DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 218 788 ' EA 014 816

AUTHOR Melaragno, Ralph J.; And Others

TITLE Parents and |\Federal Education Programs. -Volume 6:
Title I. The&Study of Parental Involvement.

INSTITUTION System Development Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.

Studies and Evaluation Dept..
SPONS AGENCY Department of Education, Washington, Df.

REPORT NO TM-6974/009/00

PUB DATE Apr 81 \

CONTRACT 300-78+0437

NOTE 228p.; Some tables may reproduce poorly due to small

print of original document. For related documents,
seec EA 014 811-817.

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC10 Plus Postage. .
DESCRIPTORS Elementary Secondary Education; *Federal Programs;
. Governance; Instruction; Parent Educaticn; *Parent

Participation; *Parent Role; *Parent School ‘
Relationship; *Program Evaluation; School Community
Relationship; School Support .’

IDENTIFIERS *Elementary Seccndary Education Act Title I

ABSTRACT
' This sixth volume in a series of seven is part of a
- larger study of parental involvement in four federal programs in
selected school districts across the country. Presented here are the
results of an intensive examination of projects funded under Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Site studies of Title
I projects yielded . data on the five ways parents could participate in
_the programs-~through governance, instruction, parent education,
school support, and community-school relations. The researchers found
“that almost all parental:invelvement in project governance occurred
through district and school advisory councils, though these councils
had little involvement in project decision-making. Parent aides
served at most projects and were well integrated into teaching
- ,activities in Title I classrooms. .However, the aides did not
participate in decision-making about instruction. Parent education
and community relations activities were widespread. However, school
support activities occurred infrequently and were not considered a
major component of the program. The study concluded that high levels
of parental involvement in Title I projects produced valuable
outcomes, and that obstacles to such involvement could be overcome.
(Author /WD)

kkkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkkkkkkkkhkhhkkhkhkhhkhkhhhkhkhkhkhkhhkhhkhkhhhkhkhkkhkkkhkhkdkkkdkhkhhkdk kdkkkkkk

_ Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that car be made *
To%

. from the original document. *
hkhkhhkhkhkhkhkhkhkkhhkkkkkhkkhkhhkhhkhkhkhkhkhhhhkdhhhkhkhkhkhhkhhkhkkkkkkkkkktkhkkhkhhkhkhkkkhkkkdkkk




U.S. DEPARTMINT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)

XTM; document has been reproduced es
received from the person or organization
ofiginating it. B

O Minor changes have been made to mprove
reproduction quality,

_—
® Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessarily represent official NIE_
_ position or policy,

«

Parents and Federal Education Programs
| Volume 6: Title I

516 .

£A 014

» \
»




“

PARENTS AND FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

VOLUWME 6: TITLE I

RALPH J. MELARAGNO
MARGARET F. LYONS
MAXINE SPARKS

Studies and Evaluation Department
System Development Corporation
Santa Monica, California

TM-6974/009/00

April 1981

The research reported in this volume was conducted by System Development
Corporation under Contract HEW 300-78-0437 with the United States Department
of Education. Views or conclusions contained in this report should not be

interpreted as representing the official opinion or policy of the Department
of Education,




Project Officers, Consultants and Resource Persons, Project Personnel

Project Officers

Gerald Burns (1979-1981)
Daniel G. Ozenne (1978-1979)

Consultants and Resource Persons

John Alden

Imani Bennett-Woodruff

Marta Bequer

Carlota Texidor del Portillo

Thomas Enderlein

Edgar Epps

- Marilyn Gittel

Warren Griffin

‘Monica Harrison

Rcger Jackson

Suzanne Jackson

Velma Jafes

Joseph H. Kosai ;
Rose Koury ;
Patricia Lamphear

Robert Lee Linn

Manuel Nieto

Enrique Perez ?
Raymond Rist f
Riley Simmons ‘
Seymour Sudman

Treopia G. Washington

Rosemary Wilson

Project Directors

J. Ward Keesling )
Ralph J. Melaragno )
Raymond B. Stewart

Project Staff

Raquel Cadeno-Munoz
Diana Dingler
Peggy Lyons .
Susan Nerenberg

Al Robbins
Olga Sanders
Allen Smith
Maxine Sparks

Secretarial Support

Julie Smith
Suzann Stahl

Former Project Staff

Hilda Borko
Woodrow Clark
Dennis E11lman
Sally Hanes
Faith Jackson
Valerie Jordan

Co-Directors,
1980-1981
(1978-1979)




ACKNOWL cDGEMENTS

Multi-site, multi-method research is a team effo}t. From design to reporting
the work has been collaborative. The contributors to this volume were many,
but some must be singled out for special mention.

We want to recognize, first of all, the contribution made b our former -
colleague, Hilda Borko tc this phase of the study. Hilda played a major role
in the design of the data collection and reporting system, the preparation of
the analysis packets that guided the field work, and the training of the Field
Researchers.

Two other persons also made valuable contributions tu the design for this
phase: Raymond B. Stewart, former-Project Director, and Daniel G. Ozenne,
former Department of Education Project Officer. Our current Project Officer,
Gerald Burns, provided the study staff with numerous suggestions, timely
support, and collegial assistance that we came to value highly. In addition,
representatives to the study from the four Federal educational programs that
were involved gave us helpful advice on ways in which the study could be
maximally useful to their programs.

This phase of the study called for clever ideas for technical support. We got
them from Suzann Stahl, who designed and implemented a system for transcribing
the tape-recorded data from Field Researchers, and from Julie Smith, who
oversaw all the administrative matters associated with a large senior staff
and many Field Researchers.

The Field Résearchers who were our eyes, ears, and minds at the study sites
made tais unique effort possible. We could not have carried it out
successfully if they had not remained adaptable, interested, and willing to
give us more time than we had planned for.

.1




PR L *-

Finally, we want to express our deep appreciation to the Superintendents,
Project Directors and staff members, and the parents, at each of our sites who
allowed us to examine parental involvement in their projects. We would prefer
being able to name them all, bu* because we have guaranteed anonymity to
persons and places, all of those contributors have to be thanked in this
general fashion.

n
iy O




TABLE OF CONTENTS ‘

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF FIGURES

PREFACE

OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1.
I.
II.
IIT.
IV.
V.

CHAPTER 2.

CHAPTER 3.
I.
II.
III.

CHAPTER 4.
I.
IT.
IIT.
IV.
v.

CHAPTER 5.

I.
II.
II1.
IV.

INTRODUCTION OF THE STUDY OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
Background of. the Study
Purposes for the Study
Overall Study Design
Site Study,ﬁethodology
Introduction to the Volume

THE TITLE I PROGRAM

ORGANIZATION OF TITLE I PROJECTS
Introduction
Project Context and Structure
Project Funding

THE COORDINATION OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
Introduction
Role of the Parent Coordinator
Characteristics of Farent Coordinators
Activities of Parent Coordinators
Discussion
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE DISTRICT-LEVEL GOVERNANCE
OF TITLE I
Introduction
Parental Involvement in Title I Advisory Councils
Discussion: Causes and Consequences
Conclusions

viii

12
13
14
16
18

21

25
26
33

41
43
45
48
51

55
60
65
77




CHAPTER 6.

I.
IT.
III.
IV.

CHAPTER 7.

I.
IT.
II1.

IV.
V.

CHAPTER 8.

I.
1.

IIT.

IvV.

CHAPTER 9.

I.
II.
II1.
IV.
V.
VI.
ViI.

APPENDIX
I.
IT.

IIT.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PARENTAL INVbLVEMENT IN THE SCHOOL-LEVEL GOVERNANCE
OF TITLE I

Introduction

Parental Involvement in Title I School Advisory Councils

Discussion: Causes and Consequences

Conclusions
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS
OF TITLE I

Introduction

Parents as Paid Paraprofessionals

Parents as Instructional Volunteers

Parents as Home Tutors

Conclusions

OTHER FORMS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
Introduction
Parents in Other Forms of Parental Involvement
Discussion: Causes and Consequences
Conclusions

POLICY ISSUES FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I

' Introduction

Parents in the Governance Role

Parents in the Educational Role

Funding Considerations and Parental Involvement
Parental Involvement and Educational Quality
Multiple Funding and Parental Involvement

A Final View of Par ntal Involvement

TECHNICAL DETAILS JF THE STUDY
Overview of the Study
The Federal Programs Survey
The Site Study

93
96
100
104

107
111
122
123
126

133
136
143
157

161
163
166
169
172
175
177

180
190
192




LIST OF TABLES |

Table 3-1. Funding Information ..ceveeeeeeeeeeecoenoocooonnonsnnes 37
Table 4-1. Charactéristics of Parent Coordinators ........e....... 53
Table 4-2. Activities of Parent Coordinators ......eeeeveeeeeeenss 54
Table 5-1. DAC Structure and 0rganization ...e.eeeeeeeeeecnconaees 87
Table 5-2. DAC Membership and Selection ....ccevvnneennensercesene 88
Table 5-3. DAC Support Features ...eceeiieeioesecnnscascosnncansss 89
Table 5-4.  DAC FUNCETONTING vevnrerennnrerneernseennsueeneeennanes 90
Table 5-5. Major Contributory Factors ...eeeeeeeeseceeceonsnccosss 91
Table 6-1. SAC Organization and Membership cceeeeeireeneeceenennes 105
Table 6-2. SAC Support and Functioning «.eeeeeeeeeeeceeeesoacacnns 106
Table 7-1. Project Intentions/Parent Opportunities ...eeevenenens. 128
Table 7-2. Characteristics of Parent Aides ..ovvevrrervnnnncnennns 129
Table 7-3. Structure and Organization of Aide Component .......... 130
Table 7-4. Functioning of Aide Component .....ccvevennnennnnnnnnns 131
Table 7-5. Training of ATdeS sveevverereerrseseconcsoecenoscncnses 132
Table 8-1.  Functioning of Other Forms of Parental Involvement .... 159

Table 8-2. Contributory FACtors ceoeeeeeeeeeeeoesosesoncssnsossnnss 160




- LIST OF FIGURES

Page

Figure 1-1.  Diagram Representing the Conceptua) Framework for the

Study of Parental Involvemenit.. e ereeennneeeeennnns 15
Figure 1-2.  Policy Relevant Issues for the Study of Parental

Involvement .uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeneeennnsocnnncnns 17
Figure 5-1. Levels of DAC Involvement in GOVErnance ............... 68
Figure 6-1. Illustrative Case of SAC Advise/Decide Involvement:

Anderson School-dohns County District ...cvveevveenn. 103

viii
i0)




PREFACE
Under the sponsorship of the U.S. Department of Education, System Development
Corporation is conducting a multi-stage study of parental involvement in four
federally funded programs: Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, the Emergency School Aid Act, Title VII of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965, and Follow Through.

Parents may participate in several program functions: project governance,
inctruction of students, non-instructional support services, and school-
community relations. In addition, projects sponsored by these programs may
provide educational services for the parents themselves. The Study of
Parental Involvement has been designed to obtain detailed descriptions of the
nature and extent of activities involving parents, to identify factors that
facilitate or inhibit the conduct of such activities, ‘and to determine the
direction and degree of the outcomes of these parental involvement activi-
ties. The objective of the study is to provide a description of parental
involvement practices in each of the programs, highlighting those that succeed
in fostering and supporting parental involvement activities.

An earlier report, "Parents and Federal Education Programs: Preliminary

Findings from the Study of Parental Involvement," described the findings from

a survey of nationally representative samples of districts and schools ~
participating in these programs. It provides program-wide estimates of the

extent of parental involvement with respect to certain formal characteristics
of the functions mentioned above.

The present volume is one of seven which present the results of the next phase
of the study; In this phase, a smaller number of selected sites was studied
intensively to provide more detailed information on the causes and conse-
quences of parental involvement activities. The volumes in this series are

described below.




Volume 1 is @ =°tailed summary of the findings from each of the subsequent
volumes.

Volume 2 is a comparison of parental involvement activities across the four
programs, contrasting the contributory factors and outcomes. Policy issues,
such as the effect of parental involvement on the“quality of education, the
influence of regulations and guidelines, etc., are discussed from a multi-
program perspective in this volume. ‘ ) 5

o
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Volumes 3 to 6 describe and discuss in detail the findings for each of the
four programs. Volume 3 is devoted to the ESAA program; Volume 4 is for the

Title VII program; Volume 5 is for the Follow Through program; and Volume 6 is
for the Title I program.

A
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- Volume 7, the last volume in the ser1es, describes in detail the technical
aspects of the study: the data co]]ect1on methodologies for ‘each phase, the
t instruments developed for tne study, and the methods of data analysis
employed. In addition. this volume provides a description of the data base
that will become part of the public domain at the completion of the study. - -

The last product to be developed from the study will be a model handbook that
will provide information for local project staff and interested parents about

the practices that were effective in obtaining parental involvement in these
Federal programs.




OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY

This report contains findings from the Study‘of Parental Involvement in Four
Federal Education Programs pertaining to Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. The Study of Parental Involvement has been carried
out by System Development Corporation (SDC) under a contract with the U.S.
Department of Education (ED).

The Title I program provides "financial assistance...to local educational
agencies serving areaS with concentrations of children from low-income
families...(to meet) the special educational needs of educationally deprived
children." The Study of Parental Involvement was designed to accomplish five
major goals with regard to Title I:

Describe parental involvement,

Identify factors that facilitate or inhibit parental involvement.
Determine the consequences of parental involvement.

Specify successful parental 1nvo1vment°practices.

Promulgate findings.

G Hw N

This report is one in a series that promulgates the findings of the study. It
covers the first three goals in considerable detail. An earlier report
(Parents and Federal Education Programs: Some Preliminary Findings from the

Study of Parental Involvement) treated the first goal and part of the second

in terms of data acquired from a nationally-representative sample of districts
“and schools, while the present report deals with in-depth informatin acquired

from a purposeful sample of projects. Another report in the series (Involving
Parents: A Handbouk for Participation in Schools) contains information on the

successful parental involvement practices that were uncovered during the study.

Data reported here were collected during the spring of 1980 at 16 school

districts in the nation conducting Title I projects. The data were acquired
by trained Field Researchers who- lived n the communities and who spent four
months seeking answers to research questions concerning parental involvment.




Data were obtained by Field Researchers through inte ‘iews, observations of
events, and analyses of project documents, and were resorted to the senior
study staff. The latter, in turn, carried out analyses of data to detect
patterns across projects.

During the time the datd were being collected Title I projects were operating
under regulations issued in 1976 _to implement 1974 legislation. (In 1978 the
legislation had been amended, but new regulations had not been issued when
projects were studied.) The findings reported here are not to be construed as
an audit of compliance with regulavions, since there were very few specific
statements in the legislation or regulations by which to assess the
implementation of parental involvement components in projects. Further, the
contract between SDC and ED calied for a descriptive study rather than an
evaluation of parental involvement.

SOC defined parental involvement in terms of five ways in which parents can
participate in Title I projects. They are:

1. Governance--The participation of parents in the process of decision
" making for a project, particularly through advisory groups.

Instruction--The participation of parents in a project's instructional
program as paid aides, instructional volunteers, and tutors of their
own children.

e = T

Parent Education--Educational offerings by a project, intended to
imorove parents' skills and knowledge.

. .School Support--Project activities through which parents can provide
non-instructional support to a school or a project.

Community-School Relations--Activities sponsored by a project to

improve communication and interpersonal relations among parents and
staff members.




PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN PROJECT GOVERNANCE

Examination of parental participation in project decision making revealed thaE
very few parents took part in the process as individuals or through the medium
of community or educational organizations not affiliated with Title I. Almost
all parental involvement in project governance occurred through District
Advisory Councils and Schoo](ﬁdvisory Councils (DACs and SACs). Regarding the
nature of parental involvement in governance, SDC found the following:

e Almost every project had an operational DAC, and invariably the
majority of DAC members were parents. '

® There was little involvement of DACs in project decision making.

@ Four patterns.of-DAC participation in decision making emerged: an
instance in which a DAC did not exist; DACs that operated only to
receive information about the project; DACs that had token involvement
and rubber stamped project personnel decisions; and DACs where there

was true involvement in that advice offered by parents had an impact
on ultimate decisions.

. @ There were differences between DACs in larger and smaller communities.
There was a strong tendency for the more involved DACs to be located
. in the larger cities.

e Few SACs were actively involved with the making of decisions about a
school's Title I project activities.

e There were six levels of SACs identifiable, ranging from locations at
which no SAC existed to examples of SACs that had critical involvement
with important decisions.




With respect to the factors that influenced the participation of advisory
councils in decision making, the variables described below were found.

¢ Those District Advisory Councils that had a major role iq project
decisions had the following attributes: they were in states that had
specific Title I guidelines that were implemented and monitored; they
were-affiliated with Title I projects that offered a cléear authority
role to the DAC, they were in projects where there was a Parent
Coordinator who suppérted but did not dominate the DAG; the DAC had
received training in how to function as a group; and power in the
council resided in a parent.

o The least active District Advisory Councils were characterized by
these dimgnsions: their states had no Title I guidelines; the DAC had
no specified authority; there was n> Parent Coord{nator; the staff

additude was that parents should only provide support for the project
and its schools; the parental attitude was that;fhe project was being
carried out satisfactorily and/or parents should leave decisions to
professionals; DACs either received no training or only training to
acquaint them with Title I; and, the most powerful person was a
professional.

¢ The most active School Advisory Councils occﬁrred where there was an
environment within the district inclined toward parent activism, and a
key individual at the school took a leadership position to bring about
an active SAC. i

Information related to outcomes of advisory councils revealed that parent

members frequently reported achieving personal growth because of their

participation, and had developed better understandings of Title I and the

local project. While there were few highly involved DACs and SACs, those that

were managed to make meaningful contributions to the design and implementation
of’TfEﬁe I projects.

b
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN PROJECT INSTRUCTION

Information about the participation of parents as paid aides, instructional
volunteers, and tutors of their own children revealed that no project had a
formal mechanism for instructional volunteers, and only two projects had

~ systematic home tutoring programs (although there were numerous instances of
activities leading to parents providing informal assistance with schoolwork).
Accordingly, attention was focused on parents as paid aides. With regard to
the nature of this activity, SDC found that:

¢ Parents were serving as paid aides at most projects.

¢ There were few instances of formal policies to hire parents as aides,
and neither Parent Coordinators nor School Advisory Councils were

active in the aide component of projects.

Ay

e Parent aides were an integral part of teaching in Title I classrooms.

e Parent aides had no input into decisions about projectwide or
schoolwide instuction, and in a few cases were included in decisions
about classroom instruction.

The major factor contributing to the absence of instructional volunteers in
Title I projects was the presence of vo]unteef p?ogrmns under other auspices.
Few formal home tutoring programs were found because, respdndents reported,
they were not considered when the project was designed. With regard to
factors influencing parents as paid aides, the following was found.

o Parents were employed as aides through informal practices. They were
recruited because they were known to school personnel, and hired by
principals who preferred someone who was familiar.

e Parents serving as paid aides was not considered parental involvement
because there was no mandate for it. Further, most parents who were

| XY
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aides had held the position for many years and no longer had children
participating in the Title I project.

e Parent aides were given meaningful instructional tasks because
teachers felt they could lighten the teaching load and provide more
individual attention to students.

9 Attitudes of parents and teachers-affected parental participation in
decisions about instruction. Parents sometimes felt this was
unnecessary, or that they were not qualified; professionals sometimes
felt-they should make all such decisions.

It was reported that students developed better attitudes toward their work
when their parents were involved with the school's instructional program. In

the two projects where systematic home tutoring occurred a similar outcome
emerged, along with -evidence of improved student achievement. Parents who
were active, as aides or as home tutors, reported having a better under-
-stapding of the project and becoming more supportive of it.

~ OTHER FORMS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

) Findings related to parent education, school support, and community-school
" relations are treated together in this report. With respect to activities it
was found that:

® Most projects offered some form of parent education, including
parenting skills and assisting children with classwork.

® School support activities, sponsored by the Title I project, took
place infrequently and were not a major activity where they occurred.

e Virtually all projects engaged in community-school relations
activities, primarily communication and seldom with interpersonal

relations.
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e Some Title I projects, and districts, tended to treat these three
forms of parental involvement comprehensively, with interrelated
activities.

Factors that contributed to the activity findings are as follows.

e Higher levels of parent education were associated with an attitude on
the part of project personnel that parents were more effective
participants if they acquired information and skills, and with the
presence of a Parent Coordinator. Projects with lower levels lacked
Parent Coordinators, and staff members felt that parental involvement
was unimportant.

e Littie school eupport took place either because there was no great
interest in it, or there were non-Title I mechanisms for such parental
participation.

o Communication from the project to parents seemed to be associated with
the belief, on the part of parents and staff,that zt was necessary,
//é and with a social pattern in the community of 1nteraction,between the
o school and parents. \\\\
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The outcomes assoeyateq’w1th these forms of parental involvement were that
parents reported heightened levels of awareness and increased positive
feelings about the Title I project, while principals and teachers stated that
~ they had developed more positive relations with children with whose parents

they communicated.

ADDITIONAL POLICY ISSUES

Beyond the policy implications regarding governance and instruction (already

cited), three other policy issues were addressed. Findings and implications
were:




o It was not possible to obtain accurate data on expenditures for
parental involvement; conseguently, costs could not be determined.
The conclusion was that the Title I office in ED should define what is
and is not to be treated as parental involvement, specify legitimate
Title I expenditures for parental involvement, and develop a
standardized reporting form for parental involvement.

o Parents did not influence the design, impolementation, and evaluation
of Title I projects to any appreciable degree. They provided little
support to Title I projects, and had modest impacts on the climate of
project schools. The conclusions were that the Title I office, SEAs,
and LEAs should specify a meaningful role for advisory councils in
project p]ahning and evaluating, and should give parent aides,
volunteers, and home tutors a voice in decisions about project
instructional services.  Title I projects should carry out activities
whereby parents can augment project services and have frequent two-way
communication a;é\interaction with project bersonne].
® While most districts were carrying out numerous Federal projects
calling for parental involvement, there was little interaction among
them. No effect could be detected of such multiple funding, and it
was not possible to draw conclusions about the value of, for instance,
forming a single advisory group to serve all Federal projects
‘simuitaneously. ' ’

SOME GENERALIZATIONS

On the basis of all its findings, SDC formed these generalizations about
parental involvement in Title I projects.

o Parental involvement was highly variable from one project to another.
There were projects at which it was not possible to find any
participation of parents, and projects where parents took an active
part in all types of activities.

<0
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e High levels of parental involvement produced valuable outcomes. At
projects with the highest degrees of parental participation respondents
reported benefits to parents, to projects and schools, to staff
members, and to students, along with few reports of negative outcomes.

e While there were obstacles to achieving extensive parental involvement,
those obstacles could be cvercome. Powerful contrioutory factors that
impacted on many dimensions of parental participation were dealt with
successfully by some projects and brought about a higher degree of
that participation.

R



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The Study of Parental Involvement in Federal Educational Programs was désigned
to provide a systematic exploration of parental participation in four programs
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education. The Study consists of two
substudies: the Federal Procrams Survey and the Site Study. A previous
document reported the findings from the Federal Programs Survey, while this
volume is devoted to that portion of the Site Study relating to the Title I
program,

This chapter gives the reader a brief orientation to the Site Study.
Elaborations on the themes addressed herein are provided in the Appendix.

11




I. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

In the last two decades parental participation has come to play an
increasingly important, and different, role in education. The concept of
parental involvement in Federal educational programs had its roots in the
_Comnunity Action Program of the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act (EOA). One
“intent of the EOA was to promote community éction to increase the political
participation of previously excluded citizens, particularly members of ethnic
minority groups, and to provide them with a role in the formation of policies
and decisions that affect their lives. Specifically, the EGA required that
poverty programs®be developed with the "maximum feasible participation of the
residents of areas and the members of the groups served."

This maximum feasible participation requirement has had broad interpretation
in education. Head Start, the first EOA education program to attempt
intensive parental participation, requires local projects to include parents °
on policy-making councils. Head Start parents also can become involved as
pafd staff members in Head Start centers, and as teachers of their own
children at home. ‘

Other Federal educational programs have tended to follow the Head Start lead
in identifying both decision-making and direct service roles for parents.
Participation by parents in Federal programs was stipulated in the General
Education Provisions Act, which calls for regulations encouraging parental
participation in any programs for which it is determined that such
participation would increase program effectiveness.

The Study of Parental Involvement was designed to examine parental involvement
components of four Federal prg{gms: ESEA Title I, ESEA Title VII Bilingual,
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), and Follow Through. A1l derive their
emphasis on parental and community participation from the General Education
Provisions Act, but there are differences in legislation, regulations, and

e, = ines among the four programs. These differences--in intent, target
popuiation, and parental involvement requirements--make the programs a

&S
o
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particularly rich source for insights into the nature and extent of parental
participation in Federal educational programs.

The present study takes on added significance in light of the paucity of prior
research into the nature of parental involvement. Despite increasing
programmatic emphasis on parental participation, little systematic information
is available on the activities in which parents engage, the reasons such
activities take place, and the results of the activities.

II. PURPOSES FOR THE STUDY

Given the Tack of information on parental involvement in Federal education
programs, the Education Department in 1978 issued a Request for Proposal for a
study to achieve two broad goals: (1) obtain accurate descriptions of the form
and extent of parental involvement and, for each form or participation role,
identify factors that seem to facilitate or prevent parents from carrying out
the role; and (2) 1hvestigate the feasibility of disseminating information
about effective parental 1nv61vement.

In response, System Development Corporation (SDC) proposed a study with these
major objectives:

1. .Describe Parental Involvement: provide detailed descriptions of the
types and levels of parental involvement activities, characteristics

of participants and non-participants, and costs.

2. ldentify Contributory Factors: identify factors that facilitate or
inhibit parental involvement activities.

3. Determine Consequences: determine the direction and degree of
outcomes of parental involvement activities.

4. Specify Successful Strategies: document those practices that have
been effective in enhancing parental involvement.

13




5. Promulgate Findings: produce reports and handbooks on parental
involvement for project personnel, program administrators, and
Congress.

ITT. OVERALL STUDY DESIGN

To meet the objectives outlined above, SDC designed the work as a series of
substudies. First, the Federal Programs Survey was developed to collect
quantitative data on formal parental involvement activities from a sample of
districts representative of each program on 3 nationwide basis. Second, the
Site Study was created to explore in an in-depth fashion the contributory
factors and consequences of parental involvement, as well as the more informal
activities. '

The Federal Programs Survey had two broad purposes. The first was to provide
nationwide projections of the nature and extent of formal parental involvement

“activities. (See Parents and Federal Education Programs: Some Preliminary

Findings from the Study of Parental Involvement.) The second was to provide

information needed to establish meaningful purposive samples for the Site
Study. On the other hand, the Site Study was planned to allow for detailed
investigations of projects that had particular characteristics as determined

in the Survey, notably projects that appeared to have greater and lesser
degrees of parental participation.

During the planning period of the Study a conceptual framework for parental
involvement was developed, along with the specification of a series of
policy-relevant issues. The conceptualization, depicted on the following
page, can be summarized in this statement:

Given that certain preconditions are satisfied, parental 1nvoivement

functions are implemented in varying ways, depending upon particular
contextual factors, and they produce certain outcomes.
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Figure 1-1. Diagram Representing the Conceptual Framework for
the Study of Parent Involvement
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These five functions form the definition of parental involvement used in the
Study: i

parental participation in project governance

parental participation in project instructional services

parental barticipation in non-instructional (school) support services
communication and 1n£erpersona] relations among parents and educators

educational offerings for parents
Policy-relevant issues were specified in five areas on the basis of interviews
with Congressional staff members, Federal program officials, project

personnel, and. parents. They are presented in the figure that follows.

IV. SITE STUDY METHODOLOGY

Since this volume contains the results of the Site Study, a brief description
of that substudy's methodology is presented here’ The time period involved is
the 1973-80 school year; actual data collection took place from January
through May, 1980.

Samples for the Site Study were drawn independently for each program, with a
goé] of selecting projects that reported greater and lesser dedrees of
parental involvement for the Federal Programs Survey. Districts were selected
first, then two schocls within each district. At the close of data
collection, the total sample was 57 sites, constituted as follows: Title
1216, Follow Through=16, Title VII=13, and ESAA=12. '

The purposes for the Site Study demanded an intensive, on-site data collection
effort employing a variety of datz sources and substantial time. This was met
by hiring and training experieiced researchers who 11v;d in the vicinity of
each site. They collected dats for a period of at least 16 weeks, on a half

time basis.




1. Parental Involvement in Governance

¢ Do existing Federal and state legislation, regulations, and
guidelines allow parents to participate in making important
gecisions?

o Do existing state and local practices affect parental
participation in the. making of important decisions?

2. Parental Involvement in the Instructional Process

o Do existing Federal and state legislation, regulations, and
guidelines allow parents to participate meaningfully in
instructional roles?

o Do existing state and- local practices affect meaningful
parental participation in instructional roles?

3. Funding Considerations and Parental Involvement

o Do total funding levels affect the quantity and quality of
parental involvement activities?

¢ Do the timing and duration of fund allocations influence
the quantity and quality of parental involvement activities?

¢ Does the amount of funding specifically devoted to parental
involvement affect the quantity and quality of parental
involvement activities?

4. Parental Involvement and Educational Quality

o Do parental involvement activities influence the quality of
. . education provided to students served by the four Federal
programs?

5. Multiple Funding and Parental Involvement

¢ When multiple.programs are funded at a site, are the quantity and
quality of parental involvement activities affected?

Figure 1-2. Policy Relevant Issues for the Study of
Parental Involvement




Three techniques were used by Field Researchers: interviews, observations, and
document analyses. Their efforts were guided by analysis packets that
contained details on research questions to answer and techniques to employ.
Each Field Researcher worked closely with an SDC Site Coordinator, who provided
guidance and assistance. Information was submitted to SDC on a regular basis
by means of tape-recorded protocols and written forms. Toward the end of their
work, Fic'd Researchers prepared summary protocols in which they analyzed all
data for their own site; these summary protocols becase the first step in the
analysis process.

Following the receipt of summary protocols, senior SDC staff summarized the
findings from each site into syntheses that followed a common outtine. The
syntheses were further distilled into analysis tables that displayed data in
matrices, which were examined for cross-site patterns. Versions of analysis
tables appear in subsequent chapters, along with the major findings regarding
the research questions guiding the study.

V. INTRODUCTION TO THE VOLUME

The remainder of this report is organized as follows. First is a treatment of
the Federal program, then a description of the sample, fo]]dwed by a chapter on
the coordination of parental involvement. Chapters thereafter take up the five
functional areas in turn. The final chapter addresses the policy-relevant
issues.

Chapters dealing with the five functional areas are structured around the basic
study objectives. That is, they: contain findings on parental involvement
activities for a functional area, along with the contributory factors and
consequences for the activities. Throughout those chapters findings are
presented in two ways: total information is displayed in tables, while major
findings are highlighted in the text.

18
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Recognizing the need for maiﬁtaining the confidentiality of participants in the
.study, pseudonyms have been used to identify districts and schools. In

addition, the common titles of Project Director and Parent Coordinator are used
. although projects actually called those persons by many other names.
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CHAPTER 2
THE TITLE I PROGRAM

In terms of both children served and funds allocated, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is the largest of the four
programs in this study. Its purpose is described in Section 101 of the
legislation, as follows: ‘

In recognition of the special needs of the children of low-
income families and the impact that concentrations of low- -
income families have on the ability of local educational
agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financial assistance...to local educational agencies
serving areas with concentrations of children from low=-income
families to expand and improve their educational programs by
various means...which contribute particularly to meeting the
special needs of educationally deprived children.




In implementing this policy, the U.S. Education Department makes grants to
eligible LEAs to conduct projects designed to improve the quality of instruc-
tion for children who are underachieving.

Title I is a categorical entitlement program, meaning that certain students
are entitled to receive its services. Its target population is composed of
students who are educationally deprived and who reside in areas with high con-
centra%ions of low-income families. Its goal i5 to meet student needs and to
raise student achievement, especially in the areas of reading, language arts,
and mathematics. Projects are carried out at either the school level or the
LEA Tevel. Typically, services to students consist of one-to-one or small
group instruction in reading and/or mathematics. Specially trained teachers
generally provide students with instruction in their regular classrooms, in
reading or math labs on a pull-out basis, or occasionally after school. The
Title I teachers frequently are assisted by paid paraprofessionals.

Title I'funds are distributed to state education agencies which, in turn,
distribute them to local education agencies. Although LEAs allocate dollar
amounts to individual schools, schools generally neither receive the funds
directly nor administer them. At present, 93.7 percent of the nation's
districts receive Title I funds, and 67 percent of elementary schools are
allocated Title I funds. This program is truly national in scope, affecting
every state, almost every LEA, and the majority of schools.

The original legislation required that parents be involved in developing local
project applications. Subsequently, regulations and guidelines were issued to
clarify this criterion. In July, 1968, advisory committees were suggested; in
November, 1968, "maximum practical involvement" of parents in all phases of
Title I was required. In 1971, local educational agencies were required to
provide parents with documents on planning, operating, and evaluating projects.
In 1971, a Parent Advisory Council was required at the district levels in

1974, the law was changed to include councils at both the district and school
levels, with members selected by parents. The most recent legislation, in
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1978, describes in detail the composition and training of Parent Advisory
Councils at both levels.

The conceptualization developed for the Study of Parental Involvement contains
five functional areas--avenues through which parents can participate in »
federal educational programs. These five functions are described below, as.
they apply to Title I projects.

Governance Function. This function refers to parental participation in the

decision-making process. Parents can participate in the governance of Title I
projects in the following ways:

1. As members of the mandated District Advisory Council.

2. As members of the mandated School Advisory Council.

3. Informally, as individuals or as members of organizations.
Education Function.° This function refers to parental participation in the
instructional process. Parents can participate in the educational component
of Title | projécts as paid aides (paraprofessionals) and volunteers, and as
teachers of their own children in the home. Aides and volunteers can be used
in Title I projects to help individual students and groups of students to
master academic skills and to prepare materials for academic instruction. In
Title I projects parents can tutor their own children at home to help students
acquire academic skills.

School Supgport Function. This function refers to parental augmentation of the
school's resources. Parents can augment a Title I school's resources by
volunteering to act as speakers in classrooms and at assemblies, demonstrating
particular skills to students, improving buildings and grounds, locating or
making non-instructional materials, and raising funds. As either volunteers
or paid aides, parents can supervise students in the playground and during
field trips. Parents may assist the professional staff in dealing with such

23




matters as the closure of a school, the reassignment of key personnel, and the

passage of school finance issues. Parents can provide encouragenent to their
own children.

Community-School Relations Function. This function refers to parent-school
exchanges of information and the development of improved interpersonal
relations. Parents in a Title I school can take part in this function as
pérticipants in communication by way of written and verbal (telephone)
nessages, informational meetings, and face-to-face dialogues, and through
formal and social interchanges involving the school staff and parents.

Parent Education Function. This function refers t. the training provided to
parents to assist them in areas where there are student needs. Parents in
Title I schools can receive training through workshops offered by local
projects. Parent education programs include such topics as child growth and

development, parent-child relations, health and nutrition, and leadership
-, development.




CHAPTER 3
ORGANIZATION OF TITLE I PROJECTS

I." INTRODUCTION

~

The purposeiof this chapter is threefold: to acquaint the reader with the

| . R . . . . .
environment 'in which the 16 Title I projects in the Site Study existed; to
descripe the structure of those 16 projects; and to present information on the

funding of éhe 16 projects. The chapter is divided into two additioral

sections, ohe for project environment and structure, the second for project
| o,

funding. |
|
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II. PRGJECT CONTEXT AND STRUCTURE

The variaples aiscussea below were chosen for study because, baseu on our
literature review and our experience with different Federal educational
programs, we felt that they might contribute to an understanding of parental
involvement in Title I projects. We tnought that these variables might nhelp
explain the manner and extent to which parental involvement activities were
carried out; the degree to which our expectations were realized will be
ageveloped in subsequent chapters.

The variables treated pelow, summarized across all ib sites, are presented for
individual sites in the Capsule Summaries that appear at the end of this

© chapter. As is the case in the Capsule Summaries, we have organized the
variables under four major divisions: community, district, school, and
project. Tne Federal Programs Survey pfovided basic information for many
variables, but the Survey data were verified and augmented during the
collection of Site Study data. ‘

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
/

The 16 Title [ projects particibating in the Site Study were located in
communities that represented a fairly wide range -of characteristics. They
were geographically distributed throughout tne Unitea States with the

exception that none was located in the Northwest. /
Location Number of Districts Percentage of Sample
Northeast 2 i3
Southeast & Z5
Midwest 5 31
_Southwest 5 31
Northwest 0 0
26 J5




The size of the community ranged from 3 dot on the map to some of the nation's

largest cities.

Nature Number of Districts Percentage of Sample
Large city, over 200,000 4 25
population
Suburp of acity 3 19
Middle-size city, 50,000- 2 g 13

200,000 population

Small city or town, less 5 31
than 50,000 population

Rural area 2 13

Although one site was virtually 100 percent White, the ethnic cogposition of
the communities in which the sample schools were situatea was mixed to varying
degrees. A combination of Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americans
generally constituted the minority.

Ethnicity Number of Districts Percentage of Sample
80% or more White 5 31
65% - 80% White 5 31
80% or more Black 3 19
80% or more Hispanic 1 6
75% or more Asian 1 6
50% Black, 50% Hispanic 1 6

The socio-economic status (SES) of the communities, based on families' meeting
Federal poverty standards, ranged from middle to very low. The majority were
located in areas that contained about equal numbers of middle- and low-SES

famiiies.
SES . Number of Districts Percentage of Sample .
Middle 3 19
Middle-Tow 8 50
Low 3 19
Very low 2 i3
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DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS

Participating districts ranged from very small to very large. Large districts
were generally located in cities, while small districts were located in rural
areas or small towns, with one exception: one large district was located in a
geographically large county composed of many small towns. District enrollment
did not constitute a continuum, but fell into the following clusters.

District Enrollment Number of Districts Percentage of Sample
225,000 and over 3 19
20,000 - 60,000 4 25
3,000 - 10,000 7 44
1,400 - 1,800 2 13

/

One-half of the districts participating in the Site Study received funds, in
addition to Title I funds, from one or more of the programs under study (ESAA,
Follow Through, &nd Title VII Bilingual).

Other Programs Number of Districts Percentage of Sample
ESAA, FT, Title VII 1 6
Bilingual
ESAA, Title VII ' 1 6
Bilingual . ,
FT, Title VII 2 13
- Bilingual '
ESAA 2 13
Title VII Bilingual 2 13
No other programs 8 50

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

The 31 elementary schools (all public) in the Site Study ranged from very
small to very large. The majority of schools, however, were medium sized,
containing between 200 and 600 students.

(')
o

-

28




.\\

School Enrollment . Number of Schools - Percentage of Sample

1,000 and over 1 “« 3
800 - 999 i 2 )
600 - 799 5 16
400 - 599 11 36
200 - 399 11 . 36
000 - 199 1 3

The .grade range in the participating schools showed several configurations.
These differences represented both traditional, local patterns of school grade
arrangement, and spé;ia] patterns devised by districts for the purposes of
desegregation. \

Grade Range Number of Schools Percentage of Sample
K-8 2 6
K-6 16 he
K=5 3 10
K--4 1 3
1-6 4 13
K-1, 3-6 1 3
K, 3-6 2 6
3-6 1 ‘3
pP-3 1 3

Low-income students, as defined by eligibility for free/reduced lunch or AFDC,
were present in each of the participating schools. ("No data" refers to
schools for which information was not obtained.)

Percentage of

Low-Income Students Number of Schools Percentage of Sample
76-100% o7 6 19
51-75% 6 19
26-50% 11 36
0-25% 5 15
No Jata 3 10
29 -
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Very few students in the sampled schools came from non-English speaking homes.

Percentage of Students from

. Non-English Speaking Homes  Number of Schools Percentage of Sample
76%-100% 1 3
51-75% 1 3
26-50% 1 3
0-25% - 26 84
)

No data ‘ 2

The ethnic composition of the participéting schools closely paralleled that of
the districts in which they were located. Although at a few schools students
were bused for purposes of desegregation, most sample schools serve& their
immediate communities. The majority of schools were predominantly White’ with
Blacks, Hispanicé, Asiané, or Native Americans in the minority.

—

Ethnicity Number of Schoocls Percentage of Sample

80% or more White ' 10 32

065% - 80% White 7 23

80% or more Black 5 16

65% or more Black 2 6 P
80% or more Hispanic 3 10

80% or more Asian 2 6

50% White-50% Black 1 3

No data 1 3

L PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
= —-Project Age

Projects in the Site Study were of long duration: Fifteen of the 16 (94%)
were established 11 or more years ago with more than one-half dating from the
1965 inception of the Title I program. One project had been in existence for
seven years. The 31 schools in the Site Study sample exhibited a greater
range of funding longevity. Twenty schools (64%) had been funded 11 years or
more; eight (26%) had been funded for six to ten years; and three (10%) had
received funds for five years or less.

30




The Design of Student Services

At every site in the sample, services were delivered to students at the
schools. These services took the form of remedial mathematics and/or reading
instruction. The majority of projects (68%) offered student services
exclusively on a pull-out basis; students left their régu]ar classrooms during -
the day to receive instruction in resource centérs and special classrooms.
Three sites (19%) combined pull-out instruction with some other form of
instruction; in two cases, students were instructed both during class and on a
pull-out basis; and in one case, students attended an after-school program in

adaition to in-class instruction. At two sites (13%) students were instructed
exclusively within their regular cjasskooms. : .
Project Objectives Addressed to Parental Involvement

Typically, projects stated that one of their obje. os for involving parents
Avas to provide opportunitiés for parents to participate in the planning,
implementation, ana evaluation of the project. Héwever,.come projects had
expanded parental involvement objectives to include other areas. Nine (56%)
indicated that they intended to help parents understand the purposes and
provisions of the Title I project and to provide related information. Six
(40%) included the preparation of parents to assist their children with schqol
work in their objéctives; five (31%) stated that parents would be encouraged
to participete in project activities; and fhree (20%) listed the™improvement .
of ngme-school and parent-child relationships among their objectives for
parental involvement. .
\

Project Provisions for Parental Involvement

Projects provided parents a number of avenues for involvement. District ard
School Advisory Councils were the most common provisions for parent pertici-
pation in the project. Other activities provided by projects were parent
education and traiﬁing sessions (44%), and the opportunity to participate in
organized home tutoring programs (13%). A1l projects invited parents to
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attend various events geared toward the improvement of community-school
relations. In addition, several staff positions aliowed parents on-going
participation in the project. At nine sites *he position of Parent Coordina-
_tor (56%) servea the dual purpose of offering a few parents a job on the
project staff while eﬁﬁuring that the responsibility for implementins parental
involvement activities was delegated. At 12 sites, the instructional aide
position,.whether intentionally or unintentjona]]y open to parents, gave

parents the opportunity to participate in the instructional process. (These
various activities are treated in detail in subsequent chapters.)

Project Personnel

At the district level, ali projects were administered either by "a Project
Director, a Federal Programs Director, or both, in the case of very large
projects. District project administration was shared at eight sites by parent
coordinators anda/or parent coordination managers. In two cases, a Social

" Worker and a Curriculum Development Manager had major managerial tasks in the
project. ’

The Role of Project Personnel in Parental Involvement

The numper of project staff playing a role in parental involvement was large
and included various titles. Two projects cited six different project or
school staff positions whose oczupants had major responsibilities for the
implementation of parental involvement activities. A1l but two projects
delegated such responsibilities to two or more staff role groups. . Project
Directors, and occasionally Federal Programs Directors, were involved with the
DAC and in parent activities at the managerial level. More commonly, the
associated duties were delegated to Parent Coordinators (56%), who at the
district level dealt with the DAC and at the school level dealt with the PAC.
In their absence, principals, Title I teachers, aides/tutors, or in a few
cases other staff members (€.9g., Social Worker, reading specialist) handled
school-level parent activities. At every site, at least one staff member neld

the major responsibility for ensuring that parents became involved jin the
project.




IIT1. PROJECT FUNDING

Table 3-1 contains information on a number of funding-related variables. We
present this information with a great deal of trepidation, for we are not at
all confident about the quality of the data. During both the. Federal Programs
Survey and the Site Study, as we attempted to obtain funding information we
encounterea two significant problems that led us to be unsure about our
findings. First, many projects did not have available in one location the
type of information we sought, which frequently meant that respondents had to
go to multiple sources for answers to our questions and had to report data
about which they had no direct knowledge. Second, and probably most
important, there were no consistent methods used for accoUnting for funding
information. This lack of uniformity across sites meant that respondents did
not have the same referent as they answered our questions.

An illustration of the latter problem that was most germane to this’study
concerned the allocations made by projects for parental involvement. We were
certain that different districts included different items as costs of parental
involvement. Thus, some districts included the salary of a Parent Coordina-
tor; other districts that also had a Parent Coordinator would include that
person's salary under a personnel line-item rather than under parental
involvement.

Accordingly, we present the following information with some reservations. As
we discuss the findings we will point out the degree of our confidence in,
them, pased on our assessment of the quality of the underlying data.

FUNDING LEVELS

Site Study projects varied widely 1n terms of district Title I grants, from
over %67 million to $50,000. Similarly, allocations to schools differed
greatly, with a high of almost $400,000 to & low of $10,000. In general:ihe
districts and schools with the highest levels of funding were found in the
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inner cities of major metropolitan areas, while the locations with the lowest

levels occurred in small. towns and rural areas. These findings reflected the
incidence of poverty-level families.

While we were able to obtair accurate data on district grants, there were
Peculiarities in our finding.. In some cases the f1gures for large districts
were for an entire district grant, while those for other large-city districts
were for a subdistrict grant. Accordingly, one cannot conclude that there was
a direct correspondence between city size and grant amount, since we had both

subdistricts of very large cities and widely-dispersed small-town counties at
the highést end of our sample.

Our school-level data were less than ide~1. In three instances we were never
able to ootais figures vor individual schools, and three other districts
indicated that there were no grants made to schoola, since the districts,

controlled the proaects and simply assigned personnel and materials to schoo]s
on as-needed bases.

While we alsc sought data on all funds available to a aistrict (enterta1n1ng
the possibiiity that district wealth might relate to level of parental
involvement activities), there was far too much missing data to allow for the
determination of patterns. Anywhere from five to seven of the 16 districts

could not provide information on local, state, or Federal (other than Title 1)
funding.

Finally, per-pupil expenditure was requested, again as an indirect measure of
district wealth. We obtained such data from 15 districts and found a range
from $960 to $1970 rer pupil. We believe that the different accounting
systems used, as well as actual variations in dollars spent. per student, may
accoiint “for district-to-district differences.

34




CONTROL OF EXPENDITURES

At the district level we found Title I funds were controlled by different
persons or groups. .n four cases the Title I Project Director was reported to
be significant. Typically, funds were controlled, wholly or in part, by a
district financial officer (as we saw in ten cases). And there were three
instances of a senior administrator, and two of a school board, exerting some
control.

At individual schools, we found that in the majority of cases district
personnel managed funds for school projects. We found only one project at
which principals controlled scnool-level Title I funds.

ALLOCATIONS TO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The amount of money reported to be allocated for parental involvement ;anged
from $3 miliion to none at the district level, and from $80,000 to none at the
school level. Many aﬁtivities were reported to be paid for with these monies,
including personnel, advisory council expenses, materials, travel, tutoring,
training, ana cost-reimbursement. The major contributor to parental
involvement costs, when they were reported, was staff salaries (e.g., Parent
Coordinators and parent classroom aides).

Unfortunately, these data were not comparable across sites. What was
considered a parental involvement cost at one location was not at another.
Looking at this another way, items that we consiaerea part of parental
involvement--such as DAC expenses, or Parent Coordinator salary--were not
incluaged under parental involvement at some sites where such costs were
incurred. Thus, the aata on district and school parental involvement
allocations were quite misleading.
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TIMING OF FUNDING p

We wished to see if fhe time at which funds were received affected parental
involvement/and, particularly, if later receipt limited the range of
activities. However, there were only minor variations in the timing; except
for one site reporting fall funding, funds were received in late spring or
early summer.

~
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BONNET | KING MEADDW- BENJAMIN MDUNTAIN SUMMER
COMPASS | JOHNS CD.{ STADIUM co. EDWARD | PLAINS| LANDS | ROLLER [ KINGSTOWN | REDLANDS | BRISBANE co. CLETEVILLE VIEW MAPLE | PLACE
DISTRICT GRANT 67M 138M 4.4M aM 2.9M 29M 1.2M 1M 630K 440K 320K 170K 150K 80K 70K 50K
CONTROL AT No data PO, School Fin. Dff. | PO, PO, Fin, 0ff. | Fin. Dff. | SchoolBrd, | Fin. Dff. | PO, No data Fin. Dff. PO Supt,, |Fin, Dff.
DISTRICT LEVEL Fin. Dff. | Board Supt. Asst. Supt] Fin. DIf, Fin. Dff. Fin, Dff,
SCHODL GRANTS 399K No data None to 81K 93K Nodata [ 107K* None to None to 37K 12K 21K 21K 26K No data { 11K
318K schools 19K 44K schools schools 46K 57K 43K 11K 26K 10K
CONTRDL AT No data Same as N/A Sameas ] Sameas Same as | Nodata | N/A N/A Same as Same as No data Same as Same as Princi- | Same as
SCHODL LEVEL district distnet  } distact | district \ district district district district pals district
PER-PUPIL 1730 1660 1300 1070 1970 1610 1690 1680 1200 1300 1140 960 1700 1650 1480 ] 1400
EXPENDITURE
\
DTHER FEDERAL No data 14M No data Nodata | 1M Nodata [ 1M 96K 1.8M 570K 850K 580K 260K No data 69K 150K
FUNDS :
w b
~ STATE FUNDS No data No data No data 1.1M 1.5M Nodata | 520K 11.IM 8.6M 480K 32M 3.2M 5.1M No data M 5M
LOCAL FUNDS No data No data No data 30K No data Nodata | 35M ™ 230K No data 15M 1M 69M No data 800K j2.1M
DISTRICT A} 3M 880K 33K 24pK 20K 13K 20K 800 6K No data 40 0 200 200 0 450
ALLOCATION : .
SCHooL P 60K No data "No dats 80K 300 Nodata | 6K* No data 0 No data 0 0 0 0 0 No data
ALLDCATIDNS 30K 80K 300 D 0 0 0 0 0
WHEN FUNDS Spring Summer No data Sumsner | Summer Spring No data | Summer Fat Summer Summer Spring Spring  «| Spring, Spripg | Spring, ,
RECEIVED Summer Summer
*Dniy 1 school studied,
LEGEND:
FUNDS CONTRDL
M = Million PD = Project Director
K = Thousand Fin. Dff. = Financial Dffice '
Supt. = Supenntendent
N/A = Not Applicable
" Table 3-1. Funding Information
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CHAPTER 4
THE COORDINATION OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

I. INTRODUCTION ‘

This chapter describes the general roles and activities of individuals who
coordinate project-related activities for parents of fit]e I students. We
decided to examine Parri. Coordinators because of the potential influence we
thought they might have on the quantity and quality of parental involvement
activities cirered by Title I projects. We examined individuals who were
Sperifilally designated by the district or project to coordinate parent
ag&ﬁrities. as well as those individuals who assumed such responsibilities
while actuaily fulfilling another full-time role.

Within the Tit]e_I program, the position of Parent Coordinator (also known as
Home-Schoel Liaison, Parent Involvement Specialist, School-Community
Involvement Person, and other titles at differant sites) was not mandated by
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legislation nor required by regulations. When we conducted the Federal
Programs Survey, it became apparent that many Title I sites had full-time or'
part-time persons performing parent coordination duties at the district and
the school leveis. Nationwide, it was estimated that 62 percent of Title I
districts and 32 percent of Title I schools provided parent coordination.
These FPS data proved to be consistent with our Site Study fi-“ings: of the
1o sites studies, 50 percent of the districts and 39 percent of the schools
provided Parent Coordinators.

At two of the seven sites that did not provide Parent Coordinators, otner
staff members assumed the tasks of parent coordination in addition to their
official responsibilities. In one case a Title I Social Worker served in the
parent coordination role, while in the other case a Title I Resource Teacher
had those responsibilities. Both projects existed on small budgets that
allowea for minimal staff. At both sites these individuals had taken on ‘the
coordination tasks by default: no one else was available to do so.

In the remainder of this chapter we will follow the convention of referring to
all persons who handled parent coordination as Parent Cocrdinator, regardless
of their unijue titles within their own projects. Also, we #ill discuss

" district-Teve] and school-level Parent Coordinators in the aggregate, in
recognition of the significant overlap in their activities.

Section Il of the chapter takes up the general roles fulfilled by Par nt
Coordinators, Section III discusses the characteristics of the indivic als
fulfilii.ig parent coordination positions, and Section IV describes the
activit’ . of Parent Coordinators. Finally, in Section V we summarize our
t ‘rdings regarding Parent Coordinators in Title I projects.
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IT. ROLE OF THE PARENT COORDINATOR

By whatever title the person was known, Parent Coordinators were defined as
individuals who had full- or part-time responsibility for developing and
coordinating parent participation in Title I project activities. Following
our conceptual framework, parents could (a) be members of advisory councils,
(b) be part of the instructional process, (c) take part in parent education
offerings, (d) provide non-instructional support to the schooi or project, and
(e) take part in community-school relations activities. We found that Parent
Coordinators provided three basic ﬁervices in thése functional areas of
parental involvement: facilitation, communication, and administration.

In their role as facilitators of parental involvement activities, Parent
Coordinators performed a number of duties. They were generally responsible
for contacting speakers; locating resource persons and materials; securing
meeting rooms; providing refreshments, decorations, transportation, and
babysitting; and making arrangements appropriate to particular events like
advisory council meetings, open houses, banquets, and training sessions. In
addition, PCs frequently conceived of, organized, and contributed to the
planning and designing of such events, and in some cases were responsible for
actually conducting them. The success of these events was usually dependent
on the Parent Coordinator's ability to recruit parents to attend.

During the Federal Programs Survey, respondents were requested to indicate the
two activities engaged in most frequently by Parent Coordinators. We found ,
that 32 percent of the districts and 58 percent of the schools indicated that
recruiting parents was one of the most frequent activities.

In addition to their role as facilitator, Parent Coordinators served as a
primary conveyor of information among the project, schools, and parents. As
communicators, they produced newsletters, flyers, letters, and announcements
informing parents of events and inviting their participation. They held or
attended meetings at which they informed parents about events, plans, ana




policies. PCs were relied upon by school and project staff members to act as
a general liaison with the community oy mail, by teléphone, and in person.
Most Coordinators made home visits as part of their recruiting and
‘communicating efforts, and a few visited homes to monitor home tutoring
programs. Respondents reported that parents felt more comfortable with Parent
Coordinators than with administrators and teachers, and were willing to
discuss school and project concerns with the Coordinators.

The Federal Program Survey upheld these findings. In 64 percent of the
districts and 56 percent of the schools respondents indicated that informing
parents of school and district policies and events was one of the two most
frequent activities of Parent Coordinators. In addition, 49 percent of the
districts and 25 percent of the schools said that coordinating or conducting

workshops to inform parents about Title I regulations and guidelines was a
major task.

As facilitators and communicators, Parent Coordinators were required to
provide administrative and clerical services. They maintained records of
participating and non-participating parents, catalogued resources, and handled
correspondence. Some Coordinators helped parents draft letters and translated

for parents if requested to do so. In general, Parent Coordinators engaged in
numerous tasks associated with maintaining an office and, if in a supervisory
position, also handled related auministrative duties.
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ITI. CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENT COORDINATORS

We noted earlier that Parent Coordinators were found at 11 of the 16 projects
in the Site Study; in nine instances we found full-time coordinators and in
two cases the coordinators were part-time. Some of the information we
obtained on the characteristics of Parent Coordinators is displayed in Table
4-1. These characteristics and others not reported in Table 4-1 indicate that
coordinatbrs have some attributes in common:

4

¢ They were predominately women.

o They were older than the typical parent of a Title I student.

¢ They were better educated than the typical Title I parent. Most had
attended college and half had at least a bachelor's degree.

¢ They represented the major ethnic group served by the project. At
some sites it was district or project policy that this be the case.

o They came from parent rather than professional ranks-.

¢ They had a history of community involvement, many having been active
in service groups, churches, and non-Title I school affairs.

Beyond the attributes noted above, there were three findings regarding Parent
Coordinators that were worth exploring in depth: their attitudes, selection
process, and training.

ATTITUDES

Parent Coordinators expressed consistently positive attitudes toward the
Title I project and toward parental involvement. They believed that the
parental involvement' component of the project provided parents an opportunity
to understand what Title I and the school could do for their children. Parent
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Coordinators reported that participation in activities such as advisory
ceuncils, school visitations, and home tutoring helped develop more positive
parent-child relationships and resulted in better performance on the parts of
students. While all held positive views of the general concept of parenté]
involvement, there were some variations in the emphasis placed on different
forms of parental involvement. A few coordinators stressed participation in
the governance function, to the exclusion of other functions. More commonly,
however, Parent Coordinators tended to interpret participation as support for
the‘project and as attendance at project events.

However, some Parent Coordinator attitudes toward parents themselves were less
positive. While some felt that parents were interested in helping their
children in any way they could, others held the belief that parents were
apathetic and uninterested in their children's education. The latter group of
coordinators displayed paternalistic attitudes toward parents, and were less
successful in their efforts to communicate with parents and to enlist parental
participation in project events.

SELECTION PROCESS

Parent Coordinators were considered ejther professional or paraprofessional
employees of the district. In order to be employed, they had to file formal
app]icatidns and meet district requirements. These included educational
quaiifications (sometimes high school graduation, more frequently attendance
at college), prior experience in people-oriented positions, and in one case
the passing of an examination. At no site was the Parent Coordinator required
to be the parent of a Title I student. However, it was the policy of several
districts or projects to encourage parents or to give preference to parents
for coordinator positions. At these sites principals, teachers, and project
staff members recruited already-active parents for positions (e.g., aides,
volunteers, or advisory council members). Although candidates were required
to make formal application, school and/or project staff were responsible for
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final selection. In general, Parent Coordinators acquired their jobs after
exhibiting interest in parental involvement aspects of a project, through
active participation.

TRAINING

Parent Coordinators received varying amounts of training to prepare them for
their assignments. At three sites, no training at all was provided. At two
sites, projects provided no formal training but expected Coordinators to
absorb information while performing on the job. In addition to on-the-job
training, five projects provided more formalized training through workshops
and inservice sessions. iThis consisted of districtwide workshops on Title I
regulations, state and district policies, District and School Advisory Council
operations, and techniques for involvement of parents. Those projects with.
specialized parent coordination duties (such as implementation of home
tutoring programs, parent education sessions, and classroom instruction by
coordinators) providea guidance in those areas. The most extensive training
occurred at sites in districts or states that had mandated training programs
for all Title I project personnel.
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IV. ACTIVITIES OF PARENT COORDINATORS

Table 4-2 presents information on the activities of Parent Coordinators in six
different areas. Each of these is discussed subsequently.

INVOLVEMENT WITH PPOJECT GOVERNANCE

A1l Parent Coordinators were responsible for ensuring that advisory councils
existed, had the appropriate memberships, and functioned. They provided

certain essential services to District and School Advisory Councils. Most
wére relied upon to provide technical assistance to DACs and PACs: making
available information on Title I regulations, locating resource persons to
speak at meetings, obtaining materials and supplies, and handling such
logistical matters as meeting arrangements and transportation. Further,
coordinators recruited members, set agendas, publicized meetings, and
communicated with parents about DAC and PAC functions.

Parent Coordinators were expected to attend DAC and PAC meetings. We found
that about two thirds of the coordinators actually conducted advisory council%%
meetings, either formally as chairpersons or informally as the dominating

force. The interactions of Parent Coordinators with DACs and PACs are treated
-1in Chapters 5 and 6.

INVOLVEMENT WITH THE EDUCATIONAL FUNCTION

Parent Coordinators infrequently were involved with the instructional procecs
in a direct fashion. At one site the coordinator position was combined with
that of classroom instructional aide. Otherwise, at three sites PCs in their
role as iiaison between school and community informed parents of available
aide positions and encouraged parents to apply for them5

Indirectly, Parent Coordinators facilitated the instructional process by pro-

viding assistance to parents in their efforts to help their own children with
schoolwork. At two sites PCs were responsible for implementing formal home
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tutoring programs; they trained parents to use materials, provided the
materials, and monitored the progress of the program. At five other sites,
coordinators provided parents with more general information about the edu-

cational process. Such offerings often were categorized as parent education,
and covered a range of topics from hints on using mathematics when shopping to

courses on the nature of the reading process. Chapter 7 contains details on
the part played by Parent Coordinators in the instructional process.

INVOLVEMENT WITH PARENT EDUCATION

The definitions used b, districts for parent education were complex, and
included many subject areas. We found ten sites where parent education pro-
grams were offered as part of the Title I project. At eight of these ten
sites, Parent Coordinators participated through such actions as organizing and
designing workshops, recruiting participants, handling logistics, or providing
instructors and materials. Details of Parent Coordinator actions regarding
pgrent education appear in Chapter 8.

INVOLVEMENT WITH SCHOOL SUPPORT

Parent Coordinators were generally responsible for gaining whatever non-
instructional support parents gave to the Title I project. In their role as
implementors of other project activities, Parent Coordinators asked parents at
four sites to assist the project and the schools. Our data suggested that
many parents were willing to give resouces to the project, provided they knew
what was needed and that their efforts were, in some fashion, organized. At
four sites Parent Coordinators fulfiiled this function. See Chapter 8 for
further information on Parent Coordinators and the school support function.

INVOLVEMENT WITH COMMUNITY-SCHOOL RELATIONS

At ten of the 11 sites providing coordination, Parent Coordinators were active
in communications between parents and their schools, and were seen as a major
Tink between parents and their schools. Administrators relied on coordinators
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td keep parents informed of project and school activities. Also, coordinators -
conceived of and organized social events, open houses, Title I orientation
sessions, and other methods directed toward the exchange of information about
the Title I project. In addition, they frequently played an advocate role for
parents, representing their concerns at meetings with project and school
personnel. The involvement of Parent Coordinators in the community-school
relations functicn is described in Chapter 8.

INVOLVEMENT WITH SOCIAL SERVICES

Although not officially called. for in a Job description, Parent Coordinators
at four sites had assumed a social service role, i.e., helping parents cope
with the problems of their daily living (e.g., joblessness, lack of food and
clothing, child truancy). Home visitations afforded these coordinators the
opportunity to become personally involved with home-based problems of parents,
and some did so to the exclusion of conducting project business. In one case,
the PC felt that most parents were sufficiently beset by the deprivation of
necessities that they were not able to participate in the project in any
manner.
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V. DISCUSSION

The position of Parent Coordinator was established in response to a need on
the part of Title I projects to have someone directly responsible for the
implementation of activities calling for parental participation. In several
cases state officials initiated the development of the position or requested
that districts do so. In other cases the role evolved as a result of project
components that required parent-staff contact for their implementation.
Parent coordination is, by and large, a recent phenomenon; the role generally
has been instituted in the last four or five years of projects that have been
in operation for as many as 15 years.

Parent Coordinators were central to the implementation of parental involvement
activities at many sites in our scudy. As will be developed in subsequent

_Chapters, coordinators were often the major factor contributing to the types

of parental involvement activities carried out, and to the degree of success
realized by the activities. As our tale unfolds, the critical nature of
Parent Coordinators will emerge and we will frequently draw conclusions
regarding coordinators.

The parent coordination position generally was considered to be an important
one in a Title I project. Coordinators served as an intermediary between the
district, school, or project and parents of served students. This
delicately-balanced position contributed both positively and negatively to
parental participation. On the positive side, coordinators were frequently
either present or former Title I parents who had a history of involvement with
the project as paraprofessionals or advisory council members. They were
familiar with the problems and concerns of Title I parents, and parents often

.reported that they could identify with Parent Ccirdinators. Since the pack-

grounas of Parent Coordinators were closer to those of Title I parents ihan
was typically true of professional staff members, coordinators were able to
communicate petter with parents and were more successful in engaging parents
in project functions.
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On the other hana, Parent Coordinators in their intermediary role were in a
position to interpret parental involvement according to their own attitudes
and oeliefs. Many worked under minimal direct supervision, and had great
latitude in how they accomplished their tasks. Parent Coordinators aspiring
to personal power and having a need to control others could and sometimes did
utilize parental involvement activities to realize their own objectives. Some
coordinators assumed a paternalistic stance with parents, restricting parental

input to the project on the assumptions that parents did not have sufficient
know ledge to make meaningful contributions and that parents neeaed to be

shielded from situations and persons where they could be harmed. Finally,
coordinators could inject their own feelings into communications between
parents and project staff members, filtering the information they were to
convey.

<
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Provide
info. and
matenals

Tean
members

Organize
DAC/SAC
meetings

Attend &
meetings

Provide
nfo. and
matenials

Train
members

Organize
DAC/SAC
meetings

Attive at
meetings

Provide
nfo. and
materials

Train
members

PALD AIDES

VOLUNTEERS

EDUCATION

HOME TUTORING

Recruit
aides

Tram for
home
tutoring

Recruit and
train for
home
tutoning

Tutor
students

Help
teachers

Recruit
ades

Recruit
aides

Recruit
volunteers

Train
ades

PARENT EDUCATION

Recrust
parents

Conduct
workshops

Recruit

" parexs

Conduct
workshops

Recrust
parents

Conr uct
workshops

Recruit
parents

Condusct
workshops

Conduct
workshops

Recruit
parents

Conduct
workshops

Conduct
workshops

Conduct
workshops

SCHOOL SUPPORT

Recruit
volunteers

Maintain
records

Recruit
volunteers

Recrint
volunteers

Mamtain
records

Recru

Recrint

Resruit

vo

v

Maintain
tecords

—

COMMUNITY.SCHOOL
RELATIONS

Visit homes

Visit homes

Prepare
documents
Organize
events

Recruit
parents

Visit homes

Organize
events

Recruit
parents

isit homes

Prepare
documents

Orgamize
events

Recruit
parentr

Visit homes

Prepare
documents,

Organize
events

Recruit
parents

Drganize
events

Recrunt
parents

Visit homes

Muiti-
cultural
displays

Prepare
documents

Organize
events

Visit homes

Prepare
documents

Organize
events

Prepare
doctuments

SOCIAL SERVICES

Provide
services

Provide
services

Provide
services

Provide

services

Table 4-2. Activities of Parent Coordinators




CHAPTER 5
NATURE OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE DISTRICT-LEVEL
GOVERNANCE OF TITLE I

I. INTRODUCTION

From its beginning, the Title I program has included mechanisms for parents to
participate in the governance of local projects. The primary mechanism is the
parent advisory council; since 1971 Di§trict Advisory Councils have bcen
required by Federal legislation and regulations. (School Advisory Councils,
mandated in 1974, are treated in the next chapter.)

Parental participatic~ in the governance of Title I projects has its roots in
the concept of participatory democracy. This concept holds that in a democracy
citiz.ns have the right to participate in the forming of policies and making

of decisions that may affect their lives. The concept was formally articu-
lated in the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 with the now-famous requirement
that poverty programs be developed with the "maximum feasible participation of
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resinents of the areas and the members of the groups served." The earliest
legislation for Title I was accompanied by a criterion for implementation,
estahlished by the Commissioner of Education, that parents be involved in
developing local project appiications. The language in the Economic
Opportunity Act was mirrored in later Title I mandates calling for the
“maximum practical involvement" of parents in all phases of Title I.

For the present study, we defined the governance function as parental partici-
pation in the decision-making process. Our focus was, naturally, on the
District Advisory Council and how its parent members participated in making
decisions about the project, but we also looked for ways that other parent
groups or individual parents ‘e involved in project decision making. Since
we found few instances in which other groups or individuals were actively
involved with project decisions, this chapter is devoted to governance through
advisory councils.

Having defined the governance function as parental participation in the
decision-making process, we determined that there were three decision areas of
primary importance. We arrived at the three after a careful review of litera-
ture on citizen participation in social and political endeavors suggested that
they were the most important for an operational project. The first concerns
decisions about project services for students and encompasses decisions about
the kinds of services, the method of service delivery, and materials to be
included in those services. Second, we looked at decisicns regarding the
project budget--not limited to a budgetary line item for parental involve-
ment but extending to the entire project budget. The third area was per-
sonnel; we were interested in decisions about the hiring, assignment, and
evaluation of project personnel, both professional and paraprofessional.

There arc other decision areas that could have been examined as well as these
three. Among them are decisions regarding the structure and operation of a
parent advisory group itself. We concluded that decision making on, for
instance, meeting dates or membership requirements was of lesser importance

than decisions focused on the project and its procedures for achieving student
objectives.
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PLAN FOR THE CHAPTER

The chapter is organized in four major sections. In the remainder of this
section we provide a summary of the Title I regulations concerning parents and
the governance of projects, and a summary of bur major findings. In Part II
we describe in detail a number of findings concerning District Advisory
Councils. Part III is composed of an extensive treatment of our major find-
ings, with particular attention devoted to the factors that contributed to
these findings and the consequences of parental involvement in governance. In
Part IV we present our conclusions regarding governance, based on our various
findings.

This chapter contains a great deal more information than will be discussed in
the text. We collected data on a vast array of variables in the governance
area. Rather than attempting to discuss all this data, we have chosen to
focus on major findings in the text and to portray all the data by way of
tables. The reader is encouraged to ]ook carefully at the tables, to satisfy
personal information needs.

GOVERNANCE IN TITLE I REGULATIONS

Juring the data collection period for this study, the Title I program was
operating under a set of regulations derived from the 1976 legislation. These
regulations described two ways in which parents were to be involved with
project governance, through a District Advisory Council and through School
Advisory Councils.

Key points regarding the regulations for parent advisory councils are
summarized below.

¢ The majority of the members were to be parents of children currently

participating in the project, or of children who would participate in
a proposed project.
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o Members were to be selected by parents in project schools.

o The District Advisory Group was to be given the responsibility for
advising the local educational agency in the planning, implementation,
and evaluation of the project.

o The District Advisory Group was to be provided with information
concerning the project.

¢ The District Advisory Group was to operate under procedures that
insured timely and proper performance.

o The state educational agency was to determine that councils received
training materials and ~rientation.

Many state educational agencies have prepared their own Title I guidelines.
These provide additional guidance on the structure and functioning of advisory
councils. In the main these state guidelines attempt to clarify the Federal
regulations, although they may add requirements going heyond but not
conflicting with Federal regulations (e.g., requiring that the District
Advisory Council and the S.hool Advisory Council chairpersons certify that the
councils had takéz part in planning the project).

" During the period of the study, Congress enacted a reauthor<zation of the
legislation for Title I. Called the 1978 Amendments, the reauthorization
provided an increase in the specificity of the mandate concerning District and
School Advisory Councils. While the then U.S. Department of Education had not
relessed regulations for the new legislation during the time we were collect-
ing data, some districts.indicated that they had already begun modifying their
approach to parental involvement in anticipation of what the new regulations
would say. Certain of the datg we obtained are likely to have been influenced
by such anticipatory actions.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

There are four major findings regarding paren%al involvemgnt in project
governance, by means of the District Advisory Coyncil. /These are summarized

below and.are discussed in greater detail throughout the chapter.

® With one exception, all districts had a District Advisory Council
operating, and invariably the majority of the DAC members were parents.

o Overall, there was little involvement of District Advisory Councils in
the governance of Title I projects. With few exceptions, parents did
not participate in decisions that were made about Title I projects.
Parents were not active in the governance of projects.

o There were %our relatively distinct patterns of District Advisory
Council participation iﬁ decision mi¢king. At the lowest level was an
instance in which a DAC did not even exist. Next, there were DACs
that operated only to receive information about the project. The
third pattern was one in which the DAC had token involvement in
decision making. Such DACs may have discussed important project
matters, but their inputs made no difference in project decisions,
which the DAC rubber stamped. Finally, there were DACs where there
was true involvement with project decisions, i.e., DACs where the
advice offered"by parents had a real impact on the ultimate decision.

® There were observable differences in DACs at smaller and large
communities. In general, the DACs in the larger communities were more
active. There was a strong tendency for the least involved DACs to be
found in the smaller cities and rural areas, and a contrary tendency
for more involved DACs to be located in the larger cities.
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[T. PARENTAL TNVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I ADVISORY COUNCILS

Our examination of District Advisory Councils was carried out at 16 locations
in the nation. Of the 16, nine sites were located in large or middle-sized

cities and their suburbs, and seven sites were in small towns or rural
regions. We found one location where a District Advisory Council had never
been'formed, and one site where the DAC was not limited to Title I but was
formed to deal with all specially-funded Federal, state, qu Tocal programs.

Otherwise the remaining 14 DACs were conventional groups whose purpose was to
serve as the Title I project's district-level governance body.

As will emerge later there were three sites with large memberships (i.e., 78
111, and 140 members). These occurred because the DAC was composed of
representatives of schools (or subdistricts) in major metropolitan areas with
numerous participating schools or subdistricts.

b ]

Within major metropolitan areas, the hierarchical structure for advisory
councils was complex. Many large districis had a three-tiered arrangement,
i.e., advisory councils at the school level, an intermediate level, and
districtwide. The role of the intermediate council differed across the
nation. Some served as a convenience for the flow-through of information and
the training of parents, but played no part in project governance; governance
activities were carried out in the districtwide council. Others were the seat
of governance activities, and the districtwide council served only in a
titular capacity. When we recognized this variation, we determined which
council was the more important with regard to governance and focused our
attention on only that body. In this chapter, then, the District Advisory
Council referred to may have been a districtwide group that had under it a

number of essentially powerless subdistrict councils, or it may have been a
subdistrict council that exercised pdwer.

Beyond the three major findings already outlined, there were a number of
subsidiary findings regarding DACs. These are presented subsequently, in
conjunction with tables that display information on the variables included in




our investigation of the governance function. The presentation is organized
under four headings related to the DAC: Structure and Organization, Member-
ship and Selection, Support Features, and Functioning. The categories in the
four tables were included either because they relate to Title I regulations,
or because the study staff felt they might contribute to understanding
advisory councils.

STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION

The findings for a range of variables concerning the structure and logistics
of District Advisory Councils are displayed in Taole 5-1. The 16 districts
are arranged in order of community size, with the largest comunities to the
left and the smailest to the rignt.

The most notable finding in Table 5-1 was the extent to which project per-
sonnel were active in the critical logistics of DACs. In 14 of the 15 sites
with DACs, project personnel were active participants in setting the agendas
for meetings; and, in eight of the sites, project personnel either led
meetings or shared in the leadership role. The latter finding is somewhat
misleading. While the table indicates that the DAC chairperson was the
meeting leader at seven sites, in two cases the chairperson was a district or
project employee. That meant that DACs whose meetings were direcied by a
parent having no relationship to the distric. or project were found in less
than half of the sites. The dominance of project staff is even more apparent
when the identity of the person who actually conducted DAC meetings is

. considered. The entries reflect our Field Researchers' considered judgments
based on numerous interviews and observations of DAC meetings, so the table
shows who 415 nominally in charge and who really conducted meetings at a given
site.

MEMBERSHIP AND SELECTION

Table 5-2 displays information on variables concerning the members of the
Distrirt Advisory Council. 1In a'l cases the DAC met the Federal mandate of
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having more than half of its membership composed of parents. While the
typical DAC member had been elected to the DAC by a school-level Parent
Advisory Council there were some other routes followed: in one case, a

district wide election was held; in one case, principals appointed DAC
members; “n two cases, the PTA elected DAC members; and in four cases, parent
members were volunteers. Among non-parent members of DACS, teachers and
administrators predominated; in only four sites were community members found.

SUPPORT FEATURES

The most critical finding in Table 5-2 was the isolation of the DAC. The vast
majority of DACE had very little communication with parents, the community, or
schools. -This meant that DACs conducted whatever activities they did in rela-
tive isolation, and few persons outside of the group had any awareness of
those activities. Anecdotal comments verified this. Few respondents who were
not DAC members reported knowing of ifs’activities, and some were unaware of

its existence.

A second major finding was that DACs received little training that would help
them to function effectively. Almost half of the DACs in this study received
no training at all and, among those that did, only four were provided with
training intended to help the members with group processes. Most training
centered around the Title I program, with a focus on DAC members acquiring an
understanding of Title I.

FUNCTIONING

Table 5-4 coatains information on a number of variables concerning the
functioning of District Advisory Councils. The organizing feature of these

variables is the governance function‘and the participation of parents in the
decision-making process.

62

' D




We found that 80 percent of the sites had formalized a role for the District
Advisory Council in either DAC bylaws or other project documents. Invariably,
this role was described as advising project personnel, and the typical role
definition was a restatement of the Federal regulation calling for the DAC to
participate in project planning, implementation, and evaluation.

The entries regarding decision areas and level of involvement summarize our
findings regarding DAC participation in crucial project decision making. Four
topics were considered of paramount importance: review of the project pro-
posal, student services, budget, and personnel. We also defined three levels
of DAC involvement with these decision areas: none, for those cases where
either the critical areas were never brought befor¢ the DAC or, if they were,

it was-only so that project personnel could make reports to the membership;
token, where a DAC discussed the topics, but the discussions were not followed
by any action on the part of project staff members; and advisement, the
condition where a DAC's advice was solicited by the project staff and was
generally heeded.

Analysis c7 these two lines in Table 5-4 brought us to two.of our major
findings regarding parents in the governance role. Overall, it was clear that
there were very few instances of parents giving advice that Was meaningful
regarding critical project topics. Second, the 16 sites arrayed themselves
differently, as follows:

o One site at which no DAC existed.

9 Seven sites where important topics were never brought before the DAC,
or where the DAC heard only reports about important topics.

8 Five sites at which DACs discussed important topics, but any advice
that emerged did not influence project decisions.

o Three sites where DAC advice had impact on important project decisions.

63

k"l
LR W)




Among the 15 DACs there were five that did not consider the four/important
decision areas. That is, at these five sites the DAC actually met, but the
four important decision areas were not taken up at the meetings. Some
explanation of this phenomenon is called for. “

At Roller the DAC had been only a paper organization in the past, meeting
sporadically and seldom accomplishing much. The year of our study the new
Title I Project Director was attempting to revitalize the DAC, and all
meetings were devoted to either organizational matters or training of
members. The King Edward DAC devoted most of its time to internal training
and to such parent activities as helping school councils to function and
organizing parent education offerings. At Brisbane the DAC was almost
non-existent, since the few meetings were attended by but a handful of
parents, and the meeting subsequently revolved around discussions among Title
I personnel. And, at both Benjamin County and Maple, we found that meetings,
which were well attended by parent members, focused on discussions of generai
school topics and not on the Title I project.

Table 5-4 presents additional evidence concerning the influence project
personnel had over DACs. Earlier we noted that project staff members were
quite active in setting agendas and in directing meetings. An overall
assessment of this emerges from consideration of the entries concerning the
powerful persons at each DAC. We found two sites where the Chairperson was
the most powerful individual, three sites where the Chairperson and a staff
member shared power, and nine sites at which the Project Director, the Parent
Coordinator, or the Social Worker was the true power figure.
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ITI. DISCUSSION: CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES

Three principal findings regarding District Advisory Councils were Ssummarized
at the beginning of this chapter. In this section we will consider these
findings in more detail. The presentation will focus on the factors that we
determined were related to the major findings. For each of the three findings
we attempt here to explain how they came to be. At the end of this section we
present information on the consequences of parental participation in project
governance through District Advisory Councils. That latter treatment describes
the outcomes of DAC involvement in decision making.

The three main findings were as follows: (1) there was very little parental
involvement in project governance; (2) DACs took on a range of levels regard-
ing participation in decision making; and (3) there are identifiable differ-
ences between DACs in Targer and smaller communities. For ease of explication
the third finding is discussed first, below.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LARGER AND SMALLER COMMUNITIES

Tables 5-1 through 5-4 are arranged so that the larger districts appear to the
left and the smalier districts to the right. In all, there are nine of the
larger communities, made up of large cities and their suburbs, and seven
smaller communities, composed of small cities and rural communities. Exami-
nation of Tables 5-1 through 5-4 indicates tha:. there were characteristics
that distinguished between the two groupings.

In Table 5-1 it can be seen that DACs in the larger communities were generally
larger, met more frequently, had somewhat longer meetings, had more parental
participation in setting the agenda and leading meetings, and distributed
minutes to all members more frequently. Differences between the two groups

are not as pronounced in Table 5-2; there data indicate tha% the larger
communities tended tn have a somewhat greater proportion of parcnt members
coming from minority groups and to have more DACS with community members.

Table 5-3 shows that the larger community DACs had more intra-DAC communication
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mechanisms and were more likely to have receijved triining, particularly
training going beyond treatment of Title I. The data in Table 5-4 indicate

these trends: DACs in larger communities had higher levels of involvement
with project topics, and DACs in smaller communities had lesser degrees of
activity, apparently existing because the Federal mandate required them.

We concluded that the differences between DACs in larger and smaller
communities were likely due to several intertwined factors. First, the Title I
projects in smaller communities typically served fewer students, both in
totality and as a proportion of the total student population. Because of this,
there were fewer parents who could be involved with advisory councils. Second,
the Title I(project~formed a minor part of the district's total instructional
program, and did not seem to merit much attention from parents. Finally, the
small number of student participants meant that the total grant size was small
as well, and little if any money was devoted to parental involvement. There
were Parent Coordinators (PCs) at only three of the seven smaller community
sites, while PCs were found at six of the ni.ie ]érger community sites.

LOW LEVEL OF PARENT PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT GOVERNANCE

From Table 5-4 it is possible to conclude that parents, through the District
Advisory Council, did not have much participation in the governance of Title I
projects at our 16 sites. We were able to find only three DACs whose advice
regarding critical project topics was actually taken into account as the
project was planned and implemented. Further, when we examined each of those
three DACs, we found that the extent to which their voices were heard was
quite modest. In each case, the DAC participated in decisions concerning one
important area.

At Redlands, the DAC was regularly consulted regarding the project's budget;
this consultation was solicited early enough so that DAC recommendations could
have had an effect, and we found that the DAC recommendations regarding the
expenditure of Title I funds were almost always incorporéted in the projece
design. .
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In the Compass District the DAC had a unique role to play. fach year it
Jetermined the types of services that were to be offered to local chool«;
each school then decided what servit s to include in the schocl-level

project. A variety of suggested “programs" were brought to the DAC for
consideration, and after esamining these alternatives the DAC de.ermined which
programs would be used in the district during the following year. In this way
the DAC exercised considerable influence over both student services and
support activities.

The Johus County DAC was consulted each yeér regarding the design of the
project and had critical influence over decisions regarding the types of
services for students and the methods of delivering them. The DAC made the
(one-tiffe) decision to provide services after the regular school day and
reqularly was consulted rega.ding textbooks that were to be used. This DAC
was considered yuite effective in determining the specifics of student
services.

.

RANGE OF PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING

An exaimination of the dava in Tible 5-4 shows not only that DACs had Tittle
participation in decision making, but also that *there were different levels of
DAC involvement with critical project topics. We were able to j&entify four
such Tevels which were outlined earlier; Figure 5-1 defines the levels more
precisely. At the end of this chapter are brief case studies of individual
sites “hat 11lumirate the patterns.

Having identified these four patterns, we then turned to an examination of a
number of variables to determine the factors that might have contributed to

the le.els found. While most variables showed no meaningful relationship with
Tevels of DAC functioning, we did find eight that bore systematic relation-
ships. These major contributory factors are displeyed “n Table 5-5, where the
1A s1tes are arranqeé in order of DAC invoivément with project tcpics.




No Involvement The DAC played no role in project decisions.

" The DAC may have been informed about project
activities but did not participate in
decisions about those activities, Within this
category were sites where DAC meetings were
devoted to reports from the staff about the
project, but there was no expectation that the
project would change as a result of those
reports. ' \

‘ \

Token Involvement This category was characterized by the project
staff's prominence in decision making. The
DAC had limited opportunities for involvement
and typically acted as a|"rubber stamp."
There were two variations within this
category: 1) DAC meetings provided a forum
for presentation of project matters, but the
DAC neither questioned nor contributed to
plans; (2) the DAC actively engaged in
discussions of project topics and questioned
staff plans during meetings, occasionally
offering idees. Nonetheless; it was either

. persuaded by vtaff arguments or was unable to

i get its contributions incorporated into the

project.

Advicement The DAC gave advice that was heeded by project
staff, or actually made decisions-on its own.
To have been placed in this category there
must have been evidence that DAC review and
approval of items frequently resulted in
changes. Also, there must have beern evidence
of a pattern of advice being taken or
d=cisinns being made; it was not sufficient
for there to have been only one instance of
actual influence by the DAC.

Figure 5-1. Levels of DAC Involvement in Governanc
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The first variable related to level of DAC involvement in decicion making was
that the state had guidelines for Title I, which were known to districts and
were being implemented. As mentiored earlier in this chapter, state guide-
lines usually attempt to clarify the Federal regulations, then go on to
include additional requirements concerning parent participation through DACs.
We found that at seven sites project personnel were aware of state guidelines
and carried out parental involvement activities with those guidelines in mind.

Our second Qariab]e concerned the DAC having a specified authority ~ver some
project dimension, witn that authority being clearly known by DAC members and
project staff. At three sites--the thrée where the DAC's advice was heeded--
we discovered that the DAC had a specified role to play in the decision-making
process.

In an earlier chapter we described the role of the Parent Coordinator and
provided information on the characteristics of PCs we “ound at different
sites. We discovered a relationship between the PC's role and DAC decision
making and have portrayed ihis in Tcble 5-5. In the table we show three
levels regarding the Parent Coordinator: sites where there was no PC, sites
where the PC dominated the DAC, and ¢ites where the PC provided support to
help the DAC to succeed. Dominating ?Cs were found to exert considerable
control over the content of DAC meetings and to take over the actuai running
of DAC meetings. Supportive PCs, on :he other hand, were more in the
background with respect to control of weetings and were particularly involved
with Togistical support so that DAC meetings were held on schedule, were well
attended, and ran smoothly.

The next two variables in Table 5-5 address attitudes. The first identifies
sites at which the prevalent attitude among project staff members was that
parental involvement was equated with parents supporting schools and the
project. Staff members with this attitude saw a less active role for parents,
especially regarding governance. The other attitudinal variaLle is directed
toward parents' attitudes and indicates those sites where parents typically
expressed an attitude of satisfaction with @he project as it was being
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operationalized and/or an attitude that professionals rather than parents

shcuiu make educational decisicns.

The sixth variable identifies sites that had a decision-making structure such
that important decisions were the exclusive province of high-level admini-
strators. In some cases this was the Board of Education, in others it was the
Superintendent or the Title I Project Director. At these sites the understood
policy was that decisions in the areas we had marked for special attention
(project services, budget, and personnel) were made by certain, designated,
persons.

The final two variables are repeated from earlier tables in this chapter. One
treats training provided to the District Advisory Council and has three
levels: no training at all, training to improve DAC members' understanding of
Title 1, and training to improve members' skills in group processes. The
second variable deals with the person(s) who had been identified as being the
most powerful concerning the DAC. We used three categories for this

variable: a professional (the Project Director, Parant Coordinator, or Social
Worker); a parent (the DAC chairperson); and a professional and parent with
shared power.

An examination of Table 5-5 provides valuable insights into the levels of DAC
functioning regarding the making of decisions about important project

matters. Typically, those advisory councils that had a major role in project
decision maling had the following attributes: they were in states that had
specific Title I guidelines that were implemented; they were affiliated with
Title I projects that offered a clear authority role to tne DAC; they were in
districts where there was a Title I Parent Coordinator who provided support to
the DAC; the DAC had received training in how to function as a group;* and
power in the council resided 14 a parent.

* Table 5-5 indicates nu training in Title I for the Compass DAC. This
occurred because most members had been on the DAC for many vyears and had
aiready learned the nuances of the program,
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At the other extreme, the least active DACs were characterized by these
dimensions: their states had no Title I guidelines; the DAC had no specified
autirority; there was no Parent Coordinator; the staff attitude was that
parents should only provide support for the project and its schools; the
parental attitude was that the project was being carried out satisfactorily
and/or parents should leave decisions to professionals; DACs either received
no training or only training to acquaint them with Title I; and, the most

powerful person was a professional.

Not surprisingly, the DACs in the middle of the spectrum--those that pro.ided
only token advice and operated largely as rubber stamps--demonstrated a more

cloudy picture of contributory factors. In general, they were in projects

with Parent Coordinators who dominated the DAC and were NACs with power
residing in a professional or shared between professional and parent.

The simplest interpretation of these patterns is that the sites where parents
had the highest level of involvement with critical decisions were those whose
background features set the stage for parental activism (e.g., presence of
state guidelines, clear specification of DAC authority, and provision of
meaningful training), and whose ongoing dynamics facilitated a strong parent
role (e.g., the chairperson had assumed a power position, and the Parent
Coordinator supplied assistance in DAC operations). Contrarily, extensive
pacent participation was absent when there was minimal pressure for it {e.q.,
neither staff nor parents had the attitude that parents should take part in
governance) and when situational dynamics did not foster a significan. role
ror parents (e.g., there was no Parent Coordinator and staff members were the
most powerfui persons regarding the DAC).

The major findiny considered here--that there is a range of involvement among
DACs regarding project decision making--had emerged from the earlier Federal
Programs Survey we conducted. In that survay we cbtained information from 129
districts concerning their DACs and discerned three levels of DAC partici-
pation in decision making. These levels ére approximately equivalent to the
tevels identified in the 16 sites studied intensively during the Site Study.




(In the Federal Programs Survey we found two districts that did not have a
DAC; in the Site Study there was one such district.)

There is a marked discrepancy between the extent of DAC participation in
decision making identified in our two substudies. In the Federal Programs
Survey, respondents (typically the Title I Project Director) reported fairly
high levels of parental participation in the making of important project
decisions. For instance, these respondents indicated that as many as one-
third of the DACs fell into the category of true DAC advigement. When we
examined DACs in detaii during the Site Study, we found far fewer cases of
true advisement. This discrepancy can be accounted for by the differences in
interpretation of DAC involvement bet.zen district respondents and ourselves.
For many district administrators a DAC was perceived as being involved with a
project decision if the topic was brought before the advisory council for any
type of consideration. We, on the other hand, applied the criterion that DAC
consideration must lead to advice that is taken into account and, on occasion,
to a modification to project plans. Because of these differences in inter-
pretation of "involvement," there were many districts whose staff viewed the
DAC as active participants in decision making, but we did not. Most such

cases occurred when the staff wou]d‘present to the DAC a completed pnroposal or

a fully-developed plan which was seen by parents as a finicshed product and
therefore occasioned either no discussion or minor questioning. We therefore
placed the no-discussion instances i» the "No Involvement" category, and the
minor-questionine instances in the "Token Involvement" category.

Certain of our findings about major contributory factors were also presaged in
the Federal Programs Survey., Since a principal contributory factor had to do
with the extent to which project staff members controlled the District
Advisory Group, the Federal Programs Survey is illuminating. In the FPS, it
was repor:ed that in almost half of the districts a staff member ran the
meetings, and, in the vast majority of districts, staff members played an
active role in setting meeting agendas. As the Site Study unfolded, we found
thatl project staff members were the most powerful persons in more than haif




the sites. This suggests that survey respondents may not have been aware of
the extent to which staff members controlled DAC functioning. )

Our findings are also related to those of other investigators, although the
present study went much farther than had any earlier investigations. The NIE
survey of compensatory education* was carried out in 1975-76 and included 100
districts in which DAC chairpersons were interviewed. Survey results
indicated that districts interpreted the meaning of "advisory" in the
legislation in widely varying ways, that less than half of the chairpersons
saw the DAC role as advisory, that about a fourth of the DACs were reported to
have received training, and that less than a fourth of the DACs were involved
with the planning of the projéct's grant application. In addition, the survey
respondents noted that actions taken by states to enforce regulations can
influence DAC activities.

A study of state and local administration of Title I** was carried out in
1975-76 at 32 districts in eight states. In this study it was determined that
there were few instances in which DACs were involved with project decision
ma~ing, and that most DACs operated to either support the project {(in a rubber
stamping mode) or to improve parent ski]]g through parent education. The
study identified as important factors in DAC operations the commitment of
district personnel to a decision-making role for parents, and a formalized
opportunity for DAC involvement in decisions. Further, the study found that
little training was provided to DACs to facilitate their operations.

*National Institute of Education. Evaluating Compensatory Educationz
Washington, D.C.: NIE, 1976.

**Goettel, R. J. and B. A. Kaplan. A Study of the Administration of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act TitTe I in Fight States.
Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse Research. Corp., 1977.
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As part of an investigation of alternative approaches to fund allocations in
13 districts* an examination of CAC functioning was conducted. This study
identified two important factors affecting DAC involvement with local
projects: the lack of specific requirements regarding DACs in the law limited
DAC participation in project matters; and, a Parent Coordinator was
influential in increasing a DAC's involvement with a project.

In 1978 a small-scale investigation was carried out of eight District Advisory
Councils.** The study found that DACs had some impact on projects, when
impact included a wide range of project matters. Considerably less impact was
found when DAC involvement with important decisions was examined.

Finally, two organizations that have had extensive ongoing relationships with
parents in Title I projacts have reported on their observations regarding
DACs.*** In identifying barriers to successful DAC involvement with decision
making, these organizatioas identified the following factors: the artitudes
of professionals that parents should not take part in decision making and
should instead receive training in helping their own children; the attitudes
of parents that they are not necessary to a project; the lack of leadership
among project and district personnel; the jack of training to DAC members;
and, the need for clarity on the role of the DAC in Federal legislation and
reguiations. In addition, two factors were identified that had positive

*Vanecko, J. J., F. X. Archambault, and N. .. Ames. ESEA Title I Allocation
Policy: ODemonstration Study. Cambridge, Mass.: ~Abt Associates, Inc.,
1977.

**CP] Associates. An Exploratory Study of the Impact of Parent Advisory
Councils on the Management and Administration of Title I Programs at the
Local Level. Dallas, Tex.: CPI, 19,9.

***L. Brown (Federal Education Project). "Problems in Implementing Statutory
Requirements for Title J ESEA Parent Advisory Councils.” M. H. Mizell
(Anerican Friends Service Committee). *Implementation of Title I Parent
Advisory Councils in the Rural Sou h." Papers presented at the 1980
Annucl Meeting of the American Educational Research Association.
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impacts on DACs, the presence of someone who coordinated parental invclvement
activities, and the monitoring of projects by states to see that regulatory
requirements were being met.

OUTCOMES

During the Site Study we sought information on two broad classes of
consequences of parental involvement activities. First, we looked for
outcomes with regard to persons--parents, teachers, and administrators.
Second, we inquired about outcomes affecting institutional and educational
considerations--effects on the project, on schools, anc on the district. OQur
- finding that there was little actual parental participation in project
governance was reflected in the data we collected regarding outcomes.

There were two types of positive personal outcomes for parents. First,
numerous DAC Chairpersons, and some DAC members, reported that they had
achieved personal growth because of their participation. Second, many
respondents indicated that DAC members had developed better understandings of

Title I and of the local project because of the information provided to the
DAC.

Numerically, there were few cases cf institutional outcomes associated with
DACs. However, those cases were positive, and served to illustrate the
effects that DACs can have on projects. Among the DACs that had involvement
with decisions about project services or budgets, it was of ten reported that
this involvement made an important contribution to the project.” In the

Compass District, for instance, we were told that the project offered a number
of innovative services (such as computer-assisted instruction, and Parent
Effectiveness Training) because the DAC had chosen them in preference to more
traditional services. As another example, both project staff members and
parents felt that the Johns County DAC had provided advice on the types of
services to be offered students, including botn the method of service delivery
and the timing of it, that “ad produced an effective project.




On the basis of these outcomes, we believe that there is evidence that an

active District Advisory Group, operating at a level where it provides
meaningful advice about the project, can have an izpact on the project.
Further, parents who are members of bACs appear to benefit from their
involvement. This finding must be tempered with the observation that the
proportion of parents who serve on DACs, among all parents of Title I
students, is quite small so these impressive personal findings are not

far-reaching.

On the other hand, we encourtered next to no negative outcomes from DACs.
There were two sites where administrators reported that parents in a

governance role took up much of their time and were bothersome.
did the DAC play a significant role.

At neither




IV. CONCLUSIONS

From a review of our findings regarding District Advisory Councils, we can
draw certain conclusions about developing heightened levels of parental
participation in decision making. Based on the premise that the Federal
government and local school districts desire that parents play active roles in
the governance of Title I projects, there are actions that could be taken that
appear likely to bring about greater degrees of parent participation. While
any one of these actions could be important, it is clear that none is the
single, dominant factor. That is, the development of more parental involve-
ment with project governance undoubtedly requires that a numher of actions
take place simultaneously.

In our data, there is at least a suggestion that more precise Federal
legislation and regulations could be critical. Enough parents and staff
members indicated that the lack of specificity in the Federal mandates created
problems to suggest that more precision would be helpful. In particular, the
imprecision regarding the role of the DAC was identified as a hinderance. The
injunction currently appearing in the regulations is that the DAC is to advise
the prcject staff; thé problem lies with the meaning of "advise" and the
openness of tnat term to differing interpretations. As we have seen, there
are districts where the interpretation was literal and the DAC was assigned a
major role in the decision-making process. But it is equally clear that at
some sites the interpretation was that it was sufficient to present information
to the DAC and nominally provide an occasion for advisement to occur after
such a presentation. Anyone now interested in either facilitating or
restricting parental participation in deci<ion making can call upon the
regulatory tanguage to support a position.

In a similar vein, state guidelines for Title I appear .o play an important
rcle in bringing about more active advisory councils. We found that the three
sites at which the DAC played a central role in project decision making were
in states where state guide”ines existed. However, we also found lesser-
involved DACs in states with guidelines. [n fact, two of the lesser-involved

77




DACs were in the same stat:s as two of our most-involved DACs. What we found
to be critical was more than the sheer existence of state guidelines, but also
an accompanying monitoring roie carried out by state Title I personnel to see

that the guidelines ‘e implemented. (The more active DACs were thus
monitored.)

A Farent Coordinator turned out to be extremely important in the facilitation
of parental involvement. We found the most involved District Advisory
Councils in districts that had a PC who played a highly supportive role. We
also experienced instances of supportive Parent Coordinators in sites charac-
terized by token parent participation in governance. This suggests that a
supportive PC is not a sufficient condition for extensive parental involve-
meit; such a PC may not be able to overcome staff or parent attitudes that
favor lesser roles for parents. From our examination of Parent Coordinators
we conclude that a project can benefit from an active PC who avoids assuming
so much of the responsibility for the DAC that the PC comes to dominate the
group. When the latter occurs, parents play a significantly reduced role.
This calls for a delicate balance of activities, one that we found some Parent
Coordinators able to pull off. A

Training of District Advisory Councils has received considerable attention
from the national Title I office, attention it well deserves. We found a
strong relationship between training and level of parental participation in
decision making. But the matter is more complex than the simple presence or
absence of training. We found numerous sites that offered training to the DAC
regarding the Title I program--what its purposes are, how projects are organ-
ized, the types of services offered to students, etc.--and that training was
frequently no better than ro training at all. Instead, associated with higher
levels of parental participation in decision making are forms of training that
improve DAC members' skills in communication, planning, and decision making.
Qur findings suggest tha* DACs should receive training, and that since the
most effective training revolves around group processes, such topics should
form a central part of training programs.
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While we found that the most effective DACs were those whose Chairperson was
seen as the most powerful force, to suggest that councils elect strong
Chairpersons is pointless. However, it may be useful and relevant for
advisory council officers to be provided with training in leadership
techniques. Certainly, such training is available, and there are instances of
DAC Chairpersons developing into effective leaders as an outgrowth of
training. Perhaps state-offered regional workshops in leadership skills is a
method for improving DAC officers' capabilities.

It may well be that the most important implication from our data is that the
District Auvisory Council be given a clear, understood authority over certain
important dimensions of a Title I project. While it may not be appropriate

to require a particular authority for DACs in Federal or state regulations/
guidelines, it may be possible to require that any Grant Application include
specificatign of an authority role for the advisory council, along with proce-
dures and a timetable for the implementation of the role. We found that all
three of the most-involved DACs had such an authority which was known to DAC
members and project staff, and was carefully observed. Given the absence of a
statement of authorityp;t any of the lesser-involved sites, we are drawn to
conciude that an authority statement is very important to DAC success in the
decisinon-making context.

-
.

79




s

ILLUSTRATIVE CASE STUDIES

In the pages that follow we present three case studies that illustrate levels
of District Advisory Council participation in project decision making. They

*are designed to present an exampie of each level, so the reader can better see

the dynamics involved in DAC participation. However, they should not be
viewed as "typical" since every DAC within a category had its own story to
tell. The case studies describe briefly the community and the schoo!
district, then present a picture 6f the District Advisory Council wich
particular concern for the DAC's involvement with project decisions.

The first case study, of Brisbane, illustrates a DAC that had no decisicn-

- making participation. The second is of Bonnet County, a DAC with token

involvement. An example of a DAC where true advisement.went on is the
Redlands District. (We do not present a case study.of a site at which no DAC
existed since there are so few instances in the nation of Title I districts
without DACs.) ) |
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) BRISBANE
(No Involvement)

The Brisbane district was found in a small town in the southwestern portion of
the country. Tﬁe community was 70 percent White with about equal percentages
of Blacks and Native Americans. The general socioeconomic status of the two
participating schools was middle class.

The Title I projett at Brisbane was 14 years old, and the two participating
;chools'had been part of the project for all of the 14 years. The project was
funded for over $300,000, which mainly provided pull-out reading instruction
to about 25 percent of the student enrollment.

E

A District Advisory Council was reported to have been in existence for 14
years. There were usually three DAC meetings a year; while the DAC" was
technically composed of 30 parents and six other persons, meetings were
typically atttended by three parents and as many as 15 non-members, mostly
Title I teachers. At these meetings project personnel reported on project
activities and answered questions, but there was seldom any true discussion of
project topics.

Most knowﬁedgeab]e persons felt that the DAC was formed for the sole purpose
of meeting Title I requirements. There were no bylaws and no one was aware of
any project goals regarding the DAC.. The Title I Project Director saw no
value in the DAC, nor did other projéct personnel; in general they believed

that the appropriate role for parents was that of supporters of the schoul
system.

Parent members were obtained through personal invitation from project per-
sonnel, followed by the parent volunteering for the DAC. Many parent members
reported not hearing about DAC mectings, and many felt that there was so
little that they could do on the DAC that attending meetings was a waste of
time. While some parent members expressed a desire for a stronger role in the
DAC, they had not taken .any action to achieve it.




In summéry, project personnel were not interested in an active District
Advisory Council. Meetings were infrequent and perfinctory (lasting less than
an hour) and were characterized by project staff members largely talking to
one another since so few parents attended. Having met the requirement for
securing a District Advisory Council, Title I personnel exerted no leadership
to make the organization work more effectively.

(4
82 v




BONNET‘COUNTY
(Token Involvement)

Bonnet County was in the southeastern region of the country. The district was’
geographically quite large, encompassing a 50-miie.radius and serving many
small towns. The county population was of both middle and low socioeconomic
status and ethnically was made up of 70 percent Whites and 30 percent Blacks.

The district enrollment was about 60,000 students. Recently desegregated, the
district ethnicity mirrored that of the county, as did that of each of the two
sample schools. GCne school, with an enrollment of 650 students, was
completely rural and bused students from as much as 20 miles to school. The
second school had an enrollment of 450 and was located in a sma]]’comnunity
where students walked to school. The district had received Title I funds for
14 years; one sample school had been in the project for the full 14 years, the
~ other for -two years. The project grant was for over $4 million and the basic
design provided student services, on a pull-out basis, at the school level.

Membership on the District Advisory Council was open to all parents who
attended meetings: Typically, 60 to 100 parents showed up at meetings, 30 of
them regularly. To coordinate activities a nine-member Planning Committee had
been formed, composed of six DAC officers and three project staff members.

The DAC met five times during the year, at a community recreation center, and
meetings lasted for about three hours. The council followed a set of bylaws,
which were based on Federal regulations and state guidelines. i

Both the DAC Chairperson and Co-Chairperson were former Title I parents whose
children had grown beyond the project. They were both politically active,
especially in Title I (e.g., they attended state and national meetings and
were active in associations of Title I parents). The project design included
a number of school-level Parent Coordinators; these persons were very active
in the DAC, dominating it and exerting power over its activities.
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At meetings there were many occasions when important project topics came up.
Generally, the DAC would discuss these matters with the Parent Coordinators
taking central roles. The DAC functioned as a forum for discussions of the
Title I project, but did not assume an advisement stance. w

Overall, the Bonnet County DAC appeared to have adopted its token involvement
position because of three factors. The group was controlled by Parent
Coordinators (often they were officers), whose attitude was that parents
should play a supportive rather than a decision-making role. Second, key
parents did not promote an activism roJe, perhaps because of their owﬁ
political needs. Finally, and critically, the fluid membership arrangement
(with all parents technically members) acted to keep the DAC's attention on -
orientation to the project and tra{ning in Title I.
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REDLANDS
(Advisement)

A suburb of a major city in the west, Redlands itself was a fairly large
city. Ethnically the district was composed of about 75 percent White and
25 percent mixed Asian, Black, and Hispanic éesidents. While primarily a
"middle-class area, there were a number of pockets of poverty; both sample
schools were in lower socioeconomic areas. There were almost 40,000 students
in the district, J

A Title I project had been carried out in the Redlands district for 15 years.
One school had participated for 13 years, whi]e/the second had been in and out
of the project over a ten-year period. The Redlands Title I grant was for
almost $450,000, which supported a null-out instructional program in
mathematics and reading.

The District Advisory Council had been 1@ existence for six years. It was
composed of nine Title I parents, three non-Title I parents and twokcommunity
representatives., Eight or nine members attended the monthly meeting. Members
were chosen in a districtwide election, after the candidate; had volunteered.

The DAC followed bylaws that were developed in 1974 and revised recently.
While no formal goals existed, both DAC members and project personnel
perceived the DAC's role to be that of monitoring the use of funds. To that
end the DAC reviewed and appruved the project budget, and budget suggestions

were reported to be almost always aécepted by the project staff and the Board
"of Education.

The project's Parent Coordinator helped develop the agenda, communicated with
DAC members about meetings, provided\information on Title I and the project,
and offered various support services to the advisory council. Meetings were
run by the DAC Chairperson, who had considerable leadership ability. In
addition, the entire DAC received training in group processes and effective
leadership from a nearby university, subsidized by the prdject.
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The Redlands District was in a state that had developed its own guidelines
concerning Title I, including parental involvement. These guidelincs were
well known and influenced the actions of both project staff and parents. The
state conducted monitoring visits, whichfprovided an impetus for visited
districts to stay close.to the guidelines.

To summarize, there were identifiable férces that brought the Redlands DAC to
the level of invo]vément we observed. The state guidelines and monitoring set
a general direction; administrators and’ parents saw the advisory council as
having responsitility for reviewfﬁg seriously the project budget; the Parent
Coordinator provided strpng support for the DAC; the DAC had received some
relevant training; and"%he Chairperson ‘was an effec’ ‘ve leader.

H
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CHAPTER 6
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE SCHOOL-LEVEL GOVERNANCE OF TITLE I

I. INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter described the participation of parents in project _
~ governance at the district level. This chapter continues the exploration of

the governance function in Title I by examining parents and governance at the
schooi level.

"As was the case at the district level, where we found that parents partici-
pated in district governance only by means of District Advisory Councils, we
found that parents participated in school-level project governance only
through School Advisory Councils. That is, we uncovered no instances where

s .
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parents had a role in school decision making as members of other groups,* or
where individual parents had significant impact on school decision making.
Therefore, this chapter will describe the governance role of SACs exclusively.

The Title I program has required school advisory groups since 1974. The
regulations in effect during our study indicated the following regarding
School Advisory Councils:

’

o The majority of members were to be parents of children currgnt]yvbeing
served or to be served by the Title I project.

o Members were to be selected by parents in the school attendance area.
“-@- The SAC was to be given responsibility for advising the local
educational agency in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of
the project.

¢ The SAC was to be provided with information concerning the project.

e The SAC was to operate under procedures insuring timely and proper .
performance of its functions.

e The SAC was to be provided with procedures for coordinating its
functions and recommengations with those of other councils.

e If an LEA has either less than 1000 students enrolled in project
schools, or has only one project school, it was possible for the
District Advisory Council to also serve as the SAC.

*There were instances where other school-level groups existed, either of the
PTA sort or as advisory groups for state projects. However, such groups were
either synonymous with the SAC (having the same membership) or never took up
matters concerning Title I. -
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e State educational agencies were to determine that SAC members receive
appropriate training materials and orientation to carry out their
functions.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

" Two major findings emerged from our examination of School Advisory Councils.

They are summarized below and are discussed at greater length throughout the
chapter.

e Parents played a minor role in the governance of Title I projects as
members of School Advisory Councils. Few SACs were actively involved
with the making of decisions about a school's project activiiiss.

¢ There were wide variations in the way School Advisory Councils were
-implemented. We were able to identify six varieties, ranging from

locations where no SAC existed to examples of SACs that had critical
.* involvement with important project decisions.

AN
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I1. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I SCHOOL ADVISORY COUNCILS

When we began this Site Study phase of our project, we had chosen 16 districts
and two schools in each district for examination. Due to conditions over
which we had no control, one school was Tost, so our sample of schools became
31. Once our data were collected, we determined that there were three types
of districts for which it would be inappropriate to provide school advisory
group information. These three :types are described below, along with: the
districts involved.

£

No School Advisory Councils

t

There were two districts where SACs did not exist,'Mountain View and

Brisbane. In the Mountain View district there was no District Advisory '
Council (as noted in Chapter 5) and the same reasons were given for the lack
of School Advisory Councils: all efforts to recruit parents had been
unsuccessful. The Brisbane District, on the other hand, had not formed schoo’
councils because the project personnel had not felt them to be important and
did not devote any energies to developing them.

Paper Councils

. During the year of the Site Study the Stadium District formed SACs by
converting existing parent organizations into Title I councils. However, many
parents in the parent organizations at the two sample schools did net know of
this conversion, and the two councils never met. Thus, we did not believe
these councils warranted any further attention.

Councils with Few Meetings

We fouRdthree districts (Roller, Benjamin County, and Maple) where SACs had
been formed, but met very seldom. At both Roller and Benjamin County one SAC
met once and one twice; at Maple each council met but once during the year.
Qur gonc]usion was that an advisory'group that met so seldom could not play
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any meaningful role in project governance, and we eliminated them from further
consideration. 4

Ir the remainder of this chapter we present information on 18 SACs in ten
districts. The data are contained 'in two tables, one concerned with SAC
organization and membership, the second with SAC support and functioning. For
each table, we have highlighted the' most significant findings in the text.

The presentation of the ten districts in the tables has the larger districts
at the left and the smaller districts to the right. (The letters under the
district pseudonym are the initial letters of school pseudonyms.)

-

ORGANIZATION AND MEMBERSHIP

In Table 6-1, inforﬁatﬁon regarding &he organization of SACs is shown first,
and information on membership follows. While the reader can examine the table
and discern items of interest, we féund four findings to be particularly
important.

In most cases, parents played a/éecondary role in SACs to school staff
members. Agendas for SAC meetiﬁgs were set exc]usjve]y by professionals at
the majority of schools, and in almost every case the actual! leidership during
meetings was assumed by a professional. Notably, the principal typically was
central to decisions on when /to hold a meeting, what to take up at the
meeting, and the conduct of /the meeting. N

More than half of the SACs had an open membership policy, meaning either that
all parents were considered members of the group or that any parent who
attended a SAC meeting was a member. Despite this philosophy, attendance at
meetfngs in those schools was quite Tow. Among the ten schools having an open
membership policy only four (in the King Edward and Kingstown Districts) had a
high level of parent attendance. At the other six schools in this set, as

well as at schools with a iimited membership, parents often said that low
attendance was due to their feeling that the advisory group was not important.




/

At each of the schools for which we had information, persons other than
parents attended SAC meetings. Almost universally, these other persons were
school personnel such as principals, Title I teachers, Parent Coordinators,
counselors, or Social Workers. In only one case (Meadowlands) did we find
community members attending SACAmeetings. For most SACs, then, a meeting
you]d be attendeq by parent members and some schoo}‘staff members who may or
may not have been considered members.

Finally, a genery] examination of the information in Table 6-1 reveals that
there were cleay variations in SACs both across and within sites. That is,
SACs différed rom one district to another, which would be expected, and also
SACs within diistricts had somewhat different structures. While the

_variability(from district to district was most pronounced, there were examples
‘of differences between schools in the same district. From this table it was
pEési:]e to identify districts in which schools had considerable autonomy in
setti Q\up an \operating SACs (Plains, Redlands, and Compass) and districts
that appeared to bg implementing a common plan for all SACs (Jq@ns County,

Summer Place, King‘Edward, Bonnet County, and Kingstown).
AN

N,

\\\ :
SUPPORT AND FUNCTIONING

Table 6-2 disp]a&; information on two variables related to support for the
school advisory gfbup, and four variables éﬁncerned with the group's
functioning. Important findingf in,Ehis tane are described below.
N .
We found three levels of School AdVngry Council involvement with project
decision making: none, meaning tHe SAC ‘had no participation at all in project
decisions because important project topics never came before the group; token,
meaning that the SAC devoted some attention to project topics, but there were
no recognizable outcomes showing influence on the part of the SAC; and
advisement, meaning the SAC took up important topics, and the results of SAC
deliberations/recommendations affected the design and/or implementation of the
school project.




As can be seen in the table, ten of 18 school advisory groups did not have any
participation in projecti governance. We found five SACs that had token
Jparticipation. And there were three SACs that had a major role in school
project governance. Of special interest regafding the three SACs fitting in
the true advisement category was that (1) only one of the two Redlands SACs
reached the major involvement level, indicating the within-district vari-
ability mentioned earlier; and (2) all three were in districts where the

District Advisory Council played a major role in project decision making.
(Tangentially, the third district where we found a very active DAC, Compass,

did not have active SACs. Compass SACs met only three times a year and had
token involvement only.)

The data presented in Table 6-2 verify what was described earlier regarding
the importance of school personnel in the operation of SACs. Threugh a

variety of sources we found that the most powerful person at every SAC except
one was & professional staff member. At one school in the Plains district we
found a Chairperson who wés the most powerful individual; despite this, that
SAC had token involvement with decision making, characterized by infrequent
meetings (i.e., SAC met.only twice during the year) which resulted in insuf-
ficient occasions for developing high-level involvement.

A third finding was that there was a variety of non-decision-making activities
in which SACs engaged. In six cases the SAC was 1..0lved with parent
education, and in four cases the SAC took on some sort of school support
activity. Many of these non:aécisionnmaking activities are described in
Chapter 8, Other Forms of Parental Involyement.

A last finding in Table 6-2 is that most of the actions taken by SACs were not
known tn their schools and parents in general because no mechanism existed for
communication. Two thirds of the SACs had no way of communicating with the
school or parents. Among the one third that did have a means of communi-
cation, three used the school newsletter, two sent notes home with chiidren,
and one sent SAC minutes to all Title I parents.




ITT. DISCUSSION: CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES

Earlier we presented two major findings from our investigation of School
Advisory Councils. First, we found that (as members of SACs) parents played a
minor role in the governance of school projects. Second, we found that there
were great variations in the manner in which SAC% were implemented; specifi-
cally, we identified six levels of SAC participation in project governance.

In this section we describe the reasons that abbear to underlie our findings,

and what we discovered about the outcomes of parental participation in
governance.

PARENTS PLAYED A MINOR ROLE IN SCHOOL PROJECT GOVERNANCE

In our study we looked at 31 elementary schools in 16 districts. Within those
31 schools we saw that only three had a School Advisory Council that played a
major role in project governance. Beyond that, we found the following: five
schools where the SAC played a token role, ten schools where the SAC did not
take up important project matters, six schools where the SAC met so seldom
there was no opportunity for a governance role, and six schools where either
the SAC existed only on paper and never met or else no SAC had ever been
formed.

The focus of our analysis regarding the SAC's role in decision making was on
the three schools where the SAC had a meaningful involvement in decision
making. We noted two factors that seemed to contribute to- this level of
parent participation in governance. First, the schools were in districts at
which the District Advisory Council was also a major factor in project
decision making. It appears that, in cases where the district environment was
open to parental participation in decision making, there was a filtering down
of this attitude to schools and some active encouragement of strong roles for
SACs in decision making by district and project personnel. The ambience 'in
these districts seemed to have created a positive context for SAC activities.
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But the district philosophy and actions were not sufficient; we also had a

site with an active DAC in which SACs were not very active. At the school
level another factor appeared to be needed, a person who strongly promoted an
activist role for the SAC. At the two schools in the Johns County District the
key actors were Parent Coordinators. These persons were part of a network that
flowed throughout the site--from the district level through the intermediate
level to the school level--a network of positive attitudes toward parental
participation in governance. As part of this network the school Parent Coor-
dinators took vigorous actions to develop SACs that had some degree of active
involvement with school project decisions. Our other school with a strong SAC
seemed to be the result of a principal who was positively inclined toward
parent involvement in governance and who fostered such activity on the part of
the SAC.

In sumary, we feel that the most active School Advisory Councils occurred
because the environment within the district was inclined toward parent
activism, and a key individual at the school took a leadership position to
bring it about.

THERE WERE MANY LEVELS OF SCHOOL ADVISORY COUNCILS

Besides our observations on the factors that contributed to maximum parental
participation in decision making, we were rot able to identify factors that
systematically distinguished among different levels of School Advisory
Councils. That is, we could not clearly specify why some districts had no
SACs, or why some SACs met very infrequently, or why some SACs that met had
only minor involvement with project decisions. These 28 SACs shared one
characteristic--there was no one at the school who actively promoted a role
for parents in decision making--but otherwise there were no variables we
examined that clearly pointed to why they took on their varying aspects.

Scattered pieces of information allowed us to speculate on some of the reasons
for SAC variability. Among the sites where SACs had beenﬁformed but met very
seldom, we found some evidence that project staff members formed the SACs
because there was a mandate for them but had no enthusiasm for going beyond
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the sheer meeting of the mandated requirement. We also noted at these schools
an attitude on the part of some parents that the project was being operated
satisfactorily and that there was no pressing reason for parents to take an
active governance role.

Further speculative observations were that at schools where the advisory group
met without taﬁing up project business, there was frequently the attitude that
parental involvement should be limited to support for the school and/or
project with the parallel attitude that parents did not have a place in the
decision-making process. Accordingly, such SACs simply did not ever deal with
topics concerning the project's services, personnel, or budget.

QUTCOMES

Personal benefits for parents ‘who participaied in School Advisory Councils

were the most frequent outcomes cited by respondents at the study sites,
Generally, parents who attended SAC meetings indicated that they had acquired
information about the project and the school, and thereby felt themselves
better informed. Some parent SAC members also indicated that participation in-

the advisory group had increased their confidence when interacting with school
personnel,

In a similar fashion, & few staff members noted that the presence of SACs had
improved their relations with parents. Such reports were restricted to
teachers and administrators who atf&nded SAC meetings, which was a minority
among staff members.

Previously we pointed out that there were only three schocls at which the SAC
had realized a major role in project decision making. At those schools it was
apparent that the SAC was quite influential, and had made significant inputs
to the planning and implementation of Title I services. In each case the SAC
had been consulted about the project's Grant Application, and had made
recommendations that were reparted to have improved the services offered to
students. To illustrate how a Schaol Advisory Council can have influence on a
project, we present a case study of one council subsequently.
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Anderson School was in an inner-city area of a large southeastern city.
There were over 500 students in this neighborhood school; students walked to
school. The student population was 85 percent Black and 15 percent White,

and the faculty ethnicity was quite similar. Most students qualified for
free lunch. .

Anderson had been part of the district's Title I project for 15 years. The
School Advisory Council had existed for eight years. SAC membership was of

a fluid nature, in that all parents were considered eligible and any parent
who attended a meeting had a voice in the proceedings. Formally, however,
there were 24 members. A1l members were appointed by the Parent Coordinator,
who identified parents who attended and appeared interested and asked them

to participate. Similarly, the PC chose the SAC officers, again by selecting
parents who appeared particularly interested in the SAC.

The SAC met five times per year, at the school, for 90 minutes. Written
meeting notices were sent home to parents, but the most important method of
- getting parents to meetings was by personal contact, especially by the PC.
Meetings usually were attended by around 20 parents, six to eight of whom
were regulars and were considered members. The PC, principal, and two
teachers also typically attended. The Chairperson assumed some meeting
leadership, but the position was largely honorary with the Coordinator
dominating the proceedings.

Despite the minimal rolé played by the Chairperson, and the fluidity of the
membership, Anderson's SAC had a major part in the school's Title I project.
The Chairperson had to sign off on the proposal and budget before they could
be submitted to the district, and this annual process allowed the SAC to
have input into the nature of services offered to students. In addition, at
Andersor there were paid aides funded by Title I, and the SAC reviewed and
approved the choices for aide positions. Most staff members and informed
parents felt that the SAC was influential, and that the SAC had contributed
to the development of the school project.

Three factors seemed to have made important contributions to the level of
involvement found for the Anderson SAC. First, the Parent Coordinator (a
paraprofessional) was a strong believer in parental involvement, and devoted
much time and energy to obtaining SAC members, getting members out to
meetings, and bringing important matters before the group. Second, a small
cadre of parents were vocally anxious to see that the school's Title I
project came under the scrutiny of the SAC; these parents took steps to
involve the SAC in the school's Title I activities. Third, the SAC received
frequent training-from the PC, some of which was devoted to Title I but most
of which dealt with ways of improving the functioning of the group itself.

Figure 6-1. Illustrative Case of SAC Advise/Decide Involvement:
Anderson School-Johns County District
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

Congress has mandated advisory councils at schools participating in the
Title I program. If Congress, the Education Department, and Tocal school
administrators wish such advisory councils to have importance in project
governance at the school level, there are actions that our findings suggest.

First, it appeafs necessary to clarify the role to be played by School Advisory

Councils. The current legislation, and regulations, call for the SAC to advise

the project staff regarding the plaming, implementation, and evaluation of

the project. However, the language of the legislation and the regulations are
sufficiently vague that almost any form can be taken by a SAC and still be

considered consistent with that language. More precision--in either the

legislation or the regulations--would result in a definition of advisement

that could lead to higher levels of parental participation in decision making. -

A second conclusion that emerges from our study %s that someone at a school is
needed to provide leadership for the development of a vigorous SAC. Without
school-level leadership, SACS were found to have minor involvement with

decision making at best, and more often had no part to play in project

govérnance. We found both a principal and Parent Coordinators in such

leader<hip positions, and we feel that PCs can serve as leaders only if the
principal approves. Thus, our data suggest that districts either assign to

Title I schools principals who have an interest in develeping SACs with
decision-making capabilities, or provide principals with encouragement and -
training so that they can assume leadership in bringing about active SACs.

Final]y, we noted that the most active SACs were found in districts where

there were also active District Advisory Councils, and we concluded that this
reflected an overall district attitude favorable toward parental participation
in governance. The realization of that attitude was treated indirectly in the
last chapier, where a number of our conclusions regarding SACs could lead to a

positive attitude among district and project personnel toward parents in the
governance role.
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CHAPTER 7 |
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS OF TITLE I

I. INTRODUCTION

The central purbose for the Title I program is to improve the academic
achievement of participating students, particularly in the basic skills of
language arts, reading, and mathematics. Given this, local projects devotg’/
most of their-Title I resources to the instructional process.

At least in theory, parents can be a part of the Title I instructional
process. Attempts to describe the mechanisms by which pareats can participate
in education have included invoivement with instruction as one form. For
instance, Stearns and Peterson* wrote'.about taree roles for parents, two of

*Stearns, M. S. and S. M. Peterson. "Parental Roles and Underlying Models in\
Compensatory Education Programs." In Parent Involvement in Compensatory
Education Programs. Menlo Park, CA.: ~Stanford Research Institute, 1973,
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which were as tutors of their own children and as paid employees; Gordon*
described six parent roles including classroom volunteer, teacher of their own
children, and paraprofessional.

Similarly, the conceptual framework for the Study of Parental Involvement
spelled out an educational function that encompassed three types of activitiés
for parents: working as paid paraprofessionals, voluntéering for classroom
instruction, and tutoring their‘own children at home. Through direct in-
volvement with instruction, we saw a variety of ways parents could affect a
Title I project. For instance, an increase in the number of adults deliyering
instruction to students provides avenues for increasing the degree of indi-
vidualization. Further, because of their special knowledge about the students
participating in a Title I project, parents can offer insights into poten-
tially effective instructional strategies. In addition, parents acquiring

information about a project's offerings can participate more meaningfully in

decisions about schoolwide or classroom instruction. During- the SiteIStudy;
our approach to studying the educaticnal function was intended{fo béeﬁuite
broad. We wanted to know the ways‘ﬁn which parents particibate& in Title 1
‘project instruction--as paid paraprofessionals, classroom voluntee: s, and home
tutors; how they came to fulfill such roles, and what results their efforts
_produced. We also investigated the extent to which parents were involved with
the process of méking decisions about instruction for the project, the. school,
and the c]assrogm. This chapter describes what we learned. '

PLAN FOR THE CHAPTER

There are five sections to this chapter. The rest of the first section
summarizes the Title I regulations as they concern parents in the instruc-
tional process, then provides an overview of manr findings. In Sections II,

*I, J. Gordon, et al. "Aspects of Parent Involvement in the Parent Education
Follow Through Program." Paper presented at the 1979 meeting of the American
Educational Research Association.
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ITT, and IV we present our findings regarding parents as paid aides, volun-
teers, and home tutors respectively. Finally, Section V contains recommenda-
tions concerning parents and the educational function.

EDUCATION IN TITLE I REGULATIONS

The Title I regulations in effect at the time of the Site Study did not have
much to say regarding parents participating in the instructional process. The
only mention of paid aides addressed their training, saying that aides were to
be trained along with the professional staff they were to assist. The régu-
lations did not, as with other Federal programs, include a specification that
parents were fo be given priority for aide position<. (On the other hand, the
regulations did not prohibit the hiring of parents as aides.) Regarding
volunteers, the only mention in the regulations was that-Title I funds could
be used to reimburse volunteers for expenses associated with their dut1es, and
that vo]unteers could receive training supported by Title I funds. The
regulations were completely silent regarding the tutoring of students by their
own .parents.

In general, then, Title I regulations did not require that projects hire
parents as aides, or use parents as instructional volunteers, or include a
home tutoring program. The regulations alsc did not preclude a project from
incorporating any of these provisions in its design.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

As a result of our investigation of parents and their participation in the
instructional process in Title I projects, the following major findings
emerged: N ' -~
\\\\\\‘\\;\
e Parents were part of the instructional process as paid aides at
75 percent of the sites, despite the lack of a mandate in Title' I
legislation and regulations. !

[
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¢ Projects did not consider parent aides to be parental involvement.
There were few formal policies to hire parents as aides, parent and
non-parent aides were treated identically, and Parent Coordinators and
School Advisory Councils were not active in the aide component of
projects.

¢ Parent aides were an integral part of teaching in Title I classrooms.
o Parent aides did not have input into decisions concerning project or

school instruction and, in few cases, were included in decisions about
classroom instruction.

® There were no instructional volunteer programs as part of Title I
projects at the 16 sites.

0 Oniy two sites had formal home tutoring programs, as part of their
Title I projects.

Further details of these major findings are found in subsequent portions of
this chapter. In addition, a number of secondary findings regarding the
educational function in parental involvement are descriqu. In general, we
have followed the approach of presenting 1nformation by way of tables, and
have identified in the text only secondary findings that seem to bear on the
major findings. The reader is encouraged toE xamine tﬁe various tables for

additional findings that may be of particular interest.

110 R
15n




IT. PARENTS AS PAID PARAPROFESSIONALS

Out of the 16 sites included in the Site Study, 12 had parents serving as paid
paraprofessionals in classrooms. The remaining four sites either hired only
certificated persons as aides (and these persons were not parents of students
in district schools) or did not have aides in their Title I projects. Acrpss
the 12 sites with parent aides, we found a total of 118 aides, 69 of whom
(58%) were parents--although not all 69 were parents of Title I students.

PROJECT INTENTIONS/PARENT OPPORTUNITIES

Of particular interest was the matter of intentionality: did projects intend -
specifically to hire parents for aide positions? Of related concern was the
procedure followed at a site to recruit, hire, and assign aides; we felt that
such information would cast light on the opportunities parents had to obtain

_aide positions within projects. Table 7-1 presents information bearing on

these two matters.

We found that only one district (Johns County) had a formal policy of giving
preference to parents for aide positions. One other district (King Edward);
while not giving preference to parents, did specifically encourage parents to
apply for such positions. Johns County's policy of preferring parents
resulted in nine of the 13 positions being filled by parents, while King
Edward's informal encouragement resulted in three parents among the nine
aides. (Note also, in Table 7-1, that, while Redlands, Brisbane, and Mountain
View did not formally pre;er parents for paid paraprofessional positions, in
each case all aides were parents.)

Looking across the data in Table 7-1, we concluded that the methods used to
recruit and hire aides tended to favor the employment of parepts. Through an
informal, word-of-mouth network parents were likely to haye/ﬁeard about
available positions from persons connected with schools (e.g., principals,
Title I teachers, advisory group members, or aides). Further, parents were
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"likely to have been remembered by school personnel because they had devoted
time to the school previously and the staff was familiar with them.

Principals were particularly important in the recruitment and selection of
aides. Even though potential applicants had to apply at the district office
and go through a standard screening process, the principal's recommendation
weighed heavily in the final selection. We saw that principals could recruit
people whom they knew through prior activities and could influence the final
selection by making recommendations or actually making the choice. In this
way, many of the aide positions were filled by parents. '

Of interest in Table 7-1 is the absence of parents, either 1nd1v1dua1fy or as
members of School Advisory Councils, in the hiring process.

When it came to the assignment of aides, we found the following pattern:
aides were assigned to schools by the district personnel office based on
recommendations from principals and Title I teachers, and principals played
the major role in assigning aides to specific classrooms.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PAID PARENT PARAPROFESSIONALS

Details about the 69 parent aides are displayed in Table 7-2. There were no
secondary findings from this table that helped in the understanding of our
major findings.

STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION

In Table 7-3 we show information concerning the structure and organization of
the paid paraprofessional component in the 12 sites. Material in this table
revealed that parent aides and non-parent aides were treated in the same
fashion. At none of the 12 sites did we find a distinction made between the
two categories of aides. This means that in the Johns County District, where
there was a policy of giving preference to parent candidates for positions,
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and in the‘King Edward District, where parents were activeﬁy encouraged to

apply for positions, parents and non-parents went through the same employment
process and were utilized in the same way in classrooms.

Another secondary finding embedded in Table 7-3 was that many project staff
members and school personnel were actively involved with the aide component.
The multiplicity of important-persons concerned with aides undoubtedly

" contributed to our earlier-cited observation that parents heard about aide
openings through an informal network. It is noteworthy that School Advisory
Councils wer% not included among those who influenced the aide component.

FUNCTIONING OF PAID PARAPROFESSIONALS

When examining the roles and responsibilities of parent aides, we were con-
cerned with two central aspects. First, we looked at the particular
activities engaged in by aides; second, we addressed the participation of
aides in the process of making decisions about instruction. Information
related to these two areas is contained in Table 7-4.

At all of the 12 sites, we found that parent aides had some form of
invclvement with instruction. Further, we found considerable variability in
the activities perfqrmed by parent aides, from sites where but one type was
undertaken (Summer Place and Meadowlands) to sites where five or six
instruction-related activities went on (Bonnet County, Plains, and Roller).

of particular interest was the obse-vation that at ten sites parent aides were
performing some direct teaching--presenting new concepts or reinforcing skills
taught by the teacher--which meant that they were acting as second teachers.

The other important finding embedded in Table 7-4 was that parent aides had
Tittle to do with the instructional decision-making process. We uncovered no
sites where aides were involved (as members of curricular committees, for
instance) with decisions on a project-wide or school-wide basis. A1l such
decisions were made by professionals without input from aides. We found four
sites where parent aides were part of the decisions regarding ¢lassroom




instruction, in that they helped teachers determine long-range objectives and
procedures (Johns County, Ronnet County, Roller, and Redlands). 1In addition,
at two other sites aides helped with the planning of daily lessons (King
Edward and Piains).

From the information in Table 7-4 it was evident that parent aides (1) had an
active role in instruction, (2) had a minor role in decisions about
instruction, and (3) frequently performed instructional support and non-
instructional duties.

SUPPORT FOR PARAPROFESSIONALS

Two sorts of support were studied, programmatic (in terms of what the project
provided to support parent aides) and personal (in terms of the attitudes and
behavior of professional peréonne]). Our results appear in Table 7-5. The
only secondary finding of interest was that at 11 of the 12 sites aides were
given some form of training (the 12th site was Mountain View, where the one
parent had been an aide for a number of years).

CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES

In the remainder of this section we provide information on the factors that
contributed to our major findings regarding parents as paid paraprofessionals,
and also on the outcomes of those activities.

PARENT AIDES WERE FOUND AT 75 PERCENT OF THE SITES

"We identified parents serving as paid aides at 12 of the 16 sites in the Site
Study. At the other four sites we found that either there were no aides in
the Title I project, or else aides were required to be certificated persons.
As such, then, there were 12 sites where parents had an opportunity to be
hired as aides, and were so at each.
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The findings regarding parent aides reported here are not completely con-
sistent with what we obtained during the‘Federal Programs Survey, which was
national in scope. Respondents to the FPS questionnaire indicated that

50 percent of the schools had Title I aides and that only 22 percent of the
schools had parents serving as aides. This inconsistency is largely due to
the difference used in the definition of "parent" during the two data
collections. In the FPS we used parent to refer only to parents of students
currently enrolled in the school being examined. The more liberal definition
employed in the Site Study, which included parents of students enrolled in
other schools in the district, or parents whose children had gone on to higher
levels of education (called "former parents"), resulted in our, discovering
more parents filling aide positions.

The factors that accounted for parents serving as paid aides were somewhat
complex. In general, school districts did not have policies that gave
preference to parents for aide positions. Nonetheless, we found that more
than half of the paid paraprofessionals were parents. This occurred, it
appears, because of the practices districts followed in recruiting and
selecting persons for paid aide positions. These practices tended to favor
the employment of parents. The more important dimensions of these policies
were that parents frequently were specifically recruited because they were
known to school personnel through the parents' prior participation in project
affairs (e.g., serving as volunteers or attending project functions). Once
recruited, parents were selected because the principal of a school at which an
opening occurred typically preferred employing someone with whom the principal
was familiar--again, a practice that made parents more likely to be chosen
than outsidars.

Thus, the critical faéfors involved with the employment of parents for aide
positions were associated with the informal recruitment and selection
processes. Each of these caused parents to have a high 1ikelihood of
obtaining such positions and, in fact, resulted in over half of the aide
positions being filled by parents.
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Perhaps the most striking illustration of thié observation occurred at the
Redlands District, where there were 23 Title I aides, all of whom were
parents. This unanimity, in the face of a lack of district policy to give
preference to parents, was the result of the application of an informal policy
by principals at the two sample schools tc recruit and hire parents for

Title I aide positions.

PARENT A{DES:wERE NOT CONSIDERED PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

With the exception of one district where parents were given priority for aide
positions (Johns County), school district and Title I project personnel did
not think of paid parent paraprofessionals as part of the parental involvement
component of projects. Instead, aides (whether parents or not) were thought
of exclusively as part of the instructional component of a project. Two facts
relate to this finding. First, we found no distinction made between parents
and non-parents regarding hiring and assignment of aides (with the exception
of Johns County, as noted earlier). Second, we found that Parent Coordinators

and School Advisory Councils were not active participants in the aide -
component.

The reasons there were parents in the majority of aide positions were outlined
previously. Our observation that projects made no distinctions between
parents and non-parents when implementing a paid aide aspect serves only to
underscore the conclusion that parents served as aides more as an artifact
than as a planned dimension of projécts.

Had the use of parents as aides been treated as part of a project's parental
involvement component, one would have expected to find Parent Coordinators and
SACs being active in the recruitment, hiring, training, and monitoring of
aides. [Instead, our evidence was that Parent Coordinators sometimes alerted
parents when openings occurred, but otherwise were not involved with aides.
The training énd'monitoring of aides was invariably undertaken by
professionals associated with instruction, including teachers and curriculum .

coordinators.
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The reason parent aides were not considereé a dimension of parental involve-
ment most likely was that there were no mandates for parent aides in Titie I
legislation,and regulations. Certainly comments from district and project
personnel indicated that the lack of mandate was highly important. For ﬁosp
projectﬁpersonnel; parental involvement encompasses (a) the mancated aspects--
advisory councils--and (b) those forms of ,parental participation that were
traditional, particularly the support of a school through non-instructional
volunteering and comqunications with parents. .
Pernaps the most eritical observation regarding parents as. aides, with respect
to district and project intentions to hire parents, emerged ffgm an analysis

. of who dctually were the persons serving as aides. Among the 58'pqrcént of

the aides we classified as parents, most were what we called "former pa}ents"
while others were parents of students not part of the Title I projéct, meaning
"‘that very few aides were parents of students currently participating in a
project. -

7

that most parent aides were, in real:i“y, former parents bears
further discuss\qn. " A very typical pattern in Title I projects was the

\30ns in aide positions for many years. In some districts
the positions were t\eated.as though they were tenured (and in some cases they
actually weré). This eant that a pérson who had been hired as an aide con-
dinued to fill that position-until the person wished to leave it.. Therefore,
many persons ﬁho were, at some time in the past, parents of students in a
Title I project and had been hired as aides continued in their positions far
beyond the time that their children were in the project. Thus, &hi]e they at
one time fit the narrowest definition of a parent in the study (they had a

child who was in the project), they now fell into the category of former
parent. '

Cur discover

PARENT AIDES WERE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESS

Our anal}sis of the actual duties fulfilled by parent aides indicated that the
most prevalent activities were directly associated with instruction. We found

7
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aides most frequently reinforced concepts previously taught by a teacher,
supervised students engaged with teaching machines, and made instructional
materials. Further, in five of the 12 sites with aides we found that para-
professionals were teaching rnew concepts, that is, were operating as
co-teachers. While we found that invariably aides also had lerical duties,
these were relatively minor in comparison with their instructional duties.

The findings outlined above are very similar to those obtained in the Federal
Programs Survey. Respondents to FPS questionnaires reported that the most
frequent activities in which aides engaged were the reviewing or reteaching of
concepts (at 79 percent of the schools) and the provision of'jndividua] help
to students with special needs (at 71 percent of the schools). These

respondents also said that instructional support or non-instructional
activities were the most frequent at but 31 percent of the schools.

The factors that led to parents being assigned instructional duties were
somewhat obscure. The most commonly cited factors were that paraprofessionals
lightened the teacher's load, and allowed students to receive more individual
attention. However, it should be pointed out that these comments were

directed toward aides in general and were not‘Specific to barents. We did not
find many teachers or principals who reported that parents had un1que skills

or character1st1cs that would cause these professionals to specifically hire
parents for aide positions. (But in a later section describing the results of
parent paraprofessionals we present evidence that parents involved as aides

did have beneficial results for students.)

PARENT AIDES WERE NOT PART OF INSTRUCTIONAL DECISION MAKING

The datg we obtained regarding parents and the instructional decision-making
process showed that in four sites parents had a major role regaiding classroom
instruction, but in no case were they active in decisions concerning school-
wide or projectwide instruction. Thus, at one-third of the sites with aides,
parents helped individual teachers make decisions about objectives, materials,
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~sStudent grouping, etc., but no such decisions at the school or project level
were made with parent participation; curricular committees determining these
»-a~hatters did not include parent aides.

Three attitudinal factors were most closely associated with the lack of
parental participation in decision making. First, some parent aides said that
they did not feel qualified to take part in these decisions. These parents
reported that they did not feel they had the expertise to suggest what should
be done in a project's instructional component. Second, some parent aides
(particularly at rural locations) indicated that parental participation in
instructional decision making was not needed; these parents felt that the
project staff had developed a reasonable instructional program and since
parents were satisfied they need not become involved: Third, at many sites
administrators and teachers expressed the attifude that important decisions
regarding curriculum and instruction should be reserved for professionals who
had the requisite training to make them.. Singly, and in.combination, these

, different attitudes caused project designs to preclude the participation of
parénts in the making of instructional decisions.

OUTCOMES OF PARENTS AS AIDES

While studying the participation of parents as paid paraprofessionals we
sought information on the-outcomes of their activities. Two sorts were‘con-
sidered; outcomes for individuals and outcomes for institutions. We wanted to
know whethe: parents serving as aides had any effect on the participating
parents, the teachers with whom they worked, and the administrators under whom
they worked. Further, we 1ooked“for the effects of parent aides on Title I
projects and schools (such as on project design and implementation).

Personal Qutcomes

Not surprisingly, the most frequently-cited personal outcomes were those for
parents who served as paid paraprofessionals. Those parents repurted that
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they had achieved a better understanding of the Title I project and had come
to feel more supportive of it. They alse noted thet they had developed better
relations with their own children and had become more concerned with their
children's education.

Only a few teachers U administrators described personal outcomes for them-
selves, as a resuit of interacting with parent aides. There were some
indications of teachers and principals deve10p1ng better rapport with parents
after working with parent aides, but these reports were scattered.

Institutional OQutcomes

Earlier we stated that parent aides.did not have active roles in the making of
.decisions regarding instruction. This meant that parent a1des\were not

involved with the des1gn oF the instructional component in a project and were
not involved with ongoing decision making as the component was being
~_implemented.

Undoubtedly the most striking outcome of an institutional nature was that
students developed better attitudes toward their work when their parents were
‘nvolved with the school's instructional program. We neither tested nor
interviewed students, but parents and professionals we talked with frequently
indicated that students were positively affected when their parents served as
aides. This effect transcended the simple use of paraprofessionals, and was a
unique finding regarding parent aides.

Finally, there were negative outcomes when parents served as aides. A few
teachkers incicated that they had to devote extra time to overseeing the work
of parent aides, and some teachers noted that they were never certain parents
were knowledgeable in the subject with which they were assisting the teacher.
There were some administrators who stated that it took time, energy, and 3" i1l
to create an effectfve parent aide program. Finally, some parents reported
that teachers created an intimidating image, which left pérenfs feeling
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incapable of talking with teachers about curriculum and instructidp, and
caused problems with comunication. (It should be pointed out thaé\these
negative outcomes were exceedingly rare and were reported by a minor\\
proportion of the persons interviewed during the study.) N
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ITI  PARENTS AS INSTRUCTIONAL VOLUNTEERS

There were no ongoing Title I-related instructional volunteer programs at any
/of the 16 sites studied. A few sites seemed to have potential for developing
programs, but it would be inappropriate to describe them because of their
provisional nature. However, some statements can be made about the lack of

Title I-sponsored instructional volunteer programs at the s1tes included in
our sample group.

First, 'it should be noted that Title I regulations did not require local
districts to implement- a specific Title I instructional vo]unteer program, ang’
in many d1str1cts it was reported that there were no .funds for establishing
such a program. - Second, since many of the_sbhools already had PTA or schoo]
or district volunteer programs in operation (not specific to Title I), they
did not perceive a need to duplicate the effort by creating a Title I- _
sponsored instructional volunteer component. Rather, if volunteers were

needed for a Title I project, administrators and staff could request
assistance from parent volunteer programs already functioning at the1r
schools. Finally, since most projects had paid ci .room aides, many parents
indicated that they were uninterested in volunteering for the same duties for
which other parents were being paid.




.
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IV. PARENTS AS HOME TUTORS

There are two ways in which parents can be involved as teachers of their own
children at home. One way is through a formalized home tutoring program. At
two sites we found systematic home tutoring programs, sponsored by and a
central part of Title I projects. These ‘are described below as case studies.
The second way parents c#n help their own children is through informal e
assistance with children's classwork or homework assignments. We uncovered a
number of instances where Title I projects prov1ded tra1n1ng to parents in how
to ass1st their children in this manner, and these are discussed br1ef1y.

%

FORMAL HOME TUTORING

CASE STUDY 1: JOHNS COUNTY

This was a well-organized, commercial program paid for and implemented by the
Title I project. Materials, in reading or mathematics, were sent to students'
homes. Parents worked with their children 15 minutes a day, four days a week,
then returned the materials for correcting. At the end of ten weeks, students
were tested and could test out of the program when they have made a year's
progress.

Principals selected students to participate in the program, and most Title I
students were involved. Parent Coordinators were trained by the commercial
organization and, in turn, trained parents. Parent Coordinators also
monitored the program and assisted parents with any problems.

Both parents and school personnel were pleased with the home tutoring program,
'and reported that many students had made 1mpr€ssive academic gains from their
participation. The most-frequently voiced problem was that Parent Coordi-
nators were overloaded, working with many schools and many parents.

, 123 Ll




/

CASE STUDY 2: BONNET COUNTRY , ////
. J N

At this site home tutoring was based on the use of a learning device developed

by district personnel to help parents teach'their children reading and mathe-

matics. Parents were made a:are of the teaching device during advisory

council meetings, and thereafter were assisted in implementing it by Paren?

Coordinators.

Typically, the Parent Coordinator took a version of the device to the parent's

home during a visitation, demonstrated its use, and assisted the parent in

constructing the dgvicé: Teachers produced skill cards that students were to
"“use in conjunction with the deyice.‘

H
» 1

At one of the sample schools about 75 pércent of the Title I student's parents
were using the device, while at the second school about 25 percent of the
parents were. Because the home tutoring program was only one year old, there

was no evidence of its success, although project personnel expressed
considerable enthusiasm for it.

INFORMAL ASSISTANCE WITH SCHOOLWORK

We did not expiore in detail project efforts at preparing parents to infor-
mally assist their children with schoolwork because these efforts were usually
modest in scope, were held infrequently, and were not directly tied to
students' classroom objectives. Nonetheless, we discovered enough examples to
warrant a brief description here.

Project activities in this area concerned techniques that parents could employ
to help their children succeed in mathematics and reading. The activities
were generally designed and conducted by Title I teachers, in cocperation with
Parent Coordinators. Several sites held workshops during which parents
learned to make educational games that they could play with their children at
home (referred to as "make-it, take-it" workshops). At six sites workshops
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and discussion groups were held on topics related to parental assistance to
their children; these sessions often were accompanied by reading lists and

student worksheets. Among the topics treated in these workshops were "The

Benefits of Reaaiﬁg," "Ways to Apply Reading and Math in the Home Environ-

ment," Summertime Activities," and "Study Techniques.”

OUTCOMES OF HOME TUTORING

As was suggested in the two case studies of formal home tutoring programs,
respondents associated with the two projects perceived these programs to have
had positive impacts on student ]earni;g. We were frequently told about the
. number of students who had improved in academic skills as a result of their
receiving formal tutorial assistance from fHeiraparents.

A second positive vutcome of formal home tutoring and informal assistance with
schoolwork was that proportionately these activities involved many parents.
That is, among the range of parental involvement activities that went on at

various sites, parents as home tutors involved more parents in an active,
ongoing way than did any other activity.

125

P
[
o




V. CONCLUSIONS

In this section we look retrospectively at our findings regarding the educa-
tional function in project parental involvement components, and suggest
actions that could be taken to increase the participation of parents in
instructional activities. Our conclusions are predicated on two assumptions.
The first is that federal and local policy makers want parents involved
actively with the instructional process in Title I projects, and the second is
that these policy makers see such involvement of parents as legitimate dimen-
siops of a project's parental involvement component.

It was clear from the comments of numerous respondents, at almost every‘sité,
that the Tack of specificity in Title I legislation and regulations for
parents in an instructional role served to inhibit the implementation of
activities related to such a role. Many district and project respondents
indicated that they were quite concerned with meeting regulatory requirements,
and the absence of requirements regarding the educational function in parental
involvement caused them to give this functicn 1ittle attention.

We found that 11 of the 16 projects in the Site Study employed persons as
Parent Coordinators. We also found that PCs had only a m1nor relationship to
the educational function in that they were primarily 1nvo1ved by alerting
parents of paid aide positions that were opening. Since we have seen the
inf]uenfja] role played by PCs in the development and implementation of
advisory councils, we believe that they could be equally instrumental in
bringing about improvement in the educational function if they were given a
more meaningful role. Thus, projects could include the educational function
in the definition of tasks for Parent Coordinators. This would likely take on
such forms as having PCs (and School Advisory Councils) formally involved with
recruitment and hiring of aides, recruitment of instructional volunteers,
recruitment of parents to tutor their children at home, the training of
parents for instructional roles, and the monitoring of instructional programs
that incorporate parents. (Of course, this implies that the educational

/
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function becomes a recognized dimension of a project's parental involvement
component, legitimating activities of Parent Coordinators and SACs in this
area.)

One problem that emerged as we looked at parents in the instructional process
was that many parents were reluctant to volunteer for classroom activities
when they saw that other community members were being paid as aides for
similar tasks. In effect, parents felt that they should not donate their time
. and energies when others were being paid. We believe that parent aides and )
parent volunteers can exist in tﬁe same location, and by their presence can
énrfch a project's instructional offerings. 1In order to bring this about and.
overcome the reluctance to volunteering noted above, projects might establish

a career ladder in which parents first serve as instructional volunteers and
thereafter are hired as aides.

We had the opportunity to examine two different approaches to home tutoring
during-the Site Study. One was based on a commercial program, the second on a
locally-developed program. Each had its own virtues and drawbacks, but there
was evidence that each was contributing to student achievement of cognitive
objectives and was involving numerous parents. Our findings suggest that
projects explore proven methods for carrying out home tutoring, i.e., either
commercial programs that would be bought with Title I funds, or programs
developed at other Title I sites that could be produced by a given project
with its own Title I funds.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMPASS | JOHNS CO. | BONNET CO. | KING EDWARD | PLAINS | ROLLER | KINGSTOWN | REDLANDS | BRISBANE | MT. VIEW | SUMMER PLACE MEAOOWLANDS
HIRING POLIGY No parent Priority No parent Encourage No parent | No parent No parent No parent No parent §{ No parent No parent No parent
priority to parents priority parents priority | priority priority priority priority priority priority priority
NUMBER OF AIDES: | 3/21 9/13 9/10 39 7 4/6 5/1 23/23 2/2 i/1 /4 I
PARENTS/TOTAL
RECRUITMENT - Personat Media Notices to Posted Informal | informal Media Notices to Media Informal Noticesto Notices to
STRATEGY contact Personat homes notices network | network homes Personal network homes homes
informal contact Posted Media Personal contact Posted Posted
network Informal notices Personal * contact * Informat notices notices
. \ . network | Media " contact network Media Meeting
\ Meeting’ Informal informal annoyncements .
announce- network network Personal
ments contact
Personat Informal
contact network
\ Informal
\ network
HIRING INPUT D§strict District District District District | District District Principal District Princtpa! Principal District
| Principa! Principal Principal Principal | Principal Teachers Principal | Teachers Teachers Principa}
\ Teachers Teachers
FINAL HIRING Dist\ ict District District District District | District District Principal District Piincipal Prinzipal District ’
AUTHORITY X | principat | Principal Principal | Principal | Principal
\ Teachers Teachers
HIRING CRITERIA ExamL!nation HS education | HS education HS education | Prior HS education | HS education | Livein None None Typing skill HS education
\ Be parent Principal volunteer -area Examination
recommen:
\ dation

Table 7-1. Project Intentions/Parent Opportunities
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6¢l

COMPASS [ JOHNSCO. | BONNETCO. | KING EDWARD | PLAINS | ROLLER | KINGSTOWN | REDLANDS | BRISBANE |MT.VIEW | SUMMER PLACE | MEADOWLANDS
[ SEX#% FEMALE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 100% 100% 100% 100%
| .
AGE: 2030 | 0 5% 0 0 0 0 0 0
L 3140 | 100% 80% 100% No data 100% 100% 100% No data 100% 100% No data No data
a1+ o 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0
N Ed
ETHNICITY B* 100% | B: 67% B: 56% No data B:57% | B:100% | H:100% B: 10% B: 50% | W:100% W: 100% No data
H: 33% W: 44% W: 43% H. 10% W 50%
W. 80%
EDUCATION HS: 100% ! HS: 100% - |  HS: 100% HS: 100% HS:67% | HS:100%{ HS 100% | HS: 100% HS: 100% | HS: 100% HS: 100% HS. 100%
HS+: 33%
LEGEND: °
ETHNICITY EDUCATION
B = Blark HS = High School giaduate
H = Gispanic HS+ = Some college :
w = White
Table 7-2. Characteristics of Paid Parent Aides -
s r\
l’ \J jodih |
]. J4i




E

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0€T

SUMMER .
COMPASS | JOHNS CO. | BONNET CO. | KING EOWARD | PLAINS ROLLER [KINGSTOWN [ REDLANDS | BRISBANE | MT. VIEW PLACE McADOWLANDS
YEARS IN OPERATION 13 8 14 1" 12 12 14 15 14 15 14 No data
FUNDING SOURCES Title 1 Titte | Title | Title | Title | Title | Title | Titlel | Title | Title | Title 1 Title 1
State/district | State/district Other federal
CHANGES IN COMPONENT | None Became Became None None Aide handbook} Focus only " Reduced Reduced | Reduced | Typing Skill | None
after-school | puil-out updated on Ktg funding funding funding required
PROJECT DIRECTOR | Nodats | Msmimat Minimal Select Minimal | Evaluate Select No data Select Select None ’ Sefect
contact contact contact Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate
PRINCIPALS Assign Select Sefect Select Evaluate | Select Select Select Select Select Select ;elec‘t "
™ as
a Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate Monitor Monitor Plan tasks Plan tasks Evaluate Mz:itor
S * Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate
w
E TEACHKERS Monutor Select Plan tasks Select Plan Plan tasks Plan tasks Select Select Seiect Select *Select
2 Train Monitor Train tasks Monitor Plan tasks Plan tasks { Monitor Tran Train
a Pian tasks Evaluate Monitor Evaluate | Plan tasks | Plan .asks
E Momitor Evaluate Monitor
CURRICULUM Evaluate | Monitor Plan tasks No data Train Train None None Evaluate | No data No data Select
SUPERVISORS Plan Tram
tasks Evaluate
Evatuate
DISTINCTION MADE: None Title ! Title & None None None Title 1 None None None Mone None
TIYLE | & NON-TITLEI, aides must | aides work aides work
PARENTS & NON-PARENTS be parents only with only with
math Ktg
EVALUATION OF AIDES Formal, Formal, Formal, Formal, by Informal { Formal, by Informal, Formal, by | Formal, by | Formal, Informal, Formel, by
by by by state, yearly by principal and | by project; pnncipal; state; by principal; project,
project, principal, principal, project; | teacher, principal, teacher, principal, | teacher, teacher, principal,
yearly yearly yearly princi- yearly ongoing bi-annual yearly yearly ongoing yearly
pal, .
Informal, | Informal, tnformal, Informat, periodic | Informal, Informal, by
by by teacher, | by teacher, by teacher, by teacher, teacher, ongoing
teacher, ongoing ongoing ongoing ongoing
ongoing
Ktg = Kindergarten
Table 7-2. €< ucture and Organization of Aide Component ({f
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COMPASS | JOHNSCO. | BONNET CO. | KING EOWARD | PLAINS | ROLLER KINGSTOWN | REOLANDOS | BRISBANE | MT. VIEW | SUMMER PLACE | MEADOWLANDS
INSTRUCTIONAL Reinforee Teach Teach Plan fessons Plan Pian lessons Reinforce Teach Reinforce | Help with Test pupils Reinforce skills
s ACTIVITIES skills concepts concepts lessons skills concepts skills teaching .
R s Reinforce Teach machines
- Help with Reinforce Reinforce skills Teach concepts Test pupils Reinforce Help with
teaching skills skills concepts skills teaching
machines Reinforce machines
| Help with Create Reinforce ! skiils Create
teaching materials skills materials
machines Create
* Test pupils Create materials
Create maserials
materials Test pupils
— INSTRUCTIONAL Maintain Maintain Maintain Maintain Maintain | Maintsin Maintain Maintain Help with | Help with Maintain Maintain
i SUPPORT discipline discipline discipline discipline discipline | discipline discipline discipline clerical clerical tasks | discipiine discipline
ACTIVITIES tasks
Record Record Record pupil | Record | Record Record Help with Help with Help with
pupil pupil prugress pupil pupil pupil clerical tasks clerica: tasks clerical tasks
progress progress progress | progress progress
fay Help with
‘,_3 Help with clerical tasks Help with | Help with Help with
' clegical tasks clerical | clerical tasks | clerical tasks
tasks
NON- None Supervise Communicate | Supervise None Supervise Supervise Communicate} No data Supervise , No data Communicate
INSTRUCTIONAL pupils outside | with parents | pupils outside pupils pupils outside | with parents pupils with pareats
ACTIVITIES classroom classroom outside classroom outside
classroom classroom
Communicate, Communicate
with parents Communicate | with parents Communi:
with parents cate with
parents
PARTICIPATION None Classroom Classroom None None Classroom None Classroom | None None None None
N fevel level level level
INSTRUCTIONAL
OECISION
MAKING
Table 7-4. Functioning of Aide Component
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMPASS

JOHNS CO.

BONNET CO.

KING EDWARD

PLAINS | ROLLER KINGSTOWN | REDLANDS | BRISBANE | MT. VIEW | SUMMER PLACE | MEADOWLANDS
PRESERVICE None Extensive, by | Extensive, by | Extensive, by No data {HMone None No data Orientation, None Qrientation, by None
TRAINING project staff project staff | project by outside teachers
& administration organiza-
tion
IN-SERVICE 0JT, by 0u going, by | One week, by | On-guing, by On-going, {On-going, by | On-going, by { On-going, by | None None None On-going, by
S TRAINING teachers project staff project statf | project by project | project university project staff project staff,
[A%) administration, | consul- consuitants teachers
teachers tants
0JT = on the job
Table 7-5. Training of Aides
b
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CHAPTER 8
OTHER FORMS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

I. INTRODUCTION .

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of this report described the principal ways in which par-
ents took part in Fitle I projects, as members of advisory councils and as
participants in the instructional process. They do not, however, capture the
full spectrum of parental involvement activities. In the first chapter we
summarized the conceptual framework that guided the study, which contained
five parental involvement functioné. In this chapter we describe our findings
concerning three other forms of parental involvement: parent education,
school support, and community-school relations.

As we developed our conceptualization, we found quite early that the major

parental involvement functions were those related to project governance and
project instruction. However, we also recognized that there were additional
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ways in which parents could participate in g Title I project, and we
formulated three other categories for exploration during the Site Study. As
this investigation orogressed, it became evident that parental activities in
these three categories were sparse, and we concluded that their treatment in
this report should be within a single chapter.

As noted above, the three functions of concern here are parent education,
school support, and community-school relations. The three functions were
treated as follows. Parent education encompassed offerings in which Title I
projects attempted to help parents with personal improvement (notably, with
parenting skills).' School support included various types of non-instructional
volunteer activities by which projects utilized parent resources to enhance

project activities other than classroom instruction. Community-school
relations was composed of efforts on the parts of projects to communicate with
parents and to develop positive relations between parents and project staff
members.

PLAN FOR THE CHAPTER

We have organized this chapter in four sections. In the remainder of Section I
we discuss the regulatory language regarding the three forms of parental
involvement that are the subject of the chapter and then present our major
findings concerning the three forms. Section II contains details on the three
forms, in terms of what we found regarding project activities in each. 1In
Section IIT we discuss our findings with a primary emphasis on identifying the
causes and consequences of activities within the three forms of parental
involvement. Finally, Section IV contains recommendations we make as a result

of our stuay of parent education, school support, and community-school
relations.

OTHER FORMS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I REGULATIONS

The regulations in effect for Title I, during the time of the Site Study, did
not address activities related ta parent education, school support, or
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community-school relations. The regulations, then, neither required that
projects include these functions in their parental involvement components, nor

forbade them. The regulatory silence meant that each local project could

decide for itself whether or not to incorporate any of these three forms of
parental involvement in the project design.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

The analysis we carried out of our data from the Site Study brought us to five
major findings with respect to the parental involvement functions treated in

the chapter. The major findings are summarized below, and are explored in

more detail in subsequent portions of the chapter.

Most of the 16 projects in the Site Study offered some form of parent
education. By district and project definitions, parent education was
complex, including many topics and occurring at several levels.

School support activities, under the auspices of Title I, were found
at only six sites and were not a a major activity at those sites.

Virtually ali projects engaged in community-school relations
activities, primarily those aimed at communication and seldom those
associated with interpersonal relations.

There were wide variations in the levels of activities in all three
forms of parental involvement.

While it was possible to separate these three forms of parental
involvement, as we did in our cor-eptualization and data collection,
districts and projects tended to treat them comprehensively with ’
interrelated activities.
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II. PARENTS IN OTHER FORMS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

Table 8-1 contains information on parent education, school support, and
comnunity-school relations. We draw upon this information as we describe
project activities in this section.

PARENT EDUCATION FUNCTION

In designing this portion of the Site Study data collection, we defined par-
ent education as efforts on the part of Title I projects to help parents make
personal improvements. By that we meant educational offerings to improve par-
ents' ability to cope witﬁ the problems presented by daily living, especially
in caring for their children, We were particularly alert for parent
education addressing parenting skills, consumerism, nutrition, and mastering
En Tish. While our definition of parent education was somewhat circumscribed,
we found that districts and projects maintained a more expanded view, as is
evident below.

At ten of the 16 projects studied, respondents reported that they provided
some form of parent education. These project respondents identified two
purpdses for parent education. The primary purpose was to provide parents
with the information they needed to participate more fully in the education of
their children. ("Parents as Partners in Education" was a theme at several
sites.) These offerings included instruction in parenting skills, workshops
and classes in assisting students with classwork, and workshops on general
aspects of the Title I project. 1In addition to the above subject areas,
District Advisory Council members at one site conducted field trips for alil
parents to community facilities as part of a community awareness drive, and at

another site the Title I project offered classes in sewing and home repairs
for parents,

The secondary purpose of education offerings was outreach. It was used as a
strategy for attracting parents to the schools and to activities undertaken in
the name of Title I (e.g., School Advisory Council meetings, open houses, and

i
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conferences). Respondents at four sites stated that‘parents would come to
school to hear speakers or to discuss subjects of interest to them. }
In addition to viewing parent education as a comprehensive effort to reach
parents and involve them in their children's education, districts and schools
sometimes combined their resources with those of Title I to create learning
}opportunities for all parents. At two sites, district compensatory education
offices staged conferences open to parents of children served by 21 categori-
cal funds. At two other sites, schools held workshops open to all parents
regardless of whether their children were served by any program. Title I per-
sonnel helped to organize and present these offerings and Title I parents
attended them (although exact data on the number of Title I attendees were not
available).

Some School Advisory Councils also opened their meetings to all served parents
and included activities they considered parent education (e.g., lectures on
parenting skills or helping children with schoolwork) along with Title I
business proceedings. Five sites held such multi-purpose meetings at least
once during the school year. In these five districts, School Advisory Council
membership was open and fluid; parent education workshops were offered as
enticements for parents to attend meetings.

The most notable example of a digirict's combining its resources to present a
comprehensive set of learning opportunities for all parents was the King
Edward District. The district held a two-day conference to disseminate infor-
mation on compensatory education to all parents (there were 900 attendees, 300
of whom were parents). The conference covered such subjects as reading activ-
ities for young children; explanations of the Title I, Title VII-Bilingual,
and state compensatory programs; discussion of ethics and values in modern
society with related parenting advice; and explanations of ways for parents to
involve themselves in the schools. The same subject areas were offered to

parents by the project-level Parent Coordinator in several lecture/discussion
sessions throughout the year. At School Advisory Council meetings these




subjects were again covered with emphasis on the implementation of ideas
presented in the larger groups.

A]thouéh districts and projects made no clear delineation among the various
subjéct areas presented and frequently covered several subjects during one
event, in this report we discuss the many aspects of parent education in_sepa-
rate sections. Efforts to help parents understand the learning process and to
assist children with schoolwork at home have been described in Chapter 7 under
Parents as Tutors of Their Own Children. Project activities to inform parents
about the project itself are treated later in this chapter under Community-
School Relations. Below is a description of parenting skills instruction
found at six sites. h

In the parent effectiveness area, the priﬁary effort was directed toward help-
ing parents develop positive parent-ch%ild relationships. Although organized
by projects or districts; these sessions were conducted by specialists in the
social sciences (e.g., psychologists, educators) or personnel from social ser-
vice agencies (e.g., nurses, social workers). Films and lectures, followed by
group discussion, were presented on such topics as good nutrition, aspects of
children's physical and emotiondl development, discipline techniques (such as
hew to deal with unacceptable behavior and alienation), character building
(how to instill a sense of values and ethics), and metheds of communication
between parent and child. At the six sites where‘ye found parenting skills
covered, some combination of the above topics was }ncluded in presentations to
parents. As described above, these presentations took place at gatherings
sponsored at many levels: the school, advisory council meetings, the project
and the district.

SCHOOL SUPPORT FUNCTION

In Chapter 7 we discussed the various ways that parents participated in
Title I instructional programs. This section explores the non-instructional
support services parents might offer. We were interested in those activities
or services that were provided in a systematic way or on a regular basis as

138

)
cn
(o
.




part of the Title I project. For example, parents might act as speakers,
improve buildings and orounds, or raise funds for various school or
extra-curricular activities.

Our major finding in this area was that at very few sites (four out of 16) did
parents offer their time and services under the auspices of Title I, and at
two other sites the Title I project was combined with school programs for
school support activities.‘ At those six sites parents did not render services
in a systematic or organiZed fashion, but rather on an as-needed basis.
Typically, Parent Coordinators or other project personnel requested assistance
witH these activities, and parents volunteered .to help implement them as the
neéd arose.

Of the ten sites with no Title I-related support program, eight had active .
support programs that were iridependent of Title I. Princinals, teachers, PTAs
and other parent organizations maintained cadres of volunteers whose activi-
ties ranged from cafeteria helpers to managers of major fund-raising drivas.
In these districts, little distinction was made between Title I parénts and
other parents.

_COMMUNITY-SCHOOL RELATIONS FUNCTION

A

This function encompassed two interrelated aspects cof the articulation between
a school/project and its community: communication and interpersonal rela-
tions. This section, then, deals with the efforts of districts, projects, and
schools w0 effect the exchange of information and the development of ﬁersona]
ties between parents and project staff. We fouﬁd that these efforts occurred
principally in two ways: during personal interactions between parents and
staff and as one-way communication from staff to parents.

* Interpersonal Information Exchange

Projects created varibus opportunities for parents and staff to get acquainted
with each other on a one-to-cne basis. The most common event held for this
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purpose was a one-time orientation to Title I. Projects at nine of the

16 sites held open houses, usually at the beginning of the school year, to
allow parents to meet Title I teachers, Parent Coordinators and their school
and project staff members. These events generally included information on the
nature and design of the Title I project as it related to parents and stu-
dents, a discussion of coming events in which parents might participate, and
requests that parents volunteer for the School Advisory Council.

Other activities designed to enhance personal interaction included parent-
teacher conferences during which Title I. teachers, parents, and occasionally
principals could discuss the students' progress, academic needs, and ways
parents might assist with schoolwork. Eight sites reported holding such
conferances: on a systematic baéis. At three sites, parents visited Title I
classrooms for some part of a day to observe the interaction of students and
teachers and then talked with teachers. Four sites held periodic social
events such as parent-teacher banquets, teas and luncheons, award ceremonies
to recognize parents' efforts to help their children, and student
performances, to which parents and staff members were invited.

The two-way communications described above tosk place when parents came to the
school to interact with staff. Since many pzrents rarely came to schoo! for
any purpose, yet wished to voice their concesns about the project, Parent
Coordinators frequently resolved this problem by serving as intermediaries
among parents, the school, the project, and the district. Nine of the

16 projects had Parent Coordinators (and one project had a Social Worker

functioning in a similar capacity) whose jobs inciuded acting as liaison
between the school and the community. They made house calls and phone calls,
wrote and answered letters and ndtes, and in general gave parents the
opportunity to communicate with a project person who could relay their
messages to other staff members. -




One-Way Communication

This form of communication involved efforts on the part of districts, proj-
ects, or schools to keepiparents informed of project purposes, activities, and
events.

The most common method of informing parents was through a newsletter published
periodically and available to all parents. Ten sites produced newsletters.

In five cases the newsletter was originated by the Title I project and con-
tained information about general school/district activities. In four cases
the newsletter was a cooperative effort by school, district, and Title I per-
sonnel and contained information pertinent to all parents, including Title I
parents. In one case the newsletter emanated from the state Office of Compen-
satory Education and concerned all aspects of education.

Title I and other school activities were also announced in the more simple
fashion of calendars, bulletins, notes, and flyers sent home with students.
Eleven projects reported using these methods to alert parents to upcoming
meetings and events. At four sites, media announcements were used; projects
and districts periodically submitted notices for publication in newspapers and
arranged for the announcement of special activities on radio and television.

In addition to the above, two projects maintained parent libraries and one a
media center that contained information about Title I, nroject documents, and
books on parenting skills. One project produced and distributed a handbook
describing the project, avenues of involvement, and a directory of local ser-
vice agencies.

Five projects resented a comprehensive view of the Title I project and its
implications for parental involvement at crientation workshops. Their primary
purpose was to impart information, and 1ittle interaction took place.

Projects offered half-day to two-day workshops and seminars open to all served
parents, as opposed tc those offered exclusively to the members of District




and School Advisory Councils. (The latter was directed toward preparing
council members to function effectively in their organizations, and they are
described in Chapters 5 and 6.) Parents were introduced to the various ways
they might be involved in the project, and a few sites offered information
geared toward effective participation in an advisory council, such as
parliamentary procedures, minute taking, and election procedures.
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ITI. DISCUSSION: CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES

Section,I of this chapter included statements of the major findings regarding
parenp/education, school support, and community-school relations. In this
sectiﬁﬁ we examine each finding and attempt to explain why it occurred, by
looking at the factors that contributed to each finding. Then we describe the

outcomes of the three parental involvement functions addressed in tha chapter.
To recapitulate, our major findings were as follows:

¢ Most Title I projects offered some form of parent education.

o School support activities, under Title I, were infrequently found.

e Virtually all projects engaged in community-school relations
activities.

¢ There was considerable variability in the level of activities in ali
three functional areas.

o Districts and projects tended to treat these three forms of parental
invoivement in a compr~hensive, interactive fashion.

MOST PROJECTS OFFERED SOME FORM OF PARENT EDUCATION

We first considerad the factors contributing to the existence or absence of a
parent education component at the sampled sites. The provision of parent edu-
cation seemed to result, primarily, from attitudes on the part of project per-
sonnel that Title I parents had special needs and that it was the project's
responsibility to respond to these needs. Title I parents, respondents felt,
often were poorly educated, had not mastered sufficient basic skills to
effectively assist their children with school assigmments, and did not auto-
matically understand the purposes and objectives of the Title I project,
especially as they related to participation in project governance. Project

J
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personnel, at sites where the highest level of parent education occurred,
stated that parents functioned more effectively as project participants if
they were helped to acquire some of the information and skills that they
lacked. Thus, instruction in parenting, assisting children with schoolwork,
coi".....”, -areness, and 7. le I awareness was provided.

At some sites, participation in the project was interpreted as helping stu-
dents succeed in school as opposed to being involved in meaningful project
governance. At other sites, project personnel (especially Parent Coordina-
tors) used instruction in areas of interest to parents as an enticement to
attend meetings or to visit the school. At sites where School Advisory Council
membership was open to any served parent, coordinators appeared to turn to
parent education as a way to cope with the constant influx of rew members whgm.f
were not familiar with the project and its proceedings. That is, parent
education was frequently offered to acquaint new members with the project.

The argument was that parent education offerings give substance to council
meetings that were attended by parents with such great variations in their
Tevel of awareness that issues concerning the project could not be meaningfully
aiscussed.

The more seriously committed a project was to providing parent education, the
more complex this area became. As is discussed later, high activity projects
tended to view parental iavolvement as a comprehensive, interrelated set of
activities. The primary contributing factor to the provision of instruction
in parenting skills, as we defined it, was essentially this comprehensive
approach. This type of instruction did not exist in isolation, but was com-
bined with information about the project and/or assistance with children's
schoolwork. Parenting skills was seen as another aspect of the effort to
increase parents' ability to relate more effectively to their children. It
was felt by staff and parents alike that positive parent-child re]ationshﬁps
contributed to better student perfor.nance and to more positive student atti-
tudes toward school.
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There were no specific data on reasons for not offering parenting instruction.
However, sites that did not provide it were consistent with the pattern
applicable to all other forms of parental involvement: they did not have
Parent Coordinators to organize such sessions; staff attitudes were less
positive; funding levels were lower; and parents were not considered as
important to the project as they were at high-activity sites. In addition,
parenting instruction at several sites was available at other nearby agencies

(e.qg., a local college). Project'staff did not feel the need to compete with
these other offerings.

SCHOOL SUFPORT ACTIVITIES, UNDER TITLE I, WERE INFREQUENTLY FOUND

In examining the factors that contributed to the presence of a Title I support
program, the attitude of the Parent Coordinator appeared to be most

important. Parent Coordinators were responsible for communicating the needs
of the project to pa;ents. If they believed that parents could make valuable
contributions to the project in terms of offering time, goods, and services,
they made efforts to determine what parent resources were available and used
them. Parents stated that they would be willing to assist with project
activities if they were aware that thei~ services were needed. The four sites
with Title I-sponsored school support octivities, and the two sites with
integrated Title I and school activities, all had Parent Coordinators.

At Bonnet County and Plains, non-Title I support groups existed at the schools
(e.g., PTAs, mother helpers, etc.), and Parent Coordinators found that Title I
parents were active in these groups. Sites that had no Parent Coordinators
(except for Stadium where the coordinator was negative toward parental
involvement outside of governance) generally had active non-Title I support
programs.

It may be that already active support programs eliminated the need- for, or
even deterred, similar Titlc I-sponsored activities. It appeared that the
most organized and active non-Title I support programs occurred in schocls
that served middle-income neighborhoods, had few Title I parents, and did not




provide Parent Coordinators. An example of this situation was presented by
Maple District, which was a geographically large but numerically small rural
district serving primarily moderate-income farmers and upper-middie-income
professionals. Title I students comprised less than 20 percent of the
district student body, and the Title I grant was small and did not include a
Parent Coordinator. One school had an extremely active volunteer component
organized and maintained by PTA members who were professionals, had much free
time to expend, and had many resources to offer toward helping raise funds for
the school. Title i parents were not involved, although the funds benefited
the entire school, including Title I students.

VIRTUALLY ALL PROJECTS ENGAGED IN COMMUNITY-SCHOOL RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

Table 8-1 indi_ates that, at every site but one, some opportunity was provided
for Title I parents and staff to become acquainted and to communicate with
each other. However, the number of these opportunities decreased fairly con-

sistently from many at Johns County to none at Brisbane. This pattern may be
attributable to a number of factsws.

The first factor may best be described as the attitudes and resultant behavior
of key school personnel and parents. At one extreme, exemplified by Johns
County and King Edward, principals and teachers had positive feelings toward
school-community relations. Principals officially welcomed parents to the
school, made staff available to organize and publicize events, made facilities
available at hours when parents were frea, and encouraged teachers to help
plan and participate in activities. Teachers contacted parents, conducted
parent-teacher conferences in a manner that was respectful of parents, and,
most importantiy, attended events that were scheduled. Parent attitudes were
also positive. They valued their role as facilitators of their children's
education and felt that their contributions to the school were valued. As a
result, many found time to participate in the activities that were offered.
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At the opposite extreme were sites at which principals and teachers had more
negative attitudes toward school-community reiations. Principals discouraged
participation and communication. Teachers felt threatened by or superior to
parents and communicated with them ineffectually or very rarely. Parents mis-
trusted the school and placed low value on its endeavors. Tending toward this
category were Compass, Cleteville, Mountain View, Stadium, and Brisbane.

Neither extreme condition existed at any one site. Our descriptions of the
extremes were composites of the exemplifying sites. However, the closer a
school environment was to either extreme, the greater was the influence on
parent-school relations.

In addition to such attitudes and behavior, the patterns of social interaction
“in the community at large helped to define the parent-school relationship.
Schools do not exist in a vacuum, but reflect the social practices of the
citizens in the surrounding community. Although not presented in tabular
form, our data provided some indication of the social atmosphere at each

site. In some areas of the country (and in some cultural and ethnic groups),
people had traditionally engaged in high levels of social interaction. They
freely shared their ideas and resources and frequently interacted with each
other on an informal basis. Casual relationships developed easily and were
characterized by an atmosphere of openness, comraderie, and acceptance.
Social, church, community, and schoo functions were utilized as opportunities
for interaction. By contrast, in other areas of the country, social
interaction -as a much more reserved and formalized process. People tended to
interact in carefully defined circles of family and close friends. Privacy
was valued more than open communication and an attitude of “minding cne's own
business" prevailed. Newcomers and outsiders were accepted slowly, if ever,
into the community. Social and community events occurred rarely, and schools
were not viewed as appropriate places to socialize. The willingness of school

staff to organize and of parents to participate in community-relations
activities, especially those involving face-to-face communication, were
affected by the greater pattern of social interaction in the comunity.
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The two contributing factors described above (school staff/parent attitudes
and patfern of social interaction) often interacted with each other to influ-
ence the level of school-community relations activities that occurred at a
site.

One other factor scemed to contribute to both the existence of and success of
community-school relations activities: the role of the Parent Coordinator.
As discussed earlier 1 this report, the Parent Coordinator's role was fre-

quently that of a liaison among the project, the school, and parents. As the

primary initiator, planner, and implementer of activities designed to effect

both the interpersonal and one-waysexchange of information between the project
and parents, the Parent Coordinator was extremely important. A dedicated Par-

cent’ Coordinator often could overcome obstacles to communication. An example
“7of this phenomenon occurred at Bonnet County where one principal in the sample.
neither welcomed parents nor made the school available for after-school

events. The Parent Coordinator disseminated information during house calls,
held meetings with parents in community centers, and encouraged parents to

visit Title I classrooms. This helped overcome the reluctance Shown by the
principal. ‘By contrast, the Parent Coordinator at Stadium did not reach out

to parents in any way except in the governance area, and school-community

relations essentially did not exist. This Parent Coordinator was concerned

so]e]y with advisory councils and did not expend any time or resources on
comfiunity-school relations activities.

THERE WAS CONSIDERABLE VARIABILITY IN THE LEVEL OF ACTIVITIES

In Table 8-1, the 16 sites have been arranged according to the number of par-

ent education, school support, and community-school relations activities
organized for parents, with the most active site to the left and the least
active site to the right. Activities tend to decrease from left to right con-
sistently across the three functions.
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Having identified this pattern we examined the factors that mighi contribute
to its creation. The variables that bore a relationship to the lavel of
activity were the existence of a Parent Coordinator, the amount of the Title I
grant, state and local support for parental involvement, and staff attitudes.
When state and district practices supported parental involvement, project and
district staff were positive toward both involvement and communication, Parent
Coordinators were provided, and the Title I grant was reasonably large, higher
levels of activity existed.

We have already indicated the importance of Parent Coordinators in the imple-
mentation of each of the three forms of parental involvement discussed in this
chapter. Table 8-2 verifies this; with t1e exception of Stadium, the dis-
tricts with the highest levels of the three forms are also the districts with
Parent Coordinators.

One might assume that a large grant would allow much activity to occur while a
small grant would inhibit the development of workshops, parent education ses-
sions, communications and the like. To a degree this was true: the level of
>ctivity tesnled to decrease with the level of funding. However, there were
several exceptions to this pattern that seemed to relate to the attitudes of
key district and project personnel toward parental involvement. Compass had
the largest Title I grant, but had neither the benefit of positive state and
district policy nor district and project staff disposed toward communication
and involvement. Stadium had a large grant, but key personnel were neutral
toward parent involvement, and the Parent Coordinator was negative towards
parents involving themselves in anything but project govefnance. Summner Place
had the smallest grant; and, even though state policy and staff attitudes
generally were positive, there were not sufficient funds to hire Parent
Coordinators. It can be concluded that projects needed enough money to cover
the expenses of other activities (e.g., printing, speakers, information mate-
rials) and to hire Parent Coordinators who could assume the tasks.
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The highest level of activity occurred at sites that were located in states
that took positive actions toward parental involvement. In those states,
Title I officials offered much technical assistance in the form of information
pamphlets, state-level workshops and conferences, and on-site meetings with
project personnel. Several of those states hﬁd produced and distributed

Title I guidelines that established standards!'for parental involvement as well
as other components of the Title I progranm. $ome states with support for par-
ental involvement monitored and evaluated Titie I activities, including par-
ental involvement. The districts located in ﬁhose states had adopted a strong
positive policy toward parental involvement wﬁich district personnel attempted
to implement. It was logical to conclude thatzproject staff attitudes toward

|
parental involvement would be simiiarly affected.
i

. | _
We assessed the attitudes of district and projhct personnel toward having par-

ents involved in school activities other than governance. While the attitudes
of district personnel (superintendents and diHectors of compensatory educa-
" tion), Project Directors, principals, and Titﬁe I teachers generally followed
the pattern of positive to mixed/neutral to négative, the attitudes of Parent
Coordinators vore a direct relationship to thé level of parental involvement
activity. As described in Chapter 4 of this }eport, it was the job of Parent
Coordinators to implement the parent invo]vemént component of a project. They
were reponsible for, or involved in, the conqution and organization of parent
education and training sessions, open houses{ social events, home tutoring,
and volunteer efforts. It seemed significanﬁ that the attitudes of Parent
Coordinators towards these activities ranged, from positive, through neutral,
to negative, with the low-activity sites hag&ng no Parent Coordinators to
undertake this kind of responsibility. f

/
]

In order for activities to succeed, parent# must know about them. We deter-
mined the attitudes of key staff toward conunicating information about the
project and its activities to parents. OqF data made it clear that some dis-
tricts and projects were mcre willing to meet parents, keep them informed, and
listen to their concerns than were othergi Sites at which personnel favored
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much communication had high levels of activity and sites at which communica-
tion was discouraged were low-activity sites. Parent Coordinators were par-
ticularly impertant in this area as they were given the responsibility for
initiating, coordinating and implementing communication efforts. Parent Coor-
dinator attitudes were consistent with both the general level of activity at’
each site and the amount of communication that occurred.

We also f..used on the attitudes of served parents toward the project. Their
attitudes tended not to follow the pattern of activity levels, but were
related to other factors. Parents generally felt that education was "a good
thing" and necessary to their children's success in life. They were more
skeptical, however, about the project. Some parents felt that participation
in Title I carried the stigma of poverty and dumbness and did not wish to be
associated with it. Others felt the project was accomplishing its objectives
successfully and saw no need to participate in it. Feelings about the schools
were mixed and seemed to relate to the kinds of experiences parents had w1th
school staff and with the nature of their children's relationship to the
schools. At every siie, some parents were eager to be involved in school and
Title I affairs and requested more of them; others were neutral, and others
were not interested or negatively disposed toward school participation. Given
this situation, we concluded that the level of activity was considerably less

dependent on parent attitudes than it was on staff attitudes, especially those
of Parent Coordinators.

DISTRICTS AND PROJECTS TREATED THE FUNCTIONS COMPREHENSIVELY

Our firal finding in this area was not readily discernible from the data
tabies, but was more the result of statements made by district and project
respondents combined with some deg}ee of speculation. The three highest
activity sites (Johns County, King Edward, and Bonnet County) had a number of
characteristics in common, discussed below.
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The primary characteristic was their comprchensive approach to other forms of
parental involvement. District and project personnei tended to view involve-
ment in the Title I program not as a set of isolated events, but as a series
of interrelated activities that were designed to gain the maximum participa-
tion of parent§ in the education of their children and to utilize to the
fullest extent all the resources available to the project. Although Title I
legislation did not. stipulate parental involvement beyond that of participa-
tion in the governance of the project, these districts had interpreted it to
mean all activities that allow parents to understand, assist, and benefit from

the project. Thus, School Advisory Council meetings (open to all served
parents) became vehicles for parent education, school-community relations
events, and opportunities to volunteer goods and services. Workshops and
training sessions included volunteer efforts (e.g., refreshments), helped
acquaint parents and staff, and generally served to communicate project
objectives to parents. Resource Teachers, Parent Coordinators, Project
Directors, directors of compensatory education, and principals combined their
efforts in a cooperative movement io&ard greater participation. This movement
was characterized by a fair amount of planning, organization, and dedication.
However, perhaps it is the nature of Title I itself that fostered the expan-
sion of traditional parental involvement to a grander scale. It was a special-
ized program that not only mandated parental involvement in the form of
governance, but also required more understanding, outreach, and communication
than did the regular school program for its successful functioning. Bacause
of eligibility requirements, the parents of Title I students werc likely to be
less affluent, less well educated, and less comfortable with the schonl
environment than non-Title I parents. Such parents, it was felt by project
personnel, needed special encouragement and incentive to participate in their
children's education. The grant provided funds for extra staff and outreach
activities that other districts could not afford. Districts that chose to

take advantage of this opportunity could effect a greater degree of parental -
participation than those that did not. ‘
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The Johns County School District, our highest activity site, represehted the
comprehens1ve approach. Several types of Parent Coordin: ors were prov1ded
and were traincd in their r.spective duties. Parent Coordinators attended
planning meetings and kept records of participating dnd non-participating
parents. Title I parents were quposefuIIy recruited &s both coordinators and
classroom aides. The project mainiained a print shop that, while offering
students instruction in printing, produced copious amounts of printed communi-
cation (announcements, handbooks, newletters, programs--many with photographs
of parents and students). Parent education was viewed as any effort to help
parents become knowledgeable about the project, their children's educaticnal
needs and progress, and about themselves as major influences in their‘chiIT
dren's lives. The project.Sponsorgd many Title I activities, and the follow-
ing example seemed to reflect project attitudes. A "parent appre:iation"
awards ‘ceremony was held.auring which parents participating in the home tutor-
ing program were recognized for their efforts to help their children master
bas. skills. The Parent Coordinators, in conjunction with parents, plannod
and execuled the ceremony. Children performed and the county mayor and school
superintendent offered congratulations to the group; 300 parents, children,
and staff members attenced the ceremony. At the end of the event, {lyers
amouncing the next advisory council meeting were Histributed.

OUTCOMES

In examining the persona1/1nd1v1dua1 and educatioral/institutional outcomes of
the three other forms of parental 1nvo]vement it became clear that, though we
separated the discussion of the functions for.purposes of collecting data, the
outcomes to various participants ind to the project, schools and students were
as interrelated as the three functions themselves. Therefore, for purposes of
this discussion, we consider outcomes in all three functions.combined, except
in those cases where outcomes were directly related *1 a specific function.
Those cases will be mentioned separately.
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Personal/Individual

Outcomes for individuals can be described in terms of changes in attitudes,
both positive and negative. The major outcome to parents of participation in
community-school relations, school support, and parent education activities
was a change in attitudes toward the school in general and toward the project
in particular. At ten sites it was stated that parents became more trusting
of the projéct and were more willing to support it with both services and
attendance at events. They began to consider the school less a forbidding
place and more as an arena for communication and a source of knowledge about
their children's progress. While they acquired new skills during parenting
and home tutoring classes, they became aware that both the school and the
project not only valued their children's success but made efforts to augment
parents' abilities to contribute to it. Respondents at several sites reported
that parents' heightened level of awareness of and increased positive feelings
toward the project resulted in their making demands for more information and
attention from project staff. Our data suggest thet, in a few cases, school
and project staff have responded ~v nroviding even more opportunities for
interaction and cchmunicarion.

A parallel change in attitudes toward parents was experienced by principals
and project teachers. Principals reported feeling a greater sense of rapport
with parents who frequented the schools and less fear of not being able to
communicate effectively with them. Teachers were reported to be more aware of
and respectful of parent concerns as a result of interpersonal exchanges with
parents at open houses and conferences. Both principals and teachers stated
that they develope& more posilive relationshirs with the children of parents
with whom they communicated of ten.

Other outcomes, however, were not so positive. At one site, principals felt
that the increased paperwork and organizational time required to implement '
parent education z2i:g community-school relations activities were not worth the
results. Teachers at several sites reported that parents observing in the
classroom interferred with their management of the class. (Other r:spondents
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at these same sites suggested that teachers were threatened by having parents
in the classroom.) Parents at a few sites reported forming negative opinions
of the project based on unsatisfactory interchanges with principals and teacn-
ers. At one site, parents expressed concern that parent education activities
during advisory council meetings were not only irrelevant to their needs, but
superseded any meaningful involvement in project governance. These parents
avoided advisory council meetings. Parents at several sites were displeased
with the nature of information imparte. at parent education workshops and, as
a result, ceased to attend them. Other parents complained that efforts on the
part of project staff to communicate with them about project activities were
not successful. Parents at several sites were unaware of p]anned'events,
unaware that their services were needed or desired, and, in one case, unaware
even that their children were being served by the project. One can concluze
that the conduct of activities in the three funtions sometimes failed to bring
about the desired outcome.

Educational/Institutional

Very few outcomes in this area were evident. The most notable outcomes men-
tioned by respondents relatod to student performance. At seven sites, project
staff stated that students whose parents frequently participated in activities
sponsored by the project exhibited more positive attitudes toward school, per-
formed better in basic skills, and created fewer discipline problems than stu-
dents whose parents were not narticipants. Respondents speculated ihat these
students felt their parents were concerned about their progress and behavi-
and were sufficiently acquainted with principals and teachers to voice their
concerns directl,.

Certain projects realized several outcomes as a result of parental participa-
tion in support and communications activities. Project resources were
augmented by the time, money, services, and skills that parents provided.
Volunteers raised funds to help buy needed equipment  Events were made more
pleasant by the parents' provision of refreshments, decorations, and other




amenities. At several sites, parents enhanced the curriculum by offering
their sxills ir cuitural and special subject areas. At four sites, respon-
dents felt thét project activities in general were more successful and com-
manded greater attendance because iines of communication between staff and
parents were established and maintained. Project staff reported that informed
parents made fewer canp]aints/about project operations than did the

uninformed. Finally, parent demands for more opportunities for participation
resulted in the creation of the Parent Ccordinator's position at several sites.

156

e

n
»a




IV. CONCLUSIONS

At the beginning of this chapter we noted that the legislation and the regula-
tions for Title I did not include provisions for parental involvement in terms
of parent education, school support, or community-school relations. At the
time of our study (and to date), the sole requirement for parzntal involvement
in Title I projects was limited to the governance function, specifically to
parents as members of advisory councils. Nonetheless, we did find examples of

projects in which these three forms of parental involvement were operating.

If Federal and local decision makers affiliated with the Title I program wish
to have high levels of parental involvement in the three form§ studied in this
chapter--parent educatior, school support, and community-school relations--
they can pursue several avenues to accomplish this goal. We have identified
some of these avenues, and present them here.

Undoubtedly the most important step that can be taken is to provide a Parent
Coordinator as part of a Title I project. Our evidenc2 was conclusive that
someone playing the role of parent liaison and assuming responsibility for
recruitment, organization, and coordination of parent activities was criti-
cal. We saw that these activities did not occur spontaneously, but had to be
conceived, planned, and executed by someone. Many administrators cited parent
apathy as the primary cause for low levels of involvement in the three forms
discussed here, but apathy at times was overcome by an understanding,
enthusiastic, and aggressive Parent Coordinator.

Respondents at several sites offered low levels of funding as the reason for
little activity, and for the lack of a Parent Coordinator. While the amount
of a Title I grant is not completely under the control of a project, it would
be possible for project staff members to include parent coordination as a line
item in their budget. Our conclusion, then, is that Grant Applications should
include parent coordination in.the budget. Reccgnizing that this may not be
sufficient to accomplish many activities in the areas of parent education,




school <«upport, and community-school relations, we also suggest that projects

look for creative ways to augment Title I funds.by requesting specific
financial assistance from local and state agencies.

Our kighest activity level sites were located in states where parentcl
involvement was not only viewed with favor, but also was supported by provi-
sions of technical assistance to local projects. Respondents at other sites
noted that state Title I officials offered little if any assistance to their
projects. It was our impression that states were unaware of local project
needs, while projects waited passively for state support. This situation
could be resolved. Our conclusion is that project personnel should more
actively seek out the assistance of state Title I personnel, and that state

officials should provide information to projects on the availability of state
assistince.

Our final conclusion is that projects should adopt a comprehensive approach to
the three forms of parental involvement addressed in this chapter. We saw
that such an approach paid dividends, in those few locations were it was being
followed. Title I projects generally have many opportunities to utilize
non-instructional volun.eers, to educate parents, and for parents and proj-
ect personnel to interact. However, these opportunities can generate hit-and-
miss activities at the whim of an influential person, or Activities can be the
result of a cooperative, comprehensive plan on the part of district, project,
and school staffs. Such a plan would incorporate the following features:

(a) assessment of parents' interests and concerns vis-a-vis the project;

(b) provision of project activities to deal with these interests and concerns;
(c) creating continuity by maintaining 1lists of parents and their involve-
ment history; (d) following up with parents, both personally and in written
«form, to expand their knowledge of and participation in the projects; and

{(e) inclusion of provisions for the recognition of parent endeavors.
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CHAPTER 9
POICY ISSUES FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I

I. INTRODUCTION

A critical dimension of early work on the Study of Parental Involvement was
the identification of policy-relevant issues that would guide the study. As
an outcome of a review of literature on parents in the educational process,
interviews with persons concerned with parental involveﬁent, and interact .ons
with the study's Policy Advisory Group, five issues were specified that could
bear on Federal, state, or local policies. These issues were described in

Working Paper No. 1, Policy-Relevant I[ssues and Research Questions, October,
1979,

In this chapter we present our findings and conclusions regarding the five
poiicy-relevant issues. Each issue is taken up separately. The format for
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the presentations begins with a'summary of the reasons behind the issue,
continues with a description qT our major findings for the issue, and ends
with our conclusions. '

i
;

The treatment of policy-relevant issues in this chapter, particularly the
suggestions that are made,’are based on two considerations. First, we
presuppose the policy-makers at the Federal, state, and local levels expect
positive results from iyb]ementing extensive parental involvement in Title I
projects. That means that the suggestions are cast in a form intended to
eitner initiate or extend parental participation in projects. .Second, all
conclusions are based on findings from our study. .We have carefully avoided

suggestions that appear sensible but had no bases in our observations at sites
in study. »




II. PARENTS IN THE GOVERNANCE ROLE

The major Congressional concern relative to parental involvement has been on
parents actively participating in the governance of Federal educational
programs through the medium of advisory groups. Congress' interest in a
governance role for parents springs from the concept of particpatory
democracy--that persons who are affected by Federal programs should have
opportunities to participate in decisions about the program that may affect
their lives. Over the years, as the Title I program has been successively
reauthorized, Congress has been increasingly specific in mandating a role for
pa =2nt advisory groups in project governance.

An analysis of the legislation for Title I demonstrates that Congress has
intended for parents to have a meaningful role in project governance. That
is, parents are to participate in making important decisions about, and are to
saare control over, the design, administration, and monitoring of projects.

There are a variety of viewpoints regarding parents and the governance role.
On one hand, the argument has been made that current legislation, regulations,
and customary practices are adequate to allow parents to have meaningful
particpation in project governance. This position is taken by those who
believe that broad mandates are sufficient, and that the right things will
happen because of the good w11l of those involved. A contrary argument is
that considerably more specificity and detail are needed in mandates if true
participatory democracy is to be realized, because entrenched interest groups
will not share power with others unless they are reqiired to do -o.

In this study, we approached the following policy-relevant issues:

¢ Do existing Federal and state legislation, regulations, and guidelines
allow parents to participate in making important proje wuecisions?

¢ Do existing state and iocal practices affect parental participation in
the making of important project decisions?
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MAJOR FINDINGS

When we explored parental participation in.the governance of Title I projects,
we had a primary focus on District and Schoel Advisory Councils, but we also
examined the influence of individual parents and of other groups or
organizations. Our major findings were as follows:

1. Parents, as individuals, did not take part in Title I project
governance. ’

2. Neither advisory groups for other educational programs, nor
nonprogrammatic organizations, had any appreciable influence on
Title I project governance.

3. Title I advisory councils infrequently played important parts in
project governance. District Advisory Councils typically had either
no role in project decision making or had a minor role, with only a
few DACs having major roles. School Advisory Councils had even less

involvement: very few SACs played a major part in making project
dacisions.

ANALYSES )

- Cur analyses sought to explain the major findings, in terms of the questions

“that specified the policy-relevant issues. We were particularly interested in
determining the effects of legislation, regulations, and current practices on
parental particir.tion in project governance.

We saw that, while existing legislation and regulations allowed parents to
participate in making important project decisions, the imprecision of their '
language did not facilitate such involvement. Because of che way in which
Federal legislation and regulations are written, it was possible for any
actions of an advisory council to be interpreted as consistent with the
mandate.
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At the state level we saw that there were practices that influenced parental
‘ involvement in local projects. Many states have adopted their own guidelines

for Title I and/or compensatory education, with provisions for parental
involvement. When states actively implemented their own guidelines, including
technical assistance and the monitoring of projects, then District Advisory
Councils tended to play a larger part in project governance.’

Similarly, there were local practices that had considerable impact. We found .
four practices that were particularly related to DAC participation in decision
making. ‘First, when a district or project specified an authority role for the
DAC--identified a critical project area in which the DAC was to be involved
with decisions--the DAC had greater involvement. Second, projects that had a
Parent Coordinator who facilitated but did not dominate the DAC also had more
active DACs. Third, the most-involved DACs had received training about

Title I Lut particularly in group processes. Finally, the most-involved DACs
occurred in districts without a narrowly-proscribed decision-making structure,
districts that did not reserve all critical decisions to a few administrators.
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IIT. PARENTS IN THE EDUCATIONAL ROLE

A second way in which parental involvement is manifested is through an
educational role, with parents directly involved with the instructional
process. Parents can participate in this educational role at a school as paid
aides or volunteers or at home as tutors of their own children. Many parents
are involved with the educational role; more participate in projects this way
than through a governance role.”

There are differences of opinion regarding the place of parents in the
instructional process. Among the detractors two arguments are offered. The

primary one is that instruction is the rightful province of trained
professionals, and parents at best only interfere with (and at worst are
actually detrimental ‘to) improving student performance. A second argument
offered by some detractors is that any home tutoring program is necessarily
unfair because many students will not have parents who can provide them with
effective instruction at home. Supporters of a place for parents in the
instructional process suggest that parents are closer than professionals to
student cultures and, therefore, are effective in meeting the needs of
individual students. They also sometimes argue that, through their day-to-dayy
interaction with school personnel, parent aides and volunteers influence
schools to provide higher quality education for students. Finally, some
supporters note that parent aides and volunteers are an inexpensive way to
reduce the student/adult ratio so that the opportunities for individual
assistance to students are enhanced.

The policy-relevant issues we addressed were:

Do existing Federal and state legislation, regulations, and guidelines
allow parents to participate meaningfully in the instructional process?

Do existing state and local practices affect meaningful parental
participation in instruction?




MAJOR FINDINGS

We studied three ways in which parents can participate in a Title I project's
instructional processes: as paid aides, as instructional velunteers, and as
home tutors. We found the following:

A4

. 1. Seventy-five percent.of Title I projects had parent aides. These
parent aides were integral elements in instruction, but they did not
participate extensively in instructional decision making.

2. Projects did not corsider parent aides to be parental involvement.

3. There were no instructional volunteer programs.,

4. Very few projects had systematic home tutoring programs, although
many had informal home-assistance efforts.

o

ANALYSES

When we examined our findings with regard to the policy questions described
earlier, we found that legislation and regulations concerning Title I did not
address parents in the instructional process. While the Federal mandate made
passing references to related matters (for instance, by indicating that aides
were to be trained along with teachers), there were no provisions in the
legislation or regulations spelling out a place for parents to advise in
implementation of project instructional matters.

We found that most districts had policies that precluded a specific role fo}
parents in instruction. First, extremely few districts gave preference to
parents for Title I aide positions, although the mechanisms by which persons
were recruited tended to favor the hiring of parents. Second, aides retained
their positions year after year so that many persons who had once been parents
of Title I children no longer were, although these individuals continued as
Title I aides. Third, we saw that Parent Coordinators and School Advisory

167 1

<o
Mo




Councils had no involvement with aides (reflecting the pervasive attitude that
paid aide positions were not part of a project's parental involvement
component). And fourth, parent aides were not included in structures by which

projects made decisions about instruction (such as curriculum planning
committees).

Our analysis suggested two reasons for the absence of instructional volunteers
in Title I projects. One was that non-Title I volunteer programs existed and
these caused projects to see \no néed for additional volunteers. The other was
that parents were sometimes re]uctant to vo]unteer for classroom ass1gnments§
when other persons were being paid as aides to perform similar tasks.

With regard to the paucity of formal home tutoring prograﬁs in Title I
‘projects, we found that few projects have ever given consideration to such a
plan. When project per'sonnel considered a role for parents in 1nstruct1on,

they rare]y thought about systematic home tutoring.
|
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IV. FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS AND PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

Conventional logic holds that the types and amounts of services included in an
operational project should be influenced by .the level of funding received by
that project. It is a simple extension of this argument to expect that
parental involvement activities would be affected by funding Tevels. However,
there has not been complete consensus on the possible interaction between
funding level and project services. While some persons have held that more
extensive parental involvement activities are found in proj--ts with gréhter
amounts of funds available to them, others believe that the extent to which
parental involvement activities go on is less related to funding level than it
is to attitudes and practices of educational personnel and parents.

A second funding consideration bears on the timing of fund allocations, and
the duration of the funaing. It is possible that late receipt of Title I
funds, and a single-year funding cycle, can reduce the effective
implementation of parental involvement activities. On the other hand, it can
be argued that a well-developed parental involvement component in a project
would not be unduly constrained by late funding or one-year funding.

One other funding consideration was sdggested to us, i.e., the amount of a -
project's budget specifically devoted to parental involvement. This
consideration involves the extent to which désignated parental invoivement

funding relates to parental involvement activities.

In our study we collected information on the size of the Title I grant, the
total amount of money provided to the district from all sources, the timing
and duration of Title I grants, and the designation of money in the grant for
parental involvement. With this information we attempted to address the
following policy-relevant questions:

¢ Do total funding levels affect the quantity and quality of parental
involvement activites?




Do the timing and duration of grants influence parental involvement
activities?

¢ Does the amount of funding specifically devoted to parental
involvement affect parental involvement activities?

MAJOR FINDINGS

We found that total funding level--either in terms of the Title I grant or the

. overall amount of money available to the district--did not show any systematic
relationship to parental involvement.- We also found that the timing and
duration ¢f Title I grants did not appear to affect parenta' involvement. And

we found it impossible to determine what monies were spezifically designated
for parental involvement activities.

ANALYSES

Neither the size of the Title I grant, nor the wealth of the district, bore
any relationship to the proportion of parents who were active in a projéct,
the range of a project's parental involvement activities, or the levels those
activities took on. While we did see that districts with the largest Title I
grants had mere parents involved and more parental involvement activities than
were found in districts with the Towest grant sizes, the differences were not
great, and they were not consistent with the differences in grant size. }n
terms of quality--considering what went on within given parental involvement

functions--grant size was not a contributing factor. The same held true for
total district wealth.

Since Title I grants were received at about the same time and for the same
lengths of time by all projects, it was not possible to detect any
relationship between those variables and parental involvement. A1l Title I
sites received their grants within a short time period, so we could not
determine whether early receipt had any effect different from late receipt.
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Districts included in the Site Study employed such widely different téchniques
for maintaining financial records that it was ‘impossible to identify Title I
funds used expressly for parenfa] invo]vementi For example, some districts
did consider parent aides as parental involvement, and included their salaries
in a parental involvement line item of the péoject budget; other districts,
also employing parents as aides, included thése salaries under instruztional
expenses. As another example, some districts placed the salary of a Parent
Coordinator under parental involvement, whije others placed that expenditure
under staff salaries. Despite extensive eﬂ%orts, we were not able to obtain
precise, accurate information on project expenditures .or parental involvement
at enough locations to allow for the formqiion of definitive findings.
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V. PARENTAL INVOLY%MENT AND EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

!

The Tlegislation for Title I does not offer a clear rationale for parental
involvement. However, it is possible to deduce that the principal reason for
parental involvement is the expecﬁation that it will result in an improvement
in the quality of education offered to students who are recipients of Title I
services. Our literature review and interviews with informed persons
suggested four ways in which parents can affect the quality of education:

1. Principally through advisory councils, but also throdgh less formal
 interactions with projeﬁt personnel, parents can influence the
design, administration,/ and evaluation of project services offered to

. $
siudents.

2. What is taught (curriculum) and how (instruction) in a Title I -
project can be affected by advisory councils, parent aides and A
volunteers, and individual parents. |

f !

3. Parents can provide, to a Title I project, overt support (such as §

volunteering to accompany students on a field trip) and covert 1

support (such as insti]]ing positive attitudes in their children E

toward education).

4. By the manner in which they interact with project personnel and

perhaps with each other, parents can infuence the climate of a

project school. X
Some of the arguments conc%rning parental involvement cited in regard to other
policy issues indicate that there is not perfect agreement on parental
involvement and educational ~uality. Some persons hold that all important
educational matters should be 1eft to the professionals without “interference
from laypersons. (This view is not unique to professionals. There are
parents who share it; proportionately, however, there are more educators than
parents who hold this view.) Contrarily, people who believe in the
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participatory democracy notion feel that parent participation in Title I
- projects should enhance the quality of project services.

The policy-relevant issue we addressed was:

e Do parental involvement activities influence the quality of
educational services provided to Title I students?

MAJOR FINDING

Considering all parental involvement functions, at all study sites, we found
that parents did not materially influence the quality of education as this was
previously defined.

ANALYSES

" We pointed out earlier that parents, as part of advisory councils or as
individuals, did not participate widely in the decision-making process about
Title I projects. As a result, parents had little impact on the design,
administration, or evaluation of project services.

" We also indicated earlier that parent aides and instructional volunteers did
not participate in decisions that were made about instruction. Therefore,
parents did not affect the project's curriculum or instructional methods.

While we did find instances in which parents offered support to Title I
projects, they were not extensive anﬂ were seldom an integral part of
projects. We did not observe systematic project efforts to augment project
-services by the inclusion of parents.

There was extensive interaction between Title I projects and parents, but we
saw that parents had little influence on school climate through these
interactions. Largely this was because the major mode of interacting was that
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of one-way communcation from the project to parents. The absence of regular,
face-to-face interacticn between parents and project personnel meant that
parents did not have opportunities to affect school climate.
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VI. MULTIPLE FUNDING AND PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

by

Most school districts are participating in more than one program that calls
for parental involvement. There are numerous Federal educational programs and
some state programs that include parental involvement components. It is of
some concern to Title I personnel that the relaticnship among different
projects, being implementad side-by-side, be examined with regard to parental
involvement. '

It is possible that the occurrence of parallel projects has a salubrious

effect and that the natural interaction among parents involved with different |
projects results in each stimulating and learning from the other. Alterna-

tively, it is possible that the requirements for different advisory groups,

along with the different concerns of parents, siphon time from parent leaders

and project administrators, as well as create conflicts among both parents and

educators. "

In this study, we addressed the following policy-relevant issue:

o When multiple programs are funded at a site, are the quantity and
. quality of parental involvement activities affected?

MAJOR FINDINGS

We learned that parental involvement components of Title I projects were
relatively unaffected by other projects. We saw no effect at the district
level and cnly a minor effect at the school level. On the other hand, we
found that Title I projects sometimes influenced the parental involvement of
other projects. e saw little interaction or coordination of parental
involvement activities across projects.
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ANALYSES

In Title [ projects, parental involvement at the district level is confined to
governance. Title I District Advisory Councils took care of whatever parental
participation there was.in project decisions. We did not uncever any
instances of decisions about Title I projects being made by advisory groups
for other projects. At participating schools we did note that advisory groups
for state compensatory programs occasionally participated ir Title I
decisions. Somet1mes these advisory groups were different from Title I School
Advisory Caunc1ls, but typically a single group was formed to satisfy the
requirements of both the state and Title I mandates.

Examining the other side of the coin, we found scattered instances of Title I
parental involvement activities encroaching on other projects. There were
cases where a Title I DAC would review the grant applicat;ons for other
Federal or state programs. Further, at some schools Title I parent aides
worked in classrooms that were .designated for other programs (particularly
Title VII Bilingual). To repeat, these cases of Title I parental involvement
activities affecting another project were quite rare.

When we considered the articulation of parental involvement activities across
projects, we found that Title I DACs had minimal contact with the district
advisory groups for other projects. We found some examples of overlapping
membership§, with the same parents serving on more than one advisory group,
but this overlap did not result in the different governing bodies sharing
information or coBrdinating their activities. And while there were Title I
Parent Coordinators who served other projects as well as Title I, this was
typically for parent education programs or for school-home communication
purposes.
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VII. A FINAL VIEW OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The comments made in this chapter about policy issues have been based on the
belief that well-conceived and implemented parental involvement activities are

. beneficial to Title I projects. We recognize that conclusions about actions

that might be taken by policy makers need to be backed up with evidence that
the participation of parents has real payoffs.

Overall; it is apparent that parental involvement was not’extensive in Title I
projects. Beyond this observation, it is also evident that there were wide
variations among projects, with different degrees of involvement of parents in
broject affairs. Thus, there were projects where it was not bossib]e to find
any parental participation at all, projects where parents tor’ an active part
in every type of activity possible, and projects at all stages in be;ween.
That becomes one of the major generalizations of our work: parenté]
involvement in highly variable, from one project to another.

Within this observed variability, there weére examples of Title I projects in
which we saw a great deal of parental activity. Associated with projects
having higher levels of activities we found many positive outcomes,.and few S
negative outcomes. At those locations where we found the highest levels of
involvement, numerous respondents--parents, paraprofessionals, and
professionals--reported that parental involvement activities resulted in |
benefits to parents, to projects and schools, to staff members, and to

~ students. These same respondents seldom suggested that there were many prices
to pay, nor that those prices were very high. A1l of this leads to a second

generalization: high levels of parental involvement produce valuable outcomes.

Throughout our discussions’ of parental involvement functions in Title I
projects, we have identified a number of important factors that contributed to
the presence of activities, and to the intensity of participation associated
with those activities. Some factors were specific to a particular type of
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5ctivity, but there were many factors whose impacts were noted whatever the
form of the activity. These far-reaching , .ctors were addressed succesfully
by projects that had attained the highest levels of parental invalvement,
bringing us to a third generalization: while there are obstacles to achiéving
extensive, high quality parental involvement, those obstacles can be overcome.

When we began the Study of Parental Involvement, we assumed that the
participation of parents in Title I projects could occur, and would have
beneficial effects. What we found, as we carried out a detailed examination
of 16 projects, verified our assumptions. We discovered some cases of active
projects with valuable outcomes from parental activities. There were enough
instances like that for us to conclude that it Jds possible to realize the

successes that have been hypothesized by the proponents of parental
involvement.
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APPENDIX
TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE STUDY

The Study of Parental Involvement in Four Federal Education Programs has been
designed to provide a systematic exploration of parental participation in the
educational process. The Study has consisted of two substudiesT-the Federal
Programs Survey and the Site Study. A previous volume reported in detail the
findings from the Federal Programs Survey. The present volume is devoted to
the Site Study findings. However, in order for the reader to fully understand
these findings, we feel it is necessary to present an overview of the purposes
and methods employed in bofh substudies.

A

Accordingly, this Appendix contains three parts. Part I is an introduction to
parental involvement in Federal programs and a delineation of the design and
purposes of the overall Study. Part II discusses briefly the Federal Programs
Survey and, in particular, its relationship to the Site Study. Finally, Part
IIT affords the reader a closer look at the instrumentation, data collection,
and analysis procedures associated with the Site Study, thereby providirg a
substantial background for the findings presented in this volume.




T. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

THE éOOTS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

During the past decade parental participation has come to p]ay 2n increasingly
ﬁﬁbortant role in the educational process. The concept of parental involve-
ment. in Federal education programs has its roots in the Community Action
Program of the Economic Opportunities Act of 1964 (EOA), administered by the
Office of Economiv Opportunity (OEQ). One intent of the EOA was to promote
community action to increase the political participation of previously
excluded citizens, particularly members of ethnic minority groups, and to
provide them with a role in the formation of policies and the making of

- decisions that had the potential to affect their lives (Peterson and
Greenstone, 1977). More specifically, the EOA required that poverty programs
be developed with the "maximum feasible participation of the residents of
areas and the membe?s of the groups served."

As applied to education, the maximum feasible participation requirement has
been interpreted quite broadly. One manifestation his been the reﬁuirement
that parents of children being served become members of policy-making groups.
EOA's Head Start Program was the first Federal education program to address
the concern of maximum feasible participation by instituting such groups. In
addition to decision-making (governance) roles, Head Start also provided
opportunities for parents of served children to become involved as paid staff
members in Head Start centers and as teachers of their own children at home.
Other Federal education programs have tended to follow the lead of Head Start
in identifying both governance and direct service roies for parents in the
educational process. In fact, participation by pareﬁts in Federal education
programs has beer. stipulated in the General Education Provisions Act

(Section 427), which calls for the Commissioner of Education to establish
regulations encouraging parental participation in any program for which it is
determined that such participation would increase the effectiveness of the
progranm. -
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The Study of Parental Involvement has been designed to examine parental
involvement components of four Federal education prograns: ESEA Title I,
ESEA Title VII Bilingual, Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), and Follow
Through. While there are differences in the legislation, regulations, and
guidelines pertaining to each of the four programs, all of them derive their
emphasis upon parental/community participation from the General Education
Provisions Act. Because these programs differ in terms of intent, target
populations, and mandated parental involvement, they provide a rich source of
information on the subject of the study.

RESEARCH INTO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The present study takes on added significance in light of the paucity of prior
research directed to the nature and consequences of parental involvement.
Despite the increasing opportunities provided to parents and other community
members to influence the educational process, little systematic information
has been available on the role parents actually play in designing and/or
delivering educational services associated with Federal programs. While prior
evaluations of each of the four subject programs have included some attention
to parental involvement, none has addressed this aspect of the program in a
focused, in-depth fashion. For example, studies conducted by the American
Institute for Research for Title VII Bilingual (1978), System Development -

_Corporation for ESAA (1976, 1978), Nero Associates for Follow Through (1976),

" and System Development Corporation for Title I (1970) all reported some
limited information touching on parental involvemer.t within the subject
program.

The exception to this pattern treating parental involvement as g subsidiary
concern was a series of NIE-sponsored studies whose primary focus was Title I
district- and school-level advisory groups. The results of four of these
studies were presented in an NIE (1978) report to Congress, while the fifth
~ was conducted by CPI Associates during the spring of 1978. But even this
series of studies had definite limitations in scope. They were essentially
exploratory in nature; the types of parental involvement examined were 1imited




to district and school Parent.Advisory Councils; the participation of parents
as aides and volunteers, the tutoring that parents provide their own children
at home, and parent-school liaison personnel were not included in the
examinations. Finally, little can be determined about the factors that
influence Title I PACs or the consequences of PAC functions from these

. studies. These are two vital areas, as will be seen, in the present Study.

Thus, for each of the four subject programs in the Study of Parental
Involvement, the research can be said to have produced scattered findings that
are more provocative than definitive.

Going beyond evaluations of the four subject Federal programs, there are
numerous studies that have been concerned with aspects of parental involvement

specifically or have included considerations of paren£31 involvement. Three

recent reviews are available that summarize findings from different studies
(Chong, 1976; Center for Equal Education, 1977; Gordon, 1978). These reviews
provided considerable information to help shape the Study of Parental
Involvement (e.g., insight into what types of parental involvement appear to
make a difference in the educational process); but in and of themselves the
studies reported therein were muchftOO*harrow]y focused to be generalized to
the four Federal programs.

PURPOSES FOR THE STUDY OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

As the above review indicates, previous studies do not pro\ide systematic,
nationally .representative information oft parental involvement in Federal
education programs. To fill this gap in knowledge, the U.S. Department of

Education (ED) issued a Request fcir Proposals (RFP) for a study which would
achieve two broad goals: ‘

1. To obtain an accurate description of the form and extent of parental
involvement in Federal education programs and, for each identified
_form or participatory role, to identify factors which seem to
facilitate or prevent parents from carrying out these roles.
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2. To study the feasibility of disseminating information about effective
parental involvement.

In response to this RFP, System Development Corporation (SDC) pr0posed a study
which included these major objectives:

1. DESCRIBE PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

&
The first objective is to provide detailed descriptions of parental involvement
in terms of three categories of information:

a. Types and levels of parental involvement activities and the extent to
which each activity occurs
-
- b. Characteristics of participants and non-participants in parental
involvement activities, including both parents and educators

c. Costs associated with parental involvement activities

2. IDENTIFY CONTRIBUTORY FACTORS

The second objective is to identify factors that facilitate the conduct of
parental involvement activities and factors that inhibit such activities and
to ascertain the relative contributions of these factors to specific
activities and to parental involvement in general.

3. DETERMINE CONSEQUENCES

The third study objective is to determine the direction and degree of the
outcomes of parental involvement activities. Included in this task are
outcomes of specific activities as well as outcomes of parental involvement in
general.
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4. SPECIFY SUCCESSFUL STRATEGIES

Based on findings concerning parental involvement activities, their
contributory factors, and their outcomes, strategies which have been
successful in enhancing parental involvement at one or more sites will be
specified._

5. PROMULGATE FINDINGS

The fifth objective is to produce reports and handbooks on parental
involvement for project implementors, program administrators,. and Congress.

The objectives cited above were translated into a set of research questions
intended to guide the Study of Parental Involvement. Answers to these

questions ought to provide a firm foundation for decision making at the
Congressional, program office, and local levels. The six global research

-

‘questions identified were:

¢ What is the nature of parental involvement?
'® Who does and who does not participate in parental involvement?
® What monetary costs are associated with parental involvement?
e What factors influence parental involvement activities?

) yhat are the consequences of parental involvement?

® Are:there identifiable strategies which have been successful in
promoting and/or carrying out parentai involvement activities?
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DESIGN GF THE OVERALL STUDY .

The design of any study the size of the Study of Parental Involvement is a
complex and painstaking task. We will oniy briefly summarize the design tasks
undertaken to achieve the purposes of the Study, since they were presented in
the last section. First, during the planning phase of the study, a conceptual
framework for parentaﬁ involvement was established, and a set of policy issues
was specified. Then, two substudies were designed and implemented. First,
the Federal Programs Survey was developed to collect "quantitative" descriptive
data on formal parental involvement activities from a sample of districts and
schools representative of each of the programs on a nationwide basis. Second,
the Site Study was created to explore in a more qualitative, in-depth fasiion
the contributory factors and consequences of parental involvement, as well as
the more informal and site-specific parental involvement activities. (The:
Site Study findings are, to reiterate, the subject of this volume.) '

The remainder of Part I of this Appendix will discuss the primary features of
the conceptual framework established for the Study of Parental Involvement,

while Parts II and III will be devoted to the Federal Programs Survey and Site
Study respectively.

CONCEPTUALIZATION OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

During the planning phase of the Study, a conceptualization of parental
involvement was developed; in conjunction with the conceptualization, a series
of policy issues were specified. Both of the,“ tasks were conducted on the
basis of information which included extensive reviews of the literature on
parental invo]vemént, examinations of legislation and regulations for the four
Federal programs, suggestions from study aavisory group members, the personal
experiences of project staff members, and interviews with representatives of
each of the three major audiences for the study. (The latter encompasses
Congress, Federal program administrators, and local implementors of parental
involvement.) Although the two tasks were interrelated, we will discuss each
separately for the sake of clarity.
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In order to realize the objectives. of the study, a conceptualization of
parental involvement was developed. It can be summarized by the statement:

Given that certain preconditions are satisfied, parental involve-
ment functions are implemented in varying ways, depending upon
particular contextual factors, and produce certain outcomes.

Five major elements are embedded in this statement. These elements, which
comprise the conceptualization that guidés the study, are outlined briefly

below.

Functions

Five parental involvement functions were identified. The functions aré:
Parental participation in project governance
Parental participation in the ipstrucfiona] process

Parental involvement in. non-instructional support services for the
school

Communication and interpersonal relations among parents and educators

Educational offerings for parents

Preconditions

These are the conditions that must be satisfied in order for parental

involvement activities to take place. They are necessary for the imple-
mentation of a function, in that a function cannot exist if any of the
preconditions is not met. For instance, one precondition is that there be
some parents willing to engage in the function.




Context -

Parental invoivement activities take place within an environment that
contributes to the manner and degree of their operationalization and
potentially to their effectiveness. Systematic examinations of these
contextual factors may allcw for a determination of which of these contribute
to parental involvement, in what ways, and to what degrees. As an example,
one contextual factor of potential importance is a community's history of
citizen involvement with social programs.

Implementation

When a particular parental involvement function is carried out, there are a
number of variables that help to portray the process of implementation.
Through these variables, activities can be described in terms of participants,
levels of participation, and costs.. One variable that exemplifies
implementation is the decision-making role of the advisory council.

Qutcomes

Parental involvement activities can lead to both positive and negative
consequences for both institutions and individuals. Examinations of these
outcomes will provide the information needed for decisions about what
constitutes effective parental involvement practices.

SPECIFICATION OF POLICY-RELEVANT ISSUES

Policy-relevant issues were specified in five areas. Providing information on
these issues should be of special value to decision makers who can influence
legislation, program operations, and project implementation.




Parental Involvement in Governance

This area covers parental participation in the planning of projects, in
ongoing decision making about projects, and in evaluating projects. The
policy issues within the governance realm are:

e Do existiﬁb Federal and state legislation, regulations, and guidelines
allow parents to participate in making important decisions?

¢ Do existing state and local practices affect parental participation in
the making of important decisions? .

Parental Involvement in the Instructional Process

The second area is concerned with parental participation in instruction as
paid or volunteer paraprofessionals within the school or as tutors of their
own children at home. }he specific issues related to the instructional
process are: '

o Do existing Federal and state lTegislation, regulations, and guidelines
allow parents to participate meaningfully in educational roles?

“

® Do existing state and local practices affect meaningful parental
'participation in educational roles?

Funding Considerations and Parental Involvement

Policy issues within the third area explore the relationship between fundina
considerations and the conduct of parental involvement activities. These
i3sues are:

e Do total funding levels affect the quantity and quality of parental
involvement activities?




¢ Do the timing and duration of fund allocations influence the quantity
and qua1ity of parental involvement activities?

o Does the amount of funding specifically devoted to parental
involvement affect the quantity and quality of parental involvement
. activities?

Parental Involvement and Educational Quality

The ‘fourth area of concern is the quality of education offered to students who
are recipients of program services. The policy issue is:

¢ Do parental involvement activities influence the quality of education
provided to students served by the four Federal programs?

Multiple Funding and Parental Involvement

The final area addresses the situation in which a district or a school is
participating in more than one program that calls for parental involvement.
The issue of relevance in such a situation is:

() ;when multiple programs are funded at a site, are the quantity and
“quality of parental involvement activities affected?

i
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IT. THE FEDERAL PROGRAMS SURVEY

Two broad purposes guided the development of the Federal Programs Survey
(FPS). First, it was intended to provide nationwide projections of the nature
and extent of parental involvement activities in districts and schools that
have projects funded by one or more of the subject programs. Second, the FPS
was to provide the information needed to establish a meaningful sampling
design for the Site Study. This section will merely touch on some of the
features of FPS samp]ingz instrumentation, and data collection. The reader
interested in details about FPS methodology and/or findings is encouraged to
review the FPS report entitled Parents and Federal Education Programs: Some

Preliminary Findings from the Study of Parental Involvement.

< > - -
=

Four independent samples of districts (and schools within those districts)
were drawn (using a fwo-stage process detailed in the EPS report) to achieve a
national representation of participating schools wighjn“eaéﬁfof the four
target programs. Separate district-level and scﬁbo]Qieve] zﬁEstionnaires were
constructed for ESAA, Title I, and Title VII. In light of Follow Through's
organizational structure, prqoject-level and school-level questionnaires were
developed. s

With two exceptions (discussed below), questionnaires for all four programs %
addressed the same broad content areas. At the’ district (or project) level,
those were:

1. Background information _
2. Supervision/coordination of‘parental involvement activities
3. District level advisory councils

At the school level, they were:

1. Béckground information

2. Paid paraprofessionals
3. Volunteers




4. Parents as teachers for their own children
5. Coordination/promotion of parental involvement activities
6. School funding

The Title I school-level questionnaire also contained a separate section on
school-level advisory councils to reflect the 1itle I mandate for”EGth
school-level councils. The ESAA district-level and schoo]-]eve]‘ﬁuestionnaire
each included a section addressing ESAA-funded non-profit organizations.

The Federal Programs Survey was conducted during April and May of 1979. A
‘mail and te1ephone‘data collection procedure was employed to ensure quality
data and a high résponse rate. Copies of the appropriate forms were seat to
the liaison person in each district, who most often was the director of the
subject Federal program. This person was requested to fill out the
district-level questionnaire and to assign the school-level questionnaires to
the program sfaff member(s) best acquaipted with project operations at the
selected schools. A trained SDC representative called (at a time convenient
for the respondent) to record’responses to the questionnaires. ‘

3

. ¢
Once the}ﬂata ere recorded, each questionnaire was thoroughly reviewed by a
SDC staff member in order to identify any inconsistencies or omissions.
Follow-up ' callls were-made to remedy these deficiencies.

The -maiN_and] telephone method provided respondents with time to gather the
inforqgtion needed to complete the questionnaire before the telephone
interviews. It also allowed SDC staff members to assist respondents with
questions they found ambiguous dr unclear. Because of the review and
call-back process, *instances of missing data or logically inconsistent
information'wé;é rare. Finally, the procedure generally insures a very high
response rate. In particular, response rates-of 96 percent ‘were obtained at
both the district-level (286 out of 299 sampled districts) and the

school-level (869 out of 908 sampled schools). For all of these }eason§, we
are confident that the quality of data collected in the FPS was extremely high.




III. THE SITE STUDY

PURPOS™S

The Site Study was conceptualized as an in-depth investigation of parental
‘ {nvo]vement which‘yould provide information extending far beyond the
descriptions of formal program components derived from the Federal Programs
Survey. More specifically, four types of information were to be obtained:

1. Detailed-descriptions of parental involvement functbons, including
governance and education functions in all cases and other functions
wherever they occur.

2. Informal aspects of parental involvement; that is, ways in which
parents participate in addition to formal project components.

3. Factors which enhance or deter the participation of parents in
Federal education programs and/or:inflhence the extent of their
- - impact on program operations or outcomes.

4. Consequences of parental participation, both for the participants

themselves and for the programs and institutions within which they
operate.

OVERVIEW OF THE SITE STUDY

To satisfy the above ﬁurposes, intensive, on-site data collection efforts,
employing a variety of data sources and a substantial period of time, were
demanded. To meet these demands, experienced researchers who lived in the
immediate vicinity of each sampled site were employed and trained by SDC.

They remained on-site for a period of 16 weeks, on a half-time basis,
collecting information from the LEA and two participating schools. Three data
collection techniques were used by the Field Researchers: interviews,
observations, and document analyses. Their data collection efforts were
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guided by a set of "analysis packets" which contained detailed descriptions of
the research questions to be explored and the appropriate techniques to
employ. Information gathered on site was submitted to SDC on a regular basis,
in the form of taped protocols and'written tforms on which specific data were
recorded. Each Field Researcher worked with a senior SDC staff member who
served as a Site Coordinator, providing guidance and direction as necessary.
Towaru the end of the data collection period, all Field Researchers were asked
to do a series of summary protocols which called for them to analyze their
data, with the assistance of the‘Site Coordinators, for the purposes of
answering major questions of substantive interest. These summary protocols
became critical elements in the multi-step analysis procedures carried out by
staff at SOC.

Within this section, various aspects of the Site Study methodology are
discussed: sampling, hiring and training of Field Researchers, data
collection techniques, instrumentation, data reporting, and analyses.

& .

]

SAMPLE DESIGN

As was the case for the FPS, samples for the Site Study were drawn
independently for the four Federal programs. Within each program, the goal
was to select districts and schools that exhibited greater and lesser degrees
of parental inve vement--defined as involvement in governance and education
functions, as determined by the FPS. In addition to degree of parental
involvement, the samp]e‘took into account the urbanicity of districts and the
number of programs from which the district was receiving funds. Each sample
was drawn using a two-stgb;procesg; First, districts were selected for par-
ticipation. Then, two eTgmentary écho]s within each district were selected.

. (Four districts were exceptions to this procedure since, for each, there was

cnly one elementary schoq]~pgrticipating'fh the project. For these districts,
then, the site consisted of the district (or project) office and the single
participating elementary school.) The Site Study was intended to investigate
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approximately 50 districts and 100 schoois. To account for projected losses

of districts--due to problems with data collection--a 25 percent oversample

was used. Thus, 62 districts were chosen for the initial sample: 15 each in

the ESAA and Title VII Bilingual programs and 16 each in Title I and Follow

Through. Due to problems in securing final district approval and/or locating

rield Researchers tnat met all our criteria, the final sample included 57 .-
sites.

Given the fact that the sample for the Site Study was purposefully designed to
yield a number of relatively active and relatively inactive sites, one must
avoid generalizing percentages or averages from this small sample to the
entire population of districts and schools receiving services from a
particular Federal program.

HIRING OF FIELD RESEARCHERS

An intensive recruitment and hiring effort was conducted to ensure that
qualified Field Researchers would be located -at . gach site. A description of
the Field Researcher's duties and qualifications was prepared and sent to
appropriate individuals at organizations such as research firms, colleges,

" universities, community groups and school districts Jocated near selected
sites. Approximately 700 Jjob -descriptions were sent, and we received
approximately 200 resumes from prospective candidates. SDC staff members then
visited sites and conducted personal interviews with all candidates whose
resumes: passed an initial screening process. For those sites at which an
insufficient number of viable candidates was located prior to .the staff
member's visit, an attempt was made to locate and interview additional
candidates during the course of the trip. In a few instances, interviews with
additional candidates were conducted from SDC via telephone. And, for two
sites in remote locations for which personal visits were unfeasible, the
entire selection process was conducted via written and telephonic
communication,
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Qualifications for the Field Researcher position included a background in the
social sciences, research experience, some experience working with school
districts and, in some instances, fluency in a second language. In addition,
for several sites, school district personnel required that Field Researchers
be of particular racial or ethnic backgrounds. Despite our intensive
recruitment effort, this combination of criteria resulted in our being unable
to find satisfactory candidates in two sites. These sites were therefore
dropped from the sample.

INSTRUMENTATION

In designing the Site Study instrumentation, one of our major goals was that
the information to be gathered provide accurate, detailed descriptions of the
full range of program-related activities at each site--no matter how unusual
those activities might be. While providing for the investigation of
site-specific program chracteristics, we wanted to ensure that a core of data
about common program activities be gathered in a comparable way across sites.
Further, we wanted to make sure that the Site Study would explore, in depth,
both the relationships between parental involvement activities and
relationships between these activities, various contextual factors, and valued
outcomes. In addition to these substantive,considerations,.we attembted to
minimize to the extent possible the burden that this intensive data collection
effort would place on respondents at each site.

We realized that to achieve these goals, we did not want Field Researchers to
go out into district offices and schools armed with a set of formal interview
questionnaires and observation protocols. Such a tightly-structured approach
requires tnat the researcher make numerous assumptions about what parental
involvement activities are going on in the field and which of these activities
are most important. Further, the researcher must presume to be able to word
questions in a manner that will take into account regional, educational, and
socio-economic differences. Given our goals and our unwillingness to make
such assumptions, we have developed 3 unique approach to instrumentation.
Basically, the approach entails the use of four sets of "analysis packets"
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(one tailored to each of the four target programs) to guide Field Researchers
in their data collection efforts. These analysis packets, each of which
addresses a pafticu1ar research issue of concern to the Study, employ three
data collection techniques--interviews ‘observations, and document analyses.
These data collection techniques and the ana]ys1s packet approach are
described in detail below.

Data Collection Techniques

The primary data collection method employed during the study was interviews
with key individuals in the district, school, and community. Field _
Researchers interviewed Federal program directors, coordinators of par Tta]
involvement, district and school administrators, teachers, program a visory
group officers and members, parents part1c1pat1ng in program-supported
activities, parents not participating in program supported act1v1t1es, and, in
some cases, officers of non-program advisory committees such a /s the PTA.
Observation techniques represented the second data collection strategy. The
major purpose of the observations was to gather first-hand information on the
parental involvement activities that took place at each site. Because of the
extended site visitation schedule, Ficld Researchers were able to observe
advisory group meetings, parents involved within classrooms, training sésgions
for parents, secial interactions among staff and parents and, to some extent, .
“informal interchanges involving educators and parents.

Fina]]y, Field Researchers analyzed available documentation associated with
parental involvement. At many sites, such documentation included advisory
council bylaws, minutes of meetings, newsletters or bulletins, handbooks, and
flyers announcing activities for parents.

Analysis Packets

As already noted, the multi-site, mu]t%-method data collection effort was
organized and structured by means of a set of analysis packets. Each packet
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addressed a particular research area of concern in the Study (for example, the
governance function). Research areas were divided into several dimensions,
and the packet was organized by these dimensions. For example, dimensions
within the governance analysis packet included District-level Advisory
Committees, other advisory groups/organizations, and individuals. Several

- dimensions were then further subdivided into sections which focused on
important topics for investigation within dimensions. Thus, within the
District-level Advi§ory Committee dimension, sections addressed such topics as
parent member characteristics, meetiqg logistics, and involvement in decision
making. Each of these sections was introduced by an essay that explained the
importance of the subject uqder investigation to the overall Study and
described the kinds of information to be collected. We wanted the Field
Researchers' data collection efforts to be based on an understanding of the
relationship between various pieces of information and on a sense of how the
information would add to the overall picture of parental involvement.

Three fundamental approaches to ihvestigating topics presented within analysis
packet sectdons were developed. They were termed constant, orienting, and
exploratory. They are briefly described below. '

Consfant - In those limited instances where it was possible to do so,
we designed research questions that gg?e to be asked in a
"precise, standardized form, using the specific language in
which they were written. n2
\é( s
Orienting - For these sections, we felt that it was not possible to
specify in advance the actual questions to be asked, since
the nature of the questions would depend upon the
particular characteristics of each site.” Within the essay
lead~in Field Researchers were provided with an
orientation toward the subject for investigation and
guidance for initiating a line of inquiry.
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Exploratory -

There were some aspects of parental involvement, such as
home tutoring and parent education programs, about which

so little was known that we were unable to determine in
advance the degree to which they mes

ited study. To avoid
prescribing any unnecessary data collection, we chose to

first examine these potential avenues of parental

participation at a-very general level, using questlons
which were purely "exploratory" in nature.

Within each analysis packet section, we specified interview respondents,
observation situations, and documents on the basis of the nature of
information sought

1 DATA REPORTING
i
1

§Gwen the ambitious purposes of ‘the Site Study and the consegent breadth of
‘the analysis packets, Field Researchers collected a wealth of information
xabout program-related paren“al involvement activities. The recording and
transm1ss1on of this information back to SDC were crucial to the- success of
the Study. Consequently, we developed a multifaceted data recording system,
n

tended to treat each of the several types of data in as accurate complete,
and efficient a manner as possible.

/
For constant sections, we provided Field Researchers with forms on which to
record answers to interview questions and -information from observation

periods. Field Researchers were requested to transcribe any notes made in the
field onto these forms as soon as possible after returning from a period of '
interviewing or ob;erving. Information garnered from analysis of documents

could conceivably be used to complement constant interview data. Field
Researchers were instructed to record such information on the same form as
interview information and identify it as to its source.

As each constant
section was completed, Field Researchers sent a copy to their supervisors at
SDC while retaining the originals in their site notebooks.
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The process for orienting sections (which constituted the bulk of the analysis
packets) was considerably different. Whether generated through interview or
’/observation, orienting information was to be recorded on an audio tape; Field

Researchers were trained to recapture, in as much detail as possible,
everything that transpired during the interview or observation period. For
interview situations, this meant that the Field Researcher would detail the
sequence of questions:-and replies. For observation situations, it meant that
Jiven a defined focus, the Field Researchers would recapture events in the
sequence they unfolded. These tapes were called "sequential protocols.” When
an interview or observation could-not be recorded in a sequential manner,
Fie]d,Re§earchers were asked to recall the key points of what had transpired
and prepare a tape to be ﬁranscribed into a recollective protocol. The
recording and reporting o% data for exploratory sections paralleled those for
orienting sections.

Document analyses, conducted as part of/%n orienting or exploratory section,
did not ‘require any taping on the part of a Field Researcher. Instead, the
Field Researcher sent a copy either of the notes taken or the document itself
(with appropriate highlighting and marginal comments) back to SODC.

The data reporting procedures described above al] revolved around what were
termed Site Coordinators. These were SDC staff people who had responsibility
for coordinating the efforts of the Field Researchers. Site Coordinators were
in charge of from four to eight sites. They contacted each Field Researcher
by phone at least weekly. Each Field Researcher sent constant answer sheets
and taped protocols to the Site Ccordinator, who was expected to expedite
transcribthn, mail back copies of materials to the Field Researcher, and
review carefully the substance of the data. As a result, the Site Coordinator
could verifyithat tasks were being completed satisfactorily. More
importantly, Site Coordinators were expected to assist Field Researchers with
tha resolution of problems occurring on site and to participate in crucial
decision making regarding appropriate areas for future investigation.
Ultimately, the Site Coordinators became the central figures in actual
analyses of the data.-




ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

{

The following section discusses our analysis procedures for data collected
during the course of the Site Study. Given the large amount of .information
available from each of the sites, it became especially important to establish
a carefully conceived, systematic analysis plan which would achieve our
primary goal of being able to identify patterns of parental involvement across
sites. Throughout the Site Study, achieving cross-site comparability was
foremost in our minds; this was reflected in the relatively high degree of
structure we injected into our instrumentation (already discussed). And it
was further reflected in the design of an analysis plan that called for a high
degree of abstraction from the raw data. Analyses were done at two levels.
The Field Researchers themselves conducted the first level of analysis, with
guidance from the Site Coordinators. They collated the data from their
interviews, observations and document analyses related to specific issues
defined in the analysis packets and prepared a summary protocol for each
issue. These summary protocols formed a comprehensive picture of the nature,
causes and consequences of parental involvement at each site.

The second level of analysis was done by the Site Coordinator at SDC to
discover patterns in the data across sites in each program. This was
accomplished in two steps: first, Site Coordinators summarized the major
findings from each site into syntheses that followed a common outline; second,
these syntheses were further distilled into "analysis tables" that arranged
the findings from all sites into large matrices that could be examined to
discover cross-site patterns. Versions of these analysis tables accompany the
presentations of data in this volume. The data collection methodologies we
.employed provided us with a great wealth of data to draw upon in preparing our
reports, while the analysis strategies we adopted enabled us to discern
patterns in this data and to discover major findings related to parental
involvement.
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