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Abstract
The COVID-19 pandemic has forced many countries to close their schools and to change their education system to adopt the
learning from home (LFH) method, which arguably requires more direct involvement from parents to succeed. This study
explored parent’s attitudes toward LFH policy based on a survey of 261 participants from 16 provinces in Indonesia.
Employing latent class analysis, we revealed three distinct groups of parents with unique compounds of attitudes toward
LFH (i.e., disengaged, positive, and negative). Disengaged parents neither consider LFH useful, nor do they see it as
demanding. In contrast, the other two groups of parents have quite the opposite views on the usefulness and demandingness
of LFH. Further analysis using multinomial logistic regression revealed that older parents from low-income households tend
to be disengaged while fathers of young children tend to have negative attitudes toward LFH. Interestingly, the ownership of
a personal computer at home seems to be a key indicator of parents with positive attitudes toward LFH after controlling for
other demographic factors. How the findings provide a firsthand insight on the existence of digital divide by highlighting the
importance of access to personal computers at home is further discussed.

Keywords COVID-19 ● Learning from home ● Parents ● Attitudes ● Digital divide ● Personal computers

Highlights
● Three groups of parents based on their attitudes toward the learning from home (LFH) policy amid COVID-19 pandemic

were disengaged, positive, and negative.
● Disengaged parents did not consider LFH useful, nor did they see it as demanding.
● Parents with positive attitudes toward LFH considered it useful and not demanding, contrary to the other group of parents

with negative attitudes who found it very demanding and not that useful.
● Older parents from low-income households tended to be disengaged while fathers of young children tended to have

negative attitudes toward LFH.
● The ownership of a personal computer at home was a key indicator of parents with positive attitudes toward LFH after

controlling for demographic factors.

The onset of Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) globally
in the first quarter of 2020 has forced many countries to close
their schools and to change their education system to adopt the
learning from home (LFH) method as an effort to help flatten
the pandemic curve. With the ministerial order signed on
March 24, 2020, Indonesia decided to implement the LFH
policy nationwide, especially for the K-12 education
(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020a). The
Indonesian government also pointed out three different sce-
narios for when the LFH should end, with one of them by the
end of 2020 (CNN Indonesia, 2020). However, a spike in
COVID-19 cases in early 2021 has compelled some
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authorities to extend the policy to an even longer period
(Azmi, 2021; Office of Assistant to Deputy Cabinet Secretary
for State Documents and Translation, 2021).

At the center of the LFH policy is distance learning,
especially online learning. Ideally, it should involve in-person
online interaction between teachers and their students on a
regular basis, relying on digital forms of synchronous and
asynchronous communication such as emails, instant messa-
ging apps, discussion boards, video calls or teleconferences,
collaboration tools, and learning management systems. How-
ever, many schools, teachers, students, and parents were not
ready to make such a sudden and drastic change in teaching
and learning methods as the consequences of the LFH policy
(Putri et al., 2020). Some schools and teachers may not
necessarily have what it takes to do online learning, or even
any other form of distance learning that does not require the
same level of infrastructures and facilitating conditions as
online learning (Rasmitadila et al., 2020).

To help cope with that gap, one of the programs introduced
by the Indonesian governments was the free-to-air LFH pro-
gram broadcast by TVRI, the national television broadcasting
company, on school days starting on April 13, 2020
(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020b). However,
due to limited time slots available and the need for accom-
modating all education levels, the program is only available for
thirty minutes a day for every three grades i.e., 1st–3rd graders,
4th–6th graders (elementary school), 7th–9th graders (junior high
school), and 10th–12th graders (senior high school). Con-
sidering that fact, this program is meant to be a complement
rather than a substitute for the in-class instruction or any other
learning strategies that each school adopted. Furthermore,
teachers are no longer able to provide the same level of gui-
dance, supervision, and monitoring in distance learning the
way they do in class settings that was the normal prior to
COVID-19 pandemic. This situation makes parent involve-
ment -parents’ participation in the educational process of their
children (Fishel and Ramirez, 2005)- an important key in the
LFH policy for it to succeed, especially for children in the
preschool or elementary school age who are presumably less
independent than secondary school students.

Learning From Home

The term “learning from home” (LFH) in this study is
directly translated from the Indonesian term of “belajar dari
rumah” (BDR) that is officially used by the Indonesian
government to refer to such a policy amid COVID-19
pandemic (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan,
2020a, 2020b, 2020c). This policy encourages schools and
teachers to customize delivery modes based on locally
available technology infrastructures, to keep providing the
necessary guidance and interactions to the students instead

of simply giving them homeworks and assignments to do,
and to focus on providing qualitative feedback instead of
quantitative feedback (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebu-
dayaan, 2020a). It also expects more initiatives from stu-
dents such as to document their learning activities at home
as well as more involvement from parents such as making
sure their children follow the teachers’ leads and to help
them report their LFH sessions through pictures or videos
(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020c).
Another term that refers to the same notion is “Learning at
Home” that is more commonly used in Australia (Brown
et al., 2020; Masters et al., 2020). Given the circumstances
and the recency, it is understandable that researchers have
yet to come to an agreement on what to call such a new
concept. Nonetheless, we decided to use the term LFH in
this study since it is also used in some English based
popular publications in both Indonesian (Sikirit, 2020) and
American contexts (Cross, 2020).

In theoretical concepts, LFH in this study is different from
home education or any other similar terms such as home
school education, homeschooling, or domestic education.
Home education as can be seen in early modern Italy in the
sixteenth and seventeenth century (Evangelisti, 2013) ree-
merged in the late 1960s and early 1970s in the United States
as an alternative to institutionalized education (Knowles et al.,
1994). Contrary to that, LFH is still part of institutionalized
education itself with some changes in the method that it adopts
a distance learning approach due to a force majeure, which in
this case is COVID-19 pandemic, to replace all in-class
learning activities. In that sense, many things remain
unchanged; the same curricula still apply and the same tea-
chers still teach the same subjects to the same students. In
some cases, the same traditional instruction approach used in
the in-class settings is used, albeit with some technical dif-
ferences due to the use of information and communication
technology (ICT) in delivering said instructions to the students
(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020c).

Parent Involvement

Regardless of its differences from home school education,
in which the parents are the teachers to their own children,
parent involvement or also known as parent engagement
(Gross et al., 2020) in LFH is not something that can be
underestimated. Instead, as past studies show (Kellaghan
et al., 1993; Topor et al., 2010), parent involvement is
arguably one of the key factors that determines the extent to
which the program will succeed. In that regard, different
ages of children require different parent involvement;
younger children such as preschoolers require more directed
and extensive parent involvement while older children
such as high schoolers may only require light supervision
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(Nye et al., 2006; Eccles & Harold, 1993). Indeed, family
situations, parenting style, and culture would also influence
how parents would intervene (Pena, 2000). For example, in
Indonesia, less educated parents were less involved in their
children’s education compared to more educated parents,
due to lack of educational capability and resources, and less
flexible working hours (Yulianti et al., 2019).

Even though some consider the parent involvement in
children’s education amid the pandemic as something that
parents have never done before, in fact this practice, we
argue, is still related to parent involvement that has been
around for decades (see Fishel & Ramirez, 2005 for
review). In the more casual settings, such as in the pre-
pandemic, parent involvement is commonly found in a form
of homework assistance. For instance, some parents will
remind their children to finish their homework or even help
them solve difficult problems like math (Pezdek et al.,
2002). One main difference between parent involvement in
the past and nowadays is amid the abundance of advanced
learning technology tools today, not all parents have the
technological skills such as the abilities to use and navigate
learning management systems, to curate materials from
open education resources, and to utilize video conferencing
apps that are necessary for such involvement in this new
age. Thus, parents who are more educated, digitally literate,
and own ICT devices are already in an advantaged position
(Clark et al. 2005; Plowman et al., 2011).

Social Inequality and Digital Divide

The fact that some parents are in the already advantaged
position means there are some others in the disadvantaged
position. A number of research studies in both developed and
developing countries have investigated the relationships
between social inequality and digital divide, a gap that makes
those who own ICT devices be able to access more informa-
tion than others who do not (National Telecommunications
and Information Administration, 1999). As the literature sug-
gests, social inequalities have also resulted in disparities in the
equipment, autonomy, skills, support, and purposes of internet
usage (DiMaggio et al., 2004). This phenomenon leads to an
unequal opportunity, especially for the low income, less edu-
cated, and minority individuals to reap the benefits of the
internet the same way that the privileged individuals can and
do (Harris et al., 2017; Van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019).
Taking those into account, both social inequalities and digital
divide may play an important role in shaping parents’ attitudes
toward LFH. It would be understandable for those who are in a
disadvantaged position to develop more negative attitudes
given the challenges they are facing.

Meanwhile, another research has shown direct relation-
ships between digital divide and education (Pratama,

2017a). In this respect, countries with a higher participation
rate in post-elementary education tend to have a higher ICT
utilization rate in terms of internet users, broadband sub-
scriptions, mobile subscriptions, and the number of secure
Internet servers per capita. On the other hand, a higher ICT
utilization is also associated with better educational out-
comes of a country, especially in the number of articles
published in scientific journals. In the past few years where
access to ICT in general and Internet in particular have
climbed worldwide, the focus has also shifted from the gap
in access to ICT devices, to gap in infrastructures such as
reliable and affordable internet coverage (Brandtzæg et al.,
2011; Buys et al., 2009), to another gap in ICT skills and
digital literacy (Gonzales, 2016; Van Deursen, 2017; Van
Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). Regardless of the current state,
the digital divide is dynamic instead of static and perma-
nent. Given the right treatment or intervention, it is possible
to bridge and narrow the gap, both in access and in use (Van
Dijk, 2017; Huxhold et al., 2020). In the LFH context,
narrowing the digital divide might have the potential to help
reduce those with negative attitudes toward the policy since
doing so would make them digitally literate and believe in
ICT as they benefit more from it.

Research Objectives

We conducted this study with two aims in mind. First, to
explore parents’ attitudes toward the LFH policy amid the
COVID-19 pandemic in order to map their disposition
toward the policy. Second, to investigate factors associated
with such disposition to help understand why parents were
classified under different categories. In doing so, this study
tries to answer the following research questions, “To what
extent do parents’ attitudes toward the LFH policy vary?”,
“Is there any particular group of parents that warrants special
attention?”, and “What demographic factors characterize the
likelihood of a parent to be in one group over another?”.
Considering that the LFH policy in Indonesia could be
extended for a much longer period, getting an early-stage
evaluation could help set a path to a make-or-break decision
regarding the LFH policy. Furthermore, such categories will
help the government, educators, and other stakeholders
make proper interventions and avoid a one-fit-all approach.

Methods

Participants and Procedure

We distributed an online survey through social media (e.g.,
WhatsApp, Facebook, Twitter) in the first half of May
2020, around eight weeks after the LFH policy was
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announced by the Indonesian minister of education. A total
of 261 participants (72% females) who are a parent of at
least one K-12 student in their households participated in
the study after providing their informed consent. They came
from 16 different provinces out of 34 available provinces in
Indonesia and ranged from 24 to 60 years of age (M=
38.63, SD= 7.10). More detailed information regarding the
participants’ demographics can be found in the group
characteristics under the results section.

The questionnaire was delivered in Bahasa Indonesia,
which is the national language of Indonesia. It specifically
asked the participants as an individual, not as a couple.
Thus, such answers arguably reflected the attitudes of the
individual parent who filled out the questionnaire. These
answers might also but not necessarily reflect their partner’s
attitudes. After carefully reviewing the responses, we con-
cluded that none of the participants were either parents of
the same children or partners within the same household.

Measures

Sociodemographic Information

We asked participants to report their monthly household
income prior to COVID-19 pandemic, their and their part-
ner’s work from home status, their and their partner’s
educational attainment, their children’s age/education level,
and their ownership of personal computer (PC) and mobile
devices at home. In the case of a single parent household, an
appropriate option was available for each of the applicable
questions.

Learning Activities

We provided the participants with seven common learning
activities in addition to “other” as an open-ended option.
We asked them to pick any learning activities their children
had experienced within the first eight weeks of LFH.

Attitudes toward LFH

We developed a questionnaire consisting of seven items to
measure parents’ attitudes toward the LFH policy in terms of
its usefulness and demandingness from their own perspective
in a five-point Likert rating scale. The items were generated
based on our observations on the ongoing conversations
among parents on social media in Indonesia so that they
arguably captured their current concerns, which were unique
to the pandemic situation within the Indonesian context. We
used the top-two box score approach to convert the answers
into binary items as we are more concerned with their agree-
ments with each item in the questionnaire, an approach com-
monly used in past studies to evaluate attitudes toward public

policy and service (e.g., Gault et al., 2018; Kotnik et al., 2020;
Popovic et al., 2013). Reliability of the measurement items
was measured by Cronbach’s alpha that yielded a score of
0.75, which is considered acceptable in exploratory research
such as in this study (Cortina, 1993; Taber, 2018). We used
factor analysis to test for validity and internal consistency and
to confirm that each measurement item belongs to the
respective latent construct.

Data Analysis

In this study, we employed latent class analysis (LCA) to
identify unmeasured class or group membership among
parents using categorical observed variables (i.e., their
answer to the measurement items in the survey). We used
the gsem function in STATA 15 with logit model to predict
the probability of each parent belonging to one of mutually
exclusive latent classes. We used several goodness-of-fit
indices, such as Likelihood-ratio (G2) test to evaluate the
model fit and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) to
compare several different models when deciding how many
latent classes to retain.

Once all classes and their members were identified, we
employed multinomial logistic regression analysis to predict
the likelihood of a parent to be in one group over another
based on their demographic factors. Relative risks were
used to compare the ratio of probability of a parent to be in
one group instead of the reference group. In other words,
this statistical analysis is used to see if there are some sig-
nificant demographic differences across different groups of
parents based on their attitudes toward LFH.

Results

Reported Learning Activities

Table 1 summarizes the top seven learning activities within
the first eight weeks of LFH according to the parents.
Despite embracing an online learning approach, the most
reported activity was still traditional homework where stu-
dents need to do offline prior to submitting their work to
their teachers using any online methods. It was followed
closely by asynchronous communication through instant
messenger applications (e.g., WhatsApp group chats) at the
second place, as well as online assessment in the forms of
quizzes, exercises, and exams at the third place.

Watching educational videos, be it from the free-to-air
school at home program broadcast by the national TV sta-
tion or from an online source like YouTube ranked the
fourth and fifth place, respectively. Tied at the bottom place
are synchronous communication through teleconferencing
apps like Zoom or Google Meet and navigating Learning
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Management Systems such as Moodle and Google Class-
room. Only less than 1% of participants reported any other
learning activities.

Disengaged, Positive, and Negative Attitudes

The summary of the survey responses is presented in Table 2.
It denotes the percentage of parents in agreement with each
respected survey statement.

Following the answers to the measurement items about
usefulness and demandingness of LFH from the perspective of
parents, the LCA yielded three mutually exclusive groups,
which we labeled as disengaged (23%), positive (41%), and
negative (36%). This identification was based on the distinct
patterns of the compound attitudes toward the LFH policy. As
explained in the method section, we employed multiple
parameters to evaluate this categorization. As can be seen in
Table 3, the 3-class model offered the best fit to the data.

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of parents in each
group who have an agreement with each measurement item
in the survey. The disengaged parents scored low in vir-
tually all items. As can be seen, parents in the disengaged
group had the lowest agreement level for all measurement
items. In fact, some statements had not a single parent from
this group in agreement with them. In terms of usefulness,
the majority of parents who agreed with survey statements
came from the positive group. On the other hand, most
parents who agreed with the demandingness items came
from the negative group.

The demographic information of parents for each group
is presented in Table 4. More attention should be paid on
monthly household income, children’s age, and device
ownership at home in which the discrepancies between
groups were considerably high. As can be seen, most par-
ents in the disengaged group had a low monthly income
background, contrary to the other two groups. Meanwhile,
most parents in the negative group had young children (K-
6th graders) at home unlike the other two groups. In terms of
device ownership, parents in the positive group were the
one with the highest percentage of having a PC or mobile
devices at home compared to the other two groups.

Factors Associated with Groups

We performed a multinomial logistic regression to investigate
factors associated with likelihoods for parents to be in a par-
ticular group. Even though the demographic information might
have given some hints, such analysis would validate if those
hints were statistically significant or not. In doing so, we used
the disengaged group as the baseline. Thus, the results as
shown in Table 5 should be interpreted as the likelihood of a
parent to be in either positive or negative groups vis-a-vis the
likelihood to be in the disengaged group.

The multinomial logistic regression model indicated a
significant association between demographic factors and the
three group memberships (χ2(18) = 74.94, p < 0.001). As
the results suggest, for each additional year of age, parents
become less likely to be either in the positive (RR= 0.93,
SE= 0.03, p= 0.015) or negative group (RR= 0.94, SE=
0.03, p= 0.040). Likewise, coming from a low-income
household also decreases the likelihood of parents to be
either in the positive (RR= 0.37, SE= 0.18, p= 0.044) or

Table 1 Summary of LFH activities reported by parents

Rank Type of Activity N (%)

1 Traditional homework
Offline homework to be submitted online

160 (61%)

2 Text-based communication
Discussion through instant messenger, mainly
WhatsApp groups

152 (58%)

3 Online assessment
Online quizzes, exercises, and exams

146 (56%)

4 Free-to-air LFH program
Broadcast by the national TV station on school
days

139 (53%)

5 Online videos
Educational videos, including from YouTube

135 (52%)

6 Video-based synchronous communication
Teleconference through Zoom or Google Meet

74 (28%)

Learning Management System
Utilizing Moodle, Google Classroom, or any
other learning management system

74 (28%)

Table 2 Summary of measurement items

Item N (%)

Usefulness

1. LFH has been effective. 41 (16%)

2. LFH is the best option amid the pandemic. 178 (68%)

Demandingness

1. LFH is expensive. 111 (43%)

2. LFH has been hard for parents. 91 (35%)

3. LFH forces parents to learn more. 123 (47%)

4. LFH means more work for parents. 120 (46%)

5. LFH is not ideal for parents’ current conditions. 85 (33%)

Table 3 Goodness of fit of LCA models

Model G2 df(G2) p LL Model BIC df(BIC)

1-Class 553.14 120 <0.001 −1148.71 2336.38 7

2-Class 178.39 112 <0.001 −961.34 2006.14 15

3-Class 100.35 104 0.583 −922.32 1972.62 23

4-Class 79.17 96 0.893 −911.72 1995.95 31
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negative group (RR= 0.23, SE= 0.13, p= 0.007). In other
words, parents in the disengaged group tend to be older and
from a low-income household compared to the other two
groups. Female parents are less likely to be in the negative
group (RR= 0.36, SE= 0.16, p= 0.023), but not in the
positive group. On the contrary, parents who have young
children (K-6th grades) at home are more likely to be in the
negative group (RR= 4.54, SE= 3.28, p= 0.036), but not
in the positive group. Furthermore, having a PC (i.e., a
desktop or a laptop) at home increases the likelihood for
parents to be in the positive group (RR= 4.15, SE= 1.93,
p= 0.002), but not in the negative group. Interestingly, a
similar association was not found in the case of mobile
device (i.e., a smartphone or a tablet) ownership. Finally,
we could not find any significant associations between
parents’ education or work from home (WFH) status and
being in any group, either.

Discussion

The results have revealed three distinct groups of parents
with unique compounds of attitudes toward the LFH policy:
disengaged, positive, and negative. Parents in disengaged
groups show indifferent attitudes toward the LFH as a
policy regardless of its implementation. Parents in this
category do not consider LFH effective, nor do they con-
sider it as the best option for their children’s education amid
the pandemic. At the same time, they are also the only
group who do not see LFH as a burden whatsoever. It could
be the case that they are preoccupied with some more
important things, such as foods and other necessities. It
makes more sense especially since parents from the low-
income households with monthly income of less than IDR 3
million (approximately USD 200) are more likely to be in
this group than in any other group. More specifically, they

make up 58% of all parents in the disengaged group. As for
parents who are not from the low-income households yet
belong to the disengaged group, 17 of 25 have monthly
income of less than IDR 10 million (approximately USD
667), meaning they still belong to the middle class instead
of the upper class, indicating a similar problem albeit at a
different magnitude is still at play. While the explanation
above may hold water for the vast majority, more infor-
mation is required for the small number of parents with
monthly income between IDR 10 to 50 million yet belong
to the disengaged group. Something that, at this point, we
do not yet have any specific explanation as to why they see
LFH as something that is neither useful nor demanding
amid the pandemic. It is possible that they simply do not
care enough about it, but such a reason is difficult to accept
without further evidence.

In contrast, parents in the other two groups share quite
the opposite views on LFH in terms of its usefulness and
demandingness. Parents with negative attitudes consider
LFH as very demanding, i.e., more expensive, harder for
them, forces them to learn more, gives them extra work, and
not ideal overall. While 42% of them admit LFH is indeed
the best option amid the pandemic, parents in this group
seem to perceive this policy as too demanding and less
effective. The fact most parents in this group have young
children (K-6th graders) instead of teenagers (7th–12th gra-
ders) at home may help explain why the negative attitude.
As a previous study suggests, online learning with pre-
schoolers and younger children requires more adult invol-
vement that is geared more toward scaffolding and guided
interaction as opposed to reactive supervision (Plowman
and Stephen, 2005). Thus, the parents are forced to make
extra efforts. In addition, it is worth noting that parents in
this group seem to perceive this extra effort differently. As
the result shows, being a father (as opposed to a mother)
increases the likelihood of a parent to be in the group with

Fig. 1 Three groups of parents
based on latent class analysis on
their attitudes toward LFH
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negative attitudes than in any other group. Linking this
finding with patriarchal culture deeply rooted in Indonesia
(Murtiningsih et al., 2017), it can be the case that fathers,
who traditionally have less roles in domestic work including
raising children, hesitate to take a part and therefore find it
as an additional burden, hence seeing LFH as too
demanding for them. Further research is needed to confirm
this proposed explanation.

The last group of parents share positive attitudes toward
LFH. They see LFH not only as the best option amid the
pandemic, but also has been, insofar effective. Parents in this

group do not see LFH as too demanding either. An interesting
significant factor found in this positive group but not in the
other two groups is PC (i.e. desktop/laptop) ownership. The
significance of PC ownership at home further emphasizes a
deeper problem regarding digital divide among households,
even when letting key demographic factors such as income
aside. As past research found, providing access to a PC and
internet connectivity to low-income households with school-
age children as was done by the UK government between
2008 and 2010 successfully increased parental engagement
with their children’s learning (Jewitt & Parashar, 2011). This
study further emphasizes that PC ownership at home is the key
to the parents’ positive attitudes toward the LFH policy. In that
sense, PC ownership at home is a good indicator of digital
literacy of a household. Thus, it makes more sense that parents
in this group are more digitally literate compared to the other
two groups, hence they do not find LFH too demanding. In
fact, parents in this category are the only one who think that

Table 4 Demographic information of the three groups of parents based
on their attitudes toward LFH

Variable of Interest Group 1:
Disengaged
N (%)

Group 2:
Positive
N (%)

Group 3:
Negative
N (%)

Sex

1. Male 13 (18%) 27 (37%) 33 (45%)

2. Female 47 (25%) 81 (43%) 60 (32%)

Age

1. 24–30 years old 7 (24%) 13 (45%) 9 (31%)

2. 31–40 years old 27 (18%) 63 (43%) 58 (39%)

3. 41–50 years old 19 (28%) 29 (42%) 21 (30%)

4. 51–60 years old 7 (47%) 3 (20%) 5 (33%)

Monthly Income

1. Low-income
household*

35 (47%) 24 (32%) 15 (20%)

2. Middle to High
income household

25 (13%) 84 (45%) 78 (42%)

Work from Home

1. At least one parent 29 (21%) 59 (44%) 47 (35%)

2. None of the parents 31 (25%) 49 (39%) 46 (37%)

Educational Attainment

1. Postgraduate degree 14 (14%) 44 (44%) 42 (42%)

2. Undergraduate degree 21 (19%) 45 (41%) 43 (39%)

3. No college 25 (48%) 19 (37%) 8 (15%)

Children’s Age

1. At least one K-6th

graders
47 (21%) 93 (41%) 89 (39%)

2. 7th–12th graders only 13 (41%) 15 (47%) 4 (13%)

Device Ownership at Home

1. PC (desktop/laptop) 27 (15%) 88 (48%) 69 (38%)

2. Neither a desktop nor
a laptop

33 (43%) 20 (26%) 24 (31%)

3. Mobile (smartphone/
tablet)

46 (20%) 98 (43%) 83 (37%)

4. Neither a smartphone
nor a tablet

14 (41%) 10 (29%) 10 (29%)

Total 60 (23%) 108 (41%) 93 (36%)

Note. Total may not add up to 100% due to roundings; * Less than IDR
3 million (USD 200)

Table 5 Multinomial logistic regression estimates

Variable of Interest Group 2: Positive Group 3: Negative

RR SE p RR SE p

Sex

(Female) 0.74 0.32 0.485 0.36 0.16 0.023*

Age

(Years old) 0.93 0.03 0.015* 0.94 0.03 0.040*

Monthly Income

(Low-income
household)

0.37 0.18 0.044* 0.23 0.13 0.007**

Work from Home

(At least one
parent)

0.90 0.34 0.788 0.62 0.25 0.233

Educational Attainment

(Postgraduate
degree)

1.26 0.58 0.618 1.54 0.74 0.364

(No college) 1.12 0.60 0.837 0.36 0.18 0.101

Children’s Age

(K-6th graders
at home)

1.07 0.61 0.901 4.54 3.28 0.036*

Device Ownership at Home

(PC - desktop/
laptop)

4.15 1.93 0.002** 1.46 0.69 0.429

(Mobile -
smartphone/
tablet)

2.08 1.11 0.172 0.99 0.56 0.988

Constant 9.69 15.27 0.150 17.33 29.84 0.098

Model χ2 74.94***

Pseudo R2 0.134

df 18

Observation 261

Note. Relative risk (RR); standard error (SE); Group 1: Disengaged is
used as the baseline; *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001
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the policy is somewhat effective. Should parents in this cate-
gory have to help their children do some distance learning, not
only do they have the necessary devices and infrastructures,
but also, they tend to be digitally literate to do so. However,
since the level of digital literacy of the parents was not mea-
sured in this study, this explanation should be digested with
caution as alternative explanations may hold.

Meanwhile, mobile device ownership is less adequate to
tell whether a household or a person is digitally literate or
not. In the case of the smartphone, it is the technological
convergence of personal computing device and personal
communication device, making it the most popular digital
device to own, whereas tablet ownership is rare and is
usually limited to people from a high-income household
(Pratama, 2017b; Pratama & Scarlatos, 2020). Nevertheless,
it does not mean that mobile devices are less influential for
learning than PCs are. As suggested by a previous study, the
prospects of the mobile internet (i.e., internet access from a
mobile device) for narrowing the digital divide in devel-
oping countries should not be underrated (Puspitasari &
Ishii, 2016). Even more so in Indonesia where most of the
internet traffic comes from mobile internet (ICT Statistics
Sub Directorate, 2019) due to the lack of and uneven access
to fixed broadband internet, something that is more com-
mon and more affordable than mobile internet connection in
many developed countries. It all comes down to the type of
learning activities involved and the learning strategies
employed by the educators. As suggested by another study
with the same Indonesian students’ population, active and
collaborative learning strategies such as searching for lit-
erature, synchronous/asynchronous text-based communica-
tion, and collaboration work are much more preferred to be
done by students on a mobile device than passive learning
strategies such as reading materials, online quizzes and
assessments, or watching educational video (Pratama &
Scarlatos, 2020). Considering the types of learning activities
involved in this study as reported by the parents were still
heavy on the passive learning strategies, it is likely to be
one of the reasons why mobile device ownership does not
produce the same effect as PC ownership does in promoting
more positive parents’ attitudes toward LFH.

Implications

As teachers are no longer able to provide the same level of
guidance, supervision, and monitoring the way they do in
class settings, parents involvement is an important key to
make sure that the LFH policy succeeds. Ideally, all parents
should be in the group with positive attitudes. Even when it
is practically impossible to get all parents to be in this
group, increasing the number of parents sharing positive
attitudes needs to be a priority. As the positive group seems
to be already self-supported (i.e., they tend to have the

necessary infrastructure to facilitate their children do LFH),
it means that the government, schools, and teachers may
pay less attention to them and shift their focus to the other
two groups with a goal of having them to change their
attitudes to a more positive direction in mind.

In doing so, different groups of parents require different
treatments and nudges. Disengaged groups may require
direct help with their very basic necessities. Once those are
met, then they can start thinking about other things
including their children’s education. Also, though it is
beyond the policy context, teachers may also consider
learning activities that not only benefit the students but also
their parents such as teaching how technology helps people
survive the pandemic. The other group with negative atti-
tudes, on the other hand, may not need the same direct help
as parents in the disengaged group. Considering they are the
only group who see the policy as too demanding, changing
the learning method may be of help. For instance, teachers
can develop learning plans based on methods that have
existed for decades, in which parents might have experi-
enced them back when they were students themselves.
Doing so will arguably reduce the needs for parents, parti-
cularly those with negative attitudes, to learn a lot of new
learning materials and techniques by themselves.

Nevertheless, that kind of solution seems to be a quick
temporary fix. A more comprehensive approach in facil-
itating these two groups is necessary should they be
expected to be more supportive to the LFH policy. For
example, reflecting upon another case of educational tech-
nology and policy in Indonesia, the free electronic textbook
program introduced by the government more than a decade
ago has shown to help nudge students to have more positive
attitudes toward ebook in general (Pratama & Firmansyah,
2020). Considering the finding suggests that digital divide
among parents does play such an important role in this
matter, addressing that problem with policies that specifi-
cally aim for helping vulnerable groups of parents (e.g., low
income, senior citizens) narrow the gaps might give a
greater impact in the long run.

Limitations and Future Work

While this study highlights the existence of gaps between
groups of parents in dealing with the LFH policy amid
COVID-19 pandemic and indicates some important factors
at play, there are some limitations in this study. To be more
representative of the overall student’s parents’ population in
the entire country, the sample size is relatively small and
may not have included all vulnerable populations. For
example, those living in remote areas where internet con-
nection is still deemed as a luxury instead of a basic
necessity in this information age. That said, this study could
definitely benefit more from a larger and more diverse
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sample. Also, a more comprehensive analysis focusing on
location and student’s education level could complement
this study in order to see the bigger picture on the matter.
Considering that LFH has been extended in 2021, there is
enough time to replicate the survey for the future work, not
only with a better sample, but also with some improvement
in the methodology, mainly on the development of new
scales based on the literature in addition to the findings from
this study. Another route to go is by incorporating some
qualitative analysis in the form of in-depth interviews with
each group representative to provide a better and deeper
understanding on the matter.

Furthermore, a parents’ perspective is only one side of
the story, there are at least two other sides to cover, one
from the students’ perspective and another one from the
teachers’ perspective. After all, students are the main pro-
tagonists of LFH, and they are the ones whose education is
affected and disrupted by the pandemic. Meanwhile, not all
teachers are prepared for teaching in an online learning
environment. Understanding the challenges that they are
facing is necessary. Finally, the LFH policy evaluated in
this study depends a lot on the type of learning activities
involved. Should the learning activities change dramati-
cally, the resulting experience might also change and thus,
the attitudes toward LFH could be affected, too.
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