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self—perceptions and home-school communxcatxons. Chapter 4 discusses

the range and complexity of program impact in terms of the following

topics: (1) whether the program affected children by influencing the

natural ecolngies of their families; (2) whether effects on child
behavior can be detected and how they are causally linked; (3) how

effects and processes vary for different subgroups; (4) famxiy

support as relief from stress; (5) the utxlzty of process variables;

(6) social supports as measures of program impact; (7) the reality of

the empowerment process; and (8) challenging issues in thes

relationship between families and formal schooling. (RH)
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- CHAPTER Y
CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW, PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
B ~ #ND METHODOLOGICAL SUMMARY
Moncrieff M. Cochran and Charies R. Henderson, dr.

Today we acknowledge that the massive alteration of

the natural environment made possible by modern

technology and industrialization can destroy the

physical ecology essential to life itself. We have

yet to recognize that this same awesome process now

has its analogue in the social realm as wells, that

the unthinking exercise of massive technological

power; and an unquestioning acquiescence to the

demands of industrialization_can unleash social

forces which, 1f left unbridled, can destroy the -

human ecology -- the social fabric that nurtures and

sustains our capacity to 1ive and work together
effectively and to raise children to become competent
and compassionate members of .ociety (Bronfenbrenner,
1981, p<38).

 In his articie "Children and Families: 1984," Urie Bronfenbrenner refers

to George Orwell's prophesy that free Western society and its basic

{nétitutionss, inciuding the family, would be destroyed by the year 1984. H2
argues ihat while Orwell may have picked the right year and outcome, he was

wrong in attributing that outcome to human efficiency rather than ineptitude.

Bronfenbrenner sees the erosion of the power of the family and the =
childrearing system as a product of public indifference, and he feels that we

are failing to come to terms with Some hard realities. The research described
in this final report to the National Institute of Education, and the parental

empowerment program assessed by the research, were conducted in an attempt to

confront some of those realities.

As a prelude to the consideration of how this evaluation was organized

and what we have learned from it, the reader needs a basic understanding of
our ecological orientation and the nature of the intervention program itself.

The rest of Chapter 1 provides this background information.

7,,,7@§f§ii§§ﬁ§i$éﬁs$ibh§,bf the project's conceptual framework, supported by
literature reviews, have been presented elsewhere {Bronfenbrenner and Cochran,

1976; Cross et al.» 1977). ‘In this introduction, we review only those

concepts underlying the project that prov de the basis for the analyses to
fcllow.

The ecological perspective takes as its starting point the view that

hurman behavior is explained not only by the influences associated with the
inmeciate settings containing the developing child (i.e., home, school
classrooms etc.), but also those external settings that have an indirect
fmpact on the child through their effects upon the mental nealth and general
well-being of their parents (for examples; the legal systemw welfare systems

work-place): Thus, growth is conceived as a series of encounters acrooss as



2
well as within ecological systems that both include and are extsrnal to the

home esnvironment: One such encounter> the transition from home to school, is

a major event in the 1ife of a child and was one of the major focuses of our

expeitigntal programs For the young adult, there is the transition from
school to full-time employment or homemaking. Later on, transitions such as

that from full-time employment to retirement are experienced.

Although the ecological framework includes a number of systems through

which human behavior may be influenced (mass media, education, employment,
etc.); one system has characteristics with the potential to mediate the effect

of external forces on the parent-child relationship. The personal social
netucrik provides parents with social 1inks to others outside the home who can
provide a variety of supportive services to both parent and child (Ccchran and

Brassard, 1979). These relationships may serve as bridges to other major

ecological contextss 1ike the school and the world of work. Because it can
serve so many functions for parent and child, the social network has a
prominent place in our conceptual model and receives separate attention in

this evaluation:

~ 1In viewing the developing person across time and space, the focus of the
ecological perspective is not only on the behavior of that person but-also on
the perceptionss; behavior, and attitudes of key people in the_environment as
they affect and are affected by the individual in question. Thus, the
ecological approach places a premium on reciprocity, systems analysis, life
coursc development, ands by implication, the value of longitudinal studies.
Because recent research has pointed to the possibility that _ o
laboratory-based studies of human behavior produce results that may not be
repiicable in natural settings, those researchers utilizing the ecologicail
perspective also stress the importance of collecting data in surroundings
familiar to the subject, using methods that provide subjects with considerable
control over the research situation. In the case of the Family Matters
project, these methods have consisted primarily of open-ended interviews.

Related to the concern for replicability 15 the issue of ecological validity.
Central to the concept of ecological validity is knowledge of the subject's
definition of the situation, for without such knowledge the researcher has no
way of knowing whether the subject {s experiencing the environment in the way

it is perceived by the researchers (Bronfenbrenner; 1979). Accordinglys in_

this research we rely heavily upon parents' perceptions of the worlds inside

and beyond their familiés, believing that by combining these perceptions with

nobjective" information also related to these worlds, we can understand what
motivations and constraints determine the ways that parents iiving in

differing ecological nichés organize their lives and the lives of their
children.

While the forces affecting the 1ives of most children appear on the

surface to be similar, the characteristics, quality of 1ife; and dynamics of
those forces can differ markedly as a consequence of such factors as races
incoms, family structure, ethnicity, and culture. Because families in the
same neighborhood tend to be similar in race, socioeconomic status,
family structure, and even maternal employment patterns, the neighborhoo¢ as a

concept takes on special importance from the ecological perspective

Q0|
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(Bronfenbrenner; 1980): From this vantage point, the neighborhood becomes a

major locus for what we call an . A child's ecological niche
s-"anfis-- he the immediate setting containing the child (home, local parks
nursery school classroom); the interconnections among those settings,

and the major institutions indirectly affecting the child (parent's workplace,
welfare system, school board). Certain niches occur more frequently than
others in American societys, and so characterize our culture. We have _
systematically sampled a number of these modal niches, and the analyses
reported in this document reflect that sampling strategy.

-

~ riany aspects of the ecological perspective could be expected to shape any
family support program designed with that orientation in mind. O©One would

expect, for instance; that such a program would pay attention tos and even
emphasize; systems outside an individual's psychic processes. Given this
perspective, there should be special appreciation for the roles played by .

parents in mediating the influences of those larger systems.on their child's
development. The emphasis on modal ecological 'miches suggests a program

delivered to a variety of kinds of famiifes, and flexible enough to accomodate

differing expectations and needs. The phengmenological orientation might.

translate into particular concern in programming for the parents' definitions

of approprizte subject matter and developmental goals. These theoretical

starting points did- influence the goals and design of the Family Matters

program, and the family supportive process that evolved came to be known _
(largely in retrospect) .as the parental empowerment process. We assumed from
the beginning that all families have strengths., and that much of the most .
valid and useful knowledge about the rearing of children can be found in tne_

community itself--across generations, in networks; and in ethnic and cultural
traditions--rather than in the heads or books of college professors or other
vexperts" (Berger and Neuhaus, 1977; Ehrenreich and Englishs 1979): We also

recognized the legitimacy of a variety of family forms, the important =
contributions made by fathers to the parenting process; and the special value

in cultural differences: The details of that program have been presented in

detail elsewhere (Cochran, 1985; Cochran and Woolever; 1983; Bo, 1979; Mindick

and Boyd, 1982; Mindick, 1980). Here we shall 1imit ourselves to & review of

the basic goals underlying the program, and the processes engaged in to

achieve those goals.

o

~ The goals of the program were all related broadly to the parenting role,
and rangeds; on a parent-involvement continuum, from simpie engagement and

awareness to more active initiation and follow-through. In the first

instance, the aim was to find ways to recognize parents as experts, based upon

our assumption of strengths and special expertise in parents and our awareness
of the systematic ways in which such recognition is provided to parents in
other cultures (Kamerman and Kahn, 1981). Another goal was to exchange
information with family members about children, the neighborhood, community

servicess schools, and work. Here we were responding to the body of ,
literature (Caplan, 1974; Sarason et al., 1977) identifying resource exchange

as a key to the maintenance of mentally healthy communities. The emphasis on

the exchange» rather than the dispensing of such information, was a reaction

to our aversion to the deficit approach. Reinforcement of and encouragement .
for parent-child activities was a third goal of the program, and %his priority

3



4

stemrec from the recemmendations of those reviewing the early education
programs of the 1960s and early 70s,» who concluded that active involvement of
parents in the learning of children was a key to success (Bronfenbrenner,

i5is; a.en:enbrenner and Cochran, 1976; Florin and Dokecki» 1983). A fourtn

the exchange of informal resources like babysitting, rhi]d-rearing advice, and
emotional support with neighbors and other friends. This informal exchange
process was distinguished from the information and referral process more
cbmmbn]y associated with formal._ agfﬁcies and ccnmunity organizations (Stack,
Finally, we wished to facilitate .

concerted action by program participants,bn behalf of their chiidren, where.
those parents deemed such actior appropriate. A neighborhood-based community
development process was envisioned, in which needs assessments carried out by

childs in 10 different Syracuse neighborhoods. Initiaiiyg two separate
mechanisms were used to involve families in activities related to theéir
children. One, a home-visiting approach, was aimed at individual families and
made available to al) participating families in haif of the program =
neigrberhoeds. Families in the other five néighbbrhebd§ were asked to become

itself came to a close. early in “the summer, prior to first-grade entry for
most of the target children fncluded in the study.

iy 1$5==0ur home- and famiiy-focused strategy took the form
of home visits with parents and their children designed to give recognition to

andg shared information about chi]d care and community services., )
Paraprofessionals hired from the Syracuse rommunity were trained to exchange
informatfon about childrearing with parents and, when appropriate, to provide
éxampigs of parent-child activities geared to the developmental age of the
child, The starting point was to be based on the orientation that the
parents were experts about their own children, and so early home visits were

organizations.,and received training for that purpose. This information and
referral effort was not, however, identified initially as a special goal of
the program.

2prior to implementation in these 10 "main study” neighborhoods; the
program was pretested with 36 families in three pilot neighborhoods. This

pilot. effort was funded by the Mott Foundation, and is described in detail in
our final report to the foundation (Cochran, 1982).

10
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spent learning the parents® view of the child and seeking out examples of

activities that were already being carried out with the child and defined by

1. pa.unt as important fer the child's development.

Once parents began to sense that the workers were serious in valuing the

parental point of views they identified for us a wide variety of activities
they were doing with their children that they felt made a difference both %o
parent and child:. Our workers brought activity examples back to the offices,
wrote them up in a standard format, and returned them to the parent along with
a request that other project workers be permitted to share the activity idea
with other families in the program. This process accomplished two goals:
first, it further recognized the parent as important and productive, ahd
second, it was a way of gathering parent-child activity information from _

parents for parents; rather than relying upch,tbgfgpggfgs§j6ha1=és;éxﬁért?
model,» which many of our parents had come to expect from outside agents. As

timec passed and a strong trust rejationship developed between home visitor and

family, some parents began to ask for information beyond parent-child o
activities, Those requests were for information about child development ("Is

my child deve]opingﬁﬁéfﬁé]1y?")i,éuggestiqns regarding where to turn for

resources to address needs rot directly related to parenting (1andiord.

difficulties; marital discord, trouble getting food stamps, etc.), and a 1ist

of the other families in the neighborhood belonging to the Family Matters
project and receiving home visits. Basic child development and childrearing
information was provided to families in fact-sheet form from the local
Cooperative Extension ofiice._ For basic needs like housing, employment, legal

assistances and food, referrals were made to other local agencies and .

organizations in as personalized a fashion as possible. The requests for

information about other Family Matters families stimulated us to merge our two

implementation strategies (see below).

s==The goals specific to this 1inking strategy have

been to reduce feelings of isolation by bringing families together at the
neighborhood level, to encourage the sharing of information and informally
available resources among families; and; when parents voiced a need to have
changes made in the neighborhood, to faciiitate action in pursuit of those
changes. In this second approach we stressed the value of clusters and groups
of families, rather than the individual familys The social systems of special
interest were those natural helping networks of neighbors, relatives, and
friends upon whom many families depend for information and a wide variety of
essential services (Tolsdorf, 1976; Collins and Pancoast, 1976; Killilea,

1976; Cochran & Brassard, 1979; Gourashs 1978).

The initial home visits in the five ciuster-building neighborhoods were

1imited to a process in which worker and family got to know each other and the
worker could learn from parents now they felt about the neighborhood as a_
place to bring up children. After this relatively brief initial period of
familiarization with individual families; the worker set out to arrange a
first group meeting, the purpose of which was to introduce neighboring
families to one another in a friendly and supportive atmosphere and to begin

to get a sense from the group of what changes in the neighborhood might
contribute to making 1ife easier for families with chilaren 1iving there:

Child care was provided at all Family Matters gatherings, and parents were
encouraged to bring their children with them. There was aiways time for

parents to socialize with one another, and the worker/facilitator also locked

11
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for ways to encourage participants to turn to each other as resources outside
the regular group.
ign~-We had predicted in our original grant proposal

(Bronfenbrenner and Cochran, 1976) that a combination of home visits and
clusters would be more. attractive to parents than either approach alone. Two

into the difficult position of havingfto,resist,the,constrgctiyeijqjtjatives
of parents in order to prevent contamination with the cluster building
appiosche On the other hand, only about half of the invited families in the
c1uster—bu11d1ng neighborhoods could be coaxed out of their homes and into
group activities.

~ Based on these two sources of programmatic tension, we decided after nine
months to merge the two approaches. Workers in the group«orientad
neighborhoods began to maRe themse1ves available as often as every two .clixs
had been doing only home visits started to faciilitate the formation of
neighborhood groups and clusters.

One consequence. of access to both components of the newly integrated
program was an increase in overall prggram,particjpation.f Initially this took
the form primarily of more parent-child-activity home visits, mainly to
families who previously had been offered only the neighborhood-linking
alternative. With more time came involvement by more families in clusters and
groups, and some who participated simultaneousiy in both home visiting and
neighborhood-based group activities.

cho n=-As the children associated with the program
grew older and approached the age of entry into kindergarten and first grade;
we placed increased emphasis on programming related to the transition from
home to school. These activities, prepared for delivery in both home-visiting
and cluster~grouping formats, focused on topics 1ike the values of home and
school, evaluating kindergarten and first grade classrooms, preparing for a
parent-teacher conference, understanding the child's raport card, and

parent=child activities for school readiness. The emphasis in each of the
aciivities was always_on the parent as the most 1mportant adult in the 1ife of

the developing child.

___ The planning for the Comparative Eco1ogy Project began formally in 1975,
with the 1n1t1a1 proposa1 submitted in 1975 and funded in May 1976. The

3Rt no time did staff members from the Family Matters program directly
involve school teachers or other school personnel in program activities. A
request to include such efforts in the program, made to the National Institute
of Education during contract renegotiations in August-September 1980, was
denied on the grounds that any effects of work with teachers would be

confounded with those of work with parents.

12
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National Institute of Education initially funded four years of research, _  _
including the gathering and analysis of baseline data: Then, in a renewal of

the cortract: three years of support from November 1980 to October 1983 were
provided for the collection of follow-up data and the joint analysis of the.

twu data points, with an emphasis on the evaluation of program effects on the
chila.

A piiot study involving 36 families from three neighborhoods began in

Syracuse in January 1978, with data collected through August of that year. A
second wave of data was gathered on the pilot families during the period

October 1979 to April 1980. Baseline interviews for the 276 main=study _
tanilies were carried out from October 1978 through the end of 1979, Analysis

of these data continued until early 1983.

Program work with famil1es pegan after baseline data collection was

completed in a given neighborhood. For the city as a wholes programs took

place from January 1979 to May 198l. The average length of :involvement for

families was 24 months. Following the end of the program, follow-up data were

collscted on 225 families from October 1981 through July 1982. i

I

 1In the design &nd selection of a sample for this study, we set out to
accomplish several objectives. First, there needed to be enough families to
perit inclusion of a broad range of family typess thus permitting some .
generalization of findings and the study of reasonably detailed distinctions

among famiiies and individuais, where indicated by the data. _Second, and

acting strongly to 1imit_the first, we wished to utilize a relatively

time-consuming 1n~depth interviewing procedure; in order to obtain the kind of
detalled case material that makes possibie the qualitative search for }
statements of causality as well 23s broad~scale quantitative examination of
relationships. Therefore, the sample had to be small enough to accommodate
such an approach within the 1imits of time and money. Given these __
considerations, our sample 1s unusual in 1ts planned diversity of family types
(togettier with the intensive interview data from each family). Studying

famiiies from a number of ecologies gave us greater potential to understand
relations that hold across groups, and to make more general inferences

regarding these relationships.

~ 1In terms of our ecological theory, there are special characteristics that
identify the neighborhood as a major locus for the formation of an ecological

niche. The ecological integrity of those characteristics served as the basis
for the decision to deliver the Family Matters Program at the neighborhood

jevel, and to tailor 1t to the particular needs of different neighborhoods.

. Neighhorhiced Selection -~ We employed a stratified random sampling
procedure at both the level of neighborhoods and of famiiies. First, 29 city
and 28 suburban neighborhoods in the Syracuse, New York area were identified.

The neighborhoods were then further classified by income level and by

ethnic/racial composition. Using three income levels and four ethnic/race

13
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levels,? we randomly selected neighborhoods within the 12 subciasses (where
such neighborhoods existed), giving a_total of 18 nwin-study neighborhoods (in
addition to two pilot nefghborhoods).

election of familtes - Once study neighborhoods had been specified, we_
began the process of identifying ai1 the famiiies with a three-year-old child

in each nefghborhood. Race (Black vs. nonblack), family structure (married

vss single), and sex of target child were factors of primary interest; and it
was possible to obtain information regarding them for the families at the time
of sampiing. We then employed a stratified random sampling method within each

neighborhood» choosing famiiies within each of the eight subgroups defined by
fzmily race, family structure, and sex of child. Of course, certain
categories were not possible to fi11 (for example, Black families in certain

of the white neighborhoods), and other subclasses were; therefore,

correspondingly increased. This method of sampling resulted; as was our
intention, in a higher proportion of Black and single-parent famiiies than in

the Syracuse area as a whole, and also made certain a substantial sample of
ethnic whites. The baseline sample is shown in Table 1.

. Tablel
~ Baseline Sample Distribution =
Race by Family Structure by Sex of Child
L TN - T
Unmarried  Married Unmarried Married Total

Boy 20 11 28 79 138
Girl. 30 17 16 75 138
Total 50 28 44 154 276
The rate of agreement to participate varied by neighborhoods, ranging
from nearly 100% in certain neighborhoods to approximately 50% in others.
(Refusal rates by race, family structure, and sex of child are shown in the
full report to NIE.) ' :

Stratifying by the variables discussed above; including neighborhood

{ncome, also resulted in a good sample distribution across family income.

Approximately half of the mothers in our study are employed (some part and

 %The three neighborhood income levels, based on estimated median 1970
family income are: 1low (under $8,000); moderate ($8; 000~%$10;000), middie

($10,000~$13,500); and high (over $13;500). No high-income neighborhoods were

inciuded in the sample. The ethnic/race levels used were: city Black (over
50% Black); city mixed (10-49% Black); city ethnic white (30% or more first-
cr seconc~generation foreign born); and suburban nonethnic white (under 10%

Black and under 30% ethnic white).

~ 51n each of the 12 subclasses; 1f there were three or fewer |
neighborhoods, each was included in the study; if there were more than three,
we randomly chose three.

14
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some full tine)s Analyses focusing on the family-level factors have included
mother's education (12 years or fewer; more than 12)-and maternal work status

(.2t er:izved, working part time, ibrk1ngif§jjffjﬁé)5 along with factors from

Ehe original design. (See full report for more detailed informatfon about
ethnicity.)

 Table 2 shows the distributions of families that participated in the
follow-up phase of the research, and so constituted the sample availabie for
pre-post comparison of program effects. '

Number of Famiifes by Program, Race» and Marital Status

Control Program Jotal
- Singie 19 21 40
Black o o . __ D
Married 10 13 ’ 23 .-
- Single 16 . 23 39
White o . L
Married 84 €9 123
Total 99 126 225
. Program assigament = Programs were assigned on the basis of
neighborhoods: with eight neighborhoods selected as controls and 10 receiving
the intervention. We attempted tg achieve as good a balance as possible of

each of the two original programs’ and of control across neighborhood income
types and neighborhood ethnicity types. When i1t was possible to sample three

neighborhoods per subclass, assignment of the three conditions (including

control), one to each neighborhoods was made randomly. Similarlys where there

were two neighborhoods per subclasss; once the decision had been made regarding

which two conditions would be assigned to that subclass, the actual assignment

to neighborhoods was random. The program assignment was not divulged to

familjes, to the program staff; or to the {nterviewers until after baseline

interviewing had been compieted in a given neighborhood.
 sampleattrition - In any longitudinal study, it is important to study
the possibility of di

fferential patterns of attrition in the treatment and

6ry11=time work is defined as working more than 35 hours per week;

part-time work is defined as from 4 to 35 hours per week, including some

occasional workers; not working inciudes those who do not work &nd those whose
work is extremely 1imited or irregular.

~ Tafter nine months of program operation, the home-visiting and
pgjgﬁﬁbrhood-c1uster1ng appraoches were merged into a single Family Matters
program.
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control groups from Time 1 to Time 2. Even in a design that is successfully
randomized at baseline, selective attrition (usually by self-selection) can
produce noncomparability at Time 2.

To examine this possibi]ity in our sampie, we used a dichotomous
dependent variable: participated in Time 2 data collection vs. did not
participate. The variable was examined as a function of program assignment,

race, and family structure. The model was analyzed by both general linear
model methods and in the 1ogisric linear model (logistic regression). There

were no attrition differences by program assignment or other factorss; and no

significant interactions. This is an important and highly desirable result:

there appear to be no serious problems of bias from selective attrition.

- It is important to know whether

the program and contr01 groups were comparable in order to to determine

whether forces other than those exerted by the program might be contributing

to change between baseline and follow-up. Ten demographic variables were

analyzed 1n several repeated-measures models, each inciuding a program

classification factor (program and control) and a time factor (Time 1; Time 2
assessment), in order to assess comparability.

ZOMOdT aPn 1 G OMNY ) D d = ne

~ No nonequivalence at Time 1 was found for family inccme; use of external

child care, mother's or father's education, or father's work hours: Bilack

families in the control group had more children at Time 1 than did Black

families assigned to programs. There was an overall pattern of older children

in the control groups. Greater mobility (number of moves during the three

years prior to baseline) and a lesser length of time in the current

neighborhood was found for two-parent families in the control group as

compared_to their program counterparts, while the reverse held for single

women. Overall, white control families had a greater residential stability

than program whites, while the tendency was reversed for Black familfes.

~ In summary, the program families were not different in overall

socioeconomic status from the control families. Where nonequivalence did

occur; i1t involved residential mobility and mothers' working hourss; and only

occured at the level of interactions between factors in the design. We do

not regard these initial program differences either as unexpectedly numerous

or as posing great analytic difficulties. Of the variables showing

differences, only mother's work hours was related to outcome variables at

baseline (Cochran, et al., 1981). We have examined these potentially

confounding variables in the analyses reported here; removing them from finail

models only 1f they could be shown to have negligible effect.
N T TS

The Social Networks Interview - Our interest was as much in déSéfibing

the social ecology of family 11fe as in measuring amount and kinds of social

support. We began with a general definition of what constitutes membership

("People who make a difference to yous and are important in one way or

another"), and then asked the respondent to apply that definition to

categories of people characterized by well-known roles and contexts

(neighborhoods relatives; work- or school-mates, people in agencies or

organizations, etc.); Information was then gathered about the content

exchanges and leisure-time activities that the parent engaged in with his/hév
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Wnetwork memberss" thus distinguishing a functional from a more peripheral

social circle. A third and more primary circle was distinguished by asking
the parent to designate the "most important" network members from the rest of
tne 1ist and to talk about why they were important. The interview concluded

with the collection of basic background information about the members of the
primary and functional circles.

In the follow-up phase, procedures for identfifying changes in network

membership were included at the beginning of the wWave II interviews which is

provided in the full report. Once the membership 1ist was updateds; the

interview proceeded very much as during baseline.
 The social network variables included in this report are discussed in
Chapter 2.

iow - This instrument was designed

to vield data bearing on the actual behavior of parents with their children:
it -as used in an interview conducted with the mother (and in Wave 1I,
separately with fathers in two-parent families) in which the parent was asked
to describe the activities of the morning, afternoon; and evening of the
previous day engaged in by the child and by all persons in the child's
immediate environment. The interview contains check1ist questions regarding
amount of activities of 211 types engaged in by the child independently and
with his or her parents. _The analyses in this report focus on variables

derived from these checklists. Those variables are described in Chapter Z.

. Ihe Stresses and Supports Interview - This interview was constructed to
fdentify sources of environmental stress and support experienced by each

parent in a dozen domains existing both within and outside the home. The

choice of domains was based on the free responses of parents to open-ended
interviews conducted in a serfes of pilot studfes. Half 1ie in what we have
called the mesosystem, including day care settingss children's informal play
groups» and school. The exosystems that emerged in our pilot studies were
primarily those involving the activities of parents outside the home, ,
including conditfons of work (for both self and spouse)s; sources of income and
financial security, family services, social organizations, and neighborhood
conditions. The environimental forces operating within the home itself were.
assessed in 4 more domains of the interview: housing conditions, housekeeping
chores, the activities of the spouse and other household memberss, and»
finally, the parents' perceptions of themselves and of the childs:__The
analyses included in this report were 1imited by agreement with NIE to those

perceptions by the mother of herself and her child: The varfables themselves
are described in Chapter 2.

§ c ache yestionngire and paren pterview = These two
{nstruments were used for the first time in the second data assessment period.
Varfables were derived based on the following kinds of information contained
in the interviews:

acher questionnaire: The teacher of each target child was
requested to fi11 out a detailed questionnaire, focusing on the following
areas:
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The aspects to be covered included

a. Home-schoo ' onship, e as
frequency, occasion, initiator; and content of all contacts and communications

between the target child's parents and teacher, as well as the teacher's
ailtitudes about contact with the family.

b. Child's school behavior. Scales derived from guestionnaire items

allow specific attention to be focused on aspects of the child's behavior in

school such as initiative, interest in learning, task orientation; conduct in
schools and relations with teachers and peers.

c. Child'e school record of academic ’7777””7777; Each teacher was

askes Lo conplete a copy of the report form in use in the Syracuse City School

District. This provided information on the child's school performance in

reading and other language arts, mathematics, socfal studies, sciences art;

music, and physical education, the child's social behavior and work and study

ski11s, and the child's record of attendance.

Parent interview: Parents were asked about the home-school relationship

as it affected themselves and their child. The following topics were 1nc1uded

in both open-ended and structured qQuestions.

a. Information possessed by the parenit about the child's school

experience and performance; and about school resources and policies that

affect parents and their children.

b. Ammmm_and._cnmmnm_c. (frequency, occasion;

inittator) paralieling that in the teacher questionnaire.

~ c. Parent attitudes about *ie child's school experience and about the
home~school relationship.

During the first 9 months of program delivery, families in five

neighborhoods received home visits; while in the other five program

neighborhoods families were being encouraged to gather together in cluster

groupings. ..fter that initial periods the two programmatic strategies were

combined and families invited to select home visitss cluster groupings, or

some combination of the two approaches. The result was a rather

individualized programs in which particular families chose the arrangements

that they felt best suited their needs: The challenge for program evaluation

was to determine whether to attempt analyses which differentiated some of the

various combinations selected most often by program famiiies» or to avoid the

complexity of those possibilities and simply distinguish program from control

famiiies.

‘Following many analyses of these various models,_ with a particu1ar

eiphasis on school outcomes, we decided to use a model throughout this report

that included just the simple two-level comparison based on the nominal_
assignment of a family either to control or to the program condition. This

-was the nost -conservative approach: It minimized artifacts due to smali

subclass sizes and to self-selection of families into various levels of
participation.
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of the hypothesized interrelations among the major classes of variables.
Home—schop] comnunication and the child's performance in school, although
conceptually distinct, are shown in a single box, to minimize the number of

Our conceptual schema is presented in Figure 1. It provides an overview

: neme 1
CONCEPTUAL SCEEMA POR PROGRAM EVALUATION:

CONCETTUA 2 hOCR ALUATION .
SOCIODDOGIAPHIC STATUS PERCZPTIONS WOME-SCROOL COMMUNICATIONS
tace; ethmicity - Motrar's parceptious |——————=]| Contacts betwean parent
Marital acatus. . g of sslf and_ and teachar as reported
Maternal educatica. __of tha child. by the parent, and as_
Sax of child. - : __reported by the taacher,
family incoms. L - Parent-initiated contacts.
hzom:;ilgbgL force Y \ Teachar-initiated contacte.
_ participastion. e — -

Rasidestial mobility. SOCIAL NETVORK
“Iilisérw od;. €1ty or _ Carinl matrwork size. |om— —r
" suburban school. focial setwork S5 1™\
Public or private support. | . -
school. : \ —_—
CHILD'S PERFOMMANCE IN

7 _ _ AND ADAPTATION TO $CHOOL
— — , PARENT-CHILD Rsport card scores.
’!ff?‘“,tf!f:"“’“? ) ACTIVITIES Teschat's evaluation of:
Nouinal sssignment . iy , =Cognitive devalopmant

ppaaeeli eyt - Talk, — eyl pengetrdediatatdupupnd ot
ﬁEL;ﬁSQEQE?. Creativity: . g&géﬂwzsggﬂﬁﬁr
e oy, biad Task. Farsnt's evaloaticn.
et Partictpated Compantomship, e =
| in. __

connecting arrows:_ Sociodemographic variables and the program are also shovn
in a single box: The analyses presented in subsequent chapters emphasize the

joint effects of these variables &nd the program: This involves an

examination of the main effects and interactions among a1l of these variables,
including the program, in relation to ‘the other domains indicated by boxes 1in

the diagram:. The arrows, as drawn, are intended to imply the possibility of
interactions among any variables (from any domain) that appear in a specified

1t 15 {important to distinguish between what we mean by direct and

indirect effects; Direct effects are those implied by a single path on the
diagram -- most particularly, the effects of the program on child outcomes
without operating through other elements on the model. In contrast, indirect
effects are those that affect the child through the parents (or the ._
parent-child interaction), as measured by parents' perceptions of self and
childs by their reports of activities with the child, and by social network
measures. Thus, in a formal sense, there is an isomorphic relation betwean
direct and indirect effects, and single- and simultaneous-equation statistical

models. Analyses based on simultaneous equations are not presented in this

19
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report: They will be the subject of future work. We do retain the
direct/indirect effect terminology, even for analyses carried out by
single~equation methods. Thus, for exampie, the term "indirect effect" is
used 10 giscussing the effect of the program on school outcomes through change
in social networks. The true indirect effect is not partitioned out, however,
and we can not know with certainty which part of a significant network term in
the equation is the indirect effect of the program and which part is a direct
network effect or the indirect effect of other factors.

The core of our first-stage statistical analyses involves single-equation
models, using regression techniques (including analysis of variance and
cevariance): These models frequently involve specifying different regressions
for each subgroup in the model (analysis of homogeniety of regressions); the
simultaneous examination of group (ecological) and individual effects, and
repeated measures on the dependent variables. (For more detail, see the full
report, Chapter 2.)

: izes = The adequacy of subclass numbers in the design requires
some discussfon. Clearly, we have more categorical varfables of importance

than can_be {included jointly in any given model. Our general approach has

been to look at a series of models with different combinations of factors,

attempting by this stage-wise process to gain a good understanding of the
underiying relations. As we use models that concentrate on subsamples (for
{nstance, comparing single vs. married white women, or Blacks vs. whites),
fewer variables can be {ncluded, owing to the smaller sample numbers of the
jatter groups. The numbers of familfes in each of the subgroups inciuded in

this report were shown earifer in Table 2.

_A large number of alternative models were examined in the process of

developing those ultimately presented in this report. Some of these are
discussed in the following chapters, along with the final models used: There
s, however, a core model that was derived and is used throughout the entire

report. As already discussed, the program is examined as a two-level factor;

based on nominal assignment ‘to program and control groups. The program factor
(program/control), race (Black/white), and family structure ==
(married/unmarried) are in this basfc model. The subclass sfizes 1n this model

are those shown in Table 2. Maternal education, as an indicator of

socioeconomic status, is also in this model efther categorically (<12 years >
vs. 12 years), or in continuous form with regressions specified separately by
subgroups. In a primary model form, an intervening variable of interest --
for example, a measure of parent-child activities -~ is included with separate
regressions for the eight basic subclasses while the outcome -~ for example,
the child's performance in school ~- {s examined. In this model, the primary
focus 1s whether the relationships -- of school performance on activities, in
this example -—- are the same for the eight model subclasses, and {in particular

whether these regressions are the same for program and control.

_ Chapters 2 and 3 in this summary report provide the basic results of
examination into the workings and impacts of the parental empowerment prog
separate domains: <the relatfons

In Chapter 2 we consfider those resulits as




15

between program involvement and child psrformance in schools mother-child

activities, changes in mothers' personal networkss; and mothers' perceptions of
tioii parenting abilities. An effort is made to understand relationships
oetween dowains in Chapter 3 -- for instance; the relationship between.
increased use of mother's network and her child's performance in school, as a.
function of program involvement. Chapter 4 1s used to focus an integrated set
‘of findings on the primary research guestions posed in the original proposal
to the National Institute of Educations and to explore the implicaticns of

those findings for the future of families and public education in the United
States.
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CHAPTER 2
SEPARATE OUTCOMES OF THE EMPOWERMENT PROGRAM

Moncrieff Cochran and Charles R. Hendersons; Jr.

The five classes of outcomes expected to be affected by participation in

the Family Matters program are included in Figure 1. Each of those sets of

variables is examined separately in this chapter in an effort to identify the

dimensions of family ecology most strongly associated with involvement in the

program. When presenting these results we begin with behavior in that domain

in the model furthest removed from the home == the chiid's behavior in school

-- and then proceed systematically through relations and perceptions operating

closer to and then within the immediate family: parent-teacher communications,

social network ties, parent-child activities; and the mother's perception of

herself as a parent. These findings wi11 provide the foundation for a set of

more complex analyses which are presented in Chapter 3.

S

One of the primary goals of the program intervention —— even if indirect

~- was to facilitate the chiid's interaction with and performance in school.

Many of the activities of the Family Matters Program were aimed at improving

the chiid's cognitive skills. It is these cognitive performance outcomes; as

well as measures of: the chi1d's work habits and interpersonal relations at

schools that are examined here.

the child's assignment to special education; remedial he1p. or being retained

in the same grade); and a set of questionss; called the Teacher Surveys

prepared by the project and complieted by the teachers of each of the project's

children in April through June of 1982 (when most of the children were

compieting first grade).

The report cards did not have identical formats for all children in the

sample. Therefore, the projnct asked private-schooi teachers to transform the

The selection of individual variables and ébﬁétf&étiéﬁ of scales were
based on analyses of correlations between variables; content validity» and a
sequence of preliminary analyses of variance and covariance: The reduced 1ist
of variables was then subjected to intensive analysis to examine program
effects: That array is presented in the full report (Cochran and Henderson,
1985):. They can be organized into several general categories: measures of
the child's cognitive development», cognitive motivation and work habits, and
social and interpersonal characteristics: Here discussion 1s confined to
those variables considered most important and those that best illustrate
common patterns of results. These are not the only varifabies for which
significant results were identified. They are representative of more general
patterns.
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Six of the 225 target children available for analysis at Time 2 were

classified by the schools as being in special education: These children had
ccnditions ranging from learning disabilities to Down's syndrome. In all
cases, they were not graded by the standard criteria, and we cannot assume

that the teacher used the same criteria for those children as for others in
response to the Teacher Survey. Therefore; & decision was made to exclude

these cases from the analyses of school outcomes and of home-school
communications, and from the analyses 1inking school outcomes to other
variables (Chapter 3).

In the course of analyzing the school data, we became aware of the

importance of distinguishing public and private schools. The patterns of

results are quite different for these two settings. The private=school sample
{s smaller than the public. Therefore, the first set of results 1s given for

the public-school sample only; where a more fully specified model with larger

subclass sizes could be used. Later a model is considered that permits

comparison of public with privates schools.

In this public school analysis, program (control vs. program), race

(Black vs. white), and family structure (one- vs. two-parent families) are the
primary classification factors: One set of analyses considered simply those
variables and their interactions: It is also important to bring in a measure

of socioeconomic status that is available and valid for the entire sample
under consideration. Since the sample was not uniformly distributed by SES

across race, family structure, and program groups, controlling for =
socioeconomic status was important. Previous work with baseline data showed
mother's education to be our best measure of SES; preliminary analyses of

school data confirmed this. In this instance, mother's education was included
categorically with two levels (<12 years, >12 years).
The statements of findings to be presented in this report are based on

tests that are significant at the .10 level or better, unless otherwise
indicated. That is; every assertion made in_the text, even without an

explicit reference to a table and a probability, is significant at the .10

level or better. The tables of results give probabilities that are
significant at the <20 level or better for any tests shown by the table
configurations. :

A reminder is important at this point. Results are reported in the
language of program children "scoring higher" or "performing better" than the
controlss for certain family types, with the sense that the program produced

the differences. While this causal process may in fact exist, at this stage
we are simply reporting group differences, which could be due to something

other than the program itself. We have not been able to eliminate these
apparent program effects by adjustment for sociodemographic variables, but.

this process will continue beyond the scope of this report. In addition, it
is important to emphasize that no adjustment has been made for innate or
initial ability, because no tests of cognitive development were conducted at

baseline: Therefore the possibility that the children selected for the _

program began with an innate cognitive advantage cannot be completely ruled
out.
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Results for €hildren in the Public Schools

There are two overall program findings, statistically significant across
a number of variables» that emerge from the public-school data. We find,
first, strong and quite coherent positive program effects for chiidren in the
public schools from two-parent families (across race and education groups) and
for children from lower-SES families» as measured by mother's education
(across race and family-structure groups). This pattern of resuits means
that the effects are typically strongest in more narrowly defined groups. For
example;, for two-parent families in which the mother had lower education, the
program effect was significant for a high proportion of aill variables. The
general pattern of results held most strongly for the measures of cognitive
development, but was also present for certain other variables.

The second major pattern involved the comparison of pubiic and parochial

schools: The positive program effects did not hold as strongly in the private
schools: There was 2 tendency toward negative program effects for the

private-school sample» but this effect was largely limited to two-parent white
famiifes 1n which the mother had low education (n=11). The results of those
data analyses are presented separately below.

e\ ) t - The pattern of positive program effects,
particularly for two-parent families and for Tower-SES families (mother's }
educatfon £ 12 years), is seen most strongly in the report card evaiuation of
the core subjects of reading, language, math, and science, as opposed to
subjects such as music and heaith or to ratings of work-habits or social-
behavior: The pattern 1s also seen in the vocabulary/language Teacher Survey
variables, .

The average report card score for the core subjects 1s shown in Table 3.
The patterns shown in the tabie 1llustrate those found for all of the mejor
cognitive variables analyzed. Note that the program contrast is significant
for the overall main effect (bottom row in table), for married couples, and

contribute to these effects (e.g.» two-parent Blacks, two-parent whites).
This pattern was aiso evident in the "vocabulary" and Mauditory skilis"
variabies taken from the Teacher Survey.

ognitive mo gh = Tho results for variables concerning the child's
work habits and personal characteristics, which might bé thought of as
contributing to success in school, are interesting in comparison to the
cognitive development varifables. Relatively few of these variables show a
prcgram effect. The absence c¢f differences on these variables between program
and control children can from an overall perspective be regarded as -
reassuring, because i1t ind::ates that the teachers are not operating with a
basic response set.

ociay ¢ ons - The social-relations variables produced a consistent
trend of negative as well as positive program effects. For most of these

social relations varifables (see the full report for a complete 1ist of the
varfables in ihis group), there was a negative effect in the white,
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i _ Table3d
Average Report Card Scores*
(Core Subjects)

Ei———— i — ,:]7 E’ii PR “ n; 7711 - I 7l -

o Single (15,18)  26.85 27.94 1.09 '
Black - S L o - i

Married (8,9) 26.13 31.34 5.21 .15
, Single (11,19)  27.00 29.06 2.06
bhite o oo L o o L

Married (36,48) 29.41 32.89 3.48 .02
. Low Ed. (21,33)  25.57 2627 .70
Single o o o - S

High Ed« (5,4) 26.27 30.72 _.4.15
 Low Ed. (23,32) 2471 30.48 5.77 .01
Marriea . L - B

High Ed. (21,25) 30.82 33:75 2.93
Low Ed. {44,65) 25.14 28.37 3.23 .03
Married (34,57)  21.77 32:12 4.35 .03
Overall {70,94)  26.85 30.31 3.46 .03

#Numbers in parentheses show cell sizes for control and program subgroups.

single-parent, high-education program comparison. There are, however, only

two program and three control families in this group. For this reason the
result is not to be given great weight.

 There was a general trend across most variables for higher scores by
children in private than in the public schools. When the

program-by-school-type interaction is examined,» there was aiso a tendency for

the control children in public schools to be lower than the other three

subclasses. For example, for the report card core subjects variable we have
the following:
~ Table 4 o
Core Subjects by Type of School
Control Program
_ Public  26:51  29.14
Parochial 30.42 31.90
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This is an interesting pattern. Perhaps there is some self-selection

mechanism operating in the case of those families who make the decision to

send their children to private schools. Or maybe the grading (and other

evaluation) in private schools was such that most children are placed at the

higher end of the scale. Either of these possibilities would create a

situation in which there was relatively less room for improvement in grades to

be effected [y the program in the private schools. This would explain the

greater program effect in the public schools. The overall impression 1s that

the program has compensated in the public school setting for what would

otherwise be the negative effects of lower socioveconomic status on early
school performance.

For each family in the study, we determined at follow-up data collection

the number of residential moves made during the preceding four years: The

sample available for analysis at Time 2 was 1imited to those families:

remaining in the Syracuse. community, so the moves were ones made within this

region. We hypothesized that greater mobility might impair program

effectiveness and examined school outcomes in the usual models but now also

included mobi11ty with regressions specified separately by program and

control. We found, for the cognitive outcomes, that moving had no real impact

on the cogn1t1ve performance of children in the control group, but that it had

a negative effect in the program group. The difference between the two sets

of regressions was statistically significant. This indicates that for the

program families the program was more successful with those who were
residentially stabie.

An examination of whether adjustment for family income level strengthened

or reduced the basic findings in the public school sample led to the

conclusion that there was no great change in the results as given above.

Looking at regressions for. income by model subgroups itself proved

interesting, however. We discuss here the results for the entire sample.

Across the entire range of school outcomess there was at least a trend for

program regressions to differ from control regressions; with many of those

differences significant at the .05 level or better. These nonhomcgeneous

regressions were generally pcsitive for the control families and flat (or even

negative) for program families. This indicates that greater income--in the

absence of any intervention~-was associated with better performance by the

ch11d in school. But the data suggest that this is not so for the families

the program apparently buffered the negative

consequences,of Tow 1ncome. This pattern was seen in three of the four

subgroups; 1t was not evident for children in white, two-parent families. The

pattern was strongest for noncognitive variables such as interpersonal

relationss, personal adjustment, social maturity, and cognitive motivation.

But similar trends held for most of the cognitive variables as well.
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 Prograis effects have been demonstrated for measures of cognitive

bérfbrmaﬁceijg”schOOT; Are these a coherent set of findings, or are they

better explained by artifact and sociodemographic and other characteristics

that might not have been controlled for in the analyses? As mentioned above»

we have no way of knowing the child's imnate cognitive abiiities or his or her

level of performance at Time 1, before the program started. Thus, there is a
heavy burden of proof required to attribute empirical differencos in school

performance to the influence of the program.

Does tha evidence that s available in support of program effects have

any credence? The positive effects are seen for most of the cognitive
performance variables, and the Jack of effects in other domains argues
against a response set as the explanation for cognitive performance
differences. It is also éﬁcburagjng7§gg§7§6616demograph1c controls do not
substantially eliminate the program effects. i .

Additional evidence of the coherence of the results for school

performance is the program's apparent buffering effect on the adverse =
consequences of lower income. The fact that a rather strong positive effect
of greater family income on the child's school performance in the control
group was not seen with the children whose families participated in the
program is another {ndication that the program itself was exerting a positive,

independent influence upon the families it served.

There is also evidence of a ceiling effect in these data; Evaluations

were higher in ﬁaE6Ch151,thanfigfggp]ié schools, and the positive program.
effects were stronger and more consistent across family types in the public
schools. One possible explanation for less program impact in the parochial
settings 1s that grades are ailready high in the private schools and there is
comparatively less room for further improvement by the program. Evidence from

other studies also shows higher grades in private schools (e.g.» Coleman,
1974), ‘

The fact that the program appears to have had its greatest effects for

families in which the mother's education is high school or below» especially
for two-parent families, could also be interpreted in a similar way to the
public-private finding. ‘Perhaps the more educated mothers, regardless of the
program; were more effective in assisting their children to develop the skills

necessary for higher school performance, thus leaving 1ittle room for the
program to work.

Inierest in the quantity and quality of relations between home and school

has grown over_ the past five years as aducators and family advocates have come
to appreciate the contribution that the other can make to the development of
the child: There 1S,gr9§iggfiéé11iét16n,that,pgrtne[§gib between these two
influences in the 1ife of the child may be mutually beneficial both fulfilling
the aspirations of parents for the future of their children and meeting the

expectations placed upon schools by the communities they serve
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(Bronfenbrenner; 1979; Lightfoot, 1978; See]eyp 1981). Reference was made_1in
the NIE contract proposa1 to the fact that from a research standpoint 1ittle
is actually known about patterns of communication between parents and
ieuchers, especially as those patterns relate to first-grade children (see
also Gotts and Purnell, 1984). Thus this part of our research and evaiuation
effort has been an exploration in largely uncharted waters. Our_general }
hypothesis has been that "the educational potential of the school is enhanced
to the extent that 1inkages are established and maintained between family and
school both prior to and after the child's entry."™ (NIE Proposal, Cochran,
1980). This hypothesis actually consists of two separable parts, one of which
will be addressed here:. The immediate question is whether ™11inkages are
establiched ard maintained between family and _school," and whether in turn.
involvement with the Family Matters program affected that estabiishment and
maintenance:. Consideration of whether "the educational potential of the
school 1s enhanced" {s reserved for later in this summary reéport.

ari interview and from the child's teacher via a-quest1onna1re (see protoco1s
in the full report). Descriptive statistics were examined for nine categories
of communication: notes» telephone calls, informal talks, academic assistance,
report cards, group meetings, observations, conferences (parent-teacher), and
classroom volunteering: Low frequency of response in a number of categories
jed to the reduced set shown in Figure 2, which includes three categories of
communication, each containing variables representing both teacher's and
parent's perspectives of communication generated from both sources.

Eigure 2
Home-School Communications Variables

Parent Respondent Teacher Respondent
Conferences* At parent request At teacher request

At teacher request At parent request

Regularly scheduled by school

Notes#¥* Parent sent note Teacher received note

Parent recéived note Teacher sent note
Téeléphone Calls** Parent called Teacher calied

Parent received call Teacher received call

*Conferences, coded initially by raw frequency (0-20), were recoded as a
simpie dictotomy (0, 1l+) to reduce the impact of outlying values and produce a
more normal distribution of scores.

x%Notes and calls were also initially coded simply for frequency (0-50).
Again, to eliminate outlying values the code was collapsed (0, 1, 2, 3, 4,
5+).

_ While activities designed to prepare parents for effective communica-
tion with school personnel were a significant part of the Family Matters
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program, we recognized that other forces were also at work in determining the
frequency of comminicatfon between home and school.. In most instancess
initiation of home-school communication {s made by teacher or parent when
inere is @ feeling that something is wrong —- that the child is in difficulty.
To examine this phenomenon we fdentiffed those children who were indicated by
two or more sources to be "not doing well™ (see Technical Note 4.2 of full
report for criteria used to distinguish children). Eighty children were
distinguished in this manner (control and program). Table 5 provides a
comparison of the levels of home-school Cbﬁﬁﬂﬁicgtigﬁ for those families with
the levels for the rest of the sample (n = 139). ~ The reader can see in Table
5 thats in 12 of 13 instances, reported communication is higher with families
where the child is percefved as struggling than with those fnvolving a more
nsuccessful®™ child. Ten of those 12 differences show statfstical =

The single varfable showing no real difference between group

significance. The single etween g

weans is the only one initiated by the school system rather than the parent or

teacher. Clearly, communication is 1inked with the perception that the child

{5 having difficulty in school: o - o
Convinced of the importance of distinguishing chiidren perceived as in

" some difficulty from those deemed "doing all right," we proceeded to make

control-program comparisons separately for those two groups. No
Tabie § '

Mean Frequencfes of Contact: Overall Sesple
. - by Chila Perfornance Leve:

Doing Well In Difficulty
n s 139 n =80
o
Parent reported requesting .10 22
Teacher_reportec_recsiving request 15 2260
%&92: reported receiving request .10 ’23'
Teacher reported requestin 2 .
School invited " :g i .g".
i', —
Parent reported sencing note 1.31 1.519
Teacher reported receiving note ° 1.21 i'gg'
Parant_reported receiving note .89 1.52*
Teacher reportsc ssnoing note 1.40 2.600n
o
Parsnt reportsd calling .87 1,338
Teacher reported receiving cell 52 .83%
Parent reportec receiving call &7 i.12’
Teacher reportec cal’ing 1.06 1.76%es
& < .05 ‘
" £.01
e < 001

BThe sample (r=219) consisted of all Wave II familfes except those in
which the child was fdentified by the school as in need of specfal education
(6 familfes).
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program-control differences were found for the group of parents and teachers

in which the children were seen as performing satisfactorily.

 Closer examination of %the magnitude of difficulty experienced by program
and control children in the "difficulty" group indicated that greater

¢ifficulty was experienced by children_ in the controil portion of that

group. (See details in full report:) Because evidence already indicated that
communications increased with amount of perceived difficulty (Table 4); we
realized that accurate comparison of communications by centrol_and program
parents and teachers in the "difficulty" group would require statistical

control for these remaining differences in level of difficulty. This was

accomplishea by inciuding "level of difficulty" in the analyses as a___
covariate. Table 6 shows the findings generated by the control-program
comparison of famiiies whose children were considered in some sort of

difficulty, controiling for the magnitude of that difficuity.

Four patterns can be identified in Table 6. The first 1s one of no

program effect on home-school communication for Black, single parent
families. A sharp contrast is provided by the secoid patterns consistent
differences in favor of the program for parents in Black, two-parent =
families. Especially noteworthy are three instances in which the difference

appears in reports by both parents and teachers (conferences at parent
- Table 6 o
Contacts Between Home and_School
Chiidren in Difficulty Only*

- Black . . o white S
Single Married Single Married
o B F P F P F P F P
_ Conferences o
Parent requested = 2.9 .09(+) 3.5 .07(-)
Parent received reguest 3.5 .07¢¢+)
Teacher received request 3.3 .08(+) 3.6 .06(~)

Teacher requested

Parent called o 1.8 .19(=)
Teacher received call 8.1 .0i(+)

Parent received call 4.8 .03(+) 3.5 07(+) N
Teacher calied 2.8 .10(+) 2.6 .11(+) 2.5 .12(+)
Parent sent note 5.2 .03(+) 1.8 .19(-) 5.5 .02(=)
Teacher received note 2.1 16(+) o
Parent received note 11,7 .001(+) 4.3 .04(~)

Teacher sent note

%Analysis 1imited to children in difficulty (n = 80), with the measure of

difficulty entered continuously as an adjustment for differences between
control and program subgroups in degree of difficulty experienced by the
children.
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request, telephone calls by teacher, hotes sent by parent):® The third

pattarn shows fewer conferences and more phone calls for the white, single

parents 1n the program. Finally, the program parents in white, two parent

families appear to be less involved with hotes than were their control

counterparts, especially from the parents' perspective.

o .

‘The emergence of a positive nconference effect” associated with program

involvement was combined, for the Black, married parents, with similar
differences in telephone and written communications. Together these findings
indicate that this group of parents was especially eager to play a role in

making the school "work" on behalf of their children: These parents showed

various signs of upward social mobility; they lived in two—earner_households

and had recently purchased homes in an integrated neighborhood. These data

suggest that they also placed high value on schooling as a means for assuring

the future success of their chilaren.

The data in Table 6 also seem to indicate that something s constraining

the white program parents from parent-teacher communications that would N
otherwise occur at a relatively high frequency (high control group means). In
the casc of <he white» single mothers, fower conferences appear to be balanced
by relatively more telephone calls. But this is not the case for the white,
married families, leading us to wonder whether they are in some sense

resisting the impulse to communicate with the teachers of their children.

What might account for this resistance?: One possibility is that this

subgroup of program parents faces other external demands, which somehow
interfere with home-school communications. A look at background
characteristics like educational level; working hours, number of children, and
residential mobility (see Technical Note 2:1 in full report) does not support
this hypothesis. Is it possible that involvement with the program itself
reduced the tendency of these parents to initiate or respond to school-related
communications? Might the program designers and workers have been sending
messages that suggested alternatives to increased communications as
appropriate responses_to signs that the child was having some difficulty in

school? This possibility 1s considered in Chapter 4.

~ The conceptual model guiding the planning, implementation, and now _
evaluation of this educational intervention includes the expectation that

children in families involved in the program will_ perform better at school

than those without access to program activities. The direct 1inks between _
program assignment and various school outcomes were examined earlier in this

chapter. Equally of interest, from our ecological perspective, are any 1inks

that might be found between program involvement and the psychological and

social environs of family members, especially as this more proximate focus

9There was nonhomogeneity for the regressions of several of these outcome

variables on the "difficulty” covariate: For this reason these findings have

more 1imited generalizability than would otherwise be the case.
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might in turn be linked to school outcomes. Attention is directed here to the
personal social network.

Tr +ha oricinal proposal to the National Institute of Education we

hypothesized that "the effectiveness of the family as a childrearing system is
enhanced by the existence of a supportive social network made up of relatives,
friends: neighbors, and other persons outside the immediate family" (NIE

Proposal, Cochran, 1980). The networks-related question of interest for this

evaluacion 1s» "Has participation in the Family Matters program altered the.

social supports available to mothers in ways. that have significance for their

attitudes toward and activities with their children and for those children's

performance in school?? This iarger question is better subdivided into two

smaller ones: "Has participation in the program altered social supportsi"

and, if so, "Are these changes reflected 1ij,,’p’aréhts'7§t§1§g’ge$.7ggréﬁt;ch11d
There is a small but growing

= activities, or child performance in school?"

body of evidence to support the assertion that certain network characteristics

are related to parent and child outcomes (Abernethys 1973; Crockenberg, 1981;

Belle, 1962; Zelkowitzs 1981; Tietjen, 1979; Homel and Burns, 1981; Bee ot

al., 1982). We know of no finstances. however, in which changes in network
structure or functioning have been 1inked directly to program intervention, or
where parent and child outcomes have been associated with these changes. Here
we will be concerned only with program-related alterations in social -
supports. Findings involving the ways that changed networks are associated

with more positive school outcomes are presented in Chapter 3:

The networks variables analyzed for this report are shown in column 1 of

Figure 3. The names and definitions of the constructs represented by these

variables are provided in columns 2 and 3 _of the figure. Further discussion

of concepts and methods related to varfable construction can be found in the
full report.

Figure 3
Natwork Comstructs and Varisblas

- T S
Centuisdness The Gogres that a parcat's Wetwork tumbar of kin

1s cominated by individuals n 8 Nusbar of monkin

particuiar rola {kin/nonking . __.

seighbors, workastes, other friends)
Rescurca Strength  The use made by parsnts of sstwork Fuactional satwork

msubers for the exchange of social afze -

support and saterial resources Amount of: - ,

emotional -support._
childrearing sdvice,
$aby-sitting support,
. financ 18] _support
No. Of mmabars you_
__ porrow_things fros.
NG. Of mesbers with
whot: you discuss

work,
Intensity The affective depth of metwork T Prisary Metwork size
wSupportivensss®is The degree to which the network i3 No. of "d.fficult®

Couposed Of mmbers viewsd by the awmdars.

parent &s “uaking things easfar for

aa."

e  Thesa virfables are used to meisuie changes _in_social _support betwesn
basalipa_and_follow=up; couparison 1S »0s_of means creatad by - - -
subtracting Tias 1 scores frum Tise 2 scores. Ses also Tschnical Xote
6.1 ta fu11 report,

es  For resseai of tias; GA1s CONSTruct was Sut wsad fa this assatsment of
the Family Matters pregris.__The gata are available B8R0 viii Yo
tnclndes 1 analysia t5 5 sebaitted for publication 1% tha Aedr future.
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1t is important to note that the network variables consist primarily of

change measures, and differ in that way from any of the other data presented

ir +hic dAnrument.

A review of baseline findings (see full report) served to underscore the

importance of socioeconomic factors for network relations. Therefore the
basic models used to analyze network data included mother's education as 2
continuous variable, and contained the three factors now familiar to the
reader (program, race,» family structure) with regressions on education

specified separately for each subclass.

There are various size dimensions of personal networks that have

potential significance for parents. Jotal size includes all of the people
whom they 11st as "important in one way or another." Membership in the
functional network is 1imited to those people from the total who are T

Jdentified as engaging in specific exchanges with the parent (emotional

supports; childrearing advice, etc.). The primary network 1s a sti11 smaller

subset of the total: those members whom the parent distinguishes as "most.
important:"® (For more detail, see the full report.) In anticipation of the
more differentiated findings reported belows it can be said that the most
substantial impacts of the program on mothers' personal networks can be seen

at this primary level. For one subgroup -- white, single mothers — this
effect expanded outward:.into the functional anc even the total levels of the

network.

Because changes in the personal networks brought abecut by the program are

not obvious at the level of the overall network, these data are not presented
in this summary. One discriptive note deserves mention, however. Those data
involving the total network reveal that personal networks do not necescarily
expand over time during this stage in the mother's life. Total network size
declines slightly over time for three of the four control subgroups, and for

one of the four subgroups receiving the program.

- Mean changes in sizes of the functional networks over the three-year
period of the program are shown in Table 75 distinguishing kinfolk from .

nonkin: The table indicates, for example; that the networks of Black, single

mothers in the program increased by two nonkin members, while those of white,

single program mothers decreased by about 1.5 relatives.

The first striking feature of this table s the number of negative signs

appearing for_the kin means. Closer inspection of the data for relatives
reveals that the means for all four white subgroups have grown smaller with

time, while this is true in none of the four Black groups. This {s reflected
in a statistically significant difference (p < :05) between the overall Black
and white means (B = +0.5; W = =1.0)s controlling for mothers' education._ In
general, then, it appears that Black mothers become somewhat more involved

with kin over time during tiis phase of their lives, while white mothers

reduce that involvement to some degree.
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~ Table7 = . e
Change 1n Stze of Functiona. Network:
Kin/Nonkin Comparison

] Kin_ __ Nonkin
Control Program Control Program
- Single .05 .83 .84 2.00
Black - . _ o
Married .70 .85 .70 .00
o Single -.62 -1.56 .56 2.48
White , - o o .
Married -.48 -1.13 1.31 -.04

From the prcarammatic standpoint, no kin-based comparisons with control
subgroups show differences that approach statistical significance. In the
case of nonrelatives, however, both Black and white single mothers showed an

Si» categories of network exchange content were examined for each
respondent: childrearing -advice, babysitting, borrowing, financial assistance,
job-related exchange, and emotional support. From the standpoint of program
impact,_the interest is in changs over time in the number of network members_
avaflab'? to the mother for each contéent category. A summary of findings is
presented below:. (See Tables 6.6 and 6.7 in the full report for prasentation
of the data in greater detail.)

We begin with single mothers, where indications of a program effect have
already been reported for number of nonkin at the total and functional network
levels. White. single mothers included in the program reported more
nonrelatives with whom they engaged in borrowing (p = .07) and emotional

support (p = .08). In the case of those working outside the home; there was
an increase in work-related support from nonkin in favor of the program that
reached statistical significance (p < .05). The pattern for Black; single
mothers was similar to that for their white counterparts; although not quite
as consistent. Effects in favor of the program were seen for borrowing
(Pponkin < -05)_and as a trend for emotional support (p,onkin = <14). In the
case of work-related support, however, it ﬁgs7thgﬁ;op;[g?:grgggf@pyhgggfwhgi

reported a substantial increase from kin, while the program mothers reported
no appreciable change (p 4, = -0l).

. There was some indication in Table 7 that participation in the Family

Matters program might have been associated with 1imits to the increase in size
of functional networks for married mothers, and especially white; married
mothers. For these mothers, the same pattern appears with reports of
borrowing activities: those in the control group report an increase in

borrowing from relatives, while program mothers indicate no real change (pyjp
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=.09).10 A somewhat similar pattern can be seen for Black, married mothers

with respect to advices but involving primarily nonrelatives(ppopiin =:05;
Prin =-17» both in favor of controis). We had also hotgdfgg;l?egfufggqgra]
tencency on the part of white mothers, jrrespective of program, to reduce the
number of kinfolk in the network over time, a pattern not reported by Black
mothers. This same pattern is especially evident here for single mothers in

relation to financial support, where Black single mothers show a mean fncrease

of 1.3 relatives while their white counterparts report_a decrease of 1:l.

This difference proves highly significant as a race-by-family-structure
fnteraction {p < .001): The relevance of this finding 1s enhanced by the fact

that the U.S. economy was experiencing a sharp recession during the time
pericd between our data collection points.

Ihe Primary Network

~ The primary network is made up of those people from the total membership
whom the mother identifies as Mmost important” to her (see Technical Note 6.1
in the full report): Many students of social support have confined ,
theirinvestigations to these very intense ties and attest to their importance
(Belle, 1982). Changes in numbers of primary kin and nonkin over time are

shown as dirference scores in Table 8.
L . Teble 8 I
. Change in Size of Primary Network:
Kin/Nonkin Comparison

.. _Kin o - Nopkin
Control Program Control Program
o Single 2.79 1.28 1.32 2.61
Black o L o ) o
Married 1.30 2.32 1.60 1.31
- §1ngié .Bi iasi 1562 éa?d
White , o o S : o
Married  1.07 2.84 2576 1.81
 Most apparent when comparing these findings with overall changes at the
functional level (Table 7) is the absence of negative values; there has been
an increase in the size of the primary network between baseline and follow-up
even for mothers in the control group.. Thes= data suggest that, in general,
mothers expand their finvolvement with intimate relationships outside the

immediate family as they rroceed through this stage in the family 1ife cycle.

 Tnis general growth in the primary network over time seems to have been
further stimulated in some instances by involvement with the Family Matters

program: The pattern here is a familiar one: program effects for single

mothers expressed via unrelated friends. For single parents as a whole the
effect appears as a program-by-family-structure interaction, and is highly

 105% 45 {nteresting to note the paraliel between this finding and that
rejated to home-school communications, where the program seemed to reduce

certain types of communication by white, married parents.

Q 5?5
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significant (pyonkin < -01)- It also appears for each subgroup (white pponkin
= .05; Black pionkin =.:08). More of a surprise, because it had not been
3PP§réDt,at,Otg9r”192915,9f,§99 network; 1s a positive program effect seen
with kinfolk for white; married mothers (p 3, < :05). The pattern of kin
wieans tor married Black mothers is similar %o that for whites, aithough the
comparison does not approach significance due in part to much smaller cell
sizes.

‘These program effects seen at the primary level of the network are more
pervasive than any identified in the functional or total networks. Further
analysis of the data (full report) ileft 11ttle doubt that the changes in size

of the primary network over time included the addition of some individuals who
were nowhere to be found in the networks at baseline, and that for some types
of mothers these additions were more plentiful with program participation than
without. These analyses also indicate that in most iistances the overall
change between baseline and follow-up was greater than that accounted for by
the addition of new members; leaving us to conclude that a certain amount of _
the growth over time was due also to changed perception of membership.included
at both time pointss That is, participation in_ the program appears to have

brought to parents a greater appreciation for_the importance of certain people
at follow-up (defined as primary) than was evident at baseiine (when the same

people were present only at functional or total level).

Riscussion .

. The research question guiding the organization of this section was, "Has
participation in the Family Matters program altered social supports?" Our
analyses indicate that an affirmative response can be given with some

confidence: But the findings are not that simple. Mothers in some

circumstances were affected more thar those in others, and those circumstances

also influenced the aspects of network structure manifesting change.

. Upparried mothers - Our data indicate that single mothers were especially
responsive in network terms to program involvement, and that this responsivity

was more evident with unmarried Caucasian women than with their Afro-American
counterparts. White» unmarried mothers in the program reported more
nonrelatives in their networks, overall and at the functional and primary

levels, than did their controls. A closer look at the content of exchanges
revealed involvement with larger numbei's of people around borrowing,
work-related support, and emotional support — always with nonkin. At the

present in.the network three years earlier (baseline). Overall, these women
reported contact with somewhat fener relatives at follow-up than had been the
case at baseline.

primary level, change mostly consisted of-the addition of nonrelatives nowhere

significant amount of new nonkin membership to that portion of the network

they thought of as "most important® (primary). They were 1°ss 1ikely»

Black, unmarried mothers who participated in the program also added a

however, to report increases at the functional level, and the increase in new
primary membership was almost as apt to invoive relatives as nonrelatives.

This reflected a more general tendency by Black than by white women to rely
upon kinship ties.
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- With married women, program effects were much less

pervasive than proved to be the case for single mothers., and what effects we
4id discern were confined to relations with kin. In the case of married,
\*ro~American women there was an increase at follow-up in the number of

relatives reported in the primary network, many of whom were new members;

White married mothers involved with the program reported some decrease in

overall network size in comparison with the appropriate contrels, which was
sti11 more apparent at the functional jevel. Tris decrease was limited to

nonrelatives. It was balanced at the primary level for mothers in the program
by an increase in kinfolks Closer examination shows that these kin were

primarily people present in the network three years earlier but not defined as
especially important at that time: 'So whereas for Black married mothers the
increase in primary kin consisted of "first timers," in the case of white

mothers 1t was made up largely of relatives already present before but now

endowed with greater {mportance.

As we shift our attention to parent=child activities our interest 1n

program outcomes moves from settings and contexts outside the home — the _
school, the personal social network — to social activities undertaken within
the immediate family. The Child Caregiver Activities interview consisted of
both open-ended questions; which were coded for content; and a variety of
check1ist questions addod to the follow=up assessment. In this report we
concentrate exclusively on the variables derived from checklist questions
concerning the mother's report of joint activities with the child. These. )
questions allowed for a 4-point responsc (never; once in awhile; a lot; almost
every day) to questions such as "We do household chores together" and "We make

up stories together." A complete 1ist of the gquestions can be seen in the

copy of the interview included in the full reports The 55 original questions

were reduced to 13 summary variables, and then condensed to five even more

aggregated summary varfables for presentation here. Four of these joint

activity summary variables were Jabeled talk; creativity, tasks, and

companionship:; The fifth consisted of a "total activities™ score.

~ The approach used to analyze parent-child activities was based on our

experience with baseline data, and oh the work with school outcomes reported
earifer in this chapter. The core model included program/control, race:

marital status, and mother's education. While these comparisons did uncover

some predictable differences = more activities reported for all variables by_
ing» for instance == ihore are

mothers with more than by those with less school ——
" o proaran effects in the results. An attempt to look at change

in amounts of reported parent-child activity between baseline and followup

alsc produced no coherent or interpretable patterns;

Several different explanations for this absence of program effects are.
possible: The most obvious is that the project staff was unable to convince
parents of the importance of engaging in activities with their children,
despite the emphasis placed on such activities during the entire tenure of the

program. A second possibility is that checklists recording the frequency with

which parents engage in activities with their children may not be well suited
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to capture the kinds of impacts that program participation had on the behavior

of the parents of six-year-olds: A tiaird -- and related -- possibility

involves the fact that the amount of time spent daily with their children by
these parents had been sharply reduced by the fairly recent entry of the
children into first grade: It may be that this large-scale change so

dominated mothers' perceptions, and therefore their reports, that it maskad

any of the more subile differences that might have been caused by an
educational program 1ike Family Matters.

Mg

taken from the Stresses and Supports interview administered to the mother.

These items consist of responses 10 checklist questions on a 7-point scale.

1ike "toaching my child the difference between right and wrong," "spend1ng
enough time with my chiid»" ard "teaching my child the ski11s and knowledge.
not taught in school:" The cumplete set of questions is 1nc1uded in the full
reports

7he model used for aralysis of perceptions was the same as that used for
parent-ch11d activities (programs, race, marital status, and maternal
education)s ModeIs that look 1n_greater_detail at the two-parent white samp1e

levels of maternal work status) are not considered in this report.

 The results of the program-control comparison of motherst perception of
parenting are shown in Table 9.

_ Table 9
Mothers! Perceptions of Self as Parent
7 7 Control ?rgg}'am Difference
Black Single 144.1 149.1 5.1 (.49)
Married 160.3 148.4 =11.9 (.09)
White Single  130.7 146.9 16.2 (.01)
Marrioed 141.9 142.8 0.8 (.77)

Table entries are means with probabilities in parentheses. Perceptions were
more positive for white mothers in the program than for those in the control
groups, owing especially to unmarried mothers, and for &1l program-involved
single mothers in comparison to their control group eguivalents, with the
exception of Blacks_in the lower educational group. Married Black mothers 1in
the program showed less positive SeIf;perceptioh than their control-group
counterparts. It appears, then, that the program produced more positive
perceptions in white single mothers (whose control group mean of 131 was the

Towest of the eight subgroups) and less positive perceptions in Black married
mothers (where the control group had the highest mean score, 160).

W
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We have now completed pr
wiih tho ompowsrment program to each of the separate components of our

ecological model —=- what we are refering to as direct effects until there 1is
evidence suggesting that one or more of them i1s mediated by change in .
another. The findings have been presented separately. WKhat sort of a picture

emerges when they are considered in relation to one another?

School performance 1s the outcomne of particular interest to the National

Institute of Education. Our findings indicate that involvement with the
program is associated with better performance in school, especially for

chiidren with married parents whose mothers had no more than (and often less

than) a high school education (the "less educated" mothers in our sample).

What about children in one-parent familiess> for whom the progi-am_showed

no overall impact in these rather straightforward, single-outcome analyses?
Mist we conclude that involvement by their parents (usually-mothers) in

empowerment activities did not transiate into school performance? 'Not _
necessarily: It is possible that some subset of those children did perform

better in school because their parents participated in Family Matters, a
subset for which changes more immediate to the mother's own persona] o
experience led in turn to the child's improved performance.. Several possible

candidates more "immediate" to the mothers were considered in this chapter:

their own personal networks, the activities they reported engaging in with

their children, and their perceptions of their own performance as parents.

OF these possibilities; which seems most 11kely to be "mediating" the

effect of program invoivement on the child's schocl performance. based upon
the findings reported in this chapter? The most 1ikely possiblity would
appear to be changes in the mothers' personal networks. The networks of
unmari-ted mothers involved with the program expanded at both the functicnal
and primary_levels. These changes took place in relations with nonkin; the
program could not be linked with increase in contact with relatives, and may

even have contributed to a reduction in contact with kinfolk by single, white
mothers.

Another possibility involves the mother's psrception of her -own

performance as a parent. The perceptions of white, single mothers enrolled in
the program were much more positive than those in the control group, and
perhaps_this more positive set of feelings revealed i{tséif in relations with

the child or the school, which resulted in improved school performance.

Parent-chi1d activities would not appear from our findings to represent a

strong candidate for mediating the effects of the program on the child's
school performance. This may not be because the activities themselves are
unimportant: we have discussed the possibility that for one reason or another

the data collected may have been inadequate for the desired task.
 Contacts between parents and teachers proved very interesting because

analysis of them revealed the power of the deficit orientation to control the
jnitiatives of both teachers and parents:. Contact beyond a minimal amount was

contingent upon definition of the chi1d as "in school difficulty," which meant

that to a certain extent contact increased as school performance declined. It
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was heartening to see, however, that when children were having difficulty,
parents involved with the empowerment program_engaged in more contact with the
schools than did parents without access to the program.

W6 nuw proceed to analyses that explore the possibility of the kinds of

"{ntervening," or "indirect," or "mediating" effects considered in this

summary. Findings generated by those analyses are presented and discussed in
Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3

BEYOND DIRECT EFFECTS: EMPOWERMENT, SOCIAL SUPPORT,
AND THE LINKS BETWEEN ECOLOGICAL FIELDS

Moncrieff Cochran and Charles R. Henderson, ir.

This chapter 1s devoted to an exploration of processes through which the

empowerment program might have affected outcomes of interest to the
investigators and the National Institute of Education. These outcomes _
included both school performance and domains more ecologically accessible to

parents: their perceptions of themselves in the parenting role. activities
with their children, and their own personal social networks. As the
description of the empowerment program in Chapter 1 indicates, each of these
ecological fields was given explicit attention in program development. . ]
Program impacts directly related to each of these fields were presented and
discussed in Chapter 2. In this third chapter the interest is in_how

involvement with the program might have affected relations among the

ecological fields just mentioned —- the 1ink between social networks and
school outcomes, for instance; or between social networks and perceptions of

e complex differences between program

self as parent. _In looking at these mor

and Control sampless we believe that 1ight is being shed on_indirsct effects;

by which are meant effects of the program on ecological fields relatively

distant from the parent, mediated by other domains. For instance, the child's

performance in school can be thought of as a parental concern that {is beyond_
the immediate control of the parent but that may be affected by circumstances
in more accessible domains, 1ike perceptions of self, parent=child activities:
or social supports. Relationships between pairs of these domains are examined
in this chapter as a function of exposure to the empowerment program, _ _
controlling as before for preexisting differences in sociceconomic status.
Where differences by program assignment are found in these links between
domains, we speculate about process, the possibility that change in one domain

is dependent upon change in the other, while remaining mindful of the fact
texpressed_earlier) that some influence other than program involvement may
better explain _the relationships. Put another way, this chapter "addresses
the question of how program effects are achieved; whether they operate
directly on the family or the child; or indirectly by altering external_

sources of stress and supports the famiiy's social network, the nature of the

parent-child activities, or connections between home and school™ (NIE
Proposal, Cochran 1980).

~ Movement away from the earlier interest in direct effects is reflected in
a change of statistical method. Instead of concentrating on comparisons of

means in analyses of covariance, with program assignment as the independent
variable and one or another ecological outcome on the dependent side, we now
shift our interest to the homogeneity by program assignment of the regressions

of one ecological domain upon another; For instance, is the relationship _

between a change in networks over time and school performance different for

families involved with the program than it is for those in the control group?
The methodology for testing these differences botween rsgressions is given in
Chapter_ 2 of the full report. _The results are shown here for appropriate
subsamples as control-program comparisons of regression coefficients

representing relationships between pairs of ecological domains.
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The organization of Chapter 3 reflects its preoccupation with these
relationships between pairs of ecological fields. Beginning with perceptions
:f s21f 2s parent and parent=-child activities, we progress through a series of
paired combinations, gradually building, for each of the four family types
(Black unmarried parent, Black married parent, white unmarried parent, white
married parent), a composite of the relationships among the various domains
included in our conceptual model (Figure 1, Chapter 1), all as a function of
assignment to the program or the control group. A brief review of the
variables being compared in this chapter 1s provided below, followed by
findings and discussion for each set of relationships. A synthesis of the
varfous findings generated by the data viewed as a whole is provided at the
end of the chapter.

' The variables considered in this chapter consist of a subset of those
described in Chapter 2, selected because they provided the most insight into
;ﬁéﬁErbgr§@=ggﬁt;§]mggmpar1soﬁs considered there. In the case of mothers'

> the variable consisted of the mother's

rating of her performance on a 25-item checklist, with each item consisting of
a seven-point scale {(see Chapter 2, page 52). The four mother-child activity

variables == talk, creativity, tasks, and companionship — were derived from a

set of 55 check=11st questions completed by the mother; each of which was
presented as a four-point scale (see Chapter 2, page 51). The social network

variables carried forward from previous analyses were concentrated in the

primary network. They included change in number of primary ties between

baseline and followup (both kin and nonkin) and numher of kin and nonkin found

in the primary network at followup who were nowhere present in the network at
baseline ("new primary membership”). The home-school contact variables are

the samie as those presented in Chapter 2 (page 40) conferencess; notes and

telephone calls as initiatod by parents and teachers. Finally, the school

eutcome variables were drawn from the Teacher Survey and included the
following domains: personal adjustment, interpersonal relations, relationship
to teacher, cognitive motivation &nd report card score average for core

subjects (see page 32 for more detafls).

_ Table 10 shows the regressions and probabilities associated with each of

the four mother-child activity variables, by subgroup and for the program and
control groups as a whole. IX* also provides the tests of equality of

regressions by program for Blackss whites; and averaged across the two races.

 Thare 's a strong and consistent 7inding of positive regressions for
white mothers in the program (both single and married), for all types of

mother-child activities. From the table 1t is clear that for those mothers in
the contro! group there is no relation between perceptions and activities, but
for those in the program; more positive perception is strongly associated with
mor> joint activities. It appears that for those mothers with higher

self-perceptionss involvement with the program translated this orientation, in
part, into involvement in activities with the child.
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Table 10

Relationships between Perception of Parenting
and Mother=Child Activities

Control Program Diff
Talk Black .059 (:64) -.048 (.51)  =.107 (.46)
White .015 (:69) .148 £.00) +129 €.05)
Total .039 (:56) 050 (.24) .011 (.88)
Creativity Black .067 (.29) 037 (.32)  -:030 (.68)
- White .023 (:34) .084 (.00) .061 (.07)
Total .045 (.18) 060 (.01) .015 ¢.70)
Tasks Black 137 (:19) .035 (.56)  =-.102 (.40)
White .054 (:17) +157 (.00) <103 €.06)
Total .096 (.09) .096 (.01) 000" (1.00)
Companion=- Black . .180 (:13) ~.069 (.32)  ~:248 (:07)
ship White 089 (:27) .194 (.00) 145 €.02)
Total .- 114 (.07) .063 (.12) =051 (.49)
Table entries are estimated regression coefficients with probabilities in
parentheses.

‘The reader may remember from resuits reported in Chapter 2 that no girect
relationship was found between program involvment and mother—child
activities. How then might the program influence the relation between
mother-child activities and maternal perceptions of self as parent? The
possibility exists pbecause while thers may be the same wean amounts of
mother-child activity in the controi and program groups. greater yariation 'n
the amounts of activity reported by g[ggggﬁ,ﬁéthérs,jakés7pg§sjb13,fﬁé
relationship with an influence 1ike maternal perception of self. Froma
psychological perspective it can be argued that one effect of the Family

Matters program was to give salience to parent-child activity. Given
increased awareness of such activity, mothers in the program may have become

more 1ikely to express their perceptions of themselves through this .
relationships; reducing involvement when perceptions were relatively negative
and increasing activity when perceptions were positive. Viewed in this way, _
one effect of the program was to cause mothers to express their perceptions of

themselives as piféhtss,ﬁegqtjvgﬁqsiwéjjiés positive, in terms of the amount of
activity they engaged in with their children.



The causal effect of perceptions on activities can be assumed tc be
feiiiy imnediates in that the parent can initiate many {if not most of the
activities as a direct result of how she is feeling. The relation between
perceptions and the child's performance in school should be more tenuous,
(perhaps thrcugh activities), and then through “the child, alter school
cutcomes -- a more indirect process. Whether for this or for some other
reason, the results in this subsection are more spotty than are those
elsewhere in this chapter. The one consistent result across a variety of
cegnitive and interpersonal school outcomes shows positive regressions for
single~jarent families in the control group, especially whites, and flat (or
Jess positive) regressions for program familjes. The difference between these
regressions 1s frequently significant. Since the program cannot cause the
positive regression in the control group, the difference may_ be the result of
sampling artifact or, alternatively, perhaps the positive relation is the
normal state for this group» and the program caused a changée to
nonsignificance.

1

 The attempt to. use parent—ch11d ‘activities as a vehicle for improving the
child's school performance was one of the pr1mary purposes of the program. In

involvement and school outcomes. Here the question of whether any of these
program differences might be associated with variatfon in reported involvement
with joint activities is examined. The total sample was included in the
analysis using the standard program—by-race~py-family-structure modsl.
Mother's education also turns out to be of considerable importance in the
analysis, but only for the married white sample are there enough families to

permit a split by educational level. (See full report for more details.)

~ The primary result i1s positive regressions for all four types of
mother-chi1d activities across a broad range of school outcomes, for
two-parent white program families in which the mother has more than 12 years
of education. There is evidence suggesting that similar results would have
occurred more broadIy 1f theée other race—by-maritaI status subgroups had

Iask=oriented activities showed overall program differences in

regressions for the noncogn1t1ve school outcomes, with positive slopes for

program and flat or negative for controls; these individual regressions were

not highly significant, but the differences between them were strongs

especially for Black mothers. Companionship activities also showed overall

positive regressions for program families; and a negative trend for controls,

but with greater emphais or congnitive outcomes than was the case for task

activities. The largest differences, in addition to married white mothers

with education beyond high school, were for single mothers as a whole: Ialk

and creativity activities showed few significant regress1ons for groups other
than married white mothers in the program.
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schoyis ava mother-child a es with school performan
are comoined with those from Chapter 2 involving direct 1inks to produce the

composites shown in Figure 4.

FIGURE 4

r;ncnﬁiéﬁ&iﬁ-éﬁ@?i& PARENT; PARENT-
CHILD ACTIVITIES; AND SCHOOL OUTCOMES
- White, One-Parent Families:

| Parent
 Perceptlon

Program

Activiey |

Ay

White, TvoZPnrén:'ianiiics.

_| parent
‘Perception )
'l Activity
NG
 Program _ S——— —3 | School

_ several broader generalizations can be shown from the figure. ‘Most

obvious is the fact that these connections are largely limited to the ]
Caucasian families. This is partly because of cell sizes: the larger number

of white two-parent families made it easier to show effects for this subgroup.
In the case of the unmarried white mothers it may also have been because of
the disparity in "perception of parenting” scores between the program and
control subgroups. This disparity way have provided room for the consequent
difference in regressions with activities not available to the Black
subgroups.

_ Another finding evident through the composite is & potential "pathway" _
for explaining the effect of the program on the child's performance in school.
Tuis hypothesized "process" involves the mother's view of her own parenting
performance and her activiites in concert with the child. It appears to

operate only for married mothers and their children.

‘ : 45




40

our perception of parenting measure is a summary variable combining the

scuivo wi 25 iiems specific to various parenting. behaviors (see Chapter 2):The

personal-network variables are those described earifer in this chapter, which

are located at the primary level of the network, distinguish kin from nonkin,
and measure both overall change dur1ng the three years of the program and the
addition_of primary network members new to the entire network since baseline

data collection.

be*ween _change 1n primary netuorks and perceptions of enese1f as a parent, as

Tabie 11 prov1des the reader with an overall picture of the relationships

level. _ The kin and nonkin categories are shown in the left-most column of

the table. Read1ng across each table from left to right, the first set of
data consists of the estimated regression coefficients; subgroups of the
parenting variable on the network variable, controlifng for mother's

educatfonal level. For instance, in Table 11 the rugression of white

unmarried mothers' perception of parenting scores on the increase in number of

kin in their primary netvorks was -3.23 for the control grcup and 1.22 for the

program group. _The probab111ty associated with each fndividual regression is

shown in parentheses. The final two columns in the table give the F statistic
and 1ts associated probab111ty for the tests of the equality of the program-
control regressions.

Table 11

Perception of Self as Parent and Change in Primary Network

Regression Coefficients Test of Equality
(Prob.) of Regressions
Kin _Control _Program E Prob.
Black Single 0.60 (.57) 1.00 (.64) 0:03 <87
Black Married -0.71 (.69)  =1.37 (.36) 0.08 .78
White Single -3.23 (:12) 1.22 (.19) 3.95 <05
White Married 0.26 (.67) 0.63 (.06) 0.30 .58
i i’ — 7E , l’ A
Black Single -0.46 (:85)  -0.50 (:59) 0.00 .99
Black Married -1.22 (.61)  =-1.09 (.67) 0:.00 97
White Single 0.65 (.59) 0.16 (.74) 0.15 70
White Married 0.62 (.36) 0.26 (.69} 0.14 .71

It 1s immediately obvious from the table that shile no overall effect of

network change on self as parent was stimulated by involvement with the Family

Matters program:; such a 1ink does seem to emerge for white, unmarried parents.

This relationshiy was also found for change in primary nonkin, but only with

those who were new to the network at follow-up. (Table 7.3b, full repert).
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in each instance, a strong negative regression coefficient for the control

subsample (larger network associated with lower self perception) is replaced
in the program group by a moderately positive one. It appears, then, that
closer relations with certain relatives and nonkin accomplished with no loss
in parental self-perception by those unmarrieds white mothers involved with
the program, while for those in the control group such social change is

accompanied by a lowered parental perception of self.

Three of the the joint activities categories discussed_in Chapter 2 and
agzin at the beginning of this chapter -- companionship, talk, and the
combined total frequency of joint activities - are included here for
consideration of ways in which they might be related to the social ties
maintained by the mothers in the samples The pattern of findings reported
below was consistent across all three of these summary variables. For ease of

presentation, therefore, we include only the first of the variables,
companionship activities. ) .

The set of four social network variables used here is the same as that
used in the previous section. It consists of change (increase) in primary kin

and nonkin, and the addition of "new” kin and nonkin to the primary network.

 Findings relating primary network changes to joint mother—child

activities as a function of program assignmont are presented in Table 12. The
primary network variables are 1isted down the left margin, and are further
subdivided by race and marital status. The types of data are organized as in
Table 11. The data in Table 12 pertain specifically to the outcome variable
called companionship activitisss but they show patterns that accurately

reflect those in the broader set of activity variables.

 The primary finding contained in Table 12 is that involvement with the

Family Matters program seems to have produced a 1ink between increases in
primary network membership and parent-child activities for Black families and
not for their white counterparts: This #inding 1s strongest for Black married
others, where 1t extends to both kin and nonkin. It can also be seen with
new primary membership (See Table 7.2 in full report). Looking more closely
at the regression coefficients reveals that for the Black married subgroup the
comparison is quite consistently between 2 control sample regression with a
very negative slope and a program sample regression only modestly positive.
The impression given by these data is that {nvolvement with the program ,
prevents a ~gative relationship between increases in the primary network and

parent-child activities; rather than preducing a positive ones

Why 1s 1t that increases in primary network membership should be related

to parent-child activities for Black but not for white familfes? In Chapter 2
we documented the fact that Black mothers were more involved 1n general with
their kin than were white mothers. This was especially true for unmarried
Black women, but carried over to the married case as well. Now data are
introduced that link these kin with parent-child activities, generating an

i{ncrease for the children of unmarried Black mothers and preventing a decrease
in the case of married women. What are the processes at work involving these
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Table 12

Change in Frimary Network and Mother-Child
Companionship Activities

I Regression Coefficients (Prob.) Test of
Equality -

_ . of
Regressions

Erob.

kKie .. o o o .
Black Single =0.30 (.41) 1.60 (.03) 5.33 .02
Black Married =1.17 (.06) 0.58 (.26) 4.84 .03
White Single 0.96 (.17) 0.56 (.07) 0.28 . <60
White Married =0.24 (.25) =0.06 (.59) . 0.57 45
Nopkin o o o N
Black Single 0.43 (.62) 0.01 (.98) 0.21 65
Black Married ' =1.05 (.20) 0.82 (:35) 2.41 .12
White Single -=0.10 (.81) 0.11 (.49) 0.22 .64
White Married -0.19 (.43) -0.14 (.53) 0.02 .89

close kin that might lead to mors mother-child activities? Perhaps kinship in

Black families translates more easily into the myriad of assisting acts that

provide the parent with more time and energy for the child. Or possibly the

special interest of these relatives in the child in turn spurs the parent on
to greater involvement.

Personal Social Networks and School Outcomes

The school outcomes and social network variables disussed here are those

described at the beginning of the chapter. The model 1 as described earlier.

Several findings of "no difference” can serve to simplify our

consideration of these data considerably. There were no significant patterns

of program-control difference for married mothers in the relationships between

changes in number of primary kin or nonkin and school outcomes; the 1ink

between changes in the primary network and school outcomes emerged only for

single mothers. The second lack of difference between groups can be seen in

the comparison of school and program of unmarried mothers: The relationships

between changes in numbers of relatives and school outcomes do not differ.

significantly for these groups: Therefore; this presentation can be confined
to unmarried mothers' reports of changes in the number of nonrelatives
included at the primary level of the network. Table 13 provides data related

to change in primary nonkin.
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Looking at the findings, it is the positive association between increase

in primary nonkin network membership and more positive school outcome scores
that distinguishes program from control families. This finding is limited
jargsly to Black families: For control familfes in that subgroup the )
relationship is reversed: larger increases in nonkin primary membership are
associated with lower school-outcome scores. It is interesting to observe
that the control-program differences are most pronounced for teachers' reports
of personal adjustment and social relations. Differences along the more

cognitively oriented dimensions are of Jesser magnitude.

S Table 13 - :
Relationships between Increases in Primary Nonkin
.and School Outcomes
{one-Parent Families)

Regression Coefficfents (Prob.) Test of Equality
of Regressions

,,,,,,,, e -
Personal Black =2.16 (.25)  1.24 (.10) 2.84 .09
Adjustment: White =1.27 (.11) -0.12 (.64) 1.88 .17
Interpersonal Black =2.44 (.08)  1.29 (.02) 6.25 .01
Reldtions: White . =0.79 (.18) =0.13 (.49) 1.13 «29
Relations  Black  =4.33 (.02)  1:37 (.06)  8.37 .00
with Teacher: White «0.99 (.20) -0,01 €.96) 1.42 :23
Cognitive Black  =1.91 (.17) 086 (:12)  3.81 <06
Motivation: White =0.93 (.1l1) -0.14 (:48) 1.04 20
Avg. Report  Black =1.06 (:#7)  0.57 €:32) 1.06 30
Card: White -0.07 (.91) 0.19 (.34) 0.17 .68

We also examined a more restricted portion of the Time 2 primary network:

those members who had been nowhere present in the network at baseline. As in

Table 13 aboves the most dramatic differences between control and program

subgroups were for personal and social school outcomes by children from Black,
one-parent families. There was also a significant difference betveen the
whites one-parent program and control subgroups in the relationship between
nnew" primary nonkin and the noncognitive school outcomes, but the difference
was between no relationship (program) and one in which increases in the

network were associated with decreased child performance (control).

‘One interesting aspect of all the data linking network change to school

outcomes is that the contrast for Black families is between negative

regressicns in the control=group and positive ones in the program group» while
for whites negative control group regressions simply become considerably less
negative (not positive) in the program instance (see Table 13). It is as if
{nvolvement in the program turned negative into positive potential for Black
families headed by an unmarried woman, while for whites program involvement

served a more preventive function, reducing the probability of negative
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contributions by nonrelatives. Or perhaps these women actively engaged in

reducing relationships deemed as of negative value for the child; and so
increased their own positive power and that of others in the network. Better
uuceistanding of how these key nonrelatives might have operated to affect
teachers' perceptions of the children in these families awaits a more
detailed, qualitative examination of their personal and exchange
characteristics.

The evidence provided by these data is clear cut: the relationship

between increases in nonkin at the primary network level and school outcomes

is positive or neutral for program families headed by an unmarried parent; and

negative for their control counterparts: Combining these findings with those

involving the primary network presented in Chapter 2 produces the schematic

picture shown in Figure 5. The composites suggest that program involvement

had a direct and positive effect upon school outcomes for children in families

containing two parents; and that this effect was indirect for children in

families headed by a single mother; mediated by or contingent upon increases

in the number of nonrelatives included at the primary network level. This

"indirect route" was the one posited at the end of Chapter 2, based on the
e ricore 5
NETVORKS AND $CHOOL OUTCOMES

A. Families Cootaining ¢ Married Coupla.

(=]

Primary
Hetwork
I
Program | % _ > [Sebood
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B. Pamilies Beaded by Unmarrisd Mother.
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strength of the 1ink between program and increase in nonkin reported there for
unmarried mothers.

. Several further qualifications are needed to complete the story. For
families headed by an unmarried parent the effects were stronger with Black
than with white children. And the pertinent school outcomes varied for
children with married and unmarried parents — primarily report card scores
for the former and mostly learning readiness (personal adjustment,

relationship with teacher) for the latter.

‘What s 1t about the married-couple situation that translates program

invelverent directly into school performance, and could it involve functions

that might be performed in single-parent families by key nonkin? The parental
commodities most useful to first graders, beyond interest and commitment, are

probably time and energy: In general» a couple can provide more time and _
energy in organizing and manitoring the child's first-grade experience than
car the single parent, who alone must simultaneously provide for the material
needs of the family. It is possible that a few key friends could substitute
somewhat for a spouse in this regard. The data presented here suggest Jjust

such a hypothesis:
The 1ink between primary nonkin and school outcomes is stronger for Black

than for xhite families headed by an unmarried mother. What might explain
this difference? Subgroup sample sizes are large enough to make unlikely an
artifactual result; We are inclined toward a 1ine of thinking that carries

over from Chapter 2. Findings reported in the previous chapter indicated that

Black unmarried parents had_retained closer ties with their kinfolk than had

their white counterparts. This more cohesive maintenance of the extended
family may carry over to unrelated friends, with these friends being thought
of, and thinking of themselves, as more "1ike kin" in the Afro~American than

in the Caucasian context:

Face to face "reinforcement of schooling™ time may also contribute to the

children of married couples being 1inked more to cognitive outcomes while
those of unmarried mothers perform better on personal adjustment,
interpersonal relations, and relationship to the teacher. The stresses
relieved by network support may translate into a more secure and consistent

mother-child relationship,» and therefore a more confident and socially

competent child (Crockenberg, 19813 Homel and Burns; 1981); without involving

much initial increase in actual involvemant with the cognitive tasks of first
grade. Thus perhaps we are seeing early evidence of what House (1980) calls
the "convoy of social support,” which may prepare the child developmentally
for school learning without providing the Jearning itself. If true, this
suggests that cognitive advantage may accrue to such children only as ths
school has Ltime to take advantage of the opportunity provided by the

supportive convoy. This issue is pursued further in Chapter 4.

The results presented above need to be understood in the context of what
has already been 1earned about the direct effects of program involvement on
perception of parenting (Chapter 2). ‘Those findings are shown in Figure 6 as
1ines connecting the program with self as parent.: Also shown in the figure

are any previously reported relationships apparently operating directly

between program and primary networks.
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Results presented in Chapter 2 indicated that program involvement was

strongly associated with higher perceptions of parenting only for unmarried

white mothers, (control mean = 131; progrzm mean = 148). There was also a
pesitive relotionship between program assignment and increase in the nonkin
portion of the network for this subgroup. Because of the direct, positive
1inks between srogram involvement and these two domains, one would expect the
domains themselves to be positively related through nonkin. While this
appears to be the case, our findings are no more than trends and cannot be
considered at all conclusive.

~ The presence of a positive 11ink between number of primary kinfolk and
sel1f perception for unmarried, white mothers in the program is interesting
because of the absence of its analogue in a direct connection between program
"assignment and networks (see Figure 6). We remarked in Chapter 2 upon
—~ indications that unmarried whites differed from their Black counterparts 1n
the greater distance between themselves and their relatives. Assuming that
this distance 1s caused by some ambivalence toward these mothers by their own
ricme ¢ .
) PRECEPTIONS OF PARENTING .
WETVORKS, AND PARENT-CHILD ACTIVITIES
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family members, {t becomes reasonable to suggest that considerable gains in

e f~confiderice would be needed before the young mother might atiempt to .
reconcile the disagreements in favor of a closer relationships This positive
change in self-regard is evident in the data, and so it becomes plausible o
suggest as a hypothesis that these more positive feelings about self as parent

led to closer relations with relatives, rather than the reverses

~ The other interesting set of 1inks seen in Figure 6 involves Black

families, regardiess of marital status, and connects key network additions
with higher levels of parent-child activity. Not surprisingly, given earlier

findings, kinfolk appear to play a central role in this pathways

" We know; from our own eéxperience with Syracuse parents and from the

writings of others (Lightfoot, 1978), that some parents are easily intimidated
by schools and school personnel. Such feelings of insecurity and lack of
confidence might be counteracted by participation in a program that promoted
confidence in self as parent. We examined such a possibility by comparing the
program group regressions of home=school contacts on self as parent with those
of the control groups again controlling for mothers! levels of education. The
home-school contact variables are the same as those prasented in Chapter 2:
conferences, notes; and telephone calls as_initiated by parents and teachers.

The analyses were conducted with the subsample that had also proved most =
{1luminating in Chapter 2 = those 80 families whose children were considered

by teachers and parents to be in academic difficulty.

~ pata pertaining to the possible 1ink between parental perceptions of self

and home~school contacts are shown in Table 14,

tebla 14
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Two major findings are evident in Table 14, and they are related to the

+we samnle subgroups also identified in Chapter 2 as most involved with

home-school communications. Higher perceptions of self as parent were

associated with more home-school communications (notes and calls) for

unmarried white mothers in the program, while the reverse was true for their

counterparts in the control group, This relationship was reversed for married

Black mothers. Decreasing perceptions of self as parent were associated with

increasing amounts of telephone and written contact with the school for

program tamiiies while the control subsampls showed the opposite pattern.

These two findings can be combined with the data summarized earlier in

this chapter to produce the composites shown in Figure 7. The reader can see
that the tendency for program involvement to be associated for Black married
wothers with somewhat lower perceptions of themselves as parents carries over
4o school contacts, where the lowered perceptions are accompenied by increased
contact. These Tindings are congruent with the direct positive effect of the
program on the school contacts of this subgroups also shown in Figure 7, which
was reported in Chapter 2. The fact that somewhat lowered perceptions of self
as parent are associated with action directed at the school on behalf of the
child reinforces the tentative assertion made in Chapter 2, that when one's
self-perception is already quite positive a reappraisal and some readjustment

can have positive consequences for the child.

) FIGORE ¥ -
SELF PERCXPTIONS AMD BOMI-SCHOOL OUMMOUNICATIONS

Married Black Mothers.

Progrem |2 Homs-5cbool
e Comsunications

ODssarried White Mothers.

\

The picture emerging for the white, unmarried mother is also consistent.

"Program_{involvement was directly and strongly associated with more positive

perception of self as parent, as contrasted with a control subsample that had

a mean perception score well below that of any other subgroup in the study
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tprogram or control).1l Associated with the more positive self-perception was
more contact with the school. These home=school communication effaectss which

we can now hypothesize as indirectly assocfated with program involvement,

showed up less consistently as dirsctly associated with participation in the

program. The earlier examination of home=school contacts as a simple function
of program assignment found higher levels of telephone communication by

program mothers combined with lower levels of participation in parent-teacher
conferences. _ o

The examination of possible 1inks between the components in our_

ecological model is now complete. While the analytic procedures employed do
nct permit definitive statements about the relative influence of the

components involved in the empowerment process, it is appropriate to examine
the various identified relationships in a single diagram for each of the

subgroups of families and give some consideration to the meaning of emergent

patterns. Composites drawn from the findings reported in this chapter and in
Chapter 2 are shown in Figure 8. S
The pictures provided for the single-parent subgroups suggest as a

hypothesis that the impacts of the empowerment program upon children's school

performance are heavily medfated by changes occuring within and around their
parents., In the case of the Black one-parent family, increases in the number
of relatives included in the mother's primary network were associated with

reports of more joint activity with the child. Joint activity involving.

household chores was linked in turn with higher performance in school: And

expansion of nonkin membership in the primary networks of those mothers was

1inked with their children's school outcomess especially when those cutcomes

involved school readiness (personal adjustments interpersonal relations, _
relations with the teacher). White singl ers' perceptions of themselves
as parents appeared to be a key determinant in whether positive performance

was seen in the more distant reaches of their ecological fields: igher _
péréhtEI,pérCéptjbhs,aréfgssgcjgpggg7fogf§he§§7@ggggr§s with expansion of
their primary networks, the activities they reported engaging in with the
childs, their level of commnunication with the child's teacher, and the
teacher's report of the child's progress in first grade. There is evidence .
that the nonkin sector of the primary network may also play a positive role in
its own right, with increase in nonkin linked to better school outcomes, again
primarily in the area of school readiness. Certainly these patterns are
consistent enough to permit the generation of specific hypotheses about the
processes through wiich a parental empowerment program operates to sustain,
and to some extent enhance, the performance of six-year-olds in school. Those

hypotheses are included in Chapter 4.

children. A somewhat lower self-perception as parent by
in the program seemed to be tied to greater communication with the teacher in

 The picturss in Figure 8 are more ambiguous for married mothers and their

- 1l7he perceptions of the control and program families in this subgroup
did not differ at baseline.
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those instances where the child is perceived as having difficulty in school.
There was als. direct positive 1ink between program involvement and

inrraasad home=school communication. For these same mothers, increased
tnvelvensit with kinfolk was related to greater amounts of mother-child
activity. However, none of these hypothetical chains led to better

berformance of the child in school. School performance was tied directly to
program involvement, without any intermediate 1inks to other ecological
fields.

One set of possible mediating 1inks does emer:: for whit ,
mothers, if those mothers have schooling beyond high school. The proposec

sequence 1nvolves increased perception of self as parent. more mother-child
activities, and better performance by the child in school. Again, the reader

is reminded that in Chapter 2 we reported a direct 1ink between program
{nvolvement and school performance for the children in this subgroup. Thus,
there are alternative paths to school-reiated outcomes shown for both married

subgroups, one directly to the school and the other via self-perceptions,

social supports, or both mechanisms. Those alternative routes can-be tested

in models specifying simultaneous equations: which will be a next step in our
analysis of these data. Another step in probing for mediating factors 1n the
worlds of these two-parent families will be to examine the involvement of the

fathers to see whether some aspect of that involvement helps to determine how
the children perform in school.

 Another other aspect of the results reported in this chapter deserves

mention both as a 1ink to some of the results reported earlier in the report
and a prelude to discussion in the final chapter. Repeatedly, as we compared
the slopes of the regressicns of one ecological subsystem on another for the _
program and control groups, we found a moderately positive regression line for
program families being contrastad with a rather more sharply negative slope
for control families. Put in terms of program impact, these contrasts
strongly suggest that this empowerment program has prevented more than it has
enhanced; the somewhat positive r:lationships seen for program families become
much more significant when compared with the negative relationships visible in
the data collected from the control families. These findings have real

implications for how family support programs are conceptualized and the

expectations associated with them. These and other integrative themes are
discussed in Chapter 4.
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) CHAPTER 4
BETWEEN CAUSE AND EFFECT: THE RANGE AND COMPLEXITY
OF PROGRAM IMPACTS

Moncrieff Cochran
When the Family Matters program was first formulated in 1976, it had
several interlocking goals. One was to develop_and implement a program of
family supports for parents and their young children based upon the assumption

of strengths rather than deficits, which would give positive recognition to

+ks parenting role; exchange information with parents about chiidren,

neighborhood, and community; reinforce and encourage parent-child activities;

encourage mobilfzation of informal social supports; and faciiftate concerted

action by program participants on behalf of their children. Another had a
more general aim: to understand better what constitutes "resources" to adults
responsible for raising their own chiidren. Finally, we were interested in

the program as a way of nudging the social and psychological adaptations made
by parents to their particular 1ife circumstances, in the hope that responses

to such a stimulus might cast in sharper relief the key features of family

ecologies and contribute to our scientific understanding of family 11fe.

The evaluation of the Family Matters program presented in this final

report to the National Institute of Education has focused more on the

§¢1§gtif1§7§§§§7§ﬁé*gfbgﬁaﬁ development and implementation goals established
by 1ts originators. h
provided the framework for the NIE contract renewal proposal (Cochran, 1980).

it has been guided by three main questions; which

First, has the parental empowerment program influenced the natural ecologies

of families so as to affect the pehavior of children? Second, where effects

can be detected what are the causal 11nks between program inputs and child

outcomes? Finally, how do identified effects and processes vary for different

family types? 1In this concluding chapter we begin by providing answers to

these questions. Attention then shifts to a number of themes flowing out of
the answers. How did the program have its effects? By providing an advantage
to participants, or protecting them against slippage? Was inclusion of so

many "process" variables worth the research effort, or could we have learned

as much without them? What leverage was gained by our urusual investment in
the mapping of social supports? Do the data provide any insight regarding the
concept of empowerment as a process? What about the program itseif: do our .
findings serve to underscore any particular aspect of 1ts design or operation?
We close the chapter and the report by considering two gquestions especially

pertinent to the National Institute of Education. Where do the educational
attainments of parents fit into the picture, and what can educationai

institutions learn from this time-consuming and expensive research and
demonstration effort?

~ “Evaluation of program processes has been carried out by Dr. Burton
Minc. ., with support from the Carnegie Corporation. For more {information._

please write to Dr. Mindick at the Correll Institute for Social and Economic
Research.
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~ This question requires an answer in two parts.. The first pertains to
whether the behavior of children was affected at all by their familiest
inclusion in the empowerment program, regardless of how those effects were _
accomp1ished. The child behaviors for which there is information consist of
school performance as reported by elementary school teachers. Our analyses.
indicate that involvement with the program did indeed have a positive effect
upon children's school performance, but that it was limited to certain kinds
of families. A directs 5651t196,r61§t1bnshjpfia§ffggna for the children of
married couples whose parents had a high school education or less. For the
children of unmarried mothers the effect was 1ess direct; program involvement
was related to growth in the nonkin sector of the mothers' primary social
network,; a more positive view of herself as parent; or more parent~child

activities, and these changes were :n turn associated with better school

periormance by the six-year-olds in those families. (These findings are shown
in Figure 8.)

N

" One feature common to all of the subgreups for which positive school
effects were found is their less advantageous position in the social
structure. Single mothers almost invariably have fewer educational and _

monetary resources than_do married mothers, and our bift1cu1§r,§amp]eff1té

this general pattern. Positive school cutcomes were associated with the

children of less educated parents; whether from two-parent or one-parent

families. This finding held for both Caucasian and Afro-American children:

While there is satisfaction in knowing that a program designed to build

family strengths can translate into improved school performance for some

children, these findings are, in themselves, hardly a ringing endorsement for
the program as a sound financial investment by a community. Other factors _
being equal, greater impact upon more children could be expected of a program

that cost about $800 per child per year over tie three years of its _

involvement with main-study neighborhoods. At the same time. these findings
have greater significance if understood withir the context of certain

constraints faced by the project. First, many of the families in Syracuse; New

York; 1ike those elsewhere in the U.S., were experiencing severe economic _
Stréssg7a§71@g]§meﬁtét16h,6f,tﬁé,prﬁgrqm7§1978-§§) coincided with the worst
economic downturn since the Great Depression. Second, teacher perceptions of

child performance in school represent a 1imited range of possible child_

outcomes, and so may not do justice to the program's effects. ‘Third, the

actions of program workers regarding school-related subject matter were

delimited by the requirements of a major funding source, the Natfonal

Institute of Eucation. Workers were permitted to address parents and_

children directly on school-related matters, but were not allowed to initiate
direct contact with the schools. NIE imposed this restriction in order to

keep the effects of working with teachers from contaminating those resulting

f;§@7§§§§19éméht,i1th,parénts;7Hoygvgfgf§ﬁis one-legged approach meant that
while parents and children could be supported in preparing for schools no
effort could be made to pre>are schools for children and families. Finally,

it is impcrtent to appreciate the fact that the program ended before the

children entered the first grade; and well before data about them were

gathered from their teachu:s. Program activities ended in June, 1981, the
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children began first grade that September. and data were not gathered from the
teachers until April-May of the following year. Thus effects of the program
wrre e+i11 evident a1most a year after 1ts termination. Sti11s it is
difficult to justify the investment in terms of these sch001 eutcemes a]ene.

The Comparative Ecology of Human Development/Family Matters Project was

much more than simply an attempt to provide family support that would have

beneficial effects upon children. Mentioned earlier as scientific goals were
the identification of key features of family ecologies and a better
understanding of what constitute valued resources to the parents of young

children. The second part of the lead question gu1d1ng our investigation

1nv01ved the natural ecoIog1es of families: "Has the program influenced the
: [ S0 as to affect the behavier of childrent"

variables at issue for the child and included in the model. (Chapter 1) were

 The reader can see in F1gure 8 that the fam11y-re1ated eceIogicaI

the mother's informal social network and her involvement in parent-child

activities (Joint. activities). As mentioned earlier, greater increases in the

number of nonkin includec 1n the primary networks of unmarried mothers are

associated with better performance on the teacher-report variables. This

improved performance, while seen on the entire range of school outcome

variables, was stronger for_.hose involving personal adjustment and

1htérper§en§1 relations skills than more cognitive measures (grades in

rsading, writing, math, -etc.). It 1s equally clear from Figure 8 that greater

amounts of joint parent—chi]d activity, at least as measured by us; were less

1ikély to be 1inked with school outcomes in a manner that distinguished
program from control children.

As the 1ines in the f1gure also show, for the children of couples there

are direct relationships between program assignment and school outcomess

especially the more cognitive ones. In the Black, married subgroup there was

no significant association with the f"family ecology” or "process" variables in

the model. In this case then, we are unable to specifys

””” ' e, which feature of the ecologies of these families might be

1nf1uenced by the program in ways that in turn foster improved school outcome
scores.
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The presence of a second parent in these families may provide a clue to_

the process involveds but as yet we are unable to specify the meaning of that

(.us, anc must acknowledge either the incompieteness of our model or the
inadequacy of our measurement. In future analyses the model will include data

gathered by the project about father invoivement in the childrearing process,
in the hope that this aspect of the family ecology in_two-parent famiiies _

might provide more information about how program involvement transiatec into

improved school outcomes for children in these families.

In assessing the scientific contribution of this research to the

understanding of processes involved in the ecology of family functioning, it

is important to point out that the mother's view of herself as a parent

occupies a rather central position in the pattern of associations summarized

in Figure 8, especially for white, single parents. While these perceptions

occupy the psychological rather than the ecologicail field of forces

ericompassing the mothers who served as respondents, one might think of them as

part of the defining characteristics of those mothers from the point of view

of the children whose behavior is at issue, and in that sense an important

element in these children's ecological fields. Although psychologists and
sociologists interested in human ecology certainly recognize the importance of

understanding the perceptions of_ the respondent from her own point of view

(Thomas and Thomas, 1928; Mead. 1934; Bronfenbrenner, 1979); those of us

invoived in conceptualizing this research undertaking did not give
self-perceptions any prominence until nudged by one of our Welsh colleagues
(Davig Reynolds)s We did not really begin to come to grips with data bearing

upor. those perceptions until mothers in the Syracuse program began to manifest

visisle improvement in physical appearance, accompanied by indications that

they felt more confident about what they were doing with their children: The _

finuings reported here validate our intuitive impressions of the importance of

those changess; and underscore the value of including perception of self as an

element of future evaluation studies.

We are able to conclude, taking what has been 1sarned about perceptions

of self, parent-child activities, and social networks into account, that there
is evidence enough to respond affirmatively to the questions "Did the program
affect children's behavior by infiuencing the ecologies of families?" Using
these data it is possible to refine future_inquiry considerably by specifying
a set of more differentiated hypotheses. Those hypotheses are included 1n the

siscussion that follows.

Néne of the analyses carried out for this report permit us to make

conclusive statements of causality. Most of the data generated by the study
are poorly suited to establishing cause and effect with certainty. Because

the "target" children were only three years old at the start of the project,
we were unabie to gather school performance scores at baseline. If the study
were to be replicated, the addition of baseline data on the child's level of
cognitive and social development would be strongly advised» in order to ,
ascertain that differences in school outcomes observed at follow-up were not

simply a continuation cf preexisting differences in skill levels. And while
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joint parent=child activity levels were measured at both time points;

considerable change in the developmental levels of the children over the

a-usar pericd, combined with the later reduction in time available for joint
activities due to the children's entry into school, make 1t aifficult to
determine the equivalence of the baseline and follow-up activities data.
Information pertaining to the mother's estimate of her abilities as a parent
was gathered at both time points but with somewhat dif ering methods: Only
the social network data are truly equivalent at both time points, which

explains why it was only with those data that change scores could be used with
confidence to measure program effects.

Having acknowledged the inadeguacy of these data for determining

causality, 1t {s comforting to be able to propose that, taken in aggregate,
they serve rather well for the purpose of hypothesizing causality, remembering

that it was this "scientific discovery" that was specified in the contract

with the National Institute of Education (Cochran; 1980): The prominence in
our findings of what were originally conceived as "intervening" variables
provides fertile ground for hypothesis generation. It 1s 1n fulfiliment of

that promise that we offer the following hypotheses addressing possible causal

1inks between program inputs and school outcomes.

ypothesis 1a. That the number of Mespecially important® (primary)
adults providing support to the mother expands as a result of involvement
with a parental empowerment program.

thesis 1b. That this increase in number of primary adults

supportive to the mother contributes to improved performance by her
child in school.

lc. That the causal chain proposed in Hypotheses la and

1b operates primarily for single parents.

The differences between control and program groups in growth of the

primary network over time are well documented in our data. These changes are

not artifacts of the data collection procedure; they exist within the context
of overall size reductions in the networks of a number of the sample

subgroups. They also persist in the face of control for the influence of
socioeconomic variables. Because these changes occurred subsequent tc program
assignment, ‘t is difficult to sustain an argument for reverse causality, and
our efforts to attribute the differences in amount of change to an influence

other than the program have thus far proved unsuccessful.

More uifficult to make a case for is the second 1ink in the proposed

causal sequence —— between increased size of the mother's primary network and
improved performance by the child in school: The following argument can be

mace with the data at hand. The mothers for whom the apparent relationship
riolds are unmarrieds and most are raising their children by themselves. The_

critical increase in the size of the primary network involves nonrelatives. A
look at the content of the relationships with these key friends reveals extra
assistance involving emotional support, day-to-day borrowing, and to some .

extent financial assistance. Such close friends appear, then, to be providing

a stabilizing influence for the mother, and our hypothesis suggests that this
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stability carries over to provide tne basis for improved performance by the

child in school. How might this occur? Perhaps it 1s important to note that_

snu scloel cotcome variables most positively associated with higher numbers of

primary ncnkin were » interpersconal re » and
personal adjustment, rather than the more cognitively oriented report card
scores (although there was somé carryover to these variabies as well):. The
impression is of children with interpersonal skills and confidence in the
classroom that stem from consistent and reasonably positive feedback, sensible
behavioral 1imits, and functioning models of interpersonal exchange in the
home. Network-related reduction of stress could provide a context for such
stability. It wil) be interesting, when analyzing the children's networks, to
see whether these same key adult nonkin appear there as well, and 1f so, what

roles they play for those children.

What alternative hypotheses deserve consideration here? It 1s always

possible that some other extraneous influence is covarying with nonkin primary
membership to affect the children’s behavior in .school. The search for such
an infivence will continue. Perhaps (looking at Figure 8) the arrow goes the
other way, with, for instance, more socially able children at school making.
friends whose parents then meet and become close friends: Such a possibility
cannot be ruled out. - It 15 instructive to note; however, that the direci

1ink to program assignment is with nonkin primary membership rather than with
the child's social behavior in school.

Hypothesis lc serves to 1imit the prediction to one-parent families, Our

data suggest that the network changes of married mothers are not implicated in
the school performance of their children (Figure 8). Just what processes
might be operating to cause the program-related differences in cognitive
school outcomes of children in two-parent families is unclear from the data
analyzed to date. (As mentioned earlfer, our next step in the search for a
clearer explanation of those differences will involve the data collectec about

the father's involvemeiit in family activities:)

(< 2a. That the mother's perception of herself as a parent is

altered by involvement with the program.

- .. That mothers experiencing these perceptual shifts become
more active beyond the home on behalf of the child.

B {5 2c. That this causal sequence is not limited to mothers of a
particular race or marital status.

We view this pruposed causal chain as more questionable than that.

encompassed in Hypothesis la because, as shown in Figure 8, the relationship _

between program assignment and the mother's contact with the school appears to
be both direct and mediated by self-perception. Thé seémingly direct

relationship between self-perception and program assignment, with increases
for white, single program mothers and decreases for Black, married mothers in
the program, could actually be an artifact resulting from a causal chain
running directly to experiences with the school, the effects of which were
then to enhance (white, single) or dampen (Black, married) self-perceptions.

However, because program workers emphasized positive recognition of the
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parents' importance to the child from the very beginning of their experiences
with familfes, and only addressed home-school communications in the final six
months of operations, it is reasonable to speculate that changes in o
seif-perception occurring earifer in the 1ife of the program led to more
active parental involvement in activities given prominence by the program
workers later on. The set of relationships shown {n Figure 8 for white,
unmarried mothers lends some support for this sequence of changes. because {

[ad

also includes 1inks between se}f-perception and increases in both kin and
nonkin at the primary network ievel. There is good conceptual reason to
expect the mother's feelings about herself to be influenced by changes in

these ciose relationships, and therefore we are inclined to view relationships

among program assignment, primary network, and perceptions of self as parent
as an interlocking system, producing the extra impetus to become involved with

the school in those instances where the child was seen as not making normal
progress.

In the case of married, Black mothers, the picture is_not as clear. The

strongest path of affects would appear to be not via self-perception to
home-school contact, but rather directly to the school and then reflected back
into perception of self. The logic implied here would suggest that contacts
with the school, rather .nan involvement with the Family Matters program; had

a dampening effect upon the self-perceptions of these parents. To shed .
further 1ight upon ‘this possibility, we examined the parents' responses to a

direct question regarding their relationship with the child's teacher: "How
do you feel about how ——_'s teacher treats youi" The responses indicate
that the Black, mari-ied mothers in the program did feel somewhat less positiv
than those in the control group about how they were treated by the teacher (p
= ,10),_ But their ratings were sti11 well over on_the positive side of the
scale (4.0 of a possible 5.0), and appear to be more associated with less
satisfaction in general by program m>thers in two-parent families (p = :03)
than a disenchantment specific to the Black, two-parent subgroup. Our
impression during conduct of the program was that a number of these marrizd
parents became quite sophisticated in the skil:s involved in critically
assessing the appropriateness of a given schoc’ =r classroom for their
children. This more critical eye could accoun. ‘or the somewhzt lower scores

given by them to their treatment by the teache:. A1 things considered, our

hypothesis is that involvement: with the program +:de the Black, married

mothers both somewhat more critical of themselve:z as [>ren:s ind more eager to
make contact with-the teacher when the child didii®+ sewm tc be making
satisfactory progress in school. Both effocts a: . “herreti: 211y plausibles
and the two need nhot be thought of as in conflict = "t :ne &ndther,

Hypothesis 2 1s explicitly mot restricted tc m-she: . of z particular race
or marita) arrangement because the data sugoest thax %iha <2usal chain operates

across those differences. One wonders; then; why tio .a” f-perceptions of Black
single and white married mothers were unaffected by the nrigram. “art of the

explanation may 1ie in the fact that the strorg positive direct effect for
white single mothers was due to an unusually low mesii for that cortrol
subgroup rather than a much higher program mezn. In other words, program
involvement appeared to have preventsd what otherwisns might had been

considerable deterioration in seif-regard, at lezst in comparison with the
rest of the sample. Such substantially lower perceptions were not evident for
DU
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the Black single and white married control subgroups. leaving th3 program no

room to perform a similar "prevention of loss"™ function.

Distinctions by race and family structure proved to be so crucial to

understanding our data that differentiation by these subgroups became the
primary basis by which to present and explain findings. There 1s no need to
reiterate here the patterns of variation produced by the different family
types; those differences are dwelt upon sufficiently in the earlier chapters.
Sufffce 1t to say that the stresses and supports being experienced by American
families sinply cannot be understood without distinguishing cultural groups __
and marital status. Nor are even these differentiations sufficient: our data

fndicate that locatfon in the social structure of American society has effects
beyond race and family structure. Of course this further distinction by _

social class proved most salient with the white» two-parent subsample because
this group contained enough middle- as well as low=income families to permit

statistical comparisons by socioeconomic status.. The Afro-American and
single-parent families in our sample were concentrated in the lower end of the

socioeconomic spectrum; as they are in the population as a whole.

Of the two basic stratifications in our sample, race and marital status,

the latter was clearly the more powerful in _explaining differences. This
power was especially evident in our search for processes related to the
transmission of program-effects: These data strongly Suggest that couples are
able to bring their program experiences directly to bear upon the =
school-related support of their children, while for unmarried (usually singlej

parents such support seems to be contingent upon the interim building of

self-confide.ice and7or social network supports.

‘One consequence of distingiishing among subgroups was an indication that

involvement with the program actually may have reduced the tendency of some

parents —- in this instance white and unmarried — to become involved with the

world outside the immediate family. Might the program designers and workers
have been sending messages that suggested alterrat‘ves to the expansion of

network ties; or to increased cummunications &s appropriate responses to signs

that the child was having some #ifficulty in school? There was, in fact; a

major theme running through thc Family Msiters approa~h that might have led to

reduced "reaching out" behavior, at least in situations of only moderate

percefved difficulty. We constzntiy trumisted the importance of parents as

teachers, urging parents :: appra:iite their own importance “n the development

of their chiidren and to s:end :ime in face-to-facs activities with them. At

the same time; we encourage: parimts to get involved with neighborhood

clusters and to make contucy with tiuzir chiildren's schools. But 1t 1is

reasonable to assume (Suther:and, iJs3; Seeley» 1981, that parents in

differing 11fe circumstance: sring ¢ifforent f.leclogies to dazisions related

to "depending on othsrs" and to the wuncstion +i their childrer. These
differing ideclogies may pro<.: & diff. rent levzi= of receptivity to the

various strategies for strxgi -né.:; ~ardly 1ife sffered by Family Matters.
Perhaps the parents in thz:s wuiie aww-iareni ..milfes: where the mother was
relatively unlikley to be surkina ». witw” the hons. were especieiiy receptive
to a "we can handle this wit:ir t& & .1 ' messdzs: and so respen'yd to
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program involvement by making that, rather than cutreachs their first strategy

of response even when signs indicated that things weren't what they might be

.- +kzip children at school.

Eamily Support as Relief from Stress

_ One distinction that became increasingly salient for us as interpretation

of these data proceeded is between family supports as enhancing growth or as

preventing deterioration. The traditional expectation associated with an

intervention designed to affect outcomes in children has been that the
children receiving the special treatment will then perform better than an .

equivalent control group. Historically the assumption underlying such a model
has been that the intervention was _some deficiency in the

child's 1ife circumstances that would otherwise 1imit performance. An

alternative to th1s standard stance is one in _which the intervention is
thought of as of certain family or environmental functions

and therefore making possible the maintainence.of child performance at an
acceptable level: Here the assumption ts not that there is a deficiency that

needs correctinn» but rather that a system capable of functioning adequately

deserves protecting: The concept of supporting the family, or family

supports, is based on this second model. From this perspective the family *-

viewed as a system that, 1f given an opportunity to functicn i a relati.

stress-free environment,» can fulfill the basic developmental nseds of in:

children in 1t: Public policies designed to provide family support aim,

through stress reduction,. to allow families to function effectively rether

than to %correct" their "deficits."

1f the purpose of family support is to prevent loss of family

functioning, then one would expect there to be instances in_which no change i1
the program group was accompanied by for control families. The
first example of this sort was reported in Chapter 3 of the full report for

the relationship between_reductions in family income and the child's
performance in school: For control families, lower incomes were associatcd
with poorer school performance»_ in all groups except that containing married
white familfes: This income-related decrement did not appear for the program
families in _these subgroups, suggesting to us that participation in the
program buffered those families against the effects of reduced income. This
1mpression wAaS re1nrorced by indications in the socia1 network data (Chapter

white, s1ngIe mothers in the_ program_ than for those in the control group. It
is underscored yet again in Chapter 3, _which shows the relationship of
networks with school outcomes,. parenta1 perceptions, and home-school
communications. Repeatedly, _ the pattern for white, single mothers involved
strong negative regressions for the control group balanced by flat or
moderately positive ones for the program group, controlling for mothers'
educational level. This suggests, in the case of ﬁetworks. that the program

primary nonkin were associated with decreases in school outcomes and mothérs'
perception of self as parent, while in the program subgroup there was no
change or a moderately positive increase in the schcol or self-perception
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scores. This same pattern was observed for the 1ink bstween self-perceptions

and home-school contacts. The impression that accumulates from these data is

that tie strong positive direct associations between program involvement by

white; single mothers and both their perceptions of themselves as parents and

the support they received from close friends served to buffer the child

against problems in school. The dynamics of this buffering process are only

conjecture at this point» but a ciue may be provided by the indication that

when their child showed signs of having difficuity in school those same

mothers were also found to be ih regular contact with the child's teacher.

The general point is that interventions preventing a significant loss in the

functioning of family members should be viewed with as much interest as those
which produce gains in performance relative to controls. Io facts one might

This prevention-production continuum can be formalized- in terms of a

hypothesis:

. That a parental empowerment program consisting of the

provision of support through positive verbal recognition,
information, referral, and establishment of peer clusters will show
its effects over time as much through prevention of negative changes

in the development of family members as in the production of
positive changes. -

B Support for this buffering hypothesis is really contingent upon the _
capacity to show that changes in the outcome of interest are a function of
changes in intervening or "pr ~ss" variablss that can be linked to the
intervention. We have preser .. informal supports and parental ,
self-perceptions as processes with buffering potential. One advantage to a.

program that works through such "processes™ is that these mechanisms have the

potential for maintaining a certain amount of their power beyond the 1ife of

the program._ If mothers really are viewing themselves more realistically and
in a genecrally positive vein, and have also strengthened their ties with

friends and relatives, then these added personal resources may piay a future

role in assisting the child through school and other community activities..
This s the notion of a "convoy" of social support, originally introduced by
House (1980), which we were mindful of when designing the Family Matters _

program to focus on what we believed to be key process components of family
functioning.

o
The inciusion of "process" variables jﬁ7§”§§ﬁée§tﬁéi model for evaluating
the impact of an intervention compiicates matters at virtually every stage in

the 1ife of the project: In the case of Family Matters, reams of additionai
data about self-perceptions; networks, and parent-child activities had_to be
collected both prior to and following implementation of the program.. The
costs of gathering, preparing and analyzing these data were substantial. Do
the resuits justify the investment?
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_ One way to answer the usefulness question is to look at Figure 8.
Imagine the diagrams as they would look 1f only containing the direct
relatinnships between the program and school and home-school outcomes.
Affected_the most by removal of all the 1inks to "process"™ components would be
the single parents in the sample. The impression created would have been that

one-parent families had not respondad to our parental empowerment approach.

Beyond simply missing the fact that certain of the children in single-parent
families had shown improvements in school behavior that could be assoctated

with program involvement, the removal of the "process®™ variables from the
model virtually eliminates any opportunity to learn wh.i 1L was about the
program that seemed to make a difference to those involved with it; For
fnstance, we invested a great deal of effort in discovering ways to give

positive recognition to parents for the vitally important roles they were

playing in the lives of their children. The supposition was that parents

needed to feel confident about themselves as parents before they could be

expected to become actively involved in the more "executive" aspects of the

parenting role. The summary of findings represented by Figure 8 certainly
suggests that for two of the four subgroups represented in the sample,
perception of self as as parent plays an active role in determining whsther
parents become involved with their child's teacher when there is indication
that the child 1s having school difficulty. While the rature of the data
permits only the generation of hypotheses, the findings are nevertheless

intriguing. They are also not of the simple "more {is better" variety, as '

indicated by the fact that for married Afro-American mothers more school

{nvolvement was accompanied by a grop in regard for self as parent. The point
is that the findings can be translated into policy at the program level:. They
clearly imply that white, single parents will only become actively involved
with the teachers of their children if they feel reasonably good about
themselves as parents, and suggest that programs czn be designed to stimulate
positive changes in such self-regard. The same kind of arguvent can be made
for social networks and school outcomes, again especially for mothers and
children in single-parent families. Such reference to specific aspects of the

content of the program would not have been possible in the absence of data
about "process."

The foregoing discussicr. of ecological processes is not new conceptually,

in the 1ight of racent work ‘n the areas of stress and coping by Pearlin and
others (Pearlin et al., 198i; Pearlin and Schooler, 1978): When this research

informal social networks as a concept embodying the general notion of informal
support systems had not been introduced to the social science community. Even
more unusual was the investment in operationalizing the concept as a dimension

of family and community 1ife amenable to change as a function of involvement

with a community-based program of family support, in this instance Family

Matters. We have been unabie to uncover a single published instance in which

changes in informal social ties were postulated in advance as an impact of an

intervention in their own right: Family Matters not only proposed changes in

informal networks as a program effects but also gave them a prominent place in

the conceptual scheme of things, as evidenced by the fact that "networking"

was a key feature of the empowerment program. Was this a wise scientific
D
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investment? Should others include the concept in their program development

and evaluation efforts?

One answer to these questions is contained in the earlier discussion and

reflected in Figure 8: The addition of key nonrelatives to the mother's
network is associated with improved performance in school for the children of
unmarried mothers; most of whom were single parents. This finding holds
across races. It provides insight into the needs of a family type already of
significant size in the United States, which over the past 10 years has grown

considerably as a proportion of all the families with young children in our

country. While work remains to be carried out in an_effort to describe more

fully the key additions to these mothers!' networks, the indications given by
our analyses to date are of sor: women who do _not passively accept social
relationships offered them threcugh the good offices of the programs but rather
are encouraged by fnvolvement with the program to redouble efforts already.
under way (to some degree) to marshal social résources for the many demanding
tasks at hand, one of which 1s raising a young child. And success in -
recruiting such assistance seems to have payoff both for parent (self-regard)
and child (school performance).. One implication of these findings is that the
concept of social support for the childrearing process should be expanded
beyond the traditional spousal relationship to include; as an alternative, a
network of friends and relatives. The findings also underscore the importance
of bettesr understanding .of what forces might enhance or impede the process of

mob111zing those resources:

Lest there be a tendercy by thé reader to equate social supports

primarily with social ties deyond kinship, we hasten to correct any
misconception by referring agéin,tﬁ,Chéptér,Z;,whergﬂthgigaygqudiéétéa that
three of the four subgroups (defined by marital status and race) showed
increases in primary kin ties associated with program involvement: An
important characteristic accompanying this relationship was the race of the
wother. Afrc-fmerican mothers ware significantly more 1ikely than Caucasian
mothers to ‘ncrease their involvement with primary kin 1f included in the

program; an: this carried over to unmarried women, It would be easy to ,
dismiss this 7inding as 2n inevitable result of minority status, racism,» and
povertys saying tnat such women are forced to roly or. close relatives because

of limited acuess to social relatfonships with mesnbers of the white majority

and the ccs: of maintaining social ties with nonkin. Sunh a views while.
seeming tc fit the data, 1s deficit driven anc $rcompiete: More productive
7or 211 conccrned is the view that Afro—American familizs proside one of many
mndels for carrying out the rearing of tre young in ocul cuitures and that

x: ip in general plays a larger vole in those famiiies than is the case for
Ame~ < Caucasians: This view impiias that any modei shouid be evaluated on
its particular merits, @74 in this case some of those merits can be {dentitied
in our data; There was :wie fndication in Chaptar £ tha% Black, unmarried
mothers ir the program receives financizl assiztance from greater numbers of

relatives over time, despitu the sharp rucessicrs, while ihe reverse was true

for the white, unma-ried subgioup. And the findings reported in Chapter 3
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{ndicate that, in both Black program subgroups: increases in the number of

primary kin reported over time wers associated with larger amounts of
parant=-child activity. No signs of negative impact associated with kin ties
surfaced to counterbalance these positive indications; leaving us to conclude

that thece familfes have lost nothing, and may well have benefited, from

growth in their relatfionships with relatives.

. The full report to the National-Institute of Education (Cochran and
Henderson, 1985) rafsed the question of whether a program of social support
1ike Fainily Matters makes a positive contribution by speeding the movement of
mothers and their famiilfes toward patterns of informal social relations that
they might otherwise realize more slowly; and perhaps less fully. This
research has addressed that question through an examination of 1inks between
program-related network increases and other process and outcome variables, as
portrayed in Figure 8. The question can now be answered more or less -
definitively, depending upon the subgroup of interest. The network appears to
be & key transmission center for white; unmarried mothers; primarily through
the nonkin sector, the growth of which is positively associated with:
perception of self as parent and the child'c performance in school. Black

ur. ried mothers involved in the program also showed substantial growth in
the network, with kin 1inked to increases in parent-child activities and
nonkin to improved performance by the child in school: Less can be said about
the impact of expanded primary kin networks for program mothers in the married
subgroups, where the only 1ink was with parent-child activities for the
Afrc-American portion of the sample. On balances; there is 1ittle in our data
to indicate that the expansion of the primary network associated with
participation in ttie Family Matters program has deleterious consequences, and

considerable indication of positive contributions especially for unmarried

mothers. A differeni set of outcome measures might have led to an

alternative conclusion; of courses but our data leave us cautfously optimistic
about the consequences for mothers and children of facilitating
network-buflding activities.

‘Caitioh often characterized the Family Matters programs especially as

related to socfal networks: Because there was concern about disrupting or
changing the social ties of families participating in the Family Matters
program, the program was never advertised as designed especially for .
network-building purposes,; nor did any impetus develop to become especiaily
activist in that regard. Neighborhood cluster-building was an avowed goai-
but espoused much more in the interest of collective action on behalif of
child, family, and neighborhood than to provide parents with materfal and
emotional support. The kinship potential in the nmetworks was virtuaily
fgnored; we made no effort; for instance; to encourage parents to invite
relatives to home visits or cluster group meetings, although kinfolk did
attend some of those occasions in the normal course of events. So it is fair
to say that our networking initiatives were quite passive. Many of these

,_ta na ﬂssi:jitﬁd l!j:t a ’7"””7”
t; This also impifes that greater change

in network ties might be accomplisheus ®ith more systematic attention to and

publicity for network-building as a goal. T7his more aggressive strategy could
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also 1ead to unanticipated negative consequences, and so should be approached

carefully and with the full knowledge of participants.

 One of the exciting aspects of social supports as program outcomes {is_

their potential for the development of the individual in the future as well as
the present. House (1980) uses the convoy analogys mentioned earifer, which
we also find useful. Such an analogy clzarly implies that network changes
associated with the program might be as strongly 1inked to subsequent
developments in the child as they are to more immediate ones. The findings
reported here begin to provide outlines for the forms of transport making up
such convoys. One vehicle is 1ikely to be composed of close friends and
relativas committed to the welfare ©f both parent and chilc., Another is
parental self-confidence. ‘A third vehicles and perhaps _the one to be heading
the convoy, 15 the parent's level cof formal education. Contained in these
conveyances are resources essential ro sustairing the child throughout the

developmental journey: human ensrgy: time, taterial goods, finformation,
ski1ls, emotional support. Thic ewziuai‘c:: of the Famiily Matters piogram

provides evidence to bolster the ct”tentian that some environments ar=z more
1ikely than others to produce and 1:intain Such supports in transacticn with
parents, and that steps can be taks. 2% the community level to change

environments in ways that facilitec: family functiching.

 Now we can return to the gussticns raised in the bésinning of this

section. Was it wise to invest so much time and money in understanding = _
informal networks as sources of social support? ®e are convirced that it was,
and that ti.> data bear this outs; although a more impartial judgment of the _
matter is needed. Should others include the network concept in their program
development and evaluation efforts? We believe, yes, if they wish to buiid
strong communities and understand bow program inputs are transmitted into the
social fabric surrounding families and transformed into messages affecting the

attitudes and behaviors of family members.

In his most recent writingss Cochran (1985) has postulated the existence

of an empowerment process consisting of a series of stages, He proposes that

positive changes in self-perception (Stage I) permit the alteration of
relations with members of the household or immediate family (Stage 11), which
is follcwed by the establishment and maintenance of new relations with more

distant relatives and friends (Stage I1I1I). Stage 1V is seen as

information-gathering related to broader community involvement, followed in

Stage V by change-oriented community action. MacDonough (1984) has shown that

parents can be located at different points along such an empowerment

continuum; and that for the first four stages a high score on a later stage is

related with high scores on previous ones. She is also able to identify a

subgroup of parents, relstively less educated than the sample as a vhole, who

involve themselves in efforts at community change without much prior

investment in studying the issue and the situation, indicating that Stage V

(community action) is not dependent upon Stage 1V (information-gathering).

Through this evaluation we have mapped out a rather complex set of di:act and
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fndirect relations in an effort to assess the impacts of an intervention
designed to empower parents on bohalf of their children and themselves

(although the empowerment terminology emerged from, rather than anticipateds

wie intervention). Do these findings support the notion of empowerment as a
process with 2 series of stages?

, In examining the implications of this question, one guickly realizes that
it_makes data demands that our study is not able to meet at this time. First,
fully comparable measures of perception of self as parent at baseiine and_

follow-up are required to determine both where mothers were at baseline in
relation to Stage I and whethsr program involvement had changed this status 1in

wavs not reflected in the control group. A second shortcoming involves the

absence of any measure for the information-gathering (Stage IV). Again, data

are avajlable elsewhere in the study, but they are 1imited primarily to

information about elementary schools gathered only at follow-up. A third

weakness involves our current measures of Stages II (relations with househcld

members) and V (communiity action). Relationships with household members

involve more than parent-child activities, and community action more than
activities related to the child's school. In bot. .nstances our data base ce

provide information with which to expand understanding of those processes

(with wife=husband relations for Stage II and other community institutions for

Stage V), but such elaborations are beyond the scope of this evaluation. It

can it can be said, however, that what has been learned to date about the

effects of the Family Matters program does not contradict the general concept

of empowerment as a process fncluding changes in self-perception and

relationship with others both immediate to and more distant from the changing

person. The findings do point to the possibility that constructive change in

perception of self may not necessarily be in_the direction of more positive
feelings, depending upon the perceptual point of departure at the beginning

point of the intervention. Thus, within certain 1imits, the change in

perception 1tself, regardiess of valence; may stimulate other action. And)
for certain of the families in our sample, this change shows solid -vidence of
being associated with variables 1ike parent-child activitiess; primai’y network

changes, and contacts with the school postulated to occur later in the

empo~erment process. As already mentioneds the temporal aspect of the

hypothesized relations cannot be tested with these data. Future efforts using

simultaneous equations may throw more 1ight upon possible pathways through the

data, but much will be left to speculation nevertheless. In any event, our

experience with conceptualizing and then implementing a program explicitly
designed to counter the deficit model, and then in examining what data we can
bring to bear upon associated psychological and ecological processes, has led

to a hypothesized sst of relations that can now be examined more

system: “ically in future evaluations.

‘The program of family support described and assessed in this report had a

direct bearing upon formal schooling only to the extent that it advocated
communications between home and school and affected families in ways that were
manifested in the school performance of the children in those famiiies. Some

readers from the educational estabiishment might» therefore» be tempted at
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this point to conclude that, while interesting, the findings presented here

have no significance for their attitudes and behavior. Such a conclusion_
would be false. Three new directions for educational policy emerging from
1ni5s project are presented below as challenges to all of us involved with

education and committed to the strengthsning of faxily and community life.

yentive Home-3School Communic

Public schooling is touted by some in the United States as a kind of

"yniversal entitlement;" equally accessible to_all segments of the population
and prepared to embrace all children with equal enthusiasm. Yet our data on
hcme-school communications indicate that most communications from teacher to
family are deficit oriented: Often the first "personal™ communfication
received ny the parents from the school {is triggered by teacher perceptions of
fnadesuacy 1n the child. Such a negative message, uncushioned by any more
suppurt’ s prior communication, is 1ikely to stimulate a fearful and defensive

res~ .pse from parents; especially when the teacher or other school official

imp1is: 1n_future exchanges that the real "problem™ is parental lack of

fnvolvement with or commitment to the child. The challenge becomes, then, to
reverse this downward spiral in home-school communications by starting the
process off on a positive note» and creating an atmosphere of trust and
supportiveness betwse: teacher and parent within which difficulties can be
discussed in a cl‘=mate of mutuality and respect. Staff members with the Family
Matters Project at v.oruc:: University have recently been testing & three-pronged
strategy for fostering vrevention-oriented home-school partnerships. Called
“onperative Copmunigatic: hetween dome and School (Deans; 1983); the approach is
aimed in equal measure at teachers, parents, and school administrators. It

fncludes a six-workshop series for parents_and a two-day in-service training

program for teachers and principals, as well as a special monograph for

principalss school superjntendents, school board members, and others involved
with tie school system: The parent workshop series 1s a modified version of

what we used with Syracuse parents as part of the original Family Matters
program. e tcacher materials have now been tested in a number of different

schuol systems; and in every instance we are struck by two realities: First.

most teachers have a very narrow conception of what the wide variety of American
famiiies looks 11ke and needs, and second, every school system contains built-in

barriers to effective home-school communications that can be altered without

weakening the educational program. A comprehersive, systems-oriented approach
1ike the one developed at Cornell could, if eiade available to all the o
constituencies involved with a particular school, dramatically increase positive,
cooperative communications, and in so doing crggte a climate supportive of

whatever problem-solving needed to take place.

I2availabie as a single module, at a cost of $30.00; by writing to

Cornell University, Distribution Center, 7 Reserarch Park, Ithaca, New York
14853

Y4and the fntroduction of such an approdch should not'be undertaken in a

vacuum: Good baseline documentation of preexisting types and levels of home=

school communication should be undertaken in advance, to provide a starting

point against which future progress can be measured.
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The establishment of positive, mutually supportive communications between
huiee and school 1s, however challenging, only one step in the process of
designing a school environment that is truly supportive of family 1ife. The

and 1mp1ement1ng a full-scale plan for supporting the efforts of fam111es on
behalf of their children's education. Presumptuous as that may at first
fami1ies, and the clues to 1ts 1mp1ementation can be found r1ght in_the model
components included in Figure 8. The model shown there is not static. We
conccive of 1t as a prccess through whicn parents move in their own =
development, which in turn has consequences for the development of their
children. Our _own data have led us to hypothesize with growing confidence
that_ parents w1th pos1t1ve and rea11st1c v1eus of their capacities as parents
priority on activities with their children. This combination of pos1t1ve )
forces seems to manifest itself generally in more success by the children in
school, or at least to protect the children somewhat from the negative effects
of high environmental stress on school performance. The chailenge becomes to
find more ways in our local communities through which to stimulate this
"empowering" process in parents. We be11eve that the pr1mary school can be a
fac111tat1ng force in this regard withot
sdicatl - © Specific attention to four components in Figure 8
provides some helpful reference points. First, school personnel can _
strengthan parents! appreciatijon for the impertance of tho parenting role by
referring,fo that role in positive terms at every opportunity. We have
;read) addressed at Ieng*h the importance of estab11sh1ng commun1cation B

Secgni; {ndividual primary schools can facilitate the strengthening of
inforiz) social supports to parunts by acknowledging the fact that parents
f.om different fam{lies meet and become friends with each other partly because
their child:en ms2t {n school and become friends. Simple things can make this
process easier: a clearly written 1ist of the children's names, addresses, _
and telephone numbers sent home to each family at the beginning of the year; a
time early in _the fall when parents are invited to meet the teacher and each
other over refreshments (poss1b1y sponsored by the PTO). Thnse are examples

11tt1e help from the cchool. A third way to stimulate the parental
empowerment process. is by providing parents with information; and possibly

even materials, that help them engage in the kinds of activities with their

children at home that complement and reinforce what is being taught at school.

A "parent-child workbook" could become a real source of pride for both

parent(s) and child while underscoring the educational goals of the teacher.

Empowerment will only result, however; from acknowledging and making clear to

the parents that they are valuable allies in the educational process, with a

great deal to offer it. A full-scale plan tor supporting the efforts of

familiess then; is one that helps parents attach more importance to their

parental roless contributes to the process of introcducing families tc¢ aach

other through their ciiidren, and actively promotes zonstructive parent-child

activities. Such a pla.i is feasible; requires very feu adiitional resources;

and would generate a solid base of parental support :.r sctools implementing
it.
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Earlier in the chapter, evidence was presented to {ndicate that the

siatub Of parents was enhanced along a number cf our empowerment dimensions
simply by remaining in the educational mains.rozm beyond high school. Mothers
with more than a high school education reported more positive feelings about
themselves and tbglr7c511dféhi,iﬁV@]vemgntfgl;h a larger and more diversified
social network, and participation in more activities with their children. Our
data also indicate that their children perform with greater success in first
grade. Thus public policies that lead to the involvement of greater numbers
of prospective parents tand those already parents) in postsecondary
educaticnal experiences would also appear to have high potential for

strengthening family life:
Why should this be the case?_ What is it about continuting in school

beyorid the 12th grade that could lead to positive consequences for various
aspects of the parenting role? while there is currently no definitive.answer
to such a question, we are able to provide some informed judgment on the
matter. Beginning with what we v1éi,ggftngf§§&Fi1ﬁg;bb1ﬁt,iﬁ,the,emEQ!éFﬁé“t
process, it is reasonable to assume that additional educational increases a
person's belief in his or her personal capacities and skills. Status 1s
conferred upon those with higher education, and with it personal_strength

emanating from public recognition. Along with recognition, and the as ociated

personal efficacy, comes increased e1igibility for higher paying, more
interesting Jjobs. 7ﬂjgﬁef.péy,MGans79[9§§§r7§gcess,tb,mater1a1”§qugr§§ for
family 11fe, 1ike decent housing, adequate food and clothings and reliable

transportation.

The years spent in college or other advanced training after high school

take the young adult bevond the circle of friends and relatives defined by

kinship and the local community, to meet and become friends with people who

may be "different® along & number of dimensions: “ethnic, religious, racial,

political; regional, cultural. Our own data and those of other network

researchers (Fischer, 1982) indicate that personal networks grow as 2

consequence of this exposure. Such growth can transiate into added suppbrf

for the parenting role. One advantage to such support is the diversity in

membership 1t 1s 1ikely to provide, Friends from different backgrounds can

provide a broader Fiﬁgé,bf,§trat§gjggif5r childrearing and family relations

than could come from relatives or more "local™ friends. Such friends also

represent 1inks to opportunities located beyond the experience of relatives

and the local community: housing opportunities and jobs as well as
jdeas (Granovatter, 1973).

information and

‘Higher education 1s 1ikely to demand and provide opportunities for more

independent use of available resources and the development of more

sophisticated managerial ski11s than did primary or secondary school.

Increasingly, parents are required by their environs to find resources, make

choices; and exercise independent judgments for and on behalf of their
childran (Keniston, 1977; Grubb and Lazerson, 1982). 'So, again, skills__
emphasized in higher education prove transferable to family 1ife. Finally,
there is good reason to believe that educational achievements beyond high
school generate in parents a set of raised aspirations for their chiladren.

Such aspirations are in part weducation-specific"; they translate into energy

cevoted to ensuring that the child take schooling seriously and perform
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successfully in the classroom: This energy may be reflected in extra

attention at home to the child's school work, or to_involvement with school

practices and policies, or to tte provision of special ‘educational

cpportunities through the private sector. A1l such efforts are the product of
the ampowerment process. They have their analogues in the workplace and in

the politics of participatory democracy. The message to the education _

establishment is this: educational axperiences beyond high school provide

yoang adults with ski1ls and opportunities that benefit family 1ife in many

positive ways. Thus we close with a challenge that the search for the testing

and implementation of ways to make higher education available to greater.

numbers of Americans be intensified.  The results of such an effort ripple
rewardingly throughout society, not l1east through families.
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