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|  ABSTRACT
e | H
Thie_repoft consists of‘si£ parts, each dealing with the characieriétics‘:
of a particular Eype of family:with imnlicatioﬁs for its relations with
schools. The fam11y types are (1). families w1th low soc1oeconom1c status
2) 51ng1e-parent families, (3) two- JOb fam111es, 4) fam111es with chronically
ill or handlcapped chlldren, (5) isolated rural fam111es, and (6) minority
‘ :fam11ies These fam111es are deflned as spec1a1 need famgl1es mean1ng they
have certaln unlque character1st1cs wh1ch we: hypothesxze call for spec1a1
A'understand1ng and adJustments on the part of the 5chools 1f home and school .
are to work ‘together cooperatlvely.

Each section presents a discussionﬁoprertinent'literature, an analysis
of relevant date fromvtﬁe Regional Parenting Surveys (Base Sample Survey),
insights from e#ploratory interviews with school staffs, and a brief summary

‘andediscussion, '

Varia;ioﬁ was foundein the degree to wﬂicﬁ'each Special ﬂeed family
differed from all other families and the specific ways,in‘whigh tﬁedeiffered.
Families thh low SOC1oeconom1c status were the most distinct as a group.,
Two-job familles were least distinct. Variation was alsevfound within family

- type (numbers 2-6) by socioeconomic level.
It is expected that these synopses will be used as a bases for working

with schools to develop programs aimed at promoting good school-family rela-

 tions.
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'INTRODUCTION

jTherurbOSe of this report is to provide synopses of six special néed
family tyées which may be uéed?aS'bages for develoning Dfograms’to'oromgte
positive school-family relations.” The goai was to seek an understanding of
the meaqing!and consequences of the vafied circumsténces under which thesé.
speciai need families are currently’rearing their children. All six afé
recogniﬁed as important,family subgroups in the Region and in the cdqntfy
r.ltoday-vvfhex are not, howeﬁer,.i;tendéa.io‘be“ |
famiiies;. 'jt ié alsb recognized th;t some fémilies belong to more than gpe

inclusive of all special need

of the special need subgroups. Therefore,’in addition to six unique sub-
groups, there are many different possible combinations to be considered in
the applitation of these materiafs in a particular setting. ‘It-alsb bgcame
clear during this.investigation that the $peciai need families of greatest
concern vary greatly by individaal school, by 5ch001 district, and by region.
The definitioh)cf "special need familigé" used in lhis study is that of
recognizable groups of familieshliv;ng Qnder varied and somewhat . uncommon
circumstances due to'social location, social change, unique family circuh- V-
stances, Or some,combinat@on of these: This definition is not a pathological
one; these famjlies with unique characteristics are not viewed as “bad" or

»

- "inadequate," but as different than the norm (or what was considered the
o . -

norm until recent years). But 'there is an assumption that these special life
circumstances may call for special understanding and adjustments on the part

of the schools if “good home-school re}ations are to be proﬁbted.

*The presence of other important speciél need families was revealed in the
course of the exploratory interviews in schools and with Advisory Group
members. These will be discussed later.. ’

¥
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The goal of this project is ‘to work with schools in developing new,

creative programs which will help speclallneed families and schools to communi-
lcate and cooperate more effectively. It should be noted that positive schoolf'
fam1ly relatlons is more than ‘the absence of poor relations or conflxct Many'
schools and families are not d1ssat1sf1aioverall with their relationship but'

have a- tendency to accept "what is." School staffs;and parents are both very

busy and tend to acecept the fact that some parents. are 1nvolved and some are

- not or that some teachers show more 1nterest in the1r child than others. Our

1nvest1gat1ons lead us to bel1eVe there is a greater potent1al for parent- .
‘school collaboratlon than is usually reallzed .Andwso in many cases, the goal
will be to move the relationship from a good but passive one to a more active
_positive involvement of parents and school staffs with each other. The
ultimate'goal, of course, is to positively affect children's achievementmand
 attitudes toward'learning _ -

| The special needs fam111es discussed in this report are, (l) famxlies

with low soc1oeconom1c status, (2) single parent families, (3) two- job families,
(4) fam1l1es w1th chron1cally ill or hand1capped chlldren, (5) isolated rural
fam1l1es, and (6) m1nor1ty families. Different perspect1ves on these special
need families were 'sought.’ Information for the follow1ng six reports was

‘drawn from (a) the literature on each special need family; (b) an analysis of
data available from the Base Sample Survey of the Regional Parenting Suryeys
vZ(résponses of each special need subgroup were compared with the responses of
alliother parents in the sample to determine in what ways they differed or were
alike in regard to background and child- rear1ng experiences and att1tudes). and
(c) exploratory interviews conducted with the School - Family Relations Advisory
Group and with principals and some teachers and parents in six nearby schools

(The schools are representative of elementary, middle, and high schools in one

J




v

West Virginia county.) In each report, a brief discussion,oflthé literature"

will provide a context withih which the data from the Regional Parenting -

Surveys and the school-baSéd interviews will be‘presented and interpreted.

R ‘&
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- #1. FAMILIES WITH LOW socmsc%):m STATUS®
-\‘3gq . .

Pertinent Literature ‘ ' : ‘(Z*

Children from low socioeconomic families have generally achieved at a
s V ~ . ' ‘
lower level in school than have children fron( middle or upper socioeconomic
! ‘.backgrounds' Many studies'have provided evidence of this relationship (Coleman,
9

et al, 1966 Goldste1n, 1967).

I

)

Searching for the reasons and for the means to. change. this situation has
preoccupied numerous educators and researthers through the years. Thxs was’
particularly apparent during the s1xties. As a part of the War on Poverty,
there was a concerted effort to "make up" to the low SES child for ;hat might
be lacking in' his/her home environment, often referred to‘as 'eulturally
deprlved." vCompensatory education and enrichment programs were provided to

X many poor children. Dur1ng this period the important role of the parent was
highlighted. Some programs sent workers into the homes to teach parents of
preschool children ways to stimulate and develop the child's ability to learn.
Some of the best known of these were the DARCEE model (Peabody College)
Florida model (Ira Gordon), the Home Start option within Head Start the HOPE
maaéf (Appalachia Educational Laboratory), and the Verbal- Interaction Project R
(Phydlis Levenstein). Head Start and other programs provided group enrichment

experiences for children, as well as learning growth experiences for parents.

When it became clear that attention at the preschool level was not enough to

" sustein gains, programs (e.8., Follow Through) were developed and funded
(Tltle I) to provide compensatory edueation on into the elementary school

experience.

/ 1
i

. . J ) ) , L
During this period, /educators and researchers were also learning”to view
‘low SES families in. 8 diéferent 1ight. New theories were developed. Some of
| ‘\,

| Li
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these recdgniZedlﬂhat although the family 1422 of the poor child might not

*have prepared him/her in many ways for the middle class school sxgifm, these

~ family environments were generally very rich and valuable in other ways. In

¢ -

this view, the term 'cultural deprivatjon" represents a value judgment, the
‘4%sult of looking at the world through the.T;ases‘of white middle class culture.

In contrast, the use of a bicultural model can explain how people may learn
’

and practice both mainstream clilture and ethnic/class culture at the same time

(Baratz and Baratz 1970 Keddie, 1973; and Valentine, 19718) Out of these 6}.
[
theories came the recommendation that schools need to become acquainted with

and to understand their children's and parents' life circumstances,.and.secondly

to appreciate the positive aspects of these familysenvironments and to build on

them in their work with children. It is then possible for parents and deachers

i

to relate to each other with dignity and respect, rather than on the basis of

superiority and inferiority s
. e

An example of a program designed to i e the quality -of low-iﬁ;ome

schools through the planned collaboration ®f the school and the parents is
described in Comer (1980). The Yale Child Study Center in the New HaVen school
systemsdeveloped representative management groups in these schools consisting
‘of the pr1ncipal, teachers, parents, and older students These gr:apQ planned
identified schdol problems and opportunities, established goals, mobi 1ized O\
resources, etc. In the course of this coordinated process, school people and
parents and children learned from each other. Over a period of several years,
attitudes. relationships, and academic achievement improved. However, in order
for such a collaborative effort to work, Comer believes that principals,

teachers, and parents must be prepared and trained to work-in this way (Comer,

1980).

e !

¢
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Desp1te the emphas1s on, th1s part1cular spec1al need fam1ly group

'dur1ng the s1xt1es ‘and sevent1es the successes of 1nd1v1dua1 programs' and

fthe 1ncreas1ng numbers of. these ch11dren who have gone on into higher educatlon, -

T K

the relatlonshlp between—low SES and low;achlevement can st111 be found ,One
:_way to: study th1s re1at10nsh1p is by seek1ng a greater understand1ng of the g
parents.‘ Do they d1ffer from other parents in. the1r pract1ces beliefs,

'attrtudes, knowledge, or awareness in s1gn1f1cant ways?

-]

v

Regional Parenting Surveys Data

BN
AU

A subsample of 231 parents represent1ng families with low soc1oeconom1c
status was drawn from the Base Sample Survey of the Reg1onal Parent1ng Surveys.

This criterion~of low SOcioeconom1c status used in this dnalysis was that

neither the-respondent.nor the spouse of the respondent had completed high
school; 1f ane or both parents had graduated from h1gh school or more, the

fam11y was de51gnated h1gh SES The responSes of the low SES parents were com-b

pared w1th the responses of all other parents in the survey. Tests of s1gn1f1-

‘

.ancewwere‘runhforaall-var;ables.

Parent1ng S1tuat1on

Background character1st1cs Most-parents‘inﬁbothjthe low SES. and the high

.

w

SES" group were members of nuclear fam1l1es However the percentage of'single‘
parents was h1gher in the low SES group (23ﬁ) than 1n the high SES group. (14ﬁ) o
VOL1kew1se, although the overwhelm1ng maJorlty of all the families were white, v«
blacks were more highly represented among the low SES group (126) than among ;"
the h1gh SES group (Sﬁ) There was also a tendency for low SES fam111es to | R
have l1ved longer in’ the commun1ty than was true of h1gh SES fam1l1es And

.although by our def1n1t1on of low SES parents, they have not completed a h1gh

.'? R N
. . : ER .




school educat1on, only 20 percent of this subsample planned to return to. school

in the future,,compared to 32 percent of the high SES group

Preparation for parenthood Most parents 1n both groups sa1d they d1d not

i

" have a clear 1dea of what be1ng a parent would be like before becoming one.

‘High - SES parents, ot surpr1s1ngly, were much more l1kely to have had a course

’ffin school to help prepare them for parenthood (low SES . 18% _high SES 47 ).

e,,However of just those who had experienced such a course, there was v1rtually

>
no d1fference in perce1ved usefulness of the course (low SES, 68 high SES
JA

. 67%). The maJority in both groups wanted to pass on -some adv1ce (about parent-

A1ng) to. their ch1ldren, however, high 'SES parents were somewhat more lik\iy to -,

reply "yes" (low SES 68 high SES 84 ) What they wanted to pass on was.
similar; most frequently ment1oned were "be ready, not too young" "have pat1ence

and "have love." N

Co L N

’Sharing f respons1b111ty Thé majority of both'groupsfof parents indi-

TI.y?cated that they shared respons1b111ty for the ch1ld' _care and upbringing with

'7'at least one other adult (beside their spouses) However, Just who these persons B

were var1ed Among low SES families, the ch1ld's older s1bl1ng ‘was much more )
J"

' l1kely to be named than was truewof h1gh SES- fam1l1es (low SES, 34 h1gh SES,

24%).' Maternal grandparents were 1mportant in this role fbr both groups but

i

espec1ally SO for h1gh S@S parents Paternal grandparents were also more 11kely

e

_to be named by h1gh SES parents rather than low SES parents

Formal. Contacts R . e , | Co,
. f. ) 4 ) ) " ) " P ‘,
: Contacts w1th teachers ‘and doctors Low SES parents partici:atiﬂg-fn\the

H’f_,'parenting survey Lndicated that they had had less contact with formal sources

i?of help (teachers, doctors) than had high SES parents Within ‘the past year,

low SES parents were less likely to have talked often or. fa1rly often to the1r

-




ch1ld's teacher (low SES - 54%; h1gh SES 78%) and. were more l1kely to have
~ talked seldom or never (low_SES, 466, h1gh SES 22%) However, low SES parents

were almost as positive‘in'their.attitudes toward the1r'talks with teachers as’

weére h1gh SES parents (very or somewhat helpful low SES, 82%} hlgh SES “Ql%).
When asked whether the1r talks w1th teachers “could be more helpful, sl1ghtly
'less than one- half of both grdups agreed that ‘they could Parents in both ’

groups valued parent teach

t1on, (b) the teacher 1nd1cated the ch1ld had 1mproved; (c) the teacher was co- :

operat1ve, and (d) the teacher showed genu1ne 1nterest Low SES parents were

most l1kely to feel that teachers should listen more and have good commun1cat1on.

\. W1th regard to contacts w1th the med1ca1 profess1on, although the maJor1ty
.of parents in both\groups had talked w1th a doctor (about ch1ld) one to: three
:bt1mes w1th1n the past year, low SES parents were more l1kely .to h;ve talked

to no one. in the med1cal profess1on (low SES 39 h1gh SES, 26%). Aga1n both
'groups of parents were . extremely pos1t1ve about the1r med1cal contacts on be-
" half of their child (very or somewhat helpful: 1low SES, 82% hlg&\ SES , 90%)..

~Both groups valued a doctor who (a) gave 1nformat1on, (b) was helpful and cured

talks in wh1ch (a) they rece1ved spec1f1c 1nforma-i

v

illpess, and (c) was reassur1ng. Low SES parents were espec1ally l1kely to want

fmore 1nfbrmat1on and;gxplanat1on from doctors. When asked whether their talks:

with members of the- med1cal profess1on could be more helpful high SES Darents ‘Vi

", L

‘were more l1kely to say they could be 1mproved (low SES, 336, h1gh SES, 43%),
'whereas low SES parents were more l1kely to say "don't know" (low SES, 37 %5
high SES, 22%). Ev1dently, these were different ways of expressing d1ssat1s;
-faction |

Look1ng at the number of t1mes the child was absent dur1ng the past year

revealed that. be1ng absent a few times was sl1ghtly more l1kely for h1gh SES

PN
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: fchildren;vhoweVer,.among'thOSe.absent eight. (8) or more times, low SES children

' to an organization that provided help and advice on child rearing.

were more highly represented.

)

Or ganizational'membership Parents in the low socioeconomic group were

P

51gn1f1cantly less l1kely to belong to a communlty organ1zat1on than were
other members. - g I o :

%
A

»

Membership in Community Organizations

Low SES Families High SES Families

Belonged to'no organizations = = 60% . - 24%

Belonged to one or more ° L ‘ .
organ1zat1ons . . o 40% B 76%

Look1ng at Just those in both groups who did belong to organizations, 47 percent

of the low SES parents (compared to 59 percent of the h1gh SES parents) belonged j'

4

'Awareness of local programs/services. Contrary to expectations, there'was'

very l1ttle d1fference between the two groups of parents in awareness of the

~

.d1fferent types of local programs and serv1ces ava11able to parents and ch1ldren

The maJorlty of both groups were unaware of three (3 program types: programs

°

that - prevrde preparatxon “for. parenthood,cprograms for more. effective parent1ng,

and programs to provide for parents' own needs as individuals. Sl1ghtly over

-half (1/2) of both groups were aware of the fourth program type--programs

= for‘parents facing d1ff1cult s1tuat10ns.

wiInformal Contacts

Contacts .with other’parents. It might be supposed that the lesser number

of formal contacts on the part of low SES parents (see above) could be due to a
sense of unease, feeling uncomfortable w1th "experts" in their fields. This
would not apply to talks w1th other parents, one's peers who would tend to be

of similar social background. However, this study indicated that low SES parents

N
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not only talked less~to professionals but. also'talked less to other parents
(about their children or- child rearing, in general) than was true for high SES
parents. Among low SES parents, 56 percent talked often or fairly often with
other parents, compared to 74 percent of the high SES parents However, the
great maJority of both groups felt positively about their contacts with other
‘parents (low SES, 77%; high SES, 87%). The greatest:benefit of these talks,
according to;both groups, was 'an opportunity to share and compare with other
pasents." ‘

Availability of a confidant. The majority of parents”in both groups had

a confidant someone close w1th whom they espec1ally liked to discuss their child

although the percentage was somewhat h1gher for high SES parents (low SES 65%

- _high SES 77%). Most parentsrah ‘both groups agreed that talks with their con-

fidants were. helpful because these persons were "understanding," "had had .
experience w1th children," or "had children the same age.' "Obtain;ng informa-

tion/getting new 1deas" was somewhat more important for high SES parents - \v}

Media Contacts

Although the maJority among both groups of parents had not read anyth1ng

about child rearing in recent months, low SES parents were con51stently less
1. ) . )

s

' likely to have read something. ST

Had Read Something about Child Rearing in Recent Months

Low SES Families High SES Families

In a magazine | 19% 47%
In a newspaper 12% 129%
In a pamphlet or newsletter 7% 21%
In a book’ ' 1 - 30%




However, this was not the:case for television., Slightly less than one-half

(1/2) in both groups‘had seen a television program about parents and children
in recent months (low SES, 42%; high SES, 48%).

When asked‘how'reading material could be more helpful, Iow?SES parents

were'siightly morellikely to say that such readings needed to be in laymen's

terms.

’ . . . : - A

Attitudes and Needs

Attitudesu Most parentsfin both groups agree&?that "in today's-world,
ereryone‘needs SOne kind of help in rearing childrenﬁ (yes:' low SES, 73%;
High SES, 79%). The specific sources of advice and help were also s1m11ar
with "own parents or in-laws" ranking f1rst,f"prayer Bible, church" Second

“and "friends/neighbors" third.: The ideal parents were described similarly by
both groups as parents who were patient, spent time with child, and loved
child. | | | | | | &

.Aspiratfbns.‘ As‘rt is'known that low SES children tend to achieve at a
lower ﬁevel in school than‘high'SES children, it might be expected that low SES
parents' aspirat1ons for the1r children would also be lower. However, the
Regxonal ParentlngiSurveys data do not bear thlS out The h1ghest percent 1n‘
both groups wanted their children to have a college educat1on (low SES, 44%

.

high SES, 52%) However, it was also true that the low SES parents appeared

 to be more satisf1ed with'a high school educat1on for the1r children than were, o

the high SES parents (low SES, 31% high SES, 15%).' "As far as’ ch11d wants to"
was expressed by 26 percent of the high SES parents and. 20 percent of the low
SES parents. Qualities most'higth desired for their children as adults were
"caring, loving"; ''respectable, trustworthy'"; and "oﬁn person.' When asked

"th or what will influence (child's) future?', the three most highly rated

influences were respondent, spouse, and the schools.

15
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Who or What Will Influence Child's Future a Great Deal? . -

Low SES Parents High SES Parents

‘Respondent - o ' 67% . . 78%

Spouse o 60% 73%
School _" ' o . 69% 67%
Government | . ‘ ‘ 29%. _ 20%
.Anyone Eise .ﬁi | " 24% 40%

erhe difference in the order ishof.interest. . Low SES parents ranked the schools
at the top of the list, followed by themselves (respondents) and'their spouses.
High SES parents ranked themselves (respondent) hlghest folloued by spouses
and then by the schools. Although both rated themselves as 1mportant 1nf1uences
on»their_child's'future, high SES parents evidently believed themselves to

have more influence.

Perceived needs.- These questions were asked to tap the perceived needs
B . . N d .
of ‘parents:

(1) Do you feel you have special problems as a parent?

(2) Do you have'any unanswered questlons .something that's on
your mind right now.(related to parent1ng)°

. (3) Is there any particular kind of help for parents that is
not available locally but which you feel is needed?

The maior1ty in both groups responded "no" to these needs.” The only difference
bwas'found 1n‘the‘response to item two. High SES parents were more likely to
say that they had unanswered questions‘than were low SES parents (low SES, 13%;
high SES, 27%)' In response to the other questions, approximately one-fifth
(1/5) to one- fourth (1/4) of both groups said "yes," that they felt such a need.
Specific explanations also yielded similar results, with some except1ons For
example, low SES~parents were much more likely than high SES parents to\say

that a recreation center for young people was needed.

19 o '
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" Exploratory School Interviews

B Everyone ioterViewed, without'exception, agreeo that families with low
socioeconomic stetos should be included.ih a study of speciel needs families and
_the sehools. :The School-Family Relations Advisory Group members gave Severel
reasons for their opihions. 'They felt that theée parents wooid be:more likely '
to have baS1c skills def1c1enc1es which would make it difficult for them to
understand and help their children with the1r school work, espec1ally in the
midd;e'and high school levels. As a result, the1r children are at risk of
growing up with basic skill deficiencies. It was also be11eved that within’
these families, the chances are great that the parents have had negative past
experiences with schools. And within this region, some families with low socio-
economic status were characterizedbby frequent morements back andvforth between

a city and their original home in a rural county.

All the schools we visited reported thatbtheir-schooI”population represented

1 ’ ks
a wide range of socioeconomic levels. And so families with low socioeconomic Y,
s . _ _ ; ;

scétus were a concern in all six schools. But they were a central concern in
'two of the schools, both because they made up a signifieant'proportion‘of the
families served and becauSe some of these were fam111es living.in extreme
poverty For example, one elementary principal.told us .that her major concern
'was for '"children who don' t get. enoQgh to eat at home (they are prov1ded break-
fast and lunch at school), live in woor housing P(no running water), and often
come to school d1rty " These parents usually do not ‘respond to messages from
the school and have no phone In some few cases, the children simply do not
attend school for more than a few days a year. The principal went on to say

that the children who are worse off are the ones "whose families refuse help"

and "who are not accepted by the other children."

y

\
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We also d1scovered that there are other families besides those in -
extreme poverty who fall within the category'of families with low socioeconomic
status.' There are families who haveﬁlong'been on welfareh »And there are
families not on welfare, but with_marginal jobs‘which providevno benefits.
And there are what may be called the "new poor" families,' those who have
, recently become unemployed due to the many closings and layoffs at plants in
the area. In one school, the pr1nc1pal estimated that the majority of parents
were currently out of work. Some ev1dence of the result could be found in an
increase of applications for free lunches, fewer‘dues-paying PTA members, and
a decrease in the money which could be raised through school functions. fhus.
it is clear that families with low socioeconomic status can, ,in reality, mean
many different family situations.

Adding to the complexity of understanding th1s category of families’ is the
fact that there are some low socioeconomic families who also fit into one or
., more other spec1al_need categories. For example, the families in extreme '
poverty.describedvto us by the elementaryJ@chool principal were also.very rural
families:' Another example was prowided by a middle school counselor who com-‘
mented that the low socioeconomic families who are also single-parent families -
are of particular concern to their school, ‘And a high school special education .
teacher referred to three of the special need categories when she explained |
that ''the educable handicapped students (in their school) tend to be from the
‘more deprived family(backgrounds, from the hollows and the creeks. These are

)

the parents it is difficult for a teacher to get any response from "

*It is recognized that our measure of low SES would not make it likely that
these families would be included in the category. These parents have always
.been able, until recently, to support their families. It is assumed that
their experiences, background etc., would be different from that of long-term’
poor families.

2i
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. Summary and Discussion .

The differentiating power of socioeconomic gtatus'was confirmed by the.
analysis of the Regionél Parenting Surveys data and the explorétory interviéws
with school staffs. J

The comparisopvof low socioeconomic gfatus fespondents (Regional Parenting
Surveys) with.all other respondentskreveéled important differences as well as
éi;ilarities. |

" Low SOC%peconomic respondents differed from all other resﬁondents in the
_following ways: | )

b , . ® less contact during the past year with formal sources of help
‘ ' in child rearing (teachers, doctors),

® less 11kely to belong to one or more community organizationms,.
e less contact with other parents (about childfén),

e less likely to have read anything about child rear1ng in - 0
- recent months, :

e less likely to be planning to obtain more education for self,

'@ less likely to have '"unansyered questiohs” about raising
children,

e more likely for child to. have been absent from school eight
or more times during/the past year, .

“§- : ‘ e more likely to shar reSponsibility for the sample child with
' the child's older si ling, '

=

The two groupsgzgre similar in the following ways:

e positive attitudes toward talks with teachers and with
doctors (about child),

° poSitive attitudes toward talks with other parents (about
children), ‘

22
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e aspiration for children (all tended to be high),
e awareness of local programs/serv1ces (low for both groups), - . i
and '

e agreement on the three influences perceived to have the
greatest impact on child's future: - self (respondent),
spouse, and school (differences only in rank order).

Thus, low socioeconomic respondents appear to be less tied into formal
or iﬁformalvnetworks which'effect’child,rearing thao are other parents. How-
ever, positi;; attitudes toward'such %bn%qczfimay indicate a poiential for
greacer involvement. 'There is evidence of a strong faith in the power of
education-andla desire‘for children co attain a high level of education.

. The exp}oratory interviews pointed up the'complexicy of ghe socloecono;ic
variable. There are many different levels within the designation ”ramilies with
low socioeconomic status.” And many low SES families also fall into other special
need categor1es, ;uch as isolated rural, single parent, or families‘hirh handi-
capped children. As will be seen in the reports to follow the SES variable

r-‘ .
often significantly differentiates parents wichin the other special need

ca{::ories.




' #2. SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES

Pertinent Literature

1

Since 1960 there has been a definite trend away from traditional house-
holds toward more varied living arrangementsf' One of these changes has been

an 1ncrease in the percent of s1ng1e-parent fam111es, wh11e the percent of
all fam111es headed by a married couple has dropped (Masn1ck and Bane, 1980,
. PPpP- 20-24)' Approximately 20 percent of all households with ch11dren under 18

",are now single-parent households Th1s means that 11 million ch11dren undé;

e

18 live in single-parent homes (Bureau of Labor Statistics, March 1981) Nine-

tenths of these slngle-parent families cons1st of women and ch11dren * The

*

single-parent eCp?41ence may be'short or long.term. A large maJorlty of

single parents do remarry.** It is true that, although most Americans still
v ‘ . ’ - ‘ .
live 'in conventional nuclear families, an increasing number of children will

spend part of their lives in s1ng1e-parent househol’ ‘Fifty percent (50-96)‘

' or one (1) out of two (2) children born today are expected to experience the
‘sxngle-parent family situation before age 18 (Masn1ck and Bane, 1980 Russell,
1981). For these reasons, it is important to consider the‘meaning of this
experienceffor both parent anovchild. g | | if R

o . : _ Lo

visadvantages for the Parent

The income of single- parent families headed by women is much less, in

general, than,that of the two-parent houSeholds. There are many factors that

o
‘

*This report will focus on single-parent families headed by worfen. However, .
it is acknowledged that single-parent families headed by men are increasingly
an important segment of this group. -

W

o]t is important not to overemphasize this possibllity Some organizations

have used this as S an excuse for not providing programs/services for the single-.
S

parent family.

’

"
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contribute to this fact, but some of the major ones are (a) the most important"
source of income for the family is usually the mother's earnings; (b) women

in general have had 1ess work experiences and 1ess training for work than men;
and (c) most single parent women work in traditional "female" occupations where
" pay scales are low and many work either part -time, part- year,"or 1nterm1ttent1y
(Masnick and Bane, 1930 PP 94 100)

The single parent is usually pressed for money and for time. The parent
is stressed due to heavy WOrk, “emotional, and responsibllity loads Having to
take care of everything alone, without relief, and to worry about being a good
parent often results in depression The single parent tends to feel guilty -
because she can't be with the child as much as she would like, can't be at a11
school functions, etc. '(Options in Education Series, 1980-81).

| Negative assumptions and attitudes of others also make the single parent's
job difficult, She is scrutinized by others who expect her not to be able - to

cope, who perce1ve the single parent home as a broken, deficient home. She™™

also often faces. discrimination Landlorus may not want to rent to her, believ-

ing that the children will be running wild and unsupervised or that she won't

be able to take care of the yard minor problems, etc. Other stresses can .

‘come from the fact that former friends (coup’esl/of her and her ex- husband

.

cannot usually'be counted on for support (Klein, 1973; Russell 1981)

Disadvant ges for the Child

+

Children often find it difficult, in the beginning, to adjust to living
| with one parent. They may feel that the situation'is somehow their fault
of®they may blame the single parent for these chgpges. When this change
occurs, children also tend to feel that they are alone, that no one else has

had to go through such an experience. However, after the initia1 adjustment,
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probably the biggest problem;is having to live with others' negative percep-

tions of her/his family as wbroken," "deficient," "unhealthy," etc. In these
cases, the child is made to feel that something is very wrong with her/his
family.life. Related to this is a tendency for othsrs tovekpect less of the
child--to expectihim/herhfo be depressed, to do less well in school, to be a
behavior problem. This can be dilsastrous_v' as lack %pe.ctationx £8r good
performanc behavior, etc., can become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Even the
single ;:rjii may fall into the trap of blaming herself and excusing the
hild for poor performance. When this happens the child will not perform
well and this can lead to low self-esteem. ''The more we expect of children,,

the more they feel valued. The way we value people is to expect something"

(Options in Education Series, 1980-81).

' Advantages for Parent and Child

Single parents learn to be self-reliant 1ndependent and confident They
report that since they cannot spend as much time as they would like with the1r o,
chiidren, they make an effort to see that the time spent is "quality" time
Little things, small events, related to their children become very meaningful.

Single parents often are able to reach out ‘to others in the same situation

and form informal support groups which may even include an exchange of goods

~

.«and services. Others may find support in formal organizations such.as Parents

r

ﬁithout Partners or church groups (Options in Education Series, 1980-81;

N ‘

" Klein, 1973, pp. 181-208).

Children of single- parent families become independent earlier and must
take on more responsibility than other children. At the same time, the children

and parents are more likely to-relate as equals. Children are more likely to

- be involved in family decisioniahking than is true of two-parent families.
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They 1earn to negot1ate d1sagreements It has been reported that a greater

: closeness and a stronger re1at1onsh1p may develop between the $1ng1e parent

" and her ch11dren than m1ght have been the case otherW1se (Optlons in Educat1on

Y

»

®

Ser1es,*1980-81; Russell, 1981);

" How Do Schools Respond to the Srgg}e -Parent Fam11y7

- Are A11 Srggle Parent Fam111es A11ke?

In some ways, of course, all s1ng1e parent fam111es are- s1m11ar But ass

more research 1s carr1ed out 1t 1s more and. more c1ear that the d1fferences ,';

may ‘also be great and that‘“therefore;“ther51ng1e-parent exper1ence -can be

expected to Vary’ ~A recent presentatlon on onejparent homes stressed the

. necess1ty of tak1ng two v1ta1 factors 1nto account (1) the s0cloeconom1c
ﬂ status of the s1ng1e parent fam11y, and (2) how recently the change "had been
made from a dual parent to a s1ng1e parent household Socloeconom1c status

'ﬁ w111 affect the res0urces and supports ava11ab1e to the fam11y T1m1ng is

x

s cruc1a1 as the parent and ch11dren would be expected to’ exper1ence a perlod
" of adJustment ' Later, hOWever, one would expect that a sense of stab111ty

. would have been estab11shed allowlng all members to get on Wlth the1r 11ves.

St111 a th1rd suggestlon was to look at s1ng1e parent fam111es by reglon of

N
the country %:g1on may also- affect resources, programs, serv1ces and

supports -available to.the family whlch, in turn, affects adJustment and

¥

.qualitylof the family environment (Finn, 1981).:' v

A
Schools vary in the1r responses to the s1ng1e parent fam11y Some B

operate on the old negat1ve perceptlon of a s1ng1e parent home as be1ng less E

: than desrrable by def1n1tion.' Some expect poor performance and bad/behav1or ‘

from .the child and 1ack of91nterest/1nvolvement on the part of the s1ng1e

parent.

EE Ailhos




- Some schools, however, perceive the single-parent family not as inferior
- but as a unique'fémily with its_oWn;partiCular set of problems. Some schools

have.actively sought to support these families. Some ways this had been done :

) ‘are listed below: - : R o .!

‘e Workshops have been held for teachers on the needs of children™
from single-parent families- Teachers are made aware of stresses '
often experienced by the single parent and the child. Teachers
are encouraged to be generally supportive of the single-parent
"child, not lowering expectations but helping him/her to feel com-
fortable and secure. : T - e :

‘e .School-counselors have arranged for children from single-parent
families to meet regularly as a group,in order to discuss their -
 situations. It has been found that children feel freer to talk
to other children in a like situation than to either their parents
or a teacher. . - U '

e In some schools;, teachers have arranged to have parent/teacher
conferences at night to accommodate working parents.

. e Principals have~schedu1ed'eyening'dffice hours once a week in
order to encourage communications with single parents and others
1who~find it difficult to come during the day. :

o In some schools, the curriculum has included a time to d%%cuss

< ’feelings, e.g., '"things that make you happy, things that make
you. angry, things that make you afraid,'" which provide all
children a chance_to‘express.thems€JVesvand'to find out that
they are not so different from their peers. o

o In-some schools, a mechanism for identifying one-parent families
" has been instituted, with principals making sure that the information .

is given to the teachers (Options in Education, 1980-81; Institute "
for Development of Educational Activity, 1980).

fﬂe;zyfg—;;iil_ﬁhéh.to leérn about single-parent familieévwhigh would
be helpful to schools'and:othér organizations,ihat‘work with families. For

| example, how long do children'livé in single-parent héuseholds? How much
rwhgontact5dothey hévg,wixh the nonresident parent? Are there other surrogate
pé;énfs~Qﬁo provide signifi;;ﬂt';méunts 6f cﬁild care? ﬁaénick and Bane say

that "children-are-increasingiy members of more thén one’household"'(lgso, P-29 ). Ifﬂ

4
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Ch11dren of 51ngle-parent families may,,therefo e, have more opportunities °
for 1nteract1ons out51de the1r household (nonres1dent parent, surrogate

parent, caretakers ‘while mother is worklng, etc. ) than 1s true for other

children. We know 11tt1e'about the eé?ects of'these chang1ng interaction -

patterns on children.

Regionainargﬂting Surveys Data -

ondents, 178 s1ng1e-

Within the parent1ng survey sample

parent families were represented One hundred forty/one (141) of these house-
“ B

holds con51§ted of only the s1ng1e parent and ch11dren, 32£51ng1e pare‘

and the1r ch11dren lived 1n an extended fam11y s1tuat10n w1th other reIated

1 Responses of all s1ng1e parents ‘were f1rst compared with the responses

'adults present.

of a11 respondents from two parent fam111es Then the respons’s of eath were'f
examined within low or h1gh soc1oeconom1c level.* 'Among the single parents,
56. fa11 into the low soc10econom1c category and 122 into the h1gh soc1o-v-

econom1c category. Among the two- parent fam11y respondents, 181 were low

socioeconomic status and,754 were h1gh socioeconomic status.

e

N

Parenting Situation = - ' | .

3
&

Background characteristics. Single—parent families were much more likely

v

to be found in urban counties sthan in rural ones.

Fam11y Type by Region

Sin g e-Parent. Fam111es  Two-Parent Families

_Rural o S 38% " 61%

Urban | . 62% 'v C 39

Y

*The measure used to determine high or low socioeconomic level was described
_in the previous section.
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Although most of the respondents in both grdups were white, the percent

of blacks was h1gher among the 51ng1e parent group (260) than among the two-

r

\

parent group (4% ) V1ewed bx soc¢ioeconomic 1eve1 and by fam11y type, it was

,found that black 51ng1e parents were predom1nant within the low soc1oeconom1c

level. i

*

There were only slight differences in the educational levels of the
single-parent-group and the'tonparent group. - ] o : '_ o

Educat1ona1 Level

Slngle Parent Grogpﬁ Two~Parent Group

Less than high school 34% 28%

High school : o ©39% 43%
More than high school p , 27% ' o 29%

<

'Howevcr, 51ng1e parent respondents were significantly more likely to have p1ans

T to return to school in the future than was true of the non-single respondents
(51ng1e parents, 39ﬁ, non- 51ng1e parents, 270) V1ewed w1th1n socioeconomic
"level those most 11ke1y to be p1ann1ng a return to school were members of "F -
. the high SES, single-parent subgroup (44%).

Parents. Who Planned to Return to School

— , |
_ ., Single -Non-Single -

‘Low SES  29% 17 %

High SES 44% 30%

Preparation for parenthood. Approximately two-thirds (2/3) of both the

i

: single parents’and:the non-single parents said they had not had a clear idea
'of what parenting would be like before becoming parents. Most parents would
like to pass on something to their children about parenting (single parents,
78%; non-single parents, 81%). This was more true of high SES subgroups ' .

(85%, 84%) thap low SES groups (68%, 67%). What parents most wanted to pass:

30
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Oon was (a) "be ready, not too young"' (b) "have paaienoe, trust, understanding";
’and (c) "havev}ove and the ab111ty to express love."

 The_sharing of respons1b111ty. The maJor1ty of both subgroups 1nd1cated

that‘they shared responsibility for the sample child w1th one or more other.
adults besides spouse (single parents, 90%} non-single parents, 83%).

Who did parents share this responsibilityrwith? _fhe child's maternal
grandparentsand relat1ves other than the ch11d's grandparents were most
frequently named by all-subgroups. Dependence upon an older sibling was
more character1st1c of low SES families (single or two-parent) than of. h1gh
SES fam111es It was part1cu1ar1y true of low SES single- parent families
(38%). Maternal grandparents were more frequently named by high SES fam111es

particularly by high SES single-parent families (61%).

- Formal Contacts -

Contacts with Teachers. Overall, s1ng1e parents were found to talk
'slightly‘less often'with the}r child's teacher than did other parents. Both
| groups ad a positive att1tude toward the1r talks with teachers (very helpful:
single parents, 58%; non-single parents, 56%). Yet slightly over two- th1rds
R (2/3) of both subgroups indicated that there was room for improvement, that
the paxent -teacher talks could he more helpful. | |

When v1ewed within SES level, it became clear that SES was more strongly
‘associated with frequency of talks with teachers than was singae or two-
;parent fami}y typey‘

Frequency of Parent Talks with Teachers

Low SES High SES
Single Non-Single Single Non-Single

Talked often or
fairly often 49% 56% 71% 79%
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Contacts with doctors. Single-parent families were more likely to have

just one med1ca1 contact two- parent families were more 11ke1y to have two

or more medical’contacts. The number of talks with doctors (concerning child).

within the past year was similar for both groups. As was the case for

teachers, the majority of both parent groups had positive attitudes toward

the1r talks with doctors, but also indicated that these talks could be 1mproved

When SES level was held constant, it was clear that low SES fam111es

&

(whether single, 36%;"or non-single, 40%) were more likely to never have . con-

sulted a doctor (about child) than was true for high SES families'(single, 24%;

‘non-single, 26%) .

Organizational membershrp, In comparify®single parents with non-Single'

parents, it was found that single parents were slightly more 11ke1y to belong
to no community organlzatlon (s1ng1e parents, 38%; non- s1ng1e parents, 30%)
of just those who belonged to an organizationm, s1ng1e parents a1so appeared
less 11ke1y to belong to groups that prov1de help and advice on ch11d rear1ng
(single, 48%; non-single, 60%). However, when viewed w1th1n SES 1eve1,_the
picture changed. High SES respondents, both single and non-single, were most
likely to belong to one or more community organizations; }OW-SESJ“O“'Si“gie
'respondents were least likely to'do so. | . | -

Membership in Community Organizations

Low SES High SES .
Single Non-Single Single Non-Single
. Belong to -one or : o , o \
more organizations 54% 37% 66%-- 78%

Of just those who belonged to organ1zations, the subgroup most likely to
belong to organizations that provide help and advice og c 11d rearing were

the high SES) non-single parents (62%). Approximately 50 percent of the other

it
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three subgroups belonged to this type of organization. -All those who belonged
to this type of organization valued them because they provided opportunities

"to discuss and compare with other parents" and "to find out what our children '

are doing."
. 4

Awareness of local programs and services. The majority'of both.single
parents and.non-single parents was nnawaré of community programs/aervices that
provided p;;paration for parenthood, training for more effective parenting.
and opportunities for parenta to fulfill their own needs. Slightly over one-
half (1/2) were aware of prdgrams/serv1ces to help fam111es facing difficult
situations. This was only slightly more true for single parents (61%) than )
for non-single parents (§5%). By SES and family type,'low SES single parents

were most likely (68%) to Be aware of programs for families faéing difficult

situations.

Informal Contacts

Contacts with other parents. Viewed overall, single parents were slightly .

more likely to talk often to other parents (about their children or child rear-
ing; in general), although differences were not great (talked aften: single, ,
51%' non- single, 45%). Both subgroups were very positive about the helpfulness
of these talks (51ng1e, 79%; non-single, 87%)
When v1eweq within SES level all subgroups were similar, except the low
| : ‘ 0,

SES non-single/Subgroup who talked less often. o e

Availability of a confidant -OVerall the majorlty of both groups said

they ‘had a favorite person to discuss their child with (single parent, 71%;

non-single parent, 75%). High SES subgroups were most like %o name a confi-

nt (single parent, 75%; non-single parent, 77%); low SES \subgroups were

somgwhat less likely to do so (single, 63%; non-single, 66% .




Wthwhere these confidants most likely to be? For all subgroups, the

following received the most mentions: '"Relative other than child's grand-

parent,“ "friend/neighbor," and a "maternal grandparent."

v b

Media Contacts ‘ | . -/

Only a minority of all parents had recently'read‘anything about child
rearing. Comparing only the two groups, it appears that single parents were
somewhat less likely than noﬁ-single rents to have read something abour/

IS

child rearing in a magazine, a book, or in the newspaper. However, once again,

it was discovered that the real differentiating factor was SES rather than
cover: : .

family}type.
Percent Who Had Recently Read About Child Rearing
" Low SES " High SES : o
- Single Non-Single Single , Non-Single \
In a magazine 21% 20% 40% 49% a
In a newspa?er' 5% 13% 28%" 30%
In a book - 11% 15% 25%  31% °

'

Parental Attitudes and Needs

Attitudes. Eightyttwo percent (82%) of the single parents and 77 percent ‘
of.the non-single ;arents agreed that 'most parents today need some kind of
help 1h-rearing their children.” Viewed by SES and family type, only thg
low SES non-single respondents were less 11ke1y to agree that parents need
‘help (69%). The dther three subgroups were: 51m113r in their responses (h1gh S
SES single, 82%; high SES non-single, 79%; and low SES s1ng{e, 82%).

The ideal mother was described by single parents and non-single parents

as one who (a) has patience and understanding, (b) loves children, and (c)

spends time with children.

34 B J
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The ideal characteristics f6i a fa£ﬁbr were also similar for both'groﬁps.
In order of imporfanke, they were (a) spends time Qith children; (b) is ” |
patient, and (c) loves children. |
Aspi;ation?. Aspiratioﬂs for their children were ver& similaf for single
. parents and non-sing{& parents. By SES and family type, oﬂly the low SES, non-
single subgroup had lower aspiratiéns thanlall the others. Oﬁly 41 percent
of fhese parénts'would like their children to get a college educatfah, compared
to over 50 percent of the éther three subgroupé.

Y‘C105e1y relatqd io asﬁirations_gré parents' beliefs concerhing the per-
sons or institutions which will have the gtéatest impact on their cﬂild's
futu;e. In general, these responses werE‘similar for both single ;nd two-
parent family respondents. One'exception-was the predictably lowér influence
accorded the‘spou5e or ex-spouse by the single-parent respondent (a\great deal
bfjinfluence: single parents, .22%; non-single parents, 79%). Anothgr dif-

‘ , , .
ference was that single parents were more likely to rate the government as
having "a great deal" of impact (single parents, 31%; non;gipglg parents,AZI%).

When family types were viewed within SES levels, the low rating for the

. 13

influence of spouses remained characteristic of single parents. The higher

rating by Single.parents of the inf;uence of the government was"largel} accounted

for by the responses of the low SES,single-parent,subgroup; High SES respon-

dents of both family tyﬁes fended to rate fheir own influence somewhat highef‘

" than did low SEglieéﬁynQents.L:High.SES.ééSpqndent$~zere also more likely to
name ''other" iﬁfluenceg¥aﬁﬂigh ratings for the‘influence of the school remained

true for all subgroups.
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Who or What -Will Influence Child's Future a Great Deal?

: Co » Low SES ' High SES

R ' Siﬁgle Non-Single Single Non- Single

‘ Respondent - 68% 66% 75% . 78% - «
Spouse  ° 18% 72% - . 25% 80%
. School ‘ BT 69% 66% 67%
. ‘ V ’ \d
Government 43% 25% 25% 20%
Anyone else or . : . ' KV V
anything 29% 24% 41% . 40%

Perceived needs. Single parents and non-single parents were similar in

their responses to two of the three questions designed .to tap perceived needs.

Those were, "Do you have any unanswered questions?" to which 22 percent of the

'single parents and 23 percent of the non-single parents replied "yes;" and

"Is there any particular type of needed help for parents that is not available

localiy?” to which 23 percent of both subgroups said "yés}" But there was a

significant difference revealed in responses to the question, "Do you feel you

. “have special problems as Q\Parent?”. Forty-nine percent'(49%) of the singie

ERIC.

' non-siqgle.respondents

pa,entg replied "yes'" to this question, compared to'ony% 17 pegsent of the .
Comparisons by both family type and SES level were reveallng Having .

"unanswered questions" was more closely related to SES than to family type.

0

High SES respondents of both family types were more likely to have,"unanswered_" ‘

questions.™ However, high SES single pa4_;ts were most 11ke1y of all sub;
graups to have questions.

The perception that "needed help is pbt available" was also related more
to high SES than-to family type The relationship between being a single

parent and feeling one has "special problems as a parent" remained true within




5of and sensitive to s1ng1e-parent fam111es
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SES 1levels, although it was more ptonounced, for h1gh SES s1ng1e parents than

for low SES single parents.

—~—  "Yes" Responses to Perceived Need Questions

‘Low SES High SES
Single: Non-Single Single Non-Single

i

Do you feel you have special

problems as a parent? - 36% - 14% . 56% 17%
Do you have unanswered questions v a :
about parenting? _ o 14% 0 . 13%: 30% ' 26%
Is there any kind of needed help S N i
for parents that is not available? = 14% 18% - 26% - 24%
Exploratory School Interviews _//

i

Children(f"Bm s1ng1e-parent famlf}es const1tuted a s1gn1f1caht proport1on
of the school population in four of the six schools v1s1ted However, 1n the

two most rural schools, their numbers were very small

A common response to questions,about single-parent families was that 'they

don't cause any particular nroblem" or "their needs are notrreally'that dif-

ferent " One principal indicated that being a s1ng1e parent used to be more
: i

" of a problem, but that in recent years, these parents have learned to deal

-
with their situations. There was a recognition that teachers need to be aware

5
In the course ‘of the 1nterv1ews, however, it became c1ear that a1though
s1ngle parent fam111es per se aren't viewed as be1ng very different from other

families, partjcular single-parent situations are viewed as creating problems

" requiring special consideration by the schools. One example is the families

g01ng through the transition from dual- to single- parent status. Children whose

parents are in the process of separatlng, getting a d1vorce, are often affected

. adversely. At.one high school, we were told about group sessions available

e
~:

-




, significantly different from all other parents in only a few wajs. S1ngle

i
¢

to these children in whiCh.they could,discuss their situations with other

ch11dren who had gone through a similar exper1ence‘ Custody fights a1so

occur, and children may be shuttled back and forth between parents and other

' relat1ves wh11e dec151ons are be1ng made. - e —

'

 Another group of great concern is s1ng1e teenage mothers These girls //
usually drop out of'school, have their babies, and cont1nue’to live withjtheir
families. They often become very isolated within thexr family. groups, especially
those in{more rural areas. In this particular county, there are few Support i
\services for these younglmothers; only a few manage to cont1nup’1n school and
to graduate | | | A | \u

Also ment1oned by -school staffs as very common are children from step-

fam1lies The general 1mpress1on is that many fam111es are chang1ng over time

- -

and it is @ifficult for schools to keep up-with these changes It is not

always easy for school” personnel even to know whether a child 1s 11v1ng with

I & VN

both her/his parents, w1th one parent, or with a parent and a stepparedt, etc.

Yet. without1thls knowledge, it is not possible for\sfhools to respond to

”

special needs.

Summary and Discussion

. . o !

In Regional ParentinghSurveys"data single parents were found to. be

: AN
parents were: -

) more likely to live in an urban county rather ‘than a rural
county, - .

® more likelyvto be a member of a minority (although most ///f*“~/ ,
were wh%te), ) .
. ' , | o3 s P
e more likely to be planning a return to school for themselves,
- and - , , _ : ,

e more likely to perceive themselves as having "special problems
as a parent."

¥
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The single parents were similar to other parents in the following

e T -

;o
e sharing responsibility for the1r child w1th other adults

(true‘of the majority), ; , ¢
° -asp1rat10ns he1d for child (tended to be-high), and

‘

1 o -frequency of talks with other parents (the maJor1ty talked
often or fairly often).

During the“analysis, it aifame c¢lear that the following characteristics
were more strongly associated with: h1gh SES than with any family type
e frequent talks with teacher or detor (abdut ch11d),

e membership in community organ1zatxons,

:‘) ) LN
] ﬁ/;erceptlon that needed he1p was not ava11ab1e

This study upheld the pos1t1on that s1ng1e-parent fam111es should not be
vaewed as one homogeneous group ‘ Rather it is necessary to look for and study
" the many different kinds of single parent fam111es . ‘.f | -

The special needs of parents and ch11dren in families underéoin transi-‘
tion and of s1ngle teenage mothers were highlighted by the school- basea
intervi;gs . ' ‘l . ) <

R ' ‘ . o
Lt " .
.
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J  #3. TWO-JOB FAMILIES :

. Pertinent Literature

r‘,\

According to the'Bufeau of Labor Statistics, U. S. Department of Labor

’(1981), améng married couples with ‘children, there were 14.9 milliona(5§§8$)

in which both 'spouses were earnefg,éiring.lgso. Only 7 million (28.2%) of

t!%se families still gonformed to th¢ traditional pattern in which the father,

M

but not the mother, worked outside the h

One of the'majo;’changes in American fam life in recent years has
. been the unprecedented and steadily increasing rate with which women have
joihed the baid labor fdfce: The greatest rate of chaﬁge has been amégh those
women with_childréﬁ qndér 18 who previously had tended to stay af’homé%“ The
sH;rpest i%crease of all haskbeen among mothers with young children.,iyhéie

efjob

R
R

two-job families are likely to have more money and less time than on

families of similar background, sociag} class, etc.

However, a recent study of family{;rends (Masnick and Bane, 1980, pp.

85-94) revealed that most working women have part-time or part-year jobs -or
havé worked oﬁly infermiftently over a period of years. Working wiveg ,con-

tribuéed only about one-fourth (1/4) of the family income.* Because of ’the

.lesser commitment to work by ;the majority of wquihg women, their plarticular
ilife circumsténces are someﬁhat different fréh those of the.fewer two-career
families in which theré is long-term commitment to work on the part of both

parents.** In the dual?worker family, the attitude of both husband and'wife

*That the one-fourth was very important is 1ndicéted by the fact that in many
cases, these additional earnings allowed families to move out ,of poverty.

**In this repori, the following definitions are in use. Two-job familiesqréfers
to all families in which the husband and wife are in the pald labor force;
two-worker families refers to those fahilies in which the wife's commitment
Ts Jess than that of the husband; and two-career families refers to those
fami 14es in which there is high commitment to work on the part of both’ the

husband and the wife. ,
4u
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toward the W1fe s, work is that of "help1ng out" on a short term bas1s " There

1s a tendency for‘both partners to cont1nue to v1ew the1r-t£ue\rjfes as the-‘
trad1t10nal/roles (W1fe as. mother and homemaker husband as breadw1nner) evenbi
though, in fact, many household tasks may be shared In both the two- worker

‘and two career fam1l1es stud1es tell us that ‘in-general, the woman continues.
- to carry the respons1b1l1ty for (1f not actually the performance of) the

houSework and ch1ld care. Real role shar1ng is not. commonly found. Therefore,

the w1fe is subJect to ‘more pressure, ‘to more compet1ng demands ‘on her t1me and
o 4

lmmr__“,llenergy (Holmstrom 1972; Le1n_and Blehar, 1979; Rapaport and Rapaport, 1978)

When the husband is not support1ve, the s1tuat10n can become 1ntolerable
Holmstrom (1972) found that among two-career fam111es, lack of support by the

husband led e1ther to the w1fe w1thdraw1ng from the labor force or the d1s501u-
. L §.
S ‘tion of the '1narr1age

, The greatest concern for both two-worker or two-career fam111es is that

“of prov1d1ng sat1sfactory care for the1r ch1ldren Two career fam1l1es have

L "~ " the advantage of greater ab111ty to pay for live-in housekeepers, a regular

babys1tter . or day care centersr TWO-worker fam1l1es may have more flex1b111ty

\' in terms of time (work1ng part t1me part year, etc ) However, for both

B

types of fam111es, each couple must work out the1r own 1nd1v1dual ad’ hoc solu-

b
tion to the problem. In‘th1s country, there‘are=few 1nstltut1onallzed solutions.

LA

The availability of, formalichild care is'very limited. Seldom do employers

proV1de ch1ld care fac111t1es or allow flex1b1e work schedules for parents

E

And among two career fam111es geograph1c mob111ty asSoc1ated w1th mob1l1ty

. : up the career. ladder results in the 11ke11hood that extended fam1ly members

) w1ll ‘not be: close enough “to assist in, day -to- day ch11d care. An intensive

study of tWOfworker*fam111es in Boston (Lein andelehar, 1979) found ‘that the




= . - . - . : T N . . C . :
" \ ) . . . . » . N . '

'~ch1ld care arrangements used tended to be informal and either free or rela-
tzvely 1nexpens1ve. )If husband and wife worked on d1fferent schedules, child -
care could be covered by one: or the other, ‘at least for most of the ‘time.
.(Th1s arrangement did have d1sadvantages _1t l1m1ted the type,of ]Ob a woman

would take and it decreaSed the amount of time a couple had to spend together )

)

Others.hhd informal g1ve-andetake ch1ld care arrangements with other f1m1l1es

[N
-

in the ne1ghborhood (Th1s usually worked out only if the mothers were work1ng

‘part-time.) Ondy a few fam1l1es used out- of home paid dax_ggre for any length

v .

of time. The norm, espec1ally for fam1l1es w1th twa or more ch1ldren, some in

) 5 = b

School and some not, was to use mult1ple care strateg1es. ‘In ‘these caSes/

v -

the compl1cated schedul1ng 1nvolved created great pressure, part1cularly on
-the mother. And such arrangements were als0)sub3ect to eas1ly fallang apart
- with any small change, for example, the 1llness of a baby51tter s husband
(Leln.and Blehar, 1979, pp. 306 311). |

Ma§n1ck and Bane (1980 pp 62 82) project that the revolution 15 yet

)

.

to'come ‘in women s part1c1pat1on 1n the work force They pred1ct that by

¥ 1990, more women will be working full-time and cont1nuously, there will be
'; greater attachment to work and an 1ncrease in earn1ngs.' They also expect that

~ the neXt decade will see a shift‘toward more non-parental child care. With'

‘- v

- more. 1ncome ava1lable, fam111es may make greater use of nursery schools, day

care centers, .and other pa1d ch1ld care. There may also be a demand on the
school to provide preschool and after-school care. Reas0nsrfon-the bel;ef
'that in the future the norm for women w1ll be h1gh and cont1nu1ng attachment

" ¢ to the labor forcé even through the ch1ldbear1ng per1od 1nclude 'chang1ng

economlc pressures and demands, -and chéng1ng att1tudes toward women s ‘and T

S~

men's roles.
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Keeping these predictions in mind, it is 1nterest1ng to look aga1n at.

Lein and Blehar's study of ‘two-worker families. " They found that even though

there was a relucthnxe to give up the traditional roles the experience of

,

living in a two-worker household usually brought about changes in both partners.

.Many of the men interViewed said the necessity of sharing in tasks at home

iy

had caused them to "rethink their roles as husband, father, and/horker" (Lein

and Blehar, 1979, p.: 316) ~-With the experience of more-involvement in the

] than their fathers had been. And many wives began, over time,

mployment as a "regular and normal" part of their lives
: _ : )
~ They began to think of their work less-as "helping out" and.more in terms of

a career (Lein and Blelar, 1979, p. 316).

It is very clear from the studies that have been done of two-worker or

two-career families that there is no question but that these parents value

their children highly and .are very concerned for their well- being and: develop-v

1

'ment Many of their decisions about the kind of wprk to engage in, where, for-

how long, etc., are directly related to these concerns for their children
b

£ . . y

' Not much is known about the effects of two-job families on home-school rela-
tions. However, some- problems and possible adJustments/solutions can be -

implied from the 1literature. ' e ,
. LY -
. The biggest problem is obviously the lack of time available to these
parents and the conflicts eiperienced as a result.* Some working mothers we

- have interviewed recently hav‘old us that. they feel they ''are missing out'

. , | . , R ' L )

and "don't really know as much as they would like to know about their chiid's
or o . ’ , J

- *How much less time depends upon many factors: how much they work, how far
away they work, their work schedules the degree of complexity of child
- care arrangements, etc. . : < ‘.

4

5 T

1 4
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-experiences at school " And even though theyaare unable;to'barticipate in
many school events, they would like to "feel more 1nvolﬂ!d" 1nlthe/§9h
}i_ "1n mak1ng the school work." As w1th respon51b111ty for child care in general;
it is probable that many two- -job fam111es still view the re1at10nsh1p with the
“school as the buslness of the mother. It w111 be 1nterest1ng to see if the
chang1ng att1tudes towardroles in twobjob families extend to contacts with the
~ child's school. B < L e
| " Understanding the feelings and pressures of'the two-job family should
i | make it possible for schools_and parents toldevelop new mechanisms for
relating to each other. Some of the ideas suggested for single-parent families
would also apply to two- JOb fam111es, e. g , workshops for teachers on the needs
of these families and conferences ‘and off1ce hours held at night. However,
it appears that the greatest challenge will be to find new and creat1ve ways
for. the parents of two-job families to be able to contr1bute, to feel invovled,
in the1r child's school, in sp1te of the severe 11m1tat19ns on the1r time. |

"

This is_.an especia}lylvital concern with the knowledge that comm1tment to the
- -work-world by both mothers and fathers is expected to be increasingly charac-

" . teristic of most families.

] . : . -

Regional Parenting,surveys Data

e Among the families.rebresented in'the Regional garenting Surveys (Base
.Sampie Survey), therevwas great variation in the number of adult members
working outside the home and the degree of.commitment to Qork. Slightly

less than one- -half (1/2) of all the families ‘could be descr1bed as traditional

(the husband ~working outside the home and the wife working 1n51de the home). «

In some families, one/%dult worked full-time in the paid labor force and one
‘ : . - , ' . 4 :
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‘worked part-time. In others; both-parenté worked part-time. . In sti;l[oéﬁérs,
two pareoté bothdﬁz;ked full-time outside”the home. And in ;ome famiiios,
no adult was workihg.' ‘ | |
' in_order to study the characteristic responses . of two-job families, it
wa§ decided to use thefmost;stringent measuré available, that of two pareots
,wo;king full-time in the paid wofk force. A rationale for the‘reasure is
: ptovide; oy Mésnick and Bane (1980) who use fu;l-time work as one characteris-.
tic of’high‘attaohment to work. They.say, "Womenlwho are strongly attaohed
. {5 work differ both from women who do not wofk outside the hoﬁe and from |
women whose work'atiachments are weak. Théy‘spend their time diffeiently
- and their families fonction in aifferent ways" (Masniok and Bane, 1980; p. 63).
. Within the paronting éu;Qey sample of 1,313 respondents, 247 of two-job
+ (both full-time) famiiio; were represented. Thevresponses of members of these
ftwo;job families were compared with all othor families (866). As with the
other.speciai need families:othere was also ‘an éttempi to view responses
by both SES énd by joo status. However, only 25 of the two-job (fu}l-time)
families couio‘be'olassified as low SES. Therefore, while some of these
results will be reported, they should bo ;iewed withvcaution; | ,

b}

¢

Parenting Situation Y

Background characteristics. There was virtually no difference in the

percent of two-job families living in rural counties versus urban counties

compared to all other families. The two groups were also almost identical in.

racial composition (white, 92%; black, 8%). ‘TWo-job family respondents were

somewhat better educated than other respondents. They were also slightly

© «Single-parent families are not considered in this section.
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more likely to be planning'to return to school. When the two-jpb respondentsv',
L] . o ’ : . ’ -
were divided by SES level, it was clear that the high SES respondents were

the ones most likely to be planning a return to school.

Percent of Respondents Who Plan to Return to School

Low SES _ High SES.
Two-Job All Others ° Two-Job All Others

16% 20% - 34% %7 '

Preparation for parenthood. Over two-thirds}(Z/S) of the two-job families.

and all other families said that they had been unprepared to become parents.
The gréat majority of both (two-job, 86%; all others, 79%) did want to pass
: ) ) .

on something.to'their children, to help prepare them to become parents.

The sharing of responsibility. Most respondents in both groups (two-job,

88%;va11 others, 83%) said that they shared responsibility for the child nith
one or more adults (other than spouse) By SES ané job status these mestv
11ke1y to share respons1b111ty were the ‘low SES two-job parents (96%) The
most frequently named person with whom responslbl{nty was shared was a ''maternal

grandparent” (two-job, 49%; all.others;’sz%);

W

Formal Contacts

Contacts with teachers. There was no differenee found between two-job, E
|.~..
family respondents and all other respondents in the frequency of talks with'

their child's teacher (often or falrly often: two- JOb 73%; all others, 72%),
attitudes'toward parent-teacher talks (very or someWhat helpful: two-job, 92%;
all.others,‘93%); and the opinion that parent;teachex‘talks'could be. improved
(two-job, 49%; all others, 43%). - .

Job status viewed within socioeconomic levels points out theistrong

relationship of SES and frequency of talks with teachers.

<




'Percent Who Talk Often or Fairly Often with Teachers -

_Low_SES ©_ High SES
Two-Job  All Others Two-Job ,  All Others

56% .54% 75% 80% ¢

Contacts with doctors. Likewise. there was no differenée found between
two-job families and all others in frequency of talks with doctors (often or
fairly often: two-job, 72%; all others, 68%); a;titudes toward pafent-doctér'
talks (very or somewhat helpful: twé-job, 93%; all others, 92%); and in the

opinion that such talks could be improved (two-job, 41%; all others, 40%).

Once again, frequent talks with doctors were closely reléted fb hingSES.

Organizational membership. One of the few ways that two-job families
were distinguished from all others was in being significantly more likely to
belong to community organizations. This was also true of membership in just

those organizations that provide help and advice on child rearing.

Membership in One or More Community Organizations

Two-Job Families All_Others

83% ~ 65%

Membership in Organizations That Help with Child Reariﬁg

Two-Job Families All Others

52% ' 39%
Higher organizational membership for two-family respondents holds within high
and low SES levels, with high SES two-job families most likely to be members.

Membership in One or More Community Organizations

____ Low SES High SES
Two-Job All Others Two-Job All Others

52% 40% ,86% 72%
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Awareness of local programs hnd services.. TwO-job family respondénts

were similar to all others in degrees of awareness of local programs and
serviées. 'Thé ﬁrogram cafegor{es were: preparatidn for parénthoﬁd (two-job,
27%; éll others,»SO%); training for moreneffective parenthood (twofjsg; 10%;
all é;hers, 12%)} opportunities for parents to fulfill own needs (two-job,
245%; alvl others, 27%); and help to familiés in difficult situations (two-job,
54%; all others, 57%). Viewed by SES and job status, high- SES respondents

in both groups were more aware of programs and services available.
L] \

Informal Contacts

Contacts with other parents. Two-job family respondents were very much
like all other rpspondénts‘in frequency of talks with othe; parents (talk
often: »two-job, 51%; all others, 44%); and positivé attitudes toward talks
with other parents (two-job, 89%; all others, 84%). The two groﬁps also
agreed that the greatest benefit of these talks is ''the chance to share/

compare" (two-job, 61%; all others, 57%).

Availability of a confidant. The majority of both groups said they had
a confidant, a favorite person to discusg?%hevsample child with (two-job,
77%; all others, 73%). For both groups, the confidant was most likely
to be (a) a relative othér than chiid'sfgrandparent, (b) a friend/neighbor,

or (c) a maternal grandparent.

1

Mcdia Contacts

Two-job fémily respondents were significantly more likely than other

respondents to have recently read something about child rearing in a magazine

or in a newspaper.®

*These differences did not appear when asked about reading books or pamphlets/
newsletters.

. | “4(:
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! , Had Recently Read About Ch11d Rear;_g

Two Job All Others
In a magazine - 53% - 39%
In a newspaper 32% o 24% J—

Examlnlng this’ response by SES and Job status showed that those most
. likely to have read about child rearing were the high SES, two- Job group.
Within each socioeconomic lovell ;wo—JOb respondents were more 11ke1y_than

others to have read about child rearing.

Had Recently Read About Child Rearing

. Low SES | High SES

Two-Job _ All Others Two-Job  All Others
In a magazine 36% 18% ' 55% - 45%
'In a newspaper 16% 11% 34% 28%

Parental Atti;zoes and Needs:

Actitudes; Two-job respondents and all otHer rcspondehts tchdedvto agree
chat "most parentscxoday need some kind of help in rearing their children"
(two-job, 80%;,ali.others,.77%). .Théir most frequently mentioned source of
., advice and help was "own parents or in-iaws?" -
AsgiratiOns. Educational“aspirations held for children were similar

for two- job and all other respondents.

Educatlonal Asp1rat1ons for Children

~ Two=-Job Al1 Others
College or more ) . 53% 52% \
High school ; 14% 19%
—

As. far as child wants 29% : ,24%

.
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The two groups were also in agreement regarding the influences expected

to have the greatest-impact on their child's future. Highest mentions ﬁfjgz
respondent (two-job, 79%; all others, 74%); spousé (;wd-job; 78%;va11 others,
67%); and schdol‘(tWO-job, 69%; ali?others, 67%). ’ |

Viewed by SES “and job status, meﬁbérs of the two high SES subgréuﬁs were
more likelly thgn ‘others to see themselvegy as having "a great deal" v_o'f -i‘n-‘ ’

fluence on their child's future. High SES, two-job respondents were most

likely (82%) to perceive themselves as inflﬁential.

Respondents Who Rate Themselves as Having "A Great'Déél”
, ’ ~of Influence on Child’'s Future‘

Low SES _High SES
Two-Job All Others = Two-Job All Others

56% 68% o 82% 77%

" Perceived needs. No differences were found in responses to those ques-

tions dqsigned to measure perceiﬁed needs. From one-fﬁfth (1/5) to one-fourth -

(1/4) said they had "special problems as arparent,” "unanswered questfons .

about parenting;" and that 'needed help for parents was not available locally."

3

Exploratory. School Interviews P

In four of the schools visifed, two-job'families'wére common among thé
school population. The estimates rahged from 50 to over 90 percent. How-
ever, in the two most rural schools,.the number of tw;E}ob families was sméll.
‘Many of these families lived on farms. Both parents were involved in the farm

work and, in addition, the husband usually had a job in a plant.*

*Probably the time constraints on these women are as great as for women work-
ing outside the home, for they do farm work as well as housework and care
of children. However, their work is home-based and they are not a part of

' ‘the paid labor force. ' ,
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two-job family. The parents often work a distance away, which means a toll

-

call is involved.l'Emergency contacts are requested but are not always satis-

factory. There was a recognition on the part of school staffs ‘that it is

difficult for parents of two-job families tb be actively involved in the'

-
.

school. They have little time and energy after the demands of the job and

the home are taken care of. However, we were also told that this does not

" mean that two-job families are not interested. Some make a great effort to

-

participate and others do not. One principal told us that it is a matter
. M :‘ . ) - N
of "priority" for many. (These schools do accommodate working parents in

some ways. For example, parént-teacher conferences are sgheduled up to

. 6:00 in the evening.) Homeroom mothers told us that working mothers on

their lists respond‘positively to their calls. They usually want to contributé

in some way, even though they cannot often be present during the day for

special events. .
’ “-s

For many schools, this type of family is fast becoming the norm. ~ As a
group, they don't appear to have pressing needs. It may be that both the

schools and the working parents view the time constraint 'problem as something

they can do little about. -

7

Summary and Discussion

As a grohp, the two-job family was the least distinctive of all the

"special need families studied. Their attitudes and experiences; as reflected

*

in responses to the Regional Parenting Surveys, were not very different from

the responses of the total sample. The only ways in which the twomjob families

differed froﬁ all others were the following: "

e highér degree of membership in communify organizations, including
organizations that provide help with child rearing; and-

0]

-

‘The main problem for the schools is that of gettihg in touch Qith‘the G

\-




e more likely to have recently read abouilchild rearing in .
. a magazine or newspaper. ) :

As in the’dthgihanalyses,_fhe'§trength dfvSES as a differentiating va?iabie
was revealed. High SES, two-job families wefe mone'1ike1y than low SES, two-
jéb famiiies.to héve hadvfrequent talks with teachers agd‘doctofs (regardin&
child), to’belong‘to éommunity organizations, to be aware of local programs
and services, and to have ;ecently read apout child feafing.

e also}found thgt school staffs had relgiively little to say about the
needé or problems of two-job families. The relationship.betgeen the school

and two-job famfiieé may be a case of both school and parents accepting what
. 1
is, rather than searching for new ways to make the relationship stronger.

-The schools do not expect a high level of involvement from these parents
<« . .

)
®

and the parents ™Mo not expect the €chools can do anything to make their in-

volvement more possible. -

{ 3
Much more needs to be knewn about two-job families in relationship to

&

the schools. Two(;;EEéétiops are proposed. Families with different degrees

of ccrmitment to the paid labor force (two-job families in which both work
/ * .
full-time, two-job families in which only one works full-time, and o

-job
families) could be compared. 'And two-job famili nown to be active i

schools versus two-job families who are not active could be invq&ES?ated.

o
o
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#4. FAMILIES WITH CHRONICALLY ILL OR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
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o . ' Pertinent Literature

~ There have always been'flmilies‘with handicapped(children;’,nut until

o

-~ .

he middle of this century, there were few facilities-om servicesjfor such
Zﬂﬁ’idren. "Parents had nearly total responsibility for care of their handi-
capped children at home"' (Berger, 1981). The- general attitude was thatvthese
fchildren could not_learn. could never be independent or product1ve, indeed,

that there was nofﬁﬁpe for them. Thus, itfis not surprising that these families
were/bften depressed or ashamed and tedﬂed to isolate the child, not only

-~

from the communify but sometimes from the rest of the family "This attitude
A A

has changed in recent decades due to 8 number of converging factors: the

rehabilitation of 1n3ured World War Il veterans, immigration in the 30's and

40's of 3ome European educators interested/Ih the education oft the handicapped

' a few 1nfluential families who-had the experience of a handicapped child and

talked' publicIy about it (Pearl Buck, the Kennedys, the Humphseys), and the
development of organized interest groups suchtas the National Association for
Retarded Citizens and the Council“for Exceptional Children. In factv special
education has been c;lled ? twentieth century social ement. The philosophy
of the movement has been thpt handicapped children can learn, that they are
entitled to the opportunity tq develop to their £ﬁllest potential, and that
isolation and tbtal dependency are unfair, unnecessary, and costly.

During the .1960's, organized parent groups began pressing for educational

. o v
programs for their children. A series of favorable developments (a court

‘-

\ decision in Pennsylvania, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Buckley Amendment)

s

culminated in "the most far reaching and revolutionary legislation in relation
to education, Public Law 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped Children

/Act of 1975" (Berger,,1981; p.- 277). The act says’that all persons between

! ,

v [ el

JJ
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ages 3-21 should be provided free and appropriate education in the 1€agt

restrictive environment. The law requireé diagnosis and individualization
of educatiponal prod;ams Pﬂhant involvement is mandated. Parents must be

included as members of advisory committees. And they must participate with

i

the school staff in the development of an ividualized Education Program

‘(IEP) for their child. If parents don't hool staff on an appro- .

gree w
priate plan, they have the right to ask for changes, or even go to court. 7 (
wddition, schools are expected to look for children entitled to special ‘
| educational services and to inform parents of‘tneir rights (Kroth, 1978, pp. 7-8).
According to recent statistics (National Center for Education Statistics,
1980), alnost fo?r million children (or abcut 8 percent of the total school-
: age populatidn) in the country were receiving special education and related
Services The three most numerous types of handicaps served were: speech
( (impaired (30.8% of total served), learning disabled  (29.3%), and mentally
retarded (!3 2%). Others served were the emotionally disturbed other health
L_*npaired orthopedically impaired, multi- handicapped the deaf, the hard &f
heaﬁ the visually handicapped, ajffd the deaf-blind. mever according

to the head of the Federal Bureau o Education for the Handicapped, it is

¥

estima ed that 10 to lz'perc nt/{five to six million) of the school-age
population should be receiving special educatienal servi?es. One of the
biggeat problems holding back the system is money. Another factor is that

. some children seem to fall throuéh the cracks; director of the Children's
Legal Defense Fund has said, "Takingadvantage 6:‘. 94-142 is a process.

O If there is no ndult to trigger the process, it won' t happen' (Options in

— Edgcation, 1979, 1981). Children who are living'in nursing homes, who have

surrogate parents or éuardians, who have been abandoned, may lose out or be ﬁ\‘

kept watting for their educational services. RN

. A}
W
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' There is'no doubt that the enactmen

£“6£1 L'§;;i4§ neceésitafédfmany.

:Eédjustmén?sbané chaﬁées’On:thefpaft'dflthe §ch§Qj;; Tpe*éxpériéncé Of thé‘;~
_yéarsbsingg'enééfméht(offthe-igw’hés reyealed ﬁumerbus prdplehs éﬁa:Qbétaclé§

© to full imbleﬁentéﬁidh;; Some of thse'aré‘diScussed_Beidw; B

S

‘fParenF§~: o e
~¢(1) In order to work as intended, parents and school staff must
> feel free to discuss; question, and disagree. However, some
‘parents are not comfortable.in such a role. They are afraid,
_ﬁesitag; about queStioning_apthotities.' They often fear that
such an action will be taken out on, the child later on. Yet
these parents may feel frustrated, wanting more for their ‘ o,
, - - children than they are.getting.’ Minority and low-income ~.
parents areé.most likely to have these kinds of feelings ‘
(Marion, 1979). = . - T
(2) Some parents ask-for too much for their child, make unreason-
' able demands.. o ' - : '

. " N N . .
- . L ‘ L3

(3) Some parents do not show up ‘the_conférences.' Communication
with them is not good and it is difficult to help them under-
stand the process and the importance of their participation.

(4) Some parents who were active earlier in bringing about pressure

. for the passage of the law then took the attitude that the
school system should take over, that they no longer needed to
be involved (Staniszewski, 1981). o

Teachers

. (1) Sharing power with parentsfisfthreatehing-to_éome,special
o education teachers. - o v . N

- ' (2) Som?’ptofeSsignals'comm@niéate by words or tones that they

know best; parents in these situations feel inadequate, guilty.

(3)' . Children may not be refe ed for evaluation if services are
©+ ', not available.’ Teachétsi&ave'sometimes been asked not to
IR A find other children after the beginning of ‘the year. Thus,

' limits may be placed on the teacher by the school system.

(4 There is often a time problem for special. education teachers.

: ' They ‘need time for testing, for arranging IEP conferences. g
' . ' Finding a date and time that is convenient for parents and
other school staff is not always easy, and the teacher has
only so much time after his/her teaching duties (Options in
Education, 1979, 1981). L

’

[3
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The School System ' B R - ;, B .

(1) The TEP may be ta1lored to fit the peeds of the school and
the services/prografis currently- ~available. (The law, how-
ever, requires that the child's need be documented regard-
less of ava1lab1llty of services.)

(2) As the law stipulates that the child shall receive education
in "the Ieast restrictive env1ronment " this means that ,
most special education students spend at least part of their ' e
day inm a regular classroom. Thus, the most urgent need, "
according to Gallagher, former director of the Bureau of o
Education -for the Handicapped, was and is "in-service train- |, o
ing for regular teachers not trained in special education” =~ o
(0pt1on§ in Education, 1979, 1981) He sees this as a tremen-
“dous challenge, one not 11kely”to be . met for a number of years
i !
(3)' More ‘tests need to be: deVeloped t0c1dent1fy spec1f1c causes
and indicate solut1ons for hand1caps - oo \\

(4) Money is needed. to pay fo¥ services' and equlpment re1ated to
special education (physical and occupat1onal therapy, renova-
tion of building facilities to accommodate the,hand1capped
etc.). Congress has provided- for: a small part’'of the extra : o
cost of. gducating the ‘handi capped. ' For this reason, state . - a A
-and local: educators have lobbied in: Wash1ngton and there has ' o '
been great concern: over. budget cuts .
e i Co ;f’ § ' ‘ . .
Out of all these experlences ahd problems ’1t appears. that the ‘most cruc1al

factor in order’ to make the law- work,for the best 1nterest of the ch11dren
is for parents ang'school people toibe able’ to work together, to have the free- _

i - % , /} ) . . {.. .
dom to be honest and open, to view each other as partners and as team members, '

Kl

rather than adVeréar1es.u It hasdbebn suggeSted that both’ groups need to be .

. 2 ‘ 3 o
educated to work tog&thef Why has work1ng together been d1ff1cult‘7 Why has .

. . "
parents' 1nvolvement Ain spec1al educa¢1on not been more successful? What are

" A .

the barr1ers the obstacles‘7 Shlrley Scr1tchf1eld from the University of

Nebraska has stud1ed the situation in Nebraska intensely. and ‘has come up with
_ ah interésting theory (Scr1tchfield, l:hl). Her conclus1on is that it is not
the 1ndnv1dual attLtudes of school staff or parents but the structure‘of the

o 4

.s;tuag;on wh1ch causes tHe’ d1ff1culty. She reasons that be1ng a member of a

~ C . Ae. e

team implies equality among team members. HOWever, in ‘this case, parents are




Pe

1nherent1y structural unequals with profess1ona1s Parents are extremely

”,dependent upon profess1ona1s for obta1n1ng serv1ces for their ch11\}en in B
whom they are highly invested: Profess1ona1s are not dependent on part1cn1ar
parents in the:sameUWay."Therefore, there;is an'unbalanced‘relationship withv

“‘professlonals holdlng a lot of potent1a1 power There is a1so the fact that r

professlonals, as part of the1r soc1a112at10n 1nto becom1ng professlonals \are - : y

v .
k

1mbUed.q1th the 1dea-of,profess10na1 author1ty accompan1ed by a definition Qf

the client.asllacking in kneﬁledge and nnde;standing. Scritchfield believes
that parents need te come to the team with nore equal status if their informa- N
tion and opinions are to be viewed as important. Scritchfield believes parents ,
can increase the1r _power 1f they are part of a. coa11t10n, if they don't have

‘,/ ~~ to interact w1th professlonals as 1so1ated invididuals. In Nebraska parent

R - advocacy groups are work1ng w1th and tra1n1ng parents to 1nteract with school
‘ 7
adm1n1strators, physicians,' etc. They are act1ng as ombudsmen and hav1ng a

‘.

great impact. N

Program Suggestions

—— i

Many of the programs suggested or in operat1on for the parents of hand1-‘

capped ch;ldreh are similar to those for all parents, esg., newsletters with

tips and information,_;etters, suggested ways parents can reinforce what has i
been learned;at schoclg parent volunteers, group meetings (speeches‘and/or v i
discussions),hand 1endingflibraries (Kelly, 1974; Kroth, 1975). . |

= However, the literature‘reveais that these parents do have speciaaneeds
which should be.taken into ccnsideration~in any contacts, communicatiOn,

Lo

© program, ‘and p1anning._ In spite'of the sheeping change in attitudes and treat-
y .
ment of hand1capped persons in -this country, the parents of these ch11dren

still do not find the. fact of their ch11d's hand1cap easy to accept They

¥ . .. *

,/;“ﬁ
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are often frustrated fearful 'despairing, and guilt-ridden21 It is believed

- that these parents often go %?rough certa1n stages or steps before acceptance .

" of the situation is- accomplished (Chinn Winn, and Walters, 1978) "When |

parents are confronted w1th the task of rearing an exceptional child, they

need both emotional support and specific 1nformation"(Berger, 1981, p. 2@4)

The parents of a Severely handicapped child need some . relief, an occasionadl

break from the constant care they must prov1de And it must also be realized

‘,that parents of a handicapped child may not find it easy to leave the home when

the child is there. Flex1b111ty and planning ahead are necessary if the teacher x.

wants.these parents to come to an-individual_or;group meeting. |
"There have ‘been some innovative programs developed especially for parents

of handicapped children Some examples’are a'parent outreach program in

which parents of handicapped persons prov1de support assistance, and infor-

ematlon on .a onesto—one,bas1s to pew parents of hand1capped children (Spriggs

and Mays,'1980); and a class for athers wh}ch offers a’support group, oppor-

tunities for father-child.interaction, child-rearing information-and awareness

of community resources:(Qelaney, 198d). Undoubtedly{ more'creatiue programs

- designed to promote good relations between schools and the parents of special

. children will be developed.

’
. -~ .

'Regional ParentingﬁSurvegérbata

Within the Regional Parenting SuTveys were a number of questions havingv
to do with health and medical contacts. One question asked whether or not the
"~ sample child ‘had experienced particular Kinds of health/development problems
during her/his life. Two of these were "chronic or continuing prgblem(s)

I

wh1ch limit h1s/her participation in act1v1t1es" and '"a phyS1cal or mental .

a
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handicap.” Parents who replied "yes"vto'either of these'experieneeS'make,ﬁp
our subsample of "families of chronically ill or handicapped children ", Out

of the total sample of 1,113 185 parents are in the subsample Responses of

s

the subsample were first compared with the responses of all other:respondents.
. These: two groups were each subd1v1ded into high and low soc1oeconom1c levels*
and responses of the‘four snbgroups_were compared. Among the "families w1th
chronically ill or handicapped children," 148 were high socioeconomic status
and 37 were low socioeconomic status. Among all other respondents, 728 were

N

high socioeconomic status and 200 were low.

ParentingTSituation

Background and characteristics. Little or no difference was found in

rural versus urban residenoy, family type, race, educational 1eve1, or respon-
dents'. plans to return to school between the parents of handicapped ch11dren
-and the parents of nonfhandicapped children. There were Some differences when
socioeconomic status was also introduced. For both groups, plans to return to
school were ass0c1ated with high socioeconomic™ 1eve1 And being a member of
a minority was related to low socioeconomic level for both groups, although

it was especially pronounced for the low SES handicapped subgroup.

Preparation for parenthood. Approximately two-thirds (2/3) of both the

parents of handicapped chiidren and the parents of non-handicapped children
felt they had not been prepared when they hecame parents. Most (handicapped,
85%# non-handicapped, 80%) manted to pass on advice and information to their .
children to help.them become good parents. The most important advice mentioned
by both groups was (a) be ready, not too_young; (b) be patient and understand-

ing; and (c) have love and the ability to express love.

e i

*The measure used to determine high or low s0c1oeconom1c level was described
earlier. See page 6. - - , , R %3A¢¢u

0
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Present parenting situation. -Parents were asked if there were anyone else

(beside spouse) with whom they shared responsiﬁility for the sample child.
There was little difference in the_eomparisgn of theitwo groups: 88 pereent
"~ .of the parents of handicapped chifdren'and 84 pereent.of the parents of non-
hand1capped ‘children repl1ed that’ they shared the respon51b111ty w1th one or
'dmore others.' However, when v1ewed w1th1n 50c1oeconom1c level the h1gh SES
handieapped parents were‘most lrkely to shatre respons1b111ty (91%)'while the

low SES handicapped parents were least likely to do so. ‘ N

Parents Who Share Responsibility for

- Child with One or More Others : -
- Low SES High SES

Parents gleandicappedl 76% . , 01%

Parents of Non-handicapped 80% , 85%

Persons most frequently named by both groups as the ones with whom responsi-

1

b111ty was shared were, in rank order, (1) a maternal grandparent (2) a
: {
~re1at1ve other :than child's grandparent (3) child's older S1b11ng, (4) fr1end/

neighbor, and (5) paternal grandparent Less frequently named were workers
in an organ1zat1on w1th wh1ch the ch15d was assoc1ated howeVer these persons
ilwere more frequently named by parents of handicapped children (15%) than by

“the otherrparents (9%). There were some differences when socioeconomic level

, Lo

and handicap conditions were considered together. The two low SES subgroups

‘were more‘likely‘to name child's older sibling; this was especially true

within the Jow SES handicappedfsnbgroups. Both high SES subgroups more frequently

named a maternal grandparent'or'a friend/neighbor than did the low SES subgroupsr
.. LS | ) -
Workets in the child's organization was highest for the high SES handicapped

subgroup.

AY




Formal Contacts - ° ) J

"Contacts with teachers: There was little difference found between parents

of handicapped children and parents of non-handicapped children in regard to .
contacts Qith ;eachers. The majority of both groups had talked‘often or
_fairly oftén with teachers (handicapped, fG%;'non-handicapped; 71%), and many
had found their talks "véfy helpful“ (handicapped, 62%; non-handicapped, 58%).
‘Slightly less than one-half (1/2) of both groups believed these taiks could be
"more helpful (handicapped, 48%; non-handiaapped, 43%). When viewed by socio-
economic level and handicap condition, the two h;éh SES subgroups had talked
witq teachefs mo;e frequently than had thé low SES subgroups. This type of

differentiation did not occur for attitudes toward talks of their improvement.

. \ ) \ . R
 Frequency of Parent Talks with Teachers o
Low SES ' .____High SES

r Parents of Parents of Parents  of Parents of
' Handicapped Non-handicapped Handicapped. . Non-handicapped

. Talked Often : _ o
or Fairly Often 59% 58% 84% = 78%

Contacts with doctors. Parents of chronically ill or handicapped children .

had had more ffequent talks with doctors (adncerning child) during the past
year %ﬂhn had parents of noh-handiéapped children.. Tais relationship held
within socioeconomic level; aithough it was the high SES Handicapped subgfoup
who had had the most talks. |

Frequency of Parent Talks with Doctors

Parents of Handicapped Parents of Non-handicappéd "

No Talks 13% 31%
1 to 3 Talks 45% ‘ 52%

4 or More Talks 39% . 14%
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Frequency of Parent Talks with Doctors by 'SES - -

z

Low SES High SES
Parents of Parents of Non- Parents of Parents of Non-
Handicapped Handicapped Handicapped  Handicapped

No Talks 19% a3% 1% - 28%
1 to 3 Talks ~ 62% sy a1% 54%
4 or more Talks 16% 8% 44% 15%

I

Parents' attitudes were generally positive for both groups (very helpful: hanoi-
capped, 65%; non-handicapped, 63%).' Approximately 40 percent of each group

believed that parent- -doctor talks could be 1mproved
I

-from‘parents of non-handicapped children in their tendency to belong ‘to community

organizations; 70 percent of the parents of handicapped children and, 68 percent
of the parents of non-handicapped children belonged to one or more community
organizations. Degree of attendance at organizational’ meetings was also similar
Of just those who belonged to organizations, 63 percent of the parents of handi-
Ldpped childrey’and 58 percent of the parents of non-handicapped children,
belonged to an organization that offered help and advice on child rearing

The specific organization of this type most frequently mentioned was the PTA

or PTO. The two most highly rated benefits of belonging to this type of

: Organization were the opportunities to "find out what our children are doing"

and ''to discuss and compare with others." Viewed by socioeconomic level, it

is obvious that both high SESsubgroups are associated with higher membership

in géneral and higher membership in organizations that help parents.

Membership in One or More Community Organizations

' : Low SES High SES
Parents of Handicapped Children - 43% : 7%
Parents of Non-handicapped Children 41%

' / i
s

-~

62

Organizational memberships, Parents of handicapped children did not differ :

s
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Membership in Organizations That
Provide Help to Parents

- o Low SES High SES

Parents of Handicapped Children 19% ' ’ - 54%
Parents of Non-handicapped Children’ | 23% . 46%

* Awareness, of programs and services. - There was little difference in aware-

ngif‘of local programs and services between the parents of handicapped‘children.

P . / ¥ . A\
’/Ehd the parents of non-handicapped children. Most parents were unaware except \\\\\\/}/”

of the programs for familiés facing difficult situations. The results for the
four program types are: preparation for parenthood (handicapped, 29%; non- .
héndicapped 35%); training for more gffective'parenting (handicapped, 14%; noh-
“handicapped, 12%); programs to fulfill parents' own ngeds (handicapped, 29%;
non-handica;ped, 26%); and programs for families facing difficult situations

(handicapped, 61%; non-handicapped, 55%). By SES level, high SES parents in

d both groups weré more likely to be aware of the four types of programs than N
were the low SES sgbgroups. g
‘ Informal Contacts =
‘ CongaCts with other parents. Parents of héndicaéped children talked to
other parents as frequently as did thé parents qf ﬁpn—handiéépped children
(often or Fairly often: handicapped, 77%; non-handicapped, 78%). Thé’greai | -

majority of both groups said'?heir talks with other parénts were'very helpful.
However, when also viewed with*SES, it was discovered that the low SES sub-
groups talked less often and that the low SES handicapped subgroup talked . \ .

least often.

Parents Who Talked Often or Fairly Often with Other Parents

Low SES . High SES
Parents of Handicapped Children 49% - 84%
" Parents of Non-handicapped Children 67% ' 81%

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Availability of a confidant. Both groups of pafents were equally likely

i

to say they had a confidant a favorite personcwifh whom to discuss the child
n

or child rearing in general (handicapped 77%; ’n~handicapped, 74%). These

confidants were most likely to be (a) a relative other than the childts grand-f
’ b ’ - \ P - .
parent, (b) a friend/neighbor, or (c) a maternal grandpérent. However, when

these responses were examined by both handicap condition and SES, it.was dis-.

covered that the high SES subgroup was more Aikely .than the low SES subgroup

to have confidants. . d

- Availability of a Confidant

Low SES  High SES
Parents of Handicapped Children  62% ] . 80% '
Parents of Non-handicapped Children 66% 76% '

Media Contacts

Overall, there was little difference in the percent of parents in both
groups who had recently read about child rearing in a mag321ne (handicapped
48%; non-handicapped, 41%); in a book (handicapped, 32%; non-handicapped, 25%) ;
in a newspaper (both, 26%); or in a pamphlet7news1etter (handicapped,.zz%;v
non-handicapped,‘17%). HoweVer, high SES parents (handicapped and non-handi-
capped) were found to have used all types of reading materials more frequently

than had the low SES (handicapoed and non- handicapped) parents

(3

Parental Attitudes and Needs

‘ i Attitudes. The majority of parents’ in both groups agreed that "most
parents today need some kind of help in raising their children" (handicapped
83%; non-handicapped, 77%). The specific source of advice and help most

frequently named by both groups was ''own parents/in-laws." However, within

6.
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socioeconomic levels, the highs SES subgroups~were most pfone to say théi '
parents need he;b, Thistwas especig}l} true of the high SES handicapped sub-

group.

Agree That All Parents Tédax,Need Help
Vo ‘ o R Low SES o High’SES
\ Parents of Handicapped Children 70% ’ 86%
\ : ‘ '
| Parents of Non-handicapped children 73% 78%

: - ) .
’ | Aspirations. Educationa% aspirations for the child were similar for the

e
parents of handicapped children and parents of non-handicapped children.

Educational Aspirations for Children

: Parents of Handi- Parents of Non-
’ ' capped Children Handicapped Children
High School " o 14% ©19% '
. College or-Beyond | 56% | 52%
~ As Far As (hild Can 23% ©25%
Vocational - 7% 3%

fhesaﬁresults generally held within Hfgh and low 50cioecqnoﬁic levels. with the
‘exception tha; the low SES non-handicapped subgroup had somewhat lower aspira-
tions (college, 43%). | ]
, Both the pa?ents of handicapped children and the parents of non-handicapped
childfen consider the greatest influences on their child's future to be: them-
selves (Bandicapped, 68%; non-hapdicapped, 77%; their spouse (handicapped, 63%;
hon-handicapped, 71%); and the school (handicapped, 65%; non—hahdicappeq,.Gs%).
When viewed by SES and handicap condi;ion, a few differences emerge. . The high
" SES ﬁon-handicap subgroup rated their (the respondent's) influence higher (80%)

-

than did any of the other subgroups. And the influence of the spouse was found

~
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to be much lower (49%) for the low SES handicapped subgroup than for the

other 'subgroups. . .
o L} . ' . . I3
Perceived needs. The three questions concerning perceived needs of

’parehts provided'interesting results which varied depending upon whether one’
or two variables were being held constant.

(1) Parents of handicapped children were more likely (32%)
than parents of non-handicapped children (20%) to feel
they have "special problems" as parents. This relation- -
ship remained within the soc1oeconom1c levels

Yes Responses to "Do You Feel You have Special Problems
. as a Parent?"

. ‘ [

_Low_SES High SES
Parents of Handicapped Children 135% : 32%
7
Parents of Non-handicapped Children 17% «21%
. ‘ e )

(2) Parents of handicapped ch11dren were somewhat more likely
(30%) than parents of non-handicapped children (23%) to
say they had "unanswered questions" about child rearing.
However, in this case, further division by SES revealed
that the high SES subgroups (handicapped and non- hand1capped)
were more likely than the low SES.subgroups to have unan- -
swered questions. The parents most likely to have questions
were in the high SES handicapped subgroup.

Yes Resporses to 'DoYou Have Any Unanswered Questions?"

Low SES . ~ High SES ‘.

Parents of Handicapped Children - 1% 32% T
Parents of Non-handicapped Chi ldren 13% 23%

(3) When asked whether there were needed types of help for parents
which were not available locally, parents of handicapped
‘children were only slightly more likely (27%) than parents
of non-handicapped children (22%) to agree. Once again, the

~ strength of the SES variable is clear. In this case, SES
,level differentiatéd the responses of the parents of handi-
.capped children much more than the responses of the parents
‘of non-handicapped children. :

~ »
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Yes Responses to "Are There Any Needed Types
of Help for Parents Which are Not Available Locally?"

- ‘ Low SES High SES
_ Parents of Handicapped Children - 8% 32%

Parents of Non-handicapped Children 19% 23%

Exploratory School Interviews

t”

In all six of the schools visited, children with learning disabilities or

J

" handicaps were recognized as a numeriéilly_small but significant proportion
of the school population. County staff persons estiﬁate tha; county-wide, all
exceptionalities hake up about 10-12 percent of the school populatiqn. Home- .
vboundjteachers‘are.provided for studeﬁts who are ill for any periodi;f time.
Children with speciél learning probjems spend varying amounts of time in special
education c)assrooms, regﬁlgr classrooms, and, in 3ome cases, with individual
tutors. We were told that there is a cﬁunty'Organization for the ﬁarents of
exceptional children. . |

During the interviews with'chool»staffs, several problems related to
wo;king with "families of handi;apped children” emerged. Qne principal believes
that pérengs of children withllearning disabilities do not take-thié'fact
seriously enough.. A junior high counselor said that'parents‘of exceptional
children often have expectations for their children's performance, both in
school and later on, that are too high, not realistic. Some school counselors
reported that parents sometimes resist placement of their children in special
'educa;ion classes;and that SOme.;tudents whg[dG not need®special education
try t6 get into these classes in order to work less. ﬁAnd a special education
high school teacher told us of her difficuigy getting paregts to come in once

a year for the IEP. Approximately 50 percent actively came in for the con-

ference. Most of the others are contacted by phone. A few do not respond in

-




any way.. She feels that the reasonsin these-cases are cultural differences
-

These are the families with an educable handlcapped child who are living

“under very deprived conditions in rural hollows. The learning disabled

©

studentsltend to come from middle-class homes; the educable handicapped‘a‘F

more likely to come from low socioeconomic backgrouﬁds.

Summary and Discussion

In the Regional Pareqtfng Surveys, parents of chronically ill ar handi-
capped children were.fpund‘to be significantly different from all ether~parents

in the following ways:

e more frequent talks with dociors (about child) within thé
past year, and

L4

e greater tendency to perceive themselves as having ''special
problems' as a parent. '

The parents of handicapped children and the pérents of non-handicapped
‘children were similar in:

e frequency of contacts with teachers, f \ v

e membership in commuﬁity organizatioﬁs,’ '

e awareness of local programs/services

=

e use of reahing materials as a source of help in child
rearing,

o frequency of talks with other parents,

® av;ilability of a confidant, and .

° aspirations held for children. -

When the two, groups of parents were further subdivided by low and high
‘socioeconomic staiﬁg, some~responses were found to be more closely related
to high SES tha; to the child's handicap or lack ofvhandiéap. These were:

e frequent talks W?th teachers,

o}vmsmbership in community ;}ganizations,

. (;c

o —————
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; ,,'o,'hav1ng unanswered quest1ons about ch1ld rearing,

e awareness of local programs and serv1ces,'and
; hav1ng recently read someth1ng about ch1ld rear1ng
It was also'discovered that, for a number of responses, the'greatest dif-
ferencesamong th% four subgroups were between the two hand1cap subgroups The
h1gh SES hand1capped parents were most likely and the low SES hand1capped parents
were 1east 11ke1y to: |
° ‘share respons1b1l1ty for the ch1ld
; belong to an organ1zat1on that prov1des help for parents,
e talk often or fairly often with other parents,
e have a‘confidant to diSCuss the child,
] agree that all parents need help, and
e say that some needed help for parents is not ava1lable locally
. Thus, it appears that in their relat1onsh1ps w1th the parents of handl-
capped ch11dren, school people need to cons1der the d1fferent c1rcumstances,
\l1fe styles, and needs found w1th1n th1s group * The school- based 1nterv1ews
proV1de some clues_to the d1fferent k1nds of problems exper1enced in contacts
between schools and the families w1th hand1capped ch1ldren It was d1ff1cult
to get low—1ncome parents to come 1n, to part1c1pate at all in their ch1ld'

education. Other parents not only come ln but may resent the ch11d's place—

ment or expect more than the 'school bel1eves is real1st1c. ,
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H1stor1cal Background N

PO

Th1s d1Scu§s1on of 1solated fﬁral fam1l1es‘%raws ‘on the llterature of ({‘

shar )

: Appalach1a.'”Both the phys1cal terra1n and‘the h1story of the development of

<

ithig .
a un1que subculture 1n rura1 Appalach1a have-led to the greater poss1b1l1ty of *.
B 4}&\ N . SIS au‘ B

1solated rural fam111es in th1s area than in other parts of the country Most .

of tne families and ch1ldren we are concerned w1th foday 1n Appalachla have
v - & o~

..

their Foots in, the Appalach1an subcultureﬁsomet1mes referred to as folk. culture
\ s 2

or mountain culture In order‘to understand what is happen1ng today, 1t is

-

At : v?

1mportant to know someth1ng about. the development of th1s subculture what its
Y

maJor character1st1cs were, and how it has been affected by .social change R
aF m..&__ﬁ . ) o

, lnplng1ng from outs1de

| 2w . . n

The earl1est Settlers came 1nto the southern Appalach1an Region at the

Q? the 18th century M1grat1on continued at a slow pace until the mid- 19th
' /
century From then until the early 20th century, the offspr1ng of the settlers

- l1ved 1n the Appalach1an mountain hollows, v1rtually 1s01ated from the rest of
the country where’ 1ndustr1al1zat10n and increased commun1cat1ons were br1ng1ng ‘

I

rapid changes (Erikson, 1976,,pp. 51-78). Doubtless, the rural 1solated life @§B'~

-

. was chosen by many of the first"settlers'because it gave ‘them the freedam to
live according to the values important to them. .But with\long years of almost
no contact with the outside world vtheSe"early preferenCes'developed into a

un1que way of life. Surv1val was by means of farm1ng and hunt1ng Self-

.

suff1c1ency, closeness to nature, "and freedom were all h1ghly valued Appa-

.

‘ flachian,settlers were‘act1on-or1ented; they disliked .routine and plann1ng.
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, By , S |
, They,were person—orlented rather than goal or1ented ExtensiVe”personal inter-

act1on resulted in a great deal of 50c1al cohes1veness w1th1n the 1solated com-
munitles Other traits usually ment1oned in the convent1onal portra1t of

Appalachlan subculture are those believed to have developed from the hardness

‘and dlsappo1ntments of the1r 11ves These 1nclude fatal1sm or the att1tude of .

.

pasaﬁye res1gnat10n otherw0r1d11ness (look1ng for rbwards 1n the next world),

.- Lo

and a cont1nu1ng sense of fearfulness and anx1ety (Weller, 1965, pp. 28-57;
Erikson, 11976, pp* 73-75). VoL e R

weo.
.

P

The fam1ly was tremendously important as it was the only 1n5t1tut1on in R

the early days ofgsettlement. The fam1ly took care of all the 1nd1v1dual'

+
.

‘needs. Work" education, care ‘of the 51ck 'recreat1on,,and rel1g1on were all

-

functions or1g1nally carr1ed out w1th1n ‘the’ fam1ly ' o -

s The 1mportance df rel1g1on in Appalach1a has often been noted. However,
Sa ” \ -
although early Appalach1ans were very concerned’ about rel1g1on and spent much :
° L] '
time dlscu551ng it, rel1g1on was v1ewed more as a per50nal exper1ence than an

o

: xper1ence related to formal membersh1p in an organ1zat1on ' The early séttlers
“came from a var1ety of backgrounds (Scotch Ir1sh Celt1c) and a var1ety of

4

rel1g1ous trad1t1ons, but many of them were. nonconform1sts Rel1g1on rev1vals,.'
characterized-byvemot1onal exc1tement and action, have beenhpopular in Appa-
lachia since the late 1800' ' But ‘the establ1shment of stable church con-
gregations was.difficult. -The - Bapt1st and Method1st churches have had the
greatestvsuccess in the area (Weller, 1965, pp. 121-133). |

- The early settlers did not con51der formal education necessary for their
way of l1fe In fact it was bel1eved that too much School1ng was dangerous

in that 1t would make the1r ch1ldren unf1t for mounta1n life (Weller,v1965

PP 107 113 Er1kson, 1976 pp 63 -64), for the school d1d not deal w1th.

e’ 4
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. Early Changes
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-,

pract1ca1 matters upon which the Appalachlan depended for surv1va1 Thereforé

even after schools were estab11shed and attendance required, there was resis-
e

tance to educatlon. Ch11dren were frequently taken out of school in order to

.

“help w1th the work at home School was considered more appropriate for girls

than for boys. The peer group exerted pressures on>boys not to succeed in

As the Appalachlan settlers did not know about fert1112at10n or. crop rota-
¢ ' ' . )
tion, the1r soil became more and more exhausted. Large- families wh1ch were the
norm‘meant that a fanily's~1and~was‘divided into smaller and smaller sections
or. the entire fam11y moved to more remote hollows Supportlng themselves becamei

more difficult over time. At the end of the 19th century, outs1de 1umber in-

dustries discovered the vast timber resources. in Appalachia. 0ver a perlod of

- o -

50 years, most of the timber areas were depleted. In the second and third

e

» decades of the 20th century, coa1 companles began. comlng into the area. ‘Appa—

, lachlans sold m1nera1 r1ghts to the 1and on wh1ch they lived for next to noth1ng

-

The Appalachlan people were exp101ted by these outs1de 1nterests Valuable
resources were taken out* oeoole had 11tt1e to show for 1t The1r economlcv

cond1t1bn, in fact took a downward trend. But in sp1te of theSe changes and

»

,the fact that many,Appalach;ans worked for the coal compan1es,~they_tended to

L . ‘ 2 -i‘ *

preserve their way of life, their attachment to place and family (Erikson, -

1976, pp. 51-78). | S R

Changes Slnce World War I1

f‘ After World War II it was. no longer econom1ca11y poss1b1e for rura1

u,;

Appalachlans to 11Ve 1ndependent1y The 1and cou1d not support them and there

_ were not enough jobs available locally. Appalachians began to be drawn to




'was carried back by these

b
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' R ’ . :
cities where jobs :were more plentiful. It was at this time that "members of

the Appalachian communities began to shift their orientation to the larger

L]

society. The larger soc1ety became’ their model" (Photiadis 1980, -p. 5).
Millions migrated-to the cities of the north and east. The more skilled and‘.
those who had finished high school were the most successful in obtaining jobs
and economic 1ndependence. However, theSe people remained attached to ‘the

land and kin of their ‘roots. There wasvmuch mdvement back and forth for visits

-

~and important occasions. :Ayformation about life in other parts of the country

igrants (Philliber and McCoy, 1981). During this
period, the advent of television also became a powerful‘instrument for social
change in the Region.

T

Appalachians were required to adjust to these changes, to compare and

orient themselves in some way to the larger society. Most were able to make
the-adJustment, to identify with the larger soc1ety while. retaining some of
the unique heritage. HoweVer;‘a minority of families were not able to make

the adjustment.

- These were the families with fewer resources (economic, educational,,emo-

Y

- tional) who were. not able to keep up w1th the changing situation unable to :

'successfully take ‘care of their needs e1ther by m1grating or by rema1n1ng in -

Appalachia These are described as "families in retreat"; families who adopted
noncdnventional means of adJustment by retreating into welfare, retreating

into close involvement in a sectarian fundamentalist church, and into close
involvement with a small cluster of other families in like circumstances -
(Photiadis, 1980, p. 5). They appeared not to want to change, to be un1nterested

Vin upward mobility (Weller, 1965 pp 138 141) However, in fact‘ﬂthey had,hﬂv“

giVen up hope of a better 1ife. They were afflicted w1th many problems {They .
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had many health problems, both phys1cal and mental, and were often prone to
alcoholism and drug addrct1on. At the present t1me, there are adults in the
Region who grew up in such a family environment and are_now perpetuatlng this

ﬂs\ style of life. Photiadis believes that the lifestyle:of.theSe'families

., resembles that of "the culture of poverty" first described by Oscar Lewis

(1965).. Lewis defined "culture of poverty" as a design of living passed

-

down from‘generation to generation, characterized by some 70 traits;'including
'prov1nc1al perspect1ve, unemployment absence of savings, lack of privacy, |
freouent use of phys1cal v1olence in ch1ld rearing, gregariousness, pred1sp051-
't1on to author1tar1an1sm, inab1l1ty to defer. gratification, fatalism, mistrust

£

- of government, strong feelings of powerlessness, marginality, and helplessness.,

1

Rural Appalachian Families Today

Although a minority 'in numbers, the nonconventional families (the families
in retreat previously described) can be found -in neighborhoods or clusters in
LI | “

‘most parts ofvcentral Appalachia today: They have developed new group norms
in accordance with their deviant lifestyle. By means of~these:new group norms,

they are able to Just1fy accept1ng welfare,.exertlng 11ttle effort to keep ch11drenv

in school ‘et Thus, theSe fam111es have adopted a- l1festy1e wh1ch 1s not-

!

part of the or1g1nal Appalach1an culture (in some ways, it is the oppos1te of

i

the original- .values) but;wh1ch represents an ad7;t1ve response to a situation

in which'they,are.unable‘to achieve social'statu and self-esteem (Photiadis,

1980, pp. 9- 12)

“ o,
L "

“In dontrast most rural Appaladhlan famllles today can be described as

;Egconventionala They have reta1ned at least a part of the 1nd1genous culture

I .‘

:t'but have also found a. place 1n relatxon ‘to the larger soc1ety " of courSe,-;

IR

' these families hpve ad]usted to soc1a1 change with vary1ng degrees of success,

there remain‘many economic needs in Appalachia today. .
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. in lifestyles of rura Appalachian families. ) , : .

/ 68
:The most relevant point for our concern with school-family relations is .
that, at present, there is not one description'which fits all rural Appaiachian
families. Instead, there are many different family situations, different sub-
groups of families within most Appalachian communities. Evidence of the original
subculture can still be found, but with great variation. It is. imbortant to

» \ R «

understand the complegxity of the situation and the reasons behind the variations

.

Imglications for Working w1th Rural Appalachian Families

. rather than "doing for or to." v _ .

Some understanding of the history and reasons for the diversity of families

- found in rural Appalachia today is the first requirement for working w1th these

‘families. Working separately with some subgroups, at least .in the beginning,

has been suggested - } o -
Several authors concerned about needs of Appalachia yet to be met have sug-

gested that professionals (extension workers, teachers, etc.) draw on some , o

_ traditional Appalachian practices in order to develop programs and get families -

interested and involved. Weller suggested reaching families individually, on

a person-to- person basis rather than expecting participation in organized groups.

. ¢

He stressed the 1mportance of prov1d1ng motivation for learning by helping

parents to see the need for encouraging their children in schools, and by
providing new experiences for children such as trips outside their areas and

exchange teachers from other parts of the country (Weller, 1565, pp. 94-160).

He also suggztted informality, patience, and an attituded of working with

h

, Photiadis strongly urged the use of 'personal interaction" as a technique.
The worker would'begin by setting up situations where people can interact
- - o ‘ . . -

with each other repeatedly on a community or sub-community level. The situa-

tion would revolve around a common need or concern. Information could be

’75 : | .
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exchanged or released 1nforma11y in such a setting. Out of such repeated

-

personal 1nteract10ns, new bonds would be establlshed and new organizations

&

gradually emerge. The participants would learn to work together to solve

common problems; leaders would emerge, and new bases fqr‘selffesteem and

"

achievement wbulu be found (Photiadis,¢1980, p.'16).
. Attitudes'haVé‘changed in Appalachia.. One 6% the_more.crucia{ changes
- has been inAthe attitude’tqward education. bMost rural Anpalachgans aspire to
~ be like the rest of the countrytin terms of incomeiand ‘education. l;As'a

matter of fact they often see education as the only means for the1r chlldren

1

(Photiadis, 1980, p. 19).
’ . /
L' L R ‘./

Regional ParentinévSurueys Data : »

.

‘

However, a range of living environments was poss1b1e w1th1n a given county
For example, some respondents in very rural counties lived in small towns or
cities. And some'respondents were found living in rural pockets which were.
in terms of miles, very near an urban area; Thus, it should Pe kept in mind
that‘within the broad_labels‘such as ''rural’ and "urBan;" there is often much
‘variation and overlap.

One of the groups we expected to find in Appalachia was one nade‘up of
physicallylisolated families. . These families, isolated in tne hollows of the
}' mountains, have long been consiaered typically Appalaehian, characterized by

1ndependence,.c105e-}nit family groups, suspicion~of outsiders, and lives

turned inward rather than open to change and new influences,

A

7()

S -

succeéss. Today rural_Appalachians have more favorable attitudes toward educa-

tion than urban people. This is espec1a11y true with low-income rural people"

¥

In the Reg;onal Parenting Surveys, counties were selected to be representa-

tive of urban Appalachian rural and non- Appalachlan rural areas of. five states.

LI
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It was hypothesized that even with a11 the changes which have occurred
in Appalachia in recent decades,;there‘might still be sone "jsolated rural
families" who could find it very diéficult to relate to the staffs of schools,
who might feel uncomfortable or ill-at ease-in the kind of formal events (PTA
 meetings, scheduled parent-teacher Conferences) which often are the points of
contact between schools and families.
It was decided to depend on our interviewers to determine (with ‘the use
of certain guideiines such as distance from a main road; distance from'neighbors,
: "
~conditions of roads, etc.) which of their interviews had been with an isolated
rural‘parent S1nce the interviewers were all local people, they were able to
identify some isolated rural families before the interviews took place. How-.
. . ever, some could only be identified after the experience of having traveled
to these parents’' homes. In many cases, there was little doubt in the inter-
viwer's mind (e.g., those homes which could only be reached with a four-wheel
drive-vehicle, to which the last bit of distance had to be walked, etc.); In
SOme\cases, interviewers were uncertain. Only those familres abont which &A
”our interviewers were relatively sdre in their judgment were included 'in the
'subsanpie.. In this way, 73’respondents were’ 1dent;f1ed'as members of 1solated_“

*

rural families. The responses of these respondents were compared WIth the
¢
responses of all other parents in the sample. Then each group was further
& T

divided by high and low socioeconomic status and responses of the four sub-

£

groups were compared. Tnere were 33 high SES isolated rural respondents and

40 low SES isolated rural respondents.

Y

Parenting Situation

Background characteristics. As expected, most of the isolated rural

respondents (71%) were from Appaldchian rural counties; howeVer, 22 percent




o

were from non-Appalachian rural counties,”and 7 pereent lived within counties
designated as urban. Family types were sinilar for isolated rural families
and all other families However, among the isolated rural,families, extended
famn}f types were slightly more likely

Isolated rural respondents were signifioantly less likely to have achieved
a high school education than were the.other.respondents.

Respondent's Level of Education

Isolated Rural . ° All Others °
Less than high school education » 62% : 26%
High school graduate ’ ' . o234 | B 44%
More than high school education 15% _ - 30% ‘

Isolated rural respondents were also less likely than other respondents:

to be planning to go back to school (isolated rural, 20%; all others, 30%).

* -

Onlv 13 percent of the low SES isolated rural respondents planned to do so.

Participation in the paid labor force was very similar (isolated rural, 59%;

all others, 56%). Only 3 percent of the isolated rural respondents were

members of minorities, compared to 9 percent of all others.' Isolated rural

}ifamilies'were 51gn1f1cantly more likely to have larger families (over four)

than was true of all other families; this remained true w1th1n SES levels

Present parenting_situation. When asked whether they entrusted anyone

else (besides self and spouse)AWith some responsibility for their child's care

and upbringing, most agreed. ‘However, isolated rural respondents were slightly
. " ) N N -

less likely than other respondents to say that they did so (shared responsibility

!

‘for child with one or more others: isolated rural 70%; all others, 85%).

The most 51gnificant differences in the types of persons named were the

‘greater tendency of the isolated rural parents to name the child's older

75
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w

sibling (isolated rural;49%; all others, 30%) and the lesser tendency of the
isolated rural parents to name maternal grandparents (isolated rural, 33%;
all others, 52%) or a:friend/neighbor (isolated rural, 14%; all others, 28%).

LY

Within SES and isolated status, the low SES isolated parents were the least

likely to share responsibility (67%). ' . SR

Formal Contacts

* ’

Contacts with teachers. Inquiry into how frequently parents talked with

: their child's teacher in the past year revealed that the majority of both groups
had talked either often or fairly often. However, 1solated rural parents
S
talked less frequently than other parents.

Frequency of Talks with Chlld's Teacher in Past Year

Isolated Rural‘ i All Others

314

Talked often or, fairly often ' 58% 74%
Of those who had talked to the teachers, however, thereAvas Qirtually no dif-
ference between the groups in the way they felt about the talks. Most said
the talksvwere "very heleful" (isolated rural, 56%; all others, 58%) or 'some-
.what helpful" (ieblated rural, 30%; all others, 34%). HoweVer, when asked

’"whether their ‘talks w1th teachers ceuld be’ 1mprOVed ‘both: groups indlcated

-
v

that there was room for improvement, 1solated rural, 48% all others, 44%)

) S - : ; , .
More initiative by teachers/schools in providing opportunities for talks was

suggested.

When viewed by SES and isolated status, it is seen that frequency of

talks with teachers isﬂmore closely related to SES. However, low SES isolated

" parents had talked least often of all the subgroups.

-
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Frequency of Talks with Child's Teacher in Past Year

J : . . Low SES_ ‘ ngh SES
: Isolated Rural AlIl Others Isolated Rural All Others
Talked often or - ' ‘ ' .
fairly often 45% 56% 73% 78%

Attitudes toward talks remained similar across the subgroups

EigontaCts with doctors. Almost all parents in both groups had one or more

medical contacts" The number of times parents had talked to a doctor (about
sample Chlld) within the past=y®ar was also s1milar for both groups Sllghtly
‘over one-half of both groups had talked to a doctor one to three times; slightly
less than one- th1rd had not talked to a doctor. Both groups tended to say these
talks were helpful ‘but non- 1solated respondents were . somewhat more enthusiastic
(very helpful: isolgted rural, 51%; all others, 64%). Most parents in both

| groups indicated‘that their-talks with doctors could be made more helpful. Only
36 percent of the_isolated rural parents and 32 percent of the other parents
believed theSe talks &ould not be improved.

These responses d1d not vary much when SES, level was 1ntroduced The low *-

SES non 1solated subgroup was the least likely to have talked to a doctor.

Organizational membership‘ lsolated rural parents were Gignificantly less
ri‘*”f* *}ikely to be members ‘of one ‘or more” community organizations than were other

parents.

Membership in Community Organizations

| Isolated Rural All Others
Belénged to one or more
organizations 37% 71% o~

Of just those who do belong to community organizations slightly over one-half
of both groups belonged to organization55that provide help with child rearing

PTA's or PTO's were most frequentlybnamed. ‘The most important-way that such

i
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organizations were helpful to isolated rural parents was by providing an oppor-

“tunity to ''discuss/compare problems children are having" (isolated rural, 39%;

all others, 22%). "By SES and isolated status, it is the low SES isolated

parents who are lea$t likely to belong to commun1ty organ1zat1ons in general
) ]

or to organizations that prov;de help to parents.

Membership in oné’ or More Community Organization}

Low SES High SES

id

Isolated Rural Parénts 15% 63%

P ¢
°

All Other Parents Y O 77%

' Membership in Organizations That Provide Help to Parents

~

Low SES : i High SES

0,

Isolated Rural Parents - 10% : 36%

All Other Parents . 24% ' 48%

. . oo ¢ o
Awareness of programs and services. There was no difference between

iSOIateh rural parents and all other parents in awareness of‘Local”programs/
services a} four different types. Both groups were least aware of ''programs
to promote more effective parentjag”‘(isolated rural, 14%; all others, 12%5
and most aware of %programS'for,families fa:}ng difficult situations' (both,
56%) However, when the two groups are differentiated by SES, it is revealed
that high SES is generally associated with greater awareness and that low SES
iSOIated parents rank lowest in awareness of three program types.

Awareness of Local Prggrams/SeEvikes

: Low SES ’ High SES
Programs that provide: Tsolated Rural All Others Isolated Rural All Others

Preparation for.parenthood 15% 25% ) 54% 31%
Help in difficult situations 38%  44% 643 593

- For more‘effectiverparenting 8% 8% 3% - 13%
For parents' own needs 3% © T 19% o 21% - 29%
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Informal Contacts

Contacts with other parents. Although the majority of both groups were in

o

the habit of talking with other parehts about their children or child rearing,
isolated rural parepts were much 1&s likely to do so than were other parents.

Frequency of Talks with Other Parents

Isolated Rural All Others

Talked often or fairly often 57% 79%

Both groups however' were positive about their talks with other parents. The

~great majority said these talks were helpful (isolated rural, 75%; all others,

86%). The most important benefit for both groups was being able "to share/f)

compare'; the second most important benefit was being able 'to learn, get new g

.ideas."

When the two groups are viewed within SES level, it becomes clear that.
the Jow SES isolated parents are leasi likely to talk to other parents about
their children. The difference in the two high SES subgroups indicates that

the isolated’status has some independent effect.

Parents Who Talked Often or Fairly Oftﬁz i v
' With Other Parents . :

Low SES | * High SES
I1solated Rural Parents 50% \\863
All Other Parents 66% 82%

Availability of a confidant. The majority of both the isolated rufal ..

parents and all othér parents had a confidant, a close relative or friend with
whom they 1iked to discuss the.sample child. [Isolated rural parents wéra ogly
slightly less likely (64%) than other parents (75%) to have sué; a confidant.
Those chosen as confidants by both groups were most frequently a relative other

than the child's grandparents, a friend or neighbor, and a maternal graﬁdparent.

’ ’ : S
. The introduction of the SE§ variable provided no new insights. .<£r)

- o o 83\
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~Media Contacts

« - :
. o w

" An overall f1nd1ng was that most parents do not often use read1ng as a

source of adv1ce and help in ch11d rear1ng In the compar1son of'1Solated»rural"

RO I e -

" and all other parents, 1solated rural parents were somewhat less l1kely, in-

most caSes, to have read about ch1ld rear1ng However, when v1ewed w1th1n SES
n levels, ;t is apparent that it 1s the low SES 1solated subgroup which accounts

for the d1fference . High SES is strongly'assoc1ated w1th reading.

PerCent Who Had Recently Read About Ch1ld Rear ng

‘ : Low SES-  * o ngh SES
" Tsolated Rural All Others~ Isolated Rural All Others

In a magazime = 12.5% J22% - - 39% ' .48'%,/,/-'j .
..In a newspaper ° 5% 13% ' 21% 30% ‘

In a book o 12,5% . 15% S 36%. o 30%

In a pamphlet or. = o . N e

newsletter ‘ : 5% ‘ 8% - or24% - - 21% .

. o ) o ” V_ . ’ "(\"/", ' ) !
o . ‘ T h
Parental Attitudes and Needs ' ‘»)f}'“ : k

Att1tudes In response to,. "In'today S world all parents need some

Kind of help in rals1ng the1r chlldren," the maJorlty of 1501ated rural parents

a,

(68») and all other parents (789) agreed However, w1th1n soc1oeconom1c levels

¢

the low SES 1solated rural Darents were least l1kely to agree and the’ h1gh SES

~

_non- 1501ated were most l1kely to agree.

Agree That All‘farents Today Need Hegp

i : -,'". ' Low SES ;i./..;”, “High SES
. ) P . 'Y .. ‘ d). z‘ " ) ‘, ) .-. . L
) Isolated Rural Parents .- 65% Y 8 73% ‘ -
A1l Other Parents o 148 ~‘g,;{f!f?, 9% . '

Both the isolated rural ‘and all other parents agreed that the character1st1cs .
-~ *\u"' L

of” an ideal patéﬂt«were (a) has pat1ence, understand1ng, (b) loves ch1ldren,

and (c) spends time with children.
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AspirationsQ What do parents hope for the1r ch1ld's future° ﬁsolated-‘

Sy

rural parents held somewhat lower educat1onal asp1rat1ons for the1r ch1ld than

did other parents. However the h1ghest percent 1n both groups asp1re to a
- - . ’

P

) A ssmrwednarlremos wasms - el esosmee e oowls iz e

«/college educat1on N IR

»ﬁﬁﬁ, .

. " How Far Would,You Like Child'To'Goﬂin'School?s_

a

Isolated Rural - All Others -

vHigh4school graduate

College'or more
As far as child can and wants /

— Vocational schodﬁ ’ ' 1% -4

Look1ng at both groups w1th1n soc1oeconoﬁ&c levels the'most common

~respon5e of all subgroups rema1ned ”college or more.' However, low SES e

isolated rural parents were more l1kely than any of the others to be 5at1sf1ed' e

w1th a h1gh school educat1on.g' '\\a.-
Personal qual1t1es both’ groups deS1red for the1r ch1ldren as adults were '_;%@_.‘:,

r1ng,_lov1ng, (b) respectable/trustworthy, (c) own. person and TE) well

a4’ .

. Who or. what do parents bel1eve w1ll have an 1mpact on the way the1r ch1ld

" turns out as an adult° Isolated rural parents were very s1m1lar in their

responses to those g1ven by all other parents. 'Cf; T
\ o "

. When the two groups were divided by Soc1oeconom1c level,. most'of the-

d1‘ferences 1n responses appear to be due to SES. H1gh SES parents attr1bute

greater 1nfluence to thegselves, tp the1r spouses and~”to anyth1ng or anyone\\ -

else”° low SES parents are more l1ke1y than h1gh SES par nts to attr1bute a . -

& .

\great deal of: 1nf1uence to the government Only the bel1ef ln)the 1nfluence

'~ of the school appears unrelated to SES In- fact, 1t is of 1nterest to note
i . ‘- . .
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‘that 1t is the low SES 1solated parents who attr1bute more 1nfluence to the

schools (78») than do any of the.other subgroups

Who or What W1ll Influence Ch1ld's Future "A Great Deal"'? -

. Low SES- . High SES
“‘Isolated Rural All Others Isolated Rural All Others
Respondent @ ' -  70% .  66% 795 . 718%
L ' ., _.® ’ ST oo ' .

Spouse .. 60% 59% 82% . "72%
 ‘Schools . ot~ . '78% . 68% . 64% , @ 67%

Government - 28% o 29% s 2%
_’“Anything'orr'[ o o . o N .
~Anyone Else . : "20% - 26% - 48% . 40%

“Perceived needs. In response to the three quest1ons about perce1ved needs,

1501ated rural parents as a whole were somewhat less l1kely to perce1ve them-
selves as- hav1ng "spec1al problems ‘as ‘a parent" and somewhat less l1kely to.

“have "unanswered,quest1ons" about parent1ng.

- o~
Hd )

"Yes" Responses to Perce1ved Need Quest1ons

Isolated Rural "~ All Others

Do you feel you have spec1al problems ‘ : \

as a parent? . <. 15% _ . 23% >

Do you have unanswered quest1ons about ' K : ' . ‘(
.parent1ng7 ' - A - 18%. 24% ! '

‘ . . ) R . * ‘ . . N
Is there any needed help for parents .
that is not available locally?~ o ‘ 26% o . 23%

V1ewed bx Lsolated status and SES ~greater d1fferences are d1scovered

£l

Low SES 1solated parents are the least ‘likely of the subgroups to say theyd

have "spec1al problems as a parent " '"Hav1ng unanswered quest1ons about

hY

' parent1ng" is more character1st1c of the two h1gh SES subgroups and’ the

h1gh SES 1solated parents stand out w1th the h1ghest response to, "Is there

A ”

needed help which is not ava1lableT'. - S

.
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_"Yes'" Responses to Perceived Need Questions

-

. | LowSES | High SES
Isolated Rural All Othersw Isolated Rural All Others
Do-you have special Co e : , .i_ .
problems as a parent? - 13% - 21%, - 18 23%

Do you have unanswered : _ .
questions about parenting? 8% : 14% 30% 27%

Is there any needed help
for parents that is not » . o -7 .
available locally? , 18% - 17% . . 36% o 24%

A 'EXploratornychool»Interviews

.In-all’six schools visited; there were some families'among thelr school

‘

_vpopulatlons who were recognlzed by the school staff as be1ng "1solated rural

fam111es " These families were most prevalent in the two most rural schools
The' children from 1solated rural fam111es were bused 1n from clusters of
populationsﬂln various hollows Some elementary students had very long bus

.r1des wh1ch meant they were away from home for as long as ten hours “There

N

f wds ‘some d1sagreement among school staffs 1n regard to transportatlon and

1solated ‘rural families. Some bel1eve that transportat1on is a real problem
'for these fam111es which makes 1t d1ff1cult for parents to come to school for

parents and chjldren to obta1n med1cal serv1ces,'and for h1gh school students

0] part1c1pate in extracurr1cular act1v1t1es Others believe that these

X

' tlon in school act1v1t1es is more a matter of choice than necess1ty

- )

Some drawbacks to parent part1c1pat1on in school affa1rs by 1solated fural

/..

-

B fam1lies were out11ned for us by some veTy act1vely 1nvolved pai ents These

drawbacks were (a) the amount’ of farm work wh1ch has to be done,\(b) the
typ1cal large fami}1es and the d1ff1culty of gett1ng babys1tters, and (c) the

e 2
s " !

‘;; ..} e o é}(; P

a

E 1solated rural fam111es almost always do have cars and that lack of part1c1pa- I
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poor'roads to homes which in bad weather make it uncertainithat a parent will
be able to follow through on a commitment at school..

A few of the isolated rural families were described as living in extreme

»

poverty. They have poor hou51ng, no running water, and. sometimes not enough
to eat.. They may_be on welfare or only marginally employed.’ These are the A
families most difficult for the school to communicate with. In one high

school ‘we were told that there are a few students who are all. re1ated

and all from the same area who are in the habit of "enrolling,in school each

¢

year, only to qualify" for sociallsecurity or welfare." They are only marginally
”involved in'school, have poor attendance records, and tend to drop out as

soon as possible. )
There are different perspeotives and -questions about the meaning of

"i501ated‘rura1 families." One princibal told us that he believes that only
a few families are really phy51ca11y 1501ated, even in the most rural areas
He believes that there are more families who are 1solated socially due to
d1fferent values, religions, or lifestyles We were also told about some families .-

who have chOSen to move. 1nto geographically 1solated areas in recent years. - Even
” th0ugh their numbers are small their backgrounds and values have resulted

"~ .in their hav1ng greater 1nvolvement 1n the schools than do the long- tﬂmg/

. - .“’-.-V
N . CLTEL

’residents. B
o L . . ‘ o

«

&» -

Summary ‘and Discussion

_ The rural isolated sample from'thevRegional Parenting Surveys differed
_from all other parents in the survey in the follow1ng ways:
° 1arger fam11y 51ze,

e, soméwhat 1éss likely to share respon51b111ty for child with
adults ‘other than spouse, - :

-

. . - 3 ’
’ : ¢ ) dag s
- ‘o il i - / .
v . 8
: -
. . . . ,
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e less likely to belong to community organiaations (more true
of low SES isolated than h1gh SES 1solated), ‘ .

e talked less often w1th other parents about ch11dren (more true
"~ of low SES 1solated than"h1gh SES 1solated), and
o .less 11ke1y to perce1ve themselves as having special problems'
: ~ as parents (more-true of low SES isolated than high SES
‘ - f1soIated) :

e . £

.~ There are other characteristics which appeared at first to differentiate
o isoiated,rural parents and all others. .However, further division of the two
groups'by-socioeconomic status revealed that the following are only true for'

the low SES 1solated parents

,

@ less 11ke1y to be p1ann1ng a return to school;
o . less likely to have talked~with teachers;' o o ;” Sy
® less likely to have recently read about child rearing; and °
. less 1ike1y'to_haVe questions about child rearing. |
'isolated'rural parents and aii other parents were similar'fnvthese ways:
° number of talks with doctors 1n’past year, ‘ | . | "

5 aspirations held for children (low SES 1solated on1y s11ght1y
lower), and ' . 5

) -1nf1uences on ch11d'§'future
There were two other ways 1n whlch 1solated rural Darents and others

appeared to be 51m11ar. ‘Howeverg when soc1oeconom1c status was 1ntroduced,
¢ 4

d1fferences were seen be;ween subgroups : L

. o 'q' awareness of local programs and services (h1ghest for thé two
. o h1gh SES subgroups, both the 1solated and a11 others), and

"Ai needed he1p for parents is not ava11ab1e (high SES 1solated .
' rural parents- gave a higher response than any other subgroup).

- Both the Regional ‘Parenting Surveys and the exploratory school 1nterv1ews .

,
~ '

provide a number of different p1ctures of . isolated rural famxlxes " Some are -

'
-
o - @ i : -
. . 1
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apathetic and withdrawn frémnformal or infofﬁél'contacts. Others are almost
~as involVéd'in contactsas parents'anyﬁhere and-are more likely to have .
”.quéétions aﬁdut childvréaring and~io.express their needs for hOrp servicgs.
) Some families are extremely poor and iend to fit Photiadis' de§cripti6n of
"families in retreat."  Others ére‘;onvéntiohal fémiliesT
,ft‘could be argued that what is ﬁgeded is‘f‘typology of the vafieties
" _of "isolated rural familieé." ‘Are Wevspgaking.strict}y of ph}siéal
_ isolation or social iso¢lation or some combination of both? kDo we mean just
vfamilieé who for genératioﬁs have lived in.ihe same spot'or should wplélso
J" include néwgomers, fhose who have chosen to liVe.in a physically isolated arga?
. These are some of-the quéstions which schoolg need to consiéer in working"

with parents, especially in the rural counties of Appalachia. }Different.types

of isolated rural families may imply different school-related needs and the

£ .
-

‘development of different kinds of programs. - .

-




#6. MINORITY FAMILIES*

Pertinent Literature

H1stor1cal Perspectlve.

.In order to understand the present relat1onsh1p between black fam1l1es
and the schools, it is important to look at the history of black people in
this country, particularly as it relates to the educational institution.

Black people in the Un1ted States have exper1enced slavery, segregation, ’

and discrimination. The econom1c and psychological consequences of these;t

experiences have‘only begun to be reversed.in recent decadest

There was, of course, no attemptrto provide education for blacks during
the t1me of slavery,'1n fact, in the.later decades of its existence, learnlng
to read was forbidden to slaves. Some did learn, however, in the course of
'recelvxng rel1glous training, serv1ng an apprent1cesh1p, or 1nformally (often
secretly) through,cOntacts wlth lxterate-whxtes or b1acks; Partly because
'education was denieduand because~they'perceived it as preparation'for becoming
free, many blacks 1mbued it with a’ "mag1cal" quallty (L1ghtfoot l§78, PP-
138-140). After emanc1pat1on, educatlon became more poss1ble But in many‘
parts of the country (espec1ally in the South), it was viewed as appropr1ate
l only for the e11te, not as a r1ght of all citizens. ~When pub11c schools were
, established black and white children were-expected to attend §eparate schools.
.Seoregat1on was ellminated f1rst 1n the North, but remalned the rule 1n the

South until the m1d 20th century It has been recognlzed that black schools

’ .
vwere not .only: separate from white schools but were unequal Phys1cal fac111t1es

4

. *This section deals only with black families as théy represent the’ most
prom1nent minority in the Appalachian Reg1on .

- . . B

s




84

were less deSirable, ‘£anding was lower, and black teachers were less well
trained than.were white teachers.n In addition, the curriculum was orten
"geared toward trainingpfor manual occupations. Black children were not
expected.to go on to higher education and higher occupations (Ogbu, 1981,
p. 146). |
In 19547 the Supreme Court decision of Brown vs. the‘Board of Education -
marked the beginning of a slow process of deSegregationkof'the.public schools~1“.
which is still not complete Large-scale migrations of blacks from ‘the South
to the ‘North and East and of middle class whites from large cities to the suburbs
’have resulted in a new kind of segregation Ironically, at this time, schools
are more integrated in the South than in the North (Bresnick, et al, 1978). |
In the'1960's the War on Poverty and the CiVil Rights movement brought
increased attention to the needs and rights of minorities. As a part of new
. legislation (Title I, Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965) aimed~at improving
‘educational opportunities for low-income and minority students, involvement\of
parents on adVisory boards was mandated Affirmative action practices in
employment and in admittance to institution; of higher learning was required
of those organizations receiVing Significant federal funding
Throughout the history of §ﬁacks in this country, there have been eVidences‘
of the struggle for black families to attain a good education for their
~children. Some of the more recent manifestations have had’ to do with imple-
menting integration practices; demanding_community control of schools'(in
' large'city systems“in the late 1960's) and protesting testing practices

and disproportionate placement of black children in special education classes

(Bresnick, 1978; Marion, 1979). - I o L
. . . .\ ' . . . . . » ‘ A
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Current Situation

Blacks as a group have made notable educational.progress 1n recent decades.

More have attended institUtions of higher'education thanvever before; in 1978

1.1 million blacks and 9.2 million nhites were enrolled in'these institutions.
Based on the educational level of parents under the age of 45, it is estimated
that, overall black children currently live in homes of much better educated
.adults than was.true a decade ago (Glick, 1981, Q 108).' Yet‘black students
still lag behind white students in educational ach1evement ""On national
standardized tests; black children of varying ages generally score more than .
lO'percent below the national mean'' (Moore, 1981 p- '285)~

In other respects also, 'blacks remained disadvantaged compared to whites | ~

The poverty rate for black families»in 1979 was 28 percent, thelsame as it

was in l969{.this was three times as high for black families as for al] familiesl
One reaSon for the lack of an overall increase in income level yas'the rapid
growth in the proportion of black families maintained by a woman as head of

'the hohsehold In 1980 40 percent of all black families were of th1s type,

b as compared to 28 percentin 1970; these families have cons1stently had the

~ lowest average income of all family types. Per capita income,for blacks 1n}

1979 was ‘63 percent of that’ for persons of 'all races (Glick, 1981, pp. 122-123).
ltvis‘startling to find that'42 percentlof all black children live in poverty
(Moore, 1981, p. 281). '

.

Health statistics also point up the disadvantaged p051tion.of black

~

*  families.' Black mothers are twice as likely never to have had orenatal care.

Over 40 percent of all black children do not see a physician even once a year

And blacks have "lower life expectancies an infant mortality rate nearly
twice as high -a greater incidence of hypertension and cancer, and more child

fatalities than do whités" (Moore, 1981 pp.284 -285)

Al . . - -
s .




Black Families and the Educational Institution

Attitudes of black parents. The literature reveals some difference of

fopinion regarding the attithides of black families.toward'education. According.
‘to Hill (1972), minoiityvparents as a whole hélieve that a good education is
;the best advantage they can offer their children. The long struggle of blacks
for equal educational opportunity certainly seems to bear this out. But Ogbu
(1981) believes that many blachs have now become disillusioned. ‘This mainly
has to do w1th the fact that even for those who have achieved high academic
goals full economic participation has not followed. Blacks have exDerienced _
a limited opportunity structure, 'a "Job ceiling" which has led -to "dlSllluSlon;
" ment about the real value of'schooling" (Ogbu, 1981, ’149) Ogbu's theSIS‘
is that this disillusionment on the part of parents has resulted in their
communicating ambivalent attitudes toward schooling to their children. They
may urge their child to work hard in school and to get more education than

the parents‘didn But at the same time, their experiences of underemployment
and discrimination in the workplace send a different message, one whichfsays,,
"What's the use of tryigg?" This has its effect on the child's effort in
~school apd on his/her probability of failure. Ogbufbelieves structural.

~ barriers in the economic institution will have to be eliminated before black

. <hildren will achieve”the degree of success in school they are capable of

. achieVing (Ogbu, 1981)"

Lightfoot, however believes that the relationship between black families
and the public schools has always been ambivalent. .Despite the lack of
evidence of group mobility of blacks through schooling, blacks cling to the
hope‘"that school and education will save our black children from poverty

- and oppression and give them the skills to overcome racism and injustice"

(Lightfoot, 1978, p. 125). 'At the same time, schools have often been

¥ -
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. pointed out that black families have often been portrayed as d1sorganized

experienCed by blacks as . frustrating and oppressive Black parents have

often viewed teachers as uncaring and unwilling to be11eve in the potential

of their ch11drem Lt is Lightfoot s opinion that both of thesé views of o

€ ‘. ¢

: education’represent overs1mp11f1ed extremes and that, in reality, the black
~>

7 .
parent s att1tude'1s 5omewhere "between cyn1c1sm and opt1m1sm” (Lightfoot

1978, p. 166). ,;f'_f' i L

Attigudes of. teachers Teachers'have sometimes believed that black parents

S I
= r.

(especially low, socioeconom1c parents) do not Value educational .attainment for

’, \

their. children - Many wh1te middle-claSS teachers have perceived black parents

-

as being unintenested apathet1c about their ch11dren s ach1evement in school.

2

‘Often this perception was related to the fact that the black parents d1d not

frequently attend- school functions such as open house parent teacher conferences
ctc. Other reasons for’ this ' nonparticipation (for example, a past history of
re1oction by the schools or a feeling of be1ng overwhelmed by the bureaucratlc

organization of the schodf} were'not understood (Lightfoot 1978 p 166) A

'contributing factor to school staff att1tudés may wéll have been the fact -

-

~ that unt11 recent decades, scholars tended to present only a negative wview of .

black families in the litera;ure Billingsley (1968) and H111 41972) have : IR :'

' ° . -

' unsrable, and pathological Even though these negative attributes Were : r

- 2 - | L}
described as consequences of the history of slavery‘and d1scrim1nation,L

3
Billingsley and’ Hill believe that p051tivp aSpects pf black families were.

ignored until recently Contrlbuting$go tﬁe<acceptance of a pathological .

; ]..._

view of the black family was the fact that black families exhibited d1vers1ty

-

in family types before this was common and- acceptable among white familiqs L

In point of fact, the maJority of black families havevdeveloped viable forms

.
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of,family life including successful strategies for coping wrth adversity.

~ Some of the strengths of black families which have been fubhtional’are (a)
adaptab1l1ty of family roles, (b) strong k;nsh1p bonds, (c) strong work orienta-
'tlon, (d) strong religious orientation, and (e) strong achievement or1entat1on
f(Hill 1972).

L1ghtfoot believes there-is ev:dence that there are, in rea11ty, 'no -
s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between_black parents and white teachers in. educatlonal
values.' Both value schog}ing and believe in the relationship between "academic
achievement and the'child's chances in life. . "The dissonance between black
parents and teachers, therefore, does not lie invconflicting values ‘attathed
to education but in the m1sperceptlons they have of one another....(the) mis-
perceptions, rarely art1culated and confronted, always nurtured by hostile
stereotypes, lead to increasing'disregard for each other's place in the lives

3

of black children" (Lightfoot, 1978, p. 167).

~ ’

" Future Prospects for Relations Between Black Families
and the Schools

o

-

L1ghtfoot be11eves that schools and families must f1nd ways of com1ng -
'together For ‘as long as each views the other as having d1fferent values and
goals. for the children,” the ch11dren W111 suffer. She suggests'that a useful
-framework for educators and researchers is that which recogn1zes the ''family
as’ educator ", Within this context, the 1mportance of parents and teachers ‘
(espec1a11y those from very d1fferent backgrounds) purposely com1ng together
to get ‘to know and appreciate each other is ev1dent : Th1s may be a uerylsAny
difficult process.’ An example of the development of parent involvehent in a
predominantly black urban school was. des!:1bed by Comer (1980). The relat1on-

3+ S
ship was built up over a per1od of‘years, it began with trivial, superf1c1a1
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participation by a few and grew to day to-day involvement by many parents.

The presence of parents changed the elimate of the school and it became more
Al

¥
i.

conduc;ve to children's learning. ‘ ‘ -

o

Marion (1979) offers some enlightening insights‘into minority parents'
1nvolvement in the schools before and after deSegregation He explains that
before 1954 minofity parents in the North and West were Seldom deeply 1nvolved

’

in the schools or the PTA; this was left to the majority white parents. How-

: ever, in the segregated black schools of the South, m1nor1ty parents often

felt .a sense of loyalty gnd commitment to their children's Schools and many

.were active in the PTA's. With desegregation, minority parents no longer felt
’ « + {

as clese to their schools. BecauSe of the 1ll-wsll which often accompanied J
desegregation, these parents hesitated to partic1pate in, PTA or, other school
activities. Thus, black parents in both the North and the South for various
reasons, participated little in their éhildren's SChOQllng."ThISwdld ot -

mean they were satisfied‘ Large numbers of black students were placed in
'spec1al educdtion classes, labeledibs nslow learners," and many dropped out

>

before completing their high school education " But many minority parents felt

. L)

they could do little to improve the situation 1t was not until the 1960'

| wheh parent involvement was mandated:in connection with Title I .and PL"94- 142

band when social movements creat&d g climate for questioni "and demanding

one s rights that black parents again became actively involved in theyschools.:
Mnrion s (1979) main concern is with special education and the diffxcult\bs

_ of'encguraging greater involvement of minority parents, most particularly»in

the IEP (lndividual Bducational Plan) proce ﬂowever, many qf his specific

suggestions for school staffs can be applied more generally, as methods for
v - 'y
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) 4building'collahofation'betWeéh»mihOrityjparents and- teachers. * Some of thesgf
are: -
, . e Teachers should‘be knowledgeable about the hiStoficél develop-
. - ~ ment of minority parental attitudes toward education. ..
. ot » o
e Teachers sheuld have,an,understahding\of minorjty cultures and:
the various theories concerning minority famjlies. '

e Teachers -should recognize the importahce of their-ﬁirst contact
with the parent, whether by phone or by written communication. -
Courtesy and respect and a positive approach are crucial.

e In personal contacts with parents, school staffs's
" minority parents as co-equal. Co-equal means, among ¢ther things, R

a respect for minority parent viewpoints. ~Extend the )courtesy = A
of listening and soliciting input from parents.. In.the past, L
school personnel have often told minorities what is going to be
done rather than involving them in the decision-makinp!, (Marion,
h . 1979, p. 9). ' . , '
"o . Teachers might encourage parents to bring a friend or advocate

to a meeting, if they wish. ‘ : _ :

e The school staff might enlist persons well-known and respected
in the community to serve as contacts in order to encoutage L
parents to become involved. ' '

e The schools might hold community workshops to explain school pro-
grams and use churches or other community organizatiops to dis-
seminate information. (A major obstacle to parent participation,
according to Marion, relates to a general and specific.lack of
“information.) - , ‘ . L :

Regi?nal Parenting Surveys Data " |
‘ ' ' ’

- Within the parentingvsurvey'sample of 1,113 respondents, 97'weré identi-
fied as being membefs of mino@rftes; 88 of these were Black, 5 were Asian,"
. | p )
and 4 were Hispanic. Race of respondents was determined by interviewers on

“the basis of observatipﬁ.* The responses of the minority group were compared ‘

i

3

- *Interviewers had been provided with definitions of the different racial/cul-

" tural groups listed on the interyiew form. The definitions used were those -
suggested by the federal government for use in the implementation of affirmative
action practices and procedures. If interviewers were uncertain about a racial’

~© designation, they were instructed to ask the respondent. '
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,ﬁ ith the responses of all o hers Following'this,,reSponses_were compared
i SR A

5 ﬂby both m1nor1ty status and socloeconomlcvlevel

Among the minority. parents, -
-'» 34 fell into the low socloeconom1c category, and 63 fell 1nto the h1°h socio-

i economic category Among the non m1noﬂ1ty f ilies, 203 were in the low soc1o-"
{ .

omic category and 813 were 1n the h1gh soc10econom1c category

Parenting Situation

Background character1st1cs

The m1nor1ty respondents were s1gn1f1cant1y
:‘.‘_v\.',‘- R

LTI dlfferent from non- m1nor1ty respondents on a number of background

character1st1cs

\d DT anorlty parents Were more 11ke1y to 11ve in urban rather than rural count1es,"

and more 11ke1y to be s1ng1e parents than were non-m1nor1ty parents

(T o M1nor1ty Status byg;_g}on

| 'rkj : ' Minority Non-m1nor1ty ) ,
, Rural . .“ o f‘ | - 21% 'f_,..‘ 61% T {,

‘ Urban = - ’:;1>[ ﬂ~=ff ;79%‘. , 39%

M1nor1ty Status by Family Type

Minority respondents had atta}ned a ﬂower level of educatlon but,

o S ;‘_?f;wf_ .rf o M1nor y Non-m1nor14y
n: : B o / . - K . ,U;' »v : v ‘ 1
' Slngle pareht ramlly : pv 49 ' 3%
Nuclear Fam11 472 o 80% : R
.' "l.” - . l
7 Extended Fami _).'4 s IR 5% ‘ 7%

3

at the same

t1me, were s1gnif1cantlx more 11ke1y than non- m1nor1ty respondents to have plans

to return to. school fjj : ;‘ g re

Eﬂucattbnal LeveI.by'Minority Status

. - E i
A . . .v . . .

s i, M1ndr1ty .Non-minority
. " Less than high school ’ s :
' High school or more ' 73%
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tf.i;v LT Parents Who Plan to Return to School -
‘Minority - - Non-minority ’
47% . 28%

»

- When mlnorlty and non- m1nor1ty parents were v1ewed w1th1n low‘or h1gh

' SOe1oeconom1c level, there was a greater tendency for: s1ngle parents to be
'found w1th1n the low SES m1nor1ty subgroup (68%) than in the high SES m1nor1ty
subgroup (40%) The relat10nsh1p between plans to. return to school and m1nor1ty
rstatus held for both low SES and h1gh SES m1nor1ty respondents

Parents Who Plan to Return to School

" LowSES - _ High SES
"Minority Non-m1norrgy_‘ Minority -~ -Non- m1nor1ty

a1+ 15% 50% 31%

Tk

A Preparat1on for’ parenthood The majority of both minority_(sg%) and non-

»m1nor1ty parents (68%) sa1d they had not had a clear 1dea of what parent1ng

meant beforevbecoming_parents. Most respondents'1n both groups wanted to pass
on some adviCe about parenting to their'children (minority, 79%;:non;ninority;
' 1181%) What they wanted to pass on was (a) be ready, not too young, (b) have 3

pat1ence and understand1ng,_and (c) have love and the ab1l1ty to express love

Present-parent1ngﬁs1tuat1on~ ‘Minority and non- m1nor1ty respondents were .

vv1rtually identical in the extent to which they shared respons1b1l1ty for their o
.ch11d with other adult(s) bes1des spouse (m1nor1ty, 87% non- m1nor1ty, 85ﬁ)
Who were these persons with whom the parent1ng respons1b111ty was shared?
There were few d1fferenCes between the two groups. Bothvgave highestbmention
to a "maternal grandparenﬁ" and next h1ghest mention to ''a relat1ve other than
the child's grandparent " Minority parents were somewhat less l1kely to name

a "paternal grandparent,ﬁ o . -

“

9g
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Persons w1th ‘Whom Respons1b111ty for Ch1ld was Shared e

| o ;M1nor1tz " Non- m1nor141 g

Older sibling L I e 31% -

Maternal grandpare'nt 578 o 50% ~ _
:Paternal grandparent .: S 19% : T :

Other relatives - o ﬁ4%» ' D 38% i
'Friend/neighbor v "f.' .Zo%v»‘ | 27%
. Worker in child' | _Y \; | g . : :‘ nb

. organ12at1on T & R - 10% - ‘

The h1gh l1kel1hood that most the respondents shared respon51b111ty for
ch1ld rear1ng w1th one or more other adults remained the case when respondents
were divided by SES and‘minorlty status. The lbw SES, non-minority subgroup
was(just slightly less likely‘to do‘so. ‘A look at whom parents_shared,responsi-
'fability with revealed‘more differences. Naming “'child's older sibling' was |
,closely"related'to;lowvSES and was most common among low SES minority parents
vi° ' o (44ﬁ) "Maternal. grandpanent whllellmportantlfor allhsubgroups, was espec1ally
. | 1mportant to the h1gh SES minor1ty parent (54ﬁ) Nam1ng a "paternal grandparent"
was more common among the h1gh SES subgroups .. And the low SES m1nor1ty (9%)
; i

and the high SES non minority (10%) subgroups were most likely to name a‘

worker in an organlzat1on the child was assoclated with.

K4 [

l

Formal Contacts

Contacts with teachers. Little difference was found between minority

and non- minor1ty parents in the’ frequency of their talks w1th the ch1ld'
teacher during the past year. Sllghtly over two- th1rds in both groups had
talked to the teacher often or fairly.often. Both groups were also a11kev1n

their attitudes toward these talks (very'helpful: minority, 61%; non-minority,

10v
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"58%). Yet only 25 percent of the m1nor1ty parents and 32 percent of the non- B

“minority parents wereasat1sf1ed w1th these talks, ‘the others 1nd1cated/they

could be 1mproved.
. When viewed by SES and race, the stronger'associationvbetween SES and -

frequency of ‘talks with teachers'is-apparent.

vFrequency of Talks with Teachers

-~

L  Low SES | ._High SES
L Minority -~  Non-minority Minority Non=minority

'Talked often o - ' e -
or falrly often 53% = . 54% 75% .. 78%
. The positive attltudes toward talks w1th teachers rema1ned for all sub- -
4
' - groups, although high SES subgroups were slightly higher.

- Contacts with doctors In regard to number of medical contacts, the

“minority parent and non- m1nor1ty parent were again féund to be very much
~alike. The h1ghest percent in both groups (minority, 52%; ‘non- ﬁ%norlty, 43%)
had one medical contact, ‘two or more medical contacts were named by 48 percent
‘of the m1nor1ty parents and by 56 percent of the non-minority parents. The

- frequency with wh1ch parents had talked to a doctor (about ch11d) w1th1n the

?past year was not s1gn1f1cant1y different, although m1nor1ty parents (37%)

were slightly more iikely not to have talked to a doctor at all, compared

/to non- minor1ty parents (28%) As was the case w1tﬂ,parent -teacher talks, '

parents' talks with doctors were rated very p051t1ve1y (very helpful: m1nority,

63%; non-minority, 62%; somewhat he1pfu1: m1nor1%y, 25%; non-m1nor1ty, 27%).

But less than one- th1rd of both groups were satisfied with these talks and

" - believed they cou1d not be improved.

By SES and race, one subgroup stands out as being most likely to have
" consulted a doctor (regard1ng child) in the past year. This was the high SES

7non-minor1ty group. Positive. attitudes toward parent -doctor talks were

10
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; generally true w1th1n each subgroup, w1th high SES parents being just slightly

higher. Again the maJority of parents w1th1n each subgroup 1nd1cated that
the.talks eould be better, with low‘SES minority parents the most likely to
say so. |

' Organizational memberships Over two-thirds of the respondents i both

groups belongéd to one or more organizations in the community (minority, 72%;

non- minority, 69%) of those who did belong to organizations, m1nor1ty parents

~ were- somewhat less. l1kely ‘than non-minority parents to belong to an organization '

which provxded help aﬁd‘édv1ce on child rearing (m1nor1ty, 47%; non- m1nor1ty,"

»

. 60%) There was general agreement among those who did belong thq} these organi-.

zations are helpful because (a) they prov1de an opportunity to find out what

-

" our children are doing, (b) they provide an opportunity to d1scuss/compare

. with other parents, andv(c) they provide speakers and others who give advice.

Important differences in organizational membership were discovered when

.minority and non-minority parents were divided by SES.

Membership in Community O_ganizations

Low SES o 1gh SES
Minority - Non-minority Minori_XA Non-minority
R ) j . o
Belonged to one v
or more community .
organizations - 62% ’ 37% 76% 76% |

High SES sybgroups were more likely than low SES subgroups to belong to
organizations. Least likely to belong was the low SES, non-minority subgroup.
. (\, /
0f those who did belong to organizations; the high SES non-minority group (61%)

was most apt to belong to an organizatioq'that provided help with child rear-. v

ing.' Approximately 50 percent of eéchvof the other.subgroups belonged to

-. such an organization.




Awareness of prog and serV1ces Few parents, e1ther minor1ty or non-

m1nor1ty, were aware of programs in the communlty that offered "preparatlon
for parenthood" (minority, 23%; non-m1nor1ty, 30ﬁ), "classes for more effect1ve

parent1ng" (m1nor1ty, 6%;. non-m1nor1ty, 13%), and "programs to help parents ’

" meet their own needs". (both 26ﬁ) | Parents were most aware of "programs/ser-

vices. that help fam111es in d1ff1cu1t 51tuat1ons" (m1nor1ty, 53% non-m1nor1ty,

se%). )
‘ - . : . v . . . . ] ] ‘ . : [N
Degree of awareness did not change significantly when both SES and race

were taken into account: <

’

Informal Contacts

Contacts w1th other parents There was 11tt1e difference between m1nor1ty

and non-minority parents in frequency of talks Wlth other parents Almost. one-
vhalf sa1d “they talked often (m1nor1ty, 48% non- m1nor1ty, 45%). TWenty -four -

percent of the minority parents and 33 percent of the non- minority parents ‘

talked fairly often Both minorlty and non- m1nor1ty parents were vely pos1t1ve

about the value of these talks (helpful: m1nor1ty, 80%; non-m1nor1ty, 86%).

- Reasons g1ven for the1r positive att1tudes were also s1m11ar Theseutalks‘

made it possible for them (a) to share, compare exper1ences and (b) to learn

‘¥

from others in like situations.

f ‘ LA
By SES and race, it was revealed that high SES non-minority parents (83%)

and low SE6 minority parents (79%) talked most frequently to other parents

Low SES non-minority parents talked least.

Frequency of Talks with Other Parents

| Low SES ¥ High SES

Minority Non-minority ‘Minority Non-minority
Often or o
fairly often - 79% - 61% 69% © 83% 'y

105
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o Ava11ab111ty of a confidant -Most‘parents in'both groups.said’theyihad a
favorite relat1ve or close frlend w1th whom they liked to d1scuss the sample |
- ch11d or ch11d rear1ng in generall(m1nor1ty, 80ﬁ non- m1nor1ty, 749) The
most likely candldates for the. conf1dant were also very much the same for both
vgroups They were, in rank order, (1) a relative other than child's grand-
parents, ‘(2) a fr1end/ne1ghbor and (3) a maternal grandparent
o V1ewed by SES as well as race, one subgroup--low SES non- m1nor1t§ parents--vi

~ stood out as least 1likely to have a cond1dant (63%).

Media contacts. Overall most. parents did not. often use read1ng ‘as ‘a

source’ of help in ch11d rearing. M1nor1ty parents were slightly less 11ke1y
than non- m1nor1ty parents to have recently read about child rear1ng in a
magazine, book, or newspaper. However, when m1nor1ty and non-m1nor1ty parents
were divided into low and high socioeconomic levels, high SES was‘strongI;

"associated with reading for both minorities and non-minorities.

... ... . .. __ _Parents Who had Recently Read about Child Rearing

, Low SES . _y High SES
. Minority '  Non-minority Minority Non-minority
\ o . - - ) ]
In a magazine 26% : 19% 35% 49%
In a pamphlet/ . . R =
newsletter _ 21% 5% 17% . , 21%
In a newspaper 12% 11% o 22% 30%

In a book o ¥2% 15% 27% 30% ,(

‘_Parental Attitudes and Needs

7 | o
~ Attitudes. "A;ny people say that in today's world, all parents need help

_in‘raiSing children.'" The great majority of both minority and non-minority

parentspagreed with this statement (minority, 84%; non-minority, 77%). This

w0 o
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C finding remained true, in general within each of the four subgroups (SES'by

race), although the low SES non-minority subgroup was least likely to agree

P ’

(70%) . The most frequently mentioned source of adv1ce and help for both groups
was ''own parents or 1n laws " Other sources were varied and included "other
) _family," "friends," "church " "doctors," "teachers," and "books . " |
Traits of the ideal parent were agreed by both\groups to 1nclude (a) has |
patience and understanding, (b) loves children; and (c) spends tine w1th
children.v |
‘Aspirations. Minority and non—minority parents held similar asPirations
for their children ,Slightly over one-half in both groups wanted their childh
to attain a college education or beydhd, one- fourth said "as far as child
" wishes and is able to go," and only 14 percent of the minority’ parents and
19 percent of the non- minority parents 1nd1cated they would be satisfied w1th’"
a high school diploma.- When viewed by SES and race, the low SES subgroups
were more satisfied with a high school education than were the high SES' sub-
:groups. However, the highest response within each subgroup remained "college
or more." ﬂighest aspirations were expreSSed by the high SES minority parents.

-

How Far Would You Like Child to go in School?

Low SES : High SES
Minority Non-minority Minority Non-minority N

High school

graduate }-21% 33% . : 11% ; 15%
ColleEE\Qr more - 50% ' 43% 61% , 54%
_As far as child ) | ‘

can and wants 24% 20% 27% 26%
‘Vocational | 3% 1% 2% 4%

Other. 3% 2% 0% 1%
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A1l parents wanted‘their children'as-adults to be (a) caring/loving; .
(b) respectable, tfustworthy, and (c) own person | | o
There were similarities but also some d1fferences in the persons or insti-
tut1ons mxnorlty and .non- m1nor1ty parents perce1ved as hav1ng "a great deal”»
.of influence,on the1r child's future. M1nor1ty parents were less likely than

uon-minority parents to name a spouse and more likely to name the government. .

© Who or What Will Influence.Child's'Future "A Great Deal"?

“

Minority -  Non-Minority

- ' Ré!bonqent R 79 - 75%
Spouse Y T s -
Schools. - 8% 683 )

>Covernment _y 47% 20%

Anyone or anything :
else , 39% 37%

When the two groups were further divided by"socioeconomic level, the
lesser:tendency to name spouse as an important influence was seen to be con-
tined largely to the low SES m1nor1ty group. The perceived‘higher influence of
government remained more “true for the minority than the non- m1nor1ty subgi@ups a
ks The ‘high SES subgroups were more likely to name "another” influence besides -
" those presented by the interviewer. It is also of 1nterestvthat belief in the

influence of schools was-generally high across all subgroups, but was highestv
Lfor the low SES minority parents. L

-

Who or What Will Influence Ghild's Future "A Great Deal'?

Low SES . - High SES
o Minorr;x, .Non-Minority Minority Non-Minority

Respondent 76% . 65% 81% _ -78%

Spouse - 26% | 65% 65% - 73%

Schools 76% 68% 63% 67% 5
~ Government 53% 25% ' 44% 19% |

Anything or ' . . . ‘

Anyone Else 32% 24% - 43% 40%

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Perceived needs. ~ Minority and non- minority parents respodﬁed in a similar

. :
. manner to questions aimed at 1nformat;on aboutigsg;

eived needs.. From one- f1fth

to one-fourth of both groups iﬁilfed in the affirmative to each quest1on

”Yes"'Responses to Perceived Need Questions -

Do you feel you have spec1a1
,problems as a parent?

!
Do you have unanswered
questions about parenting?

~ Is there any needed help
for parents that is not
available locally?

'Viewed w1th1n soc1oeconom1c levels, the most dramatlc findi

‘Minority Non-Minority ‘ : _ ' i
- 25% 22% A /)’
Y . ¢ '

19% 24%
a .. '
“19% 23%

&as that .

low SES minority parents were much more l1ke1y than the other three subgroups

to feel they had "spec1a1 problems as a parent“' "Having questlon? was more

closely associated with high SES than with minority statu7.r;L1tt1e difference
_ N

¥

was found in response to "needed help which is not availabfe." ﬁ”

"Yes" Responses to Perceived ‘Need Questlons

<

Low SES

High/SES

) M1nor1 y

Do ygu feel you have
spe%?ZI problems as
a parent?

Do you have unansweredvv
questions about
parenting? 15%
Is there any needed

help for parents

- 38%

that is not available?

18%

16%

13%

Non-minority

178,

‘Min9¥i_x_ Non dfnofi‘x'

17% 23%

27%

" 25%

i ‘ | <‘,
. . . .

, - ‘
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need to help both te(chers and parents in the schools involved to understand

“the cultures of the

, s ' - . . o \

. ] ‘ . e
. . .
&

- ' 'f‘ Exploratory ool Interviews -

, . v - - |
In the six schools visited, there were only a very few or no minority

‘ familiLs represented. Therefore, it was not possible to obtain the views of

chool staffs regarding their exper1entes hﬁ%é;lninority families. ' hY
1' - ' '

s 7

It is planned that some schools in another county with significant m1nor1ty
Y

populations wil}‘be.visited in the near future. " This will enable us.to include
the school - rspective in our understanding of the needs of minority parents@a» )

J . : %

.and children. ( (( ) a ©
, - ‘ f * . \
Dur1ng the last meeting ‘of our School- Family Relat1ons A%visory Group,
A
there was some’discussion of minorities other than blacks antioncd in

particular were the recert immigrants into some of the cities in the Region,

/

v 4
namely’, the Viegpamese and, Laotian famil1e;*k§it was felt that there is a

ewcomers and to be willing to assist them in adjusting

to their new environment.

' ' o Summar% gnd Discussion -
. - v

J ' ‘ ' o

‘fh'the Régional Parenting Surveys, minority.respondents weré found to

sdilffer from non-minority respondents in the followxng &ays: ‘

&
, ] more likely to live in urban rather than rural counties,
, ® more likely to be members of single-pareint families,
_ e fess likely to Me completed high schogl, .
| e more likely to be planning to return to 'school injsthe future, .- s
and . , ' - % \ . . }
e more likelygfto perceive the governmemt as having a_significant -
influence on the child's future. 4 -
. ' . l ‘ [.' ' \\ © ¢
Y »
‘ -
1 U . 4 \.«—-—R
. c' ‘ 4
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_Thefminority and'non—minority‘groups’were similar invtheir:
.. tendency'to share responsibility fdr child.with'others,‘

;fo frequency of talks w1th teachers | |

° frequency of talks w1th doctors,

° membersh1p in community organizations,v.

'o"awareness of loca1 programs and serv1ces (low for both),

0. frequencyvof ta1ks-w1th_q;hgr parents,'

- o"availability of.a’confidant,w

e use of reading materials as a source of help 1”

hild rearing.
_ (low for both), and : :

‘o asp1rat1ons held. for ch11dren (h1gh for both)
However, when minority and non-minority responses were analyied within socio-
economic level,. a number of additional insights were gained. The following-

were strongly associated with high SES for both the minority and the nmon- .
minority parents:
° frequent-talks with teachers,

] embership in community organizations,

-

“e use of read1ng mater1a1s as-sources: of help in ch11d rearing,
and »
e having-unanswered questions about child rearing.

N The h1gh SES m1nor1ty parents held h1gher educat1ona1 asp1rat1ons for‘

their ch11dren than any of the other subgroups. Low SES m1nor1ty parents

stood out as

e most 11ke1y ‘to perce1ve themselves as hav1ng ”spec1a1 problems
‘as"a parent "o : . , ' R e

. -e most 11ke1y (of the four subgroups) to be11eve the schools will '5153
~have "a great deal" of influence on the1r ch11dren s future, and

e most likely (along with the high SES non—m1nor1ty group) to.
talk frequently w1th other. parents.

.

©

,
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- There are,-thus;smany indications from our data that minority parents
value school1ng'and want the1r ch1ldren to ach1eve a good education. Minority

parents ‘were more 11ke1y than non- m1nor1ty parents to: be plann1ng to return

%

' to school themselves m1nor1ty parents held h1gher educat1ona1 asp1rat1ons for

o the1r ch1ldren than did non m1nor1ty parents w1th1n each soc1oeconom1c level

And all m1nor1ty parents but espeo1ally the low SES m1nor1ty parents believed

\,

that the schools WOuld have "a great deal" of Lnfluence on their ch1ldren 'S

o future. S o

The data also h1ghl1ght the 1mportance of understand1ng the d1fferences -

to be found w1th1n the m1nor1ty groups For example, the f1nd1ngs that low

SES m1nor1ty parents talk very frequently with other parents and that h1gh SES

m1nority parents .are more lTRely to belong to commun1ty organ1zat1ons or to
read. about ch1ld rear1ng suggest d1fferent approaches ‘to be used in work1ng

"u‘with these parents.- Some may respond best to personal contact by a teacher

Or'a commun1ty l1a1son, others may be reached more eas1ly through commun1ty
organlzat1ons or the d1str1but1on of read1ng mater1als

Both the 11terature and the School Fam1fy RelatLons Adv1sory Group
W - y - .
stressed the value of teachers and o}her staff understand1ng the h1stor1cal

exper1ences and culture of the m1nor1ty fan111es w1th whom they work

4
S
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