ High School and Christchurch 
Girls’ High School mean that state schools like 
Shirley Boys’ High School, Avonside Girls’ High 
School and Cashmere High School are fi lled up partly 
by unsuccessful applicants who have to send their 
child to a school which is not their preferred school.

 Finding ways of putting the existing capacity 
in the school network to better use, and increasing 
the opportunities for families to access schools, 
would become even more critical in a situation of 
open enrolment. As predicted by the state schools 
gains and losses analysis in this research, the number 

Table 6.1. Current and projected demand at Christchurch state schools (Year 9-15 pupils)

School

Secondary 
school roll
(July 2006)

Max. 
secondary 
school roll

(March 2006)

Diff. max. 
school roll and 

school roll
Utilisation

(%)

Estimated 
school roll
(gains and 

losses analysis)

Difference 
between  est. 

school roll and 
max. roll

Christchurch Boys’ High School 1339 1274 65 105 2084 810

Burnside High School 2605 2359 246 104 3006 647

Christchurch Girls’ High School 1089 1106 -17 98 1537 431

Riccarton High School 935 885 50 106 1038 153

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti 282 285 -3 99 349 64

Avonside Girls’ High School 1187 1200 -13 99 1162 -38

Cashmere High School 1606 1421 185 113 1364 -57

Papanui High School 1403 1313 90 107 1249 -64

Shirley Boys’ High School 1314 1297 17 101 1206 -91

Hagley Community College 1545 1436 109 108 1333 -103

Mairehau High School 591 787 -196 75 532 -255

Linwood College 910 1369 -459 66 611 -758

Hillmorton High School 778 844 -66 92 no change -

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O 
Waitaha

28 40 -12 70 no change -

Aranui High School 761 1233 -472 62 no change -

Hornby High School 418 699 -281 60 no change -

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te 
Whanau Tahi

11 23 -12 48 102 79

School roll data sourced from the Data Management Unit, Ministry of Education
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of parents wanting to access certain state schools 
would increase dramatically.

The question is how capacity in the state school 
system can best be used, given the most likely changes 
that would occur to school rolls. Considering the 
two state secondary schools that would experience 
a signifi cant gain to their school rolls, Christchurch 
Boys’ High School and Christchurch Girls’ High 
School, the number of excess places can be calculated 
at these schools, compared to the available capacity 
in July 2006. Summing these fi gures shows that there 
would be approximately 1,200 extra places needing 
to be created at these state schools.

Two state schools were also predicted to 
experience a signifi cant loss, Linwood College and 
Cashmere High School. With 95% certainty, the 
loss from Linwood College was projected to be 299 
pupils, with the true value of change lying between 
-598 and -1. The difference of 758 pupils between 
Linwood College’s actual capacity and what its 
expected roll would be is telling. The school would 
be a prime candidate for rationalisation, or other 
remedial action. The difference of 57 pupils between 
Cashmere High School’s capacity and its estimated 
roll would be less severe. Even suffering a predicted 
loss of 242 pupils,29 the school would still be near 
capacity. It would still be likely to retain pupils if 
parents could choose any state secondary school.

A number of other state schools experienced a 
loss that was not statistically signifi cant or the esti-
mates showed no change to their school rolls (section 
5, table 5.3). Nonetheless, the utilisation fi gures for 
Aranui High School and Hornby High School show 
that they could easily take up some of the excess de-
mand that would be experienced. The total number 
of excess places at these schools is approximately 750 
pupils (table 6.1). The obvious solution is to use this 
spare school capacity to cover the majority of the 
excess demand, which could be approximately 1,200 
pupils, if only the statistically signifi cant gains regis-
tered for two state schools are considered. This would 
be a way of helping to increase the opportunities for 
parents to access a better school, if successful schools 
could be allowed to use the space in some way.

One possibility then would be for popular schools 
like Burnside High School or Christchurch Boys’ 
High School to co-operate with the schools that 
have spare space. For example, Aranui High School 
could become a satellite school for Christchurch 
Boys’ High School. Christchurch Boys’ High School 

could share its management and staff expertise and 
expand programmes, thereby perhaps improving 
the reputation and quality of schooling in the local 
community that Aranui High School serves. Moreover, 
if Aranui High School and Christchurch Boys’ High 
School co-operated, it would make approximately 
470 extra places available for parents wishing to 
access the kind of education offered by Christchurch 
Boys’ High School.

Similarly, Christchurch Girls’ High School could 
co-operate with Linwood College as a way of adding 
much extra capacity. A number of parents from 
Avonside Girls’ High School and Cashmere High 
School wished to transfer to Christchurch Girls’ High 
School. Co-operating with Linwood College would 
allow parents in the eastern suburbs better access 
to a Christchurch Girls’ High School education. 
This way, the amount of new places that would be 
needed to be created at Christchurch Boys’ High 
School, Christchurch Girls’ High School and perhaps 
Burnside High School would be reduced. Moreover, 
encouraging co-operation among schools might be 
a way of increasing parents’ access to the kind of 
schooling they most prefer for their children.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

While this research has shed light on the degree 
of choice currently being exercised by parents in 
Christchurch, and has looked at the possible degree 
of change that might occur in the fi rst year of open 
enrolment if families had better access to schools, 
it has also raised several questions that could be 
researched in the future.

Firstly, it would be valuable to conduct more 
in-depth research with parents of children about to 
enter secondary school for the fi rst time. This research 
only looked at the amount of change that might 
occur from parents who have already decided which 
secondary school their child attends. Even though 
the fi ndings showed that a proportion of parents 
want to change to a different school, it is also clear 
that many parents are happy to leave their children 
in their current school. One reason for this is likely to 
be that once children are settled in a school, parents 
may be unwilling to move them to a different school. 
Consequently, it would be interesting to ask similar 
questions of parents of Year 8 pupils to determine 
their preferences for different schools. This would 
help to show the effect open enrolment would have 
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on the school system for the fi rst pupil cohort year to 
enter secondary school.

Another avenue for future research is to 
examine more deeply whether there is a relationship 
between whether parents would change their child’s 
school and their SES. As previously discussed, the 
sample size of 424 parents meant that a statistically 
signifi cant relationship could not be proven between 
annual household income, as an indicator of SES, and 
whether parents of different incomes would change 
their child’s school. Nevertheless, international 
research and the Smithfi eld project fi ndings, discussed 
in appendix 1, suggest that parents of different SES 
have taken advantage of better access to schools 
when it has been available. The point would be 
to determine whether parents would be likely to 
respond in a similar way if they could choose their 
preferred school for their children in a situation of 
open enrolment.

Other exciting possibilities for future research 
include the further application of GIS methods and 
techniques. A GIS has only been used in a simple way 
in this research as a way of presenting the survey 
results and measuring the distances between where 
parents live and the schools they choose. With a 
larger more representative dataset, a GIS could be 
used in conjunction with census data to look at such 
questions as whether there is a relationship between 
proximity to school, and/or parents’ SES, and choice 
of a particular type of school. It could also help to 
clarify the relationship between distance and access 
to schools; for example, examining whether there is 
a threshold distance that parents are willing to send 
their children to school.

While the case of Christchurch has offered some 
insights into how school rolls might change and 
the implications for managing school capacity with 
better access to state schools, it would be helpful to 
estimate what might happen in Auckland under the 
same circumstances. Auckland covers a larger area, 
as mentioned in the introduction, and has a more 
ethnically diverse population than Christchurch. To 
ensure that a sample representative of the various 
ethnic and SES sub-groups was collected, quotas for 
these groups would need to be established at the 
outset of sampling. Moreover, looking at the case of 
Auckland would be more revealing for how better 
access to schools could be managed in New Zealand’s 
largest urban city.

Closely related to the call for future research using 

GIS methods is the call for the collection and release 
of better pupil and school level data. The Ministry of 
Education already collects a lot of information about 
school characteristics in the SchoolSMART database, 
but it is not available to the research community, or 
the public.30 If it were combined with socio-economic 
and geographic information for each pupil, then 
researchers would have access to a comprehensive 
database of information like the PLASC in England. 
They could use it to model the likely outcomes for 
different school access policies, or conversely, to 
monitor and evaluate the effects of any changes that 
might be implemented.

CONCLUSION

This section has evaluated the validity of the research 
presented in this report, and has summarised the 
major fi ndings, determining that if parents had 
better access to schools for their children, the gains 
and losses to school rolls and the movement of pupils 
between schools would probably mean schools would 
form distinct groups, differentiating certain schools 
from each other. Nevertheless, the amount of change 
is likely to be manageable. It was demonstrated using 
the estimates generated from the choice of any state 
secondary school gains and losses analysis that it 
would be possible to use the existing capacity in the 
state school network to manage the greater demand 
that would be experienced by the two popular state 
schools. The possibility of changing to a system of 
open enrolment would probably encourage new 
innovations in schooling provision, such as schools 
co-operating together or allowing more fl exibility on 
the supply side of schooling.

Lastly, several options for managing school 
capacity and improving access to schools were 
discussed in relation to the main research fi ndings, 
with a view to determining how access can be 
improved for every child under an open enrolment 
scheme, and in particular, those from less socially 
advantaged families. As described, there are several 
Christchurch secondary schools which are already 
operating at levels below their maximum capacity, 
and two of these schools were forecast to lose even 
more pupils if parents could send their child to any 
state school. This situation actually makes it possible, 
however, to use the spare places at those schools to 
help provide better access to the kind of schooling 
parents have indicated they would prefer for their 



101 SECTION 6 | Discussion

children. This is because the more popular schools 
could establish partnerships with the schools that 
have excess teaching space. Allowing schools to 
form partnerships with each other would therefore 
be one way of helping to solve the mismatch which 
is occurring now, or would probably occur under a 
system of open enrolment, between the demand for 
popular schools and the number of places available 
at those schools. School partnerships would also help 
popular schools to add more places without having 
to spend more money by building new facilities.

Another important objective of allowing schools 
to form partnerships is to make access to schools 
fairer for pupils who are from families which cannot 
access these popular schools, because of the limited 
number of places currently available at these schools. 
This situation is also compounded at the moment by 
the requirement that over-subscribed schools must 
operate a home enrolment zone, which means that 
pupils end up being sorted into schools based on 
their parents’ income, as higher income families can 
choose to live within the zone of their preferred 
school so that they can send their children to that 
school. Children from lower SES families can miss 
out. If spaces at schools which are currently operating 
under-capacity could be used more effectively, access 
to schools could be improved for children from all 
kinds of families. Further, as both New Zealand and 
overseas research indicates (see appendix 1), it also 
possible the quality of schooling would improve across 
the board. Based on this discussion, the last section 
draws some fi nal conclusions about this research and 
offers some further suggestions for managing state 
school capacity and improving access to schools for 
children from every family.
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INTRODUCTION

This research has endeavoured to critically examine 
issues associated with creating better access for 
families to schools in New Zealand. Its focus has 
been examining what changes might be expected to 
happen to school rolls if parents could change their 
child’s school and they could send their child to their 
preferred school. In investigating the answers to these 
questions, this research has applied a geographic 
framework to organise and interpret the fi ndings 
of the survey research.1 This approach, in particular, 
has allowed many of the fi ndings to be illustrated on 
maps, which has aided analysis of the fi ndings.

The advantage of the geographic framework was 
that it allowed parents’ preferences for schools to be 
analysed in relation to space, measuring change in 
terms of the estimated gains and losses to school rolls 
between adjacent schools. The research has analysed 
and interpreted the results gathered about parents’ 
preferences for schools in two different access 
scenarios where parents could choose a different 
school for their child using this framework. The results 
have enabled some conclusions to be drawn about 
how the “lived market” for schooling in Christchurch 
is structured in a way which has avoided the divisive 
categories of social confl ict theory.

The fi ndings of the research, therefore, allow 
some claims to be made about how much movement 
there would be between schools in the fi rst year of an 
open enrolment scheme being introduced. However, 
the research only surveyed parents whose children 
already attend secondary school. This means the 
decisions parents of children in Year 8 would make 
about which secondary school they would prefer to 
send their child to have not been taken into account 
by the projections generated in this research. It is 

possible that in a situation of open enrolment, their 
preferences for schools would be quite different to 
the choices currently being made about schools in 
Christchurch. If parents had better access to schools 
for their children, the schools which the research 
shows would experience signifi cant growth in their 
rolls might come under even more pressure.

The estimates for the change to school rolls and 
the movement of pupils between schools are most 
helpful for indicating which schools would need to 
prepare for an increase in demand. They may also 
be useful to education policymakers as an aid for 
planning how to make best use of the capacity across 
the state school system in Christchurch. This would 
enable the transition to an open enrolment scheme 
to be managed in such a way that parents would have 
a reasonable chance of accessing the schools they 
prefer for their children. As such, as was indicated in 
section 6, the preferences of Year 8 parents should be 
the subject of a future research project, in order to 
fully ascertain the likely impact of an open enrolment 
scheme on demand for schools.

Under the current situation of access to schools, 
the fi ndings at the city level show that approximately 
half of all parents do not send their children to the 
nearest school to where they live. Further, the majority 
of parents do send their child to the school they 
think they are zoned for. A lot of choice, therefore, 
is already being made by parents between schools in 
the state school system.

The access scenarios show that, in addition to the 
high degree of active choice already detected under 
the current situation of enrolment, the number of 
parents choosing a different school for their children 
would increase under the two access scenarios 

SECTION 7
Conclusion and Policy Implications
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examined in the research. At the city level, one in 
ten parents would change their child’s school, if they 
could choose any state secondary school, while one 
in four parents would change if they could choose 
any secondary school and if money was no object. 
If these fi ndings are taken as indicative of the likely 
movement away from schools in the fi rst year of 
operation of an open enrolment scheme they should 
offer encouragement to both advocates and critics 
of creating better access to schools. This is because 
the amount of projected movement between schools 
would be quite small.

Furthermore, when the patterns of movement 
between schools were analysed by various between 
school processes the nature of the gains and losses 
to school rolls and the movement of pupils between 
schools showed that schools would form distinct 
groups, which differentiated schools from each  
other. Parents also appeared to know which schools 
were better or worse, contrary to the fi ndings of 
some research which claims parents’ ability to choose 
schools for their children is structured by class and 
ethnicity. The movement of pupils between schools 
under each access scenario showed that schools 
would gain or lose pupils from each other according 
to different patterns, meaning not all schools gained 
or lost to each other.

If money was no object, parents who would 
change their child’s school more often than not 
indicated a private school as their preferred school. 
This access scenario represented a choice of preferred 
school with minimal or no constraints on the school 
parents could choose. Consequently, the results 
which considered the state schools parents would 
prefer to send their child to have been stressed as the 
most relevant estimates of the likely impact of open 
enrolment on the school system. The fi ndings showed 
many parents, who would change the school their 
child attends, preferred two state schools the most. 
The relative popularity of these schools compared to 
the other state schools in Christchurch would create 
even more demand for them at a time when they are 
already operating at or near capacity. 

The reality is, however, that if parents had better 
access to schools, other changes would be required to 
free up the supply of schools so that parents would 
have a better chance of accessing the schools they 
would prefer for their child. Under the current system, 
for instance, schools cannot manage the size of their 
rolls themselves, which reduces their fl exibility to 

increase or decrease the number of places available 
in accordance with demand. The system is a bit like:2

… a modifi ed game of musical chairs—there are 
enough chairs for everyone, but some are more 
desirable than others. … The issue for policies 
around … access is how things look when the 
game fi nishes—which pupils are going to which 
schools.

There needs to be a focus on improving the 
accessibility of schools parents want their child to 
attend, not just by providing better transportation 
and more classrooms at those schools, but by being 
more creative with how schooling is delivered. The 
wishes of parents need to be carefully balanced 
with what contributes to making a good school. For 
instance, principals may be hesitant to expand schools 
by adding physical capacity if the attributes of the 
school that parents favour, like class size or pupil 
discipline and behaviour, could be diluted. One of the 
fundamental issues to work through is how factors 
that make a difference to children’s education like 
good teachers, good school leadership and a strong 
school ethos can be shared and extended to other 
schools which may be lacking in these areas.3

MAKING ACCESS TO SCHOOLS BETTER

Before presenting the specifi c policy implications 
that are related to the fi ndings of this research, there 
are several other issues relevant to making access to 
schools better for parents, that need to be discussed.

Providing fair and equitable access to schools

The fi ndings of this research detected, but could not 
confi rm, a trend suggesting that a proportion of 
parents would change their child’s school irrespective 
of their income level. The Smithfi eld project also 
showed that low income and ethnic minority parents 
took advantage of better access to schools in the 
1990s. An important question which remains then is 
which system of providing education, and determining 
how pupils are allocated to schools, would bring 
about the most fair and equitable access to schools. 
A particular concern is how to give parents who may 
have the most diffi culty in accessing a school can 
have a better chance of getting their children into 
their preferred school.

Caroline Hoxby has described three essential 
elements that should be present in the school system 
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if general improvements in terms of access and 
opportunity are to be achieved. These are:4

1. making it easier for schools to start up or 
diversify (supply fl exibility);

2. allowing parents to control the funding of 
their child’s education (non-discriminatory 
funding that follows the child to the school 
they attend); and

3. giving schools more freedom over their 
operations (independent management of 
schools).

If these elements informed the principles which 
govern the school system, parents’ preferences 
would be revealed, and schools would have an 
incentive to expand and improve the education they 
offer. These elements would bring about the kinds 
of improvements described by Hoxby and others in 
the research noted in appendix 1. They would also 
circumvent the problems noted previously with the 
provision of fair and equitable access to schools in 
New Zealand. For instance, that:

• state-management of school capacity and 
zoning regulations cause school rolls to become 
static at popular schools, in spite of high 
demand;

• the Government subsidises the cost of state 
education more than private education, with 
private schools being resourced to approximately 
25% to 30% of the level of funding received by 
state schools;5 and

• that the Government restricts schools from 
responding to new opportunities, or developing 
a specialist focus, by having to meet the 
requirements of detailed legislation.6

Besides application of the principles described 
by Hoxby, several specifi c policy areas are worthy of 
attention in the future to ensure that parents who 
have diffi culty accessing a school may have a better 
chance of getting their children into the school they 
prefer.

Revisions to school enrolment schemes

The fi rst is revisiting how school enrolment schemes 
might operate. Open enrolment should be the goal 

of the education system so that parents’ preferences 
determine the supply of schooling in the education 
system.

Schools should, therefore, have the fl exibility 
to set their own maximum roll. A mechanism would 
be needed to allocate pupils to schools when they 
become over-subscribed. In this situation, a ballot is 
a fair and impartial way of allocating places so that 
neither pupils’ prior achievement nor their parents’ 
income unduly infl uences whether they can access 
an over-subscribed school.7

Targeted access schemes and education 
credits

Another mechanism which could improve access is 
a targeted intervention like the Targeted Individual 
Entitlement (TIE) scheme, described in appendix 1.8 
Parents would receive an education credit which they 
could spend at their preferred school. As international 
research has shown (discussed in appendix 1), 
targeted programmes could help a number of 
disadvantaged families to access a different school 
to their local school, which could improve their 
children’s educational achievement.9 An intervention 
like this would also reduce the relationship between 
residence and access to schools which the Smithfi eld 
authors treat as a structural reality of life for lower 
socio-economic status (SES) parents.

Transport to school 

Transport to school is another practical way that 
disadvantaged families in particular can be assisted 
with accessing a school. Taylor’s research showed 
that the distances travelled to school by children 
tended to reach a threshold for a signifi cant majority 
of parents. 90% of urban parents did not send their 
children further than 5 km away from home, and 
80% travelled no further than 4 km to school.10 
Further, Taylor’s research also showed differences in 
the way more socially advantaged and less socially 
advantaged parents transported their children to 
school.11 More socially advantaged parents preferred 
school buses and car journeys. This meant they could 
travel further. The less socially advantaged parents 
chose either a private bus or to have their children 
walk to school. While the travelling arrangements 
limited the distance these parents could transport 
their children to school, nevertheless these parents 
still sent their children further than the distance to 
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their nearest school. The bus either suffi ced, or their 
children walked a little further. The extra distance did 
not necessarily deter those from low SES backgrounds 
from making an active choice.

This research has shown that the majority 
of parents are willing to send their children long 
distances or across town, to access their preferred 
schools. Bussing was a consistently popular method 
of transport favoured by parents. While the survey 
responses for transportation were not estimated at 
the city level by household income, often low-middle 
income parents indicated they would bus their 
children to school. The proportions were equivalent 
to, if not more than, those of high income parents. 
Consequently, it would be necessary to invest in 
accessible public transportation options so that access 
to schools would not be unduly confi ned to local areas 
under an open enrolment scheme. One option could 
be for central government to provide means-tested 
transport for some families.12 Alternatively, schools 
or even groups of parents within a community could 
consider providing transportation to help children 

access a distant school. 

Providing better information to parents

Alongside any of these measures there is also an 
imperative to provide comprehensive information 
about schools to parents; for instance, their 
exam results, their courses and extra-curricular 
programmes, the background of the teachers and 
more. Moreover, when information is provided, 
it needs to be readily accessible, such as through 
an internet site and in language that parents can 
understand. The edCentre website (www.edcentre.
govt.nz) run by the Ministry of Education would 
provide a good platform for this service.13 Further, 
it should be possible to compare different schools. 
Without good information, parents cannot make 
informed choices. For this reason, any strategy 
to inform parents about schools should take 
care to make the information accessible to the 
disadvantaged families who stand to benefi t most 
from it.14

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Given the estimated demand for different schools, and the projected change to school rolls under both 
of the access scenarios examined in this research, in the fi nal analysis, it is important to make sure that 
increased demand for certain schools can be managed and that parents can access a range of good state 
schools.

With this objective in mind, the research fi ndings and discussion documented in this report suggest 
the following general policy implications for the New Zealand school system. The policy implications are 
intended to help provide better information about schooling to parents and the general community, and 
to help manage school network capacity in a situation of open enrolment, as may occur if parents had 
better access to schools:

1. Collect and make available information about schooling at the pupil and school level

(i) The Ministry of Education should expand the range of information it already 
collects about pupils and schools, and make this information available to the 
general community.

This research has pointed out that New Zealand lacks a centralised database of information 
about the background of each pupil and how they are achieving at school, like the Pupil 
Level Annual Schools Census (PLASC) in England.

As a prerequisite for better understanding and research into the impact of various 
education policies, the Ministry of Education should expand the range of information it 
already collects about pupils and schools, and make this information available to the general 
community, to help parents choose the best school for their children and to help evaluate 
the effects of education policy on pupils and schools.
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2. Abolish school home enrolment zones

(i) The requirement in the Education Act 1989 that a school’s enrolment scheme 
must defi ne a home zone for the school should be removed.

School enrolment zones artifi cially restrict access to schools. While intended to promote 
social mixing, the policy in fact promotes social segregation as wealthy families exercise 
residential choice by buying houses within the school zone to get their children into the 
schools they prefer. Pupils end up being sorted into schools that operate an enrolment 
scheme based on their parents’ income. Children from lower SES families get turned away, 
unless they satisfy the fi ve criteria for enrolling out of zone applicants laid down in the 
Education Act 1989.15

School zones, therefore, fail at increasing the educational opportunities for more children. 
Lastly, school enrolment zones should not become a prop for under-performing schools. 
Schools exist for the benefi t of pupils.

Consequently, the requirement in the Education Act 1989 that a school’s enrolment 
scheme must defi ne a home zone for the school should be removed so that all parents 
may access the school they most prefer for their children, regardless of where they live. 
Furthermore, schools already using home enrolment zones should be required to disestablish 
them.

(ii) The requirement in the Education Act 1989 that schools must be “reasonably 
convenient” for pupils to attend should be removed.

The requirement that schools be reasonably convenient for parents to attend also creates the 
opportunity for ambiguity to occur about what is fair and equitable access to schools.16 It also 
further entrenches right of access for parents who live nearby a school, irrespective of their 
social status or needs.

Consequently, all references that schools should be “reasonably convenient” for parents to 
attend should be removed from the Education Act 1989.

3. Grant schools more freedom to manage their capacity

(i) School boards should be able to set their school’s maximum roll.

School boards should have the freedom to adjust their rolls to be able to respond to falling 
or rising demand. In this way, the supply of schools can more quickly respond to the wishes 
of parents if they have excess space or the capacity to provide extra teaching space.

This means that the power of the Secretary of Education to set maximum school rolls 
must be devolved to school boards.

(ii) The requirement that school capacity should be managed subject to  the “best 
use of the network of state schools in the area” in the  Education Act 1989 
should be amended.

The requirement that school capacity must be managed with respect to the “best use of 
the network of state schools in the area” creates unnecessary restrictions on the ability of 
schools to adjust their capacity to meet rising or falling demand.17 It also restricts the growth 
of alternatives to regular Year 9 to 15 state schools, such as state-integrated and special 
character schools. 
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This requirement should be removed from the Education Act 1989 to give schools more 
fl exibility to manage their own capacity.

(iii) The roll caps on state-integrated schools should be abolished.

Currently, state-integrated schools cannot offer enough places to meet demand from parents 
for the special character education they offer. State-integrated schools have two types of 
caps on their rolls: a maximum roll-cap, and the requirement that no more than 5% of their 
roll must not be of the special character of the school. They must receive approval from the 
Minister of Education before they can increase their roll.

Lifting the roll-cap on state-integrated schools would be an easy way to allow these 
schools to expand to meet current and future demand from parents who prefer special 
character education for their children.

(iv) The Ministry of Education should provide capital funding grants to schools 
that need to expand.

Another strategy to help schools cater for growing rolls and to expand their capacity could 
be to implement a scheme for schools to apply for extra capital funding so that more pupils 
can be admitted. In England and Wales, school intakes have become more socially mixed 
because schools can offer more places.18

4. Allocate places at over-subscribed schools fairly

(i) Where schools experience greater demand than there are places for pupils, 
applications should be decided by a random ballot.

Allocation of places at schools which are over-subscribed by a random ballot is the fairest 
way to determine which pupils may access a school. This is because a random ballot does 
not discriminate on the basis of parents’ income, a pupil’s prior achievement or a pupil’s 
background.

5. Schools should have more freedom to co-operate

(i) Over-subscribed schools should be encouraged to form partnerships with 
schools that have excess capacity.

The monochrome approach to the provision of schooling in New Zealand has led to a 
mismatch between the demand for schools and the number of places available at certain 
schools. Under a system of open enrolment, this situation would need to be addressed so 
that popular schools would be able to meet demand better, and so alternative providers of 
schooling could start new schools, perhaps within the state sector.

In this research, several schools in Christchurch were noted as having excess teaching 
space. As suggested, one way to make best use of the existing capacity within the state 
school system could be to encourage popular schools to establish partnerships with schools 
that have excess teaching space.

Schools which are full could use the opportunity to create partnerships with schools that 
have excess capacity. The new teaching spaces made available could help the more successful 
schools to offer specialist education in areas of excellence; for example, music, sport, kapa haka 
or drama. If schools could specialise more they might also  become popular with particular 
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subsets of families, helping to create a better match between school capacity and parental 
demand. School specialisation would also help to eliminate the problem of over-subscribed 
schools and under-utilised teaching spaces.19

(ii) Successful schools should be encouraged to assist schools which are under-
performing.

Conversely, under-performing schools that otherwise would be closed could be assisted by 
a successful school. This way, good schools which have a strong reputation for quality could 
share governance, management techniques, programmes and perhaps even teachers with 
schools that do not have access to these resources.

This kind of partnership between schools would also allow schools that need to expand 
more fl exibility to add teaching spaces rather than having to build new facilities. Furthermore, 
school partnerships would make it easier for parents who have diffi culty accessing the most 
popular schools to obtain the education they would most prefer for their children. School 
partnerships would also help to improve the quality of local schools for those parents who 
would prefer to send their children to their local school.

6. Make it easier to establish alternative schools to regular state schools

(i) The power of the Minister of Education to decide whether designated character 
schools can be established should be reduced.

Along with giving existing schools the freedom to manage their own capacity, it should be 
easier for providers of specialist schooling or special character schools to establish alternatives 
to regular state schools within the state system. Access to a range of schools—some of which 
might have a specialist focus—would also increase the variety of schools parents could access.20 
This would expand the opportunities for parents to choose the kind of school that is most 
suitable for their child’s education. This freedom might even involve groups of like-minded 
parents coming together to establish schools that cater for the particular kind of education 
they prefer for their children.

The Minister of Education currently has the discretion to decide whether designated 
character schools may be established. Parents or educators wanting to start a school must 
satisfy the Minister that there are 21 children who would enrol at the school, and that 
the education that would be offered at the school would differ from the education at an 
ordinary state school or special character education available at other schools.

The Minister’s powers should be reduced so that parents or educators wanting to start a 
designated character school only have to prove to the Minister that there is enough demand 
from a group of parents to support a new school, and that the school will be adequately 
resourced before it starts operating.

(ii) School boards should be given the freedom to grant leases or licenses so that 
alternative education providers can establish schools using their  premises.

Currently schools must apply to the Secretary of Education to grant a lease or a licence to 
occupy premises to any person in respect of any land, buildings, or facilities occupied by 
the school board.21 By giving school boards the discretion to grant leases or licenses, unused 
capacity could be put to better use by allowing alternative education providers to establish 
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new schools using the premises of existing schools.
Besides this, another advantage of giving school boards this power would be that new 

schools could be able to minimise their start up costs. It would also allow an effi cient use 
of existing school property. As with school partnerships, this proposal has the potential 
to increase the number of schools within close proximity of where parents live while also 
creating a wider range of schools for parents to choose from.

The arrangements for these ‘schools within schools’ might be similar to the way Maori 
bilingual units operate in some mainstream secondary schools, but they would be slightly 
different since their operations would be run separately from the host school. Many charter 
schools in the United States run this way by renting property from state schools.

7. Make transportation to schools more accessible

(i) School boards should be responsive to the needs of parents whose children 
attend their school, or who are seeking to attend their school, by providing 
transport if necessary for parents who live further away.

This research has shown that, if they could choose any secondary school, many parents 
would be willing to send their children longer distances to their preferred school than the 
distance to their nearest school. Reducing the barrier that distance may present to parents 
when they are choosing between schools is vital for helping more parents gain entry into 
the schools they prefer for their children. This research also showed that bussing would 
be the most popular method of transport among parents who would change their child’s 
school. It is important to make sure that bussing is convenient and affordable for the 
majority of families who want to choose a different school.

Currently, the Secretary for Education may assist in the provision of school transport 
by either paying schools to provide school transport to their students, arranging transport 
providers to provide school transport, or contributing to the cost of parents providing 
school transport.22 School boards should be responsive to the needs of parents attending, 
or seeking to attend, their school and help provide transport if necessary. This might take 
the form of a bus service or community involvement through car-pooling.

CONCLUSION

This report has presented fi ndings from original 
research into how parents might respond to two 
hypothetical scenarios where they had better access 
to schools, and they could choose the secondary 
school they would most like to send their child to. The 
objective of the research has been to uncover what 
the implications of better access to schools would be 
for managing capacity in the school system, using 
Christchurch as a case study. Roll Play has presented 
and discussed these fi ndings using a framework and 
methodological techniques that link the study of 
accessing schools to geography,23 making it different 
to previous New Zealand research.

The research has presented a reasonable picture of 
the degree of change that might be expected under a 
system of open enrolment in an urban environment. 
It has found the proportion of parents changing 
their child’s school would be relatively small, and so 
change in the fi rst year of an open enrolment scheme 
would most likely be manageable. While school rolls 
would fl uctuate, the effects of allowing better access 
to schools is unlikely to send the majority of state 
schools into spirals of decline as some critics fear.24

More importantly, it has used these fi ndings 
to make some tangible suggestions for how the 
projected change to secondary school rolls might 
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be handled. This has included an analysis of how 
existing school capacity can be used better. The 
analysis suggests that there is a case for schools 
which become over-subscribed to manage their 
capacity by forming partnerships with schools that 
have excess capacity. Alternatively, those schools 
could allow alternative education providers to use 
their spare capacity, as a way of improving the range 
of educational opportunities available to parents so 
they have more opportunities to access the right kind 
of education for their children.

A caveat is placed on the implications of this 
research, however, which is that lifting restrictions 
on access to schools is only one part of wider 
changes which are necessary to improve the quality 
of schooling in New Zealand. In particular, changes 
in teacher recruitment, remuneration and retention 
are also necessary. If some schools are to expand with 
better access to schools, then it is vital that more 
quality teachers are trained to cater for the needs of 
the children attending them. Making sure every pupil 
can benefi t from being taught by a quality teacher, 
coupled with better access to schools, is important to 
reduce the disparity between the highest and lowest 
achievers in New Zealand schools.25

Nevertheless, as has been demonstrated by the 
experience of numerous countries and territories 
overseas, and from New Zealand’s own fl eeting 
experience with improving access to schools, 
removing the restrictions that limit parents’ choices 
can lead to improvements in the quality of schooling. 
Policies which give parents better access to schools 
also mean that parents’ preferences determine the 
supply of schooling.

Consequently, improving parents’ access to 
schools for their children has the potential to make 
every state school a better state school, as schools 
become more responsive to the wishes of parents. It 
is also fairer than the current rigid one-size-fi ts-all 
education system that reinforces elitism and privilege. 
Better access is also fairer to lower SES parents as 
it breaks down the power of income and residential 
choice as the primary determinants of access to 
schools. In conclusion, this research shows that if 
access to schools was improved changing school rolls 
could be managed, and capacity in the state school 
sector could be put to better use.
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INTRODUCTION

As an aid to the discussion of major ideas, themes and 
developments in the education research discussed 
in this report, this appendix briefl y examines the 
developments in research looking at policies which 
provide parents with better access to their preferred 
school. The purpose of the appendix is not so much 
to present an exhaustive review of the literature 
on improving access to schools, as numerous other 
studies have surveyed this body of research.1 Rather, 
the objective of this section is to show how research 
has spread to a number of different disciplines to 
study the impact of improving access to schools, by 
moving beyond outlining the ideas and principles 
for how such a system might work. In particular, it 
discusses research that has originated from disciplines 
as varied as sociology, economics, political science 
and geography which has added to the empirical 
literature and improved understanding of the effects 
of improving access to schools, expanding on the 
typology of research presented in section 2.

The second part of this appendix critically 
evaluates New Zealand research on improving 
access to schools. It focuses on the fi ndings of 
research produced by the Smithfi eld project that 
examined the impact of education policy introduced 
under Tomorrow’s Schools by the Education Act 
1989. Principal among the changes introduced by 
Tomorrow’s Schools was the relaxing of school 
zones and the implementation of a system of open 
enrolment that allowed parents to choose their 
preferred school. It shows that the Smithfi eld research 
has several limitations and a number of fi ndings 
which are misleading or incorrect. Even with such 
shortcomings, the fi ndings of the Smithfi eld project 
have still been used by other overseas researchers and 

analysts as evidence that improving access to schools 
leads to negative outcomes for schooling. In reality, 
the evidence could suggest alternative conclusions 
and its interpretation ignores the positive effects of 
open enrolment. The record needs to be set straight: 
the conclusions drawn by the Smithfi eld project 
authors which were misleading about improving 
access to schools need to be corrected.

INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH ON THE IMPACT 
OF IMPROVING ACCESS TO SCHOOLS

First generation studies on access to schools

The body of literature that has examined improving 
access to schools has mushroomed since the earliest 
research and writing on the subject, which emerged 
in the 1950s. It concentrated on the principles of 
what such a system might look like, and questioned 
whether parents and schools or the state should be 
the primary driver of education.

In the fi rst instance, the late American economist 
Milton Friedman might be regarded as the intellectual 
grandfather of policy ideas that have given parents 
better access to schools. In his 1955 essay called “The 
Role of Government in Education,” he was one of the 
original advocates for improving access to schooling.2 
When Friedman wrote, he was not dissatisfi ed with 
the quality of America’s public schools. He was more 
interested in advocating that the administration of 
the educational institutions by the Government was 
diffi cult to justify on the grounds that it created an 
education industry. Friedman hoped that by reducing 
state control of education, more diverse forms of 
schooling might eventuate, giving parents more 
schools to choose from.

APPENDIX 1
Improving Access to Schools:

An overview of some of the relevant literature
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Contending that fi nance and administration could 
be separate, Friedman also proposed that parents should 
receive an education credit from the Government, 
which they could spend at whichever school they 
preferred. This proposal meant that all parents would 
have the means to choose a school that best fi tted the 
needs of their child. With this contribution, Friedman 
arguably set the scene for years of fruitful debate 
about the concept of an education system where the 
state played a reduced role in structuring access and 
provision of schooling.

In Friedman’s wake, others followed. Research and 
policy analysis really began to mature when impoving 
access to schools arose as an attractive policy solution 
for raising education standards, primarily, but not 
exclusively, in the United States and England.

In addressing these concerns, two American 
political scientists, John Chubb and Terry Moe gained 
considerable attention. Drawing on theories of 
institutional behaviour, they criticised state control 
of education, publishing research in 1988 and 1990 
that found the most effective schools were subject 
to less external administrative control.3 Their research 
fi ndings also suggested that giving schools more 
autonomy would help them become more effective. 
An important implication of their research was that 
state schools lack incentives to reform themselves. 
Chubb and Moe concluded with a case for education 
credits to bring about external pressure on schools to 
improve.4 Their argument for an education credit was 
weakened, however, as their empirical data did not 
directly support this proposal.5

Nevertheless, their work still offers a reasonable 
explanation for why education driven by the state, 
not parents, is not as likely to produce effective 
schools as a system with greater freedom for schools 
and school leaders.6 Chubb and Moe’s work was 
infl uential in the policy debate surrounding increased 
access to education, especially in the United States, 
as despite the Government investing more money 
and resources into schooling, pupils still ranked low 
in international comparisons and standardised tests 
scores had plateaued.

Second generation studies of access to schools

The various kinds of second generation studies that 
originated in the context of alarm over the slow rate 
of growth in pupil achievement in the United States 
were discussed in section 2. The quality of the studies 

produced from the late 1990s onward, which fall 
into the categories identifi ed in section 2, improved 
dramatically; largely due to the application of a 
range of more sophisticated research techniques 
from different disciplines.

This is because many of the latest generation of 
studies have increasingly met criteria described by 
Caroline Hoxby, a labour economist and a leading 
expert on the effects of making access to schools 
better, as the ‘gold standard’ for research in this 
area. They have used statistical techniques for 
analysing policy interventions in non-experimental 
settings. These include having a randomly drawn 
control group, detailed baseline data on parents’ 
demographics and their behaviour before receiving 
the opportunity to choose, pupils’ test scores before 
and after a policy change, and data on attrition and 
longitudinal assessment.7

In the same vein, Hoxby also argues that 
empirical economists are scholars with the most 
appropriate techniques to model the results of limited 
programmes or policy experiments, whether planned 
or those that occur through the natural course of 
events. She makes the case that economists’ methods 
work well because they mimic the settings of a 
laboratory, taking carefully into account problems 
like selection (the families who take the opportunity 
to access a different school might be different 
from those who do not), the difference between 
programmes which allow a small number of pupils 
to participate (against those where more or all can), 
and whether pupils may continue to suffer problems, 
such as social disadvantage, after policies have been 
enacted.8 Appropriate use of methodology and the 
validity of conclusions drawn from those methods 
is also a factor that should be kept in mind when 
evaluating research on access to schooling in New 
Zealand, which will be discussed shortly.

Moreover, these developments in the research 
methodology of studies which examine making access 
to schools better, also explain why a more diverse 
range of empirical research has been produced. 
Better research techniques allow for a more enhanced 
analysis of a range of issues and outcomes. Examples 
of various studies which fall into each category are 
now listed below:

• Targeted education credit programmes

One of the most comprehensive studies of the 
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effect of privately-funded education credit schemes, 
targeted at low-income families, was led by two 
political scientists, William Howell and Paul Peterson.9 
It examined the gain in test scores for pupils who 
received an education credit by lottery in three cities 
in the United States, New York, Washington D.C. and 
Dayton, Ohio. Each of the schemes was established 
between 1996 and 1998.

Howell and Peterson were able to analyse the 
three schemes because the design of the programmes 
in each city was similar. This was due to the recipients 
in each city being of similar socio-economic status 
(SES), and because the credits were partial, with 
families being required to supplement the credit 
from other resources. Most importantly, each scheme 
met the criteria for the allocation of the credits being 
random, as they were awarded by lot. This feature 
meant those families who did not receive credits could 
act as a control group. The research team was also 
able to collect baseline data on families and pupils’ 
test scores before the lotteries were conducted.

Another noteworthy example of a study of 
a targeted scheme includes one of Milwaukee 
conducted by Jay Greene and colleagues.10 Using 
similar methods to Howell and Peterson, Greene’s 
team found relatively large independent school 
effects for pupils who attended independent schools 
for three years; 6 percentile points in reading and 7 
in mathematics.

Greene has also examined the Florida A-plus 
scholarship scheme, which gives parents of children 
in schools deemed by the state to be failing, the 
opportunity to transfer to an independent school. 
By comparing schools that were either failing with 
ones that were not, positive effects were found for 
failing schools that were forced to improve by the 
state, as these schools made statistically signifi cant 
gains in test scores.11 Lastly, Hoxby, in a study with 
a sample comprising 99% of elementary pupils 
attending charter schools, also found that pupils in 
charter schools are 5% more likely to be profi cient 
in reading and 3% more likely to be profi cient in 
mathematics on their state’s tests.12 These fi ndings 
were in relation to the scores at the nearest regular 
state school the pupil could have attended with a 
similar pupil population.

• Studies looking at the whole school system

While the studies of targeted programmes are helpful 

for understanding the short-term impact of specifi c 
interventions, how disadvantaged parents respond to 
better access, and how those programmes can better 
benefi t the parents who use them, and the broader 
effects of improved access to schools for children on 
the school sector and school performance are also of 
great interest.

In this area, Hoxby has made some of the most 
sophisticated and compelling contributions, working 
with the tools of economics. In a series of studies 
in the 1990s, Hoxby found that after statistically 
controlling for income, ethnic background and 
other confounding variables characteristic of cities, 
metropolitan areas with more state school districts 
achieved slightly higher test scores, educational 
attainment, and future wages—at less cost.13

In subsequent research, Hoxby also examined 
whether the effect of the Milwaukee education 
credit, and charter schools in Michigan and Arizona 
improved the performance of pupils in state schools 
that faced competition.14 The fi ndings showed 
state schools consistently responded favourably to 
competition, improving at rates faster than schools 
which did not face any pressure.15 The competition 
effect swamped any effect associated with skimming. 
In a later paper published in 2003, Hoxby was also 
able to demonstrate that the same state schools also 
raised their productivity in the face of competition. 
Productivity was defi ned as higher achievement for 
every dollar spent by a school.16 The clear message 
coming from Hoxby’s research was that state schools 
improved their performance when they faced an 
alternative provider, and pupils have benefi ted.

At a country-level, the Swedish education system 
is a good case study of a system which has made it 
easier for parents to access an alternative school 
for their children to regular state schools. In 1992, 
legislation was passed which devolved power over 
funding to the local level, allowing municipalities to 
fund approved independent schools.17 The new law 
made it very easy for education providers to set up 
independent schools. Today, independent schools are 
funded to the same level per child as state schools run 
by the municipality.18 Further, because the legislation 
affects the entire country it is possible to see what 
the impact of a wide scale access scheme has been 
across the state municipal school system.19

Research published by Frederik Bergström and 
Mikael Sandström has looked at these reforms. They 
found that the number of independent schools 
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increased by 438% between 1992 and 2004, while 
the number of state schools decreased by only 5%. 
Consequently, one feature of the Swedish experience 
has been increased specialisation of schools, as the 
great majority of independent schools have a special 
focus on a particular subject or pedagogy. Similar 
to Hoxby’s research in the United States, Bergström 
and Sandström have also shown that Swedish pupils 
achieved higher grades and test scores in schools that 
faced competition from independent schools, while 
other research has shown public schools also become 
more effi cient in a competitive environment.20

• General equilibrium studies

As the rise of access programmes suggests, 
money is not the only factor that makes a good 
school. Other factors play an important role, like 
differences between where parents live, pupils’ 
prior achievement, peer effects, teacher quality, and 
the level of bureaucracy. A systematic approach to 
analysis from economics, called general equilibrium 
modelling, can clarify the channels through which 
proposals to improve families’ access to schools may 
impact parents, children and schools, and link these 
channels to empirically relevant data.21 In economics 
an equilibrium describes a situation “where everyone 
is doing the best they can” in the economy, “given 
the features of the economy that can be observed, 
and when those features are consistent with the 
underlying political and production processes.”22

Thomas Nechyba is an American economist 
who has used general equilibrium modelling to 
make predictions about the impact of policies that 
give parents in the United States more choice of 
school between independent and state schools with 
education credits.23 In one piece of research, Nechyba 
looks at the link between housing and school 
consumption, as one of the effects of education 
credits is to reduce the link between residential 
choice and access to schools.

To examine the relationship, Nechyba built a 
theoretical model that incorporates all the observed 
forces that are important for analysing school 
competition under residential choice, and calibrated 
it to replicate the most important outcomes, by 
assuming that the underlying factors and forces 
that affect people’s choices would remain the same, 
in order to analyse the potential impact of new 
education credit policies. By taking into account 

as many variables as possible, including residence, 
per-pupil spending, and peer quality, Nechyba 
demonstrated that education credits change parents’ 
incentives, leading to social integration.

Patrick Bayer and Robert McMillan also used 
general equilibrium modelling in a study measuring 
the elasticity of demand faced by 700 elementary 
schools in the San Francisco Bay Area.24 They 
developed a school-specifi c measure that showed 
how a reduction in school quality may lead to 
reduced demand. In other words, their method is 
to simplify the effect of making access to schools 
better, into demand and supply components, an 
issue relevant for policy. Bayer and McMillan found 
strong evidence that higher demand elasticities 
are associated with increases in public school 
achievement scores, with little effect on resource use, 
indicating that productivity improves. Their fi ndings 
are the same irrespective of which pupil, school, and 
neighbourhood characteristics were controlled for.

In summary, general equilibrium modelling has 
perhaps been most useful to construct models of 
choice processes, helping to take into account as 
many forces that impinge on parents’ choices as 
possible. Further, they have helped to examine how 
the impact of various incentives introduced by access 
schemes may affect school performance.

• Parental attitudes and information levels about 
accessing schools

The studies and models mentioned so far might 
suggest school and pupil performance are the only 
factors relevant to the discussion of the merits of 
giving children better access to schools.25 Yet there 
are other factors that should be taken into account, 
such as parents’ attitudes and decision-making 
processes with respect to choosing schools.

Terry Moe published the fi ndings of a vast 
telephone survey of 4,700 Americans in 1995, 
including parents and non-parents, where participants 
were asked to respond to a range of questions about 
education, education credits and the quality of state 
schools.26 Moe described the research as “an effort 
to clarify and extend our knowledge of where the 
American people stand on the voucher issue, and 
how their thinking refl ects the deeper values, beliefs 
and interests that matter to them.”27 Despite fi nding 
high satisfaction levels, Moe nevertheless found that 
Americans were relatively dissatisfi ed with public 



117 Appendix 1 | Improving Access to Schools: An overview of some of the relevant literature

sector schools, as they generally thought independent 
schools were superior and that state schools provide 
children from low-income families and from ethnic 
minorities with lesser qualifi cations. Moe found 
demand for independent schools from low-income 
parents and parents from ethnic minorities, as 67% 
of these parents said that if they could afford it 
they would be interested in sending their child to an 
independent or parochial school.28 Moe concludes 
that parents are more interested in opting out of 
the state system when they think the state system is 
performing poorly, or they think it is inequitable. 

Despite these strong feelings, Moe found that 
information levels about education credits are 
quite low. Only two-thirds of Americans had heard 
about education credits.29 So a major problem is 
that lower educated or lower SES parents, who may 
benefi t most from the opportunity for their child to 
attend an alternative school, are not informed and 
therefore not mobilising to access one. Nevertheless, 
Moe found that 77% of inner-city parents support 
an education credit.30 On balance, Americans think 
that education credits will have positive benefi ts 
for society, in the form of better schools, and, if 
they are parents, in terms of greater control over 
their children’s education.31 Further, around three-
quarters of participants thought that education 
credits would help low-income children, parents 
would have enough information, and education 
credits would help get children out of bad schools.

Moe’s study shows just how complicated it is to 
study and interpret public opinion, especially on a 
tricky issue such as education credits and preferences 
for schooling. Nonetheless, his fi ndings are consistent 
with other studies reviewed by Paul Teske and Mark 
Schneider, as the message which emerges from the 
research is that parents who choose a different school 
do so based on academic programmes, educational 
quality and higher standards, with the preference for 
these products of education being marked among 
lower SES parents. Hoxby’s study of access to schools 
in metropolitan areas also showed that parents with 
more choice ended up with their children at more 
rigorous and academic schools.32

With respect to parents’ information levels about 
schools and options available to them identifi ed by 
Moe, different research by Teske and Schneider also 
suggests that parents do gather basic information 
about schools. Further, while urban parents did 
not have high levels of information, those parents 

who could choose had slightly higher information 
levels, and better-educated parents might be able to 
pass on their information.33 These fi ndings are also 
similar to research in England by sociologist Sharon 
Gewirtz that showed parents have different degrees 
of engagement with sources of information, whether 
that was by researching schools in person (a high 
level of engagement) or talking to other parents (a 
low level of engagement).34 Further, Stephen Ball, an 
educational sociologist, and colleagues considered 
that parents had different networks through which to 
learn information; different from offi cial information, 
like school prospectuses.35 Together, these studies 
provide insight for education policymakers that much 
work needs to be done to structure programmes 
and information arrangements so that the majority 
of parents can access them and derive the sorts of 
benefi ts for pupils and schools described previously.

• Segregation effects of increased access to 
schools

Perhaps the most charged area of research that 
has been debated in the literature so far has been 
whether the mechanisms for improving access to 
schools, like education credits and open enrolment 
schemes, has led to the sorting of pupils into schools 
based on SES. It has become such an important issue 
because the way pupils are allocated to schools 
determines the social composition of school rolls, 
which is critical if one of society’s goals is fair and 
equitable access to education. Scholars such as Ball, 
working from a cultural capital perspective, contend 
that access schemes work “as a class strategy by 
creating a mechanism which can be exploited by the 
middle classes as a strategy of reproduction in their 
search for relative advantage, social advancement 
and mobility.”36

The issue of whether increasing access to schools 
leads to social segregation will be discussed more 
thoroughly with reference to New Zealand, as this 
has been the assumption of leading New Zealand 
scholars.37 The reality is that segregation of school 
intakes has always been present.38 What is more, 
wherever school zones are used “segregation by 
mortgage” will be guaranteed. This point was noted 
in relation to Nechyba’s research: children’s access to 
schools is often constrained by whether their families 
can afford to live near a school. School zones reinforce 
this kind of social inequity. Nevertheless, researchers 
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like Ball remain sceptical of lifting restrictions which 
currently limit the schools which parents can attempt 
to enrol their children in, claiming that poor parents 
are unable to make the same choices as other parents 
and that their disadvantaged status means they will 
make poor choices.39 Further, other research claims 
this leads to an education gap between the privileged 
and the under-privileged.40

The Cardiff study, produced by Stephen Gorard, 
John Fitz and Chris Taylor, was a study of all secondary 
schools in England and Wales from 1989 to 2002, 
using data from their annual school census returns.41 
It is a good example of a research programme that 
has used a large dataset to critically examine the 
question of whether socio-economic segregation will 
increase between schools when children have better 
access to schools. The datasets were analysed using 
spatial models and indices of segregation based on 
family poverty, ethnicity, fi rst language and special 
education needs.42 Studies of districts and schools 
were included. On the question of segregation 
by poverty, the Cardiff study showed that prior to 
the introduction of measures that allowed parents 
to indicate their preferred school within a Local 
Authority, segregation was higher before than after 
the change in policy. Furthermore, segregation 
broadly declined from 35% to 30% between 1990 
and 1994, stayed at around 30% between 1995 and 
1997, and between 1998 and 2002 crept back to 
33%—still less than before 1989.43

Other researchers have ignored or dismissed 
the Cardiff study’s fi ndings without explanation, 
or have quibbled over their methods.44 Moreover, 
a major problem is that these studies were much 
smaller in scale, many looking at inner London, and 
did not seek to test the composition of school rolls 
as the Cardiff study did.45 Instead, they examined 
the class disparities in the way parents went about 
choosing schools, the process side of choice, not 
the outcome of making access to schools better.46 
Where segregation was a consequence, it was merely 
hypothesised rather than confi rmed, sometimes with 
the use of only one year’s data. Yet, in a practice of 
academic vote counting, the prevailing consensus in 
England seems to be that making access to schools 
better causes social segregation.47

Measuring social segregation, or sorting of 
pupils, is not straight-forward, and requires precise 
statistical techniques to take account of the myriad 
of background factors to prove that it has occurred. 

As Gorard and Fitz comment, “One should not naively 
attribute any and all changes in segregation to the 
introduction of choice and competition in the state-
funded education system, as other researchers have 
done.”48 The debate around, and the short-comings 
of, studies arguing the opposite of the Cardiff 
study should signal that the segregation debate is 
politically charged, and that education research can 
be driven by underlying agendas. The Cardiff study 
is, however, an example of an objective, robust study, 
and its comprehensive longitudinal dataset means it 
has vastly increased understanding of the effects of 
Government policy on access to schools in England. 
Its fi ndings should be taken seriously. The authors of 
the Cardiff study have also challenged the methods 
and fi ndings of New Zealand’s Smithfi eld study on the 
period after 1990 when school zoning was relaxed 
and the claim that it also led to the polarisation of 
school rolls and social segregation.49

THE STUDY OF IMPROVING ACCESS TO 
SCHOOLS IN NEW ZEALAND: A CRITIQUE OF 
THE FINDINGS OF THE SMITHFIELD PROJECT 
AND RELATED RESEARCH

This part briefl y discusses the research which has been 
conducted on improving access to schools in New 
Zealand and shows where the interpretations of the 
research fi ndings have been misleading. It includes 
a discussion of the Smithfi eld project, introduced in 
section 2, and work by Edward Fiske and Helen Ladd.

The Smithfi eld project

Access to schools became better in New Zealand as 
a result of the fourth Labour Government picking 
up on a recommendation made by  the Picot 
Taskforce which reviewed education administration 
in 1987. The Taskforce found that schools were not 
responsive to the wishes of parents. It recommended 
that parents should have a greater choice of school, 
which could be achieved by eliminating zoning.50 
This recommendation, along with numerous others, 
formed the White Paper, Tomorrow’s Schools, which 
the Education Act 1989 implemented. Initially, pupils 
still had the right to attend their local school, but 
this right was abolished in 1991. Schools determined 
their own enrolment schemes when demand for 
places outstripped capacity.51

In the context of these fundamental changes to 
the school system, the Smithfi eld project was initiated 
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in January 1992, under contract to the Ministry of 
Education, to look at the impact on educational 
equality of opportunity and school effectiveness.52 
Hugh Lauder, David Hughes, Sietske Waslander and 
Martin Thrupp were leading researchers on the 
project. Before these reforms, very little was written 
on the subject of the effects of zoning in New Zealand, 
although one contribution from Gary McCulloch 
did look at the history of zoning policies. It focused 
on Auckland, concluding that zoning maintained 
entrenched social interests and perpetuated social 
inequality.53

The Smithfi eld project collected a wide range of 
data using multiple methods. As summarised by Mark 
Harrison:

“The authors selected 23 target secondary schools, 
eleven each of which were neighbouring schools 
in two urban areas, plus one rural school. The 
urban schools include three integrated and one 

independent school.”54

The Smithfi eld cohort was 3,297 pupils in size. 
The location of the schools and their identity were 
not disclosed in the published research. The authors 
constructed a longitudinal dataset using their 
sample. “In 1992, they collected data on the family 
background of students in 77 feeder schools who were 
to due to start in the target high school in schools 
in 1994 … .”55 Questionnaires asking parents about 
their choice of school, occupation and ethnicity were 
distributed in 1992, 1994 and 1996. A sub-sample 
of 500 parents was also surveyed by telephone in 
1993 on the same topics. Furthermore, pupils were 
examined with an aptitude test in 1993 and 1995, 
interviews with principals were conducted, and data 
on the third form (Year 9) intake was collected each 
year from 1990 for one of the groups of eleven urban 
neighbouring secondary schools in one area.

The fi ndings from the research were published 
progressively in eight reports, a number of journal 
articles, and lastly as a book in 1999, Trading in 
Futures. Why Markets in Education Don’t Work.56 The 
main fi ndings claimed by the Smithfi eld authors, as 
presented in Trading in Futures were:57

• children from families with middle class 
backgrounds were able to exercise a greater 
degree of choice, and were more likely to travel 
greater distances to enter schools which had a 
higher SES mix of pupils;

• the decision to choose an adjacent school to 
the local school was “more likely to be made by 
those from the upper end of each social class 
group”;

• this movement exacerbated the polarisation of 
school intakes by SES (this polarisation had also 
been a feature of the system with zoning);

• so-called working class schools were hurt by 
“white fl ight” and “brown fl ight,” while ‘elite’ 
schools did not experience a decline in pupils; 
and

• schools with a mix of poorer pupils, less 
popular schools or schools with high numbers 
of Maori and Pacifi c Island pupils, consequently 
suffered.

These fi ndings led the researchers to conclude 
that there were four major characteristics of the 
school system under dezoning:58

1. that choice in education is “determined by 
social class, ethnicity and gender”;

2. that individual parents “do not have equal 
ability to choose a school”;

3. that when schools become “oversubscribed 
they, by and large choose pupils who will 
enhance” their reputation through high 
achievement on examinations; and

4. that schools offl oad at-risk pupils to maintain 
high exam results, insulating them from the 
pressures that other schools face.

Hence, one of the implications which the 
Smithfi eld authors draw from their analysis is that 
education is a site in the struggle for “credential 
advantage” among different families.59 Further, they 
hold that lower SES parents were slow to adapt to a 
situation of better access to schools, by comparison 
to their middle class counterparts, who the Smithfi eld 
authors see as active choosers using their cultural 
capital (their position in society) to get ahead in 
society.

In light of these fi ndings, the position of the 
Smithfi eld authors may be summarised in the 
following three propositions:60

1. “parents choose schools primarily on the basis 
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of SES or the ethnic mix” of a school;

2. the value each school adds to its pupils is 
determined by the socio-economic mix of the 
pupils at that school; and

3. eliminating school zones encourages socio-
economic polarisation between schools and in 
local communities.

However, the evidence generated by the 
Smithfi eld project is not nearly as negative as the 
authors claim. There were actually a number of 
positive outcomes from eliminating zones and making 
access to schools better which the Smithfi eld authors 
obfuscate or ignore. The shortcomings and errors of 
the Smithfi eld project have been extensively recorded 
in several publications; a review written for the 
Ministry of Education by Australian economist, Mark 
Harrison,61 and others written by the Cardiff study 
authors,62 who challenge the Smithfi eld project’s 
results. The Cardiff study authors have responded 
to the Smithfi eld project because their critics have 
sometimes used the Smithfi eld project’s claim that 
making access to schools better led to increased 
social segregation as corroborating evidence against 
the Cardiff study’s fi nding that socio-economic 
segregation dropped. For reasons of space, the most 
important corrections and clarifi cations are described 
here, under the three propositions identifi ed above.

• Parents choose schools primarily on the basis of 
SES or ethnic mix

The Smithfi eld authors claim that schools which have 
a high proportion of Pakeha pupils or high socio-
economic pupils are more attractive to parents.63 
However, they make this claim without explaining 
why. For example, in the seventh report, they claim 
that parents’ decisions to take their children from 
lower SES schools was driven by prejudice and 
elitism.64 Despite going to extensive lengths “to 
understand the processes by which parents ‘choose’ 
schools for their children,” in both the questionnaire 
and the telephone survey, no evidence is produced 
of racial prejudice on the part of parents. Ironically, 
in the third report they state that “our data do not 
allow us to examine the reasons why parents choose 
particular schools.”65 In a later article, the Smithfi eld 
authors state that the reason for the movement of 
pupils away from their local “working class” schools 
is: 66

“a matter of some conjecture, since it is very 
diffi cult to collect qualitative data about the 
reasons for school choice. In our experience, 
parents … give a range of contradictory answers 
which are (apparently) not easily prioritised.” 

It appears to be simpler for the Smithfi eld 
authors to attribute movement between schools to 
“white fl ight” or “brown fl ight,” rather than to accept 
that parents took the opportunity to choose a better 
school for their child once zones were removed.

In fact, the only example of ethnically motivated 
choice by parents that the research can conclusively 
show is among Maori parents. The telephone survey 
highlighted that 22% of Maori parents in the 
survey considered sending their children to a church 
related boarding school. The majority of them were 
from low socio-economic backgrounds. Further, 
the longitudinal data shows that the percentage of 
Maori third form pupils enrolled in a local school 
dropped from 79% in 1990 to 61% in 1995, while the 
percentage choosing an adjacent school climbed from 
15% to 29%.67 The Smithfi eld authors do not argue 
that Maori are being elitist or prejudiced, however. 
The Smithfi eld authors explain the contradiction in 
their reasoning by appealing to an argument for self-
determination. They believe it is right for Maori to be 
able to access schools that teach their worldview and 
culture, including kura kaupapa Maori immersion 
schools, because it will help Maori to revive their 
identity and so achieve greater social equity.68 While 
dezoning allowed signifi cant numbers of Maori to 
transfer to another school, the Smithfi eld authors 
do not recommend extending the same opportunity 
to other parents because of their assumption that 
parents choose schools based on ethnic and social 
prejudice.

• The value each school adds to its pupils is 
determined by the socio-economic mix of the 
pupils at that school

“Educational achievement depends on both school 
and non-school factors.”69 The latter are infl uenced 
by the family and community background of a pupil. 
Thus, family background measures are assumed as a 
proxy for non-school factors that infl uence outcomes 
for pupils. A school mix effect can occur when the 
composition of a school’s roll has an impact greater 
than the effect of an individual pupil’s background. 
The Smithfi eld authors claimed that parents favour 
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schools with a higher socio-economic mix, or a 
greater proportion of Pakeha pupils. Those left in less 
popular schools suffer from the school mix effect of 
being part of a lower performing peer group.

The problem with this explanation is that the 
Smithfi eld authors do not specify what the mix 
effects are, or what the precise effect they have is: 
it could be anything from peer group, to SES, to 
sex. Further, they fi nd in report six that “ethnicity 
and SES are correlated with academic ability of 
peers … but are generally insignifi cant at both the 
individual and school level, once prior attainment is 
controlled for.”70 Two educational researchers, Roger 
Harker and Roy Nash also fi nd it doubtful that in 
New Zealand “the class composition of a school has 
an independent effect on a school’s performance.”71 
Similarly, John Hattie concludes that the proportion 
of the total variance in pupil achievement in New 
Zealand attributable to school composition lies 
within the range of 8 to 10%.72 Consequently, there is 
little support for the Smithfi eld authors’ contention 
that ethnicity and SES determine academic success. 
This conclusion undermines the Smithfi eld authors’ 
assumptions for why parents should favour some 
schools over others.

• Eliminating school zones encourages socio-
economic polarisation between schools and in 
local communities

This element of the Smithfi eld project is perhaps the 
one most fraught with contention. The empirical 
analysis of the effects of dezoning was conducted 
by examining the intakes of eleven of the target 
schools in one of the urban areas. The authors 
have not accepted the results of their data, either 
ignoring the fi ndings, or performing additional 
analyses that are not consistent with the original 
research questions posed. Their extra analyses also 
changed the results. Contrary to the Smithfi eld 
authors’ conclusions, Harrison as well as Gorard and 
Fitz argue that the data shows that socio-economic 
polarisation did not occur.

The index which is used throughout the analysis 
for measuring social segregation is a dissimilarity 
index, which measures the proportion of pupils who 
would have to switch schools in order for there to be 
no segregation. In 1990, the index was 58.3, the last 
available year for data before zones were removed. 
In 1991, when parents could choose and places 
were allotted by ballot, it dropped to 48.1, and then 

crept to 53.4 by 1993 (table A1.1).73 The trend is that 
socio-economic segregation dropped and crept after 
dezoning, but was still less than before dezoning.

The Smithfi eld authors do not accept this fi nding, 
arguing that the level of aggregation is misleading, 
begging the question why the fi nding was included 
if it was misleading.74 The aggregate data should 
have been most helpful for determining who took 
advantage of dezoning, which was the question the 
Smithfi eld authors originally wanted to answer.75 
Furthermore, because the fi gure crept up in 1993, 
the authors assume that segregation will continue to 
rise. This is a leap of faith because the indices tend 
to jump around a lot in each year. What is more, to 
make this assumption the authors, ironically, trust 
the index at this level of aggregation, contrary to 
their earlier position. Interestingly, the authors did 
not choose to update the dissimilarity indices for 
1994 and 1995 in the fourth report, even though the 
data was collected.

Table A1.1. Dissimilarity indices for socio-economic 
segregation between 11 schools

1990 1991 1992 1993

Socio-economic 
status

58.3 48.1 49.3 53.4

Adjacent 58.2 51.6 52.6 55.2

Source: H. Lauder et al., “The Creation of Market Competition for Education 
in New Zealand. Phase one, fi rst report to the Ministry of Education in New 
Zealand,” 27, table 3.

When ethnicity is considered, the Maori/
Pakeha and the Pacifi c Island/Pakeha dissimilarity 
indices fl uctuated considerably more in the three 
years after dezoning (table A1.2). It is not really 
clear what is happening, as depending on the 
year, segregation could have been increasing or 
decreasing. Furthermore, increased segregation on 
the Maori index in 1993 was explained by Maori 
parents choosing a school that was marketing itself 
as bicultural—a positive choice for those families 
wanting to choose a particular kind of education.

Table A1.2. Dissimilarity indices for ethnic segregation 
between 11 schools

1990 1991 1992 1993

Maori/Pakeha 46.2 47.0 39.1 53.0

Pacifi c Island/
Pakeha

52.0 52.5 56.8 53.5

Source: H. Lauder et al., “The Creation of Market Competition for Education 
in New Zealand. Phase one, fi rst report to the Ministry of Education in New 
Zealand,” 25, table 2.
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In reviewing an article by Waslander and Thrupp, 
Gorard and Fitz refute the Smithfi eld authors claim 
that dezoning led to the reinforcement of privilege. 
Firstly, Gorard and Fitz point out that the data shows 
families, irrespective of ethnicity, were accessing 
adjacent schools that they could not have before 
(table A1.3). They were not trapped by zoning. 
Waslander and Thrupp’s fi gures (table A1.4) show 
the proportion of Maori and Pacifi c Island families 
gained the most from dezoning, as the proportion of 
Maori pupils using an adjacent school to their local 
school rose from 15% to 25% from 1990 to 1991. The 
fi gures for the same period for Pacifi c Island families 
increased from 13% to 22%. At this point, Gorard 
and Fitz point out that the Smithfi eld authors do not 
accept the fi ndings at face value. They proceed to take 
into account measures of social composition, even 
after declaring earlier that the social composition did 
not matter because it was stable from year to year, 
and so changes experienced by schools would be 
the result of parents’ choice between schools (table 
A1.5).76

Table A1.3. Percentage of pupils by locality of school

Locality 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Local 76 69 71 71 66 65

Adjacent 14 20 20 18 22 25

Distant 10 11 9 11 12 10

Source: H. Lauder et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in education don’t 
work, 91, table 6.8.

Table A1.4. Percentage of all third form pupils by ethnicity 
and school locality
Ethnicity/
locality

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Maori

Local 79 70 73 69 66 61

Adjacent 15 25 22 25 28 29

Distant 6 5 5 6 7 10

Pacifi c Island

Local 83 72 65 67 62 62

Adjacent 13 22 31 28 33 32

Distant 5 6 4 5 5 6

Pakeha

Local 74 68 71 72 67 67

Adjacent 13 18 18 16 18 22

Distant 13 14 11 12 15 11

Other

Local 76 68 75 69 62 65

Adjacent 16 27 19 17 30 29

Distant 8 5 7 14 9 6

Source: H. Lauder, et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in education don’t 
work, 92, table 6.9.

Waslander and Thrupp conclude that even if 
ethnic minorities gained from improved access to 
schools, it was the higher SES parents among them 
that did so. But this conclusion is doubtful according 
to Gorard and Fitz given that Waslander and Thrupp 
do not look at the interaction between ethnicity and 
SES. This means it cannot be assumed the ethnic 
families and higher SES families who chose adjacent 
schools are the same ones. Further, the growth in the 
number of parents who chose was proportionately 
greater among Maori and Pacifi c Island families than 
Pakeha, and the mean SES of parents who chose a 
different school was lower than for the population 
as whole. Gorard and Fitz’s analysis suggests that 
dezoning did not lead to the reinforcement of 
privilege as minorities gained.

Similarly, Gorard and Fitz argue that when 
Waslander and Thrupp convert the SES of school users 
(table A1.5) to a score relative to their neighbourhood 
SES (table A1.6) they fi nd evidence of integration 
not segregation. The relative SES of each pupil was 
calculated by subtracting the fi gure for each pupil’s 
own SES from the fi gure for the SES of each pupil’s 
neighbourhood. Waslander and Thrupp state that:77

By taking neighbourhood characteristics into 
account an ecological fallacy is avoided, and a 
very different process of socio-economic exit 
is shown. The mechanism behind school choice 
within each area becomes more transparent: it 
is the relatively well off who are more likely to 
send their children to adjacent or distant schools, 
while those relatively worse off are most likely to 
send their children to their local school.
The method of using a student’s own SES 
compared with the neighbourhood SES can 
also be applied to examine the SES dimension 
of ethnic attendance patterns. Although a 
process of SES exit is apparent for all students, 
it is further accentuated for Maori and Pacifi c 
Island Polynesian students …. The conclusion is 
plain: choice of non-local schools is primarily 
dependent on the socio-economic background of 
students with the relatively better off families, 
regardless of ethnicity, sending their children out 
of local schools (emphasis added).

Gorard and Fitz rebut this assessment, saying that 
the fi gures for relative SES by locality actually show 
that poorer families are more likely than before to use 
a local school in areas with a high mean SES (tables 
A1.6 and A1.7 (also broken down by ethnicity)). This 
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makes sense because segregation would involve poor 
families being excluded from schools in wealthier 
neighbourhoods.

Table A1.5. Mean socio-economic status of pupils by 
locality of school

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Local 3.09 2.96 3.14 2.99 3.00 2.90

Adjacent 3.01 3.11 3.21 3.20 3.12 3.10

Distant 2.52 2.42 2.39 2.51 2.35 2.59

Source: H. Lauder et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in education don’t 
work, 93, table 6.10.

Table A1.6. Mean relative socio-economic status of pupils 
by locality of school

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Local -0.08 -0.10 -0.14 -0.12 -0.15 -0.12

Adjacent 0.16 0.13 0.35 0.25 0.30 0.24

Distant 0.35 0.40 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.17

Source: H. Lauder et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in education don’t 
work, 93, table 6.11.

Mark Harrison makes a similar observation. 
The fi gures show that those who have gained from 
improved access to schools are from ethnic minority 
groups and poorer than average backgrounds (tables 
A1.3 and A1.4). He continues:78

While the families who exercised choice are 
relatively well off for the neighbourhood they 
are in, they are from poor neighbourhoods and 
are poorer than the national average. They are 
relatively better off than their neighbours, but 
relatively worse off compared with the average 
New Zealand family. The Smithfi eld fi nding that 
those who choose are the higher than average 
SES in their neighbourhood does imply the very 
poorest do not choose. That does not mean those 
who do choose are rich.

What this debate shows is that the Smithfi eld 
authors interpret their numbers to make them fi t 
their presuppositions about who benefi ted from 
making access to schools better. They do not accept 
what their aggregate data tells them, which is a 
much more pertinent source for determining which 
people in society as a whole did or did not benefi t 
from dezoning.79

Lastly, the Smithfi eld authors fail to properly 
control for other factors that affect school intakes, 
segregation and parental choice, like school 
characteristics, the economy and demographic 
changes. They also rely heavily on 1990 as a 

comparison point for all of the judgements they 
make about segregation. They do not look at other 
years to establish trends, which may have been 
useful, since they admit in the fi rst report that one 
of the schools was hit hard by zoning and was in 
diffi culty in 1990.80

Table A1.7. Mean of relative socio-economic status of pupils 
by ethnicity and school locality

Ethnicity/
locality

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Maori

Local -0.64 -0.95 -0.87 -0.99 -0.69 -0.77

Adjacent -0.40 -0.31 -0.08 -0.09 0.28 0.30

Distant 0.45 -0.13 -0.12 -0.20 1.00 0.43

Pacifi c Island

Local -0.60 -0.60 -0.72 -0.70 -1.02 -1.00

Adjacent -0.42 -0.10 0.30 -0.09 0.12 0.24

Distant 0.41 0.07 0.58 0.08 -0.39 -0.71

Pakeha

Local 0.20 0.14 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.06

Adjacent 0.24 0.30 0.45 0.33 0.47 0.29

Distant 0.43 0.43 0.37 0.36 0.32 0.18

Source: H. Lauder et al., Trading in Futures: Why markets in education don’t 
work, 94, table 6.12.

The conclusion from the data is different to what 
the Smithfi eld authors claim, as greater segregation 
did not occur. Many ethnic minority and low-income 
families in the sample took the opportunity to access 
a school different to their local school. More social 
mixing occurred with parents of various backgrounds 
exercising choice, reducing the social stratifi cation 
created by zoning. The average pupil attending an 
adjacent school under dezoning was poorer than those 
who did not choose, while parents who were better 
off still chose, as they did before. Despite these errors 
or shortcomings being made plain to the authors, 
they have never been corrected.81 More grievous, is 
that the Smithfi eld authors maintained throughout 
their various reports that socio-economic segregation 
increased as a consequence of dezoning.82

• Critiquing circuits of schooling

The Smithfi eld analysis of access to schools 
according to circuit of schools  

The Smithfi eld authors also analysed parents’ 
choice of schools by SES according to a framework 
adapted from Ball and colleagues, called circuits of 
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schooling.83 Circuits of schooling were used by the 
Smithfi eld authors to look at patterns formed by the 
way parents access schools, and those which school 
enrolments formed.84 The school circuits refl ect the 
expected social composition of schools according to 
SES, since the researchers pre-suppose that access to 
schools is conditioned by social class:85

… the way in which circuits are identifi ed is by 
the social class mix of their students. Circuits, 
therefore, defi ne the structural and ideational 
limits and possibilities in terms of parental 
choice. It is within this context that preferences 
are juggled.

High circuit schools will be composed of pupils 
from higher SES families, while low circuit schools 
will only attract lower SES pupils.

The authors also believe that parents of higher 
SES choose schools with largely middle class intakes, 
while lower SES parents only consider schools which 
have a lower SES intake. In this way, they assume 
a school’s reputation is a proxy for the social class 
composition of a school.86 In summary, school circuits 
assume parents are prejudiced about their choice of 
school, and that education is about competition for 
credentials. They do not assume that parents might 
choose a school because they want the best education 
for their child.

The Smithfi eld authors constructed three school 
circuits for classifying schools in the two cities they 
examined.87 The highest circuit schools were the 
schools likely to have the highest SES intakes. Apart 
from one state co-educational school they were all 
state, private or state-integrated single-sex schools. 
Middle circuit schools were schools which “retain 
a blend of students from high and low social class 
families but recruit predominantly from the middle 
class.”88 Middle circuit schools in the sample were 
mainly state co-educational schools. The low circuit 
schools were schools expected to recruit from lower 
SES backgrounds. The low circuit schools were also 
all state or state-integrated co-educational schools. 
The authors do not say why they decided on three 
circuits, except that it was “as a result of intra-group 
discussion by the Smithfi eld team,” using the data 
and their own knowledge.89

Harrison notes that “All high circuit schools had 
enrolment schemes, but not all the schools with 
enrolment schemes were considered high circuit.”90 
As the Smithfi eld authors admit, their classifi cation 
of schools contained “an element of arbitrariness 

since there are no clear divisions between schools 
according to SES. The signifi cant point is that all 
schools recruit from all SES classes, although they 
do so in varying proportions.”91 This admission would 
seem to contradict the authors’ point that giving 
parents better access to schools leads to social 
exclusion.

In order to test their hypothesis about whether 
parents of different SES would only choose schools 
according to their social class, the Smithfi eld authors 
asked in their telephone survey of 500 parents “where 
they would really like their child to go to secondary 
school assuming things like money and distance were 
no object.”92 The Smithfi eld project’s fi ndings for the 
parents’ answers to this question were discussed in 
section 6.

After asking parents which schools they would 
really like to send their children to, the Smithfi eld 
project authors also investigated during the telephone 
survey which schools parents thought were feasible 
choices: “The telephone interview asked parents 
which schools they had actually considered or would 
consider for their children.”93 The responses were 
classifi ed into high, middle and low circuit schools, 
and analysed by SES. The results showed that there 
were signifi cant SES differences in the highest circuit 
of school parents reported that they had or would 
consider. 55% of middle SES parents and 38% of 
low SES parents considered choosing a high circuit 
school. 60% of high SES parents considered choosing 
a high circuit school.

Further, the Smithfi eld authors looked at which 
schools enrolled children, drawing on a sub-sample 
of six schools from the two cities. Harrison states 
that “They fi nd that after controlling for achievement 
(as measured by PAT test scores), there is a highly 
signifi cant relationship between SES and probability 
of acceptance by high circuit schools.”94 54% of high 
SES parents, 34% of middle SES parents and 18% of 
low SES parents attended a high circuit school.

What is more, the Smithfi eld authors also 
conceded in a footnote in their third report that 
“middle circuit schools appear to remain well mixed 
in terms of their socio-economic intake. This raises 
an interesting question about why high SES parents 
might choose middle circuit schools for their 
children.” The fi nding that 18% of low SES parents 
gained entry to a high circuit school (as well as 16% 
of Maori) was dismissed “because of the way the 
school zones have been drawn, rather than because 
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of the workings of the educational market.”95 The 
authors mean they were selected because the parents 
already had right of access. However, the authors only 
investigate whether the low SES parents came from 
out of the zone or not. They do not check whether 
high SES parents were also admitted because they 
were in the zone to verify their claim that schools 
were systematically discriminating against low SES 
parents.

The reality is that 18% of low SES parents did 
access a high circuit school. The reasons why some 
parents of different social or ethnic backgrounds 
might access a school in varying proportions are not as 
simple as can be predicted by social confl ict theory. For 
example, schools might give priority to every parent 
within a zone. As the Smithfi eld authors themselves 
admit, this is not discrimination.96 It is another case 
of the Smithfi eld project authors having to explain 
away fi ndings that do not fi t their preconceptions. 
These fi ndings from the Smithfi eld project therefore 
show that there are differences between the extent 
that parents of different backgrounds consider, 
and can actually access a school with some zoning 
restrictions in place.

Circuits of schooling as a measure of equality 
of opportunity

The analyses of acceptance into high circuit schools 
discussed by the Smithfi eld authors focuses on 
the probability that pupils were accepted into 
high circuit schools, or schools that the Smithfi eld 
authors “decreed to be desirable.”97 In other words, 
acceptance into a high circuit school was their 
primary measure of equality of opportunity. For 
example, the Smithfi eld authors also examined the 
issue of feasible access to schools, to account for 
restrictions on access like travel and school fees. 
The authors sought to fi nd systematic differences in 
the circuits of schools parents actually considered 
compared to the consistent preference for high 
circuit schools they found, as they believed parents’ 
knowledge differs according to social class.98

Their fi ndings showed higher SES parents were 
more likely to consider choosing a high circuit school, 
and the authors asked why parents of different 
status activated their knowledge in different ways. 
The Smithfi eld authors assumed that both parents’ 
fi rst choice of school and the schools they actually 
consider should be randomly distributed throughout 

the population. It is slightly absurd to suggest, 
however, that the absence of this trend should 
mean that there is a disjunction between parental 
aspirations and their choice of school.99 As Harrison 
argues, “The answer could be that they have different 
incomes, live in different suburbs and have different 
access to transport.”100 

The Smithfi eld authors also looked at which 
schools parents preferred, after their children were 
enrolled in school for ten months, to determine how 
engaged they were with school choice. Harrison says 
that:101

The proportion of middle and low SES parents 
in the questionnaire (1,884 parents were 
questioned) who preferred a high circuit school 
from those available was less than the proportion 
who considered a high circuit school in the phone 
interview (284 parents gave usable responses).

This fi nding is taken to mean that even if middle 
or low SES parents have similar motivations about 
which schools they prefer, their aspirations have 
been systematically “cooled out,” as demonstrated by 
the schools they prefer compared to the ones they 
considered accessing.102

The Smithfi eld authors also argue that an:103

… explanation for the choice patterns identifi ed 
… turns on the differential access parents from 
different social class and ethnic backgrounds have 
to the material and cultural resources needed to 
fulfi l their aspirations in terms of enabling their 
children to go to the schools they consider most 
desirable.

As described above, though, one of the few 
results reported from the Smithfi eld project telephone 
survey of parents’ decision-making processes is that 
low SES parents prefer different schools in the 
same proportions as other parents, and according 
to the Smithfi eld authors’ circuits. They dismissed 
the importance of this fi nding on the grounds that 
even if parents have knowledge about which schools 
are desirable they are unlikely to be able to act on 
the information in the same way, because of their 
social status. They also disputde that those lower 
socio-economic parents who do successfully get 
their children into high circuit schools would be able 
to infl uence the school to meet the needs of their 
children.

The drop between considered and preferred 
schools was consistent, however, with no change 
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in parents’ preferences. The highest circuit school 
considered may honestly not have been the school 
most preferred by some parents. Harrison states 
that:104

The observations are consistent with no change in 
preferences (the highest circuit school considered 
is not necessarily the most preferred school). It 
is also consistent with considering a school, but 
rejecting it as too expensive.

Nevertheless, the Smithfi eld authors reject 
allowing better access to schools for parents and 
children because parents of a lower status do not 
seem to realise their aspirations. The argument is 
that if some do not get into schools the Smithfi eld 
authors think are best, then everyone’s choices should 
be moderated through school enrolment zones.

Shortcomings in the circuits of schooling 
framework in the Smithfi eld project

The irony is that zoning cannot improve the 
opportunities for lower SES parents, either. Home 
zones do not help children of these parents attend 
high circuit schools, unless they already live in the 
zones of those schools. Zoning produces unequal 
outcomes. The high circuit was made up of seven 
private schools, and fi ve state-integrated schools 
and fi ve state schools, four of which were single-sex 
schools.105 The obvious point is that zoning would not 
have helped parents access a high circuit school, since 
most of the schools were not required to operate a 
zone. Furthermore, the composition of the school 
circuits seems to have been forgotten by the authors. 
As all but one of the high circuit schools were single-
sex schools, it is not clear whether the fi ndings 
picked up differences in the demand for single-sex 
education among parents of different SES.106

The Smithfi eld authors also lament that lower 
SES parents are disempowered as they do not have 
a diverse choice of schools since they do not access 
high circuit schools in similar proportions to higher 
SES parents. But this situation was the case with 
zoning, prior to Tomorrow’s Schools. Since the 
authors do not explain how the circuit of school 
attended varied by SES, ethnicity or unemployment 
before and after zones were relaxed, they did not 
establish that the amount of access was worse for 
lower SES parents.

This is a serious weakness in the analysis of access 
to schools by school circuit in the Smithfi eld project 

and is typical of the authors’ presupposition that 
making access to schools better has only negative 
outcomes for schools and parents. To improve the 
analysis of circuits of schooling, a “better approach 
would have been to test whether parents were having 
their own preferences respected.”107 The Smithfi eld 
authors collected information on fi rst preferences, 
but did not use it.108 Harrison states that it would 
have been useful to determine the proportion of 
parents who accessed the school they most preferred, 
after controlling for achievement.

• Fair and equitable access to education

The Smithfi eld authors also misconstrued what 
constitutes fair and equitable access to schools. The 
Smithfi eld authors criticised policies which relaxed 
school zones because they believed that they led 
to inequality of opportunity. They argued that the 
changes that Tomorrow’s Schools introduced made 
schools act like businesses. They also contended 
that unless every parent has equal knowledge and 
ability to act on their preferences for schools polices 
which give parents better access to schools for their 
children will fail.109 As discussed elsewhere in this 
report, however, the changes did not bring about a 
situation where schools had the same freedom to 
control their operations as a business would. A high 
degree of control over provision and funding by 
central government remained. For example:110

• the government continued to fund school 
property, teacher salaries and operating costs, 
and controlled the national curriculum;

• parents could essentially only choose between 
state schools because of the lower subsidies for 
education at independent schools; and

• the government restricted schools from co-
operating together; it did not reallocate capacity 
to expanding schools when neighbouring 
schools were operating under capacity, and it 
did not close failing schools.

It is unfair to criticise policies which relaxed 
zoning and gave schools a measure of control over 
their own operations against a different standard. 
It is also unrealistic to expect that every parent 
could ever choose a school with equal ability or 
knowledge, whatever the situation. The Smithfi eld 
authors assume that because class, ethnicity and 
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SES may have an infl uence on parents’ relative 
access to schools then policies which offer more 
freedom to parents are invalid and social confl ict 
theory is correct.111

Secondly, as discussed, the Smithfi eld authors 
do not establish that a return to zoning—however 
the boundaries are set—would markedly improve 
the situation for the socially disadvantaged families 
they argued experienced reduced access to schools 
with dezoning; in spite of their own evidence to the 
contrary.

This is not a reasonable argument. Policies that 
give parents better access to the school they prefer for 
their child are not intended to make winners or losers 
out of parents or schools.112 Such policies are meant to 
create better, but not perfect, opportunities for access 
to education. This means that the Smithfi eld authors 
should have more thoroughly investigated whether 
inequality of access was reduced after 1991, compared 
with the situation before zones were relaxed. What 
is more, in the current education system, which the 
Smithfi eld authors prefer, Government policy gives 
the state a monopoly over the provision of schooling. 
The Government determines the number and type of 
schools that most parents can access.

A central approach to education planning and 
provision puts a small number of experts in central 
government in charge of education. As this research 
has sought to illustrate, which schools pupils attend, 
is determined by the interaction of parents and 
schools. Parents know their children’s educational 
needs best,113 and they generally have a much better 
idea about how good a school is at the ground level. 
The central government can never have perfect 
information about every school all the time. It is 
therefore bizarre to assume that a system where 
central government makes all the major decisions 
about education can be better than one where 
parents have a stronger voice, and schools have more 
independance from government control. Further, the 
result of zoning is that parents are pressured to send 
their children to the nearest school, not the most 
suitable for them, unless they can afford to access an 
adjacent school.114

Together, these features of the education system 
mean that state schools provide more or less the 
same kind of education for every pupil, as they 
do not need to be as responsive to the wishes of 
parents. The implication is that the state system does 
not provide well for a diversity of preferences from 

parents. Consequently, when parents were asked in 
this research which school they would really prefer 
to send their child to, the result was extremely high 
demand for a few schools which can distinguish 
themselves from the majority of state schools, 
principally because of the quality of the education 
they provide. 

When the provision of schooling is freed up, 
and parents have better access to schools for their 
children, parents’ preferences would be more likely 
to be respected and they would drive innovation and 
improvement in education. The Smithfi eld project 
notes that in one low circuit school (Kauri College) 
a loss of pupils to other schools in the city which 
were offering better educational opportunities 
forced the school to improve itself.115 The school 
management took action; setting up a publicity 
committee to market the school and increase the 
roll, and introducing a new discipline system to 
reduce parents’ fear of violence and unruliness at the 
school. The school also responded to the low levels 
of prior achievement of some pupils by retaining 
low achieving pupils an extra year in junior school. 
Waslander and Thrupp thought that the latter 
innovation was “an instance where, arguably, good 
educational practice is consistent with the school’s 
attempts at survival.”116

Like the question of whether parents choose 
schools because of congruence between their values 
and the school’s, there is some debate about whether 
schools can solve all of the problems of falling rolls 
by changing their image, as schools cannot control 
every factor which infl uences the decisions parents 
make. The fact remains, however, that education 
got better for the pupils who remained at Kauri 
College as a result of relaxing zones. This conclusion 
is glossed over by the Smithfi eld authors. By contrast, 
strict application of zoning regulations is guaranteed 
to produce inequitable access to education and limit 
the possibility of schools responding to the wishes 
of parents.

A Cautionary Tale? Edward Fiske and Helen 
Ladd

Another piece of research by a journalist, Edward Fiske 
and an education researcher, Helen Ladd looked at the 
impact of the total package of Tomorrow’s Schools 
reforms on the school system in a book called When 
Schools Compete: A Cautionary Tale. They focused on 
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schools in the urban areas of Auckland, Wellington and 
Christchurch, and examined data from the Ministry of 
Education, including annual school enrolments, school 
funding, the socio-economic characteristics of pupils 
by schools, and results from national examinations. 
In addition, they visited 46 primary and secondary 
schools. Fiske and Ladd also supplemented their work 
with the Smithfi eld project.117 Their research levelled 
heavy criticism against the reforms, arguing they 
caused a rupture among the various stakeholders in 
the education system, led to the emergence of failing 
schools, and found evidence of polarisation, similar to 
the Smithfi eld project:118

Our data show that in the fi ve years following 
the introduction of parental choice in 1991 New 
Zealand students sorted themselves out by ethnic 
group and to a lesser extent by socio-economic 
status to a degree that cannot be explained by 
changes in ethnic and demographic patterns. 
Data also show that much choice is motivated 
by considerations related to a school’s mix of 
students and that the system has produced both 
white and brown fl ight from unpopular schools.

In particular Fiske and Ladd found that:119

• in secondary schools in all three centres, and in 
primary and intermediate schools in Wellington, 
low decile school rolls declined, while high 
decile rolls increased;

• the percentage of (ethnic) minority students in 
lower decile primary and intermediate schools 
in Wellington increased;

• with the exception of decile 3 schools in 
Auckland, decile 1 to 3 secondary schools in 
all three centres increased their percentage of 
ethnic minority pupils (with the effect being 
strongest in decile 2); and

• in all three centres, overall ethnic polarisation, 
(measured by dissimilarity indexes) increased 
slightly in primary and intermediate schools 
and more markedly in secondary schools.

Just like the Smithfi eld project, though, their 
claim that school rolls polarised is not held up by their 
own data. Gorard and Fitz argue that although Fiske 
and Ladd’s key tables (7-2 to 7-4), presenting data for 
the years 1991, 1996 and 1997 show a slight increase 
in segregation from 1991 to 1996-97, they do not 
compare these fi gures with 1990.120 As explained, 

1991 was the fi rst year after dezoning and the only 
year in which places were allocated by a lottery. 
When compared to 1990, the fi gures for segregation 
are lower in 1991 and are still lower in 1997. By not 
disclosing comparative fi gures for segregation, Fiske 
and Ladd make it appear that segregation increased 
as a result of better access, when in fact segregation 
dropped and then crept to a fi gure less than the 
1990 fi gure; just as the Smithfi eld data shows. Fiske 
and Ladd were aware of the fi gure for 1990, as they 
mention in a footnote on page 194 of their book that 
segregation fell between 1990 and 1991.121

This point did not escape the attention of Ron 
Crawford, a senior Treasury social policy analyst 
writing in 2002, who, when commenting on Fiske 
and Ladd’s reasearch, said they presented:122

… very little data relevant to assessing trends 
prior to 1991. This omission implicitly assumes 
that there are no underlying forces towards 
polarisation which may account for changes 
observed in 1991. This assumption needs further 
testing.

Alan Woodfi eld and Philip Gunby, writing in 2003, 
also note that Fiske and Ladd’s analysis had short-
comings because it tried to evaluate what happened 
after the reforms had played themselves out and had 
been pulled back.123 They were ten years too late, and 
so could not establish a study with the same tight 
design, collection of baseline data and establishment 
of control groups as has been possible in the United 
States for evaluating education policy. Fiske and 
Ladd admit this point, but it cannot be argued the 
reforms failed at increasing educational quality or 
social equity without counterfactual evidence to 
demonstrate the situation was better before the 
changes made to the education system.

As Hoxby notes, Fiske and Ladd’s criticisms of 
the schooling system under Tomorrow’s Schools are 
not really criticisms of increasing families’ access to 
schools, but relate to the degree of regulation that 
still existed over schools.124 For example, there were 
fi nancial disincentives for schools to expand, it was 
diffi cult for new schools to open and problems in 
failing schools were not addressed by the authorities.125 
In other words, they were judging it by the wrong 
standard, the standard of a system of access perhaps 
more readily found in the United States, when the 
New Zealand reforms were really only a partial step 
to decentralisation of the education system.126
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The Targeted Individual Entitlement (TIE) 
programme

Brief mention should also be made of a review by 
Michael Gaffney and Anne Smith of the Children’s 
Issues Centre at Otago University of a short-live 
targeted education credit scheme that existed 
in New Zealand between 1996 and 2000, the TIE 
programme.127 Similar to the education credit 
programmes overseas, it assisted low-income families 
to attend an independent school, intentionally 
giving families with limited schooling options the 
opportunity to access a different school to their 
local school, and helped to raise achievement among 
children from disadvantaged backgrounds.

Gaffney and Smith found that the programme 
was “successful in facilitating access to private 
schooling for a small group of pupils from low income 
New Zealand families.”128 Their evaluation found that 
over 90% of parents and high proportions of pupils 
were satisfi ed with the programme, and parents felt 
their children were receiving a better education in 
an alternative independent school to their previous 
school.129 This included improved confi dence, self-
esteem and achievement. Participating schools 
were also satisfi ed with the programme.130 In 1998, 
Gaffney and Smith noted a Maori version of the TIE 
programme, Whakapiki Tauira, was also introduced 
to help address the achievement gap between Maori 
and non-Maori. The incoming Government in 2000 
abolished the TIE programme, however, and no new 
pupils were admitted after that year.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In summary, fi rstly this appendix has reviewed 
a range of research literature on how various 
researchers from a number of different disciplines 
have investigated the impact of policies which allow 
parents better access to schools for their children. In 
doing so, it has noted the particular contributions 
made by researchers from economics and sociology, 
as well as political science. It has argued the latest 
studies with their greater rigour have advanced our 
empirical understanding of the way various access 
programmes and initiatives have worked overseas. 
Research which uses the tools and concepts from the 
geography of education sit alongside these studies as 
another discipline which can enhance understanding 
of the processes and impact of improving access to 
schools on a school system.

Secondly, this appendix has offered a sustained 
critique of the fi ndings of the Smithfi eld project 
and other research which has examined improving 
access to schools for children in New Zealand. The 
Smithfi eld authors assumed that policies which 
improved access to schools for parents and children 
had negative consequences for pupils, parents and 
schools. The Smithfi eld authors in particular were 
sceptical of any evidence that better access to schools 
improved the opportunities of the under-privileged 
and families from ethnic minorities, who they believe 
are better off under zoning. The social confl ict theory 
which framed their research led them to draw these 
conclusions. They threw up a straw man version of 
the school system when zones were relaxed, and they 
claimed that all the problems with relaxing zones 
are the result of those policies. All the changes that 
occurred after zones were relaxed are attributed to 
parental choice by the Smithfi eld authors. They did 
not attempt to control for other factors that affect 
the composition of school rolls and school quality. 
Regulation over the supply of schools also affects the 
range of schools that parents have to choose from.131 
However, mention of the benefi ts of improving access 
to schools is sparse if not altogether absent in the 
Smithfi eld project reports.

The Smithfi eld project’s narrow focus on relaxing 
zones and social exclusion is therefore numbing. If 
the Smithfi eld authors were to be believed, to put 
it bluntly, many parents would not be considered 
capable of choosing the best school for their 
child, or if they did choose, their choices would be 
prejudiced. This is why they recommend school zones 
are needed to shoulder schools that would otherwise 
decline, and to force social mixing, even when the 
evidence is unclear about whether this policy will 
have positive outcomes for pupils. The Tomorrow’s 
Schools reforms reached far wider than zoning, into 
school management, fi nancing and curriculum. It is 
impossible, therefore, to attribute all the changes 
that were occurring in schools to relaxing zones and 
the movement of pupils between schools.

The research fi ndings presented in this report 
should be taken as an indication of what kind of 
schooling parents want for their children. The task 
for policymakers is not to artifi cially constrain 
access to schools, as previous New Zealand research 
advocated, because the research actually suggests 
this strategy does not lead to equitable or fair access 
to schools. Restricting access to schools does not help  
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parents to send their child to their preferred school, 
and it does not help to improve the educational 
opportunities of children from lower SES families. 
Instead, the task for policymakers should be to better 
manage demand from parents for the schools they 
prefer for their children, in a way that makes best use 
of school capacity. The policy implications presented 
in this report do not claim to provide a total solution 
towards this end, but offer a possible guide as to how 
access to schools might be improved for all parents 
and children.
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APPENDIX 2
Maps Illustrating the Research Findings
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Map 4.2.  Schools currently attended by children whose parents would change their 
child’s school if money was no object

Map 4.3. Schools preferred by parents who would change their child’s school if money 
was no object

Map 4.4. Gains and losses to school rolls if money was no object    
(multiple re-sampling strategy)

Map 4.5.  Gains and losses to school rolls if money was no object   
(proportional allocation strategy)

Map 4.6. Movement of pupils between schools if money was no object

Map 4.7. Transportation to parents’ preferred school if money was no object

Map 4.8. Amount parents would contribute to send their child to their preferred 
school

Map 5.1. Parents who would change their child’s school or not, given a choice of 
any state school

Map 5.2. Schools currently attended and state schools preferred by parents who 
would change their child’s school

Map 5.3. Gains and losses to state school rolls given a choice of any state school
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Map 5.5. Transportation to parents’ preferred state school given a choice of any 
state school
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Map 3.1 ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It illustrates parents whose children currently 

attend a school that is different to the one their 
parents are zoned for. The school parents were 
zoned for was determined by the nearest school to 
where they lived, according to GIS calculations, 
and which also had a home enrolment zone.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  167 parents were not considered for this map, as 

they did not live in any school enrolment zone, 
according to GIS mapping.

5.  The choices of 254 parents were compared to the 
school currently attended by each child.

6.  118 parents were identified who did not send their 
child to the school they were zoned for.

7.  These parents are colour-coded according to the 
school their child currently attends.

8.  Four parents (ID numbers 18, 39, 43 and 240) have 
been excluded from display on this map.



Marian College

Christ’s College

Linwood College

St Bede’s College

Hornby High School

Aranui High School

Villa Maria College

St Andrew’s College

Papanui High School
Mairehau High School

Burnside High School

Cashmere High School

Riccarton High School

St Margaret’s College

Hillmorton High School

Middleton Grange School

Unlimited Paenga Tawhiti

Rangi Ruru Girls’ School

Hagley Community College

Shirley Boys’ High School

Hillview Christian School

Catholic Cathedral College

Avonside Girls’ High School

Rudolf Steiner School

Canterbury Christian College

Christchurch Adventist School

Christchurch Boys’ High School

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Waitaha

St Thomas of Canterbury College

Christchurch Girls’ High School

Te Kura Kaupapa Maori O Te Whanau Tahi

Hagley Park

Cathedral Square

Addington

Sydenham

Spreydon

Middleton

Henderson's Basin

Woolston Sout

Heathcote Valley

Mt. Pleasant

South
Brighton

h

Bromley

Halswell

Wigram

Hornby

Yaldhurst

Harewood

S
ty

x
M

ill

Marshland

Styx

Travis

Waimairi Beach

North Beach

Bexley

Map 4.1
Parents who would change their child’s school or not if money was no object
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It shows the distribution of parents accross 

Christchurch who responded whether or 
not they would change their child’s 
secondary school if money was no object.

3.  A total of 410 parents are displayed on this 
map.

4.  The scale is 1:60,000.
5.  Fourteen parents have been excluded from 

display on the map, as listed in section 2, 
table 2.10.

LEGEND



ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It shows the parents who would change their 

child’s secondary school if money was no 
object, and the distance between home and 
the school they currently send their child to.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total of 80 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  Two parents (ID numbers 360 and 380) were 

excluded from this map, because they were 
coded as changing their child’s school but in 
fact they either did not indicate they would 
change their child’s school or they chose the 
same school as the one they currently send 
their child to. However, they still indicated a 
preferred school. 

6.  The 25 parents who did not know which 
school they would choose for their child-
that were allocated to schools by the multiple 
re-sampling procedure—could not be 
presented on this map. This was because 
re-sampled data could not be mapped as it is 
based on a probability of a school being 
selected.

7.  One parent (ID number 147, in Templeton) 
could not be displayed on this map at a scale 
of 1:60,000 and is excluded.
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1. This map uses raw data from the survey.
2. It shows the parents who would change 

the secondary school they send their child 
to if money was no object, and the 
distance between home and the school 
they would send their child to.

3. The scale is 1:60,000.
4. A total of 80 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  Two parents (ID numbers 360 and 380) 

were excluded from this map, because they 
were coded as changing their child’s school 
but in fact they either did not indicate they 
would change school or they chose the 
same school as the one they currently send 
their child to. However, they still indicated 
a preferred school. 

6. The 25 parents who did not know which 
school they would choose for their 
child—that were allocated to schools by the 
multiple re-sampling procedure—could not 
be presented on this map. This was because 
re-sampled data could not be mapped as it 
is based on a probability of a school being 
selected.

7. One parent (ID number 147, in Templeton) 
could not be displayed on this map at a 
scale of 1:60,000 and is excluded.
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Schools preferred by parents who would change their child’s school if money was no object
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Map 4.4
Gains and losses to school rolls if money was no object (multiple re-sampling strategy)
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map shows data generated by the 
multiple re-sampling procedure to 
calculate the change to school rolls.

2.  It illustrates the expected gains and losses 
to school rolls in the choice of any 
secondary school if money was no object 
scenario.

3.  The scale is 1:55,000.
4   The data in the Change column from table 

4.3 was used to calculate the percentage 
change to the school roll  according to the 
following formula:

 Percent change in school roll = (Change / 2006 

school roll return) x 100

5.  Nine schools show a gain in the number of 
pupils, while fourteen schools show a loss.
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Map 4.5
Gains and losses to school rolls if money was no object (proportional allocation strategy)

LEGEND

ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map shows data generated by the 
method that allocated parents to schools 
proportionate to the observed change in the 
size of school rolls, used in the statistical 
analysis to verify the results of the multiple 
re-sampling method.

2.  It illustrates the expected gains and losses 
to school rolls in the choice of any second-
ary school if money was no object scenario.

3.  The scale is 1:55,000.

4.  The data in the Change column from table 
4.4 was used to calculate the percentage 
change to the school roll for each method, 
according to the following formula:

Percent change in school roll = (Change / 2006 

school roll return) x 100

5.  Nine schools show a gain in the number of 
pupils, while fourteen schools show a loss.
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses a mixture of raw data and 
sampling weights from the statistical 
analysis.

2.  It illustrates the projected movement of 
pupils between schools in the choice of any 
secondary school if money was no object 
scenario.

3.  The scale is 1:40,000.
4.  Weights developed for the statistical 

analysis were multiplied with the raw data 
for the movement of pupils between 
schools to calculate the estimated number 
of pupils who would transfer from one 
school to another. This was done so that 
the results were more consistent with the 
estimated change to school rolls at the city 
level revealed by the gains and losses 
analysis, presented in tables 4.3 and 4.4.

5.  Raw and weighted data for the flow of 
pupils between schools if money was no 
object is presented in table 4.5.

Map 4.6
Movement of pupils between schools if money was no object
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It illustrates how parents would transport 

their children to school under the choice 
of any secondary school if money was no 
object scenario, using colour-coded lines 
to identify their preferred mode of 
transport.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total of 76 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  Two parents (ID numbers 360 and 380) 

and the 25 parents who did not know 
which school they would choose were 
ignored, as for map 4.3.

6.  One parent (ID number 147, in Templeton) 
is excluded from display on this map.

7.  Four parents (ID numbers 58,130, 142 and 
153) were also excluded because of 
missing data for this question.
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Map 4.7
Transportation to parents’ preferred school for their child if money was no object
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It illustrates the amount each parent who 

would change their child’s secondary school 
(and knew the school they would them to), 
would contribute to send their child to their 
preferred school.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total of 61 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  Each parent is colour-coded according to the 

amount of money they would contribute to 
change schools. The scale is a collapsed 
version of the one used in the survey, which 
is presented in table 4.13.

6.  One parent (ID number 147 in Templeton) 
could not be displayed on this map. This 
parent indicated they would contribute 
$1000 or less.

Map 4.8
Amount parents would contribute to send their child to their preferred school
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Map 5.1
Parents who would change their child’s school or not, given a choice of any state school

1:60,000

Parents

School zones

State school

State-integrated school

Private school

Undecided/don’t know

Parents choosing a different school 
for their child  (state schools only)

Parents continuing to send their 
child to their current school

Avonside Girls’ High School

Burnside High School

Cashmere High School

Christchurch Boys’ High School

Christchurch Girls’ High School

Papanui High School

Riccarton High School

Shirley Boys’ High School

Area units

Kilometres

Hagley Community College

Schools

0 0.9 1.80.45

LEGEND

ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It shows the distribution of parents across 

Christchurch who responded whether or 
not they would change their child’s state  
secondary school.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total or 407 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  The details of fourteen excluded parents 

are the same as for map 4.1, as noted in 
section 2, table 2.10.

6.  Also note that three missing responses 
reduced the sample size from 424 to 421.



ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It shows the parents who would change 

their child’s school, if they could choose any 
state secondary school, which school they 
currently send their child to, and the school 
they would prefer to send their child to. It 
also shows the distance between home and 
both the current school and the state school 
each parent would send their child to.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total of 40 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  One parent (ID number 12) was assigned to 

Burnside High School through the re-
sampling procedure.

6.  Two parents (ID numbers 60 and 76) were 
ignored for this map, because they were 
coded as wanting to change schools but in 
fact they chose the same school as the one 
they currently send their child to.
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Map 5.2
Schools currently attended and state schools preferred by parents who would change their child’s school
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses data from the statistical 
analysis.

2.  It illustrates the expected gains or losses 
to state school rolls in the choice of any 
state secondary school scenario.

3.  The scale is 1:55,000.
4.  The data in the Change column from 

table 5.3 was used to calculate the 
percentage change to the school roll, 
according to the following formula:

Percent change in school roll = (Change / 2006 
School Roll) x 100

5.  Six state schools show a gain in the 
number of pupils, while seven schools 
showed a loss.

6.  Note the results for private and state-
integrated shools are not displayed on 
this map but are presented in table 5.3.
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ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses data from the statistical 
analysis.

2.  It illustrates the projected movement of 
pupils between schools in the choice of any 
state secondary school scenario.

3.  The scale is 1:40,000.
4.  Weights developed for the statistical 

analysis were multiplied with the raw data 
for the movement of pupils between 
schools to calculate the number of pupils 
who would transfer from one school to 
another. This was done so that the results 
were more consistent with the estimated 
change to school rolls at the city level 
revealed by the gains and losses analysis, 
presented in table 5.3.

5.  Raw and weighted data for the flow of 
pupils between schools are presented in 
table 5.4.

Map 5.4
Movement of pupils between schools given a choice of any state school
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Transportation to parents’ preferred state school for their child given a choice of any state school

ABOUT THIS MAP

1.  This map uses raw data from the survey.
2.  It illustrates how parents would transport 

their children to their preferred state 
school under the choice of any state 
secondary state school scenario, using 
colour-coded lines to identify their 
preferred mode of transportation.

3.  The scale is 1:60,000.
4.  A total of 39 parents are displayed on this 

map.
5.  One parent (ID number12), assigned to 

Burnside High School by resampling, is not 
displayed on a map.

6.  Two parents (ID numbers 60 and 76) were 
also ignored, as noted for map 5.2.
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APPENDIX 3
Register of Christchurch Secondary and 
Composite Schools

See table overleaf.
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Each school enrolment zone boundary was sourced 
from the website of each school or its school 
prospectus, prior to carrying out the survey in July-
August 2006. All current school zone descriptions are 
also available from the website www.schoolzones.
org.nz.

Avonside Girls’ High School

From the intersection of Edgeware Road and 
Barbadoes Street north, along a line to the west of 
Barbadoes Street as far as Warrington Street, eastward 
to the north of Warrington Street/Shirley Road/New 
Brighton Road to Horseshoe Lake Road. Then to the 
east (inside) of Horseshoe Lake Road following the 
curve around to the south of Lake Terrace Road as 
far as the Avon River. Then south along the middle of 
the Avon River to Kerrs Reach. Then across the river 
and Avonside Drive in a line east of Kerrs Road to the 
junction with Buckleys Road. South along to the east 
of Buckleys Road to the intersection with Linwood 
Avenue. North up Linwood Avenue to Cashel Street. 
West along the south of Cashel Street to Barbados 
Street. North up a line west of Barbadoes Street to the 
intersection of Kilmore and Barbadoes Street. West 
along a line south of Kilmore Street to the intersection 
of Kilmore Street and Colombo Street. North up a line 
in the middle of Colombo Street to the intersection 
of Colombo Street and Bealey Avenue. East along 
the middle of Bealey Avenue to the intersection of 
Bealey Avenue and Manchester Street. North along 
a line west of Manchester Street to the intersection 
of Manchester Street and Edgeware Road. East along 
a line north of Edgeware Road to the intersection of 
Edgeware Road and Barbadoes Street.

Burnside High School

From Russley Road east along Wairakei Road to 
Breens Road, north along Breens Road to Twyford 

Street, along Twyford Street to Vauxhall Street, east 
along Vauxhall Street to Farrington Avenue, north 
along Farrington Avenue to Hornsby Street, east 
along Hornsby Street and crossing Mooray Avenue to 
Staines Street, east along Staines Street to Grahams 
Road, north along Grahams Road to Greers Road, 
south along Greers Road to Saffron Street, along 
Saffron Street to Manor Place, east along Manor 
Place to Wairakei Road, east along Wairakei Road to 
Idris Road, east along Idris Road to Glandovey Road, 
south along Glandovey Road to Fendalton Road, 
west along Fendalton Road to Clyde Road, south 
along Clyde Road to Creyke Road, west along Creyke 
Road to Maidstone Road continuing west along 
Maidstone Road to Withells Road, along a line across 
Withells Road to Wardour Mews, west along Wardour 
Mews to Berkshire Drive, west along Berkshire Drive 
to Greystoke Lane, west along Greystoke Lane and 
continuing on this line to Russley Road, north along 
Russley Road to Wairakei Road.

This includes residences on both sides of the 
boundary roads included in the zone.

Cashmere High School

The Cashmere High School geographic or home zone 
is defi ned by the streets on the boundary of the zone. 
Houses on both sides of these streets are included in 
the zone.

From the junction of Frankleigh Street and 
Sparks Road along Sparks Road to the intersection 
of Sparks Road and Rydal Street, along Rydal Street, 
into Northaw into Rollesby Street, south along 
Rydal Street into Leistrella Road to the intersection 
with Hoon Hay Road. South along Hoon Hay Road 
to Blakiston Street (including Barossa Lane and 
Penmarc Lane), along Kaiwara Street to Cashmere 
Road. West along Cashmere Road to Hoon Hay Valley 
Road, then across to the Summit Road and along the 
Summit Road to the junction with Gebbies Pass Road, 

APPENDIX 4
School Enrolment Zone Boundary Descriptions
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including all residences with access from the Summit 
Road. From the junction of Gebbies Pass and the 
Summit Road to Port Levy, including all residences 
on the Port Levy Road and the Camp Bay Road and 
all other roads feeding to the south side of Lyttelton 
Harbour.

The remaining boundary shall run from the 
intersection of Frankleigh Street and Lyttelton Street, 
northwards along the west of Lyttelton Street to 
Neville Street. East along Neville Street to Barrington 
Street. Northwest along Barrington Street to Lincoln 
Road, then along Lincoln Road to Moorhouse Avenue. 
East along Moorhouse Avenue to the junction of 
Waltham Road. South along Waltham Road to the 
intersection with Brougham Street and then along 
Brougham Street to the intersection with Opawa 
Road. In a south easterly direction along Opawa Road 
to its junction with Port Hills Road.

West covering streets along the south side of the 
Port Hills Road to Rapaki Road. South along Rapaki 
Road to its junction with Summit Road. From the 
junction of Rapaki Road and the Summit Road in 
a straight line to the eastern end of Corsair Bay, to 
include the house at number 20 Park Terrace.

Christchurch Boys’ High School

From the intersection of Tuam Street and Colombo 
Street along Tuam Street, through Hagley Park 
and along Blenheim Road to Wharenui Road. Then 
northwards along Wharenui Road to cross Riccarton 
Road. North along Clyde Road to Creyke Road then 
along Creyke Road to Ilam Road. North along Ilam 
Road to Wairakei Road. North along Wairakei Road as 
far as Blighs Road, along Blighs Road to Papanui Road 
and south along Papanui Road as far as Mays Road. 
Eastwards along Mays Road to Rutland Street. South 
along Rutland Street to Westminster Street, then east 
to Cranford Street. Then south along Cranford Street 
and Colombo Street as far as Tuam Street.

All residential properties on or within the 
boundary of streets described above shall be in-zone 
addresses for the purpose of an in-zone enrolment to 
Christchurch Boys’ High School.

Christchurch Girls’ High School

From Papanui Road, west along both sides of Normans 
Road to Strowan Road. Both sides of Jeffreys Road 
from Wairakei Road to Idris Road. Along the east side 
of Idris Road to Glandovey Road, then along the south 

side of Glandovey Road to Fendalton Road. Along the 
south side of Fendalton Road to Clyde Road. Along the 
east side of Clyde Road to Riccarton Road. Along the 
north side of Riccarton Road to Matipo Street. Along 
the east side of Matipo Street to Blenheim Road. On 
both sides of Blenheim Road to Hagley Park. From 
Blenheim Road, on both sides of Deans Avenue to 
Riccarton Avenue. Through Hagley Park via Riccarton 
Avenue and on both sides of Riccarton Avenue to 
Christchurch Hospital. Along Tuam Street to Durham 
Street, left into Durham Street round Cambridge 
Terrace, to Gloucester Street, across Gloucester Street 
and into Durham Street. On both sides of Durham 
Street to Kilmore Street. Along the north side of 
Kilmore Street to Colombo Street. Along the west 
side of Colombo Street to Edgeware Road. Both sides 
of Edgeware Road to Trafalgar Street. Along both 
sides of Trafalgar Street to St Albans Street. West on 
both sides of St Albans Street to Papanui Road. Both 
sides of Papanui Road to Normans Road.

Hagley Community College

From the corners of Hagley Avenue and Moorhouse 
Avenue, west along Moorhouse Avenue to Deans 
Avenue, north along Deans Avenue to Riccarton 
Road, west along Riccarton Road to Clyde Road, 
north along Clyde Road to Fendalton Road, east 
along Fendalton Road to Glandovey Road, Glandovey 
Road to Strowan Road, north along Strowan Road 
to Normans Road, northeast along Normans Road 
to Papanui Road, southeast along Papanui Road to 
Victoria Street, Victoria Street to Kilmore Street, east 
along Kilmore Street to Manchester Street, south 
along Manchester Street to Moorhouse Avenue, west 
along Moorhouse Avenue to the corner of Hagley 
Avenue.

Houses on the outer sides of the streets described 
will be counted as in zone.

Papanui High School

From the south end of the Waimakariri Bridge south 
to Main North Road. East along the Main North Road 
to Marshlands Road. South along Marshlands Road to 
Guthries Road. South along Guthries Road to Belfast 
Road. Along Belfast Road to Blakes Road, south along 
Blakes Road to Radcliffe Road. Along a line drawn 
from the intersection of Radcliffe Road and Blakes 
Road, along Mills Road to the intersection of Philpotts 
Road and Queen Elizabeth II Drive, along Philpotts 
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Road to a point just before Roslyn Avenue from 
where a line is drawn south-west to intersect with 
Cranford Street. Down Cranford Street to Edgeware 
Road, west along Edgeware Road to Trafalgar Street, 
along Trafalgar Street to St Albans Street, south-west 
along St Albans Street to Papanui Road. North along 
Papanui Road to Normans Road, along Normans 
Road to Strowan Road, along Strowan Road to 
Jeffries Road, west along Jeffries Road to Idris road, 
along Idris Road to Wairakei Road, along Wairakei 
Road to Manor Place, along Manor Place to Saffron 
Street, along Saffron Street to Greers Road, north 
along Greers Road to the intersection with Grahams 
Road, along Grahams Road to Staines Street. Along 
Staines Street, across Mooray Avenue to Hornsby 
Street. East along Hornsby Street to Farrington 
Avenue, along Farrington Avenue to Vauxhall Street, 
west along Vauxhall Street to Twyford Street, along 
Twyford Street to Breens Road, south along Breens 
Road to Wairakei Road, west along Wairakei Road 
to the Christchurch Airport perimeter, north around 
the airport perimeter to McCleans Island Road, along 
McLeans Island Road to the perpendicular left hand 
turn after the Orana Wildlife Reserve, along a line 
from that corner to the Waimakariri River, along 
the Waimakariri River to the southern end of the 
Waimakariri Bridge.

(Note: Where the school shares a boundary with 
Burnside High School, the Papanui High School zone 
includes all roads leading into the boundary roads 
but not the boundary roads themselves. In all other 
cases the zone includes houses on both sides of the 
boundary roads.)

Riccarton High School

From a point on Russley Road opposite Greystone 
Lane the line continues along the north side of 
Greystoke Lane, Berkshire Drive, Wardour Mews and 
Maidstone Road to its intersection with Creyke Road. 
Along the north side of Creyke Road to its intersection 
with Clyde Road, then along the east side of Clyde 
Road to its intersection with Riccarton Road. It then 
proceeds along the north side of Riccarton Road to 
its intersection with Matipo Street, then along the 
east side of Matipo Street to its intersection with 
Blenheim Road. The line then continues west along 
the south side of Blenheim Road to its intersection 
with the Main South Road, then along the south side 
of Epsom Road to its intersection with Racecourse 

Road. The line then continues directly across 
Riccarton Racecourse to the intersection of Yaldhurst 
and Steadmans Roads, then along the south side of 
Yaldhurst Road to its intersection with Russley Road. 
The line then proceeds along the west side of Russley 
Road to its starting point.

Shirley Boys’ High School

From the intersection of Kilmore and Colombo Street 
north along a line to the west of Colombo Street. At 
the end of Colombo Street, east along the north side 
of Edgeware Road to Cranford Street. North along 
Cranford Street as far as Oxley Avenue. East along 
the north side of Oxley Avenue. North along the west 
side of Forfar Street to Warrington Street. North to 
the east side of Flockton Street and Thornton Street, 
(crosses Aylesford Street at house number 79) then 
to the north of Spurway Place, Ailsa Place and Praem 
Place across Emmett Street. Then north to the west of 
Emmett Street. From the intersection of Hammersley 
Avenue and Marshland Road (crossing at house 
numbers 91 and 92) to Player Place, then north along 
the west side of Golf Links Road to Joy Street. Then 
in a line due east to the junction of Horseshoe Lake 
Road and Broomfi eld Terrace. Then north to the east 
of Horseshoe Lake Road following the curve around 
on the south of Lake Terrace Road as far as the Avon 
River. The zone then follows a line directly across 
the Avon River to Avonside Drive (crossing at house 
number 1152). It then follows south along Avonside 
Drive to the east to the bend in the road where it 
cuts directly across the road in a straight line past the 
Rowing Club directly through Avonside Drive to Kerrs 
Road, south down Kerrs Road (including the west 
side) until it intersects with Woodham Road. Then 
in a line westward along to the south of Woodham 
Road, Avonside Drive, across Fitzgerald Avenue to 
Kilmore Street until Kilmore Street intersects with 
Colombo Street.



148 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls



149 REFERENCES

Legislation

Education Act 1989.

Newspaper articles

“White Flight Skews Lopsided School Rolls.” 
Christchurch Press. 16 July 2007.

“Editorial: Only tolls can ration road use.”   
New Zealand Herald. 27 December 2006.

“Grammar Could Go to Court.”    
New Zealand Herald. 31 August 2006.

“Zoning’s Perverse Effects.”    
New Zealand Herald. 31 August 2006.

Academic literature

Adler, M., A. Petch and J. Tweedie. Parental Choice 
and Educational Policy. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press, 1989.

Adnett, N. and P. Davies. “Education As a Positional 
Good: Implications for Market-Based Reforms 
of State Schooling.” British Journal of 
Educational Studies 50, no. 2 (2002): 189-
205.

-----. “Schooling Reforms in England: From Quasi-
markets to Co-opetition? Presentation to 
Centre for Education Policy, London School of 
Economics, February.” 2002.

Ainsworth, V., T. Anderson, C. Clements, S. Heggie, R. 
Rogers and D. Martin. “Tomorrow’s Schools 
and Freedom of Choice - A Recipe for Disaster. 
A Study of the Effects of Roll Changes on 

Christchurch State Schools.” Christchurch: 
Education Policy Research Unit, University of 
Canterbury, 1993.

Ambler, J.S. Who Benefi ts from Educational Choice? 
Some Evidence from Europe. Edinburgh: 
Edinburgh University Press, 1994.

Anthony, A.N. and W. Donna. “New SAS Procedures 
for Analysis of Sample Survey Data. SUGI 
proceedings.” 1998.

Bagley, C., P.A. Woods and R. Glatter. “Rejecting 
Schools: Towards a Fuller Understanding 
of the Process of Parental Choice.” School 
Leadership and Management 21, no. 3 (2001): 
309-325.

Ball, S.J. “Education Markets, Choice and Social Class: 
The Market As a Class Strategy in the UK and 
the USA.” British Journal of Sociology of 
Education 14, no. 1 (1993): 3-19.

-----. “Circuits of Schooling - a Sociological 
Exploration of Parental Choice of School in 
Social-Class Contexts.” Sociological Review 
43, no. 1 (1995): 52-78.

Ball, S.J. and C. Vincent. “’I Heard It on the Grapevine’: 
‘Hot’ Knowledge and School Choice.” British 
Journal of Sociology of Education 19, no. 3 
(1998): 377-400.

Ball, S.J., R. Bowe and S. Gewirtz. “Circuits of Schooling: 
A Sociological Exploration of Parental Choice 
of School in Social-class Contexts.” In 
Education Policy and Social Class, ed. S.J. Ball. 
London & New York: Routledge, 2006.

-----. “School Choice, Social Class and Distinction: The 
Realisation of Social Advantage in Education.” 
Journal of Education Policy 11, no. 1 (1996): 
89-112.

REFERENCES



150 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

Ball, S.J., M. Maguire and S. Macrae. Choice, Pathways 
and Transitions post-16. London: Routledge, 
2000.

Bayer, P. and R. McMillan. “Choice and Competition 
in Local Education Markets.” Working Paper. 
11802. Cambridge, Massachusetts: National 
Bureau for Economic Research (NBER), 2007.

Beavis, A. “Why Parents Choose Public or Private 
Schools.” Research Developments. 12. 
Camberwell, Victoria: Australian Council for 
Educational Research (ACER), 2004.

Beeby, C.E. “New Zealand - An Example of Secondary 
Education Without Selection.” International 
Review of Education 2, no. 4 (1956).

Berger, E.H. Parents as Partners in Education: Families 
and Schools Working Together. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1995.

Bergström, F. and M. Blank. “A Survey on the 
Development of Independent Schools in 
Sweden.” London: Reform; The Swedish 
Research Institute of Trade (HUI), 2005.

Bergström, F. and F.M. Sandström. “School Choice 
Works! The Case of Sweden.” School Choice 
Issues in Thought. Vol. 1, No. 1. Indianapolis: 
Milton & Rose D. Friedman Foundation, 2002.

Bergström, F. and M.F. Sandström. “School Vouchers 
in Practice: Competition Will Not Hurt You.” 
Journal of Public Economics 89 (2005).

Biddulph, F., J. Biddulph and C. Biddulph. “The 
Complexity of Community and Family 
Infl uences on Children’s Achievement in New 
Zealand.” Wellington: Ministry of Education, 
New Zealand, 2003.

Bowe, R., S.J. Ball and A. Gold. Reforming Education 
and Changing Schools. Case Studies in Policy 
Sociology. New York and London: Routledge, 
1992.

Bradley, S. and J. Taylor. “The Effect of the Quasi-
Market on the Effi ciency-equity Trade-off 
in the Secondary School Sector.” Lancaster 
University Management School Discussion 
Paper. EC9/00. Lancaster: Lancaster University, 
2000.

Bridges, S.J. “Pupil Mobility and Zoning: Out-of-
synchronisation Enrolments in Primary Schools 
Located Near High School ‘Home Zones’ - An 
Initial Survey.” Christchurch: Christchurch 

College of Education, 2002.

Burgess, S. and A. Briggs. “School Assignment, School 
Choice and Social Mobility.” Working Paper. 
06/157. Bristol: Centre for Market and Public 
Organisation (CMPO); University of Bristol, 
2006.

Burgess, S., A. Briggs, B. McConnell and H. Slater. 
“School Choice in England: Background 
Facts.” Working Paper. 06/159. Bristol: Centre 
for Market and Public Organisation (CMPO); 
University of Bristol, 2006.

Burgess, S. and H. Slater. “Using Boundary Changes to 
Estimate the Impact of School Competition on 
Test Scores.” 06/158. Bristol: Centre for Market 
and Public Organisation (CMPO), 2006.

Burgess, S., B. McConnell, C. Propper and D. Wilson. 
“Sorting and Choice in English Secondary 
Schools.” Working Paper.  04/111. Bristol: Centre 
for Management and Public Organisation 
(CMPO); University of Bristol, 2004.

Burgess, S., D. Wilson and R. Lupton. “Ethnic   
Segregation Across Schools and 
Neighbourhoods. Presentation at the 
“Education and the Neighbourhood 
Conference,” Bristol, January.” 2004.

Christchurch City Council. Resource Catalogue for 
Schools. Transportation Student Resource Kit. 
2007. http://www.ccc.govt.nz/publications/
ResourceCatalogueForSchools/Transport/ 
(accessed 16 July 2007).

Chubb, J.E. and T.M. Moe. Politics, Markets and 
America’s Schools. Washington D.C.: Brookings 
Institution Press, 1990.

-----. “Should Market Forces Control Educational 
Decision-Making?” Political Science Review 
84 (1990): 558-567.

-----. “Politics, Markets and America’s Schools.” 
American Political Science Review 82 (1988): 
1065-1089.

Coleman, J. “Choice, Community and Future Schools.” 
in Choice and Control in American Education, 
eds. W. Clune and J. Witte. Vol. 1. New York: 
Falmer Press, 1990.

-----. Equality and Achievement in Education. 
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1990.

Crawford, R. “Commentary.” In The Tomorrow’s 



151 REFERENCES

Schools Reforms: An American Perspective, 
ed. G. Sullivan. IPS Policy Paper 6. Wellington: 
Institute of Policy Studies; Victoria University 
of Wellington, 2000.

Croft, J. “Positive Choice, No Choice or Total Rejection: 
The Perennial Problem of School Catchments, 
Housing and Neighbourhoods.” Housing 
Studies 19, no. 6 (2004): 927-945.

Demers, M.N. Fundamentals of Geographic 
Information Systems. Third ed. New Mexico: 
John Wiley Sons Inc., 2005.

Department of Education. “Administering for 
Excellence. Effective Administration in 
Education. Report of the Taskforce to Review 
Education Administration (Picot Report).” 
Wellington: Department of Education, New 
Zealand, 1988.

Dronkers, J. “The Existence of Parental Choice in 
The Netherlands.” Educational Policy 9, no. 3 
(1995): 227-243.

Education Counts. Student Numbers as at 1 July 
2006. Ministry of Education, New Zealand. 
2007. http://educationcounts.edcentre.govt.
nz/statistics/schooling/student-numbers-at-
july-2006.html.

Education Forum. “Submission on the Education 
Amendment Bill, 2000.” Wellington: 2000.

Education Review Offi ce. “The Collection and Use 
of Assessment Information in Schools.” 
Wellington: Education Review Offi ce (ERO), 
2007.

-----. “Schools’ Use of Operational Funding.” 
Wellington: Education Review Offi ce (ERO), 
2006.

-----. “Improving Schooling in Mangere and Otara.” 
Wellington: Education Review Offi ce (ERO), 
1996.

Enlow, R.C. and L.T. Ealy (eds.), Liberty and Learning. 
Milton Friedman’s Voucher Idea at Fifty. 
Washington D.C.: Cato Institute, 2006.

Epstein, J.L.  “Perspectives and Previews on Research 
and Policy for School, Family and Community 
Partnerships.” In Family School Links: How 
Do They Affect Educational Outcomes?, eds. 
A. Booth and J.F. Dunn. New Jersey: Erlbaum, 
1996, 209-246.

-----. “Theory to Practice: School and Family 
Partnerships Lead to School Improvement 
and Student Success.” In School, Family and 
Community Interaction: A View From the 
Firing Lines, eds. C.L. Fagano and B.Z. Werber. 
Boulder, Colorado: Westview, 1994, 39-52.

Fiske, E.B. and H.F. Ladd. When Schools Compete: A 
Cautionary Tale. Washington, D.C.: Brookings 
Institution Press, 2000.

-----. “The Tomorrow’s Schools Reforms: An American 
Perspective.” IPS Policy Paper. 6. Wellington: 
Institute of Policy Studies; Victoria University 
of Wellington, 2000.

Fletcher-Campbell, F., K. Whitby, K. White and 
T. Chamberlin. “Review of International 
Literature on Admissions.” Literature Review. 
Slough; Reading, Berkshire: CfBT Education 
Trust; National Foundation for Educational 
Research (NFER), 2007.

Fowler, M. Factors Infl uencing Choice of Secondary 
School: A Case Study. Christchurch: Education 
Department, University of Canterbury, 1993.

Friedman, M. “The Role of Government in Education.” 
In Economics and the Public Interest, ed. R.A. 
Solo. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers 
University Press, 1955.

Gaffney, M. and A.B. Smith. “An Evaluation of New 
Zealand’s Targeted Individual Entitlement 
Scheme.” In Can the Market Save Our 
Schools? ed. C.R. Hepburn. Vancouver: The 
Fraser Institute, 2001, 151-166.

Gewirtz, S. “Cloning the Blairs: New Labour’s 
Programme for the Re-socialisation of 
Working Class Parents.” Journal of Education 
Policy 16, no. 4 (2001): 365-378.

Gewirtz, S., S.J. Ball and R. Bowe. Markets, Choice 
and Equity in Education. Buckingham & 
Philadelphia: Open University Press, 1995.

-----. “Parents, Privilege and the Education 
Marketplace.” Research Papers in Education 
9, no. 1 (1994): 3-29.

Gibson, A. and S. Asthana. “What’s in a Number? 
Commentary on Gorard and Fitz’s ‘Investigating 
the Determinants of Segregation Between 
Schools’.” Research Papers in Education 15, 
no. 2 (2000): 133-154.



152 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

Glass, G.V. and D.A. Matthews. “Are Data Enough? 
Review of Chubb and Moe’s Politics, Markets 
and America’s Schools.” Arizona State 
University: College of Education, 1990.

Glatter, R., P.A. Woods and C. Bagley. Choice and 
Diversity in Schooling: Perspectives and 
Prospects. London: Routledge, 1997.

-----. “Diversity, Differentiation and Hierarchy: School 
Choice and Parental Preferences.” In Choice 
and Diversity in Schooling: Perspectives and 
Prospects. London: Routledge, 1997.

Glover, D. “Community Perceptions of the Strengths of 
Individual Schools: The Basis of ‘Judgement’.” 
Education Management and Administration 
20, no. 4 (1992): 223-230.

Goldhaber, D. “What Can We Infer From Recent 
Experiments With Educational Vouchers?” 
Education Next, no. 2 (2001).

Gorard, S. “Well. That About Wraps It Up for School 
Choice Research: A State of the Art Review.” 
School Leadership and Management 19, no. 1 
(1999): 25-47.

-----. “Social Movement in Undeveloped Markets: An 
Apparent Contradiction.” Educational Review 
50, no. 3 (1998): 249-258.

Gorard, S. and J. Fitz. “What Counts As Evidence in the 
School Choice Debate?” British Educational 
Research Journal 32, no. 6 (2006): 797-816.

-----. “Markets and Stratifi cation: A View From 
England and Wales.” Educational Policy 14, 
no. 3 (2000): 405-428.

-----. “Under Starters Orders: The Established 
Market, the Cardiff Study and the Smithfi eld 
Project.” International Studies in Sociology of 
Education 8, no. 3 (1998): 299-316.

-----. “The More Things Change ... The Missing Impact 
of Marketisation?” British Journal of Sociology 
of Education 19, no. 3 (1998): 365-376.

Gorard, S. and E. Smith. “An International Comparison 
of Equity in Education Systems.” Comparative 
Education 40, no. 1 (2004): 15-28.

-----. “Market Forces, Choice and Diversity in 
Education: The Early Impact.” Sociological 
Research Online 2, no. 3 (1997): U116-U125.

Gorard, S. and C. Taylor. “The Debate Over Measuring 
Segregation.” In Schools, Markets and Choice 

Policies. London: Routledge Falmer, 2003, 193-
202.

-----. “Market Forces and Standards in Education: A 
Preliminary Consideration.” British Journal of 
Sociology of Education 23, no. 1 (2002): 5-18.

Gorard, S., C. Taylor and J. Fitz. Schools, Markets and 
Choice Policies. London: Routledge Falmer, 
2003.

-----. “Does School Choice Lead to ‘Spirals of 
Decline’?” Journal of Education Policy 17, no. 3 
(2002): 367-384.

Gordon, L. “School Choice and the Social Market in 
New Zealand: Education Reform in an Era of 
Increasing Inequality.” International Studies in 
Sociology of Education 13, no. 1 (2003): 17-
34.

-----. “School Choice and the Quasi-Market in New 
Zealand: ‘Tomorrow’s Schools’ Today.” In School 
Choice and the Quasi-Market, ed. G. Walford. 
Wallingford, Oxfordshire, United Kingdom: 
Triangle Books, 1996, 129-144.

Gordon, L. and G. Whitty. “Giving the ‘Hidden Hand’ 
a Helping Hand? The Rhetoric and Reality of 
Neoliberal Education Reform in England and 
New Zealand.” Comparative Education 33, no. 
3 (1997): 453-467.

Greene, J.P. “When Schools Compete: The Effects of 
Vouchers on Florida Public School Achievement.” 
Education Working Paper. 2. New York: 
Manhattan Institute, 2003.

-----. “Rising to the Challenge: The Effect of School 
Choice on Public Schools in Milwaukee and 
San Antonio.” Civic Bulletin. 27. New York: 
Manhattan Institute, 2002.

-----. “An Evaluation of the Florida A-Plus 
Accountability and School Choice Program.” 
New York: Manhattan Institute, 2001.

-----. “Vouchers in Charlotte.” Education Matters, 
Summer (2001).

-----. “A Survey of Results from Voucher Experiments: 
Where We are and What We Know.” New York: 
Manhattan Institute, 2000.

-----. “The Effect of School Choice: An Evaluation of the 
Charlotte Children’s Scholarship Fund Program.” 
Civic Report. 12. New York: Manhattan Institute, 
2000.



153 REFERENCES

Harker, R. and R. Nash. “Academic Outcomes and 
School Effectiveness: Type ‘A’ and Type ‘B’ 
Effects.” New Zealand Journal of Educational 
Studies 31, no. 1 (1996): 13-28.

Harris, J. “High-Earning Schools Revealed.” New 
Zealand Education Review 12, no. 33 (2007): 
1-5.

Harrison, M. Education Matters. Government, Markets 
and New Zealand Schools. Wellington: 
Education Forum, 2004.

-----. “Review of the Policy Recommendations from 
the Smithfi eld Project Reports.” Wellington: 
Ministry of Education, New Zealand, 1999.

Hattie, J. “What is the Nature of Evidence that Makes 
a Difference to Learning? Presentation to 
the ACER Using Data to Support Learning 
Research Conference.” Camberwell, Victoria: 
Australian Council for Educational Research 
(ACER), 2005.

-----. “New Zealand Education Snapshot. With specifi c 
reference to Yrs 1-13 years. Presentation 
to “Knowledge Wave 2003 - the Leadership 
Forum”.” 2003.

-----. “Schools Like Mine: Cluster Analysis of New 
Zealand Schools.” Project asTTle Technical 
Report. 14. University of Auckland, 2002.

Henderson, A.T. “Parents Are a School’s Best Friends.” 
Phi Delta Kappan 70, no. 2 (1988): 148-153.

-----. “The Evidence Continues to Grow: Parent 
Involvement Improves Student Achievement.” 
Columbia: National Committee for Citizens in 
Education, 1987.

-----. “Parent Participation—Student Achievement: 
The Evidence Grows.” Columbia: National 
Committee for Citizens in Education, 1981.

Henderson, A.T. and N. Berla (eds.). “A New Generation 
of Evidence: The Family is Crucial to Student 
Achievement (A report from the National 
Committee for Citizens in Education).” 
National Committee for Citizens in Education. 
Washington D.C.: Center for Law and 
Education, 1994.

Hepburn, C.R. “The Case for School Choice: Sweden.” 
In The Case for School Choice: Models From 
the United States, NZ, Denmark and Sweden. 
Canada: The Fraser Institute, 1999.

Heywood, I., S. Cornelius and S. Carver. An Introduction 
to Geographic Information Systems. 
Edinburgh: Pearson Education, 2002.

Hipkins, R. and E. Hodgen. “National Survey of 
Secondary Schools.” Wellington: New Zealand 
Council for Educational Research (NZCER), 
2004.

Howell, W.G. and P.E. Peterson. The Education Gap. 
Vouchers and Urban Schools. Washington 
D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2002.

Howell, W.G., P.J. Wolf, P.E. Peterson and D.E. 
Campbell. “Test-Score Effects of School 
Vouchers in Dayton, Ohio, New York City and 
Washington D.C.: Evidence From Randomised 
Field Trials.” Paper Prepared for the Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, Washington D.C., September 
2000. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Program 
on Education Policy and Governance, Harvard 
University, 2000.

Hoxby, C.M. “School Choice: Three Essential Elements 
and Several Policy Choices.” Wellington: 
Education Forum, 2006.

-----. “Achievement in Charter Schools and 
Regular Public Schools in the United States: 
Understanding the Differences.” Harvard 
University and National Bureau of Economic 
Research (NBER), 2004.

-----. “Introduction.” In The Economics of School 
Choice, ed. C.M. Hoxby. Chicago: Chicago 
University Press, 2003, 1-22.

-----. “School Choice and School Competition: 
Evidence From the United States.” Swedish 
Economic Policy Review 10 (2003).

-----. “School Choice and School Productivity (or 
Could School Choice be a Tide that Lifts All 
Boats?).” Prepared for NBER Conference on 
The Economics of School Choice, Cheeca 
Lodge. Massachusetts, Cambridge: National 
Bureau of Economic Research (NBER), 2001.

-----. “Rising Tide.” Education Next, no. 4 (2001).

-----. “How School Choice Affects the Achievement 
of Public School Students.” Prepared for 
Koret Task Force on K-12 Education Meeting, 
September 2001. Stanford: Hoover Institute, 
2001.



154 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

-----. “Comments on Papers. Harvard Conference on 
Charters, Vouchers and School Choice, March 
8-9, JFK School of Government.” Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: 2000.

-----. “Analysing School Choice Reforms that Use 
America’s Traditional Forms of Parental 
Choice.” In Learning From School Choice, eds. 
P.E. Peterson and B.C. Hassel. Washington D.C.: 
Brookings Institution Press, 1998, 133-155.

-----. “The Effects of Private School Vouchers on 
Schools and Students.” in Holding Schools 
Accountable, ed. H.F. Ladd. Washington D.C.: 
Brookings Institution Press, 1996, 281-315.

-----. “Do Private Schools Provide Competition 
for Public Schools?” NBER Working Paper. 
4978. Washington D.C.: National Bureau of 
Economic Research (NBER), 1994.

-----. “Does Competition among Public Schools 
Benefi t Students and Taxpayers?” NBER 
Working Paper. 4979. Washington D.C.: 
National Bureau of Economic Research 
(NBER), 1994.

Hughes, A. “Constructing Competitive Spaces: On the 
Corporate Practice of British Retailer-Supplier 
Relationships.” Environment and Planning A 
31, no. 5 (1999): 819-839.

Hughes, D., H. Lauder, A. Dupuis, S. Watson and R. 
Strathdee. “A Question of Ethnicity: The 
Meanings of ‘New Zealander.’ Phase Two, Fifth 
Report to the Ministry of Education.” The 
Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: Ministry of 
Education, New Zealand, 1996.

Hughes, D. H. Lauder, I. Simiyu, S. Watson and R. 
Strathdee. “Values or Social Class: Competing 
Explanations for Changing Secondary School 
Rolls in a Market Context. Phase Two, Seventh 
Report to the Ministry of Education.” The 
Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: Ministry of 
Education, New Zealand, 1998.

-----. “Ethnicity and School Choice.” New Zealand 
Annual Review of Education 7 (1997): 95-
109.

Hughes, D., H. Lauder, S. Watson, J. Hamlin and I. 
Simiyu. “Markets in Education: Testing the 
Polarisation Thesis. Phase Two, Fourth Report 
to the Ministry of Education.” The Smithfi eld 
Project. Wellington: Ministry of Education, 

New Zealand, 1996.

Hughes, D., H. Lauder, S. Watson, R. Strathdee, I. 
Simiyu and J. Hamlin. “School Effectiveness: 
An Analysis of Differences Between Nineteen 
Schools on Four Outcome Measures Using 
Hierarchical Linear Modelling. Phase Two, 
Sixth Report to the Ministry of Education.” 
The Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: Ministry 
of Education, New Zealand, 1997.

Jacobsen, V., A. Duncan and A. Hunt. “The Structure 
and Dynamics of Schools and Businesses: Do 
They Face Similar Issues?” 99/11. Wellington: 
The Treasury, New Zealand, 1999.

Karsten, S. and C. Teelken. “School Choice in The 
Netherlands.” Oxford Studies in Comparative 
Education 6, no. 1 (1996).

Ladd, H.F. and E.B. Fiske. “The Uneven Playing Field of 
School Choice: Evidence from New Zealand.” 
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 
20, no. 1 (2001): 43-63.

LaRocque, N. “School Choice: Lessons From New 
Zealand.” In What America Can Learn From 
School Choice in Other Countries, eds. D. 
Salisbury and J. Tooley. Washington D.C.: Cato 
Institute, 2005.

-----. “School Zoning: Locking Kids Out or Letting 
Them In?” Wellington: Education Forum, 
2005.

LaRocque, N. and J. Kaye. “Enrolment Scheme 
Provisions in New Zealand.” Briefi ng Papers. 
3. Wellington: Education Forum, 2002.

Lauder, H. and D. Hughes. “Social Inequalities and 
Differences in School Outcomes.” New 
Zealand Journal of Educational Studies 25, 
no. 1 (1990): 37-60.

Lauder, H., D. Hughes and S. Watson. “The Introduction 
of Educational Markets in New Zealand: 
Questions and Consequences.” New Zealand 
Journal of Educational Studies 34, no. 1 
(1999): 86-98.

Lauder, H., D. Hughes, S. Watson, I. Simiyu, R. Strathdee 
and S. Waslander. “Trading in Futures: The 
Nature of Choice in Educational Markets 
in New Zealand. Phase One, Third Report to 
the Ministry of Education.” The Smithfi eld 
Project. Wellington: Ministry of Education, 
New Zealand, 1995.



155 REFERENCES

Lauder, H., D. Hughes, S. Waslander, M. Thrupp, J. 
McGlinn, S. Newton and A. Dupuis. “The 
Creation of Market Competition for Education 
in New Zealand. Phase One, First Report to the 
Ministry of Education in New Zealand.” The 
Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: Ministry of 
Education, New Zealand, 1994.

Lauder, H. D. Hughes, S. Watson, M. Thrupp, R. 
Strathdee, I. Simiyu, A. Dupuis, J. McGlinn and 
J. Hamlin. Trading in Futures: Why Markets 
in Education Don’t Work. Buckingham: Open 
University Press, 1999.

Lidström, A. “Local School Choice Policies in Sweden.” 
Scandinavian Political Studies 22, no. 2 
(1999): 137-156.

Lieberman, M. “Free-market Strategy and Tactics in 
K-12 Education.” In Liberty and Learning. 
Milton Friedman’s Voucher Idea at Fifty, eds. 
R.C. Enlow and L.T. Ealy. Washington D.C.: Cato 
Institute, 2006.

Little, R.J.A. and D.B. Rubin. Statistical Analysis with 
Missing Data. New York: Wiley, 2002.

Lohr, S. Sampling: Design and Analysis. Pacifi c Grove: 
Duxbury Press, 1999.

Lubienski, C. “Innovation in Education Markets: 
Theory and Evidence on the Impact of 
Competition and Choice in Charter Schools.” 
American Educational Research Journal 40, 
no. 2 (2003): 395-443.

Maddaus, J. “Parental Choice of School: What 
Parents Think and Do.” Review of Research in 
Education 16 (1990): 267-295.

Manzer, R. Public Schools and Political Ideas. Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1994.

Marschall, M.J. “The Role of Information and 
Institutional Arrangements in Stemming the 
Stratifying Effects of School Choice.” Journal 
of Urban Affairs 22, no. 3 (2000): 333-350.

Marsden, T., M. Harrision and A. Flynn. “Creating 
Competitive Space: Exploring the Social 
and Political Maintenance of Retail Power.” 
Environment and Planning A 30 (1998): 481-
798.

McClay, S. and R. Harrison. “The Impact of School 
Zoning on Residential House Prices in 
Christchurch, Paper Presented at the 2003 

Meetings of the New Zealand Association of 
Economists.” 2003.

McCulloch, G. “Secondary School Zoning: The Case of 
Auckland.” In Political Issues in New Zealand 
Education, eds. J. Codd, R. Harker and R. Nash. 
Palmerston North: Dunmore Press, 1990, 283-
302.

Merrifi eld, J. “Parental Choice as an Education 
Reform Catalyst: Global Lessons.” Wellington: 
Education Forum, 2005.

Minister of Transport and Associate Minister of 
Transport. “Auckland Road Pricing: Next 
Steps.” Memorandum. WGTA6685. Wellington: 
Ministry of Transport, 2006.

Ministry of Education. “Christchurch State Secondary 
Schools’ Capacity.” Media Request. Wellington: 
Data Management Unit, Ministry of Education, 
New Zealand, 2007.

-----. “Maximum Roll Guidelines. Increase in 
Maximum Roll. Appendix 22A.” Wellington: 
Ministry of Education, New Zealand, 2007.

-----. “Student Outcome Overview 2001-2005.” 
Wellington: Research Division, Ministry of 
Education, New Zealand, 2006.

-----. “Focus on Achievement in Reading Literacy 
- PISA 2000.” Wellington: Comparative 
Education Research Unit, Ministry of 
Education, New Zealand, 2004.

Miron, G. “Choice and the Quasi-Market in Swedish 
Education.” In School Choice and the 
Quasi-Market, ed. G. Walford. Wallingford, 
Oxfordshire, United Kingdom: Triangle Books, 
1996, 33-47.

Moe, T.M. Schools, Vouchers, and the American Public. 
Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution 
Press, 2001.

Morse, J.R. “Competing Visions of the Child, the 
Family, and the School.” In Education in the 
Twenty-First Century, ed. E.Lazear. Stanford, 
California: Hoover Institution Press, 2002, 
147-177.

Nechyba, T.J. “Introducing School Choice into 
Multidistrict Public School Systems.” In The 
Economics of School Choice, ed. C.M. Hoxby. 
Chicago: National Bureau of Economic 
Research (NBER), University of Chicago Press, 
2003, 145-194.



156 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls

-----. “The Economics of Education: Vouchers and 
Peer Group Effects.” Treasury Working Paper. 
98/5. Wellington: The Treasury, New Zealand, 
1998.

New Zealand Qualifi cations Authority. National 
Qualifi cations Framework Statistics. 
Canterbury Regional Schools. School 
Profi les. 2007. http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/
qualifications/ssq/statistics/region-schools.
do?year=2006&r=14.

-----. “www.edcentre.govt.nz - A New Gateway to 
Education Information.” QA News, no. 50 
(2005).

Noden, P. “Rediscovering the Impact of Marketisation: 
Dimensions of Social Segregation in England’s 
Secondary Schools, 1994-1999.” British 
Journal of Sociology of Education 21, no. 3 
(2000): 371-390.

Pearce, D. and L. Gordon. “In the Zone: New Zealand’s 
Legislation for a System of School Choice and 
Its Effects.” London Review of Education 3, 
no. 2 (2005): 145-157.

Peterson, P.E., W.G. Howell, P.J. Wolf and D.E. Campbell. 
“School Vouchers. Results from Randomised 
Experiments.” In The Economics of School 
Choice, ed. C.M. Hoxby. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2003, 107-144.

Rasell, E. and R. Rothstein (eds.). School Choice: 
Examining the Evidence. Washington D.C.: 
Economic Policy Institute, 1993.

Ravitch, D. “Somebody’s Children: Educational 
Opportunity for All American Children.” 
In New Schools for a New Century, eds. D. 
Ravitch and J. Viteritti. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1997, 251-274.

Reay, D. “Engendering Social Reproduction: Mothers 
in the Educational Marketplace.” British 
Journal of Sociology of Education 19, no. 2 
(1998): 195-209.

Reay, D. and H. Lucey. “Children, School Choice and 
Social Differences.” Educational Studies 26, 
no. 1 (2000): 83-100.

Robertson, S. and R. Dale. “Local States of Emergency: 
The Contradictions of Neo-Liberal Governance 
in Education in New Zealand.” British Journal 
of Sociology of Education 23, no. 3 (2002): 
463-481.

Rouse, C. “Private School Vouchers and Student 
Achievement: An Evaluation of the Milwaukee 
Parental Choice Programme.” Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 63 (1998): 553-602.

Schneider, B. and J. Coleman. Parents, their Children 
and Schools. Boulder, Colorado: Westview 
Press, 1993.

Schneider, M., P. Teske and M.J. Marschall. Choosing 
Schools. Consumer Choice and the Quality 
of American Schools. Princeton & Oxford: 
Princeton University Press, 2000.

Schneider, M., P. Teske, M. Marschall and C. Roch. 
“Shopping for Schools: In the Land of the 
Blind, the One-Eyed Parent May Be Enough.” 
American Journal of Political Science 42, no. 
3 (1998): 769-793.

Smith, K.B. and K.J. Meier. The Case Against School 
Choice: Politics, Markets and Fools. Armonk, 
New York: M.E. Sharpe, 1995.

Statistics New Zealand. Geographic Hierarchy. 2006. 
http://www.stats.govt.nz/statistics-by-area/
regional-statistics/geography-mapping/
default.htm.

Stillman, A. and K. Maychell. Parents, LEAs and the 
1980 Education Act. London: Taylor & Francis 
Books, 1986.

Stockwell, W. and S. Duckworth. “’Drivers of Choice’ 
and Customer Satisfaction with Christchurch 
Secondary Schools. Report Prepared for the 
Ministry of Education.” Wellington: 1998.

Taylor, C. Geography of the ‘New’ Education Market. 
Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing, 2002.

-----. “The Geography of Choice and Diversity in 
the ‘New’ Secondary Education Market of 
England.” Area 33, no. 4 (2001): 368-381.

-----. “Hierarchies and ‘Local’ Markets: The Geography 
of the ‘Lived’ Market Place in Secondary 
Education Provision.” Journal of Education 
Policy 16, no. 3 (2001): 197-214.

-----. “The Quality of Education in Britain: More 
Choice for Citizens?” Paper Presented at 
“The Quality of Welfare Services in Europe: 
The Impact of Policy Change on Citizens and 
Providers,” Social Science Research Center, 
Berlin October 2001. 2001.



157 REFERENCES

Taylor, C. and S. Gorard. “The Role of Residence in 
School Segregation: Placing the Impact of 
Parental Choice in Perspective.” Environment 
and Planning A 33, no. 10 (2001): 1829-
1852.

Taylor, C., J. Fitz and S. Gorard. “Diversity, Specialisation 
and Equity in Education.” Oxford Review of 
Education 31, no. 1 (2005): 47-69.

Teske, P. and M. Schneider. “What Research Can Tell 
Policymakers About School Choice.” Journal 
of Policy Analysis and Management 20, no. 4 
(2001): 609-631.

Thomas, S. “Information for Parents.” The Parent 
Factor. Auckland: Maxim Institute, 2005.

Thomas, S. and R. Oates. “Access to Education.” The 
Parent Factor. Auckland: Maxim Institute, 
2005.

Timperley, H.S. and V.M.J. Robinson. “Achieving 
Shared Values Between Schools and Their 
Communities.” Leading and Managing 1 
(1995): 137-149.

Tomlinson, S. Education in a Post Welfare Society. 
Buckingham: Open University Press, 2001.

-----. “Diversity, Choice and Ethnicity.” Oxford Review 
of Education 23, no. 1 (1997): 63-76.

Tooley, J. The Global Education Industry: Lessons from 
Developing Countries - IEA, 2001. London: 
Institute for Economic Affairs (IEA), 2001.

Tooley, J. and P. Dixon. “Private Education is Good for 
the Poor: A Study of Private Schools Serving 
the Poor in Low-income Countries.” White 
Paper. Washington D.C.: Cato Institute, 2005.

Tooley, J., P. Dixon and J. Stanfi eld. Delivering Better 
Education: Market Solutions for Educational 
Improvement. London: Adam Smith Institute, 
2003.

Vandenberghe, V. “Combining Market and Bureaucratic 
Control in Education: An Answer to Market 
and Bureaucratic Failure?” Comparative 
Education 35, no. 3 (1999): 271-282.

Walberg, H.J. “Families As Partners in Educational 
Productivity.” Phi Delta Kappan 65, no. 6 
(1984): 397-400.

Walberg, H.J. and J.L. Bast. Education and Capitalism. 
Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 2003.

Waldo, S. “Effi ciency in Public Education.” Department 
of Economics, Lund University, 2002.

Waslander, S. and M. Thrupp. “Choice, Competition 
and Segregation: An Empirical Analysis of 
a New Zealand Secondary School Market, 
1990-1993.” Journal of Education Policy 10, 
no. 1 (1995): 1-26.

Waslander, S., D. Hughes, H. Lauder, J. McGlinn, 
S. Newton, M. Thrupp and A. Dupuis. “An 
Overview of Research Activities. Phase One, 
Second Report to the Ministry of Education.” 
The Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: Ministry 
of Education, New Zealand, 1994.

Watson, S., A. Hughes and H. Lauder. “’Success’ and 
‘Failure’ in the Educational Marketplace. 
Phase Two, Eighth Report to the Ministry of 
Education.” The Smithfi eld Project. Wellington: 
Ministry of Education, New Zealand, 1998.

West, A. and H. Pennell. “How New Is New Labour? 
The Quasi-Market and English Schools 1997-
2001.” British Journal of Educational Studies 
50, no. 2 (2002): 206-224.

Whitty, G. Making Sense of Education Policy. London: 
Paul Chapman, 2002.

Wild, C. and G. Seber. Introduction to Probability 
and Statistics. Auckland: Auckland University 
Press, 1993.

Willms, J. and F. Echols. “Alert and Inert Clients: the 
Scottish Experience of Parental Choice of 
Schools.” Economics of Education Review 11, 
no. 4 (1992): 339-350.

Wise, S. GIS Basics. London and New York: Taylor and 
Francis, 2002.

Woodfi eld, A. and P. Gunby. “The Marketisation of 
New Zealand Schools: Assessing Fiske and 
Ladd.” Journal of Economic Literature 41 
(2003): 863-884.

Woods, P., C. Bagley and R. Glatter. School Choice and 
Competition: Markets in the Public Interest? 
London: Routledge, 1998.

Wylie, C. “Is the Land of the Flightless Bird the Home 
of the Voucherless Voucher?” New Zealand 
Journal of Educational Studies 34, no. 1 
(1999): 99-109.



158 ROLL PLAY: How creating better access to schools in Christchurch could affect school rolls



159 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  |   ABOUT THE AUTHOR

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Many people worthy of special thanks for their 
assistance, advice and service have contributed 
towards the research presented in this report. Nicki 
Taylor, whose passion for New Zealand education 
was the inspiration behind the project, also helped 
to plan much of the research and many of the 
questions and ideas explored in the report.

We also owe a debt to Chris Taylor of Cardiff 
University, whose approach to analysing the 
geography of education, using a Geographic 
Information System, helped bring this project to life. 
Chris also offered sound advice at several stages of 
the project.

Newell Grenfell offered valuable comments on 
the draft questionnaire of the parental survey. David 
Thomas of the Survey Research Unit at the University 
of Auckland, which Maxim Institute commissioned 
to conduct the survey, oversaw data collection, 
and worked hard to ensure that participants from 
an anonymous telephone survey could be located 
precisely for the spatial analysis which represents a 
major part of the research.

Steve Vander Hoorn, Biostatistics Manager at the 
Clinical Trials Research Unit, also at the University of 
Auckland, was of tremendous help with analysing the 
survey results at the city level and with fi nding ways 
the data could be used to its fullest extent in the GIS 
spatial analysis.

Su Bee Seng worked studiously over a very 
short space of time to produce the majority of the 
maps and distance calculations. Daniel Exeter of the 
University of Auckland assisted with reviewing the 
maps and preparing them for publication.

We would also like to thank Norman LaRocque 
for his attentive review of the draft manuscript.

Finally, to others not named here, grateful thanks 
are also given for their support and encouragement 
throughout the research project, although 
responsibility for the fi nal report, and the views 
expressed in it, rests with us.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Steve Thomas is a Researcher 
at the Maxim Institute. He 
was educated at the University 
of Canterbury, graduating 
with a Master of Arts with 
Distinction. Steve’s background 
is in political science; however, 
he also researches and writes 
in a number of areas, including New Zealand 
education, regionalism, New Zealand politics and 
local government. He is the author of two of Maxim 
Institute’s award-winning Fisher Memorial Prize 
series of Parent Factor reports, Information for 
parents and Access to education, and has also been 
published in the journals, Asia Pacifi c Journal of EU 
Studies and Urban Policy and Research.




