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“implicit assumptions in this probiem definition and the

participation is reviewed, and two underlying fssumptlons.of

this problem definition .are considereds (1) familles have

‘achievemente Finally, intervention —implicationsT are

- - ’ - . .
/

Student achievehept snd underachlevement has been an
issue of general concern for sgveral‘decades. Intervention
efforts to gnhance a%hjevemeﬁt in the past 25 Fears have
been based on a serjes of causal factors ‘including
inadequate early environmental stimulationy lnadgquate or
Ineffeétlve " teaching technlques, inappropriate school

-

curriculas-and racial biases. “1In tre tast decade there bhas
beeﬁ, ;’ further . redirection in the predomlnant explanatlon
for school problemss The family's rote yis a yls the
;choots, and m;re specifically a'decline'in family support

for and participation in tre chlld's edueatlonal devetopwent

has been ctted. Thls paper consliders the Validlty of some

w

-

impticestions of available empirical date for intervention’
outcomese The historical context in which a family focus

»

developed is. overvieweds the construct . of . parent

been involved in schools and the quality and ‘quentity of .
participation has declfned, {ees. that incresses in school
problems are correlated with change in patterns ‘of family

involvement; and (2) family particlpatlon enhances ;tudent
! B
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Ih;‘-,_, Historica (Context: Ibe ghanging Aperlgcan familys -

1
3

In the.early 1970's we .became aware of ‘a. surpricing

nimber of ways in which Arerican families deviated from the

idealized norme We learned of rising divorce rates) single
parent familfes resul ting from divorce and %dolescenf

pregnancys and a frightening lncidencgyof child abuses As.

N -

the Civil Rights movement exPanded to womens chjldren end
the\handicapped; the circumstances of families became more

prominent and’ attentlon Was dlrected to parents; parenting
o’ >

and farily dysfunctione

]

In 1973 at Senate hearings before the subcommittee on

Chiltdren and  Youth, Walter fiondale said!?

I heve worked on practicaily atl the human
protiems=-~the hunger route, the Indian route, '
the migratory labor rvoutes the equality of N
education route, and the housing route; ajl of
them=-~and increasingly reached a_conclusion
that is not very profounde It 2!l begins with
the family, Thet is the key #nstitution 1In
. American -lifes IfT it breaks downs, if it Is
unable to do -what society has assumed It witl
sdo, then all of these other probiems develope
They are symptoms I think of more fundamental
family’ breakdowno
<9 .

.
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Wwith statements tike these from political flguress

-

researchersy and social er itics»—the family washkeyed as a

) causal -factor In aimost Q!I sociel problemse A primary

> campalgn focus of Carter's 1976 presidentlial campaign was

"the steady erosion and yeakéning:of oyr families"o BY 1976

the crisis 'in American_ famities was a widely perceived

o

phenomenone

~ P

In-his recent book on famlly~ pollcy Steiner (1681),

.

argues that’ "Eamily dysfunction became a public lssue less

because of actuad evidence of massive numbers of .new .cases
. i . . .
than because of a general upeasiness about family stability

I with which numerous families couid empathize” (pell)e As

k- “family iIssues galned'attentlon.stelher notes that

M.eescholars and politicians recast a plethora -
of otd social = policy questlons-chl|d ,
development, " social services public

‘welfare==as issues of family poticye For e
example, where chitdren's cognitive processes
or deserted mothers might  have been focal .
points earllers the whote famlly now became )

' the subject of lIntereste Commissions and’ o

committees that were organlzed early 1in’  the
1970's to think about chitdren g@r social ° '
services reported later in the decade, in terms

" of families and family pollcy" (Steiners, 1981,

Poe 21). - .
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The Zeitgeist .of the 70's was family and this backdrop

providea expltanations for'perélstént school problems such as

declining achievement, qlsclpbine, viclence _and ‘vandallsm.‘

While much of the general concern about families focused on

family dysfunction and fapriiy decline, school prbblems were
recast. as the resuit of declining family invotvement in a
child's education and sociallizatione This ~idea was -so

widespread that in a 197¢ Gallup Poil, two thirds of those

surveyed'blamed parents for declining test scores becausé

they did’'not provide enough attentiou; help and'subérvislon

to their ckildren (Bronfenbrenner, 1977},

¥
/4
o

The popular press has contributed greatly to the
perception of_ family disafffliatton with the school as' @
cause of school problemss With titles ‘like "The Pérgnt

Gap"y U"Helpy, Teacher Can't Teact", and "Nh} Johnny Can't

Read", school -ackievement and famlly circumstances were’
dramaticaliy linkeds C]t!ngA§gggh§;-§pmmgn£&bLLka’"dnly:ﬁuo-'

parents showed up for PTA conferences", "parents don¥t care

about their kjds ln_schobl", "parents dontt spend time with

their chitdren anymore", these explanations have solidified

_the  perception that .student: achievement declines when

perents ulthdraw from the processs’ Secondly» these

relationships imply that the school is ltimited in how much

it can achieve with the childrén of uninvolved parentse

P
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Besides change in family functionlhg;'tfere has been P

growing sense that Americans barely participate in communi ty

»

systedis. like the schoolse 1In a booklet published by the New

Jersey . School Board Association the author begins with ttre

'
comment:

<

<

"Today for the vast majority of people across
Americss citizen involvement in education s
limitad to voting for school board members or
betonging to a parent/teacher organjzatlono

’ Jnd ‘the number of ‘citizens who participate ]
even to this extent becomes jess each yeare."
(Simohy» 1981, pe5) o .

&

Fapily Ipyolyement 28s B fopsiructs

Parent participafion. Family" involvement.iﬂ These: are
&

wfdely used- concepts with, varying and sgrplus meaningse

) h ! . : . N
Parent partlcipat!on as It has been referred to 1In he

2

" titerature - and used as a variable _in- fesearch. and

<

intervention varies from attendance at p%rent-teacher

conferences to volunteer work as an aide in the classroomy

fr§m assistance with a child!s. hémework to se;vice"on’ a
pérent advisory councllioe In part the multiple mesnings
rejate fo:the speéker; the audiences. and the spedlrlﬁ. group
of parents and children being diséqséed. 'EPr exampies
pubtications for feachgrs discuss methods of drauing parents

-

in to the<teachfng processy communicating more effectively

with parents and working with parents as a teame ° For-

administrators there s focus’ on forming parent advisory

’

’ 7
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counciis and workdng with school boards;, Citizen ¢groups and’
school reformers wurge parents to organize for recognitions

inpht.and to demand_schobl accountabilitys
- -

-

é

“

Age and efhnic g;ohp of the childs and the educationy
income and employment 'status of  the parent§ further
difﬁé(spti;t; ’?efiqitlons of what 1Is meant b; parent
participation, bqt not necessarily lﬁ consistent ga}é. For

example citizen groups advocate the inclusion of low incore

(A

. mfnority paren%s in decision making and policy setting rotles

-

. in the schoole 'School personnel are more likely }ghadvbcafe

a supportive role for this group of pqrepts of an edq;ation

-

. program for them teaching parenting skills, or héw to sssist

their ch}!d with schoole Most of the discussjon of parent

" involvement with the schocls is most relevant for young

’ Y

childreny certainly -pre=high school yet the rhetoric is so .
general that the differing parent=child and famiiy=school?

relationships of different developmentatl levels are not
. . . b , 4 N

}abknowledged. Consequently, dlscussioﬁ of the construct ¢

7

family invoivement or parent pértécipation is broad and ,

poorly definede. o : S -
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. Deportunities for Eamily Ipyelyenents

- P) . s

gMuch'of the discussion of parent ‘participation aﬁsgrts
that parental involvement in schools has Bécllngd. As 8

fesult or In conjunction with the instability In  Americsn.

familiessit is suggested that parents spend less time with
A . PR

their chitdren and are less involved in the schootl than ‘st
some tihe fjn the paste The history of parent lnvb]vemenf

and efforts over the past 20 }ears suggest the oppositéo As

a result of legislated actions and citizen efforts parents

may have more opportunities to be involved in e wider range

&
©

of roles yis 8 vis the schoole

Since the mid 1960's thefe haver been major “federal

efforts to  improve  the educational standing  of

disadvantéged, low income and handicapped thldren, e.g.}

Titte 1, Title III, Head Start, and Pels 94=142 Educstion

for the Handicapped Acte Most of these have mandated parent

. . v
involvement .and rcommunity participation in various aspects

of the school's procedure and programe For example, parents

)

became involved in the instructional process in Head Start

classroomsy in the plenning and“eva)pation of services for
ﬁhelr chitdren during thé IEP _procedures required by PL

94=~142» and as mémbers of advisory counclils mandateh by tre

»

Titte I and Titie III programs. Davies reports that in:

1978, Title I programs alone had over 60,000 Parent Advisory .

.
> v
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Councils natianwioe with abour 900,000 mém@eys.

»,

3,

Most school districts have inlgfateg parent advisory
councils not: necessarllyl tinked to %@ federmj programs
Typlically these councils aré in ‘apditron to the Péren&e-
Teacher Organizations - bu? sometlmes_.éormed Wwith the
assistance of thg PTA for recrultment_qn& selections There
have - been significant citizen efforts to increase
involvement “in schoot _functionings. Atthough Hemﬁershfp
figures are nctraQaLLabrez the Netlonai PTA ;epofts itseif

9 s

to be grouing and a significant . political ’forcg at the
locals state’ and national levels (Baisingers 1679)e  The
National Committee for Cltlzens)in Educationvﬁas' form;d In
"1973 and bas . provided assisténgg to hun&réﬁs of school

groups and parent groupss Their explicit purposs .Is . to
“increase the -quantity and qyall@y‘oi parent:inyo!vement in
- the public school systeme ‘

Overall jt appears thaf pareFts;have mofé opportuﬁitles
to become involved in the schoole Néw'parent advisory Eoles\
are in addition to ‘those mechanisms for .parent—te;cher or
schoal cottaboration thst have been available foriséveral
decades (e.go;'room mother, . cgaperone or alde af school
fupction), Hence —éven if participatiqn.fn pareﬁt advisory
councli sy IEP’mgefingé and In-scﬁool rotes is ‘'minimatl it

<

should represent an Increase In the percentage and vverall

10 -
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- numbers of families involved in some form or anothere Since

kY
»

most of the federally. funded ~“programs - -are targeted at’
familles previousiy excliuded (€eges handicapped children) or

underrepresented (eeges disadvantagedwio} tow income) the

-

o tota! number of different -famifies involvad should have

increasedes Although date on those numbers is unavailable

L3

some Increase seems inevitablee

L

@

The perception of nonflnvolvement held by school

N -

‘personnel  and the general public may be the resultof

2

particular subgroups being less invoived in  school
‘ activities, Very (ittle data is avsiiable on ievels of
. involvement -(however defined) by subgroupe "Public cconcern .

A

has- been raised about single parents and working mothers as

par%lcularly stressed groups potentially more [likely to.

-

v reduce invoivement with thelr childrens Most of the studies
gf’uorklng mother;'and single parents have focuse&' on how ~
parents spend their day generally lumping togetﬁer.hll time
ulth.the children so that tiﬁe tége&her in school ;elated
functions is not distinguishables Medrich, Roizens, Rubin &
Buckley~(1982) have systematic§l1y studied the time use " o%
families’ of 764 sixth grades chiidren in 20 different

neighborh%pds in Oakland, Ccalifornia in 1@76, Their data

collection procedures {involved interview schecules focused

on the chlld'§ out of schoo! time, Parents and children

weré questioned regerding acﬁivitles and responsibilities of

- o - 11
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* the chila in and outside of the family, and the time spent S

» » & )

in mutual activitiese Their dats indicate that generally

v workinga parents organize their time so as to include time

-3

for child-related activitiess They report-no significant

differences between working mothers and noneworking mothers -

- — in time °~ spent in ‘childerelated actlvlt}es: and that
"childrer of =a bac f und e ut { ‘ to
er o 1 kgrounds were abo F-£gyal likely.

&

spend time with their parents on schoolwork" (Medrich, et
ales 1682, pe 234)e Rather than work status or mar ital
staihs, they report that ’parental p!me (ifent in chil& -
related activities s better - predicted by income " and

education level (Medrich, et ales 1981:/ﬁubln:‘1982).
* > : A *
‘ . AN .

‘Severul studies supges{ £ﬁa§ white parenls partlcléate ,

in school activities more than biack parengf: high SES .
f;mlties more than |ow 5Eé,famlll;s {Brookover et ales L929;
v Coleman, ét 2les 19663 Mayeske, 19683 >Méd}loh,'ef,gl?,
©1982), Furthe}, the higher the education level of the
parents ' the~ more-wlikely they are +to 'be involved” in
schooi:;elated 'actlviéles. Under some clrcumstances
howevers low incomes iess‘educateds and minority parents may
be substantlélly involved in .Rhelr child's schoole One

example cores from thé struggle for community=Zontrol ln'tﬂe e

>

Oceanhill= Brownsviile district of New York City during the

late 1960'se Gottfried's (1970) 'sufvey of parents in this

F

area -found thgt 86% reposted visiting their school in the

12
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previnus‘yea}; and 76% thought that parents should have more

to say about what happens in the city schoolse

Rather than a decline In séhool participation by parents

there_ Is reason to believe that opporfunifleé for parent

<

participation have increased, and that parents heve “become
more concerned abgut having Input into matf;fs that affect

their childrene While evidence is not avaitable on &ctusl

L N4
ety

numbers of parents involved, the -increase in ppportuﬂ??ﬁes
. . < . .,

-

) 2% " . RE
suggests that more families would be  contributing time to

schoo! related activitiese The involvement of families in

—

the chtld's homeworka and ‘home-tased , assistance does not
differ systematically \by I demographic cheracteristics

although it may be the case that an overail deciine bhes

occurred in parental aide to childrene Curriculum changes

and advances In multiple- flelds have 1ed some parents to

- feel -unable to help their childe Other parents report being

instructed by the téacher not to help their child because
they don't know the teaching methods being usede

] <
3
L4

Given the increase in opportunities and the growing

belief -that parents ought_'to, be‘lnvolved in the schools

rather than a dectine.in levels of participation from some

4q;evlous eray, it seems more {ikety thet instead expectstions

regarding the nature of parent participation have changeds

As parént participation has been introduced as'a solution to
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»

prgvloué;problemk (eeges alienation of minority groués: 8
mechaH{sm. for communfty-lnput to make schpot pPrograms more
'reép@ﬁi}&e to local needs)y it hss become 'part of the
ﬁrgblemv itself, Now it sé;ms that. participation is so
/ﬁcg%pted that the level of gafl{cipatlon Is" no longer
siiisfactory; and  for individual students 'presénting
probiems to the schcoi an immediate explanation {s that
parents are not idyolved; not ln;olved enough;k or not
involved in the right waye Furthermore limited success 'ot
ongoing programs and cur}kéulg canlﬁe attributed to failure
€o fully involve familiest Schraft & Kagan (1979) assert
that "Professional eaucators want the power to control

°

schootls while hold{ng parents responsible if the ecucational

e ammeme wan va .

mlssion'fail;" (p o7} - ) .

Efficacy of Barent Eantinnallnna

—

LN

Genérally it is assumed that parent participation in @
ch{ld;s education will enhance achievement and that parent
pacticipation in agd of itself is desjrébl?. There is s
surprising dearth of empirice! data on the efflc;cy of
parent  participatione Efforts to .rezate parent
,par£1clpatlon to -student &achievement are (imited by q‘
multitude of Intervening and médiating variables (eesge, tﬁe
studentt's abilitys, the teachgr;; teachlﬁg skilly, the age and
educational history —of the <c¢hildy, and school-coﬁmUnlty

relationsde Atthough a relationship seems obvious
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lntdltively, the literature supports onty a modest

correlation btetween varying forms of parent participation

. -~

variety ﬁf HaySs» €eQJer Eomparisons of high and low achieving
students on .pqrent initiated activity with the school
(Rankiny ;967), in depth /study. of high achieving urban
.t séhoolg (Phi Deilta Képpan: 1980)» and - Lntervgntidns

/
manipulating the level of parent involvement (eeges early

- ~ intervention programs)e

The 1966 Coleman Report is often cited as evidence for
the relationship between parent participation and student
achievement.‘ Mann (1975) cltes several aeadditional studies

]

supporting  this relationship but also notes that "a
N breakthrough in student achl;vement has not stEn ‘made" (p
e8)e Davies (197b) slmllarl§ notes that whit: most parents
say that thelr/pfimary~mo£!vatlon for participation is to

hetp their children, there are not sufficient dsta to

o™

deflnltiyel} correlate parent parfiglpqtlon and stgdeni

achievemente

-

experimental ' manipulation of the nature of parent
pa(tlcipati6n with infants and preschoolers (eeges no
involvement, mother receiving tutoring, mother asﬁlstinc as

-

aide in day care p(ogram). In his review of these  programs

15

and student achievements The Issue hasxbeen approachéd ina

Research from early Lhtervénfipn studies provlheﬁ some




“Follow Through _planned verlation modeis based primarily on

13

Bronfenbrenner concludes:?:

' s

The evidence.indicates that the family is the
most effective and economical system for
fostering and sustaining the development of
the <chitde The evidence indicates further
that the invclivement of the child's family as
en active participant. is. critical to the:
success of any intervention programe Without
such- family Involvementy any effects of
interventions, at least _in . the cognitive
spheres are likely to te ephemeral, to appear

, to erode rapidliy once the program endse In .
constrast, the involvement of the parents as
partners in the  enterprise provides - an
‘on=going : system which can reinforce the "~
effects of the program. while it is - in°®
operation and ‘help to sustain them after the
program ends, lBronfenbrennpr; 1974, pe 55)

At the primary grade levels a variety of interventions

Q.

of the

generally ~enhancing overall parental aWareness ’
chlld}s development and schoolwork have been successful in
reising aghlevemént. For examples, Smith (1968) encouraged
parents to pnovide conhitfopstoBductve'to good sfudy'haﬁlts
€eges» reguiar bed fime; ten minutes a day spgnt'readiﬂg with

the chitd, and a quiet place for homeworks  They reported

achievement ‘gains compared to 8 control group for children

_in grades K through sixe  The evaluative studies -of early .

lnfervqntion _programs indicate that parent anplvengnt_may

be 8 ‘necessary .component - for developmental - gsins

[

{achievement)s however studies with oltder chiidren suggest

that it may not be a sufficient conditions For example, the
/ o+ v

hal}

~

/
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parent-partlclpatlén did nof yield greater achievement galins
than alternative models uith/ little or no parent. focus
(Houses et sle, 1978; Stebbinsy et eles 19781

5
.

P

>

!Any relationship observed between parent' participation
and student achievement for schoot=aged children may be the
result of other coexisting condlt!ons. ‘Brooko;er: et =sle
.(19?9) found that parent involvement did not acuount for a-
significant portion of the varlance in achlqugent when
included in a muitiple regression with school ciimate
varjiabiesy demogfﬁphics; teacher attitudes, and’ sch;ol

operating . procedures, Parent participation may be @

by-product of other school conditions or the result of some

i

particular school-community relationse When other variables
are included as mediators and covariates the relationship.

T, between pareht-acthity and achievement is less clears
. / ’ .

-

Anatyses conslidering parent participation in a ‘more

differentiated way. have shown that the nature of .the

~

parental activities and the strength »f ‘thelr relationship
to achieveaent varles by socioeconomic groups race and

cchool characteristicse Brookover and his cofleagues

/

report?

Meee igh parent involvement s assoclated
with lower echievement in the high SES white
schoolse . This suggests that . parents of
students in middle class white schools are not.
likety to be lnvolved ulth the school wunless .

-




+

the level - of achieviement Is unsatisfactory.
The positive relatjonship in the black schools
[ achievement and parent invoivement correlate
e59 1 suggests that black. parents may have

some ~ -impact on the way school affects
achievemente" (Brookover, et ales 1979, po

47)

Benson, Buckley & Medrich (1980) \report ‘a similaf
medidating effect in th;4r lanatyses qf -mﬁgdle -séhoql
childrens They compared hlﬁh and fow achleving sStudents in
high and  }6w achieving schools holdlng'SES’constant. For

-

the EOHOSES qﬁ!ldren; parental input does make a difference

y . -
sithough wWithin {imitse The jnyolved parents "do wo@yseem
to increase the propsrtion of high achievers, C[althoughl

they 'clearly do reduce the proportion of .low achievers® (pe

201). o ‘ o -

The few %vaita%le ;fudies that include the most obvious
‘mediating variables like race, SES» and age of the chiid
suggest tﬁat gener;llzed efforts’ to lncfeasc parent
participation may " be misdirédctede For exampye ;he groups
gener;l!y ;ost underachiev‘ég are low Incomelbtack and- other
minority s;Udents. . The incidence studies show that blaék
families are less ljk;ly to partiylpatea but that when they
do their eftorts nmay be less effective than those of white

parents -in enhancing their child's achievement, at feast in

the efementary grades. Hence intervention progranms rooted

/

-

- - 18
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in current thinking to Increaﬁe the lnyolvemeht of parents

of 1low sachieving, 1lovw income Slack students (less» the

disadvantaged student) may have disappointing resultse

7

N

Proposing parent particpatnon certalnly may be justified
on the grounds of parental rlcht and responslbility to give
input to tteir child!s educatign’ however supporthg:.parent
participation on the ogrounds of Its efficacy in enhanciﬁé
achievement may,be overgeneratization anq. prematures At

best the literature indicates that under certain

u ‘ v . /
curcumstances participation is impor tant, however it is also

clear trat a more complex schema is necessary to model an

¢

éfféctlve tome school relationship with diverse groups “of
ofder chitdren 1in schoole AS Schragt £ Kagan £1919)
conciude "eoo whlle‘the reports on the impact ~of jparent
participation -are mixed and somewhat disappointingsleeel

enough . impact studies affirm ~the potential of . parent

participation for parents and studénts™ (p o7)e Both

research and intervention efforts, néed to differentiate

among the many forms of parent participation and identffy

s

j'uséful metches between home and school characteristicse

©
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The notion of famfly invoivement in educ;t]on ks l!gq!y

here to staye Like other explanatory frpmeuorks’1t'is more

s product of ‘the times than a breakthrough in scientific

theorizing or the cuilminatiori of systematic researche It

ga; a potliticdal history and roots in tﬁe democratic ideology , s
8s well @as being an - outgrowth of more ’recgnt soclal - '
movements (eoges Clvl} Rtéhts movement, consume} rlght;: and ,

~

‘bureaucratic accountability)s While common perceptions are_

-

of dectining parental interest and involvement in chiidren's .
2 , , . - £

schoolings there is little empirical data or logical

evidence to support the contentions, The avaltable data on -

the efficacy of parent—partlcipat{on\?igiist\tbgg‘;n_some

segments an apparently causal r%lationship exists betﬂggﬁ"\‘_"?;\_\
parent part;cipatldn.and studégt achievement, The da}a also L
clearly indicate that the eff;ct may not.be generalizable to——
all ages ethnic and SéS grohb?. .InterVention efforts to
mimic  the }resumed causal | relationghi; havev been
disappolintinges I,DVera!l the flteré@hre pblnfs to the need
forf more specific QellneationAof the parent'iparticipétion

construct and more multivariable research on school=family

rela}lonships if fruitful intervention results are to be

achieveds o ;o 4 o

20 o T
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The iesearch literature . might be clarified <by

classifying studies on “the basis of a more differentiated

construct of narent participatione The =~ available
operational measures include’ a broad range of activities
that vary on at least three dimenslionss (1) Parentsl

penetration into the school, " jees the extent to which

_parents. are involved in schoo!l functions and activitiese

Monitoring chooi homework or fund rals lng are low

”‘penetratinn activities, uhhle*serving as a classroom aide or

co-directing a school activity would bé high penetration

activities. (2) Potential for change, ie.; the degree  to

.

" which the parent activity ‘has the potential to change school

operationse Speaking to a.class about careers proabably. hes

dlttle potentiai for schooi changes white collaboration in
3

IEP pianniqa has great potential “for changing school
procedures. at least "for the focal chlide (3) Parental
power; iless the extent "to which ’‘parents are seen as
deficient versus competent to contribute to schood deeislbn
makinge This dimen;ion is mere asépciated with schooi and
parents perceptions than specific activitiese but may

] termine the nature of the activities proposeds Parent

parti ation mandated by federal efforts in programs for the

disadvant ed has had minimaj impact on public education’

K

(Schraft ‘& qa\n: 1979)s This may be due in part to school
b .

[

or parent percept\QQihthat these parénts are not qualified

to make decisions abo t\school procedures




s 21

p
2

~

Intervention efforts and to some extent ovefall research
in the ’}ea!m of parent participation has refiected an
fdeatized mldélé class notion .of feml]yo‘ éhang}nq famidy
social conaitions, eeges Horking mothers: singlegparents;
and smaLler families are reai changes and have importance

.

for the nature of '‘parent schoo! refstionse No longer can

these be cited as causgs‘ of school ©problems, Once the

»

exception, they dre rapldly becoming the norme In fact in
- {
1977 and 1678 the "typical" American family of .working

father, . homemaker mother and two minor children accounted,

for only % of husband~wife families (Buresu of Lsbor

Statistics, 1978} In 168¢ more,éhlldren under the age of

>

18 had working mothers than non=working mothers. (Bureau of

i

Labor Statistics, 1981),

Lo

- t

cResearch may be nebessary to ;%udy thf factors that
inhibit ‘or‘ limit parental effectiveness in the schoal
seftlng. For examples why Is }t that the low SES‘ families
in the Benson, et al. 0198O)I study were not able to
facititate higher achievement -for their children?  What

factors seem to dilute the efficacy of various forms of

parent\participation for older children?

~
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Prévious efforts have Identifled some important
ingredients . in successful parent parficlpétlon. while

Bronfenbrenner concludes that famity 1Ls key to longterm

maintenance .of gajns from early intervention programsys. he
- ) , . /

~.

. qualifies.that statement by saying that |if 'pérents are ..

brought into the" process in a way that undermines thelr

confidence, this could actually)make things ﬁotsé.@* thraﬁt

£ kagan {1979) - corroborate the need 'fdr .actIQe“ and

- . retativety important roles for parénts Ln‘ urban educattoﬁ
- programse They indicate vthat _efforts to éﬁhéncq parent
participetion can no lionger be "one way" exchanges 83

o " Lightfoot (1978) describes, where schools expect parents to

-~ change to fit the model.best for the schoole Rathef efforts

at parent participation need to focus more on collaberation

t

and mechanisms for mutuaf exchangeo "The gogl of parent. -

““participation needs to become the creation of ongoing .forums
for collaboration rather than either parent conffonfathn or

- gschoot! system defense of the, bureaucratic - status quo"

(Schraft € Kagans 1979).
The leve! of famiiy fnvolvement in school affairs hes
B become a predominant explanation for a wide variety of
schoo.l prdbléms.‘.Although there s little. dgta to support
two underlying .assumptions of thls‘c;usal retationship (less

decrease in family involvement, and the efficacy of parént.

~.participation in enhancing student performance), there is

23 e
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potential in the intervention imp1icathn§ stémming from the

hypothesized retationshipe " Most intervention efforts have,

A3

focused on increasing parent. particpations howevers» in the

absence of scrious analysis of the content and purpose of

that participations Changing family conditions have bgén‘
repeatedly scapegoated in these discussionsy 'yét t e

changing social conditions are changing reality and ought to

’

senerate = a new level of discussion "about home=school

relationships and a diverse set of slternative mechanisms to

o hY

accommodate - thems The "victim blaming” implicit 1in

deficient parent particjpation' explanations threatens to

- 7

divert attention from collahorative home=school efforts snd

fruitful qhangeo

£l
B
.
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