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important link between families and schools due to teachers’ practices,
reported in Column 3. There are two important patterns of results in Table 2:

« Single parents, regardless of their educational level, report more
requests from teachers than do marned parents to be involved in
learning activities at horhe.

+ According to parents, teachers who are confirmed leaders in parent
involvement make more equal requests of all parents, regardless of
education and marital status, whereas other, rwnieader teachers ask
more of single and low-educated parents.

It is not encugh, then, to measure only marital status.or parent educa-
tion to explain parents’ behavior concerning. their children. Research on
single parents and the schools must also take: mto account teachers prac-
tices concerning parents.

Table 3 extends the inguiry by mtroducmg other varxabies that may
explain the simple patterns in Table 2. The first line‘of Table 3 reports the
independent effects of the three variables—marital status; mothers’ educa-
tion, and teachers’ practices of parent involvement—that were introduced
earlier. With the other two variables statistically controlled, single parents,
less-educated parents, and parents whose children are in the classrooms of
teachers who were leaders report recexvmg mite requests from teachers for
their involvement with their children in 1eaz’mng activities at home.

The second line of the table introduces other characteristics of the

fam;ly, student, and teacher that previous. research suggests may. also af-

fect parents’, teachers’, and studenits’ interactions and evaluations of each
other. Race clearly helps to explain the effect of single-parent status on
parents’ reports of teachers practices. More black parents head one- parent
homes in this sample (as in the nation), and black parents report receiving
more requests for parent involvement than do white parents, regardless of
marital status. These results reflect the practices of the urban district in
which most of the black parents in this sample reside. Teachers in the
urban district reported that they used more parent involvement practices
(Becker & Epstein, 1982b), and the parents’ responses verify the teachers’

reports. Teachers tend to reach out to ‘parents when children need extra
help. The results also may indicate a confinuing trend for black parents to
let teachers know that they want to'be mvolved in the:r chxldrens education
(Lightfoot, 1978).

The-regression coefficients in Ime 2 of Tabie 3 show that six variables in
addition to race have significant indepenident effects on parents’ reports of
their experiences with teachers’ practice of parent involvement. Parents
report significantly more frequent requests for involvermnent from teachers
if they have less education (PARED), have younger children {(GRADE), have
children whose teachers are leaders in parent involvement (TCHLDR), or
whose teachers use specific strategies to build close family-school relation-



JOYCE L. EPSTEIN

102

. e w?s [N Bz _Eomua 100 peagndls s :85 ,mncu saenpul,
. . Lo Sl ‘gasapruaied v a1t SUGHRIIHOD 13PIO-0IAY)
- ’ mm: = 2 uu.BmE are sjuaya0s uorssarian paziprepieIS,

SRR RItHATIOR

..m:mcxﬁ w 5:3& anjeam E mu..wm;sgﬂ Hor ma a0y anmwsm.w. ..ﬁmumﬂ 1 moaaswﬁw pue .‘353_ wﬁ 2.3&2 35&3 3:2& 2:3:5 Ayt Tt auioyie i dayg o1 stoy
“ynoqe juated o) IR AIYaY = SIHTVELP: thspaau Suniea) fenprapin S pIRjD smouy A5toen) 1w poday EE.& = HOONMNE -1} 00yas e swodav pre ajqraojwo) Julos)

wazed = WOV [5-0) s oose ur aperS spuapRis = QYD sswaigosd onndiistp {1+ ) qBi 30.0r- ) Mol=D51G 19-0) sausear Aqpaques siiees Yiwwt pue Fuy
<prat= OV AT) aleiira) 10.{g) apput = X3S (1) 8140 (0) 2710 = AV aivd A B0Y APISING (1) p1om 10 {0108 o= NHOMUVA (-0} pedioupd A paitiijuod wraniadjiauy
peased jo yreg s0 diysiapea) s agea) = znﬁxu L (6} paoyad Bﬁéﬁm of {g) jodgos. 4By ey sia) ﬁﬁq wg:aa_,_uaaamm,& Jaﬁg EE& aME 103U HESWVE e muiq:g.

By ey G e e -) (Ger) (o) ey Geeo—) (ee =) (o) (td  (eer-) AR
o 88T Jd .N.a. RS0 GRS 00 m%x. - .mm..] 9w 20 W0 o 98- RPORTN
8h . Co . : S N L L i
& Exﬁ& muoz& mzoumﬁ émoh hm%u» mﬁmu D510 mu« ©Xds - mué AUOMYYY- m%:u.w aauvd &%z&

: : : JUDUBAJOAU] JuRIE] 3O $3010RL] mn_uamb o ﬂko%m mEEﬁ uo. o
musmm Euﬁmzu uaxuww.m. vnu Euv:«m ﬂﬁ_ﬁsm s mwummmmuz wo ﬂuuwwm ‘¢ VL




SINGLE PARENTS AND THE SCHOOLS 103

ships. These interpersonal practices are: parent feels comfortable and wel-
comed at school (PARCOMF); parent reports that teacher knows child’s
individual learning needs (TKNOCH); and teacher talks to parent about.
how to help the child at home (TALKHLP). Separate analyses show.that
these variables are about equally important for black and white parents.

The percentage of variance explained-in parents’ reports of teachers’
requests for their involvement improved markedly—from 5% to 30% -
when we added. detailed information on the actual practices that bring
schools and families together. It is important, too, that even with teacher—
parent interpersonal practices accounted for, teacher, leadership in the-use of .
specific practices continues to significantly affect parents reports of their .
experiences with learning activities at home.

In previous research, the limited focus on mantai status has veﬂed the
importance of other variables that influence parents’ interactions with their
children and their children’s schools. Single and married parents’ reports -
about their experiences with parent invelvement are influenced by many
family and school. factors, not. sunpiy by the categoncai Iabei of marital
status.

Single and marned parents reports about what teach&rs ask them to
do at home is one indicator. of their treatment by.the schools. The next two
sections explore teachers’ evaluations of single and married parents’ abili-
ties to conduct the. xaquested activities and the quahty of the home work . .-
that their children do.. : - _ IR

TEACHERS REPGR’I‘s of SINGLE AND MARRIED PARENTS
HELPFULNESS AND FOLLOWTHROUGH .

Parents’ mantal status is beheved tc: mﬂuence teache;rs opmmns of
parents and their children. Teachers were asked to rate the helpfulness and
followthrough on home-learning activities of the parents of each student
and the quality of homework completed by each student. In contrast to the
laboratory study of Santrock and Tracy (1978) that asked teachers to rate

hypothetical children from one- and two-parent homes, our questions .

were designed not to call teachers’ attention to the students’ hvmg arrange-
ments when the teachers rated parents.and students We were interested in
parent marital status (1dennﬁed by the parent) or other family characteris-
tics and practices. It is likely that elementary-school teachers are aware.of
family living arrangements from information provided by parents on emer-.
gency cards each year, from informal exchanges with parents:or children .
about their families, or from discussions with other teachers, Howevex, our
method for collecting information did not ask teachers to base their evalua-
_tions on the explicit.criteria of the children’s living arrangements.
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Table 4 presents teachers evaiuanons of the quahty of involvement of
single and married’ parents. The ratings of parent heipfuiness and fol- -
lowthrough on learning activities at ‘home tanged from +1#t0'~1 'witha ™
mean of .18 and a'standard deviation of .70, indicating that, on average,
parents were perceived as neither particularly heipfui nor inept but more
were helpful (35%) thannot (17%). The . comparisons in the first column of
Table 4 show that teachers rated married parents significantly higher than

* single parents on helpfiilness and’ followthrough on home-learning activ-

ities. The second column shows that better educated: single ‘and married

parents received higher ratings from teachers on heipfuiness The differ-

ence in ratings was significant between low-versus high-educated married
parents (.267 vs. 437} and smgle versus mamed hzgh-»educated parents '
(; 3532 vs...437). ; s
- 'The third coiumn offars mxportant mformahon about how teachers
practices affected their evaluations of parents” heipfzﬂness “Teachers who

were leaders in the usé of parent involverierit practices rated single, less-

educated parents sighificantly higher in helpfulness and followthrough at
home than did teachers who ‘were not leaders in parent involvement (1366
vs. .102). The same pattern appeared for teachers’ ratings of single, ‘high-

educated parents (.483 vs.234). Less-educated mamed parents werecon- - - '

sidered less responsible assistarits than more-éducated married parents
regardless of the teachers’ leadership in the use of parent involvement.

If we had not included teachers’ practices in-our comparisons, we
ess of education, teachers rate single parents

parent involvement influence their ratings of the quality of parental assis-

tance. Teachers’ frequent usé of parent ‘involvement pracnces reduces ‘or’
eliminates the teachers chfferenhal evaluahons af smgle and mamed’
parents. o '
Table 5 presents the’ results of the- m;mi and the better spemﬁed‘

models. The regression: amiyses summarized in Table 5 show, as did the
previous tables of smpie hean scores, that there are significant indepen-

dent effects of marital statuss, parents’ education, and teacher leadershipin”

parent involvemnent on teachers’ ratings of their students’ parents on help-
fulness and followthrough at home. Although each variable has signifi-

cant, independent effects, the three-variable model explams oniy 4% of the:' Ey

variance in teachers” re;mrts of parent Z’nelpfuiness _
On the second lirie of the table; other measures of famxiy, student and
teacher characteristics that have been found important in other researchon

family-school connections are added to the basic model. ‘These variables

increase the explainéd variarice to 23% . Most dramatically, student
achievernent levels and behavior in school affects how teachers evaluate the’
students’ parents. Teachers rate parents more positively if their children

_ liable than marri d---parents in assisting their =~ o
- children at home. What we see iristead is that teachers’ own practices of
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are high achievers or well behaved in school. Children may be successfulin
school because their parents help them at home, or parents may give more
help to children who are good students and easy to assist, or good stu-
dents may be assumed by teachers to have good parents as part of a school/
home “halo” effect. . o
Teachers of younger children and more experienced teachers tend to
rate parents higher in helpfulness and followthrough than other teachers.’
Teachers of the lower elementary grades tend to'use more parent involve-
ment techniques, and more experienced teachers may be more aware and
appreciative of how the efforts of parents supplement the ‘efforts of
teachers (Becker & Epstein, 1982, b). Although race was not animportant
variable overall for explaining teachers’ ratings of parent helpfulness, sepa-
rate analyses of black and white parents revealed that miarital status re-
mained a modest but significant influence on the teachers”ratings of white-
parents but not of black parents. White, single parents were tated lower in

helpfulness and followthrough than white, married parents, with all other

variables in the model statistically controlied: ‘White, single parents maybe -
the most distinct ‘group in' terms-of their-marital status because-propor-
tionately more white than black parents aremarried. ¢ oo e
These anialyses shiow that'it is mainly the characteristics andneeds of
students —not the simple category of parental marital status—that best
explain teachers’ evaluations. of parents.. But, teachers’ leadership re- -
mained an important influence on their ratings.of parents, evenafterall
other variables were: statistically taken into account. Teachers who fre-
. quently use parentinvolvement tech :
tice. acknowledge the help ‘they receive and view single and married

iques in their regular teaching prac-- - - ...

' parents in a more positive light than do other teachers. When teachers

involve parents in their children’s schoolwork on a Tegular basis, creating - o

7

more family and school “overlap,” they tend to report that the amountand. -
quality of help:from single parents is comparable to that of married- par-
ents. When teachers use frequent activities as part of their teaching prac-

tice, they help parents build better skills to assist their childrer at home. At . ..

the ‘same time, these: activities may help teachers develop more positive . '
expectations:and appreciation: of parents. Teachers - who keep:schools and
families more separate and do not make parents part of their regular teach-.

ing practice tend to promote.the stereotype of single parents. They rate o

single parents’ assistance and followthrough on learning _activities at home
lower in quality and quantity than that provided by married parents,
TEACHERS' REPORTS OF THE QUALITY OF HOMEWORK
By CHILDREN FROM ONE- AND TWO-PARENT HOMES | -
Teachers were asked to' rate the quality of homework completed by
each of their students. Researchers identified the children fromone- and-~
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two-parent homes from data provided by parents. Teachers identified the
students who were homework “stars” and homework “problems.” Scores
on the quality of homework ranged from +1to —1, with a mean of ~.01
and a standard deviation of .64, indicating that, on average, students were .
neither particularly outstanding nor inferior, with about equal numbers of
homework stars (20%) and homework problems (21%). Teachers’ ratings of
children’s homework are shown in Table 6 according to.children’s living
arrangements in one- o two-parent homes, parents’ education, and their -
teachers’ leadgxféhip‘-;in_'the’-_-use of parent involvement, . . e
The first column of Table 6 shows.that students from two-parent

homes were more' often: rated as “homework stars” and were less often =

viewed as “homework problems” than ‘were students from ‘one-parent
homes. The measures in the second column: show that these ratings were
linked to parenteducation. Children whose mothers had little formal edu-,
cation were rated lower.in the quality of their homework than other chil-
dren in one-parent homes (.057 vs. .—.10L for.more- vs. less-educated
mothers) and il two-parent homes (.157 vs. .050); Family socioeconomic
status in Column 2: of:Table 6 helps to-explain teachers’ evaluations of
children in one- and:two-parent homes, as ‘has been reported before (Bar- -
ton, 1981; Laosa & Siegel»1982; Scott-Jones; 1983) - -~ woioe
Teachers" practices ‘of parent involvement are taken into account in.

Column 3 of the table. Teachers who were not leaders in-parentinvolvement

. 'held significantly lower opinions of the quality of homework of children =

from single-parent homes than from married-parent homes; at both levels
of parent education. The results suggest that children from less-educated,
single-parent families face disadvantages in' school that ‘may. be exacer-
bated by teachiers” lack of leadership in organizing parent involvement in
learning activities at homie. " oo
If estimates of homework quality reflect student achievement iri gen-
eral, children from one- arid two-parent homesin teacher leader classrooms
should have more similar grades and achievement test scores, after other
important characteristics are taken into accouint. In ¢lassrooms of teachers -
who are not leaders in parent involvement, children from oné-parent homes
may do less well than children from two-parenit homes in their report card
grades and other school achievements. = " o 0w T
The regression analyses in Table 7 show how teachers’ ratings of the
quality of students” homework are influenced by other parent, teacher, and
student characteristics. On the first line of the table, the familiar three-
variable model shows that marital status and parent education have signifi-
cant independent effects on teacher ratings of student homework. Students
from one-parent. homes or whose parents have less education are given
lower ratings on homework quality. Teacher leadership in parent involve-
ment is not a significant independent influence on teachers’ ratings of
students, after the other variables are accounted for. The basic model,
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however, explams tmiy 2% of the variance in teacher ratings of smdent
homework.

The second: hne of Table 7 shows that 24%" of the variance in teacher
ratings of student homework is explained by other measures. The most
important variables are the work students do in class and their classroom
behavior. Brighter students—~whatever their behavior or other characteris-
tics—were rated higher on the quality of their homework, and well-be-
haved students—whatever their ability. or other charactenstxcsﬁwere
given higher ratings on homework quality. Black students were rated sig-
mficantly higher in homework quality, after achievement level and behay-

ior were taken into account. Even with these highly influential variables o

taken into account, the quality of homework of students from two-parent
homes was still rated slightly lugher by some teachers than that of students
from one-parent homes. :

Several researchers have qu&shoned whether teachers base chxidrens
grades and other ratings on criteria other than performance and whether
their ratings reflect bias against'children fromsingle parent homes (Barton,
1981; Boyd & Parrish, 1985; Hammond, 1979; Lightfoot, 1978). -Qur-data
show that teachers base their judgments about the quality of children’s
homework mainly on the ‘performarice of the children, ratherthan on other °
unrelated criteria. Thereis little bias evident. agamst children in one-parent -
homes. Whenithéy do occur, ‘biased reports are more likely by teachers who
have less contact with parents. If teachers do niot ask for and guide' parent
involvement, single parerits and their ¢}
: '1ﬁed than married parents and their children.” - :

" ‘The simple lines of inquiry in Tables 2,4, and 6 suggest t that there may
be important’ statistical interactions of marital status, parent education,
and teachers’ Ieadersh:p in parent involvement in their effects of school
and family communications. For exampie, when we graph the mean scores
in Tables 2, 4, and 6 (not shown here}, we see that tfeacher leadership matters
more in determining teachers’ ratings of ‘'single parents’ helpfuiness and
followthrough on learning activities with their children at home, and on -
their ratings of the homework quality of children in one-parent homes.
Parent education matters more for married parents on how teachers rate
parents’ helpfulness and children’s homework. New research is needed on
the consequences for student learmng of these potentxa!ly 1mportant .
interactions. .

The fuil models i m Tab!es 3,5, and 7 reveai other 1mportant pattems o
Parents’ reports of teachers’ practices of parent involvermnent are influenced
by several characteristics of students, teachers, parents, and family-school
communications. Teachers’ reports of parents are inflilenced especially by
the teachers’ interactions with the <hild in school. It oftent is said that
children are reflections of their parents, but it aiso seems to work the other
way. Parents are evaluated; in part, on the Basis of their children’s success

Children are assumed to ’be less quai- o
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and behavior in schuol 'I?snchers reporfs of chﬂdren are mamly determmed
by the children’s school work. However, even after achievement level is.
taken into accotint, some teachers report that children from one-parent
homes have more trouble completing homes than do children from
two-parent homes. The analyses show clearly that the ratings that parents ..
and teachers give each other are significantly affected by teachers’ phdoso—
phies and practices of parent involvement.

Ona related'theme, in the
mothers worked 5 ‘home had no important effect on parents’
reports about teachers, s’ reports about parents, or teache;:s Teports’
about the quahty of chﬂdrens homework o .

PARENT 5 AWARENESS, KNOWLEDGE
AND EVALUA’ITONS OF TEACHERS

Are smgie and mamed parents equaliy aware of their chlldrens in-
structional program? Is marital status an important variable for explaining
parental receptivity to teachers’ requests.to help their children? Epstein.
(1986) showed that teachers’ practices influenced parental reactions to their
children’s teachers and schools. For this. chapter, we examined whether.
single and married parents react differently to teachers’ efforts to involve
and inform parents ’I"hae exploration. of previous analyses showed that .
marital status had i nts think the child’s :
 ‘teacher works hard to get' pramnts “interested and excited about helpmg at.
‘home:” Rather, frequent experience with teachers’ requests to become in-
volved in learning activities at home had a strong effect on. parent aware-
ness of the teachers efforts Other vanab ~—less education of parents,
parents’ belief that te: kno individual needs of their children,
and teachers’ direct conversations with. parents about. hei;nng their own’
child at home--also had szgmfxcant, mdependent effects on parents
awareness of teachers’ efforts to involve parents. . -

Similarly, teachers’ frequent requests for parent’ involvement in iaam~
ing activities at home—not marital status~had strong effects on single and
married parents’ reports that they get many ideas from teachers about how
to help at home; that the teacher thinks parents should help at home; that
they know more about the childs instructional program than they did 'in
previous years; and that the teacher has posmve mterpersam[ skills and
high teaching qualzty

" OTHER REPORTS ABOUT SCHOOL
FR@M SIN(}LE AND MﬁRRIED PAREN‘I‘S C

reported in the prevmus tables

full model we also found that whether ornot "
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Single parents reported significantly 'more often than married parvents that

they spent more time assisting their children with-homework but still did not have. -

the “time and energy” to do-what they believed :the ‘teacher. expected Single

parents felt more: pressure fmm tear:hers to become mvclved in thexr ¢chil-

manded more attertion or negded_more help to sta_y on grade level Or it
may be that parents who were separated, divorced, or never married felt
keenly their responsibility for their children and the demands on’ their
time. Single parenits divide their time among many responsibilities for

family, work, and leisure that are shared“in many two-parent homes

(Glasser & Navarre, 1965; Shinn, 1978).

Requests from teachers for parents to heip onl home«leammg activities
may make more of an impression and ‘may be ‘more stressful for single -

parents (McAdoo, 1981) Our data show, however, that single parents re-
spond successfuliy to teachers who involve all parents as part of their
regular teaching ‘practice. Like other parents, ‘single parents who were
frequently involved by the teacher felt that they increased their knowiedge
about the child’s instructional program. Indeed, teachers who orgdnize

and guide home-leammg activities may especzaﬂy heip single ‘parents
make efficient and effective use of often limited time, When teachers con-

vey uniform expectaﬁcms and guldance for mvoivement by all parents,'
single parents receive an important. message about their commumg re-
sponsibility in their children’s education..

Married parents spent. 3zgmﬁamt1y more. dﬁys z.ﬁutke scimol a5 z:olunteers, as

 classroom helpers, and at PTA meetings than did sin gle parents. “Teachers may be
more positive toward parents whom the’y meet and work w;th in'the schoai

building and classtoom. These. positive’ feelings may. influence some
teachers’ ratings of the guality of parental assistance at home. An impor-

tant fact is, however, that the teacher leaders—whose philosophy and prac-
tices emphasized. parent involvement at: home-—did not give significantly
lower ratings to single. parents or. less-educated parents on their helpful-

ness or followthrough on home-learning activities, despite those parents’.
lower involvement.at the school building. Because many single parents
work full- or part-time during the schoolday. or have other demands on.

their time that keep them away from school, it is important for teachers to
emphasize practices that involve all parents with their children’s education
at home. If all involvement occurs during school hours, single parents and
working parents are excluded from school activities.

There were seperal measures on which there were no significant dszmnces in

the reports of single and married parents. Some commen beliefs about-single-. -
and married parents‘were not supported-statistically. For example, single .-
and married parents gave similar evaluations of the overall quality of their ...
children’s teachers; the'extent towhich the teacher shares the parents goals:
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for their child, their child’s. eagerness to talkabout school, their child’s level
of tenseness about homework activities, the appropriateness of theamount
and kinds of homework that their children’. teachers assigned, and the.
frequency of most communications (e.g.; notes, phone calls, and memos)
from the school to the home. These findings support Snow’s 1982 conclu-
sion that single and married parents had similar.contacts with teachers,
similar evaluations of teachers, and that socigeconomic status was.more
predictive than marital status of parents’ contacts with teachers. We show,
however, the SES is not the most important variable. Rather, school and
family communications.of. several types reduce or ehmmate the mpor-_
tance of marital status and SES.

Marital status. is not significantly related to the sevemy of dxscxpime
problems in class, The belief that children from one-parent homes tend to
be disruptive in schooi may be one of the “myths” that has perpetuated
from earlier studies based on specml problem populations and from
studies that did not include measures:of student, family, and teacher char-

acteristics and practxces-—-aﬁ of which are more 1mportant mﬂuences than

marital status on children’s classroom behavior. In our study, children's
disciplinary problems in. the classroom are significantly correlated nega-
tively with gender (r= —.262), academic achlevement (r=~— 14?), and
whether the child likes to talk about school at home {r = ~.124), as might be
expected. Male students, low-achieving students, and those who'do not’
like to talk about school or homework with their parents’are more Ilkely :
than other students to be disciplinary problems in class. But: parents mari-
tal status is not s1gmﬁcanﬂy associated with ehavwr probiems in ciass '

“ Marital status is not_ correiated with' parents _ wﬂhngness to’ heip at
home, feeling welcome at the school, or with reports that someone at home

reads regularly with the child. Indeed, single and ‘married parents are-

remarkably positive about the general quahty ‘of their children’s elemen-
tary schools and teachers. {Epstem, 1986). As'in-earlier reports by Eiduson -
(1982), Keniston (1977), and Sanick and Maudhn {1986), our survey shows
that, like married parents; single parents are concerned about their chil-
dren’s education, work ‘with their children, and are generaﬂy posmve
about their chﬁdrens elementary schoois and teachers K

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Researchers have contributed three:types of information on single
parents. First, descriptive reports offer statistics about single parents and.
their children. Many reports have focused on-the dramatic increase over
the years in the prevalence of single parents, the number of children in
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smgle-parent hcmes, rac;al dxfferences in manta} patterns and. thya eco«_ :

nomic disparities of single versus two-parent. homes, especially single-
mother homes versus other family arrangements (Bane, 1976; Cherlin, 1981;
Newberger & Associates, 1986; Weitzman, 1985). It is important to continue

to document and monitor the trends in separation, divorce, the numbersof . '

children affected, and the emergence and increase of special cases such as
teenage single parents (Mott Foundation, 1981) and never-married parents
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982).

Second, analytic studies. of the effects of famxly structure on chxldren or -
parents go beyond. descnpnve statistics to.consider famzly conditions and.

processes that affect family members. Research of this type. has measured a

range of family-life variables—such as socioeconomic status, fazmly his- .
tory, family practices, and attitudes. such as parental commitment to their
children (Adams, 1982; Bane, 1976; Epstein, 1983; Furstenburg, Nord, Pe-
terson, & Zill, 1983; Marjoribanks, 1979; Svanum, Bringle, & McLaughlin,
1982; Zill, 1983). These studies increase our. understandmg of the dynamics

of family life under different social and economic conditions.

Third, integrative, ecologxc:al studies of the effects of fa::m}y structure on_' :
children and parents go beyond the boundaries of family conditions to -

include other institutions that affect family members (Bronfenbrenner, 1979;

Epstein, 1987; Leichter, 1974; Litwak & Meyer, 1974; Santrock & Tracy,

1978). These studies show that effects of family structure are, in large pait,

explained by other vanabies, including teachers” practices of parent m—

volvement and other measures of family and school interaction:”

The ‘present’ smdy conmbutes new: knowledge ‘baged o data’ from_ o

parents and teachers about smgie parents and their chﬁdrens schools:

1. Single parents are not a single group. Smgle parents are }ughly diverse
in their education, famﬂy size, famzly resources, occupational statas, cdon-
fidence in their ability to help their children; and other family practices that
concern their children. The diversity in smgie-yarent homes means that we
cannot fully understand famalzes by measunng oniy the smiyie category of
marital status. -

2. There is diversity in teachers” practices that concern families. Some
teachers’ philosophies and practices lead them toward more positive atti-

tudes about single parentsarid about how all parents can assist the teacher-

as knowledgeable partners in their children’s education. Some teachers’
practices exemplify the theory that families and schools are overlapping
spheres of influence for children, and other teachers’ practices exemplify
the belief that families and schoolsare better off when teachers and parents
conduct separate and different activities. -

Some teachers involve.all or mostparents: successfuﬂy Other teachers .

demand more but expect less.of single parents and. their children. Single
parents’ abilities to help their children may be affected by the teachers’
abilities to inform and direct the parent about productive activities for
parent involvement at home.
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Santrock and Tracy (1978) found that teachers rated hypothetical chil-

dren from two-parerit homes higher on positive traits and lower on nega- -

tive traits than children from oné-parent homes. Levine (1982) reported

that teachers had lower expectations for children from one-parent homes. -
In actual school settings, 'wé founid that teachers differedin their evalua--

tions of childrer from one- arid two-parent homes. Teachers tend to'rate
children from one-parerit homes Jower on the quality of their homework,
and teachers who were not leaders inade even greater distinctions between
children from one- and two-parent homes. e SRS

3. Teacher leadership, viot parent marital status, influenced parents’ knowl-
edge about the school program and the teachers” efforts. Single and married

parents whose children were in the classrooms ‘of teachers who were
leaders in parent involvement were more aware of teachers"efforts in parent-
involvement, improved their understanding of their children’s school pro- -

grams, and rated teachers’ interpersonal and teaching skills higher than
did parents of children in other teachers’ clagsrooms. -~ "~ ©

Evidence has been accurnulating in many studies that daily practices
are more important than static measures of family structure for under-
standing children’s experiences. This has often been interpreted to refer to
practices that parents might conduct on their own. But parent involvement
in school is not the parents’ responsibility alone. Contexts. influence prac-
tice. Kriesberg (1967) found a neighborhood effect on parents’ practices.

He noted that disadvantaged single mothers in middle-class neighbor-.

hoods gave more educational support to their children than similar
_mothers in poor neighberhoods. Our study

other teachers believe cannot or will not help. their children. .

4. Research on single parents and their children must include. measures of
family and school structure and processes that affect the interactions of parents,
teachers, and students. Marital status will look more important. than it is
unless studies include measures of the teachers’ practices. In this study,
teachers’ approaches to parent involvement, . other teacher, parent, and
student characteristics, and specific family—school communications were
more important and: more manipulable variables than marital status or

mother’s education for-explaining parents’” and teachers’ evaluations of

each other. Studies of school and family connections must go beyond sim-
ple structural labels such as marital status and education and include mea-
sures of the practices and-attitudes of parents, teachers, and students.

During the school years, it is necessary to measure the characteristicsofall -

overlapping institutions that influence student behavior and particularly
the family and the school. This is especially true for particular outcomes

such as student learning and development or parental understanding and -

practices concerning their children as students.

_ Our study reports a school effect on par-.
_ents’ practices: Teachers’ practices that supportand guide parents boost the .
involvement of all parents, including single parents — the same parents that -
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. Schools’ interactions with families need to change because families are
changmg Teachers must consider how they perceive and interact with sin-
gle parents in order to minimize blas and max;mlze the support that all
parents give their children, .

Farmnily mernbers may recover relatxvely rapzdly from the dismphon

caused by divorce.or separation (Bane, 1976; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox,
1978; Zill, 1983). But teachers who favor traditional families may have diffi- . -

culty dealing with families who differ from their “ideal.” Some administra-
tors and teachers still. consider the primary, two-parent family as the model
by which other families should be judged (Bernard, 1984). The primary
family—itwo natural parents and their children—may be an ideal type but
it is no longer’ the “typical”: family for all school-aged chzldzen In 1980,

63% of white children and 27% of black children lived in primary families; =
14% of all white chﬂdren _and 43%. of. 31} black. chﬂdren livedin. 0ne~parent_ _

homes with their mothers. Most of the others lived in “blended” families in
which at least one. parent ‘had remarried: (Hernandez & Meyers, 1986).
Demographic trends indicate that the-one-parent home will be “the new

norm” as over half of all children will live in a one-parent] ‘home for some of
their school years. During that time, teachers’ practices.to assist and in-..

volve all parents-can.help reduce single parents’ stress about their chil-

dren’s we!i—bemg and heip chﬁdrens Iearmng anci attztudes abcrut schooi-;'

and homework. .
Schools need to change theax understandmg af smgle parents in order

to better meet the parents’ concerns and children’s needs. Most sugges-. . - -
. tibns:about how the school should assist smgle parents and their children © -

focus. on providing psychological services; family therapy, discussion

groups, or individual counseling for children who experience divorce in’
their families (Brown, 1980). Although discussion or. therapy sessions may .
help children adjust to fazmiy disruptions, this study suggests that a more”
important general direction: is to assist all ‘parents in how ‘to help their - -

children at home in ways that will’ improve their children’s sucress in
school. This includes helping parents make ?roduchve use of small
amounts of time at home on school-related skills, activities, and decisions.

School policies and practices can minimize or. exaggerate the impor--

tance of family structure. Although school practices cannot ‘solve the se-
rious social and economic problems that single parents often face, our data

show that teachers play a pivotal role in. the lives of chzldren from one-.

parent homes and in their parents’ lives as weli
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Teachers have strong opinions about par-
ent involvement. -Some-believe that they
canbeeffective onlyif _zhey.gbtain:parén_tai
assistance on learning activigies at home.
Others believe that their professional sta-
tus.is in jeopardy if .parents are involved
in activities that-are typically s the.teachers’ .
responsibilities. The different philoso-

. phiesand beliefs of teachers reflect the two .
“: main, opposing L theoraes of school and fam-

ilv relations.. .. . . .
One perspectwe emphasazes the mher~_._-
ent. incompatibility, competition, and con-

* flict between families and schools. and sup-

ports the separation of the two institutions
(Parsons, 1959: Waller, 1932: Weber,
1947): It assumes that school bureaucrav_

* cies and family organizations are directed,
: respecnveiy, by educators and parents, who

can best fulfill their different goals, roles,
and z*esponmbdmes mdependenziy “Thus,

- these distinct goals are achieved most ef-
--ﬁczerzt!v and effectively when’ teachers

maintain their professxonai ‘general stan-
+dards and judgments about the children in’
their classrooms and when parents main-

" tain their personal,’ partaculanst:c stan--

dards and 3udgmsems about thezr chliciren
at home.

“The opposmg perspecnve emphasxzes '
the coordination, cooperation, and ‘com- "
plementarity of schools and families and
encourages communication and collabo-

- ration between the two institutions. It as-

sumiés that'schools and families share re-
sponsibilities for the socialization and the -
education-of the child, Teachers and par~
ents are believed to share common goals
for children that are achieved most effec- .-
tively when teachers and -parents.work to-
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gether. These assumnptions are based on
models of .interinstitutional interactions
and ecological designs that emphasize the
natural, nested, necessary connections be-
tween individuals, groups, and organiza-
tions (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Leichter,
1974; Litwak & Meyer, 1974).

Although teachers may combine these
perspectives, they tend to emphasize the

precepts of one theoryor the otherin or«
ganizing their teaching practice. Irvanear
lier survey. of ‘teachers, we found thatin
some" classrooms ‘interinstitutional “coop~
eration was low. These teachers made few
overtures'to parefits; rareiy Téquesting

their'help on learning activities ‘at home:

In other classrooms cooperation was high. ' <
. parents’ children incliided 36 “‘case’

These téachers made frequent requests for

parenmi assistance in reinforcing or im-~
proving. students skills (Becker & Epsmm e

1982; Epstem & Becker, 3982}
Teachers’ reports tell only one part of

the ‘story. Parents’ reports are needed'to”
verify and to  clarify their experzences with™ ™
teachers’ different practices of parent in-
volvement. Among thé most frequently
mentioned expected | enefits of parent m~"

volvement are the mcreased or sustai
interest.. and

ress. (Gordon, 1979; Keesling & Mel
agno, EQBB, Mager, {1} Mornson, 197 8

Rich & Jones, 1977; Robinson, 1979; Sow-

ers, Lang, & Gowett, 1980, Little research
has been done, however, to link specific

teachers’ practices with the parenzs who .
experience them or- to measure differences

in attitudes and reactions.of parents whose

children arein ciassrooms of teachers: with -

different philosophies and practices of par-

ent. involvement.. The data collected. for .

this- study - connect the. teachers with the
parents-of their students. 1.examine, par-
ents’ awareness.of teachers’ efforts, knowl-

edge: about the school program, and eval- .
uations of -teachers; The results- should.
provide an understanding of parents’ per-..

spectives ‘on ‘teachers’ practices that.em-

‘support - of parents in the '
-_-schocl programs and in their child’s g :
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phasize the cooperation or separation of
schools and families.

Method

Parents of 1,269 swudents in 82 first-,
third-, and fifth-grade classrooms in Mary-
land completed and returned by mail ques-
tionnaires on the parent involvement prac-
tices of their children’s teachers—a
response rate of 59%. The questionnaire,

admmsstered in the sprmg of 1981, con-

tained items-assessing ‘parents’: at:awdes
toward the schools and teachers, their ex-
per:ences with different kinds of involve-
mentand communications with the schools,
and their reactions to the teachers’ pro-
grams and practices. The teachers of these

teachers who were :deﬂmﬁed in an.earlier.
survey as strong supporters and users of
parent involvement in Ieammg activities at
home and 46 “control” teachers who, by

- their own report, did not emphasize par-

ent involvement but who matched the
“case’’ teachers in their teaching assign-
ment by grade level, school district, years
of teaching experience, estimated achieve-

. ment level of the students in-their classes,

and average education of their students’
parents. Among the “case” teachers, 17

- were. recognized by their. prmc;pals as es-
. pecially strong leaders in'the use of parent

involvement. In this report, “parent in-
volvement’” refers to the frequency of par-

. ticipation by parents in 12 types of learn-
. ing activities that teachers request parents
. to conduct or monitor at home that sup-

port the chiid’s instructional program ar
school, Overall, the 82 teachers ranged
along a continuum from low to high use
of parent involvemnent. This continuum is
one measure of teachers’ emphasis on the
separation or cooperation of schools and
families on learning activities.

Table | describes the characteristics of
parents who returned questionnaires.
Families were instructed that the parent
most familiar with the child’s school and -
teacher should complete the survey. Over
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- TasLe 1. Characteristics of Parents (V = 1,269)

“Parent ‘Characteristics -

_ Grade level of chx]drcn _
K12 45

TP AL TR B

. A 28

Sex: : . .
Female 92,
Male 8

Race:. . e
White 62
~Black s TS

; Other . L R

Hrghes; educatmn completeci: : R
Some high school (or less) e N
High school diploma 28 .
“Some college: 7 i
~Bachelor’s di 10

.. Some graduate schooi {or advanced degree} AT

.Fam:l;r structure: L
Twmparmz ‘home 76

* One-parent hame 24

Empio}'mem e e
“MNotworking' RS-
- Part-time work .. 18
Fu!i~ume work 43

90% of .;ﬁei'-_‘_‘hmsz-.:l.{nqw{edgeabke-’-_':.; p#:;en_:s :

were female. Other background and fam-

ily characteristics showed a representative . -

mix of the families served by Maryland’s-

schools. About .one-fourth of the parents..
-~ had some high:. school educazmn butnodi- .
' ‘ploma, almost one-third graduated from: . .

high school, about one-fifth attended some
college, and abour ope-fourth graduated

from college or attended graduate school.
About one-fourth.of the sample comprised. -

single parents. Two-fifths of the respond-

ents did not. work outside the homie; one- .

fifth worked part-time; and two-fifths had
full-time jobs outside the home.. Aboutone-
third of the respondents were black.:
There were some differences between
the parents who responded. to the survey
and those who did not. More parents whose
children were above average in math.and

reading skills in school returned the survey. ..
than did parents of children doing average.
or below average work. in these subjects. .
Regardless of how children fared academ- .

ically, the response was. greater from par-,
- ents whose children were in the classrooms . .
.-of teachers. who wereleaders in: parent in-
- s;olvemem. Mailing back the. -questionnaire
< ‘may be an indicator of parentai coopera- .
tion ‘on important. requests from the . -

teacher: {Becker, 1982). :
“The differences in remm razes_-.from:
paren;s had oﬁ'sett;ng effects. Parents
whose children.were .in «classrooms of
teachers who emphas:zed parem invoive-
ment tended to be more. positive: about
school than. other. parents, but parents of

: hsgh«achievmg students tended tobe more..

critical of school and. teachers than other -
parents. The small differences in. Teurn
rates from some parents did not sariously
affect the usefulness of data from the siz-

..able, diverse sample of parents;

Statistical. methods were used to take .
into account the multiple.characteristics of
parents, teachers, and students.in orderto

- isolate effects-on parents of teacher prac-
- tices of parent involvement. The cross-sec-
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tional nature of these data prevents us from
drawing conclusions about causal relation-
ships between teacher practices and par-
ents’ reactions and evaiuations. Regression
technigues, however, yield information
that permits informed guesses about po-
tentially important, independent effects
that should prompt new longitudinal stud-
ies. '

In this article, I briefly examine par-
ents” attitudes. toward public elementary
schools and their experiences with some
common forms of parent involvément and
then focus on parents’ reactions to teacher
practices of parent involvement in learn-
ing activities at home. I examine the re-
sponses of parents who have different ed-
ucational backgrounds and whose children
are in classrooms of teachers who differ in
their leadership in the use of parent-in-
volvement practices.

Results -
Parents’ attitudes toward public
elementary schools and teachers
Parerits’ attitudes toward the public el-
ementary schools ‘and teachers were re-

markably positive. About 90% of the par-

ents agreed: that their elementary schools

were well run. ‘Almost as many felt ¢om
their child’s school and believed

“that éy-and the teachers had zhc same
goals for the child: :

The ‘parents’ clearly positive ammdes'- '
seem to contradict recent national reports
that have criticized the curricula, teachers, -
and standards in-the public schools (Na-

tional Commission on Excetlence in Edu-

cation; 1983; National Task Force on Ed-
ucation for: Economic Growth; 1983} The-

reactions of parents in ' Maryland are more
like the findings of a recent Gallup poll
(1983}, in which only 9% of respondents
with- children in:public schools said that
getting good teachers was a problem;, only
9% cited parents’ lack of interest, and only
1% reported problems: with administra-
rors. Althoughthereare some probiemsin
all schools, most: parents were not-con-
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cerned about the basic administration of
the schools or with the quality of teachers.
They found fewer problems with elemen-
tary than with secondary schools, and they
were more positive about the public schools
if they sent their children there (Gallup,
1982, 1983; Goodlad, 1983). Other recent
studies also report generally pasitive atti-
tudes of parents of public school children
toward the curriculum (Klein, Tye, &
Wright, 1979}, parent iﬁvoivement-.-_and
homework {Olmsted, Wetherby, Leéler, &
Rubin, 1982; Williams, 1983; Zlil & Pe-
terson, 1982).

Teachers could do more to zmlm par—
ents. Despite positive attitudes about
schools and teachers in general, parents
reported that teachers could do more to
involve parents in learning activities at
home. About 58% of the parents rarely or
never received requests fromthe teacher
to become involved in learning activities
at home. Fewer than 30% of the parents
reported that teachers gave them many
ideas of how to help their child in reading
and. math. They overwhelmingly agreed -
that teachers should invelve parenis:in

+: learning activities at home and that hgme-

work was useful for their children. Over »

“80% of the'parents said they:could spend
‘more time helping their chxidren athome =
"iif they  were shown how to do specaﬁc' '

Eeammg activities.

Expmmes mt.& pamt :mlvmcnt
We look now at several types-of parent

" involvement that the parents experienced.

These include ‘involvement in basic obli-
gations at home, communication from the

- school to the home, assistance at the school,

and assistance’in learning activities at
home.

Involvement in buasic obligations. The
most pervasive form of parentinvolve-
ment is the parents’ provision of  school
supplies needed by their children and gen-

~ eral support and supervisior at home. Over

97% of the'parents in this Maryland survey
said that-their children had the supplies

JANUARY 986




needed for school, and over 90% reported
that their children had-a regular place 1o
do homework. These-management chores

are expected by the schools and are ac- .

cepted . as-basic: respons:blimes by -almost
all parents.

Invelvement. in scboal to-home commu-
nications. Communication from the school
to the home is sometimes.considered “'par-
ent involvemnent’ but is:usually“‘parent in-

formatien.”” All-schools send information -
home to the family about schedules, report -
card grades; special events; and emergency:

procedures.: Most of -these activities:flow
one way, from-the school to the home,

often “with::no -encouragement. for: com-

munications: from  parents. Some- schools
organize and require teacher-parent con-

ferences with-all parents:‘others hold con-.

ferences. with: some parents, ‘enly.on re-
quest. A few: schools support:home:visits

by teachers or by aides who serve as liasons -
roedl ciavs helpmg the aeacher and class

between teachers and parents-to inform

parents about school procedures. -
Despite the typical profusion of notices

from school to home; some parents receive

few communications from teachers. In the -
Maryland sample; about 16% of the par- -
ents said they received no memos from -

their.child’s: teacher, over 35% had no par-
em—teacher confcrence, and ‘about 60%

never. spoke to.the teacher on the phone,-

as shown in Table 2. It:is notsurprising

that the more. time required for an ex- -

change, :the less often: that type of com-
munication occurs;-but.it is:revealing that
large numbers of parents are excluded
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- from many of the traditional forms of com-

munication’ that Imk zhe school to lhe'
home. -

Involvement at school One prevalent
form of involvement is parental assistance
at-the school—in the classrootn as an aide

- to teachers; in other school locations such

as the cafeteria, library, or playground: or
at special events, suchas class parties, trips,
or fund raisers. ‘Although some ‘parents
participate; oSt parents are not ‘activeat
school: ~

“About 70% never helped the teacher in
the classroom-or on class trips.

. About 70% never participated in fund« :
razsang activities for theschool:- E

About 88% never assisted in the izbrary,

: cafetena, or-other school:areas.

Even those parents who did become ac-
tive were.involved: mfrequemly The ‘av-
erage number of: davs at: schooi per year .
was

~7.0 days helptng wuh Fund*ratsmg ac-
tivities: and - -

3.5 days heipmg in the schooi cafeterla,
ofﬁces, or bbrary:: oo

“Only-about 4% of the respondents (51
parents distributed across 82 classrooms)
were very active, spending over 25 days.
per year'at the school; Many. (42%) of the
. parents who' were not active at_school

- worked outside the: home during school

hours. Others had smail children; family
problems; or other -activities that de-
manded: their time. ‘Others {about 12%)

- -simply had not beenasked ‘to’assist -at

TAsr..r. 2. Parents Who Never Rece:vcé Personal Commumcanon
. from Child’s Teacher over One Year,

Type of Communication

&

Memo fmm teacher

Taik to teacher before or aﬁer school
Conference with teachet
Handwritten nowe from teacher =
Workshop at school ;

Called on piione by teacher

Visited 4t home’ bv teacher

GOV Q0 L0 IS e

Sooaads
LA D A e w3 e
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school. Despite these faces; Jparent: assis-

tance at the school.is the type of parent. .

involvement that most teachers and ad-

ministrators currently support (Ogbu, -

1974).

ent involvement—but one that reflects the

theory of cooperation between schoelsand . -
families—is: teacher practices that involve . .

all or most.parents in.learning activities
with their children at home. In this study,

teachers ranged:from low:to high in‘their -
use of this type of parent involvement. Par-
bout. their experiences .- -
; -quently experienced. The “least popiilar
‘techniques for teachers (use.of TV, use of

ents were.asked:;

with 12 techniques that teachers usetoin-
volve parents in learning activities at home, .
These were grouped under five categories: -
(a} techniques that involve reading and .-
books: (4) techniques that encourage. dis--
cussions between parents and children; {¢):

techniques based on informal activities and

games that.use common materials achome;.
(d) techniques based .on formal contracts -

and supervision among parents, teachers,
and children; and {e): techniques-that - in-

volve tutoring and teaching the child in
skills and drills: In:an earlier survey, teach-- -

ers rated. these: techniques as their most

satisfying. and successful parent  involve- -

ment practices (Becke

leaders. Parents whose children’s teachers

were recognized by their principal as lead-

ers in parentinvolvement reported signif-

icantly more frequent use of nine .of .the.

12 parent involvement practices; as shown
in Table 3. These included reading aloud
or listening to the child read, talking with

the child about the events of the school.
day. giving speilmg or math deHS,g:Ving

help on worksheets or workbooks, signing
the child’s homework, taking the child to
the library, playing learning games, using
things at home to teach, and visiting the
classroom to observe teaching techniques.
Despite the frequent use of some activities
by some teachers; from one-fourth to two-
fifths of the parents never were asked to

I maai__zgemizf :'m‘t_h: i_é:_:_i_-_#i_ng ;q_ctii;iii‘es at.
home. A less frequently used form of par- ..
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<conduct the five most frequently used par-

ent involvement activities. On the three

- least used practices—borrowing:books, en-
‘tering contracts, and using TV for'learn-
+ing-—there were no significant differences
-iinsreports from parents of teachers who

were leaders compared with-other teach-

TS, SRR

« There.were basic similarities between

‘the teachers” reports in-an earlier survey
~-and the.parents’-accounts of their expe-
-riences with- learning -activities ‘at ‘home.’
- The most popular techniques that teachers

used (reading-aloud, discussions, 'signing
work) were the:ones parents: most fre-

formal contracts) were least frequently ex+

“perienced by parents.:Both teachers’ and

parents’ responses suggested that, al- .

- though'infrequently used now, ‘activities

that the:teacher designed to use the TV
at home may be useful for structuring par-
ent-child discussions and for building chil-

-dren’s listening. and speaking. skills: The

similarities-in parent experiences and

-teacher practiceslend credibility to the re-
“ports of both:groups. Parents’ experiences
wwith teacher practices:confirm that:some
‘parents are guided by teachers who-follow. -
- the precepts of theories emphasizing the
.. separation of school and family - responsi-
“bilities, whereas others are directed in co-
~operative efforts on behalf of the children.
s cExperiences of parents with. different edu--

cational backgrounds: Teacher-leaders whose -

- practices supported. cooperation- between

schools and families reported that they in-
volved parents with many, average, or few

‘years of -formal schooling. Teachers who

were not leaders ‘in parent involvement,
whose practices emphasized the separation
of school and home, reported that parents
with little education could not or ‘would
not help their children on learning. activ-
ities at home (Becker & Epstein, 1982). We
wanted to check the teacheérs’ reports
against the experiences of parents who had
different educational backgrounds. -
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“TaBLE 3: Parents Reporting Frequent Reguésts for Parent-Invoivement Techniques
by ”I‘cacher«l.eaders and Other ’I'eachers {%) -

Parents Reporting
Requests By:

Teacher- Other

Activity Leaders ~ Teachers x* Test*
1. Read afoud to child or i:'s:en to child read 68 51 o
2. Sign child's homework 66 52 o
3. Give spelling or math drills 61 54 *
4. Help with worksheet or workbook lessons 57 47 **
5, Ask child about school day 49 ... 42 -
6. Use things:at home to teach child 44 34 A
7. Play games that help child learn 35 28 bl
8. Visit classroom to warch how child is taught 34 25 >
9. Take child:to library . 26 17 L

10. Borrow books from teacher to give extra help 21 16 e

11. Make a formal contract.with teacher o supervise

homework or projects. 21 19

12. Watch and discuss TV shows with child 15 15

*x? tests indicate whether parcms repan more frequent use of parent invoivement activ-
ities by teacher-leaders than by other zeachm. with frequerscy canagcmed as several times

or often vs. never, once, .or twice.
»p < 05, e
=y < o1
sep < 001,

Parents’ reports of their involvement
in learning activities at home are shown in
Table 4. The left half of the table presents
the responses of parents’ with little school-
ing, average schooling, and: advanced

schooling. The right half: groups ‘the par-

-ents by the teachers’ leadership in the use

of parent. involvement. On the left wesee .-
“extend the earlier information from teach-
ers on their use of parent involvement with -
- differently educated parents. Accordmg to
‘parents, ‘teachers who were leaders in the
“use ‘of parent involvement practicgs estab-

that, in general,-parents with-less educa~
tion reported significantly more frequent

requests from- teachers ‘than did: parents -
with average or advanced ‘education. The

right panel shows:that the differences in
reports from parents with different levels
of education were: s:gmﬁcam only for par-
ents with children ‘in ¢lassrooms of teach-
ers who were not leadersin the use of par-
ent involvement. in classrooms of teachers
who were ‘leaders, *parents. at-all -educa- -
tional levels:reported about-equally: fre-

quent requests by teachers to: ccnduct -

learning activities at-home. -

The same: pattern was foumﬁ in’ sepa-
rate analyses of each type of ‘parent in-
volvement activity, including reading, dis-

cussions, contracts, informal games,
worksheets, and signing homework. The
differences in the reports from low- and

“high-educated parents were significant only. -
in classrooms of teachers who were not
-3eaders i usmg parent :nvotvemem prac—

The reports fmm parents danfy and

lished more equitable programs, involving

~ parents regardless of their ‘educational
"i}ackgrounds Teachers who were not lead-

ers'in parent involvement did not try to

‘reach all parents. They may have seen lit-
tle need to approach. parents whose chz1~_

dren were doing well in school or parents
who helped their children at home without
directions from the teacher. Children of

parents with less-education often do less

well in school than -other children, need.

" move help at home, and have parents who
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TaBLE 4. Paremts Reporting Frequent. Use by Teachers of Twelve Parent-Involvement
Techntques, by Parents” Education and Teachers’ Leadership

% of Parerits Repomng Zero, Some,
or Many Techniques Used Frequentlyv

Zero Some (i-4} Many (3+)
Parent education:* . : : : .
High 2% AR --37 -
Average 15 39 46
Low 16 36. . D4 -
Xt 25, 98 p < 001,
Parent education/1eacher leadershipt” s
High/leader _ 6 S 42_' e 52'-' :
High/not ieader 25 AT gy e R
Average/leader CER T L S G
Average/not leader 17 40 S 43
Low/teader - "'-!S R IR T
Low/not leader R AR SRR § £ B
i x* {zeacher l:ader} g 9 55 p < 34
TS
x* (teacher nor Icader} Rl §- % 45
N {}Gi' :

*Low education includes parents with some ?ugh school education’ N 240) average’ -
education includes parents with 2 high school diploma (V = 462): high education mclu&es g
parents with at least some college education and bevond {V = 343), :

byt tests were conducted o determine the mdependcnce or association of parents’ edu—
cation with reports of teacher requests for frequem parent involvement for alf parents:
parents with children in classrooms of teacher-leaders: and parents with children i class-
roomns of teachers who were not icaders Parems reports were :ndcpendem of thexr educanon

onbyin: teacher-ieaders ciassrooms

do not know how to help without guidance. ...
from the teacher. Teachers:may ask these....
parents to. assist. their. children. at home, ..
‘even when the teachers believe that these -

 parents will not be Tully successful in thexr.{_,

efforts (Vaientme & Stark,. 19?9}

It could be that parents with- iess edu- :

cation agree more often with survey ques-

tions and that the patterns of parents’ re-
ports about the. frequency of requests

cational level. T}us éxptananon would be
plausible if we looked only at the general
reports from parents by educational level.

However, in the classrooms of teacher-’
leaders, parents of all educational fevels re--
ported about equal frequency of teachers’
requests for’ mvolvemem«an unblased'

pattern of respﬁnses

Effects of tmlmt on: ?aram :
Does it matter 1o parents whether
teachers’: practices emphasize separation

or.cooperation with families? There is lit- .
tle-research on whether teachers’ efforts . .
‘have any measurable effects-on the parents - -
who are involved. It has been left up L

- the teacher to decide—often inthe absence

- of information—whether to invest time in -
parent-involvement:practices. -

Regression analyses were conducted to.
dem_rmme whether teacher leadership af-

fecred parents’ reactions to teachers’ efe.

-forts and: parents’-evaluations of teachers’
. ‘merits. The analyses included other vari- -
-ables that have been found to influence
teacher practices-of parent involvement:
‘three measures of the teaching situation—
- grade level, teacher quality as rated by the -

principal;-and teacher education (highest

- degree); two measures-of student charac-
-teristics—classroom performance in read-:

ing:and math and racial composition of the
class: and:two characteristics of parents—
educational level and extent of parent in-
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volvement at the school. Because better-
educated, more active parents.and parents
of more capable students may pressure
teachers to use more parem involvement,
these variables are taken inta account in
the statistical analyses, and their effects on
parent reactions are examined. Although
these cross-sectional data ‘do not show
causality, this model is used toidentify po-
tentially important indepéndent effects of
teacher practices on parent reactions that
can be reexamined in Eongmxdma} studies.
Table 5 summarizes how teacher prac-
tices of parent involvement affected par-
ents’ awareness of teachers’ pohc:es,
knowledge of the child's program, and
evaluations of teachers’ merits. We com-
pare the effects on parents of three mea-
sures of teacher Ieadersh:p (1) teachers’
reputations as leaders in' parent_involve-
ment (from pruu:apajs ratmgs), (2) ‘par-
ents’ consensus (at the classroom levely that
the teacher is a frequent user of the 12
techmques of parent involvement; and (3)
parents’ consensus (at the classroom level)
that the teacher frequen:ky communicates
with parents by note, phone, memo,:con-
ference, or conversation at school. On'each
of these measures, teacher practices fall
along a continuum from:low to high in-
teraction and cooperation with families.
““Table 6 should be read in conjunction with
Table 5 and contains corresponding sta-

tistics of the contribution of .each of the -

three measures of teacher: leadersh:p to the
expiamed variance of each measure of par-
ent reactions. - -

Parents’ awareness of tzacher practices.
Three items measured parents’ awareness
of teachers’ practices. Parents were asked

whether the teacher worked hard at getting -
parents excited about helping their child
at home, whether they received most ideds

for home learning from the. teacher, and
whether the teacher made it clear that zhey
should help their ¢hild with' homework.

Efforts of teachers. All three measures of :

teacher ieadershap had independent -ef-
fects on parems estimates of weachers’ ef-
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forts, as shown in column | of Table 5. Of
the three measures, teachers’ frequent use
ofilearning activities at home made the

‘most dramatic impact (b = .695) on par-

ents' reports that teachers work hard to
interest and excite them in helping their
children at home.

In Table 6, rows 1-3 inform us about

_ how the:measures of teacher leadership and

the other variables in the regression model
explain—uniquely and in combination—
parents’ reports that the teacher works
hard to involve parents. The figures in the
far right-hand column show that routine
communications from the teacher to the
family explamed 9% of the variance after
all other variables in'the model were ac-
counted for. The other variabies—espe«
cially grade level, racial composition, and
parents’ education—contributed over 40%
of the. expiamed variance after routine
communications were accounted for.

The figures in the middle column of
rows 1-3 indicate that parents’ actual ex-
periences with learning activities at home
explained 18% of the variance in reports
that the teachetr works hard, after all other
variabies were accounted for. Other vari-
ables in the model added little information
(4% of the expiaxned variance} a after teacher

-?TﬂCi!CES wWere taken into RCCOH‘HL

“The facts from Table 5 and’ Tabie 6
reveal a strong link berween parents’ ac-
wwal experiences with teacher pracnces of
parent invoivement and parents’ aware-
ness that the teacher works hard to inter-
est and excite parents in their children’s
education. B

Ideas from teachers. Parents received

“most ideas for home learning activities

from teachers who were rated by princi-
pals or by parents as leaders in parent in-

" yolvement practices, as shown in column

2 of Table 5. Teachers’ use of home learn-
ing activities (b = .787) was a more im-

" portant mechanism for obtaining ideas

from teachers than was the teacher’s rep-
utation for leadership in parent involve-
ment (b = 268} or the teacher’s use of
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other, general types. of school-to-home
communications (6 = .216).

The corresponding rows 4-6 of Table
6 show how the three measures of teacher
leadership explain parents’ receipt of ideas
for home learning activities. The variance
that teacher practices of parent involve-
ment explained (23%) was from four to
eight times the variance explained by the
other measures of teacher leadership, af-

ter all other variables were tiken into ac-

count.

Encouragement from teachers. Parents be-
lieved they should help when teachers fre-
quently asked them to help (b = .603).
Neither the teachers’ reputations as lead-
ers(b = .081) nor routine communications

(b' = .150) significantly’ affected ‘parents’ '

beliefs that they should help their child on
school activities at home,

In Table 6, rows 73 display the dra-
matic differences in ‘the contributions of
the three measures of teacher. leadership
to the explained variance in parents’ be-
liefs that they should help at home. Teach-
ers' practices explained 14% of the vari-
ance after all other. variables were
accounted for. The other variables added
only 9% to parents” beliefs that they should
help after teacher practices of parent in-

- volvement in learning activities. were ac-
counted for, In contrast, the other 'varia-

bles contributed *42%-54% to the
explained variance of beliefs parents should
help after routine communications or
teacher reputation were accounted for.
Effects on parents’ knowledge about
school. Parents feel competent when they
know what the school is doing, can help
their children through the program, or re-
quest changes: to ‘improve activities. But
many parents do ‘not understand the in-
structional program and cannot act in the
child's interest as an advocate or mediator
between the school and the family.
Increased . understanding of the instruc-
tional program. In this survey, parents re-
ported whether they “‘understood more

this vear than (they) did last year about’

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL JOURNAL

what (their) child is being taught in school.”
Parents increased their understanding
about schoo! most when-the teacher fre-

“quently used parent involvemert practices

(6 = .406) and when the teacher fre-
quently communicated with the family (b
= 231), as reported in Table'5, column
4. Principals’ estimates of teacher leader-
ship did not affect parents’ ‘knowledge
about the instructional program {6 = .065).

- Rows 10-12 in Table 6 show that 6%
of the variance in improved parent un-
derstanding about school instruction was
explained uniquely by parents’ experi-
ences with teacher practices.of parentin-
volvement, after all other neasyres were
accounted for. In contrast, little was

-uniquely ‘explained by other types of

schoolto-home communications (3%) or
the reputation of the teacher (0%).
Parents of children in lower grades, in
predominantly black classes, and in classes
with predominantly low-educated parents
also reported that.they understood more
about the school program than they did in
prior years. it is reasonable that parents

. with ‘younger children or with less edu-

cation themselves need more information
than do other parents about instructional
programs. The findings also reflect teach-

-ers’ efforts to reach and teach parents of
“young “students, educationally - disadvan-

taged students, or other high-risk'stu-
dents. Rubin, Olmsted, Szegda, Wetherby,
and Williams {1983) found that mothers in
urban areas who were involved in activities

‘at school or with a home visitor changed
‘most in their behavior toward their chil-

dren and in their opinions about them-

seives, Intervention programs often make
special efforts to reach low-achieving chil-
‘dren and less educated parents to involve
‘them in learning activities at home (Safran

& Moles, 1980). What is important in our
findings is that teachers’ frequent use of

_parent involvement practices improved

parents’ knowledge about their child’s in-
structional program, after the grade level,
racial composition, and parent education

JANUARY 1986




composition-of the classroom were taken
into account. Also, teachers’ use-of these
practices mitigated the disadvantages typ-

ically associated with race, somai ciass, and.:

grade level,

The zmpoﬂa#ca of grade level. The

most consistently :mper::ant variable ~in

these analyses of parents’ reactions to-

teacher practices was the grade level of the
student. Parents with children in lower el-

ementary grades reportéd significantly -
more frequent-teacher:use of parent in- -
volvement, more frequent communica--

tions from school to family; and:more fre-
quent participation at the school.- Cer1ain

practices occurred more frequently at the .

lower grade ieveismreadmg aloud or lis-

tening to the child read, giving speihng or iy
math drills, and playing learning games.. -

Other techmques were used..more. with

older children—entéring contracts and. -

signing-homework. Still others were used

about equally with: children at-all grade .
leve!s—dxscussmg school with ch:ldren at.

home. -

98!.!011 in parcntwmvolvcmem activities.

Parents.of older elementary children-more. -
frequently said- that:they-did -net have: . -
. -enough training.to: heip itheir children in.
" reading and math activities at home. They "
reported that they helped: their children -

but that they felt less confident.about their

help. This expressed inadequacy was sig-
nificant: even after parent education .was

taken into account. There was, then, less
use by teachers and less self-confidence of

parents in heipmg chiidren in.the upper :

grades.
graders, fewer parents of fifth-grade stu-

dents said-that the teacher worked hard to--
involve parents:-or:gave them many ideas.

for home learning activities. It.may be

more difficult for teachers to involve par-.-.

ents of olderstudents in learning activities
because the abilities and needs of children
in the upper grades are more: diversified

Parents wnh chﬂdren in grades 1 3
and 5 felt differently about their- partici- - -

- sional ‘merit. ‘Most
-gave high marks.to teachers for interper-

< tices.

Comparéd wnh parents of first or third
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and the academic content is more com-
plex. The data show, however, that when
teachers of any grade level involve parents
frequently in home learning activities, they .

. can positivelyaffect the parents’ awareness - -

of :the teachers': efforts. and knowiecige.
about the school program.: - .
Eﬁects on parents’ evaluations af teac}z‘

‘ers’ mevits; Parents evajuated teachers.on .

two dimensions;: mwrperscnai skills-and .

-professional merit. -Parents:were.asked to

judge the -quality of:their .interpersonal
contacts with. the teacher: by rating five

-.-positive . characteristics: (cogperation,
-~ friendliness; respect, trust, and:-warmth).
-and five negative characteristics {conﬁlct, :

misunderstanding, distance, lack of con- .
cern, and tenseness). An. index was con-
structed :of the number of positive minus

.-the number .of negative ratings. Parents
- were also .asked to rate-the -teacher on
.overall teaching quality on‘a six-point scale
~from poor to outstanding. The last.two

columns.of Table 5-indicate.that ail three -
measures of teacher Ieadetsth.—__—tcachgrs
reputations, parents’ exp'&ri_gnces.w_it_h_fre- y
quent use of teacher practices of parent.

involvement; and parents’ reports.of other . ..

school-to-home communications—had sig-
nificant positive. effects on parental ratings

of teachers’ interpersonal skills and profes-'. -

amnatically,” ‘parents.

sonal skills (5.7 . 712}and qvgr.gil teaching
quality (b = .728).if the teachers fre-.
quently used parenz :nvolvemem prac- :

In Tabie 8 -TOwWS . 13~15 rcpart that
teacher: practices -of . parent mv_clvem&m
added 19%. to the explained variance in
parents’.ratings -of .interpersonal skills af-
ter ail other variables. in-the model were
taken into account—more than three times.
the unique contribution of teachers’ rep-

utationai leadership and about twice the .

«contribution of routine school-to-home

-communications with-parents. The figures
. in-rows 16~ i8.indicate that teachers’ prac-
-tices and.other kinds of communication are . ..
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about equally important, explaining 20% -

24% of the variance in parents’ rar.mgs cf

overall teaching quality.

These findings suggest that, ingeneral,
teacher: practices of parent involvement -

maximize cooperation and: minimize an-
tagonism between teachers and parents and
enhance the teachers’ pm‘fe‘ssion‘ai“stand-

ing from:the ‘parents’ perspective: " Most ¢

parents: (Q‘L%) disagreed ‘with- the state-
ment that “it is not the teacher's business”

to show. parents how 10 help their child
learn ar-home: When teachers frequently
used home learning activities, parents rated

them as more skillful teachers.: Because -
these analyses are based on classroom-level
averages from reports.of the pareénts of all -

children in: the:classroom, the results do
not reflect personal’favoritism’ in“the re-
lationships of a few parems and teachers.

The analyses reportediin Tables 5 and
6 treated each of the three measures of
teacher’ Ieaéership in separaté-equations:

In otheranalyses, the measures were con- "
sidered s;muitaneousiy to -determine -
whether teacher practices “of parent ine

volvement continued to:affect parents’ re-

actions and evaiuanons, aftet other school
to-home commmunications were takeninto’
accoum"‘ :-"For each measure_ oi" awareness

its, the posmve eﬁ‘ects of parent ;nvoive—-‘ B

ment pracuces commued after school-to

home commumcatmns were accounted for. -

In contrast, except for the ratings of over-
all merit, the positive effects of school-to-
home communication disappeared after

the teachers’ actual classroom. pracuces of -

parent involvement were taken irto ‘ac-
count. Aithough communications: from
school to'home-are important, they donot
have as consistently strong links to-parent
reactions as practices of ‘parent involve:
ment in learning activities'at home:

In other analysés'we found that parent:

activity at the school did not significantly
affect parenis’ reactions to the school pro-

gram or evaluations-of the teachers’ merits -

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL JOURNAL

(Epstein, 1984). Involvernent of some par-
ents at the school requires a different in-

-yestment from teachers from involvement

ofall parents in‘learning-activities athome.
Involvement of parents at school may help

teachers or administrators fulfill their

‘teaching and 'other duties; but it does not
. “affect most parents”attitudes and reactions

to the school or teaf:her

_Summ&ry -and iiucumm :

This survey of parents revealed some im-
portant facts:about parents’ attitudes
toward public elementary schools and re-
actions 1o teachers pracuces of parem in-
voivemcnt

Fccts S S
- Parents Gf chxldren in: Maryiand’s eke—

- mentary schools-had, in general; positive
attitudes:about their public-elementary
~:schools ‘and teachers. They believed the

schools were generally well run, comfort-

able piaces-for parents to visit and assist- -

and that the goals of the teachers were

similar fo the:goals that: zzhe part:ms had -

' 'for their children.

=+ Despite’ generaily ?esmve amtudcs,

‘parentsbelieved the schoobls could domore
roinvolvethemiin Ieammg actxvttzes 1o heip e
1 thelr childreniat home:

Surpri smgly large umbers:of parents'

school—sachas specific: memos, conver-

teachersabout their child’s progress, proh—
lems, or programs in school.

“were excluded from some: of the mostbasic,.”
traditional communications from -the

- sations, phone.calls; or:conferences with -

: Few parents'were _mvoived atschool- A -0
-few parents in a classroom sometimes as- i

sisted the teacher, but the number of ac-
tive parents at school did not-affect the
artitudes orknowledge of all of the parents

- whio werenot—and often couid noz-»be ac-

tive at the school.

“Parents] education didnot explam their:
“experienceés with parent involvement-un. -

less reacher practices were taken into ac-: -
count. In'the'classrooms of teachers who

JANUARY 1986




were leaders in the use of parent involve-
ment, parents-at all educational levels said *
they were frequernitly‘involved-in learning:
activities'at home. In otherteachers’ class--

rooms, parents with less formal schooling
reported more frequent requests than did
other parents to ‘help their'child athome.
Teacher-leaders conducted ‘more equita-
ble programs, reachingail or'most parents
as part of their teaching philosophy and
instruétional strategy. Other teachers did

not involve better-educated parents. Their
selective use ‘of parent involvement, how-

ever, was more often built on niegativé ex-

pectations of ‘a parerit’s and, possnbiv, TR

child’s ‘ability to'succeed. "

. Fewerand fewer teachers Eélped par-
ents become involved ds'the students ad-
vanced’ thmugh the ‘elementary: grades :

Thus,: parents’ repertoires of helping skills
are not developed and improved over the
school years,and they tend to taper off or

dlsappear as’ the chﬂd progresses thmugh :

school.
Parents:were awareof and- respor;ded
posntweiy 10" teachers’ ‘efforts to 'involve

them in"learning activities at ‘Home: Par- "~

emts with children “in"the  ¢lassrooms “of
teachers who built parent involvement into
their regular teaching practice were more
aware’

teachers higher in interpersonal skifls and

overall“teaching ‘quality. Teachers’ prac-~

tices had consistently strong and positive

effects on parent ‘reactions to the school -
program and on parent’ evaluations of
teachers” merits for parents at all educa- -

tional levels; ‘fiet ‘of -all’ other ‘variables.

Teacher practices of parent involvement -

had more dramatic positive links to par-
ents’ reactions than general school-to-home
communication or’ parent assistance at the
school.

Implications for parents and teachers

What do these research findings mean:
to teachers’ policies and practices of par--

_ _teachers” efforts; recewed more:’.
ideas from teachers; knew more about their
child’s instructional program; and rated the

"PARENT INVOLVEMENT 291

“entinvolvement? We found interesting dif-

ferences in“whether: parents thought the
teacher wanted them:to help their chil-

“dren (iie., that they should help), whether
“'they thought they had enough training to
~help theif ‘children in reading and math
‘{i.e., that they could help), whether they

acrually spent time assisting-and supervis-
ing homework and - learning activities at

" home (i.e., that they do help}, and whether

they said they could spend more time help-
ing their children at home (i.e., that they
could heip if gwen darectmns by the -

‘reacher).

Parents think they shouid heip 1f the

‘teachers give them learning activities to'do

at home. Other kinds of communications,

“from teachers” and principals” ratings of
" teachers” reputations, did not. make par-.
* “ents think that they: shonld heip w:th home
. learning activities. ’

Parents’ feelingsthat they can: heip (x e,
that they‘have adequate training-to-help-
their children with reading and-math)are -
based primarily ontheirown education and

.- their children’s grade level: More parents

said they could help if they had more-ed-
ucation”or-if ‘their ichildren were ‘in:the -

" lower ‘elementary ‘grades where parents
" needed less: specw.hzed knowiedgae to heip e
"'.the «chiidren, . :

Despite'd Ferences in parems feeimgs

fabaut theirability to help, most parentsdo . -
‘help. Only 8% of the’ parents reported they
“never helped their child with reading and

math skills'during the school year, whether -
or not they were asked to do so by the
teacher, Over85% of the parents spent 15

‘min or- more helping their children on

homework activities when asked to-do-so

by the teacher. Most parents reported, too,

that they could help'more (up to 44 min,
on the average) if the teacher showed them

“what 1o0'do.

The differences in whether parents bew- :
lieve they should help, can help, do help, -
and could help suggest strategies for ot-

“‘ganizing programs of parent involvement.

For example, if teachers want parents to
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think that they should:help, then they must
demonstrate this with.an :active program.

of parent. involvement in learning activi- . .

ties at -home. Teachers may design or se-
lect daily or weekly activities for parents

to do with their chiidren at home. These. -

may be.skills. individualized for each stu-

dent’s needs, general skills for review and .
practice, .or spec:al activities that extend

learning.

If teachers want parents 0 fcel conﬁ-. :

dent that they can help, they {and: the
school-administrators). must:organize and

conduct workshops for parents in how 2. .
help in-reading, math,.and other subjects. ..
With or without workshops; teachers need .
materxais that are clear and easy 1o follow .
in order to:prove quickly 1o parents that’

they canhelp..As:Ogbu (1974):points out, .

parents’ lack of knowledge does not mean_ .
lack of interest. Workshops or:special in-
struction. may be:less necessary with well-..-

educated parents:who feel confident about
helping ‘their children ‘with .reading-and
math and who readily ask teachers ques-
tions about how 1o help(Litwak & Meyer,
1974).:Parents of younger children tend

to feel that they can help, but.the parents. .

of older students:{(including many: well-ed-

ucated ‘parents) may: need- clear. and. se- .
. quential ‘guidance from teachers: Special -

“assistance to build ‘and ‘maintain confi--
denice of parents with children in the up-
per-eiementary grades is especsaily 1rnpor- .

tant.
Because: many parems do help wheﬁher
or not they are asked, teachers who are

not already using. parenwnvokvemem :

techniques should consider how to mobi-
lize this: available .resource .more. effec-

tively. Because parents say they could help .

more if shown how, teachers need to con-
sider ways to.organize home learning ac-

tivities to help more parents make pro- .
ductive use of: the.time they could spend

helping-their. children.:
Teachers can work as mdlv:duais, with

colleagues on grade-level teams, or in other ..

groups to-develop trial programs. to.in-

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL JOURNAL

crease parents’ involvement in learning ac-
. tivities.at. home, ;1o improve parents’ un-
derstanding of the school program, and to
-encourage. home. learning .activities that

build on:the common goals: parents and
teachers hold.: Basic features.of these pro-
grams should. include clear objectives of
short- or long-termaactivities, clear instruc-

tions for parents, and information that tells
- parents how the activity, fits into the teach-

er’s instructional. program.. Procedures

.should be devised that permit parents to.
_-call or contact. zhe teacher or some other .

knowledgeable representative to ask ques-
tions about how to help or.10 comment.on.

.the'child's progress or problems with the -

activity. Systematic. follow-up of :parents’ .

. efforts must oceur to.determine whether
.the activities were completed and how suc- .
_cessfully, There.should be opportunities .
. for parents:to suggest activities or changes

in the parent-involvement techniques.
When teachers. use parent-invoivement

- activities, are they fulfilling or shirking re-
sponsibility? Grasping at .brass .rings or
- grasping ar straws?. Displaying strengr.hs or
-displaying weakness?, These findings. sug-
.gest that from the. parenr.s _perspective,
_teachers' ‘use. of parent. involvement in
learning activities at _home is.a teaching .
_strength. Frequent use of parent involve-..
“‘ment results in larger collections of ideas
“for parents to use'at home, increased un:

derstanding by.parents of school.pro-

.-grams, and hagher ratmgs of tﬁacher qual—_
ity

Ideas abaut :he oppos:ng iheor:es of

-séhocl and.: fam;iy relations have most often

been discussed-from the school or teach- =
er's point. of view. This: study contributes_
an interprefation. of school and family re-

lations from the parents’ perspective. Par-.

ents’ reports. did.not reflect deep conflict
and incompatibility. between the schools
and families. On the contrary, they re-

.. sponded favorably to programs that

stressed the..cooperation of schools .and.
families 1o help their children succeed in
school. Teachers who included the family
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in the children’s “éducation were recog-
nized by parents for their. efforts and were.

rated higher than other teachers on inter-

personal and teaching skills. Parents’ re-.

ports suggest that teachers control the flow
of information to parents. By hmmng
communications and collaborative activi-

ties, teachers remfarce :he boundar:es tizat )

separate the two institutions.

The message. from. parents is zhat aI, :

most all parents can be-involved in-learn-

ing activities at“home. The - message for-
teachers is that many parents help zhe:r\“ :
children, with or without the reacher’s in-"
struction or assistance, and many would
benefit from directions and ideas fromthe .
teacher that could be.useful for the child's-
progress. in school: These results from this
study raise’ many ‘questions for ‘fiew ‘re--

search at the elementary and’ secondary' A
levels on the benefits and disadvantages for ..

parents, teachers, and students of coop-

eration or separation of Fam:hes and-.. Keesimg,j W, &\rialaragno,k (1983). Parent

schools.

Note

Many thanks go to the teachers, principals,
- and families who participated in this survey, |
. amindebted to my colleague Henry Jay Becker,
who: shared responsibility for the design and
data collection of the study and offered sug-
gestions on earlier drafts of this article. Thanks,
o0, go to John H. Hollifield and two anony-
mous reviewers for helpful suggestions. This
resezrch was supported by a grant from the
National Institate of Education. The results and
opinions of the author do not necessarily reflect
the position or policy of the NIE, and no en-
dorsement by the NIE shouid be inferred.
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By Mavis G. SANDERS
introduction

chools are responsible for the for-
Smai education of children and

youth. However, “good schools,”
that is, schools that carry out this
responsibility most effecrively, under-
stand themselves and their students as
part of a larger system that includes
families and communities. Research
conducted for over a decade indicates
when schools, families, and communi-
ties work rogether as partners, stu-
dents’ success in school is enhanced
{Epstein, 1995). Parterships between
schools, families, and communities can
create safer school environments,
strengthen parenting skills, encourage
community setvice, improve academic
skills, and achieve other desired goals
that benefit students at all ages and

grade levels.

Although some families maintain a
strong partnership  with  schools
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thronghout their children’s educarion,
involvermnent for most families decreas-
¢s as their children progress from ele-
mentary o middle and high school
(Stevenson and Baker, 1987; Epstein,
1992). This decline occurs despite
studies illustrating the importance of
parental involvement for secondary
students’ school success (Dornbusch
and Rimer, 1988). To bemter under-
stand how some high schools are work-
ing to reverse the decline in family
involvement, administrators, students,
teachers, and parents at rwo lage,
urban high schools were interviewed in
the spring of 1997 (Sanders, 1997).
"The high schools are members of the
National Nerwork of Partnership-

2000 Schools {Epstein et al.. 1997
which provides technical assistance to
schools, districis, and states commurted
1o developing comprehensive and per-
manent programs of school-famiiv-
communiry partnership. Let’s take 2
look at the schools’ progress and the
challenges they face in developing
schoolwide programs of partnership

the high schools

University Park High School serves
1,900 students in prades 9-12. About
57 percent of its students recesve tree
or reduced-price lunches, and 22 per
cent receive special education series
Approximately 60 percent of the .
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Schools agreed family and communiry
participation in students’ education is
imporant. Their reasons varied as did
each individuals notion of the “ideal”
relationship berween the school, the
family, the communiry, and students.
The word thar resurfaced time and
again as the respondents discussed
the importance of partaerships
was “suppert.” Respondents
agreed high school is an important,
but difficulr dime in a student’s educa-
tional career, and supporr from signif-
icant others is important in helping
students successfully navigate this
period. Respondents also agreed com-
munication and cooperation berween
individuals in 2 student’s home,
school, and community increased the
likelthood the student would receive
the support they needed to make the
transition into the workplace, a post-
secondary instituzion, or both.

According to Ms. Smith, 2 teacher ar
Northshore, high school is where stu-
denrs are preparing to go out there and
do something with their lives, whether
it is work, whether it is a post-sec-
ondary institution, or whether it is a
rechnical school.... Someone or some
people need to be there for support, to
say, “Now, come on you can do it. You
can do ir. I know you can. Now. what
do | need to help you with?”

The tenth grade students who were
interviewed, Patricia and Shaun, iden-
tified family involvemnent as important
to their success at Northshore. The fol-
lowing dialogue serves as illustration.

INTERVIEWER: Do you think
family involvement is important to
your success?

BOTH STUDENTS: Yes
INTERVIEWER: Why?

PATRICIA: Because my parents or
my mother encourage me o go (o
school, and I go. But if | had a parent



school year, the National

Fnunded dur:ng the 1996-97

Nerwork of Partnership-2000

and state education agencies devel-
op programs that invelve al] fami-
lies and communities. There are no
fees to join, bur members. must
agree 1o a few requirements to sup-
port adequate staff, training, and
program costs. The Network pro-
miotes a research-based, acrion team
approach enabling each school o
devise a strategy to improve and
maincain their school, family, and
community partnership programs.
The Nerwork helps its districr and
state members organize activities to
assist all schools under their
purview to this end.

Network members reccive 2 hand-
book, ceruficate, annual training
workshops, semi-annual newsler-
ters, research and evaluation oppor-
tunities, and phone, e-mail, and

o :"-"-':'Scizoois ‘2t Johns Hopkins.
“University helps schools, districts,

the natmnal network of
partnershnp-zoeo schools

website assistance, All mernbers are
required to communicate with the

. Newwork: staff ‘annually 1o report .}
their ‘progress and cimilenges Over

750 schools, 60 districts, and 8 stare
education agencies are currently
members, For an inviaton and
membership form, and for lists of
related publications, write to: Joyee
L. Epstein, Director, National
Nerwork -of Partnership-2000
Schools, Center on School, Family,
and Community Partnerships,
Johns Hopkins University, 3505
North Charles Streer, Baltimore,
MD 21218, Or contact the Cerster
at (410) S516-8818; fax (410} 516~
8890; or hrps//esos.jhu.edu/p2000.

Although supported by a granr tw
Jobns Hopkins University from the
U, 8. Deparoment of Education,
Office of Educasional Research and
Improvement. the opinions and
strategies of the Center's researchers
do not necessarily reflect ity policies.

+2 THE HIGH SCHOOL MAGAZINE

Planning, implementing, evaluating,
and improving activities are the steps
schools take to develop well-designed,
comprehensive programs of school-
family-community partnership. These
processes occur within the conuext of 2
long-range vision that guides each
school’s progress.

visions of school-
family-community
partnerships

Parents, teachers, administrators, and
students have clear ideas about the
types of partnership activities they
would like to see implemented ar
Northshore and University Park High
Schoels. Ar both schools, teachers, par-
enss, students, and administrators
expressed the need for better commu-
nication berween families and the
school. In addition, teachers and
administrators envision developing a
comprehensive volunteer program.

i The mspcndents believe volunteers are -

needed to assist with calling teens who
are absent from school, develop a
monthly school newsletter to inform
parents of important programs and
evenrs, tutor students, and carry out
other important activities ar school
and in other locations to support stu-
dents. The schools also would like w
enhance and expand cheir Type 5.
“Decision Making” activities. Mr.
Keith, a parent member of the PTA ar
Northshote, would like to see the I'TA
and the schools Action Team for
Scheool-Family-Communirty
Partnerships work more closely togeth-
er to involve families and communities
in the education and development of
Northshore's students. Mr. King, assis-
tant principal ac Northshere, fecls 2
more active FTA would provide 2
forum from which parents could advo-
cate for increasing and improving
school resouress.





