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The Broken Compass


1

The Role of Parental Involvement 

in Children’s Schooling

In the end, there is no program or policy that can substitute for a mother or father who will attend those parent/teacher conferences, or help with homework aft er dinner, or turn off  the TV, put away the video games, and read to their child. I speak to you not just as a President, but as a father when I say that responsibility for our children’s education must begin at home. 

—President Barack Obama, address to a joint session of Congress, February 24, 2009

It is safe to say that most adults in this country believe that parent involvement is critical to improving educational outcomes for all children. Parents’ contributions of time and eff ort are thought to be greatly benefi cial in helping schools meet various state and community educational goals. Th is 

sentiment is well captured by Epstein (1996, 213), who claims, “We have moved from the question, Are families important for student success in school? To  If families are important for children’s development and school success,  how can schools help all families conduct the activities that will benefi t their children?” Th

e idyllic conception of an eff ective school is one in which the responsibility of educating children is shared equally between parents and teachers— where teachers provide formal instruction and implement school curriculum, and parents reinforce these eff orts by creating a cultural milieu outside of school that facilitates the learning pro cess. 

Th

e benefi ts of parental involvement are thought to be important throughout youths’ K– 12 schooling careers. Involvement during early education is encouraged as a means of promoting positive attitudes and behaviors toward learning and mathematics development, and of improving student literacy (Englund et al. 2004; Jordan et al. 2009). For older children, parent involvement is thought to be important for reducing school delinquency, 1
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improving discipline, and increasing college enrollment rates (e.g., Domina 2005; McNeal 1999). Overall, parents who are active participants in their child’s education are thought to promote children’s social, emotional, and academic growth (Green et al. 2007). Accordingly, it seems reasonable for educators to place increased responsibility on parents as a solution for enhancing school eff ectiveness and countering the academic failure of disadvantaged groups. In a system consumed with promoting value- added practices, parents are viewed as a policy lever integral for helping administrators outrun the juggernaut of high- stakes accountability. 

Th

e importance placed on parental involvement by educators is guided by their belief that poor achievement results from lack of involvement or valuing of schooling on the part of parents. For example, Souto- Manning and Swick (2006) report that a lack of parental involvement is the primary reason teachers cite for the achievement of students who perform below federal and state standards. Bol and Berry (2005) fi nd that teachers (grades 6– 12) invoke family support as more important than curriculum and instruction or school characteristics for youths’ academic orientation. Th eir 

fi ndings show that many teachers depict poor families as not valuing academic achievement or making education a priority (2005, 38). DeCastro-Ambrosetti and Cho (2005) show evidence that pre- and in- service teachers have negative attitudes toward parents of ethnic minority groups, question the value they place on education, and attribute low achievement to factors at home and the extent to which parents value education. 

One cannot overstate the great deal of importance placed on parental involvement within the education arena. One indicator is the centrality of parental involvement in the discourse on school reform and education in general, particularly among policy makers. Several states— including Ala-bama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and West Virginia— 

have declared one month a year, typically October, as parental involvement month. In fact, in 2011, the New Jersey State Parent Information and Resource Center (NJPIRC) off ered fi ft een stipends to public schools to host a family involvement activity and free Parent Involvement Pledge Cards to mark the importance of parent involvement in the educational pro cess. Th e 

proclamations signed by governors that introduce Parental Involvement Month typically include a clause that states, “Research indicates that there is a positive relationship between high student achievement and the high expectations and educational involvement of parents. When schools, par-
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ents, and communities work together in partnership, our children succeed” 

and/or “the role of parents in creating a successful pre- school through college education system for [state’s] children cannot be overstated.” 

Regardless of the discourse on parental involvement among academics, there is clear evidence that policy makers believe that parental involvement is a major factor in positive academic outcomes. For example, as then governor of Tennessee, Phil Bredesen stated, “Parents are a child’s fi rst teacher and we must encourage strong interaction between families, communities and schools. . . .  Family involvement in a child’s education can only lead to success and higher achievement” (Newsroom and Media Center, 2009). In his weekly address to Delawareans, Governor Jack Markell stated that “One point that’s made over and over is how critical parental involvement is to student success . . .  what happens at home has a huge impact on what they are able to do at their desks. . . .  Th is Monday . . .  educators and employers, PTA members and policy makers will be getting together to proclaim October ‘Parental Involvement Month’ in Delaware” 

(Markell, 2010). In a 2010 speech regarding the awarding of the Governor’s Education Initiative Award for Parental Involvement to two school districts,  Nebraska’s  governor  Dave  Heineman  stated  that  “since  2007,  the Nebraska Association of School Boards and my administration have been working together to focus on parental involvement. Parents play a critical role in education . . .  I applaud each of these school districts for the emphasis they place on getting parents involved in education. Parents and teachers working together is an essential element in student learning and academic achievement” (Heineman, 2010). 

Statements that parental involvement “can only lead to success,” has a 

“huge impact,” and plays “a critical role” are oft en supported by the views held by high- ranking offi

cials within the education sector. For example, 

the Department of Education of West Virginia states that “research shows that when families take an active interest in their children’s schoolwork, students display more positive attitudes, behave better and learn more. 

Parent involvement is critical for children from diverse cultural backgrounds, who tend to do better when families and school staff  join forces to bridge the gap between home and school cultures” (West Virginia DOE, 2010). In fact, some administrators attribute greater importance to parental involvement than socioeconomic factors. State Superintendent of Schools Steve Paine states that “caring, involved parents, not income or social status, is the most accurate predictor of student achievement in school. . . .  Parents 
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can make a diff erence in their children’s achievement” (West Virginia DOE, 2010). State Board President Priscilla Haden states “If we want West Virginia students to be successful, and we do, parents must be encouraged to support their children’s learning. . . .  By working together, we can assure our children will be prepared for global success in college, in the workplace and in life” (West Virginia DOE, 2010). Even politicians at the national level have expressed similar confi dence that parental involvement leads to high achievement, as evidenced by President Obama’s quote at the beginning of this chapter. 

Th

is book represents our attempt to evaluate the enormous policy eff ort that has been administered toward this issue. Are the resources expended in eff orts to increase parental involvement justifi ed? Put another way, does existing evidence support the notion that parental involvement is the answer to underachievement? Our analytical endeavors in this book bring us closer to answering this question, yet we recognize the answer is partially based in one’s own judgment and perspective. We are less concerned with the question of whether parents  should be more involved and more concerned with whether greater parental involvement will solve many of the problems currently facing our schools. Ultimately, we are motivated by a high interest in identifying factors that can improve the state of education in this country. Th

is book provides us an opportunity to examine a factor deemed critical to children’s academic success and advance the discourse on parental involvement several steps further. We believe that an extensive study on the role of parental involvement in children’s academic lives and the racial achievement gap is long overdue. Given the dawn of the high-stakes accountability era, we hope that this work ultimately helps to maximize what ever benefi ts are associated with parental involvement. 

In this study we defi ne “parental involvement” as practices that entail parent communication with their children about education, beliefs or behaviors parents hold or engage in with the exclusive aim of increasing academic outcomes, and parental engagement with schools and teachers. 

Some of these elements are included in other pop u lar conceptions of parental involvement. For example, Epstein (2010) summarizes the ranges of family involvement within a classifi cation system that includes school- home communications, parent involvement within the school and the community, home learning activities, and parents serving as decision makers. 

However, we are interested in factors parents employ that can be  directly linked to achievement. Th

is focus led us to exclude some activities that 
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have been viewed as forms of involvement in previous research (Domina 2005), such as taking the child to museums and involving them in extracurricular endeavors such as ballet or piano lessons. We consider these activities as intended to generally cultivate or to enrich the child rather than to specifi cally aff ect academic outcomes. Th

ere are forms of parental in-

volvement that might be benefi cial to youths’ social and emotional development, psychological well- being, or general enrichment that we do not consider. Th

ose outcomes can be regarded as stemming from good parenting. Th

is is not a study about “parenting” in general or about whether parenting is benefi cial for academic achievement. 

Given our defi nition of parental involvement, it is more accurate to characterize our study as focusing on aspects of parental involvement parents employ only because academic outcomes exist. Th

erefore, in this study, a 

fi nding that parental involvement  ( for a given academic outcome) is not benefi cial for achievement does not mean parental involvement is not important for other dimensions of child development or that parents should become less involved in their children’s lives. Such a fi nding would simply mean that parental involvement mea sure  x is not associated with increases in achievement. Another interpretation is that parental involvement measure   x as currently implemented by parents— on average— is in eff ec tive. 

Th

is could be useful because these types of results highlight aspects of parental involvement educators and parents should focus on adjusting. 

In  this  chapter,  we  describe  the  existing  educational  problems  in  this country, giving par tic u lar focus to diff erences in academic per for mance both by social class and by race within America’s schools. We then discuss the policy and research response to these problems as they relate to parental involvement. We conclude this chapter with an overview for the rest of the book. 

Despite the limitations of testing, we focus much of our discussion in this chapter on achievement as mea sured by test scores. Although school is also very much about students’ grades, it is standardized test scores that concern policy makers most. Despite being  one assessment of students’ 

academic profi ciency, standardized tests have become  the defi ning motif of school reform initiatives. For this reason, standardized testing has been characterized as the tail wagging the dog (McNeil 2000; Meier 2000; Sacks 1999). In fact, in many cases good grades are not enough to graduate from high school or to gain admission to top- fl ight colleges, graduate programs, and professional schools. Twenty- six states (encompassing two- thirds of 
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the nearly seventeen million youth in high school) require high school exit exams (Center on Education Policy 2009), and standardized tests serve as the primary mechanism of stratifi cation for colleges (Scholastic Assessment Test/American College Testing), graduate programs (Graduate Record Exam), and professional schools (Medical College Admission Test/Law School Admission Test). Since policy makers seem to focus entirely on test scores, any discussion of achievement (and achievement gaps) must document the trends in standardized test scores. 

The Problem of Raising Achievement 

in America’s Schools

Determining whether greater parental involvement leads to higher academic achievement is an urgent policy issue, particularly given some of the wor-risome  trends  in  U.S.  education.  Data  from  national  and  international assessments indicate that America’s students are performing at relatively low levels. A 2006 report from the Program for International Student Assessment (Baldi et al. 2007) compared the scientifi c literacy of fi ft een-year- olds in the thirty member countries of the Or ga ni za tion for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and twenty-seven non- 

OECD 

countries and found that the U.S. scientifi c literacy score was 489, which was below the average score of 500 for the thirty OECD countries. Th e average U.S. score in math was 474, lower than the OECD average score of 498, and lower than thirty- one jurisdictions (23 OECD and 8 non- OECD). 

Additionally, among public high schools in 2005– 6, only three- fourths of incoming freshman graduated on time, and the graduation rate was below 70% in eleven states and Washington, DC— which account for over one- third of all students in public high schools within the U.S. (Planty et al. 2009). 

In  2009  the  National  Assessment  of  Educational  Progress  (NAEP) assessed the profi ciency in reading and math of U.S. students in grades 4 

and 8. Among fourth graders, only 33% scored “Profi cient” or greater in reading, and 39% scored “Profi cient” or greater in math. Among students in the eighth grade, roughly one- third attained “Profi cient” scores in both reading (32%) and math (34%). Writing was assessed in 2007 for students in grades 8 and 12. Less than one- third of these students tested at the “Profi -

cient” or greater level in writing. Th

e profi ciency levels  were even more 

alarming for U.S. history in 2006, in which less than 20% of students in grades 4, 8, and 12 tested at levels considered to be “Profi cient” or greater. 
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Th

ese percentages are clear indicators that this country has much ground to cover in ensuring a quality education for its youth. 

Further Cause for Concern: Achievement Gaps

Another major problem facing American schools is the struggle to close achievement gaps. Th

ere are drastic diff erences in achievement by social class and by race. Th

ese diff erences have persisted for de cades and remain a vexing problem for parents, schools, and policy makers. Its implications can be felt at all levels of schooling and in the U.S. labor force. In their book, 50 Ways to Close the Achievement Gap,  Downey and colleagues referred to it as “the most complex and compelling educational dilemma facing schools” 

(Downey et al. 2009, 1). 

Achievement Differences by Social Class

One of the major ways in which achievement varies across youth is by social class. On average, youth from more affl

uent backgrounds have higher levels 

of achievement than those from less resourced backgrounds. We highlight this pattern in Figure 1.1, which shows achievement levels for youth in reading, math, and grades by youths’ social class backgrounds (see Appendix C for a detailed description of the achievement mea sures). We mea sure social class by both parents’ educational attainment and family income.1 

Th

e data are from the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS), a nationally representative study of nearly twenty- fi ve  thousand  U.S.  students who  were in the eighth grade during the fi rst wave of data collection in 1988 and  were followed through 2000 (see Appendix A for further information on all data sets used in this study). It serves as one of the primary data sets used in this study to examine the role of parental involvement in achievement because it contains a rich collection of mea sures of parental involvement during a key transition period (middle school) and mea sures of academic achievement in grade 12, which approximate the academic skills youth have toward the end of compulsory schooling.2

Figure 1.1 displays the average achievement in reading, math, and grades for three categories of parental education— parents who (1) hold less than a high school diploma, (2) are high school graduates, and (3) have earned a four- year degree or greater— and three categories of famiy income— those with incomes (1) below the national median, (2) from the median to twice 
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the median, and (3) twice the median or greater. In addition to the achievement levels, which are displayed as circles, triangles, and squares for the high, middle, and low categories of social class, respectively, Figure 1.1 also shows the standard deviations (tails) for each group. Th e tails are useful 

because they illustrate the middle 66.8% of the achievement disrtibution for each social class category.3 To indicate where the average achievement levels for each group are situated within the achievement distribution, we show the achievement distribution (a bell- shaped curve) and highlight the scores that represent the 25th and 75th percentile for each outcome. We also dispay the standardized gaps in achievement by parental education and family income relative to the top social class categories of these factors. 

Th

us, Figure 1.1 shows the average achievement by social class, the location of each group’s average achievement within the achievement distribution, the amount of overlap in the achievement distribution for each category of social class, and the achievement gaps in both actual and standardized units (see Table B.1 in Appendix B for the sample sizes for all analyses of achievement outcomes throughout this book). 

In general, the patterns are virtually identical for all three mea sures of achievment and both proxies of social class. Specifi cally, regardless of how social class is mea sured, youth from the high social class category (4- year degree or greater and twice the median family income or greater) have higher levels of achievement than their counterparts from the lower categories of social class. Conversly, youth from the low social class categories (parents have not completed high school or live in homes in which the family income is below the national median) have the lowest levels of achievement. For all three achievement outcomes, youth from the high social class categories have levels of achievement that place them near the 75th percentile of the achievement distribution. Youth in the middle categories of social class (parents’ highest level of education is high school graduate or family incomes from 1 to 2 times the national median) have average levels of achievement near the center of the achievement distribution. 

We repeat this analysis using data based on the Child Development Supplement (CDS) to the Panel Study for Income Dynamics (PSID)— the second primary source of data we use in this study— which we display in Figure 1.2. Th

e CDS contains a rich collection of parental involvement mea sures for a nationally representative sample of 3,563 children collected in 1997 when youth  were between the ages of 0– 12, which can be linked to achievement in 2002 when they  were between the ages of 5 and 18. As 
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such, the CDS allows us to assess the parental involvement– student achievement link throughout the K– 12 schooling cycle. In general, the patterns in Figure 1.2 are identical to those observed in Figure 1.1. 

It is important to note that although the gaps in achievement are substantial, the overlap in the achievement distributions for the social class categories displayed in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 suggest that while social class is strongly  related  to  achievement,  it  does  not  entirely  determine  youths’ 

achievement. Nevertheless, it seems that there are advantages to having a high social class background that are associated with academic success. It Reading
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is possible that parental involvement is the mechanism by which youth with advantaged backgrounds attain their high achievement levels relative to their less advantaged counterparts. 

Achievement Differences by Race

Another major problem facing American schools is the struggle to close what is called the minority achievement gap— lower average test scores and grades (and even high school completion and college attendance rates) among black and Hispanic/Latino students. It has appeared in the four major geographic regions in the United States, and within diff erent cultures, ethnicities, and socioeconomic strata. Th

e minority achievement gap is large, 

per sis tent, and pervasive. Consider the following:

•  From 1999 to 2005, Asian Americans (henceforward Asians) had the highest mean Advanced Placement (AP) exam score, whereas blacks had the lowest. 

•  On the 2009 NAEP reading test administered to students in grades 4 

and 8, more than twice the proportion of Asian/Pacifi c Islanders and whites (over 40%)scored at or above “Profi cient” than did black and Hispanic students (less than 20%) at both grade levels. Th e same 

relative racial diff erences apply to math. 

•  In 2008, white students outscored black students on the SAT— which was scored on a scale from 200 to 800— by an average of 98 points in reading and 111 points in math. Th

ey also outscored Hispanics by 

an average of 74 points in both reading and math. 

•  In 2009, NAEP data show that the achievement gap between white and Hispanic fourth graders in reading and math was not measur-ably diff erent than it was in 1992 and 1990. Th e same applies for the 

black- white and Hispanic- white gaps in both reading and math among eighth graders. 

• Th

e college enrollment gap was greater in 2006 than it was in 1972; 69% of white high school graduates in 2006 enrolled in college the next academic year, substantially more than their black (56%) and Hispanic (58%) counterparts (Planty et al. 2008, 140). 

Th

ese points capture just some of the many facts indicative of the vast racial diff erences that exist in the American school system. 
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Data from the NAEP show that by age 17 the average Hispanic and black student is four years behind the average white student; Hispanic and black twelft h graders score lower than white eighth graders in reading, math, U.S. history, and geography (Th

ernstrom and Th

ernstrom 2003). 

Barely  half  of  Hispanic  and  black  students  graduate  from  high  school, compared to nearly 80% for whites and over 80% for Asians (Alliance for Excellent Education 2008). Th

ough Asians are a minority in number in the 

United States (approximately 4.4% of the total population), on many educational outcomes they are more similar to whites than they are to blacks and Hispanics and thus are not included in our usage of the term “minority achievement” throughout this book. 

Without question, racial diff erences in achievement— particularly as assessed through testing— have garnered the most attention nationally within education. We highlight the racial achievement gap in Figure 1.3, which shows the achievement levels in reading, math, and grades for twelft h graders from various racial groups. Given the heterogeneity within the Asian population, throughout the book we sort Asians into two groups: Asians A—

groups oft en characterized as “model minority” (Chua 2011; Kao 1995; Osajima 2005)— and Asians B— socioeconomically disadvantaged Asian groups (see Appendix B for further details). Similarly, Hispanics are disaggregated into two groups: non- Mexican Hispanics and Mexican Americans (henceforward non- Mexicans and Mexicans, respectively).4  Th ese group 

classifi cations are far from perfect. However, in order to capture some of the heterogeneity within each group we believe it is more appropriate to disaggregate in this manner than to treat each as one group. Th ese data are 

representative of students in the early 1990s. Figure 1.3 shows the presence of a gap in twelft h grade reading, math, and grades. Minority students had lower per for mance compared to whites and both Asian groups. 

What makes the racial achievement gap such a headline feature is that unlike racial gaps in rates of college enrollment or high school graduation, the racial achievement gap in testing spans twelve years of schooling (i.e., grades K– 12) and has persisted for de cades. Th e former point is highlighted in Figure 1.4, which shows the achievement levels for various racial groups contained in the second wave of data collected for the Child Development Supplement (CDS) to the Panel Study for Income Dynamics in 2002. Th

e fi gure suggests the presence of a minority achievement gap in reading and math from grades 1– 12. Th

e top panel indicates that the fi rst fi ve 

years of school are marked by substantial diff erences between minority 
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and nonminority groups; this gap becomes even larger aft er elementary school. For instance, Asian students held roughly an 11- point advantage over Hispanic students in math in elementary school. Th is advantage is 

approximately 17 points among adolescents. Similar to Figure 1.3, Figure 1.4 illustrates that minority students are well below the population mean for achievement in both reading and math— a level of underper for mance that spans the entire period of K-12 schooling. 

In terms of change over time, the achievement gap in testing has fl uctu-ated over the past several de cades. Th

ere was a convergence in the gap from 

the early 1970s to approximately 1990; since then, the convergence has been slow. Th

is stagnation has given many in the educational community a cause for concern since bringing minority test scores closer to parity with those of nonminorities has proven to be an intractable problem. Hedges and Nowell (1999) raised the alarm about the per sis tence of the black- white gap in testing a de cade ago, illustrating that the prospect of test- score Whites
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equality between these groups is not in the foreseeable future. Using nationally representative data for each de cade from the 1960s to the 1990s, the authors concluded that given the rate of decline during that time, convergence in the black- white gap would take approximately six de cades in reading and over a century in math. As if the projections  were not disconcerting enough, analysis of achievement trends in the 1990s indicated that the modest convergence in reading and math gaps made in the 1970s and 1980s has either ceased (Smith 2000) or reversed (Grissmer, Flanagan, and Williamson 1998). 

Th

is trend is demonstrated clearly in Figure 1.5, which shows SAT 

scores for whites, Asians, Hispanics, and blacks from 1996 through 2012. 

Th

e data are for se niors who took the SAT any time during their high school years through March of their se nior year. If a student took the test more than once, the most recent score is used. Th

e graph shows that minority 

achievement gaps remained remarkably stable between 1996 and 2012 for both reading and math. Analysis based on the NAEP also shows that Whites
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minority achievement gaps  were relatively stable over the past two de cades. 

One of the fi ndings that highlighted the severity of the black- white testing gap was that racial in e qual ity exists even among high achievers. Hedges and Nowell (1998, 167) note that “blacks are hugely underrepresented in the upper tails of the achievement distributions, and this underrepre sen tation does not seem to be decreasing.” 

Th

e same pattern exists with regard to students’ grades. In Figure 1.6, we show the grade- point averages (GPA) for high school se niors in 2001 

and 2011 by race. Th

e bold line represents the overall average in achievement for all students (3.30 in 2001 and 3.34 in 2011), and the bars represent the diff erence in achievement for each racial group relative to the average overall GPA for all students. Th

e actual average GPA for each group is dis-

played above (or below in the case of Hispanics and blacks) the bars. Th e 

fi gure shows that although GPA has risen slightly over time for most students, the subgroup diff erences have remained the same. 

When you consider that academic per for mance is an important determinant of educational attainment and that students with higher grades or test scores are more likely to complete high school, enroll in and complete college, and attend better quality colleges (Behrman et al. 1998; Hanushek Mean GPA:
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and Pace 1995; Rivkin 1995), the minority achievement gap may warrant even  greater  attention  from  policy  makers  interested  in  reducing  racial in e qual ity in general. For instance, academic achievement (i.e., test scores) actually explains some of the racial disparities in earnings later in life, even among those with similar levels of educational attainment. In fact, racial wage gaps are smaller between people with similar test scores than among those with diff erent scores (Farkas and Vicknair 1996; Murnane, Willett, and Levy 1995; Neal and Johnson 1996;  O’Neill 1990). 

Th

e  importance  of  racial  diff erences in educational attainment and achievement extend beyond their implications for individual incomes. Increases in educational outcomes are associated with improved physical and mental health (Cutler and Lleras- Muney 2008), reduced crime (Lochner and Moretti 2004), and even improved civic participation (Dee 2004; Milligan, Moretti, and Oreopoulos 2004). Some reports indicate that the eff ects of education become stronger over the life course, particularly with regard to health (Lynch 2003; Ross and Wu 1996), and that racial diff erences in health are partially explained by racial diff erences in educational attainment (Hayward et al. 2000; Warner and Hayward 2006). Th erefore, 

reducing the racial achievement gap seems to be a vital fi rst step in addressing racial in e qual ity within the United States and in realizing the demo cratic values that U.S. laws and social policies strive to achieve. 

Parental Involvement as a Solution for Low Achievement Given the importance of the minority achievement gap, it is critical for scholars to focus on potential causes and solutions for the gap. Numerous theories have emerged over the past half- century that might explain racial diff erences in academic skills. Some explanations have centered on ge ne tic diff erences (Herrnstein and Murray 1994; Jensen 1969), racial bias in standardized testing (Kozol 2000; Meier 2000; Sacks 1999), diff erences in socioeconomic characteristics such as family structure (Moynihan 1965), exposure to poverty (Brooks- Gunn, Klebanov, and Duncan 1996; Duncan, Brooks- Gunn, and Klebanov 1994), and residential segregation (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987, 1996). Social reproduction theorists argue that schools maintain existing patterns of in e qual ity because they are structured to reproduce the current social order. Bowles and Gintis (1976) and Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) argue that schools refl ect and reproduce social class in e qual ity; schools socialize children to occupy the segments in 
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society from which they originate. It has even been suggested that Hispanics and blacks promote an oppositional culture resistant to academic goals (Ogbu 1978). Th

ese theories represent just a subset of those used to explain low achievement and achievement gaps, yet the diverse set of factors they employ to explain the problem is evidence of the problem’s complexity. 

Encouraging parents to become more involved in their children’s academic lives has been an important component of school reform eff orts to enhance the achievement of America’s school children for the past twenty years (Comer 1992; Epstein 1985). For example, in the late 1990s, states were being mandated by Congress to fi nd ways to improve educational outcomes for students in poor and underachieving schools. Th e Improving 

America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA) proposed to reduce the minority education gap by “aff ording parents meaningful opportunities to participate in the education of their children at home and at school.” At the time, most public schools  were using parental involvement as an educational strategy to improve students’ academic outcomes. A 1998 report issued by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) found that 82 to 89% of all public elementary schools provided parents with information aimed at promoting learning at home, and roughly 90% held various activities intended to encourage parental involvement, including parent- teacher conferences and academic exhibitions (U.S. Department of Education 1998). 

Th

e next major federal policy to address schooling in the United States— 

the No Child Left  Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)— also addresses the issue of parental involvement in children’s schooling. Th e central purpose of NCLB 

is to close achievement gaps in reading and math profi ciency tests among students from diff erent racial/socioeconomic backgrounds by 2013– 

14. 

One of the important goals of the NCLB is to increase parental involvement in children’s schooling aff airs (see Section 1118). Th us, despite the copious 

factors contributing to achievement gaps, parental involvement in children’s schooling has been an important goal of major federal education policies of the last two decades— IASA and the NCLB. Th

ese initiatives are partially 

driven by the belief that families are critical for establishing and maintaining good academic per for mance and improving the achievement of poor performing students (Berger 1983; Epstein 1983; Marjoribanks 1979; National Education Association 1985; Seeley 1984). 

 

The Role of Parental Involvement in Schooling 19

The Need for Further Research on Parental Involvement Despite the central role parental involvement occupies within the mindset of educators and policy makers, scholars have questioned whether these policies have taken full advantage of empirical research on parenting (e.g., see Epstein 2005; Karen 2005). Th

ough numerous researchers have focused 

on variation in parental involvement in children’s education (Domina 2005; Jeynes 2003; Stein and Th

orkildsen 1999; Zellman and Waterman 1998), 

scholars still disagree about how parents should be involved and which aspects of parental involvement are associated with improvements in children’s academic outcomes. 

One major reason for this lack of consensus among scholars is that parents’ involvement has been mea sured diff erently across studies. For example, Hoge, Smit, and Crist’s (1997) conception of involvement entails four components: parental expectations, parental interest, involvement in school, and family and community. Mau (1997), however, claims the most important involvement mea sure is parental supervision of homework. 

Hango (2007) emphasizes the relational aspect of parents’ time with children, claiming that involvement is important primarily because of the social capital it provides children in being able to mediate the harmful eff ects of fi nancial deprivation. Such conceptual diff erences have led to inconsistent fi ndings, creating a fair amount of confusion over the impact of involvement. Th

e way that parental involvement is mea sured impacts the estimated eff ects of that participation on children’s schooling (Domina 2005; Epstein 2001; Reay 1998; Sui- Chu and Willms 1996). 

Additionally, many studies have used small samples making it diffi cult 

to generalize parents’ degree of involvement and its impact on children’s achievement to larger populations of families (Dearing et al. 2006; Gillies 2008). Complicating the importance of involvement even further is the fact that some have examined the parental involvement- student achievement link for elementary school children (Dearing and Taylor 2007; Schulting, Malone, and Dodge 2005), whereas others have focused on adolescents (McNeal 1999). Th

ough parents tend to change their levels of involvement over time, there are very few (if any) studies that follow families over K-12 schooling. Finally, one of the most surprising aspects regarding parental involvement  is  that  even  though  it  has  been  widely  suggested  as  a  way  to  close achievement gaps between minority and nonminority students, the literature is unclear about which aspects of involvement actually improve achievement 
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for minority students. Jeynes (2003) noted that “no meta- analysis that examines the eff ect of parental involvement on minority student educational outcomes has ever been published in an academic journal” (202). 

When we fi rst began research on this topic we  were struck by three factors that heightened our urgency for completing this book. First, the numerous studies conducted on this subject have produced an unclear picture of the link between parents’ involvement and academic outcomes. Th is lack 

of clarity is a result of the mixed fi ndings from a variety of studies— some show that parental involvement is benefi cial, whereas others show that it is associated with modest changes in students’ achievement or even inconsequential. Second, the existing literature lacks coverage on whether racial/

ethnic groups diff er in the par tic u lar parental involvement activities they typically employ and on which of these activities matter for diff erent racial (and class) groups. Th

us educators can provide little empirically based guidance to parents regarding which activities promote academic success that are specifi c to each racial group. 

Finally, for more than thirty years the federal government has heavily endorsed parental involvement as a strategy for improving the state of education in this country. Many school districts share the belief that parents are critical to the academic success of all schoolchildren. Th is belief has 

been steadfast for several de cades among policy offi cials, members of Congress, and school personnel despite much uncertainty within the existing research literature about the eff ectiveness of parental involvement on children’s academic outcomes. Th

us the lack of clarity surrounding the paren-

tal involvement- student achievement link necessitates careful attention that considers social class and race beyond black and white and focuses on identifying strategies that lead to increases in academic outcomes for a wider range of youth. 

Purpose and Guiding Framework for This Book

Th

e purpose of this book is to provide an in- depth examination of the association between parental involvement and academic outcomes. Th is 

book represents our attempt at providing parents, teachers, policy makers, and the social scientifi c community with an extensive examination of how parental involvement in children’s schooling both at home and at school varies both by social class and by race. We also examine how various parental involvement strategies are associated with academic outcomes 
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separately by social class and by race and the extent to which parental involvement can be expected to lead to gap convergence. When examining social class, we consider both parents’ education and income. When considering race, we go beyond the typical black- white comparison and include Asians and Hispanics whenever the data permit. 

It is important to note that we are not conducting a study on parenting in terms of styles based on Baumrind’s (1971) classic confi guration of parenting approaches.5 More specifi cally, we focus on activities that require parents to directly communicate the importance of schooling to their child. 

Although some forms of involvement, such as placing a premium on having a large number of books in the home or taking one’s child on trips to the museum, can be regarded as mea sures of how parents are oriented toward the education of their child, our focus is on types of involvement that convey the importance parents attribute to schooling more directly (e.g., provide advice on post– high school plans or help with homework). 

Th

ese forms of involvement require minimal fi nancial resources and are thus accessible to all parents. 

We provide the outline for the chapters that follow in a conceptual framework in Figure 1.7. Arrows represent the relationships between the concepts written within the boxes. Th

e fi gure depicts the relationship between 
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parental involvement and achievement by social class (dashed lines) and race (solid lines) and the order in which these links will be examined. Th us, 

whereas the top portion of the fi gure corresponds to social class, the bottom portion corresponds to race. Th

e paths denoted by  a signify that diff erences in academic achievement exist by social class (dashed) and race (solid), which we described in this chapter. 

In Chapter 2 we examine whether parental involvement varies by social class when the involvement consists of mea sures parents can implement at home and those that can be implemented at schools (denoted by paths b and  c,  respectively). In Chapters 3 and 4 we turn our attention to paths d and  e, respectively, which propose that parents’ involvement at home (path  d) and at school (path  e) is consequential for youths’ academic achievement. Th

ese links are examined separately by selected categories of social class. We consider parental involvement at home and at school separately primarily because existing evidence suggests that involvement in these two domains may be distinct and have their own distinct eff ects on children (Pomerantz, Moorman, and Litwick 2007). 

We turn our attention to race beginning in Chapter 5, which examines whether parental involvement at home varies by race (path  f ), and in Chapter 6, which examines the link between parental involvement at home and achievement by race (path  g). Th

e next two chapters are analogous to 

Chapters 5 and 6 using forms of involvement that require parents to come into contact with schools. Specifi cally, in Chapter 7 we determine whether racial diff erences exist in how parents interact with teachers and in their patterns of involvement with schools (path  h). We then examine whether these forms of involvement are consequential for students’ achievement (path  i). We also assess the implications of parental involvement for achievement gaps by social class (Chapter 4) and race (Chapter 8). 

We shift  gears in Chapter 9 and turn our attention to parents’ preferred strategy for dealing with their child’s poor academic per for mance. Despite numerous studies on parental involvement in children’s academic schooling, there is a dearth of knowledge on how parents respond specifi cally to inadequate academic per for mance. Th

erefore, in Chapter 9 we assess the 

degree of racial variation in (1) parents’ philosophies for responding to inadequate academic achievement and (2) the implications these parenting philosophies have for children’s achievement. Our results show that white and black parents have markedly diff erent philosophies on how to respond to inadequate per for mance, and these diff erences appear to impact chil-
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dren’s achievement in dramatically diff erent ways. In Chapter 10 we introduce a new conception of parental involvement that does not rely on the more traditional forms of parental involvement (e.g., help with homework, meet with teachers). We report the results of focus groups that help lay the foundation for our understanding of how parental involvement actually operates in children’s schooling. Finally, we discuss the theoretical and practical implications of the fi ndings from this book in Chapter 11. Our fi ndings suggest that the one- size- fi ts- all mantra of parental involvement and the reliance on parental involvement as a major strategy for amelio-rating class- and race- based achievement gaps should be reconsidered by educators and policy makers. 

Chapter Summary

Th

e belief that parental involvement is critical in establishing and maintaining good academic per for mance is widespread and regarded as common sense. Increasing parental involvement has been an important goal for policy makers at the local, state, and federal levels of government. Th e 

popularity of the parental involvement narrative might be partially fueled by the sense of urgency among educators to address the per sis tence of low achievement among youth from lower social class backgrounds and some minority groups. However, the empirical literature is unclear regarding the extent to which parental involvement is benefi cial to achievement and which forms of involvement are eff ective. 

Although we have heard the calls for parents to play a greater role in education (and certainly understand the logic behind this request), we are puzzled by the strong belief that parental involvement will lead to improved achievement for all children and to convergence in achievement gaps. We have suffi

cient  reason  to  be  skeptical  that  this  will  lead  to  substantial improvement in students’ achievement, a convergence in the seemingly intractable racial achievement gap, or positive changes in youths’ overall academic orientation. Our skepticism is based on (1) inconsistent evidence on whether parents positively impact children’s academic success, (2) relatively few studies documenting the impact parental involvement has on academic outcomes for diff erent racial and ethnic groups, (3) concerns about the generalizability of fi ndings from studies using small samples of families, and (4) lack of a comprehensive picture of the importance of parents across the K– 12 span. As it currently stands, two competent researchers 
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could begin studies on this topic and have widely divergent results— from one fi nding that parental involvement is benefi cial for the schooling pro-cess to the other fi nding that parental involvement is mostly insignifi cant. 

It is likely neither researcher would consider all of the major racial groups within the United States or study parental involvement throughout K– 12, which are limitations dictated by the scale of this issue and the narrow focus oft en required for publishing empirical fi ndings. 

We know some parents are capable of enhancing their children’s likelihood of being academically successful— however defi ned. Th ese parents 

may have educational experiences that increase their eff ectiveness as aides to children’s learning. For example, they may have the cultural capital that allows them to create cohesion between the school and home learning arenas or a socioeconomic standing that allows them to contribute greater educational resources to their child. Th

us the possibility that parents could 

be a determining factor in academic success does warrant the call for them to be more involved in their child’s schooling. However, this potential only pertains to  some parents. Th

is is not to say that only more educated, con-

nected, and wealthier parents are capable of helping their child succeed. 

Furthermore, some children might best excel when parental involvement is minimal. In our view, the focus should be on systematizing any of the benefi ts associated with parental involvement for all parents, with the understanding that diff erent activities might matter for some groups and not others. 

Th

ere are many activities parents can engage in to help their child academically, but there is no single mode of parental involvement. Studies focusing on involvement generally consider seven aspects of involvement: parent as (1) communicator, (2) supporter of activities, (3) learner, (4) advocate, (5) decision maker, (6) volunteer, and (7) home activities teacher (Hickman 1996). Although most studies on involvement are informative about the eff ectiveness of parental involvement in children’s education, they oft en consider a limited set of practices that fall under one or two of these categories. To be clear, such studies have merit and advance our understanding about this pro cess. At the same time, we believe that a more comprehensive assessment is necessary. Th

us we assess over sixty forms of 

involvement in this study in order to provide an extensive assessment of what “works” for each social class and racial group. 

Th

e truth is that we should expect the benefi ts of parent involvement only for some children. Our conclusions suggest that when asked if parent 
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involvement is critical for academic success, the answer depends on the form of involvement and the social class or racial group in question. Th ere is 

no reason to assume that all forms of involvement will lead to better achievement or that the eff ects of par tic u lar involvement activities will be the same across groups, particularly given that members of diff erent social class or racial groups can have substantially diff erent life experiences within the United States. Th

is factor is what makes the literature unclear on the importance of parents and the growing national emphasis on increasing their involvement  wholesale perplexing. Parents continue to hear that they should be more involved, but in what ways? Should we be prescribing the same forms of involvement to all parents? To answer these questions, one would have to know what works for which groups. Th

is information is currently 

the missing link in parental involvement research that we seek to address in this book. 

We hope that this book answers three questions that are central to this study: (1) Do social class and racial diff erences exist among parents in the level of involvement they have in their children’s academic lives? (2) Which forms of parental involvement— both at home and with schools— are associated with increases in achievement for children in each class/racial group? (3) What portion of the achievement gap can parental involvement account for? Our fi ndings weigh in on important issues relevant for policy and address whether the notion that affl

uent parents care more about their 

children’s education than their less affl

uent counterparts is justifi able. Th

is 

belief has been long- standing among some educators (Deutsch 1967), and evidence suggests school personnel interpret parental involvement as a refl ection of the value parents place on their children’s educational success (Bol and Berry 2005; Lareau 1987). Our fi ndings weigh in on the same for white and Asian parents relative to Hispanic and black parents and provide some insight into which parental practices work and for whom, and whether parental involvement explains a larger share of the achievement gap than socioeconomic factors. We also highlight the forms of involvement that are associated with increases in academic outcomes and those that parents and educators should work toward making eff ective or, in some cases, less detrimental for achievement. 

2

Parental Involvement and Social Class

One of the major changes to the educational system since the early twentieth century is the policy mandate for parents to serve as home assistants to schools in educating children. Formerly, parents’ primary role in the home with regard to schooling was to ensure that children  were properly fed, adequately dressed, and ready to learn when they attend school. Since the 1950s, educational policy has made parental involvement at home an integral part of the wider educational system. De Carvalho (2001) notes that 

“by prescribing family education or aligning home education to the prevailing school curriculum, it penetrates the private realm and formalizes family educative practices” (11). Schools now place the obligation of actively supporting  academic  learning  onto  parents,  communicating  to  parents that it is their responsibility to help with curricular goals. If parents do not perform to the school’s satisfaction, it becomes the task of schools and teachers to guide disadvantaged or negligent parents (De Carvalho 2001). 

Although parents can participate in their children’s schooling in numerous ways, researchers typically characterize involvement into home- based and school- based subtypes. Such categorizations are useful because they capture distinct, yet important, activities expected of parents in most U.S. 

school systems (Green et al. 2007). Prior operational defi nitions of involvement at home include parents’ communication with their children on school issues (Keith et al. 1986) and home involvement such as helping with homework (Shumow and Miller 2001; Singh et al. 1995; Sui- Chu and Willms 1996). Some scholars have also considered parental expectations for children’s achievement as a form of involvement (e.g., Keith et al. 1998; Singh et al. 1995). Unlike behavioral forms of involvement, such as reading to the child or imposing rules about grades, parental expectations represent a 26
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diff erent construct because they are beliefs. Previous studies have found that expectations have the strongest impact on achievement relative to other involvement types, such as parent- child communication (Fan 2001; Fan and Chen 2001). Th

erefore, it is important to include parents’ expectations in studies on parental involvement. 

School- based involvement refl ects activities on the part of parents that require  them  to  come  into  contact  with  schools.  Such  practices  include, but are not limited to, attending parent- teacher conferences, attending school events, and being present at general school meetings. Common operational defi nitions of school- based involvement in previous studies include participation in school activities (Izzo et al. 1999; Miedel and Reynolds 1999; Shaver and Walls 1998) and the number of hours parents volunteer in their children’s schools (Okpala and Okpala 2001). Th e most 

typical route to school- based involvement among U.S. parents is through attendance at general school meetings and parent- teacher conferences (U.S. Department of Education 2004). 

In this chapter, we examine the link between social class and parental involvement. When considering the implications of social class for parental involvement, the distinction between home- based and school- based involvement is important. Th

e forms of involvement that parents can em-

ploy at home can oft en occur with minimal (if any) material resources and are therefore more accessible to parents regardless of their social class standing. In contrast, forms of parental involvement at school oft en require parents to have access to reliable transportation and fl exible work schedules to facilitate parent- school interaction. Th

erefore, throughout this study we 

treat involvement at home as conceptually and empirically distinct from involvement at school. 

For the purposes of re orienting readers, we highlight the links that guide the analysis in this chapter in Figure 2.1. Th e fi gure depicts the hypotheses that both home- based and school- based parental involvement will vary by social class. In the following section, we provide a brief review of the research literature that leads us to these propositions. We then move to an empirical assessment of these hypotheses using an extensive set of mea sures of parental involvement from the NELS and CDS, two datasets that  rely  on  nationally  representative  samples.  We  conclude  this  chapter with a summary of the results and a brief discussion on the implications of the fi ndings for the literature on parental involvement and social class. 

28 

The Broken Compass

a

Social

Ch1–Gap

Class

b

Ch.2

Parental

c

Involvement

d

Ch.2

at Home

Ch.3

Academic

Achievement

e

Parental

Ch.4

Involvement

at School

FIGURE 2.1.   
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Previous Research on Parental Involvement 

and Social Class

Studies suggest that parents from lower social class backgrounds are less involved in their children’s education both at home and at school than those from middle- and upper- class backgrounds. With regard to parental involvement at home, Baker and Soden (1998) compared opportunities for literacy learning among families from diff erent income levels and found that children from low- income homes had fewer opportunities for informal  literacy  learning  than  children  from  middle- income  families.  Low-income parents  were far less likely to take their child to the library (43%) than middle- income parents (90%) and less likely to engage in joint reading exercises with their children. Th

e fi ndings by Baker and Soden (1998) 

on the link between social class and opportunities for literacy practice have been replicated by studies that rely on both ethnographic (Delgado- Gaitan 1990; Goldenberg, Reese, and Gallimore 1992; Teale 1986) and quantitative methods (Bee et al. 1982; Brooks- Gunn, Klebanov, and Liaw 1995; Smith, Brooks- Gunn, and Klebanov 1997). Some studies suggest that these patterns might stem from social class diff erences in how parents perceive their role within the educational domain. Parents from lower social class backgrounds may be more likely to view children’s achievement as resid-ing within the school’s arena and not wish to disturb the educational 
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pro cess (Barnard 2004; Gillies 2008). Th

e separation between home and 

school arenas can prevent parents from responding to teachers’ requests to help their children with at- home learning (Lareau 2000). 

As with home- based forms of parental involvement, it is reasonable to expect that parents from disadvantaged backgrounds exhibit lower school-based involvement for a number of reasons related to their economic circumstances (Bradley et al. 2001; Bradley and Whiteside- Mansell 1997). 

According to Epstein and Dauber (1991), social class disadvantage isolates parents from school eff orts intended to increase their participation. Th ey 

note that school programs and teacher practices designed to connect parents with school are prone to favor more educated and more socioeco nomical ly advantaged parents. Th

erefore, it is not surprising that parents with 

higher socioeconomic status and educational attainment are more likely to attend general school meetings and parent- teacher conferences (Pomerantz, Moorman, and Litwack 2007), which are the most typical routes to school- based involvement among parents in the United States (U.S. Department of Education 2004). 

Why Does Social Class Matter? 

Reasons why and how social class matters can be captured by three concepts: economic capital, cultural capital, and social capital. One’s level of economic or material capital is related to the amount of access one has to economic resources such as money or assets that can be converted into cash (Bourdieu 2008). Research suggests that the disadvantages associated with economic capital constrain parents’ ability to supplement and intervene in their children’s education (Lareau 1987; Miller and Davis 1997). 

Lareau (2003) fi nds that middle- class families have disproportionately more reliable private transportation and fl exible work schedules, facilitat-ing their ability to interact with authority fi gures in their children’s lives. 

By contrast, parents with fi nancial hardships are oft en the primary targets of parental involvement initiatives because they are less visible in schools. 

Th

eir ability to be involved is typically constrained by lack of job fl exibility, lower likelihood of paid child care, and economic isolation from school eff orts designed to stoke participation (Epstein and Dauber 1991; Haskins and Sawhill 2003; Lareau 1987). Further, as Federman et al. (1996) showed, many have experienced a home eviction, crowded housing, and a utility disconnection. Th

ese deprivations generate considerable amounts of 
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instability that likely inhibit the extent to which parents can produce stimulating home environments. 

Yet disadvantages associated with social class go beyond economic resources. Cultural capital is a useful concept for understanding the non-material relationship between social class and parental involvement. 

Introduced by Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) and elaborated by Bourdieu (1984), cultural capital refers to the constellation of knowledge, preferences, tastes, codes of appropriate conduct, and consumption practices that stem from one’s upbringing in a par tic u lar social class stratum. Th e use of culture  in  the  term  “cultural  capital”  should  not  be  viewed  as  indicative  of parents’ intent and ambitions for their children’s education. Lareau (1987) fi nds that educational values of working- class and middle- class parents do not diff er; regardless of social class, parents want their children to succeed in school and believe that they support and help their children academically. Nevertheless, one’s human capital (i.e., level of education) and economic capital structures one’s experiences, aesthetic disposition, and interpretations of the social world. Typically, those familiar with the styles, tastes, and dispositions of the higher- class culture are said to possess high amounts of cultural capital. In contrast, individuals from lower social class backgrounds are said to have forms of cultural capital considered less valuable than middle- and upper- class individuals. In general, all forms of capital are highly correlated; possessing one form of capital— say economic— increases the ease with which one can obtain and accumulate other forms of capital— say social or cultural. 

Th

e concept of cultural capital became a pop u lar explanation for per sistent patterns of unequal academic outcomes within the education research community. Bourdieu and Passeron’s (1977) central premise was that in equal ity is perpetuated through the valorization of par tic u lar forms of cultural expressions. Schools value and operate within the culture and ideology of the upper classes; those who eff ectively enact these arbitrary cultural tools are said to have the “cultural capital” critical to achieving academically. In regard to parental involvement, parents with the cultural capital needed to navigate the school culture feel competent communicating with school personnel, which results in a high sense of entitlement in their interactions with educators (Lareau 2002). Th

erefore, they are in a better 

position to take advantage of the schools’ requests. In contrast, working-class individuals are more deferential and outwardly accepting, and they have the added burden of acquiring the middle- and upper- class- specifi c 
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cultural knowledge that schools and teachers promote (Kim 2009; Lareau 1987, 2000). 

Previous  studies  have  linked  cultural  capital  to  parent  involvement  in school. For example, Lareau and Horvat (1999) fi nd that the possession and activation of cultural capital in school settings varies by social class, leading to variations between groups in the extent to which they are socially included (e.g., behaviors are recognized and legitimated) and excluded (e.g., marginalized and rebuff ed) from the academic institutional setting. 

Furthermore,  Lareau  (2003)  fi nds that middle- class parents have more opportunities than their working- class counterparts to build cultural capital through greater exposure to “middle- class institutions,” which is closely linked to their greater involvement in the institutional dimension of their children’s lives. 

As greater cultural alignment between middle and upper class parents and educators leads them to have a more inclusive relationship with school personnel,  they  also  have  more  interactions  with  teachers  than  their working- class counterparts. It is through these interactions that parents learn important information about school policies and teacher expectations (e.g., Epstein 1987; Lareau 1987). Th

e product of these interactions has been 

referred to as social capital— actual or potential resources derived from social networks or relationships (Bourdieu 2008)— which parents accumulate as their bonds with teachers and other school personnel become stronger and more developed (Lareau and Horvat 1999). 

In sum, the diff erences in both economic and cultural capital between lower- and upper- class parents are consequential for their school involvement. Lareau (2003) notes that whereas working- class and poor parents perceive educators as their social superiors, middle- class parents have greater confi dence in criticizing educational professionals and to intervene in school matters. Although Lareau (2002) observed that middle- class parents sometimes appeared anxious during parent- teacher conferences, their anxiety was slight; they still spoke more frequently and asked educators more questions than their working- class and poor counterparts. Th erefore, 

given the literature on the implications of social class and cultural capital within education, one should expect that analyzing a wide range of parental involvement mea sures will yield substantial variation by social class. Specifi -

cally, parents from higher social class backgrounds should have greater levels of involvement than those from lower social class backgrounds by virtue of their access to various forms of capital. 
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Does Parental Involvement Vary by Social Class? 

We determine whether parental involvement varies by social class using both the NELS and CDS, two nationally representative data sets. We consider social class along two dimensions— parents’ education and family income— with the samples stratifi ed into three categories for each dimension. For parents’ education, the comparison is made between (1) parents with less than a high school diploma, (2) those with a high school diploma, and (3) those with a four- year degree or greater. For family income, parents are divided by those with incomes (1) below the national median, (2) from the median to twice the median, and (3) twice the median or greater. Our analysis is straightforward; we assess the proportion of parents that engage in various mea sures of parental involvement for each category. Although these categories might not perfectly correspond to whether parents are from low-, middle-, or upper- middle- class backgrounds, this sorting strategy enables us to provide some key insight into the link between social class and parental involvement. Th

at is, if an association exists between 

these concepts, then one should expect that the proportion of parents who engage in the mea sures of parental involvement is higher for each successive category of social class. 

Figure 2.2 contains the results for the fi rst set of analyses, which shows the proportion of parents who engage in various mea sures of parental involvement at home (see Appendix C for a detailed description of the measures used throughout this study). Whereas the forms of parental involvement that are not positively associated with social class are listed along the left - hand side of their respective quadrant (and illustrated by dashed lines), mea sures for which high levels of engagement increase with social class are listed on the right- hand side of their respective quadrants. Th e top panel 

shows the fi ndings for social class along the lines of parents’ education, and the fi ndings in the bottom panel are for social class by family income. 

Th

e top panel of Figure 2.2 shows that in general, parental involvement at home increases with parents’ level of education; an upward trend in parental involvement exists on 9 of the 13 (more than two- thirds) mea sures of parental involvement. Th

e fi rst quadrant shows that three of the eight 

mea sures of parental involvement at home based on the NELS are not positively associated with social class: having rules about homework and grades, and believing that homework is worthwhile. However, an upward trend in involvement exists for the other fi ve mea sures of involvement: 
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parents’ educational expectations for their child (i.e., how much education they would like for their child to attain); whether parents have a role in the courses youth take in high school; and parent- child discussions about school  experiences,  high  school  plans,  and  post– high  school  plans.  Th e 

second quadrant shows that analysis based on the CDS similarly suggests a positive relationship between social class and parental involvement at home. Whereas helping with homework seems to decline as social class increases, the proportion of parents who discuss topics of study, school experiences, and school activities, and who read to their child increase with each successive level of education. Th

e fi ndings in the bottom panel 

of Figure 2.2 show the patterns are nearly identical when social class is mea sured by family income. 

Th

ere are four primary points of interests in the results displayed in Figure 2.2. First, nearly 70% of the mea sures for parental involvement at home show a positive association with social class. Second, both dimensions of social class yield nearly identical results. Th ird, both data sets 

yield the same general upward trend for mea sures of parent- child discussion. Finally, parents from high social class groups appear to prefer forms of parental involvement that can be considered as nonauthoritarian for how youth should approach schooling; all nine mea sures of parental involvement that show a positive association with social class are forms of involvement that do not infringe on youths’ autonomy. For example, six of the nine mea sures capture parent- child discussions related to schooling, another two capture parents attempts to serve as a resource to their child (read to child and help decide high school courses), and fi nally their educational expectations for their child. In contrast, three of the four measures of parental involvement that do not show a positive association with social class are more invasive forms of involvement; rules about both homework and grades, and helping with homework. We elaborate further on this pattern in the chapter summary. 

We shift  the focus to forms of parental involvement at schools in Figure 2.3. Specifi cally, the mea sures of parental involvement capture various reasons that bring parents into contact with schools, and whether the contact was initiated by the parent (left - hand panel) or by the school (right- hand panel). Similar to the fi ndings for parental involvement at home displayed in Figure 2.2, the results displayed in Figure 2.3 are nearly identical for social class mea sured by parents’ education (top panel) and family income (bottom panel). Twelve of the fourteen mea sures (or 86%) of parent- school 
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contact are positively associated with social class; only contact with school about a child’s behavior— both parent- and school- initiated—is not positively associated with social class. Th

e fi ndings in Figure 2.3 are consistent 

with the hypothesis that parents with higher social class backgrounds are more comfortable communicating with their child’s school than those with lower social class backgrounds. Th

e fi ndings also suggest that schools are 

more likely to contact parents from higher social class backgrounds than those from lower social class backgrounds. Th

us, Figure 2.3 lends support 

to Bourdieu and Passeron’s (1977) notion of the role of cultural capital in schooling; namely, schools’ expectations regarding parent involvement seem to be more in line with middle- class parents’ beliefs, capacities, and involvement styles than those of working- class parents. 

In Figure 2.4, we show results for analyses that examine the link between social class and mea sures most oft en associated with parental involvement at school. Th

ese mea sures capture parental participation at school in the form of parent- teacher organizations, attendance at school events, class observations, and volunteer eff orts. Both the top and bottom panels show that higher social class is associated with more parental participation at school, regardless of whether social class is assessed by parents’ education or family income. Similar to the trend in Figure 2.3, an upward trend in Figure 2.4 exists for 87% (7 out of 8) of the mea sures of parental participation at school. Th

e  only  mea sure  that  does  not  show  an  upward  trend  is class observation, which is the only passive form of parental participation assessed. 

Th

e fi nal set of analysis is displayed in Figure 2.5. Th e mea sures of parental involvement in Figure 2.5 are intended to capture parents’ level of assertiveness with teachers. Th

e left - hand side of the fi gure contains mea sures that assess whether parents engage in forms of involvement that require them to take initiative with school personnel by obtaining information on their child’s teacher, meeting with the teacher, or requesting a par tic u lar teacher prior to the start of the school year. Th e mea sures on the right- hand 

side of the fi gure are intended to capture whether parents engage school personnel in either casual conversation or more formal interactions regarding their child. Specifi cally, these mea sures capture whether parents have had a conference with their child’s teacher and school principal, or simply engaged them in informal conversations, met with the school counselor, and given some form of pre sen ta tion to their child’s classroom (e.g., read to children). 
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Th

e fi ndings show that the proportion of parents who meet with the teacher appears to decline as social class increases. However, the proportion of parents who obtain information about their child’s teacher and who request a par tic u lar teacher prior to the school year increases as social class becomes greater. In contrast to the former mea sure, which seems in-nocuous, the latter two mea sures can be characterized as an attempt by parents either to monitor or to infl uence the child’s learning environment; they require parents either to engage in some form of research, perhaps by utilizing social networks, or to have the self- assurance and temerity to make changes to classroom rosters. Given that individuals from higher social class backgrounds have both more social capital (Lareau and Horvat 1999) and greater confi dence in criticizing educational professionals and intervening in school matters (Lareau 2003), it is not surprising that these mea sures show a positive connection with social class. 

Th

e fi ndings in the right- hand panel show that only two of the six measures of assertiveness at school are positively related with social class: informal conversations with teachers and with principals. Th e other measures— 

conference with teachers, or principals, meeting with counselor, and class presentations— do  not  seem  to  be  related  to  social  class.  Th e two measures that show a positive connection with social class are those that are more optional in nature than the four mea sures that do not show an upward  trend.  Engaging  in  informal  conversations  with  school  personnel may be a function of cultural capital as it requires that parents have a certain level of comfort in interacting with authority fi gures. As discussed earlier, the culture and communication style in schools is oft en more in line with the norms and expectations of parents with middle- or upper- middle-class backgrounds. 

Chapter Summary

Th

e purpose of this chapter is to establish whether parental involvement varies by social class. Previous research has established that social class is positively related with parental involvement both at home and at school. 

Scholars have used a number of conceptualizations to describe the nature of parents’ involvement in their children’s education. Th is chapter extends 

the literature by accounting for two dimensions of social class— parents’ 

education and family income— and relying on a wide range of mea sures from two nationally representative sources of data that capture parental involvement both at home and at school. 

40 

The Broken Compass

Th

e fi ndings from this chapter for the relationship between social class and parental involvement are consistent with those from previous studies. 

Th

e results unequivocally show that parents with higher social class backgrounds are more involved in their children’s schooling than those with lower social class backgrounds. Th

is fi nding is the case regardless of whether 

the form of involvement takes place at home or at school, and regardless of whether social class is assessed along the lines of parents’ level of education or family income. It appears that low levels of social class can inhibit parents’ involvement in their children’s education, even net of similarities in the educational values of working- class and middle- class parents (Lareau 1987). 

We summarize these results in Table 2.1. Th

e four general subheadings 

by which the mea sures of parental involvement  were sorted (home, school contact, participation at school, and assertiveness at school) are listed in the fi rst column. Th

e fi ndings reported in this chapter are consistent with the notion that parenting patterns are class driven. In total, 72% (32/44) of the mea sures of parental involvement examined in this chapter are employed more by parents with higher levels of social class than by those with lower levels of social class (listed in the second column of the table). In contrast, there are only 12 forms of involvement that did not have a positive association with social class (listed in the third column of the table). 

Th

e combination of mea sures that show an upward trend versus those that do not is revealing. In general, it seems that a greater share of parents with higher social class backgrounds show a preference for more active or optional forms of involvement than parents from lower social class backgrounds. Th

e opposite appears to be the case when it comes to forms of involvement that can be characterized as either more passive (e.g., rules about homework and grades) or appear to be mandatory (e.g., conferences with teachers, principals, or meeting with counselors); these mea sures either do not show a discernible upward trend or are adopted by a greater share of parents from lower social class backgrounds. 

Th

e work of Lareau (1987, 2003) yields a framework useful for summarizing the fi ndings reported in this chapter. Lareau (2003) fi nds that social class creates distinctive parenting styles. Specifi cally, she fi nds that parents diff er by class in how they defi ne their own role in their children’s lives and in how they perceive the nature of childhood. She notes that middle-class parenting conforms to a cultural logic of child rearing she terms “concerted cultivation.” In addition to enrolling their children in numerous 

TABLE 2.1.    Summary of fi ndings for parental involvement by social class Involvement type

Upward trend

No upward trend

Home

Educational expectationsa

Rule about homeworka

Discuss school experiencesa

Rule about grades (GPA)a

Discuss high school plansa

Homework is worthwhilea

Discuss post- high school plansa

Help with homeworkb

Decides high school coursesa

Discuss things studiedb

Discuss school experiencesb

Discuss school activitiesb

Read to childb

School contact

Contact school about academic 

Contact school about 

per for mancea

behaviora

Contact school about academic 

Contacted about 

programa

behaviora

Contact school about information 

regarding rec ordsa

Contact school about volunteeringa

Contact school about fundraisinga

Contacted about academic per for mancea

Contacted about information regarding 

rec ordsa

Contacted about fundraisinga

Contacted about volunteeringa

Contacted about academic programa

Contacted about program placementa

Contacted about coursesa

Participation at 

Parent- teacher  or ga ni za tion  (PTO) 

Observe classb

school

membera

Attend PTO meetinga

Participate in PTO activitya

Volunteer at schoola

Attend event at schoolb

Met with parent- teacher associationb

Volunteer at schoolb

Assertiveness at 

Obtained information about the 

Met with teacherb

school

teacherb

Requested teacherb

Conference with teacherb

Converse with teacherb

Conference with principalb

Converse with principalb

Met with counselorb

Presented in classb

a. Denotes that the data are from the NELS. 

b. Denotes that the data are from the CDS. 
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or ga nized activities, middle- class parents stress language use and discipline through persuasion and reasoning, which facilitates greater language, cognitive, and social development in their children. In contrast, she notes that working- class and poor parents employ child- rearing strategies that she terms the “accomplishment of natural growth.” Parents who adopt this parenting ethos do not focus on developing their children’s special talents. 

Instead, they believe that their children will grow and thrive if they provide love, food, and safety. Furthermore, their disciplining style consists of more directives and, in some cases, physical discipline. Lareau’s description of the role of social class for patterns in parenting is relevant for understanding both the greater level of involvement by parents from higher social class backgrounds and their preferences for which forms of involvement they employ more (and those they employ less) than less advantaged parents. 

Th

e class- driven parenting preferences have implications for children’s interactions  with  school  personnel.  Lareau  (2003)  notes  that  concerted cultivation gives rise to a robust sense of entitlement that is particularly important in institutional settings, and which results in middle- class children learning to question adults, address adults as relative equals, be open to sharing information and asking for attention. However, the facilitation of natural growth leads to a clear delineation between the world of children and adults that inhibits the development of skills necessary for interacting with authority fi gures both in and out of the home. It seems that class- driven parenting preferences structure how actively youth manage their interactions in institutional settings. Because schools tend to reward students who bring class- privileged aesthetic dispositions to the classroom (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977), it is reasonable to expect that class- driven parenting preferences have implications for academic outcomes. 

Although Bourdieu’s (1984) concept of cultural capital is useful for understanding why higher levels of cultural capital usually accompany high levels of social class, it is important not to overstate the extent to which cultural capital mediates the eff ects of social class. Lareau (1987) argues that not all cultural resources are equally valuable within the education domain. She notes that aspects of class and class cultures typically associated with Bourdieu’s (1984) conception of cultural capital— such as religion, taste in music, art, food, and furniture— seem to structure the behavioral norms of parents and teachers and the family- school relationship  less than resources tied directly  to  social  class— such  as  education,  occupational  prestige,  and 
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income. Th

at is, although displays of school- relevant cultural capital seem to translate into class advantage, these mechanisms are ultimately tied to families’ structural location with regard to social class. 

Schools expect specifi c types of behavior from all parents, yet class- related factors shape parents’ approach to involvement that are not always in line with the affl

uent dispositions and preferences that are valued in schools. 

Whereas working- class parents tend to turn over the responsibility for education to teachers, middle- class parents view education as a shared enterprise; they scrutinize, monitor, and supplement their children’s schooling experience (Lareau 1987). If the goal in education is simply to increase parental involvement, then local, state, and national education initiatives intended to reach out to parents should focus primarily on disadvantaged parents. However, if the goal is to increase parental involvement because it is consequential for student outcomes, then further research is needed. In the next chapter, we examine whether parental involvement is benefi cial for academic outcomes, assessing whether educators and policy makers should view parental involvement as an eff ective strategy for attaining or maintaining academic success in the fi rst place. 

3

Implications of Parental Involvement 

at Home by Social Class

In Chapters 1 and 2, we observe that social class is associated with both higher levels of academic achievement  and parental involvement in children’s education. Naturally, one might conclude that students’ achievement is  greatly  determined  by  their  parents’  level  of  involvement.  With  social class as the common denominator in rates of both achievement and parental involvement, the narrative that affl

uent youth perform better academically 

because their parents are highly involved seems logical. At the same time, the reciprocal narrative can emerge that the low achievement of youth from more disadvantaged class backgrounds stems from a lack of parental involvement. Many educators consider family support as more important for youths’ academic outcomes than curriculum and instruction or school characteristics (Bol and Berry 2005). However, the extent to which both of these narratives are true remains somewhat unclear. 

Although social class is a prominent factor for both parental involvement and achievement, one needs to be cautious about assigning predictive eff ects to parental involvement based on the social class– achievement link. Our guiding framework (see Figure 3.1) is helpful for illustrating this point. Socioeconomic background determines limits on family resources and may predispose certain attitudes and approaches, which seem to have implications for both achievement (path  a) and parental involvement (paths b and  c). However, the eff ects  of  social  class  on  parental  predispositions and children’s achievement are completely separate from the role that parental involvement has for achievement; paths  d and  e  are  in de pen dent of paths  a, b,  and  c.  In short, the link between parental involvement and achievement might be spurious. 
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a

Social

Ch1–Gap

Class

b

Ch.2

Parental

c

d

Involvement

Ch.2

Ch.3

at Home

Academic

Achievement

e

Parental

Ch.4

Involvement

at School

FIGURE 3.1.   

Chapter outline. 

Th

e notion that a link exists between social class and both parental involvement and achievement, but not between parental involvement and achievement, is easier to understand if one considers the diff erence  between social class and parental involvement. Social class operates simply by virtue of the amount of economic, cultural, and social capital one has, or the social class group to which one belongs. Th

e eff ects of social class might 

be latent; whether intentional or not, certain benefi ts come from having access to more resources. However, parental involvement requires activation— 

parental choices and activities driven by intentions for their children’s lives and schooling (Hoover- Dempsey and Sandler 1997; Lareau 2000). Th us, 

the parental involvement– achievement link is not automatic. Furthermore, neither social class nor involvement determines the value parents place on education, their desires to be involved in their children’s academic progress, or their wishes in having their children attain academic success (Delgado-Gaitan 1990; Eccles and Harold 1993; Lareau 1987). Indeed, many parents are able to secure positive educational outcomes for their children despite facing fi nancial hardships and diffi

cult life circumstances (Weiss et al. 2003). 

Basically, there are substantially more variables that can intervene in the involvement- achievement link than in the social class– achievement link— 

which might be more robust. Th

at  is,  although  high  levels  of  social  class might be a suffi

cient condition for academic success, academic success might require more than high levels of involvement. 
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In  this  chapter,  we  examine  whether  parental  involvement  at  home  is associated with achievement (path  d  in  Figure  3.1).  Specifi cally, we assess whether the mea sures of parental involvement at home employed in the previous chapter are related to increases in achievement. Th is link is assessed 

separately for each social class group both by parents’ education and by family income. Th

is allows us to determine whether the extent to which parental involvement is benefi cial for achievement depends on one’s social class. In the following section, we briefl y summarize how the association between parental involvement and achievement has been understood within the research community. We then move to a description of the analyses and fi ndings, and conclude this chapter with a summary of the results and a brief discussion on the implications of the fi ndings for parents and educators. 

Cultural and Social Capital and the Parental 

Involvement– Achievement Link

In addition to employing cultural capital to explain the connection between social class and levels of parental involvement, researchers have also employed the concept of cultural capital to explain how parents  transfer educational advantages to their children. In this regard, cultural capital for parents exists in three forms: (1) connections to education- related objects (e.g., books, computers, and academic credentials), (2) connections to education- related institutions (e.g., schools, universities), and (3) personal attitudes and knowledge gained from experience (Lee and Bowen 2006). 

As discussed in Chapter 2, cultural capital within the educational context is determined by how closely aligned families’ behavioral norms and overall knowledge and beliefs about schooling are with the values and practices of the educational system in which the family interacts (Lee and Bowen 2006). Th

e more cultural capital parents possess, the more successful they will be in procuring additional cultural and social capital for their children. Parents with more cultural capital have been shown to be more adept at navigating and building useful connections in the educational systems in ways that translate to their children’s academic success. In contrast, parents with less cultural capital tend to experience constraints that result in unequal access to institutional resources, which compromise their children’s achievement (Lareau 2000). 

In addition, the quality of relational engagement between parents and children  within the  house hold can have implications for the involvement- 
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achievement link. For example, Coleman (1988) viewed social capital within the family as the product of relationships between parents and children, depending on both the physical presence of and attention from parents. 

Parents who invest greater time and eff ort in activities that support their children, such as shared activities or helping with homework, tend to generate more social capital within the family (Coleman 1988; Furstenberg and Hughes 1995) that children can use as a resource to generate higher achievement. However, studies have indicated that relative to socioeconom ical ly disadvantaged parents, the conversations middle- and upper- class parents have with their children contain more contingent responsiveness that elicit children’s speech, which results in their children having larger cumulative vocabularies prior to school entry than the children of their less advantaged counterparts (Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Hart and Risley 1995). 

Th

us, children in families with greater cultural and social capital might benefi t more from their parents’ involvement than those from families with less cultural and social capital. 

Achievement Returns to Parental Involvement 

by Social Class

Th

us far we have demonstrated that parents do indeed vary in their involvement by social class and have suggested that they may also vary in the eff ectiveness of that involvement. Some evidence indicates that the benefi ts of parental involvement accrue diff erentially by socioeconomic status. 

Th

e positive association between education and economic status means that parents will vary in their knowledge sets, and accordingly, the opportunities children have to learn and to practice academic tasks at home may diff er (Kelly 2004; Lareau 2000; McCartney et al. 2007). In previous articulations of family capital, parent education is a resource that can be utilized to improve children’s academic per for mance (Schneider, Martinez, and Owens 2006; Teachman, Paasch, and Carver 1997). Some scholars argue that the relative lack of social and human capital among parents from lower social class groups compromises the extent to which they can provide the type of academic involvement that would translate into academic benefi ts (Lott 2001). 

In contrast, some evidence suggests that the benefi ts of parents being involved may be more benefi cial  to  low- income  children  compared  to higher- income children. Because poor children have fewer resources overall, 
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the addition of one resource— say, strong parental involvement— may be especially important for their success (Cooper and Crosnoe 2007). For instance, Stanton- Salazar (2001) fi nds that poor children receive greater academic returns from supportive relationships with teachers and school mentors. Domina (2005) shows that lower social class parents have a more favorable infl uence on their children than parents with higher social class backgrounds when they help their children with homework and volunteer outside the classroom. Similarly, Cooper and Crosnoe (2007) fi nd  that children from lower- class backgrounds receive larger benefi ts from their academic orientation (a scored mea sure indicating how much children like school, think grades are important, and so forth) than nondisadvan-taged children. Taken together, these studies suggest that poor children could benefi t more from academic resources, such as parental involvement, than other children. 

Another factor that infl uences whether the relationship between parental involvement and achievement is similar across diff erent levels of social class is the great diversity among parents within class groupings (Furstenberg et al. 1999). For example, among less affl

uent parents, some have higher edu-

cational attainment than others. Th

erefore, previous research is mixed with 

regard to how the link between parental involvement and academic outcomes diff ers for parents from diff erent socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Parental Involvement at Home and Achievement

Our analysis on the association between parental involvement at home and academic achievement is based on data from both the NELS and the CDS. We display the results in a series of estimate graphs that show the gain or the loss in achievement attributable to each mea sure of parental involvement examined in Chapter 2 (see Appendix B for analytic details and sample sizes). Several points of clarifi cation are warranted regarding these graphs. First, the names of the mea sures of parental involvement are listed on the left - hand side of the graph. Second, estimates on the negative side of the graph (to the left  of the “0”) suggest that the mea sure of parental involvement is associated with a decrease in achievement. Conversely, estimates on the positive side of the graph suggest that parental involvement is associated with increases in achievement. Th ird, estimates 

for which a signifi cant relationship exists (either positive or negative) are highlighted, whereas those that are not signifi cant— no  systematic 
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relationship exists between parental involvement and achievement— are displayed in gray. 

Fourth, we display six estimates for each indicator of parental involvement. Th

e fi rst three estimates are displayed as an open circle, triangle, and square and correspond to the achievement points gained or lost for youth whose parents hold less than a high school education, at least a high school education, and a four- year college degree, respectively. Th e next three estimates for each indicator of parental involvement refl ect the change in points that can be attributed to youth who live in  house holds in which parents earn less than the median income, the median income to twice the median income, and twice the median income or greater, respectively. For the sake of consistency and parsimony, we sometimes refer to these categories as low, moderate, and high levels of parental education or income respectively. 

Fift h, all estimates show the gain or the loss in achievement attributable to the indicator for parental involvement aft er accounting for parents’ marital status, youths’ sex, and prior academic skills. Sixth, the standard errors are represented by the tails on both sides of the estimates.1 Finally, given our goal to highlight the forms of involvement that are benefi cial to students’ 

achievement, we focus our discussion on those estimates that are positive. 

Th

e fi rst set of fi ndings on the association between parental involvement at home and academic achievement are displayed in Figure 3.2, which shows the results for reading (left - hand panel), math (center panel), and grades (right- hand panel). Th

e top two panels for reading show that talking about school experiences and about high school plans is not associated with achievement for any group. In other words, the children of parents who engage in these two activities do not perform any diff erently in reading than the children of parents who do not engage in these activities.2  Th e third 

panel for reading shows that talking about post– high school plans is associated with gains in achievement only for youth whose parents are moderate in terms of education (i.e., hold a high school diploma) and in terms of income (i.e., earn between the median and twice the median income). Th e 

bottom four panels show that having a rule about homework, parents’ assistance in deciding youths’ courses, and their help with homework are not related to increases in reading achievement for any group. Having a rule about grades is associated with increased achievement only for youth whose parents have low levels of education. Th

us, only three of the forty- two esti-

mates for reading (7 mea sures of parental involvement for 6 groups) suggest that parental involvement is benefi cial for youths’ achievement. 
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Th

is pattern is similar when achievement is considered in terms of math and grades. Specifi cally, only talking about high school plans is positively connected to math achievement, but this connection exists only for youth from low- earning  house holds. With regard to grades, talking about school experiences is the only mea sure of parental involvement that has a systematic positive association with achievement, but this appears to be the case only for youth from moderate social class backgrounds. 

Although the fi ndings displayed in Figure 3.2 suggest that parental involvement plays a minimal role for improving achievement, the top panel of Figure 3.3 conveys a diff erent reality. Parents’ estimates about the usefulness of homework appears to raise reading achievement for youth with moderate social class backgrounds, math achievement for youth with highly educated parents and parents with moderate earnings, and grades for youth with highly educated parents. Furthermore, the educational expectations parents hold for their children seem to be important for positive achievement for most youth, regardless of social class. If paired with the fi ndings from Figure 3.2, these results suggest that parents’ views about education  are  more  predictive  of  higher  achievement  than  more  behavioral forms of involvement. 

Th

e fi ndings in Figure 3.2 and the top panel of Figure 3.3 show the association between each mea sure of parental involvement and achievement. 

However, we recognize that although this strategy allows us to show the individual estimated eff ect of each involvement activity, it is unreasonable to  expect  that  any  single  mea sure  will  have  a  substantial  impact  on  the learning pro cess. Rather, what might be important (and more aligned with the endeavor of parenting) is the collection of activities parents employ. In order to estimate the eff ectiveness of a more holistic approach to parental involvement in which parents engage in some activities rather than others, we present fi ndings for scales created from the individual activities in the bottom panel of Figure 3.3.3

Th

e bottom panel of Figure 3.3 contains the fi ndings for two scales constructed from the parental involvement mea sures assessed in Figure 3.2 

and the top panel of Figure 3.3. Th

e  parent- child  discussions scale includes only the three mea sures for parent- child discussions: about school experiences,  high  school  plans,  and  post– high  school  plans.  Th e  full scale 

combines all parental involvement activities, with the exception of the frequency with which parents  help youth with homework,  which is coded diff erently than the other mea sures. Because the scales  were constructed by 
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simply adding the mea sures within the scale, their estimates can be interpreted as the change in achievement associated with each additional activity (within the scale) that parents employ or affi rm. Despite treating the 

mea sures in combination, the results are similar to the nonscaled fi ndings. 

Th

e only mea sure for which a signifi cant positive association with achievement exists is the  full scale for reading achievement. Th e  parent- child  discussions scale is not associated with increases in achievement. We discuss this further in the chapter summary. 

Th

e fi ndings based on the NELS capture parental involvement during middle school. In Figure 3.4, we present fi ndings based on the CDS, which captures parental involvement from before youth enter school through middle school. Th

is allows for analysis of the involvement- achievement link prior to adolescence (grades 1– 5) and during adolescence (grades 6– 12). 

Additionally, we use mea sures of parental involvement from the CDS- I to predict achievement during CDS- II. Th

erefore, for younger youth, we as-

sess the implications that parental involvement prior to grade 1 have for achievement during elementary school (grades 1– 5). For older youth, we examine how parental involvement during elementary and middle school is associated with achievement during middle and high school. 

Th

e fi rst set of fi ndings we present from the CDS is for parental involvement at home and is displayed in Figure 3.4. Th

e top panel contains the 

fi ndings for the younger subsample. It appears that reading to children is associated with increased reading achievement for youth from all social class subsamples except those from families with the highest income levels, for which the association is not signifi cant. However, with regard to math achievement, being read to appears to be benefi cial only for youth from the low and moderate social class categories based on parents’ education. Th

ese fi ndings are quite diff erent when the analysis is conducted for adolescents, which are reported in the bottom panel. Having been read to as a child seems benefi cial only for adolescent math achievement among youth from the highest income subsample. Interestingly, helping with homework  is  not  associated  with  increases  in  reading  or  math  achievement, regardless of whether the assessment is made for younger or older youth. 

In Figure 3.5, we show the association between parent- child discussions about schooling and achievement. Th

e fi ndings suggest that parents’ dis-

cussions about schooling with youth are more benefi cial for children’s achievement during adolescence. In general, the benefi ts of parent- child 
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discussions prior to adolescence seem to apply only to youth from the lowest social class group; fi ve of the eight positive estimates are for youth whose parents have not completed high school, and another two positive estimates are for youth from the lower income group. For adolescents, the benefi ts of parent- child discussions are more widespread, particularly for math achievement. Interestingly, the estimates for youth from the high social class group by parents’ education show that parent- child discussions are associated with declines in reading achievement. Overall, the fi ndings suggest that the benefi ts  of  parental  involvement  vary  by  both  youths’ 

stage of development and social class background. We elaborate on this in the chapter summary. 
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Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we examine whether parental involvement at home is associated with achievement. In order to determine whether the extent to which parental involvement is benefi cial for achievement depends on one’s social class, the analysis was conducted separately for each social class group by both parents’ education and family income. Th e relationship between 

involvement and achievement was assessed for each form of involvement by comparing the achievement of children whose parents typically engage in the involvement mea sure to those whose parents do not typically engage in the mea sure. Several fi ndings are worthy of note. 

First, parents’ views about education are more predictive of higher achievement than more behavioral forms of involvement. With regard to the latter, there does not appear to be overwhelming support for the notion that parental involvement is associated with increases in achievement. For forms of parental involvement in the NELS that capture what parents  do rather than what parents  think,  there are a total of forty- two estimates (7 measures of parental involvement for 6 groups) for each achievement outcome. 

Th

e number of estimates that suggest a positive relationship between parental involvement and achievement is rather low: three for reading (talking about post– high school plans for youth whose parents are moderate in terms of parents’ education and family income, and rule about grades for youth whose parents have low levels of education), one for math (talking about high school plans for youth from low earning  house holds), and two for grades (talking about school experiences for youth from both moderate social class groups). 

Th

e fi ndings are diff erent for the mea sures that capture what parents  think.  

Parents’ views about the usefulness of homework is associated with higher reading achievement for youth with moderate social class backgrounds, higher math achievement for youth with highly educated parents and parents with moderate earnings, and grades for youth with highly educated parents. 

Parents’ educational expectations are associated with increases in reading, math, and grades for most youth, regardless of social class. 

Second, the fi ndings based on the CDS show that the benefi ts of parental involvement vary by both youths’ stage of development and social class background. Among younger youth, reading to children is associated with increased reading achievement for all social class subsamples, with the exception of youth from families with the highest income levels. However, among adolescents, reading to children seems benefi cial only for math among youth 
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from the highest income subsample. Additionally, parents’ discussions about schooling with youth are more benefi cial for children’s achievement during adolescence. In general, the benefi ts of parent- child discussions prior to adolescence apply only to youth from the lowest social class group. In contrast, the benefi ts of parent- child discussions are more widespread for adolescents. 

We or ga nize the fi ndings by social class in Figure 3.6. Th e fi gure shows 
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four estimates obtained for each of these social class groups. 
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each category of social class. Th

e top panel summarizes the fi ndings for 

the analyses based on the NELS. Because there are nine mea sures of parental involvement at home and three achievement outcomes, there are a total of twenty- seven estimates for each class category. Th e fi gure shows 

that most mea sures of parental involvement are not related to achievement. 

Out of the 162 total estimates reported for the NELS, 94 are not signifi cant, which equates to 58%. Only 15% of the estimates (25) are positive. More importantly, slightly more than one- quarter are negative (43). In fact, although negligible, the number of negative estimates increases with social class. Th

us, although much of our discussion throughout the chapter focuses on the positive estimates, a greater share of parental involvement mea sures  are  associated  with  declines  in  achievement.  Th e fi ndings are 

nearly identical for both dimensions of social class. 

Th

e same information is displayed in the bottom panel of Figure 3.6 for analyses based on the CDS. Because there are fi ve mea sures of parental involvement and two achievement outcomes, a total of ten estimates  were examined for each class category. Insuffi

cient sample size for the top cate-

gory of social class within the younger subsample did not allow for analysis of the three parent- child discussion mea sures. Th erefore, a total of four 

estimates  were assessed for each of the top two social class categories for the younger subsample. 

Th

e fi gure shows that most of the benefi ts of parental involvement are experienced by youth from the lowest social class category. Out of the ten estimates assessed for each group, the number of positive estimates was seven for youth whose parents attained less than a high school education in the younger subsample, and six for adolescents from the low social class category for both parents’ education and family income. However, if the fi ndings are summarized in a more holistic manner, out of the 108 total estimates examined using the CDS, 35 are positive (32%), 31 are not signifi -

cant (29%), and 42 are negative (39%). Th

us, similar to the analysis based on 

the NELS, there are a greater number of negative estimates than positive estimates. Th

is pattern is similar for both the younger and the older subsamples. Specifi cally, for the former, there are an equal number of positive and negative estimates (15, or 31%), and a greater number of nonsignifi cant estimates (18, or 38%). For the older subsample, 20 estimates are positive (33%), 27 are negative (45%), and 13 are not signifi cant (22%). 

In  Figure  3.7,  we  show  the  number  of  positive,  nonsignifi cant,  and negative estimates for each mea sure of parental involvement at home 
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examined in this chapter. Th

is or 

ga 

ni 

za 

tion strategy makes it easier 

to  identify which forms of parental involvement are associated with gains in achievement for the largest share of youth. Just as importantly, the fi gure accentuates the mea sures of involvement associated with declines in achievement. For each mea sure, the darker bar on the left - hand side of the fi gure represents the number of positive estimates, the lighter bar in the center represents the number of nonsignifi cant estimates, and 
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the gray bar on the right- hand side represents the number of negative estimates. 

Th

e top panel summarizes the results for each mea sure of parental involvement based on the NELS. For each of the fi rst seven mea sures, which capture the things parent do, there are a greater number of negative estimates than positive estimates. In fact, whereas less than 5% of these estimates are positive (6 out of 126), roughly one- third (43) are negative. An overwhelming majority of estimates is not signifi cant (77). In contrast, the fi nal two mea sures, which capture how parents think, yielded a substantial proportion of positive estimates (52%), and no negative estimates. Th e 

bottom panel shows that reading to children earlier in life— prior to them entering grade 1— is more eff ective for raising achievement than reading to them aft er they have already entered the fi rst grade. However, parent-child discussions appear to be more eff ective for older youths. Perhaps the most surprising fi nding in this chapter is that helping with homework is not associated with increases in reading, math, or grades for any youth in neither the NELS nor CDS. Rather, nearly 80% (33) of the forty- two total estimates for helping with homework in both the NELS and CDS are negative (the rest are not signifi cant). 

If the fi ndings for the NELS and CDS are combined, roughly one- fi ft h of the estimates examined in this chapter are positive (60/270 = 22%). However, nearly one- third are negative (85) and close to half (125) are not signifi -

cant. Th

ese fi ndings challenge the notion that parental involvement has a widespread benefi t on children’s achievement. Th e fi ndings discussed in 

this chapter suggest quite the opposite; to the extent that parental involvement is consequential for achievement, more of the eff ects seem negative than positive. 

To be clear, there are some forms of parental involvement at home that are benefi cial to achievement. However, our fi ndings suggest that rather than assuming that any form of parental involvement is a good thing, parents and educators should be aware that some forms of involvement that parents can employ outside of school might actually lead to declines in achievement and, in most cases will not have any eff ect on achievement. 

With regard to the mea sures of parental involvement associated with declines in achievement, we caution against advising parents to become less involved in their children’s schooling. Rather, the negative estimates are indicative of forms of involvement that parents need guidance on to become 

 

Implications of Parental Involvement at Home by Social Class 61

more eff ective and thus avoid compromising achievement. In the next chapter, we replicate the analysis from this chapter using mea sures of parental involvement that require parents to come into contact with schools. It could be that parental involvement at schools has a greater connection to children’s achievement than forms of involvement at home. 

4

Implications of Parental Involvement 

at School by Social Class

Th

e positive association between economic status and parental involvement shown in Chapter 2 indicates that parents will vary in their knowledge about the schooling pro cess and, accordingly, about the opportunities their children have to learn. What it means to participate at school in various ways (e.g., attending parent- teacher meetings or open  house) could be fundamentally diff erent for parents from diff erent socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Compared to more affl

uent parents, who have an advantage in social capital gained  from  relationships  fostered  with  teachers  and  extended  networks (Heckman and Peterman 1996; Lareau 1987, 2000), parents from disadvantaged backgrounds have greater challenges negotiating the school environment in ways that positively infl uence their children’s academic outcomes (Coleman 1988; Hango 2007). 

In previous chapters, we discussed how parents with diff erent socioeconomic backgrounds may diff er in their patterns of involvement because of variations in amounts of cultural capital (Grenfell and James 1998). 

According to McNeal (1999), the cultural capital possessed by parents from higher social class backgrounds magnifi es the eff ects of their involvement on their children’s academic achievement. A concept closely related to cultural capital that sheds further light on why parents from high social class backgrounds might experience greater achievement returns for their children from their involvement at school is “habitus” (Bourdieu 1984). 

Whereas cultural capital refers to the constellation of knowledge, preferences, tastes, codes of appropriate conduct, and consumption practices that stem from one’s upbringing, habitus is a disposition to act, grasp experiences, and think a certain way with minimal cognitive— or even unconscious— 

eff ort (Brubaker 2005). Th

us, cultural capital is knowledge about the rules 62
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of behavior (e.g., knowing the order in which forks should be used for each course), and habitus is the instinctive enactment of behaviors (e.g., knowing which fork to use without considering that an alternative order is even possible). If cultural capital is analogous to an athlete’s knowledge of how to play a par tic u lar sport, habitus is the muscle memory that enables the athlete to successfully perform tasks during competition without being conscious of the principles of kinesiology that undergird movements. Th e 

more concordance between an individual’s habitus and their fi eld (or domain, such as school), the greater social advantage the individual tends to experience within that fi eld (Lareau and Horvat 1999). 

Like cultural capital, habitus varies according to socioeconomic background, leading some parents to display diff erent types of involvement at school than others (Grenfell and James 1998). Th us, habitus— or unconscious orientation toward schools— is related to economic resources, educational knowledge, and experiences with and confi dence in the educational system (Lee and Bowen 2006). Middle- class parents, on average, are more capable of advancing their children’s academic success than lower- class parents as a result of their higher cultural capital and habitus (Hauser- Cram, Sirin, and Stipek 2003). Research has shown that children whose parents share the same values as the school system are perceived by teachers as having advanced academic skills and brighter academic futures (Kim 2009). 

In concrete terms, having high levels of cultural capital and the habitus appropriately suited for the academic domain means that parents know the codes of interaction with schools and have the comfort and instinctive disposition to engage in these interactions eff ortlessly. Parents from higher social class backgrounds tend to demonstrate greater comfort in interacting with their children’s teachers, are more profi cient at mediating individualized school careers for their children, are more involved with their children’s schools and details of schooling, and expend greater eff orts in seeking out appropriate educational materials to enhance their children’s learning relative to lower- class parents (Cheadle 2008; Lareau 2000). In contrast, sharp diff erences from their children’s teachers in education, income, and occupational status can lead parents with low social class to be hesitant to initiate discussions with educators, be more passive at parent-teacher functions, and view school as an “alien world” (Lareau 2000). When interactions with teachers do arise, disadvantaged parents are less profi -

cient at mediating individualized school careers for their children (Lareau and Horvat 1999; McNeal 1999) and may feel that they do not know enough 
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to ask the right questions, or that their input is not appreciated (Fine 1993; Lott 2002). 

It is important to note that although they may highly value education, socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged parents may exhibit less school involvement because they feel less confi dent in communicating with school staff or less capable of navigating the school system because of their own educational experiences. Th

us, parents with lower socioeconomic standing 

might be less able to convert involvement in school into academic gains for their children. Middle- class parents have the social capital and resources to make their voices heard in school (Lareau and Horvat 1999). Th erefore, 

schools seeking to have an involved base of parents should be aware of the need to empower parents from low social class backgrounds, provide them with more opportunities to participate in school, and allow their voices to be heard (Ballenger 2009). 

Parental Involvement with School and Achievement Our analysis of the eff ectiveness of parental involvement within schools begins in Figure 4.1, which shows results for the link between six mea sures of parent- initiated contact with their children’s school and achievement. 

As in Chapter 3, we display the results in a series of estimate graphs that show the gain or loss in achievement attributable to each mea sure of parental involvement, which are listed along the left - hand  side  of  the  graph. 

Recall that estimates on the negative side of the graph suggest that the mea sure of parental involvement is associated with a decline in achievement (vice versa for estimates on the positive side of the graph), signifi cant estimates are highlighted (dark, bold line) and nonsignifi cant  estimates are displayed in gray, and six estimates are displayed for each indicator of parental involvement (one for each social class group). 

Th

e fi ndings in the left - hand panel of Figure 4.1 show that only a relatively few number of estimates suggest parental involvement raises reading achievement. No form of parental involvement appears to be benefi cial for youth across the board. To the extent that a pattern exists, it appears that youth from low social class backgrounds benefi t the most from parents initiating contact with schools. Out of the seven positive estimates for reading, three are for youth whose parents have a low level of education and three are for youth from low- earning homes. Youth whose parents contact their school about volunteering have higher math achievement than those 
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whose parents do not, and this fi nding extends to four of the six social class groups; the only exception is for youth in the highest social class group. Finally, only two estimates are signifi cant and positive for students’ grades. 

Youth from the low- income group seem to experience an increase in grades when parents contact their school about fund- raising and volunteering. An important pattern shown in Figure 4.1 is that approximately one- third of the estimates for math and grades are negative. 

Th

e fi ndings for whether parent- school contact is an important mechanism for raising achievement when the contact is initiated by the school are displayed in Figure 4.2. Th

e results suggest that, with a few excep-

tions, most youth benefi t in reading when their parents are contacted about volunteering and in math when the contact concerns fund- raising. 

With regard to grades, only three of the forty- eight estimates are positive. 

Th

e fi ndings in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 suggest parental involvement measures that capture parents’ contact with their children’s school— whether initiated by them or the schools— are related to increases in achievement in only a small number of cases; the overwhelming majority of estimates are either negative or not signifi cant. We return to this topic in the chapter summary. 

In Figure 4.3, we report the fi ndings for parents’ engagement with schools by way of the parent- teacher or ga ni za tion (PTO) and by volunteering at school. Th

e fi gure shows that there is no discernible pattern with regard to positive estimates for reading achievement. Besides the fi rst panel for reading, which suggests that children in the moderate social class category experience gains in achievement if their parents are PTO members, the patterns of positive estimates for the other three mea sures is random. However, although most of the estimates for reading are not signifi cant, there are no negative estimates. For math achievement, seven of the eight estimates for the moderate social class category are positive. In fact, the moderate social class category accounts for nearly all of the positive estimates for math achievement (7/9). Only two of the twenty- four estimates are negative. Finally, with regard to grades, only three estimates are positive; children from the lowest- earning families benefi t from their parents’ PTO 

membership and engagement in PTO activities, and children whose parents are moderate in terms of education benefi t from their parents’ volunteering at school. Overall, it seems that parental engagement through the PTO  and  volunteering  at  school  is  associated  with  increases  in  achievement mostly for math. 
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With the exception of volunteering at school, the mea sures of parental involvement in Figure 4.3 capture parents’ participation with the parent-teacher or ga ni za tion at their children’s school. However, there are other forms of engagement aside from participation with PTO. In Figure 4.4, in addition to examining the achievement benefi ts of parent- teacher organizations and volunteering, we use the CDS to assess whether parents’ attendance of school events or their observations of their children’s classes are associated with increases in students’ achievement. Th e analyses  were 

conducted for both the younger and older subsamples from Chapter 3. 

Th

e fi ndings in the top panel of Figure 4.4 are for the younger sample. 

Whereas achievement was obtained from the CDS- II, the mea sures of parental involvement are from the CDS- I. As such, they capture parents’ 

engagement with schools when their children  were in early child care, preschool, or kindergarten. Insuffi

cient sample size prevented analysis for the 

top category of both dimensions of social class within the younger subsample. Th

e fi ndings suggest that these forms of parental involvement very early in children’s schooling are not associated with increases in achievement. Th

ere are only four positive estimates; parents’ attendance of school events is benefi cial for both reading and math for youth from the moderate-income category and math for youth from the moderate category in terms of parents’ education. Parents’ observations of classes are benefi cial for the reading achievement of youth from the moderate- income category. Th e 

bottom two mea sures of parental involvement— whether parents met with their parent- teacher association (PTA) and volunteer at school— yield no positive estimates. 

In the bottom panel of Figure 4.4, we report the results for the older subsample. Th

e mea sures of parental involvement for this subsample  were assessed when youth  were in elementary and middle school. Th e fi ndings 

suggest that meeting with the PTA is associated with increases in reading achievement for the largest share of youth. For math achievement, the largest share of youth benefi t from their parents’ attendance at school events. 

Th

e estimated gains in achievement are minimal, however, ranging from less than 1 to 3% (with the exception of the nearly 6% gain in math for youth whose parents are college graduates and attend school events). Slightly more than half of the estimates in the bottom panel are negative, which suggests that these forms of parental involvement are associated more with declines in achievement than with increases in achievement. We discuss this topic further in the chapter summary. 
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FIGURE 4.4.    Gains in achievement associated with parental involvement at school: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Insuffi

cient sample size for the top category for social class within the younger subsample did not allow for analyses of the  4- year degree or greater and the  twice the median income or greater subsamples. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. Th e 

estimates predicting math for youth in grades 1– 5 in the  1 to 2x the median category are 

−21.73 (1.872) and −14.12 (1.82) for  Met with PTA and  Volunteer at school,  respectively. 
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Th

e mea sures of parental involvement that we have examined to this point do not capture parents’ level of assertiveness with their children’s teachers. Although parent- teacher organizations bring parents into contact with teachers, these meetings typically occur aft er the school year has already begun. However, in Figure 4.5, we examine whether some of the 

< H.S. 

H.S. Grad

4 yr Degree or > 

< 1 Median

1 to 2x Median

2x Median or > 

Grades 1–5

Reading

Math

(Range 0–147)

(Range 19–156)

Parental

Involvement

Declines

Increases

Declines

Increases

Obtained

Information

about

Teacher

Met with

Teacher

Requested

a Teacher

−14−12−10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10

−14 −12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10

Grades 6–12

Parental

Involvement

Declines

Increases

Declines

Increases

Obtained

Information

about

Teacher

Met with

Teacher

Requested

a Teacher

−14−12−10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10

−14 −12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10

FIGURE 4.5.    Gains in achievement associated with parents’ assertiveness with teachers: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Insuffi

cient sample size did not allow for analyses of the  4- year degree or greater, 1 to 2x the median and  twice the median income or greater subsamples for youth in grades 1– 5. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. 
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things parents can do with regard to teachers prior to the beginning of the school year is consequential for youths’ achievement. Specifi cally, we examine whether children whose parents obtain information about the teacher, meet with the teacher, or request a par tic u lar teacher have higher achievement than children whose parents do not engage in these behaviors prior to the academic year. Th

ese mea sures of parental involvement 

require a greater initiative on the part of parents. 

Th

e top panel shows that obtaining information about the teacher is not associated with increases in achievement early in the schooling pro cess. 

Meeting with a child’s teacher is benefi cial only for the reading achievement of the least affl

uent youth, and requesting a teacher is associated with increases in reading and math for youth in the moderate social class group along the dimension of parents’ education and in math for the least affl uent youth. Th

e bottom panel shows that most of the estimates for the older subsample are actually negative, particularly for the fi rst two mea sures of parental involvement (obtaining information about the teacher and meeting with the teacher). On the other hand, requesting a teacher is associated with increases in reading and math for low and moderate social class groups by parents’ education, in reading for youth in the moderate social class group based on family income, and in math for the least and most (not moderate) social class groups based on family income. Similar to the results in Figure 4.4, the fi ndings in Figure 4.5 suggest that parental infl uence declines as children become older, as the estimated eff ect sizes are smaller for the older subsample. Th

e variation in these results further highlights 

the need to consider the eff ects of parental involvement by youths’ stage of development and social class background. 

We consider more mea sures of parental involvement that require parents to be assertive in Figure 4.6. Specifi cally, we examine whether parents’ interactions in the form of formal conferencing or casual conversation with their children’s teacher and principal are associated with increases in achievement. Th

e top panel shows that most of the estimates for these forms of involvement are positive for reading achievement; a large share of youth seem to benefi t in reading the more their parents interact with important school personnel early in the schooling pro cess. For math achievement, the advantages appear to be limited to informal conversations between parents and school personnel. Also, the gains in achievement associated with these forms of involvement are substantial, ranging from 3% to roughly 14%. Th e results 

are diff erent for older youth, which are reported in the bottom panel. Nearly 
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FIGURE 4.6.    Gains in achievement associated with parental- teacher interaction: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. Th

e estimate predicting reading for youth in 

grades 1– 5 in the  median to 2x the median category is −17.46 (2.322) for  Conference with principal.  Th

e estimate predicting math for youth in grades 1– 5 in the  median to 2x the median category is −41.69 (2.051) for  Conference with principal and −26.959 (1.895) for Converse with principal. 
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all of the estimates for reading achievement for parents who have a conference with teachers and principals are negative, and informal conversations with these educators are benefi cial for only a few groups. For math achievement, there are slightly more negative estimates (10) than positive estimates (7), with youth from the top social class category (by parents’ education or family income) accounting for most of the latter. Furthermore, the estimated eff ect sizes are substantially smaller for the older youth than those observed for the younger subsample in the top panel. 

We present the fi ndings for the fi nal set of parental involvement mea sures in Figure 4.7. Th

ese mea sures capture whether parents met with the school 
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Estimates account for parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. Th e estimates for 

 met with counselor predicting math for youth in grades 1– 5 in the  high school grad and median to 2x the median categories are −25.49 (1.459) and −40.71 (2.027), respectively. 
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counselor and presented in their child’s class. Th ere is no discernible pattern for the younger subsample in the top panel. However, the bottom panel shows that for the older subsample, most of the estimates for both measures are negatively related to reading achievement. With regard to math, achievement is higher for three of the six social class categories for youth whose parents have met with the school counselor than for those whose parents have not. 

Parental Involvement and Achievement Gaps 

by Social Class

Th

e fi rst set of fi ndings for the achievement- gap analysis is based on the NELS and presented in Figure 4.8. Th

e gaps are assessed by examining 

the achievement of the low and moderate social class groups relative to the higher social class group under fi ve scenarios. As such, there are fi ve bars for each social class group. 

Th

e fi rst bar shows the raw diff erences in achievement relative to the higher social class group; it represents the point disadvantage between youth in the group to which the bar corresponds and those from the highest social class group. Th

is is the baseline gap (BL) against which the other bars are compared. Th

e second and third bars show the achievement gap aft er accounting for parental involvement at home (Hm) and school (Schl), respectively. Th

e change in the bars can be interpreted as the portion of the gap that can be attributed to the factors labeled above the bars. Th e fourth 

bar shows the gap aft er simultaneously accounting for all twenty- seven measures of parental involvement at home and at school. Th e fi nal bar shows 

the gap aft er accounting for youths’ socioeconomic background (parents’ 

education/income, family structure, and youths’ sex). In sum, the next set of fi gures display the proportion of the achievement gaps by social class that can be attributed to parental involvement at home, at school, both, and to socioeconomic background. Th

e left - hand side of the graph shows 

fi ndings by parents’ education, and the right- hand side shows fi ndings by family income. 

Th

e top panel of Figure 4.8 contains the fi ndings for reading achievement. Th

e fi rst set of bars in the left - hand panel shows the gap analysis for youth whose parents have less than a high school diploma relative to those whose parents have a college degree. Th

e fi rst bar shows that the baseline 

gap in reading between these groups is 8.2 points. Th e second bar shows 
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that parental involvement at home accounts for 5% of the gap; the gap reduces from 8.2 to 7.8 points. Parental involvement at school explains slightly more of the lower class group’s disadvantage (roughly 9%) than involvement at home. Th

e next bar suggests that when both sets of parental involvement mea sures are taken into account, the gap reduces by 21%. 

However, although one- fi ft h of the achievement gap between these groups can be attributed to parental involvement, even more of the gap (24%) can be explained by students’ socioeconomic backgrounds. Th us, the twenty-seven mea sures of parental involvement account for less of the gap than the three mea sures of socioeconomic background. 

Th

e next set of bars in the top panel is for the achievement gap between youth whose parents have a high school diploma and those whose parents have a college degree. Th

e gap is substantially smaller between these groups (4.1 points). Th

e next three bars suggest that parental involvement does not account for any portion of this gap. In fact, the gap either widens slightly or remains unchanged aft er accounting for parental involvement. Th e fi nal 

bar shows that socioeconomic background explains 7% of the gap. Th us, 

similar to the previous set of fi ndings for the low social class group, socioeconomic background accounts for more of the achievement gap than parental involvement. 

Th

e fi ndings in the right- hand side of the graph show the gap analysis by family income. With the exception of the size of the achievement gaps by family income, which are substantially smaller than the achievement gaps when social class is mea sured by parents’ education, the fi ndings are essentially the same. Socioeconomic background accounts for more of the achievement gaps than does parental involvement. Aside from slightly smaller percentage declines, this pattern is similar for math achievement (center panel) and grades (bottom panel). Th

us, the extent to which pa-

rental involvement explains the achievement gaps by social class is rather limited. 

Th

e same information is displayed for the achievement gaps in reading and math for the younger subsample of the CDS in Figure 4.9. Th e substantive conclusion is similar to that based on the NELS. Youths’ socioeconomic background explains a greater share of the achievement disadvantage for the low and moderate social class groups relative to the higher social class group than parental involvement both at home and at school. Th e primary 

diff erence from the fi ndings based on the NELS is that parental involvement  at  home  accounts  for  more  of  the  achievement  gaps  than  parental 
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involvement at school. It seems that parental involvement at home is more critical for addressing class- based achievement gaps early in children’s schooling careers than involvement at school. 

Th

e fi nal set of fi ndings from our achievement- gap analysis is for the adolescent subsample from the CDS and is displayed in Figure 4.10. For youth whose parents hold less than a high school diploma, the full set of parenting mea sures accounts for slightly more of their academic disadvantage both in reading and in math than socioeconomic background. However, the rest of the gap comparisons yield patterns similar to those observed previously; socioeconomic background appears to play a larger role in achievement differences than parental involvement. 

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we examine the connection between parents’ school involvement and children’s achievement by social class. Th e analyses mirrored 

those from Chapter 3. Th

ese assessments  were made for youth from low, 

moderate, and higher social class backgrounds by both parents’ education and family income. Th

e involvement- achievement relationship was assessed for each form of involvement by comparing the achievement of children whose parents typically engage in the involvement mea sure to those whose parents do not typically engage in the mea sure. 

Much of our analyses can be summarized as follows: most of the ways in which parents can be involved have little impact on children’s gains in reading and math achievement. A key fi nding is that many of the parental measures we examine are  negatively related to achievement. For example, for the results displayed in Figure 4.4 in which we examine the link between four mea sures of parental involvement at school from the CDS to achievement for youth in grades 6– 12, slightly more than half of the estimates are negative. In fact, there are more than twice as many negative estimates as positive estimates. Th

e fi ndings in Figure 4.4 suggests that— on average— when parents attend events at school, observe class, meet with PTA, and/or volunteer at school, it helps children’s achievement gains  less  compared  to  children whose parents do not perform the given involvement activity. 

In the second part of this chapter, we try to explain achievement diff erences by social class by comparing the achievement of youth with low and moderate social class backgrounds to that of their more advantaged counterparts. Th

e comparisons are made aft er accounting for parental involvement 
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at home, school, and both. Our analyses begin with a baseline gap, which show that youth in the low and moderate social class groups have lower achievement in reading, math, and grades than youth from the highest social class group. Th

en we add a set of home and school involvement measures, fi rst separately and then simultaneously, to assess the portion of the achievement gap explained by all mea sures of involvement at home and at school— a total of twenty- seven parental involvement mea sures in the NELS and eigh teen in the CDS. We fi nd that the importance of parent involvement for closing achievement gaps depends upon social class comparisons. For example, the full set of parental involvement mea sures in the NELS explains roughly one- fi ft h of the gap in reading and roughly 13% of the gap both in math and in grades between youth whose parents have less than a high school education and those with college- educated parents. 

However, when we compare youth with high school– educated parents to those with college- educated parents we fi nd that parental involvement does not account for any diff erences in achievement; in some cases, the gap is larger or remains unchanged aft er accounting for parental involvement. 

Also, with the exception of youth with the least educated parents in the CDS, children’s socioeconomic background explains a greater share of achievement diff erences than parent involvement. 

Another major pattern that our fi ndings uncover is that one size does not fi t all when it comes to the benefi ts of parental involvement. Some forms of parental involvement might be benefi cial to the achievement of youth in one group, but be detrimental to the achievement of youth who belong to another group. In fact, only one out of thirty- one forms of involvement examined in this chapter is benefi cial for achievement across the board for youth in all groups; youth whose parents are contacted by schools about fund- raising have higher math achievement than those whose parents are not contacted about fund- raising. 

In Figure 4.11, we provide a useful summary of the fi ndings based on the NELS that identify which forms of involvement “work” for each social class group.  Recall  that  the  NELS  captures  parental  involvement  for  children  in middle school, which we relate to their high school academic outcomes. Th e 

mea sures of parental involvement from this and the previous chapter are listed along the top of the fi gure, and the social class groups are listed along the left - 

hand side of the fi gure. Th

ese cross- tabulations allow one to follow the column of a par tic u lar form of involvement to see whether the mea sure is associated (positively or negatively) with achievement for each social class grouping. 
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FIGURE 4.11.    Positive and negative associations for parental involvement and achievement by class: NELS. 

For example, the mea sure  regularly talked about school experiences shows a positive connection to grades for two groups (the moderate social class category based on parents’ education and income) and two negative connections— youth whose parents hold less than a high school diploma appear  to  experience  declines  in  math  and  grades  when  parents  talk  to them regularly about school experiences. Th

is pattern suggests that par-

ents belonging to this group could benefi t from an adjustment in how they employ this form of involvement. Finally, the other fourteen links between this form of involvement and achievement are not signifi cant; there is no 





























































 

Implications of Parental Involvement at School by Social Class 83

diff erence in achievement between the youth of parents who regularly talk to their child about their school experiences and those whose parents do not. Th

e numerical totals for positive, negative, and nonsignifi cant links are summarized along the bottom of the fi gure. Similarly, following along FIGURE 4.12.    Positive and negative associations for parental involvement and achievement by class: CDS. 
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the rows allows one to identify which mea sures of parental involvement are associated with increases or decreases in achievement for each social class group. For example, the fi rst row, which is for parents with less than a high school diploma, shows that nine mea sures of parental involvement are associated with increases in reading achievement for youth who belong to this group. In contrast, none of the mea sures are associated with declines in reading for this group, and eigh teen mea sures are not systematically related to reading. 

Th

e two mea sures for which the greatest number of positive estimates is observed are parents’ educational expectations for their youth (14), school-initiated contact of parents in regard to fund- raising (8), and parent- school contact about volunteering (7), whether the contact is initiated by the parent or by the school. Parents’ post– high school expectations appear to be important regardless of social class background and achievement outcome. What is telling about this fi gure is that far more of the estimates are negative than positive. Collectively, parent involvement is positively associated with reading, math, and grades in only 16% of relationships we test (80/486 = .16). In contrast, a higher percentage of the estimates (22%) are negatively related to achievement. However, the overwhelming majority of connections we examine between parental involvement and achievement are not signifi cant (62%). 

We display the same information for the CDS in Figure 4.12. Whereas the patterns in the top panel are for the younger subsamples (children in grades 1– 5), the patterns for the older subsamples (children in grades 6– 12) are shown in the bottom panel. Only one- quarter of the estimates are positive (26% for the younger subsample and 25% for the older subsample), which is slightly higher than the 16% observed in the NELS. However, one- third of the estimates for the younger subsample are negative (34%), and half of the estimates are negative for the older subsample. Both the NELS and CDS yield patterns that are consistent with the notion that the positive benefi ts of parental involvement for children’s academic achievement are overstated. In fact, the fi ndings from this chapter suggest that a greater number of the actions that parents take to improve achievement actually compromise academic outcomes. Even nonsignifi cant estimates are observed more frequently than positive estimates in both the NELS and CDS. In the chapters that follow, we shift  the focus of this study to parental involvement and race. 

5

Academic Orientation among Parents 

at Home by Race

If we  were to conduct a national poll of the U.S. population asking people to rank whites, Asians, Hispanics, and blacks in terms of parental involvement in children’s schooling, it is likely that the majority of people would place whites and Asians at the top and Hispanics and blacks at the bottom. 

Th

is arrangement would be consistent with the widely held notion that Asian parents have raised model children with respect to education (Osajima 2005) and the contrasting view that Hispanic and black parents are unconcerned with their children’s education. Th

e latter view is related to a 

wider narrative that claims that members from disadvantaged minority groups  resist  assimilation  into  mainstream  American  ideals  crucial  for upward socioeconomic mobility and, instead, cling to an oppositional culture largely responsible for per sis tent racial inequalities within the United States (McWhorter 2000; Ogbu 1978; Steele 1990). 

Th

e term “model minority” has been used extensively in this country to pay tribute to the variety of academic successes Asian children have attained (Chua 2011; Kao 1995; Osajima 2005). Th

e term also credits Asian parents 

for raising high- achieving children and “successfully” assimilating into mainstream American society. One could argue that the model minority label is not helpful to minority groups. Th

e presumption this ste reo type carries— if 

Asians can raise high- achieving children, so can every other racial/ethnic group— oft en leads to the idea that poverty, low- socioeconomic status, discrimination, and neighborhood segregation do not pose signifi cant obstacles to some minority parents who are trying to raise high- achieving children. 

When held against the model minority perspective, the comparative lack of educational success among black and Hispanic students might be 85
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attributed to laziness, lack of appreciation for opportunity, or lack of determination. Because parents are youths’ primary socializing agents, black and Hispanic parents might be viewed as indiff erent about the importance of educational success. Th

ere is some evidence to suggest that this belief is not uncommon among educators. Souto- Manning and Swick (2006) report that teachers they interviewed attributed the lower achievement of En glish language learners (ELLs) and black children relative to whites to 

“lack of parent involvement” or “no parent investment.” Th eir analysis of 

word collocation of interview transcripts shows that  parent involvement was closely located with defi cit words, such as  lack, low,  and  no when teachers spoke about parents of minority backgrounds. In fact, they fi nd that many teachers blamed the low achievement of Hispanics and blacks relative to whites on their parents’ “not caring.” 

Similarly,  DeCastro- Ambrosetti  and  Cho  (2005)  show  evidence  that preser vice and in- service teachers have negative attitudes toward parents of  ethnic  minority  groups.  Th

e majority of the teachers in their sample 

exhibited negative perceptions toward the value ethnic minority parents place on education and attributed children’s low achievement to factors at home and a lack of value their parents place on education. Perhaps what makes these fi ndings  more  alarming  is  that  the  teachers  in  their  study were enrolled in a teacher credentialing program that had cultural diversity concepts embedded within the curricula. In fact, the general belief that some minorities prefer failure to upward mobility is somewhat prevalent among teachers. Based on data from the General Social Survey, a major source of nationally representative trend data on attitudes since the mid- 1970s, Lucas (2008, 32) shows that roughly one- third of teachers believe that blacks’ long- standing socioeconomic disadvantage relative to whites persists because blacks “just don’t have the motivation or willpower to pull themselves up out of poverty.” Th

is fi nding suggests that the assump-

tion of blacks as unmotivated or lacking a desire to be upwardly mobile is so prevalent that it extends beyond the domain of schooling even for many teachers. It is reasonable to expect that this belief stems from teachers’ experiences with (or ste reo types and assumptions of ) both black youth and their parents. 

In Figure 5.1 we highlight the framework that guides our analysis of parental involvement and race in chapters 5– 8. In this chapter, we determine whether parents from the major racial groups within the United States differ in their orientation toward their child’s education by comparing them 
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on a series of parental practices that they can engage in at home with their child (path  f ). We examine the implications of these practices for achievement in Chapter 6. Although socioeconomic resources and human capital can be determining factors in parents’ ability to engage in some of these practices, the constraints are most tempered for forms of involvement that can occur outside of school. Parental involvement at school is likely to be driven more by parents’ level of cultural and social capital, relating to parents’ level of comfort in interacting with educators in schools and authority fi gures in general. We examine parental involvement at school by race in Chapters 7 and 8. In contrast, parents have greater autonomy in how they choose to be involved in their children’s education at home. Parental involvement at home relies less on resources available to parents and therefore taps into the value parents attribute to their children’s education. 

In the following section, we discuss factors that give reason to expect racial variation in parental involvement. 

For the purposes of re orientation, recall that we focus on aspects of parental involvement that can be  directly linked to achievement. Th us, 

there are forms of parental involvement that might be benefi cial to youths’ 

social and emotional development, psychological well- being, or general enrichment  that  we  do  not  consider.  As  we  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  this study is not about parenting or about whether parents should be more (or Social
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FIGURE 5.1.    Focus of Chapters 5– 8. 
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less) involved in their children’s lives. Rather, this study is about parental involvement  to increase academic outcomes.  Although some forms of general  parenting,  such  as  visits  to  museums,  travel,  and  extracurricular activities, might be benefi cial for achievement, these are not things parents do  only to improve academic achievement. As the previous three chapters have shown, the forms of parental involvement that we focus on are parent-child communication about education, parents’ beliefs or behaviors that have   direct implications for children’s academic outcomes, and parental engagement with schools and school personnel. 

Theories about Group Differences in Education Most theories on group diff erences in education propose factors that contribute to the per sis tence of group diff erences in academic outcomes. Th ese 

theories propose factors that range from group variation in ge ne tic makeup (Herrnstein and Murray 1994; Jensen 1969) and various types of socioeconomic characteristics (Brooks- Gunn, Klebanov, and Duncan 1996; Duncan, Brooks- Gunn, and Klebanov 1994; Massey and Denton 1993; Moynihan 1965; Wilson 1987, 1996), to racial bias in standardized testing (Kozol 2000; Meier 2000; Sacks 1999) and schools’ reinforcement of existing patterns of in e qual ity (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977; Bowles and Gintis 1976;). Although these theories are useful for understanding racial diff erences in achievement, they are more concerned with explaining why achievement gaps persist than explaining group diff erences in academic orientation, which is more relevant to our discussion on racial diff erences  in parental involvement at home. 

Cultural theory is perhaps the most relevant for understanding racial diff erences in the extent to which parents value education. In addition to addressing group diff erences in resources, cultural explanations speak to value systems in general and are more geared toward understanding the value that diff erent racial groups attribute to schooling. Th e same applies 

to theories about the assimilation experiences of immigrant groups, which also employ some form of cultural explanation for understanding the experiences of groups with an immigrant background. Th us, cultural and 

assimilation theories place greater emphasis on attitudes and beliefs than on group variation in resources related to ge ne tics, socioeconomic factors, and power and privilege. For this reason, they give more insight into what one  should  expect  with  regard  to  racial  diff erences in parental involve-
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ment at home than other pop u lar frameworks within sociology of education. In the next section, we discuss pop u lar cultural and assimilation theories that speak to group variation in the value attributed to education and provide guidance in the development of hypotheses regarding race and levels of parental involvement at home. 

Culture and Minority Educational Investment

Cultural explanations  were pop u lar ized in the 1960s to explain per sis tent patterns of racial in e qual ity across nearly every life- chance outcome. Th ese 

frameworks view culture, rather than societal conditions, as responsible for per sis tent in e qual ity as disadvantaged groups are posited to have a “culture of poverty” (Lewis 1961, 1968). Based on ethnographic studies of Latin American poverty, Lewis argued that prolonged exposure to factors prevalent in disadvantaged communities, such as unemployment, low income, lack of home own ership, and chronic shortage of basic necessities (food and health care), promotes behavioral patterns that compromise upward socioeconomic mobility. Specifi cally, these conditions promote feelings of marginality and helplessness and contribute to a lack of impulse control or ability to defer gratifi cation and plan for the future. Lewis argued that despite emerging in response to constrained opportunities, this culture of poverty becomes entrenched and self- sustaining and serves as a primary factor in the per sis tence of disadvantage. Once the values and attitudes that comprise this culture of poverty are absorbed, people “are not psychologically geared to take full advantage of changing conditions or increased opportunities which may occur in their life- time” (Lewis 1968, 188). 

Th

e cultural thesis was also applied to black Americans during the same time period. In fact, this line of thinking gained notoriety in the po liti cal arena in the mid- 1960s with the release of  Th   e Negro Family: A Case for 

 National Action (1965), a report commissioned by President Lyndon B. 

Johnson and authored by sociologist and Assistant Secretary of Labor Daniel Moynihan. Moynihan presented a sharply pointed argument that existing and prospective government economic and social welfare programs should be designed to encourage the stability of the Negro family, which he claimed was unstable and thus a central feature of “the tangle of pathology” 

of life in the ghetto. He warned that the disintegration of the black family was a result of the lack of employment opportunities in black communities, which also compromised the academic outcomes of black youth. 
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Th

e cultural explanations advanced by Lewis and Moynihan suggest that cultural behavioral patterns are strategies for coping with feelings of hopelessness and despair that arise from depressed socioeconomic conditions. However, the structural (societal) component occupies a subordinate status to the cultural aspect of their thesis. Both Lewis and Moynihan view racial in e qual ity as maintained by an autonomous culture of poverty among the disadvantaged minority groups. In fact, their work fueled the cultural side of the structure versus culture debate within the scientifi c community, the po liti cal arena, and pop u lar culture that began in the 1960s and continues into the twenty- fi rst century. Critics of this perspective argue that new generations of blacks and other disadvantaged groups are viewed as sharing cultural behavioral patterns with their pre de ces sors because they experience similar economic conditions and constraints to upward social mobility (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987, 1996); norms, aspirations, and patterns of behavior are not seen as intractable and undergo change or 

“rise and fall with changes in situations” (Gans 1968, 211). 

Whereas the culture of poverty thesis as described by Lewis and Moynihan was intended to explain racial in e qual ity in life- chance outcomes, the cultural narrative became pop u lar within the educational arena with the introduction of the oppositional culture theory (or re sis 

tance model) 

(Ogbu 1978), which was intended to explain group diff erences in academic orientation. Th

us, the oppositional culture thesis provides guidance on what to expect regarding racial diff erences in the value attributed to schooling. 

A key concept underlying the re sis tance model is the system of social mobility, which refl ects the arrangements within any society by which people gain (or lose) resources that allow them to move up the socioeconomic ladder. Accordingly, the re sis tance model posits that racial diff erences in academic outcomes result from the belief among minorities that the system of social mobility is rooted in educational and occupational discrimination based on race. Members of groups who perceive themselves as targets of discrimination adopt counterproductive schooling behaviors. Although the theory is intended to explain racial diff erences in academic achievement, some of the underlying tenets are applicable for understanding racial variation in the academic orientation of parents. Th e intergenera-tional transmission of beliefs about schooling as a mechanism for achieving upward socioeconomic mobility is an important component of the re sistance model; youth are posited to acquire their beliefs about opportunities from their parents. 
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An important component of the theory for understanding why groups diff er in academic orientation is Ogbu’s minority classifi cations: voluntary or immigrant, and involuntary (Ogbu and Simons 1998).1 Voluntary minorities are groups who willingly move to the United States seeking better opportunities (e.g., employment, greater po liti cal or religious freedom). Th ey 

view education as the primary mechanism for achieving opportunities that led them to the United States. For this reason, they fail to develop identities in opposition to the dominant group or adopt counterproductive schooling behaviors, oft en overcoming experiences of discrimination and diffi culties 

to do well academically. Th

ey attribute the barriers they initially experience to cultural diff erences and interpret them as temporary obstacles to overcome. With little history of being targeted for oppression by the dominant group, they are trusting of them and their institutions for upward mobility. 

Furthermore, their immigration status provides them with the opportunity to compare their educational opportunities with their counterparts from their sending country, and these comparisons are usually favorable. Th us, 

as a voluntary minority group, Asian Americans should have a favorable academic orientation toward schooling.2

In contrast, involuntary minorities are groups who have been historically enslaved, colonized, or conquered, and interpret their group’s incorporation into the United States as forced by white Americans. Relative to other groups, involuntary minorities experience greater and more per sistent forms of discrimination (i.e., job ceiling) leading them to perceive barriers to success with regard to future employment and earnings. Members of these groups are precluded from competing for the most desirable roles in society on the basis of individual training and abilities. Even aft er a society abandons formal mechanisms responsible for the unequal treatment of minority groups, vestiges of past discriminatory policies in the labor market and education remain in eff ect. Th

us they become disillusioned about 

the future and doubt the value of education. Mexican Americans and black Americans are regarded as examples of involuntary minorities. 

Whereas the designation of Asians as voluntary minorities is rather clear, Ogbu makes the case that Mexican Americans should be considered involuntary minorities because Mexican Americans— who comprise nearly two- thirds of the Hispanics living in the United States (U.S. Census 2000)— 

feel alienated from American society stemming from bitter memories of their incorporation into the United States via American imperialistic expansion in the 1840s. Furthermore, Ogbu and Matute- Bianchi (1986) 
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argue that Mexican Americans behave more like involuntary minorities because they have experienced considerable discrimination within the United States, and therefore do not have the same expectations as other voluntary minorities. 

Although there is some empirical evidence for some aspects of the re sistance model (Farkas, Lleras, and Maczuga 2002; Fordham and Ogbu 1986; Fryer and Torelli 2010; Mickelson 1990; Ogbu 2003), it is important to note that many of the theory’s tenets have been heavily contested. Several studies fail to fi nd support for the notion that members from disadvantaged ethnic minority groups value school less than white Americans using both quantitative (Ainsworth- Darnell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1997, 1998; Harris 2006, 2008; Harris and Marsh 2010; Harris and Robinson 2007) and qualitative (Akom 2003; Carter 2005; Horvat and Lewis 2003; O’Connor 1997; Tyson 2002; Tyson, Darity, and Castellino 2005) methodology. In fact, nearly every claim within the framework was tested and rejected in two recent books on the re sis tance model— one qualitative (Tyson 2011) and the other quantitative (Harris 2011). Nevertheless, the belief that members of disadvantaged ethnic minority groups have lower academic orientation than their white counterparts is widely held by teachers (Bol and Berry 2005; Diamond, Randolph, and Spillane 2004; Downey and Pribesh 2004; McKown and Weinstein 2008; Neal et al. 2003; Tyler, Boykin, and Walton 2006). Furthermore, most studies examine the academic orientation of youth; it is still quite possible that the communities the minority groups described within the theory came from have the academic orientation attributed to them within the framework. 

In the following section, we provide a discussion on how the experiences of minority groups within the United States seem consistent with tenets of the re sis tance model. Specifi cally, we discuss how the assimilation experiences of Asians and Hispanics perpetuate the perception that Asians are the model minority and that, like blacks, Hispanics care little about schooling. We also discuss how the experiences of black Americans make aspects of the re sis tance model seem plausible. It should be noted that the following discussion of Asian and Hispanic immigrants3 contains some generalizations. Although there are broad similarities in the assimilation pro cesses immigrants face, the wide diversity across racial/ethnic groups, within racial/ethnic groups, and within individual families ren-ders it impossible to speak in terms of a unifi ed immigrant experience. We seek to limit these generalizations as much as possible and we realize that 
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a proper discussion of each racial/ethnic group’s immigrant experience requires substantially more pages than the focus of this book permits. 

Experiences of Minority Groups within the United States Asian Americans

In general, the assimilation into the United States of immigrants from Asia has perhaps been the most successful of all immigrant groups. Asian populations tend to be more highly educated than the average American population. For example, the percentage of people age 25 and older who have a bachelor’s degree or higher is 29% for all Americans, but 52% for Asian Americans (U.S. Census 2008). Additionally, only 10% of all Americans have a graduate (e.g., master’s or doctorate) or professional degree compared to 20% percent of Asians. It is important to note that the Asian population is quite diverse in their demographic characteristics. For example, approximately 70% of Asian Indians age 25 and over held a bachelor’s degree or higher in 2008, and 38% held either a graduate or professional degree. Comparatively, 28% of Vietnamese- Americans held a bachelor’s degree or higher, and 9% held a graduate or professional degree (U.S. Census 2008). Median income diff ers across Asian ethnic groups as well. Although still greater than the median income of whites in 2007, Asian Indians held the highest median income at $83,820, whereas Vietnamese- Americans held the lowest at $54,048 (U.S. Census 2009). Nevertheless, as a group Asian- Americans had the highest educational attainment and median income in 2008 among all race groups within the United States (U.S. Census 2008). 

Th

e  upward  assimilation  of  Asians  is  consistent  with  the  experiences attributed to them by the re sis tance model and has reinforced the notion that some members of this group are model minorities. As prominent econ-omist Th

omas Sowell (1981, 284) notes, “Groups that arrived in America fi nancially destitute have rapidly risen to affl uence, when their cultures 

stressed the values and behavior required in an industrial and commercial economy. Even when color and racial prejudice confronted them— as in the case of the Chinese and Japanese— this proved to be an impediment but was ultimately unable to stop them.” As voluntarily immigrants to the United States, they oft en have stronger beliefs that hard work will pay off (also see Kao and Tienda 1995 for a review), and Asian parents are more apt to cultivate pro- school attitudes such as being attentive, applying diligent 
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eff ort, and limiting social activities in order to secure social mobility for their children (Matthews 2002). 

Louie (2001) shows that Asian immigrant parents’ educational expectations are shaped by structural conditions in the destination country. For example, the immigrant parents she interviewed from Hong Kong, Taiwan, and China  were struck by the availability of low- cost, high- quality public universities in the United States. In contrast, they oft en described institutions of higher education in their native countries as closed to both them and their children. Louie’s study attributed the wide availability of higher learning opportunities in the United States to Asian parents’ decision to immigrate and found that these opportunities drove parents’ educational expectations for their children regardless of social class background. It should be noted that a high value on education can encourage migration, so that Asians within the United States are “selected” on this characteristic and are not random samples from Asian countries. 

Hispanics

In contrast to Asians, Hispanic immigrants (particularly Mexicans) are oft en incorporated into lower sectors of the American status system. For example, only 12% of Hispanics hold a bachelor’s degree or higher (U.S. 

Census  2008).  Similarly,  the  median   house hold  income  of  foreign- born Hispanics is substantially lower ($35,734) than that of their Asian counterparts ($68,094). Furthermore, one- fi ft h of foreign- born Hispanics live below the poverty line compared to only one- tenth of foreign- born Asians (U.S. Census 2006). Th

ese education and economic indicators illustrate the vast diff erences in levels of human and fi nancial capital between the two groups. 

Th

e education and economic indicators for Hispanics are primarily driven by immigrants of Mexican descent, the largest Hispanic group within the United States. Portes and Rumbaut (2001) note that to a large extent Mexican immigrants experience a “downward assimilation” toward the underclass. Mexican immigrants are more likely than many other Hispanic immigrants to experience poverty. Th

is status is related to low edu-

cational attainment, inadequate En glish profi ciency, and low rates of Mexican mothers having full- or part- time employment. Portes and Rumbaut (2006) argue that the limited En glish skills and limited human capital (education and work experience) of some Mexican immigrants leads to a 
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decline in educational attainment across generations. Th e inclination for 

foreign- born Hispanics to settle into high- density immigrant neighborhoods  also  contributes  to  a  fair  degree  of  social  isolation.  Tienda  and Mitchell (2006) report that immigrant Hispanics tend to reside in neighborhoods where more than one- third of their neighbors are also foreign-born and where less than half their neighbors speak En glish at home. In general, limited En glish skills, social isolation, and a prevailing economic market that demands low- wage, low- skilled labor virtually assures that a signifi cant number of Hispanics (particularly Mexicans) will be incorporated into lower sectors of the American status system. 

In the broadest sense, the Asian assimilation experience has been an upward asymptotic trajectory similar to that of early twentieth- century Eu-ro pe an  immigrants;  aft er an initial adjustment period with varying degrees of challenges and obstacles to upward mobility, a level of assimilation that successfully approximates (or even surpasses) mainstream middle- class values and qualities are attained. In contrast, there are some important distinctions between the paths of assimilation Eu ro pe an immigrants underwent in the fi rst half of the twentieth century and the path taken by recent Hispanic immigrants. Most Eu ro pe an immigrants experienced “straight- line assimilation” into the American mainstream, in which their use and profi -

ciency of En glish increased from generation to generation. Eventually, many Eu ro pe an immigrants ceased using their native language and gave up many of their native traditions (Rumberger and Larson 1998). 

Black Americans

Th

e pop u lar narrative regarding the parental involvement of black parents in the schooling of their children is couched in the academic orientation attributed to the wider black community. Numerous scholars argue that the larger black community has an antagonistic relationship with education, which stems from a cultural norm of underachievement in response to inequitable educational opportunities and discriminatory social and employment policies experienced within the United States (Fordham and Ogbu 1986; Ogbu 1978, 2003; Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown 1992). 

Black Americans experience barriers toward advancement not just in education but in other realms such as the labor and housing markets (Baldi and McBrier 1997; Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Elliott and Smith 2004; Goldsmith, Hamilton, and Darity 2006; Pager 2007; Smith 2005; 
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Tomaskovic- Devey, Th

omas, and Johnson 2005; Zhao, Ondrich, and Yinger 2006). Although these experiences  were particularly acute prior to the civil rights movement, racial disparities persist on numerous life- chance outcomes. 

Given that blacks have historically had challenges in education and the labor market, it is reasonable to expect that the values and norms black parents impart to their children— particularly around education— will be diff erent from other racial groups. Parents are major conduits for children’s knowledge about the opportunity structure— the confi guration of resources that determine opportunities important for upward socioeconomic mobility. Black parents’ experiences with an unfair opportunity structure and a system of social mobility in which blacks’ educational accomplishments are under- rewarded relative to whites are posited to compromise black children’s academic motivation (Fordham and Ogbu 1986; Mickelson 1990; Ogbu 1978, 2003). According to Ogbu (1978) and Fordham and Ogbu (1986), parental experiences with discrimination limit children’s confi dence in the system of social mobility, thereby instilling a negative attitude towards future opportunities and diminished appreciation for education. As Mickelson (1990, 59) notes, “Young blacks are not bewitched by the rhetoric of equal opportunity through education; they hear another side of the story at the dinner table.” 

Should the Narratives about Race and Parental Involvement Change? 

Th

e re sis tance model attributes a general culture of academic pursuit to Asian Americans and an oppositional culture characterized by the re sistance to academic goals to the wider black and Hispanic communities. Th e 

upward  assimilation  of  Asians  and  the  downward  assimilation  of  most Hispanics are consistent with the experiences attributed to them by the re sis tance  model.  Th

ese assimilation patterns, discussed in the previous section, might give rise to invidious comparisons of the cultures and the success of diff erent immigrant groups. However, some scholars suggest that the worse life- chance outcomes of some Hispanics and blacks relative to whites might be due to factors other than culture. 

With regard to immigrant groups, Portes and his colleagues provide a framework for understanding the diff erent assimilation patterns between (and within) Asians and Hispanics. Th

ey argue that the degree to which 
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members of U.S. society and government are receptive to immigration from a par tic u lar country contributes signifi cantly to whether immigrants from that country will successfully assimilate into the United States (Portes and MacLeod 1996; Portes and Rumbaut 2001, 2006; Portes and Zhou 1993). Th e 

reception context includes the po liti cal relations between the sending and receiving countries; the values and prejudices against the sending country and its members; and the size, structure, and resources of a group’s preexist-ing co- ethnic communities (Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Portes and Rumbaut (2006) identify four conditions for immigration that infl uence the context  of  reception,  each  with  diff erent legal statuses and levels of human capital: labor, professional, entrepreneurial, and refugee or asylees. 

Labor migrants move in search of low- wage jobs and are oft en illegal immigrants, which precludes them from access to public ser vices given to legal immigrants. Professional migrants are oft en legal immigrants who migrate because of a lack of professional occupations in their home country and to attain higher levels of education in the United States. Th us they rarely 

work in low- wage occupations. Entrepreneurial immigrants have business expertise and access to sources of capital and labor, oft en within ethnic enclaves, which enables them to collaboratively maintain businesses. Most rely on transnational ties that facilitate the importation of goods from their native  countries.  Finally,  refugees  or  asylees  immigrate  in  an  attempt  to escape persecution or physical harm in their home countries. Th ey oft en 

receive several benefi ts such as welfare assistance, the right to work, and most importantly, legal status, which allows them to assimilate into American society in a much more eff ective manner than labor migrants. 

Although the four immigration conditions Portes and Rumbaut (2006) identify can apply to immigrants from any country, the relationship between the United States and other countries determines the proportion of immigrants in each of the four conditions from each country. For example, whereas Mexican immigrants tend to be labor migrants, Filipino and Indian immigrants tend to be professional immigrants. Examples of entrepreneurial immigrants include migrants from Korea, Pakistan, and Iran, while refugees or asylees tend to be from Communist countries, Southeast Asia, or Eastern Eu rope. Th

e diff erent legal statuses aff orded to each of these immigrant groups combined with the varying levels of human and social capital determine how an immigrant group will assimilate into the United States. 

Portes and MacLeod (1996) also show that the designation of Asians as one type of immigrant group and Hispanics as another is not entirely 
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accurate. For example, as products of Communist takeovers, Cuban and Viet nam ese immigrants are oft en considered po liti cal refugees, which results in them being treated sympathetically. Th

ey are able to draw on vari-

ous forms of federal assistance and private resources to create solidarity and close- knit entrepreneurial communities that view schooling as the primary reason for their upward mobility. In contrast, Haitian and Mexican immigrants are primarily “economic” immigrants rather than “po litical” immigrants and are therefore viewed less sympathetically and are ineligible for federal assistance granted to refugees. Many are unauthor-ized immigrants who are subject to deportations and are routinely denied refugee status; they experience pervasive discrimination even if the immigration is legal. Th

us there is heterogeneity in immigration type within the racial groups that we examine. 

By emphasizing the importance of social incorporation and the context of  reception,  Portes  and  his  colleagues  go  beyond  theories  that  merely stress the role of culture and socioeconomic background for educational attainment. Portes and MacLeod (1996) note that “the factors that account for the signifi cant diff erences among these groups have to do with the human capital that immigrants bring with them from their countries of origin and the social context that receives them and shapes their adaptation in the United States” (271). Inequalities in the  situation of various immigrant national- origin groups infl uence the academic success of their youth, indicating that the transmission of both class and ethnic privilege from generation to generation is not entirely due to culture. 

With regard to blacks, it is important to reiterate that extensive assessments of the re sis tance model have not found support for the theory’s tenets (for a more thorough review, see Harris 2011). In fact, the position that blacks have historically possessed a cultural re sis tance to schooling is altogether indefensible; a long line of work by historians suggests blacks had a reverence toward education during periods in U.S. history in which racial barriers  were blatant and overwhelming, such as the eras of slavery (pre- 1865), Reconstruction (1865– 77), and Jim Crow (1876– 1965) (Anderson 1988; Litwack 1998; Williams 2005). Nevertheless, the black cultural defi ciency narrative gained traction within the educational community during the latter part of the twentieth century coinciding with the work of Lewis (1961, 1968), Moynihan (1965), and Ogbu (1978). More importantly, many of the framework’s tenets remain pop u lar among educators and policy makers (Bol and Berry 2005; Delpit 1995; Diamond, Randolph, and Spillane 
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2004; Ferguson 2000; Lopez 2003; Morris 2005). Similarly, the notion that Asian parents raise model children with respect to education is also pop ular (Osajima 2005). Th

ese group- 

specifi c narratives lead to the hypothesis 

that, relative to whites, parental involvement at home is greater among Asians and lower among Hispanics and blacks. 

Does Parental Involvement at Home Vary by Race? 

Although the narrative that academic orientation among parents varies greatly by race remains pop u lar, the evidence in support of this claim is surprisingly lacking. In this section, we provide racial comparisons for parents’ academic orientation using data from the NELS and CDS. Regarding our analysis, three points are worthy of note. First, we are not testing the re sis tance model. A test of the re sis tance model would require a racial comparison of youths’ academic orientation. We draw on the oppositional culture theory because it is perhaps the most pop u lar cultural framework about racial diff erences within the domain of education. Given that parental involvement at home is more within the purview of parents than parental involvement at school and that we consider forms of involvement open to parents of all socioeconomic backgrounds, it is reasonable to believe that parental involvement at home— as defi ned in this study— is driven by parents’ academic orientation in general. Whereas theories that invoke parent-school cultural incongruence are useful for understanding racial diff erences in parental involvement at school, the re sis tance model provides some insight into the potential link between parental involvement at home and racial diff erences in academic orientation. 

Second, for our analysis based on the NELS, we account for some of the variability that exists within the immigrant minority groups. Subgroups within the Asian category vary considerably in immigration histories (Hirschman and Wong 1986; Zhou 1997), assimilation patterns (Fuligni 1997), language and economic status (Bankston and Zhou 1995; Zhou and Bankston 1998), and opportunities for social mobility (Chen and Stevenson 1995; Goyette and Xie 1999; Kao 1995; Zhou 1997). Th e same can be said 

for Hispanics, whose members have roots in eigh teen sovereign nations and one U.S. commonwealth (Puerto Rico). Th

ese countries include Argen-

tina, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Ec ua dor, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela. Members from each of these 
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countries have their own unique culture, history, indigenous language(s), religions,  and  individual  philosophies  (Novas  2008).  Th e terms “Asian 

American” and “Hispanic” encompass numerous ethnic groups with distinct histories, cultures, assimilation patterns, socioeconomic status, and educational outcomes. Th

erefore, we sort Asian parents into two groups: 

Asians A and Asians B. Whereas the former category comprises groups that are commonly considered part of the “model minority,” the latter group comprises socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged Asian groups (see Appendix B for further details). Similarly, we disaggregate Hispanics into two groups: non- Mexicans and Mexicans. Although these classifi cations are not perfect, we believe these distinctions allow us to better see within- group diff erences that may be masked by aggregation. 

Th

ird, in conducting our assessment of whether racial diff erences exist in parental involvement at home, we decided to display the unadjusted values for each group because teachers, other school personnel, and the general public typically do not cognitively adjust for social class or assimilation factors when they develop perceptions about the level of parental involvement across racial groups. It is important to highlight any evidence that lends credibility to arguments that are part of a pop u lar national narrative. Th

is “stacking of the deck” in favor of fi nding support for the narrative is helpful for identifying the narrative’s origin. Accounting for background factors could explain away the racial diff erences posited by some people within the wider population. Furthermore, we believe it is important to establish what the baseline levels of parental involvement are across racial groups to provide a sense of the general state of parental involvement within the United States. Only aft er fi ndings show diff erences consistent with the dominant narrative does it become necessary to explain the pattern by accounting for background factors. 

We begin our assessment in Figure 5.2 by showing the proportion of parents from each racial group who discuss various aspects of schooling with their child and who have rules regarding their child’s academic perfor mance (see Appendix C for a detailed description of mea sures). Th e top 

panel suggests that the aspects of schooling that parents discuss with their children vary by race. Nearly 85% of white parents report regularly discussing schooling experiences with their children, a clear advantage compared to Asian, Hispanic, and black parents. Roughly three- fourths of non- Mexican Hispanics and blacks regularly discuss schooling experiences with their child, followed by both Asian groups (about 65% each) and Mexican parents (63%). However, when it comes to regular discus-
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sions about future educational plans (both high school and post– high school), Hispanic and black parents hold an advantage relative to the other racial groups. Surprisingly, white parents and those in the Asian A category appear to be the least likely to discuss future educational plans with their child on a regular basis. Th

e fi ndings in the bottom panel suggest 

that the proportion of parents who set rules for maintaining a certain GPA and homework completion and the proportion who expect their child to attend college are similar across the racial groups. 

We determine the value parents attribute to their child’s education using a diff erent set of factors in Figure 5.3. Specifi cally, we show the proportion of parents in each racial group who reported (1) that they would be infl uential in decisions regarding the courses their child will take during high school and (2) that they believe homework is worthwhile, as well as (3) the Whites
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FIGURE 5.2.    Parents’ academic practices at home by race: middle school, NELS.  Note: Th

e fi ndings are unadjusted. All mea sures  were collected when youth  were in middle school (grade 8). 
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frequency with which they help their child with homework. It appears that a similar proportion of parents from each racial group perceive themselves as infl uential for their child’s course selection during high school. 

Th

e racial groups are separated by a modest 5%. When it comes to parents’ 

belief about the importance of homework, blacks and Asians A demonstrate the highest proportion of parents who feel homework is worthwhile. However, Asians B and both Hispanic groups also affi rm this belief more than 

whites. 

Th

e bottom panel shows a fair amount of similarity among parents across all racial/ethnic groups in the frequency with which they help their child with homework. Most questions asking individuals to self- report their behaviors will contain a degree of bias. It is probable in this case that some parents are overstating the extent to which they help with homework. Whether this is the case or not, all parents appear to off er infrequent help on homework to their middle school children. Despite the relative similarity  in  the  amount  of  help  parents  off er on homework, the more Whites
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likely source of variation among parents is the quality of help they provide, which our mea sure does not assess. 

Figures 5.2 and 5.3 capture the extent to which parents are involved with their adolescent children’s education during middle school. Do the patterns we observed remain relatively stable if the assessment is made when youth are in high school? We supplement the analysis based on the NELS using data from the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS) to assess parents’ involvement through interactions with their children in the later stages of schooling. In Figure 5.4, we show the proportion of parents who oft en provide advice to their high school children on current schooling, future schooling, and life aff airs. Th

e general patterns appear to be consis-

tent with those in Figures 5.2 and 5.3. 

Th

e top panel of Figure 5.4 shows that Hispanic and black parents are on par with white and Asian parents in providing advice on courses and Whites
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programs, college entrance exams, and college. Interestingly, the proportion of black parents who interact with their child about college entrance exams and college plans is greater than that observed for any other group. 

Th

e bottom graphs show that white parents appear to advise their children more oft en on general life aff airs than other racial/ethnic groups, but are equal in proportion with black parents in providing advice on youths’ personal troubles and in discussing youths’ report cards. Asians actually have the lowest proportion of parents who provide youth with general advice and engage in discussions about report cards. 

We employ data from the CDS to determine whether the patterns observed in the NELS and ELS also occur at an earlier period in children’s schooling. Th

e CDS does not disaggregate Hispanics (Asians are excluded due to insuffi

cient sample size). Th

is analysis is shown in Figure 5.5, which 

contains racial comparisons on the frequency with which parents read to their child and work on homework with their child. Th e data show that Hispanic and black parents read less to their child prior to the child entering Whites

Hispanics

Blacks

How often do you read to (child)? 

Everyday = 6

5.35

5

4.61

4.18

3.87

3.87

3.91

4

3

2

Never = 1

Ages 1–5

Ages 6–12

Frequency worked on homework with

child in the past month? 

Everyday = 5

4

3.65

3.81

4.09

3.05

3.00

3

1.86

2

Never = 1

Ages 3–5

Ages 6–12

FIGURE 5.5.    Parental involvement at home by race: CDS- I.  Note: Estimates are unadjusted. 

Th

e left  panel fi lters on youth in elementary school (grades 1– 5) during CDS- II, and the right panel fi lters on youth during adolescence (grades 6– 12) in CDS- II. Th us, the ages 

listed represent the age range during CDS- I for the bulk of youth (roughly 90% or greater) for the given fi lter. 
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school than white parents. However, the bottom panel suggests that Hispanic and black parents spend more time helping on academic work before their child begins the fi rst grade than their white counterparts. 

Th

e fi ndings in the right- hand side of Figure 5.5 show that once youth are of school- age, parents are relatively similar with regard to both of these forms of involvement. Note that our fi gures  do  not  permit  us  to  distin-guish parents’ reasons for helping. Th

us, the higher reported frequency of 

homework help by Hispanic and black parents early on might refl ect a response to their child’s academic struggles. Nevertheless, the fi ndings do not appear consistent with the pop u lar narrative of parental involvement attributed to each group. 

Although the fi ndings in Figures 5.2 through 5.5 challenge the notion that Hispanic and black parents are less involved in their children’s academic lives, the fi ndings in Figure 5.6 are consistent with the aforementioned narrative. Figure 5.6 shows the proportion of parents from each racial group who regularly discuss various aspects of schooling with their child. A lower proportion of Hispanic and black parents regularly discuss school activities, things studied in class, and general schooling experiences with their child prior to and during adolescence than white parents. 

Chapter Summary

Th

e assumption that racial diff erences exist in the extent to which parents are concerned with their children’s schooling is widespread. Whereas white and Asian parents are perceived as caring about their children’s education, many Hispanic (particularly Mexican) and black parents are characterized as disinterested about the schooling of their children (Bol and Berry 2005; DeCastro- Ambrosetti and Cho 2005; Souto- Manning and Swick 2006). We documented the reasons behind the per sis tence of this belief within the national narrative on parental involvement. Specifi cally, these racial groups have unique background experiences that make it logical to expect wide variation in how parents from these groups view their child’s academic success within the larger context of this society and in the ways they express their involvement in children’s education. We fi nd that although racial groups might have reasons to diff er in the importance they attribute to education for their children (e.g., an immigration experience, history of oppression), most of the actual diff erences do not coincide with the pop u lar narratives about each group. 
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Whites

Hispanics

Blacks

Proportion who regularly discuss school activities or events with child 1

0.9

.84

0.8

.78

0.7

.64

.61

0.6

0.5

.41

.40

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0

Ages 4–5

Ages 6–12

Proportion who regularly discuss things child has studied at school 1

.88

0.9

.96

0.8

.75

.74

0.7

0.6

.50

0.5

.38

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0

Ages 4–5

Ages 6–12

Proportion who regularly discuss child’s experiences at school 1

.88

0.9

.93

.78

.78

0.8

0.7

.62

0.6

.54

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0

Ages 4–5

Ages 6–12

FIGURE 5.6.    Parent- child discussions of schooling by race: CDS- I.  Note: Estimates are unadjusted. Th

e left  panel fi lters on youth in elementary school during CDS- II, and the right panel fi lters on youth during adolescence (grades 6– 12) in CDS- II. Th us, the ages 

listed represent the age range during CDS- I for the bulk of youth (roughly 85% or greater) for the given fi lter. 
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Parents appear quite similar in their home involvement across the three nationally representative data sets we examined. It is important to reiterate that the fi ndings we present do not account for background factors, which suggests that despite the vast diff erence in the experiences of these racial groups, the importance parents attribute to schooling is rather stable across racial groups. Th

at is, one’s assimilation history for example, 

might provide one with a view of schooling that is diff erent from someone else’s view, but in the end the importance they place on schooling may be largely similar to others whose assimilation histories might be quite diff erent. Th

e main fi ndings of this chapter suggest that Hispanic and black parents do value schooling and are generally just as involved in their children’s education as white parents. Th

us, it appears that the superior value 

of education attributed to Asian parents and the disregard for the importance of schooling attributed to the parents of Hispanic and black youth are overstated. 

Th

e fi ndings from this chapter are similar to other studies that examine the academic orientation of Hispanic parents. In a study on the challenges of improving literacy in America, Morrison, Bachman, and Connor (2005) suggest that immigrant Hispanic parents place high value on educational attainment as a ticket to fi nancial security and greater opportunity. Th ey 

note that the ways in which Hispanic parents value education remains stable as length of residency in the United States (in years) increases and in the face of perceived discrimination. Studies have shown that even poor, immigrant Hispanic mothers tend to believe that education provides the most direct pathway to social mobility and tend to hold strong educational goals for their elementary school children despite feeling inadequate in helping with school assignments (Stevenson and Baker 1987). Furthermore, Hispanic parents have been shown to express greater concern about their children’s kindergarten readiness than white parents (Diamond, Reagan, and Bandyk 2000). 

Hispanic parents’ beliefs about their children’s education are intricately linked to more basic beliefs about children’s moral development (Valdes 1996). Reese and colleagues (1995) interviewed Hispanic parents of pre-schoolers and found that many parents  were concerned that in the United States their children are more prone to bad infl uences than in their home countries. Hispanic parents tended to believe that they had a small win-dow prior to adolescence to instill proper moral values into their children. 

Th

ese parents had developmental goals for their children that related to 
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moral development within schooling, general goals for their children’s futures, and specifi c beliefs about the challenges their children would experience while trying to lead a good life. 

Th

e fi ndings in this chapter for blacks are also consistent with those of other studies. For example, Harris (2011) fi nds that despite believing their children  will  experience  discrimination  and  that  race  serves  as  an  en-cumbrance for their children, black parents still expect their children to attain more education than their white counterparts. Th is reinforces the 

results of a national poll commissioned by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, which found that black parents place higher value on obtaining an education as a means for advancement than whites (Public Agenda 2000). Research shows that this pattern extends even to blacks with lower social class backgrounds. Working- class black parents are more likely to discuss their children’s school experiences and plans, restrict tele vi sion on school nights, set rules about grades, and help with homework than their Asian and white counterparts (U.S. Department of Education 1992). 

MacLeod’s (2009) ethnographic study of low- income youth yields similar results. He found that the “Hallway Hangers” (white youth) expressed limited belief in opportunities for upward mobility, which was driven by their parents’ experiences. Th

eir parents  were “hesitant to encourage heft y 

ambitions in their children. . . .  As the Hallway Hangers tell it, there is little stimulus from home to raise their aspirations” (2009, 58). In contrast, the parents of the “Brothers” (black youth) expected them “to perform up to a certain standard at school, both in terms of academic achievement and discipline” (2009, 59). MacLeod’s narratives suggest that black parents project their frustrated and unfulfi lled educational and occupational ambitions onto their children by cultivating in them high hopes for the future. 

Despite the similarity across race on the parental involvement activities that we assessed in this chapter, all of these mea sures have the potential to enhance children’s academic per for mance. Furthermore, some activities might  matter  more  for  children  from  some  racial  groups  than  those  of others. We are also mindful that some activities have the potential to explain the racial achievement gap; although the groups are similar across the majority of parental involvement activities we assessed in this chapter, there are some mea sures for which Asians B, both Hispanic groups, and blacks—groups with an achievement disadvantage relative to whites— report to engage in less than whites. 
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We highlight the factors that have the potential to explain the achievement disadvantage that children from these groups have relative to whites in Table 5.1. All twenty parental mea sures assessed in this chapter from Figures 5.2 to 5.6 are listed along the left - hand side of the table. A “yes” in the fi rst column indicates that a racial disadvantage exists relative to whites on both achievement and the par tic u lar parental involvement activity for at least one group. Th

e four columns on the right identify the par tic u lar racial group(s) for which this disadvantage exists (Asians A are excluded because they do not trail whites in achievement). 

Note that we highlight only those parental activities for which the disadvantage relative to whites is  meaningful.  By meaningful we do not mean statistically signifi cant. Instead, we made reasonable assessments regarding which factors could contribute to explaining a substantial proportion of the achievement gap for a par tic u lar group relative to whites. For example, if the proportion of parents that engaged in a par tic u lar involvement activity was .81 for whites and .79 for blacks, we would not consider the diff erence  between  these  groups  to  be  substantial.  However,  if  the proportion for blacks  were .74, then it would be reasonable to expect that statistically controlling for the parental activity in question could explain some portion of the black- white achievement gap. We chose to consider only diff erences of .07 or greater as meaningful. Th ere are three mea sures 

for which this standard does not apply because they are mea sured in scales rather than proportions  ( frequency with which parents help their child with homework in both the NELS and CDS, and  frequency with which parents read to their child). Among these mea sures there was only one activity for which Hispanics and black parents substantially trailed whites in their frequency of participation. For this measure— reading to child prior to school age— we made an arbitrary decision to consider a disadvantage of .50 or greater to be meaningful. 

Table 5.1 highlights that the parents whose youth have an achievement disadvantage relative to whites do not have lower levels of participation on thirteen of the twenty mea sures of parental involvement at home than white parents. It appears that the racial diff erences exist on parental involvement that requires parents to discuss the more daily aspects of schooling with their child. It is important to note that we do not account for factors that might explain these diff erences, such as parents’ educational attainment, family structure, and En glish language ability, which are particularly important for immigrant groups such as Asians B and Hispanics. Similarly, we 
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do not highlight those parental involvement activities for which a greater proportion of parents of youth from the lower- achieving racial groups employ relative to white parents. Th

us, although fewer parents from the 

racial minority groups interact with their child about schooling than whites, the lack of controls and the relative similarities across most of the parental involvement activities should temper the conclusion that these parents do not care about their children’s education. So besides the obvious factors such as En glish language profi ciency and socioeconomic status, what might account for the diff erences we report in this chapter? Furthermore, given the lack of overwhelming support for the notion that minority parents (excluding Asians) do not care about schooling, why is this belief so widespread? 

From recent surveys, we have learned that Asian, Hispanic, and black parents tend to value involvement in their children’s academic learning. 

Yet wide racial diff erences exist both in the nature and frequency of help parents provide. Although part of this variation is owed to diff erences in economic resources, trust and confi dence in the educational system and parental knowledge about schooling are also integral to parents’ involvement practices. Parents from immigrant groups tend to have diff erent beliefs about teaching and learning than parents from nonimmigrant groups. 

For example, some Asian and Hispanic parents feel that respect is shown to teachers by not interfering in education, and they may not become involved in certain ways as a result (Yan and Lin 2005). 

With regard to black parents, research suggests that they tend to administer home involvement in ways meant to protect their children from racism found in the larger society (Bowman and Howard 1985; Cross, Parham, and Helms 1991; Jarrett 1995; Taylor et al. 1990), which might lead them to engage less in traditional forms of academic involvement. However, studies consistently show that they view education as a major path to opportunity for their children in a world where they are confronted with racism (Suizzo, Robinson, and Pahlke 2007). Th

us, the diff erences that we report 

should not be taken as an indication that minority parents care less about their children’s future; recall that Figure 5.2 shows that a greater proportion of Hispanic and black parents regularly discuss future educational plans with their child than white parents. It seems that conveying the importance of long- term educational achievement is a critical socializing goal for parents in these groups. 

It is unlikely that the parental involvement activities in this chapter for which a lower share of parents from racial minority groups employ relative 
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to whites fuels the widespread perception that these parents are less involved in their children’s education. Th

ese forms of involvement are likely 

to occur during more private family moments (e.g., over dinner, transportation). What then perpetuates the perceptions that minority parents (excluding Asians) are less involved in their children’s education? For one, many prior studies on black parents have focused mainly on low-income populations or largely ignored the in- group variation that exists among black families. A host of recent studies fi nd that when social class is taken into account, black parents report the highest frequency of home-based involvement practices and the highest aspirations for their children’s educational attainment (Fan 2001; Jeynes 2003; Suizzo, Robinson, and Pahlke 2007). 

We suspect that these perceptions remain strong for two reasons. Th e 

fi rst is the intuitiveness of the notion that “parents matter.” Because parents are important determinants of student achievement, and minority parents care about their children’s education just as much (if not more) than white parents, then why do minority youth underperform relative to whites? Th

e logical answer must be that these minority groups do not truly value education. Second, the indicators for parental involvement that most people can observe are those that occur in and around schools rather than in the more private home domain. 

Many teachers (and parents) oft en report that minority parents are less visible at school than their white counterparts. We will explore the evidence behind these reasons in Chapters 7 and 8. In Chapter 6, we turn our attention to whether the forms of involvement examined in this chapter have implications for children’s academic outcomes for each racial group. 

6

Effectiveness of Parental 

Involvement at Home by Race

Th

e belief that parental involvement works is deeply ingrained in the American educational system ethos. An online search of parental involvement will take you to the websites of numerous organizations, co ali tions, and various other entities that make strong calls for parents to become more involved at home and for schools to develop partnerships with parents to assist child learning. Yet, many of the academic benefi ts they purport children will receive from home involvement are unattached to empirical evidence. As discussed in the previous chapters, some evidence supports  the  belief  that  high- achieving  students  are  more  likely  to  have active, interested, and involved parents compared to low- achieving students (Crosnoe 2001; Marjoribanks 1979; Muller 1995, 1998; Rivera and Nieto 1993; Sui- Chu and Willms 1996; Topping 1992). However, the fi ndings reported in Chapters 3 and 4 regarding the link between parental involvement and achievement by social class suggest that not all forms of parental involvement are benefi cial for all groups. It is possible that variation exists in the forms of involvement that are eff ective by race. 

Although cumulative evidence supports the theoretical link between parents and academic per for mance (Amato and Fowler 2002; Dornbusch et al. 1987; Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown 1992), it is unclear whether a blueprint exists for eff ective home involvement that is specifi c to each racial group. In the last chapter, we found little variation between minority and nonminority parents in the extent to which they are involved in their children’s schooling at home. Th

e  next  pressing  question  is  “Which  at- 

home involvement activities impact children’s academic per for mance for each racial group?” 

114
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Evidence suggests that the eff ects of home involvement are not consistent across families of diff erent racial backgrounds (Yan and Lin 2005). For example, in a meta- analysis of the impact of parental involvement on minority students’ achievement, Jeynes (2003) reports that several forms of involvement, including communicating with the school, checking homework, and encouraging reading, benefi ts black and Hispanic students more than Asian students. Similarly, whereas some research has shown that black youth do not benefi t in terms of achievement from parental involvement and encouragement (Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown 1992), parent- child discussions about school have been found to increase science achievement for white and black adolescents but not for Hispanic or Asian youth (McNeal 1999). Racial variation in eff ects  seems  to  extend  even  to  parenting styles; white and Hispanic youth experience increases in grades from authoritative parenting, which is not the case for Asian or black adolescents (Dornbusch et al. 1987; Steinberg et al. 1991). Th ese studies make it reasonable to expect that some forms of parental involvement are associated with increases in achievement for some groups but not others. 

Data  that  we  have  presented  in  previous  chapters  also  give  reason  to expect that the eff ects of parental involvement diff er by race. For example, as we fi nd in Chapter 5, Asians and whites have greater academic achievement than Hispanics and blacks despite not having a substantial advantage in parental involvement at home. If we take as givens that parental involvement at home is consequential for achievement but does not vary much by race, then we can assume that the eff ects should be greater for the racial groups with greater achievement. Research on parental expectations for children’s education among Asians suggests that this fi nding might be the case. Although parents from all racial groups have high educational expectations for their children, Asian parents oft en send the message to children that high achievement is more than just about academic success; it is a refl ection of their self- worth (Chao 2000a, 2000b; Ho 1994; Kim and Chun 1994). Asian children are oft en raised to honor their parents and family by succeeding in school. Exemplary per for mance in school is a means through which familial obligation and respect are conveyed in Chinese families (Bempechat, Graham, and Jimenez 1996; Kim and Chun 1994). Indeed, for many Chinese parents academic excellence is considered the most important socializing goal along with respecting parents (Chao 2000a, 2000b; Ho 1994). Th

ese studies suggest that expectations 
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may carry a unique aspect that is specifi c to Asian families (or to some Asian families) because of their cultural practices or their lived experiences within the United States, which diff ers from that of other racial groups. Our analyses  were conducted with the consideration that sociodemographic diff erences in students’ backgrounds prevent the one- size- fi ts- all model of involvement. 

In this chapter, we examine the implications of parental involvement at home on achievement for youth from  each racial group separately, which allows us to determine which parental involvement factors from Chapter 5 

are associated with increases in achievement for each group. We begin by presenting the fi ndings for analyses similar to those employed in Chapters 3 and 4 by race. Th

is strategy allows us to show the individual estimated eff ect of each involvement activity for each racial group. We also present fi ndings for scales created from the individual activities, which estimate the eff ectiveness of a more holistic approach to parental involvement. 

The Implications of Parental Involvement at 

Home for Achievement by Race

We present the fi ndings for our analysis on the association between parental involvement at home and academic achievement for each racial group in a series of estimate graphs similar to those displayed in Chapters 3 and 4. 

Th

ese graphs show the gain or loss in achievement (along with the margin of error) attributable to each mea sure of parental involvement examined in Chapter 5. Th

e estimates account for family income, parents’ education, marital status, youths’ sex, and prior academic skills (see Appendix B for analytic details and sample sizes). Th

us, the estimates represent the diff er-

ence in achievement between children whose parents engage in or affi rm 

the parental involvement mea sure and those whose parents do not, aft er accounting for background factors. Recall that we highlight estimates for which a signifi cant relationship exists (either positive or negative) and display nonsignifi cant estimates in gray. We focus more of our discussion on forms of involvement that are benefi cial to students’ achievement. 

Th

e fi rst set of fi ndings, which are based on the NELS, are contained in Figure 6.1. We display six estimates for each indicator of parental involvement; an estimate is displayed for the following racial groups: whites (open circle), Asians A (open triangle), Asians B (full triangle), non- Mexican Hispanics (open square), Mexicans (full square), and blacks (full circle). 

5 

as 

ge 

0

t w

e 

e . 

h

an

h

en

h

e t

t c

ge 

an

t at t

lik

in

ievem

n

o

h

h

- p

0.3

). U

% c

.2

ifi can

ry 1

0

n

e 8

a 5

g

es. Ac

rad

s to 

Increases

0.1

re si

rad

g

ay. Eve

nd

0

t/g

ol (

o

ks

sp

ates a

en

cho

Blac

−0.1

very d

rre

h s

o

stim

st e

Grades

ievem

ig

−0.2

ge c

(Range 0–4)

ch

old e

g h

lmo

an

−0.3

h

ior a

= a

terin

Declines

 te: B

.1 c

−0.4

n

xicans

.  No

nd pr

h e

r to 4 

S

Me

−0.5

L

, a

ve

es, a 0

E

ex

−0.6

e yout

rad

s’ s

h

3

h

ace: N

2

. For g

. 

ior to t

an

1

re, yout

= seldom or ne

Increases

ctu

: 1 

e meh

xican Hisp

tru

ssessed pr

cale

–78)

t at home by r

−10

t s

en

ily s

Non-Me

re a

in

ive to t

Math

o

−2

vem

am

we

lat

, f

s  

- p

(Range 17

−3

vol

re

h re

n

me

g a 4

at

Declines

co

a su

−4

tal i

n

lon

n

n m

d a

−5

g me

are

re

Asians B

tin

nd 2 i

−6

se hold i

n

ith p

a su

g a

are

3

in

ks

,  hou

s me

ed w

e ph

ad

Blac

2

ion

 rk i

ciat

 o

n re

A

catu nd t  ew

Whites

1

sso

, a

Increases

d

 m

t a

2

 o

Asians 

en

ts’ e

e 1

  h

n

ge of 3 i

 ith

an

are

rad

h

−10

  w

ievem

n g

 lp

Reading

ch

re i

(Range 11–51)

−2

t for p

tage c

n a

n

we

s,  He

en

s i

u

h  

. 

White

Declines

−3

erc

ain

cco

actor

an

−4

G 

g f

ates a

en yout

e me

h

tinn s to a p h

5−

nd

are

o

les

rk

les

e-

stim

o

sp

iences

w

l. E

r p

ive to t

olvement

t-High

ool

e Ru

e Ru

s

v

v

rk

he

rre

lat

arental

v

lk about

lk about

lk about

ve

a

a

a

arent

P

In

T

School

Exper

T

High School

Plans

T

Po

Sch

Plans

Ha

about

Home

Ha

about

Grades

P

Decides HS

Courses

Help Child

with Hom

wo

FIGURE 6.1. 

le

assessed w

ot

co

re

0.5

  

0.20

re 

% 

0.4

0.15

es a

ll; 

s. 

). 

  

at

a

e 8

s to a 5

 lk about

 tal

m

rade

nd

 a

 en

r

0.10

stim

rad

o

0.3

Increases

t/g

g

sp

= affi

ks

ld e

 ces, T

 e par

0.05

o

ol (

rre

, 8 

0.2

o

Blac

Increases

cho

 rien

 te: B

Grades

ievemen

 pe

 ll- scal

0.00


h

h s

ge c

 x

 u

none

(Range 0–4)

0.1

.  No

ac

ig

an

  e

m 

S

 ol

L

g h

ch

57).  F

r

−0.05

E

ior 

.1 

  scho

0.0

= .6  = affi

terin

nd pr

n

a 

−0.10

Declines

ace: N

, a

es, a 0

h e

lph

 rk (0 o

ex

rad

−0.1

 lk about

’s a

xicans

Declines

 ew

−0.15

s by r

 a

s’ s

 T

 m

Me

2

20

h

e yout

ach

 o

ion

h

−0. 

−0. 

. For g

  h

6

an

m of u ronb  ith

1.0

ectatp re, yout

e s

; C

  w

x

ior to t

e me

h

 lp

5

0.5

ctu

h

62

s t

,0

 He

. 

Increases

ion e

tru

 s i n

4

= 10

0.0

cat

Hisp

u

ily s

ssessed pr

ive to t

n 

xcept 

d

 ssio

am

lat

3

re a

.2 e

 iscu

ted

Increases

olvement at Home

−0.5

nd e

, f

h

v

we

h re

 d

ig

0

me

s  

at

nd 6

Math

 ild 

we

−1. 

co

re

n

.1 a

Non-Mexican

work a

n

n m

 - ch

(Range 17–78)

a su

 nt

7; u

s 6

12

arental In

Declines

−1.5

 re

re

 a

u

g me

nd 2 i

 P

g

se hold i

= 1.0

0

g a

,” 

−2.0

out home

tin

n Fi

b

n

in

SD 

t i

0). 

B

Scales of P

s a

,  hou

are

ad

3

.63, 

en

−1

−2.5

ion

Declines

iew

e p

n re

= .5

t at home

= 1

cat

h

vem

a 

Asians

en

−2

−3.0

ts’ v

u

ean 

vol

lph

n

d

nd t

n

9

.6

, a

m

vem

’s a

0

are

ts’ e

2

ge of 3 i

 s (

n

 n

8

e 1

an

vol

h

n

 la

ach

.4

ith p

are

7

rad

 l p

tal i

 o

ronb

A

20

n

 o

s of home i

Increases

0. 

ed w

n g

tage c

6

t for p

 ch

re

; C

n

en

are

ciat

u

re i

a su

Asians

5

0.0

we

erc

 igh s

sso

cco

  h

.2

h  

s of p

= 9,555

t a

 st–

Increases

−0

 o

tal me

 n

Reading

en

cale

ates a

s to a p

S

n

34

 t p

ted

(Range 11–51)

−0.4

en yout

nd

 u

are

h

h

o

n “

 o

ig

2

6

ievem

stim

 b

sp

. I

ll p

we

Declines

−0. 

ch

l. E

1

rre

an

 lk a

n

 a

White

n a

ve

o

 T

; u

−0.8

s i

e me

m of a

5 le

ssessed w

ge c

nd 

u

.59

0

h

ain

an

 s,  a

e s

= 1

−.0

−10

G

e . 

as a

h

h



h

Declines

t w

t c

ive to t

 an

s t t i , SD 

−2

−1.2

t at t

en

in

  pl

4

o

lat

 ol

 en

.6

k

- p

orw

= 4

ement

outh

ifi can

ievem

ge re

  scho

 vem

olvement

lv

rth

Yr

rent-

o

n

h

ry 1

an

 h

v

v

 vol

an

arental

o

a

arental

P

In

Home

Wo

While

Educational

Expectations

F

P

Child

Discussions

Full Scale

P

In

FIGURE 6.2. 

sig

Ac

Eve

ch

 hig

 in

me

 

Effectiveness of Parental Involvement at Home by Race 119

Th

e most striking aspect of Figure 6.1 is that most parental involvement mea sures do not appear to lead to real gains in achievement. Th e left - hand 

panel shows that there are only two positive estimates for reading; white youth appear to benefi t from parent- child discussions about school experiences, and black youth seem to benefi t from discussions about their post– high school plans. Th

e center panel shows that positive estimates ex-

ist in math achievement only for Mexican and black youth, who benefi t from parent- child discussions about high school and post– high school plans. With regard to grades, the right- hand panel suggests that Mexican youth benefi t from regular discussions about their schooling experiences, black youth benefi t from regular parent- child discussions about post– high school education and from their parents’ involvement in their course selec-tions, and youth in the Asian A group benefi t from help with homework. 

Whereas the fi ndings displayed in Figure 6.1 are for more behavioral forms of involvement, the top panel of Figure 6.2 contains fi ndings for two mea sures of parental involvement that tap into parents’ views about education. Parents’ estimate about the usefulness of homework appears to raise reading and math achievement for white youth and grades for black youth. Parents’ educational expectations are associated with increases in all three mea sures of achievement for whites, reading and math achievement for Mexicans, and reading for youth in the Asian A group. Th e fi ndings in Figure 6.1 and the top panel of Figure 6.2 show that only two forms of involvement are associated with increases in all three mea sures of achievement for any group; parent- child discussion about post– high school plans for blacks and educational expectations for whites. In sum, most of the fi ndings by race appear to be random. 

Th

e bottom panel of Figure 6.2 contains the results for parental involvement in the form of scales. Th

e fi rst scale,  Parent- child  discussions, was constructed from the fi rst three mea sures of parental involvement listed in Figure 6.1: (1)  Talk about school experiences, (2)  Talk about high school plans, and (3)  Talk about post– high school plans. Th is mea sure is associated 

with increased achievement only for Mexicans in math. Th e second scale, 

 Full- scale parental involvement, is the sum of all parental involvement measures listed in Figure 6.1 and the top panel of Figure 6.2 with the exception of the frequency with which parents  Help youth with homework,  which is coded diff erently than the other mea sures. Th

e estimates for  Full- scale 

 parental involvement can be interpreted as the change in achievement associated  with  each  additional  activity  (within  the  scale)  that  parents 
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employ or affi

rm. Th

e  Full- scale is associated with increases in reading and math for whites and increases in math for Mexicans. 

A question that remains is whether the patterns observed in Figures 6.1 

and 6.2, for which mea sures of parental involvement  were assessed when youth  were in middle school, are similar for younger students. We address this question by repeating these analyses using the CDS, which captures parental involvement from before youth enter school through elementary school. Recall that for the subsample of youth in grades 1– 5, parental involvement was mea sured prior to youth entering the fi rst grade. For youth in the older subsample, parental involvement was mea sured while the youth were in elementary school. Given that the CDS does not contain a suffi

-

cient sample size for Asians and does not allow for the same level of racial disaggregation as the NELS, our analysis is restricted to whites, Hispanics, and blacks. Th

ese fi ndings are presented in Figure 6.3. 

Th

e top panel contains estimates that represent the change in achievement that can be attributed to parents reading to their child and helping with homework for youth in grades 1– 5. Similar to the analytic strategy employed for the previous analyses, we show the association between each mea sure of parental involvement at home and achievement aft er accounting for family socioeconomic background factors. Reading to children is associated with increases in both reading and math for white youth and in reading for Hispanic youth. In contrast, helping with homework is associated with declines in both reading and math for whites and Hispanics. Th e 

fi ndings for older youth in the bottom panel of Figure 6.3 are striking; every single estimate is negative. It seems that both reading to children and helping with homework are associated with declines in achievement for all three racial groups. Recall that negative estimates cannot be attributed to parents responding to poor academic per for mance; the fi ndings account for student quality by including prior achievement in the analysis and thus represent the change in achievement that can be attributed to each measure of parental involvement. 

In Figure 6.4, we show fi ndings for analyses on the link between parent-child discussions about various aspects of schooling and achievement for whites, Hispanics, and blacks. Th

e primary pattern from these analyses is 

that every estimate for Hispanics in Figure 6.4 is signifi cant and positive, which indicates that Hispanic youth benefi t in reading and math from parent- child discussions about schooling, regardless of grade level. Among the younger subsample, the only other signifi cantly positive estimate is for 
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The Broken Compass

whites, who appear to benefi t in reading from parent- child discussions about school activities. Th

e bottom panel also suggests that whites and 

blacks experience increases in reading from parent-child discussions 

about school activities, and whites benefi t in math from all forms of discussions we examined. Interestingly, the estimated eff ect sizes are smaller for the older subsample, which is consistent with the notion that the eff ect of parental involvement declines with youths’ age. 

White

Hispanics. 

Blacks

Grades 1–5

Reading

Math

Parental-

(Range 0–147)

(Range 19–156)

Child

Discussions

Declines

Increases

Declines

Increases

School

Activities

Things

Studied

In Class

School

Experiences

Full

Discussion

Scale

−20 −16 −12 −8 −4 0

4

8

12 16

20

−8

−4

0

4

8

12

16

Parental-

Grades 6–12

Child

Discussions

Declines

Increases

Declines

Increases

School

Activities

Things

Studied

in Class

School

Experiences

Full

Discussion

Scale

−12

−8

−4

0

4

8

12

−8

−4

0

4

8

12

16

FIGURE 6.4.    Gains in achievement associated with parental- child discussions by race: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th

e fi ndings for Hispanics in the younger subsample do not account for prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. 
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Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we set out to assess the importance of parental involvement at home for the academic lives of youth from diff erent racial groups. We were interested in determining whether parents have been an eff ective force in the learning pro cess for students within the United States. Our assessment considered that white, Asian, Hispanic, and black families each have diff erent lived experiences within the United States, which poses unique challenges to the “one- size- fi ts- all” model of home involvement. Th us, we 

examined whether parental involvement at home is associated with increases in achievement for each racial group. In specifi c terms, the fi ndings can serve as a diagnostic assessment of parental involvement as they provide parents and educators with some insight on where to focus. We highlighted the forms of involvement that are associated with increases in academic outcomes and those that appear to be in eff ec tive, or even harmful. Th ese 

results can serve as  one resource for educators to provide parents with guidance about which forms of involvement need to be implemented in a better (or diff erent) fashion. Also, analyzing data separately for each racial group proved to be useful and uncovered interesting patterns. 

We provide a summary of the general link between parental involvement and achievement for each racial group in Figure 6.5. Specifi cally, the fi gure shows the number of positive, nonsignifi cant, and negative estimates for each group in both the NELS (top panel) and CDS (bottom panel). Th e 

NELS contained twenty- seven possible “eff ects” for each group— nine measures of parental involvement by three academic outcomes (reading and math achievement, and grades). Most of the estimates for each group are not signifi cant. Only six estimates are signifi cant in the positive direction for whites and blacks, followed by fi ve for Mexicans. What is even more surprising is that only two positive estimates are observed for Asians A, and there  were no mea sures of parental involvement associated with increases in achievement for Asians B and non- Mexican Hispanics. Th ere are 

actually more negative estimates than positive estimates for whites (7), Asians A (4), Asians B (3), and non- Mexican Hispanics (2). 

Th

e bottom panel contains the same information for children in elementary school and in adolescence. Th

ere are ten estimates for each racial 

group among both the elementary school and adolescent samples— fi ve mea sures of parental involvement by two academic outcomes (reading and math). For the elementary school sample, there are three positive estimates 
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for whites and seven for Hispanics. Th

ere are no positive estimates for 

blacks. For the adolescent sample, the number of positive estimates was four for whites, six for Hispanics, and one for blacks. Th us, it seems that Hispanic 

youth benefi t the most from parental involvement prior to their entering schooling, which is when parental involvement was mea sured for the younger subsample, and from involvement during elementary school, which is when involvement was mea sured for the older subsample. In contrast, there are a greater number of negative estimates than positive estimates for whites and blacks, regardless of subsample. 

In  Figure  6.6,  we  show  the  number  of  positive  (dark  bar  on  the  left ), nonsignifi cant (light bar in the center), and negative (gray bar on the right) estimates for each mea sure of parental involvement examined in this chapter. Th

e top panel contains the summary for the NELS. Th ere are 18 

links between each parental factor and achievement across all racial groups (3 achievement outcomes by 6 groups). With regard to the big picture, the fi gure shows that out of the 162 total estimates, only 19 are positive, 20 are negative, and 123 are not systematically related to achievement. Th us, only 

12% of the estimates are positive. Th

e nearly equal numbers of positive and 

negative estimates suggest that parents enact these forms of involvement in ways that are just as counterproductive as they are helpful for achievement. In contrast, 76% of the estimates are not signifi cant. 

Th

e bottom panel shows that parental involvement earlier in the academic pro cess is more benefi cial for achievement than involvement during middle school. One- third of the estimates for the CDS are positive for both the younger (10 of 30) and older (11 of 30) subsamples. However, nearly half of the estimates for both subsamples are negative (13 for the younger subsample and 14 for the older subsample). Th

e greater percentage of posi-

tive estimates for the CDS (35%) relative to the NELS (12%) partially re-fl ects the diff erence in the types of involvement being assessed; all of the parental involvement mea sures from the CDS require direct interaction between parents and their child (reading to child, help with homework, and three mea sures of parent- child discussions). In contrast, the NELS 

includes mea sures that do not require ongoing direct parent- child interaction (e.g., rules about GPA and homework, educational expectations, belief that homework is worthwhile). 

Several useful interpretations can be made from the patterns of specifi c mea sures of parental involvement. For example, regular conversations with children about their post– high school plans and parents’ educational 
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FIGURE 6.6.    Number of positive, nonsignifi cant, and negative estimates for each mea sure. 

expectations show the most associations with increased achievement (4 and 6, respectively). It seems that, in general, parents can do more to increase their children’s achievement by focusing on post– high school education (either through conversations or expectations), than they can by helping with homework or setting rules about homework or grade point averages. 

In  the  bottom  panel,  discussing  school  activities  with  children  seems  to provide positive benefi ts for achievement more than any other form of 
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parental involvement. In contrast, helping children with homework is not related to increased achievement for any racial group during elementary school or during adolescence. Figure 6.6 drives home the point that very few mea sures of parental involvement at home are linked to increases in grades and test scores. 

Th

e results presented in this chapter show that parental involvement at home is systematically related to increases in achievement in only 18% of the total comparisons made in this chapter (40 of 222). In contrast, a greater percentage of links we assessed suggest that parental involvement at home is associated with declines in achievement (47 of 222, or 21%). From this basic tally method, one could conclude that there is not an unequivocal systematic relationship between parental involvement at home and students’ achievement. Furthermore, there are far more nonpositive estimates (82%) than could reasonably be attributed to chance, particularly given the expectation that parental involvement “works.” We recognize that our tally method is crude and implies that all forms of parenting carry the same weight. Nevertheless, it allows us to provide a general sense of the relationship between parental involvement at home and academic achievement. 

It is important to note that some forms of involvement are detrimental for the achievement of  some groups. Furthermore, educators should consider the possibility that the negative estimates for some forms of involvement might refl ect an in eff ec tive or fl awed mode of implementation of the given form of involvement by parents rather than an actual negative association between the form of involvement and achievement in theory. Some of these mea sures might actually be benefi cial for achievement if parents made adjustments in how they employ the behavior described by the parental involvement mea sure. 

A common interpretation is that negative associations between involvement and achievement refl ect parents’ attempts to address poor achievement. 

Th

us, students’ achievement might be driving parental involvement. Th ere 

are a number of reasons to think parents’ investments in children’s academic success will be determined by child per for mance. Parents might be willing to invest more eff ort in a child who shows academic promise. It might also be the case that parents become most involved when their child is struggling academically. McNeal (1999) concluded that parental involvement was mainly a reaction to children’s poor per for mance. Milne and colleagues (1986) studied the eff ects of family structure on reading achievement and found a negative relationship between parents helping their 
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children with homework and achievement among whites. Th ese studies 

suggest that parents’ infl uence is correlational rather than causal. However, the fi ndings we present in this chapter account for students’ prior achievement levels, and thus refl ect the change in students’ achievement that can be attributed to parental involvement. 

Our fi ndings should not be interpreted as causal. We cannot say defi nitively that parental involvement does or does not lead to improved student outcomes. What we provide is an extensive account of the association between what parents do at home to facilitate learning and children’s academic outcomes, rather than an assessment of causal eff ects. To establish a causal link, the following criteria need to be met: (1) the factors purported to be the cause should be related to the factors being aff ected; (2) the cause must precede the eff ect in time; and (3) alternative explanations should be ruled out. Although our fi ndings do not establish causality, they are suggestive of where causality might exist. Our fi ndings meet the fi rst two conditions by establishing associations and ensuring that our predictors are mea sured at a time prior to the outcomes. However, we fall short on the third criteria. Although we control for key background factors, we are aware that these are not a perfect or an exhaustive set of controls. 

Nevertheless, in a more general sense, the fi ndings in this chapter should serve as caution for educators and policy makers to avoid putting the bulk of their eggs in the parental involvement basket. Th e preponderance of 

evidence from the analyses we conducted in this chapter suggests that although parental involvement has some eff ect on children’s schooling for some groups, particularly the way they think about academic tasks, the connection between home involvement and academic achievement is modest; the overwhelming majority of parental involvement mea sures that we examined show no relationship to achievement. More importantly, parental involvement might be more eff ective  if  it  is  applied  in  a  more  directed, rather than blind, manner. 

7

Parental Involvement at School by Race

Washington Avenue Elementary School’s parent liaison Carmen Torres was selected as New Jersey’s delegate to attend the Emerging Minority Leaders Conference, which will coincide with the 115th Annual National Parent Teacher Association Conference . . . 

Now in its sixth year, the EML conference is designed to build the leadership skills of ethnic minority parents, caregivers and advocates at every level of PTA as well as to off er anyone working in minority communities usable information and take- away resources to help them better engage in communities of color. 

— Shore News Today, May 26, 2011

Having outlined the ways parents can promote educational success in the home, we turn our attention in this chapter to parents’ involvement at school by race. Despite the lack of overwhelming support in Chapter 5 for the notion that minority parents are less involved in their children’s education, the perception that minority parents— mostly Hispanic groups and blacks in particular— care less about their children’s schooling still persists. 

Th

is belief might be driven by patterns of involvement at school rather than at home. Th

e opening epigraph partially captures this sentiment. Essentially, the pervasive belief of teachers and school administrators is that programs need to be established to increase minority parents’ low levels of involvement in their children’s schooling. 

Despite the importance placed on parents’ participation at school, there is a sentiment in America’s schools that many parents are not as involved as oft en as they could and should be. Our main objective in this chapter is to examine the extent to which parents of diff erent racial backgrounds differ in the types of school involvement activities they employ. Th e aim is 

simply to provide a survey of the state of parental involvement at school across  racial  groups  within  the  United  States.  Th e fi ndings  we  show  are 

mainly descriptive and are not designed to answer why parents of diff erent 129

130 

The Broken Compass

racial backgrounds vary in the ways they participate at school. Teachers, other school personnel, and the general public typically do not cognitively adjust for social class when they develop perceptions about race and parental involvement based on their observations within schools. Th erefore, 

we believe it is important to display the raw averages for each racial group during racial comparisons of parental involvement because the fi ndings might lend credibility to educators’ real- time assessments of the level of involvement for parents from the various racial groups. 

In the following section, we discuss the reasoning behind the push for parents to become more involved with their children’s schools. We then turn our attention to the factors that might contribute to racial diff erences in parental involvement at school, which could be responsible for perpetuating the pop u lar conception that Hispanic and black parents are less involved in their children’s education than white and Asian parents. Specifi -

cally, we discuss how parents’ patterns of involvement might be partially determined by how they construct their roles with regard to their child’s academic lives, the experiences related to being members of an immigrant group, and the opportunities for involvement they encounter at schools. 

Th

ese factors account for how  both parents and schools structure the pro-cess of parental involvement at school. 

Parental Involvement with Schools

As previously discussed, school participation on the part of parents is encouraged by schools as a means of boosting academic outcomes for children and enhancing the educational eff ectiveness of schools. It is believed that activities at school such as fund- raising, volunteering for school programs, and attending open- house sessions positively impact academic outcomes (Marzano 2003). Additionally, a parent who actively participates at school communicates to teachers that the child’s education is being taken seriously (Bol and Berry 2005; Souto- Manning and Swick 2006). Teachers recognize this parental interest and may come to feel that the student is equally as interested, which is commonly known as the halo eff ect. Teachers also know that parents who are involved at school are easily accessible to address or to circumvent any potential problems in the child’s education (Steinberg 2001). Parental involvement at school might send a message to children that their parents believe education is important, which can strengthen the child’s own belief in the importance of schooling. 
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Although the enactment of parental authority occurs mostly within the home, parents have the potential to reinforce the educational pro cess that takes place at school. Parents and teachers have a mutual dependence on each other to help educate students. Teachers need parents’ expertise about their par tic u lar child, whereas teachers’ expertise in child development, curriculum, and instruction is important for informing parents on how to support children’s education. Because school is one of the two main arenas in which children are educated (the other being family), regular participation at school can allow parents, teachers, and children to develop a common language, perhaps giving children a sense of cohesion between the two learning arenas. Th

erefore, it is reasonable to expect parent- school relationships to be central to the push for increasing parental involvement. 

Parents as Initiators of Involvement with Schools A major factor governing parents’ involvement in their child’s education is their construction of the parental role (Hoover- Dempsey and Sandler 1997). 

Parents’ beliefs regarding appropriate roles direct their child- rearing practices and how they interpret their children’s behaviors. Some parents hold high regard for conformity and obedience (e.g., some Asian, black, and Hispanic parents) (Mau 1997). Th

ese parents tend to believe that learning 

is best fostered in environments high in external control (e.g., directives, punishment, demands) and are apt to construct their parental role around pressuring their child through coercion to attend to their schoolwork. 

Because the feasibility of employing practices consistent with this view of parenting is greater at home than at school, these parents might invest a greater portion of their involvement outside of schools. Others place a high value on self- dependence, an individualistic characteristic more commonly associated with European- American parents and schools (Trumbull, Rothstein- Fisch, and Hernandez 2003). Parents who hold the latter values tend to view their roles as academic tutor and to be outspoken advocates for their children at school. 

Examining the eff orts that parents make to engage with their child’s school is one way to determine if racial diff erences exist in how parents view their role. We do so in Figure 7.1, which displays the proportion of parents who contact schools about various matters for each racial group. Parents of youth from  racial  groups  that  have  lower  academic  per for mance  than  whites— 

Asians B, both Hispanic groups, and blacks— contact schools less (by at 
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FIGURE 7.1.    Parent- initiated contact during middle school by race: NELS.  Note: Th e 

fi ndings are unadjusted. All mea sures  were collected when youth  were in grade 8. 

least 7% or more) than their white counterparts on only two of the six measures for parent- initiated school contact. Specifi cally, the proportion of parents who contact schools about school rec ords is lower for both Hispanic groups, and the proportion who contact schools about volunteering is lower for Mexicans. Parents from the Asians B and black groups are similar to whites on all six mea sures. In contrast, parents from the Asians A group 
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contact school less than whites on three of the six mea sures: academic perfor mance, child’s behavior, and academic programs. Th e former two measures might refl ect that the child is having academic diffi culty  at  school. 

However, collectively, the mea sures in Figure 7.1 to some extent capture parents’ comfort levels for initiating contact with their child’s school. Th ese 

fi ndings suggest that minority parents are just as concerned with their children’s academic outcomes as white parents, and more importantly, are just as willing to put forth the eff ort to show their concern. 

Th

e similarities between whites and racial minorities on the proportion of parents that contact schools observed in Figure 7.1 is surprising given the lower socioeconomic background of Hispanics and blacks. Educators have labeled low- income parents as hard to reach, uncooperative, and a hindrance to educating children. Th

ough studies continue to show that low- 

income parents value their children’s education and seek ways to become involved (Lott 2001; Shannon 1996), the ste reo types that they are apathetic, unconcerned about their children’s education (Bol and Berry 2005; Souto-Manning and Swick 2006), and not competent to help with homework persist (Davies 1993; Lott 2002). Th

ese views have changed very little over 

the past several de cades (Lott 2001). Educators oft en perceive low- income parents as reluctant to accept school eff orts to involve them, infrequent in their participation at school events, and uncommitted to their child’s academic success. However, the fact that minority parents in general face greater constraints to their involvement yet appear to be involved at similar rates as other parents may signal that minority parents are even  more concerned with their children’s schooling. 

An important factor that must be considered when interpreting the patterns observed for Asian and Hispanic groups is immigration status. Th ese 

groups contain a greater share of the immigrant population within the United States, and immigration status is a determining factor in parents’ 

involvement patterns. Scholars have documented that the extent to which immigrant parents advocate for their children at school (e.g., attending school  meetings  or  parent- teacher  conferences)  is  complex,  relating  to  a host of socioeconomic, cultural, language, employment, and school- family relationship factors. In general, immigrant parents tend to view themselves as socializing agents whose primary obligation is to make sure their child is displaying the proper conduct at school. Initiating discussions with teachers or attending classroom learning sessions may be viewed as inap-propriate to many immigrant parents, in part because of the belief that 
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teachers and administrators hold the primary responsibility for educating children (Lee and Manning 2001; Trumbull, Rothstein- Fisch, and Hernandez 2003). 

Trumbull et al. (2001) provides an example of this based on a California Department of Education study, which found that involvement attitudes for some Vietnamese- American parents in California appear passive to teachers and administrators. Th

ese parents rarely joined parents’ advisory 

committees and rarely participated in school programs and activities even though they placed a high value on education. Th ey  were reluctant to voice 

concerns and engage teachers in discussions about educational issues. One explanation for this reticence is provided by Lee and Manning (2001), who note that Asian parents highly value nonverbal communication and pay close attention to teachers’ tone of voice, facial expressions, gestures, and treatment of time and space in order to understand how teachers feel about them and their children. Certain cues, such as a fast walk or slumped posture could be perceived as the teacher wanting a short interaction (Lee and Manning 2001). Furthermore, studies show that many Asian American parents prefer indirect types of support to foster learning, such as controlling children’s time outside of school, purchasing extra textbooks and assigning extra homework, hiring tutors, and enrolling children in music or language lessons (Sui- Chu and Willms 1996). 

For some Hispanic parents, particularly those with strong ties to their native country or limited En glish skills, viewing themselves in a partnership with schools to improve their children’s education is a strange concept. 

Th

ese parents perceive themselves as responsible for getting their children to school and consider it appropriate to let teachers and administrators handle educational matters (Rivera and Nieto 1993). Valdes (1996) describes what it means for Hispanic parents to raise an educated child by saying that En glish speakers conceive “education” to be school or book learning. Spanish speakers view “education” in a broader sense encompassing both manners and moral values. Raising an educated child means involving oneself as a parent in ways that teach the rules of conduct that need to be followed to attain success in school, in the family, and in the community. 

Carger’s (1996) study of Mexican- Americans and their educational experiences in the United States provides an example of how this sentiment plays out among immigrant Hispanic groups. He describes the case of a Mexican mother named Alba who despite being unable to help her son with school encouraged  him  to  work  hard  and  behave  in  class.  She  also  directed  her 
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involvement to giving her son daily lessons about avoiding gangs and how to navigate racism in the community. Being raised to respect others, to handle racial confl ict appropriately, and to be a respectable member of the community are considered to make the child  bien educado,  or well educated, by many Hispanic parents. Furthermore, research suggests that Hispanic parents feel intimidated by teachers and are discouraged from becoming involved by unwelcoming school environments (Hyslop 2000). 

A factor related to immigration that serves as a barrier to involvement for some Hispanic and Asian parents is limited En glish profi ciency. A signifi cant amount of attention has been given to language as a barrier to school involvement, particularly for immigrant parents or parents with En glish  diffi

culty (Pena 2000). It can be quite challenging for parents and teachers to have productive interactions about students’ grades, behavior, progress, and homework when the two parties are comfortable with diff erent languages. Most public school teachers have little to no formal training in teaching En glish as a second language, and many of these teachers are not likely to speak the immigrant parents’ language (Valdes 1996). Moreover, schools rarely employ interpreters to help facilitate these discussions (Tinkler 2002). 

Th

e issue of language is related to how schools generally communicate with parents. Schools oft en communicate the ways they want parents to be involved  at  school  through  notices  sent  to  family  residences.  If  these notices are not draft ed  with  concerns  for  native  languages,  attempts  to increase school participation could be futile. Communication issues can also surface if schools do not provide culturally appropriate ways to share information about children. McCaleb (1997) interviewed parents of fi rst graders in a Spanish emersion program that was 43% Spanish- language dominated and had 37% African- American students. Parents expressed frustration about not being provided enough information from teachers about how to be involved at their children’s schools. One parent claimed that schools needed to improve their contact with families and off er them more ways to participate. Connors and Epstein (1995) claim that it is very diffi

cult for a parent unfamiliar with U.S. schools to lead the charge when the school environment includes an unfamiliar language and diff erent norms of communication. Valdes (1996) found that immigrant parents in the small community she studied  were too embarrassed to attend their child’s school. Even parents who highly valued education reported that they  were reluctant to speak with teachers directly. 
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The Role of Schools for Parental Involvement

Both schools and parents share the responsibility of forging relationships that benefi t children’s achievement. Schools must provide opportunities for parents to engage in dialogue with teachers. Th

ey must eff ectively manage 

the fl ow of information between the school and children’s homes, ensuring that information regarding children’s progress and ways parents can help children improve academically is regularly disseminated. Schools are also responsible for creating a school environment that makes parents feel comfortable enough to become involved. Although parents receive the lion’s share of the focus in discussions of parental involvement at school, schools play an important part in structuring parents’ involvement opportunities. 

Some studies suggest that teachers do not always welcome parental eff orts to be involved at school. Lewis and Foreman (2002) illustrate this point in their qualitative analysis of parent- school relations in elementary schools. 

Th

ey report that teachers may view highly involved parents as intruding upon their workspace. Interviews with teachers revealed elaborate systems to  limit parental involvement in the school. One such strategy involved stay-ing away from their classrooms from 8 a.m. until just before school started at 8:30 to avoid parents who may want to converse about their child as they dropped them off  at school. Lewis and Foreman (2002) noted that one of the inexperienced teachers was given advice by se nior colleagues on how to manage or control parental participation. 

Lewis and Foreman (2002) provide a telling example of this feeling of intrusion in describing eff orts made by “Ms. Cone,” a fi rst- grade teacher at the middle- class elementary school they observed. Ms. Cone planned special activities over a two- week period where parents could come to the school and participate in the classroom. Th

ese activities  were arranged for 

preestablished times on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, or Th ursdays. One child’s 

father preferred Fridays, much to the chagrin of Ms. Cone who then had to plan something special for his visit. In fact, she viewed his visit as an imposition. It was not con ve nient for her to accommodate his participation outside of the carefully confi ned boundaries she had established. Ms. Cone expressed her frustration in saying that parents oft en think they are quali-fi ed to do teachers’ jobs and that “sometimes it’s better for the kids without them” (Lewis and Foreman 2002, 10). Lewis and Foreman found this feeling of intrusion to be common among teachers at the middle- class elementary school. 
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Lewis and Foreman’s (2002) fi ndings are particularly interesting because educators and schools have relied on middle- class parents to actively participate in their children’s schools (Kim 2009). Th e involvement of 

middle- and upper- class parents tends to be the model to which involvement from lower- class parents is compared. Indeed, it has been suggested that schools with larger numbers of middle- class parents are eff ective in part because these parents are powerful advocates for, and assets to, public schools (Cucchiara and Horvat 2009). Moreover, it is oft en said that the aggressive participation from middle- class parents is tolerated by teachers, whereas minority parents’ involvement is generally ignored and perceived as irrational (Kim 2009; Shannon 1996). 

Given the important role that schools play in forging a relationship with parents and families, we examine the extent to which schools reach out to parents from each racial group. Figure 7.2 shows the proportion of parents from each racial group that have been contacted by their child’s school about various aspects related to their child’s schooling. Although the mea sures we examine do not tap into the involvement climate created by schools, they do capture the initiative schools show in obtaining involvement from parents. 

Th

e top panel of Figure 7.2 shows that a greater proportion of white parents are contacted about their child’s academic per for mance than any other racial group. Also, despite the lower school per for mance of Mexican youth, Mexican parents are contacted about their child’s per for mance less than whites. When it comes to being contacted about youths’ behaviors at school, a substantially greater proportion of black parents are contacted than the other racial groups. Th

ese reasons for being contacted might re-

fl ect an attempt by schools to have parents address diffi culties that their 

child is experiencing. Th

e other mea sures for school- initiated contact capture schools’ eff orts to involve parents more generally or to keep them informed about their child’s schooling. Using the same 7% criteria (relative to whites) that we have employed throughout this study, schools appear to reach out less to Hispanic parents. Schools contact a smaller share of parents from both Hispanic groups about their child’s school rec ords, fundraising activities, and volunteering at school. Mexicans are additionally disadvantaged in being contacted about their child’s course selection and program placement for high school. 

Whereas Hispanics appear to be contacted less by their child’s school, parents of youth from the other two racial groups with lower achievement than whites are contacted at rates similar to whites across mea sures with 
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one exception for each group: Asians B are contacted less about volunteering at school, and blacks are contacted less about their child’s course selection for high school. Th

e fi ndings in Figure 7.2 touch directly on whether minority parents are isolated from teachers and schools to a greater extent than their white counterparts. Isolation from teachers appears to be the case more for Hispanics than the other racial minority groups. 

Research suggests that school personnel oft en have a negative perception of Hispanic parents, particularly those with an immigrant background. In a study on the academic experiences of youth from immigrant groups, Suarez-Orozco, Suarez- Orozco, and Todorova (2008) fi nd that although teachers might be positive toward these youth, they tend to view their parents as uninterested in the child’s welfare. Th

ey show that teachers’ judgments of these 

parents are oft en  harsh.  In  general,  they  perceive  that  these  parents  have already accomplished their primary goal of entering the United States and that they do not consider education to be a priority. Th e narratives provided 

by Suarez- Orozco and colleagues’ research might help explain the patterns observed for Hispanic parents in Figure 7.2. 

Parental Involvement at School by Race

As we have previously discussed, a major challenge educators face in getting parents to be more involved in schools is that parents vary in the forms of involvement prescribed by their cultural backgrounds. Th erefore, 

what it means to be involved in children’s education can diff er quite dramatically across racial, ethnic, and cultural groups. To some parents, it can mean advocacy in the form of joining councils and committees, or participating in school operations and decisions. To others, it can mean serving as classroom aides, assisting teachers, or volunteering at school events. 

Parental involvement at home may also mean improving children’s school per for mance through such activities as reading to children, helping with homework, or discussing current events. 

Wide  variation  in  what  it  means  to  be  involved  exists  even  in  high-performing  schools.  In  interviews  with  teachers  from  high- performing predominantly Hispanic schools in Texas, Scribner, Young, and Pedroza (1999) show that teachers consider parental involvement to be participation in school events and meetings or working as a teacher assistant or tutor. In contrast, parents defi ne involvement as participating in home activities, such as reviewing homework assignments, reading to children, providing 
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nurturance, and ensuring children are fed and well rested. Th us, teachers’ 

conceptions of involvement have more to do with helping children improve academically, whereas parents conceive of involvement as a means for improving children’s total well- being. Th

e disjuncture in meaning parents 

and teachers assign to involvement can make it diffi cult to develop cooperative relationships centered on improving children’s education. 

We show the proportion of parents that engage in various forms of involvement for each racial group in Figure 7.3. Th e NELS asks parents 

whether they (1) are members of their school’s parent- teacher or ga ni zation, (2) attended a PTO meeting, (3) participated in a PTO sponsored activity, and (4) volunteered at school. Th

e latter three forms of involvement 

are not conditional on being a PTO member; PTO meetings and activities are not limited to PTO members. Th

e top panel shows that a smaller pro-
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of their school’s PTO than their white counterparts. However, whites have the lowest proportion of parents to attend PTO meetings. Th e bottom 

panel shows that parents are relatively similar with regard to their participation in PTO activities and volunteering at school with one exception: a lower proportion of Mexican parents engage in each of these forms of involvement. Finally, blacks have the highest proportion of parents who attend PTO meetings and participate in PTO activities. 

Th

e fi ndings in Figure 7.3 are for the parents of eighth graders, who are typically thirteen- year- old students. We provide racial comparisons on another set of parental involvement activities in Figure 7.4 using the CDS, which allows us to examine patterns of involvement for parents of younger children. Th

e top panel shows that for youth between the ages of 4 and 8 

(those  who   were  in  elementary  school  during  CDS- II),  a  substantially greater proportion of white parents volunteer at school and attend school events than parents from the racial minority groups (Asians are excluded because of insuffi

cient sample size). However, Hispanics have the greatest proportion of parents to observe their child’s class and meet with the parent- teacher association at their child’s school. White and black parents are relatively similar on these forms of involvement. 

Th

e bottom panel of Figure 7.4 shows that the patterns observed in the top panel are similar for youth between the ages of 9 and 12. Specifi cally, whites still maintain an advantage in terms of volunteering at school and of attending school events, though their rate of volunteering is lower than the rate observed in the top panel. Th

e proportion of parents who attend 

school events is substantially higher than observed in the top panel for the racial minority groups. Hispanics have the highest proportion of parents who observed their child’s class, whereas the proportion of parents that met with the PTA is similar across race. Figures 7.3 and 7.4 suggest that parental involvement at school is greatest for younger children, and that most parents are not involved at school (regardless of race), as evidenced by the prevalence of proportions below 50% across racial groups. 

Most of the mea sures in Figures 7.3 and 7.4 capture forms of involvement that allow parents to interact with other parents rather than just with teachers. Th

ese forms of involvement are important because they off er parents avenues for participation at schools that do not require direct one-on- one interaction with teachers. In addition to low socioeconomic status, language barriers, job constraints, and low education levels, studies have shown that discomfort towards direct contact with school staff  and 
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Whites

Hispanics

Blacks

Proportion of parents who engaged in the  following during the school year: (Youth ages 4–8)

1

0.9

0.8

.75

.70

0.7
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0.6

.55
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0.5
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.44

.41
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.40

0.4

.35

0.3
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0.1

0

Volunteer in School

Observed Class

Attended School Event

Met with P.T.A. 

(Youth ages 9–12)

1

0.9

.79

0.8

0.7

.59

0.6

.53

.53

0.5

.46

.47

.45

.40

.37

0.4

.36

0.3

.23

.17

0.2

0.1

0

Volunteer in School

Observed Class

Attended School Event

Met with P.T.A. 

FIGURE 7.4.    Parental involvement at school by race: CDS.  Note: Estimates are unadjusted. Th

e ages are approximate. In the top panel, 98% of youth  were between ages 4 

and 8 during wave 1. Th

e fi lter is for youth in grades 1– 8 during the CDS- II. In the bottom panel, the fi lter is for youth during high school in the CDS- II, which yields a sample in which 90% of youth  were between ages 9 and 12 during wave 1. 

personnel is a major barrier preventing some minority parents from being involved at their children’s schools (Daniel- White 2002; Fantuzzo, Tighe, and Childs 2000; Grolnick et al. 1997; Gutman and McLoyd 2000). 

Th

e discomfort felt by racial minorities in their interactions with teachers and school personnel has been documented in previous studies. In interviews with Hispanic parents and parents in two low- income Anglo neighborhoods, Finders and Lewis (1994) fi nd that for many parents, their own experiences with education create a mistrust which prevents them from fully participating at their children’s school. One father spoke of the lack of regard shown for his attendance years ago. He ultimately dropped out of school and cited his experience as a main reason he does not feel 
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confi dent at his son’s school. Th

e authors point out that this father’s reluc-

tance to participate at school should not be interpreted as a lack of concern about his son’s education. Rather, schools need to hear the concerns of parents whose voices are rarely heard. 

Studies on black parents also lend credence to the notion that discomfort can serve as a barrier to parental involvement at school. Black parents oft en express a high interest in their children’s education but lack the necessary conditions to support their involvement (Chavkin and Williams 1993). 

Studies suggest that black parents’ perceptions of racism are negatively related to school involvement, perhaps because these perceptions dissuade some black parents from engaging in relations with teachers or staff  or from attending school events (McKay et al. 2003). McKay and colleagues (2003) suggest that interventions aimed at increasing parental involvement at home and at school for blacks need to explore associations between perceptions of racism and opportunities for involvement at school. 

Th

e discomfort felt by parents from racial minority groups can occur for several reasons. Th

e parent- teacher dyad is imbued with a power dynamic that can be intimidating for some minority groups. Addi- Raccah and Ainhoren’s (2009) research probes teachers’ attitudes toward parental involvement in schools and suggests that whereas teachers are empowered to be involved in school pro cesses and policy, interactions with parents present an opportunity for challenges to their professional position and for redesigning their work. Teachers are required to be responsive to their parents’ concerns, and parents are encouraged by schools and policy makers to be active participants in school aff airs. Some argue that this empower-ment has intensifi ed confl icts between parents and teachers (Lieberman and Miller 1999), which can create a context in which racial minorities do not feel comfortable. 

Another factor that might contribute to this discomfort is the cultural discontinuity between Hispanic and black families and the institutional-ized structure of schools, which value cultural norms of “mainstream” 

white middle- class society. Numerous studies show that minority groups experience greater diffi

culty in converting cultural resources into cultural capital in schools (Lareau and Horvat 1999; Roscigno and Ainsworth-Darnell 1999). Lareau and Horvat (1999) fi nd that the possession and activation of capital (both social and cultural) in schools vary by race. As such, ethnic minorities face greater challenges in gaining social inclusion in school settings. 
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Th

is cultural discontinuity seems to be most compromising for the academic success of Hispanics and blacks. Fordham (1988, 1996) notes that the collective ethos held by the black fi ctive kinship system— a kinship- like connection and sense of peoplehood or collective social identity resulting from similar social, po liti cal, and/or economic status— confl icts with the individualistic ethos sanctioned by the school context. Fordham (1988, 55) states that black children are forced to “unlearn or, at least, to modify their own culturally sanctioned interactional and behavioral styles and adopt those styles rewarded in the school context if they wish to achieve academic success.” Th

e same can be said for many Hispanic parents, for whom the concept of “familism,” or  familismo— having foremost devotion to the welfare of the family— has held prominence because it is thought to underlie many parenting decisions (Esparza and Sanchez 2008). Th is core cultural 

value cultivates the desire to maintain strong family bonds, creates a deep feeling of loyalty to the family, and engenders strong obligation to the family above the self. 

Cultural discontinuity also applies to many Asian groups. Studies have shown that Asian children are oft en raised to honor their parents and family by succeeding in school (Desimone 1999; Mau 1997). Th ese familial 

obligations, which are tied to school success, inevitably drive how parents structure the child’s learning environment and their involvement in the child’s schooling. An interesting disconnect seems to be present in Asian families regarding the involvement- achievement link in that Asian parents tend to be less involved on most involvement indicators, yet their children  tend  to  have  high  achievement.  What  appears  to  be  diff erent about Asians is that their effi

cacy in parenting is judged by how well their 

children do in school rather than by their actual levels of involvement. 

Given the fi ndings from previous studies that document the discomfort in schools felt by most parents from racial minority groups, it is reasonable to expect that as a group, these parents will be less assertive in their involvement with schools. We examine this supposition in Figure 7.5, which shows the proportion of parents from each racial group that are assertive with regard to their child’s teacher using the CDS. We elicit the term “assertive” to refer to eff orts made by parents prior to the start of the school year to obtain information on their child’s teacher, to meet personally with their child’s teacher, or to request that their child be taught by a par tic u lar teacher. Whereas the top panel shows fi ndings for parents with children ages 4– 8, the bottom panel shows the fi ndings for parents of slightly older children (ages 9– 12). 
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Both panels in Figure 7.5 show that whites have the highest proportion of parents who obtain information about their child’s teacher and request a par tic u lar teacher for their child. On the former mea sure, four- fi ft hs of white parents obtain information about teachers compared to a little more than two- thirds of Hispanic and black parents. Only 20% of white parents request a par tic u lar teacher for their child, and the proportions on this mea sure are substantially lower for parents from the racial minority groups. 

Th

is pattern is the same in both panels. However, a greater proportion of Hispanics and blacks met with their child’s teacher prior to the start of the school year compared to whites for both the younger and older samples. 

Interestingly, meeting the teacher seems to be less important for white, Whites

Hispanics

Blacks

Proportion of parents who did the following before the start of the school year: (Youth ages 4–8)

1

0.9

.80

.79

0.8
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.66

.70

0.7

.60

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

.20

0.2
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.08

0.1

0

Obtained info on Teacher

Met with Teacher

Request Teacher

(Youth ages 9 –12)

1

0.9

.78

0.8

0.7
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.64

.59

0.6

.53

0.5

0.4

0.3

.20

0.2

.11

.13

0.1

0

Obtained info on Teacher

Met with Teacher

Request Teacher

FIGURE 7.5.    Parents’ assertiveness regarding teachers by race: CDS.  Note: Estimates are unadjusted. Th

e ages are approximate. In the top panel 98% of youth  were between ages 4 

and 8 during wave 1. Th

e fi lter is for youth in grades 1– 8 during the CDS- II. In the bottom panel, the fi lter is for youth during high school in the CDS- II, which yields a sample in which 90% of youth  were between ages 9 and 12 during wave 1. 
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Proportion of parents who participated in the  following during the school year: (Youth ages 4 –8)
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FIGURE 7.6.    Parental involvement at school by race: Assertive, CDS.  Note: Estimates are unadjusted. Th

e ages are approximate. In the top panel 98% of youth  were between ages 4 

and 8 during wave 1. Th

e fi lter is for youth in grades 1– 8 during the CDS- II. In the bottom panel, the fi lter is for youth during high school in the CDS- II, which yields a sample in which 90% of youth  were between ages 9 and 12 during wave 1. 
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Hispanic, and black parents of 9– 12 year olds than their younger counterparts in the top panel. 

Th

ese fi ndings  should  not  be  viewed  as  identifying  whether  parents either care or do not care about their child’s education. Parents vary in the ways they choose to participate as a result of diff erences in economic circumstances, parental education, and perspectives on the roles of parents and teachers as educators. As a quick example, parents who work full- time and/or  do  not  have  much  fl exibility in their jobs may not participate as much at school. Stay- at- home parents, on the other hand, will have greater opportunity for school involvement, and some may even view school involvement as part of their role as a stay- at- home parent. A limitation of these mea sures is that the precise nature of the visit cannot be ascertained. 

Th

ey do not tell us, for instance, whether a meeting with a teacher was to help a child who is struggling academically or if parents  were simply being proactive in their child’s schooling. 

We compare the racial groups on another set of assertive forms of parental involvement in Figure 7.6. Th

e fi rst two panels show the levels of 

involvement across racial groups for parents with young children (ages 4– 8). 

Larger proportions of white parents report that they communicate with their child’s teacher in the form of a conference or during informal conversation than their Hispanic and black counterparts. Th e racial groups 

are similar with regard to holding a conference with the school principal and meeting with the school counselor. A greater share of white parents engaged in informal conversation with the principal of their children’s school than the other racial groups. Th

e bottom panel shows that the pat-

terns for the parents of slightly older youth are relatively similar to those in the top panel. Th

e primary exception is that the rates at which parents have a conference with teachers are similar across the racial groups. 

Chapter Summary

Our analyses reveal substantial diff erences by race in parents’ school involvement behaviors. Th

is contrasts with fi ndings from Chapter 5, which indicate that minority and nonminority parents are fairly similar in the ways they are involved at home. It appears that the comparatively lower school involvement of minority parents that educators have long observed is refl ected in the national data sets we explored. 

We summarize the fi ndings  from  this  chapter  in  Table  7.1.  Th e table 

highlights that parents of youth from racial groups with an achievement 
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disadvantage relative to whites are lower on twenty- one of the thirty- one mea sures of school involvement compared to white parents. For the 18 parental involvement measures from the NELS, Mexican parents appear to have the lowest levels of involvement, as they have a substantially lower rate of involvement than whites on the most factors (11), followed by non-Mexican Hispanics (5), blacks (only 3) and Asians B (only 2). Th e diff erences are particularly notable for mea sures of school- initiated contact in the NELS and assertive forms of involvement in the CDS. Th e disadvantages for minority parents on the former should not be considered as lower involvement, however; they refl ect that schools seem to reach out to minority parents less than they do to white parents. 

Although racial diff erences exist on many mea sures of parental involvement at school examined in this chapter, the fi ndings do not show large racial variations in the proportion of parents that are involved in their children’s schools. Th

is observation is surprising given that numerous studies, both qualitative and quantitative, suggest that minority parents are more isolated from their children’s schools. Nevertheless, to the extent that these mea sures are important for improving children’s academic outcomes, fi nding solutions for lower minority participation could prove important for reducing achievement gaps. 

Th

e fi nding that meaningful racial diff erences exist on most mea sures for parental involvement at school could lead one to expect that racial diff erences exist among parents in their beliefs about the quality of education their children are receiving. We examine whether this supposition is the case using four outcomes that mea sure parents’ perceptions of the quality of their eighth- grade child’s school. Th

e results for this analysis are displayed 

in Figure 7.7. Th

e fi ndings show that parents are astonishingly similar in the belief that their children are receiving a quality education. Th is congruity of 

belief could signal that minority parents, whose children are more likely to be in lower quality schools, have less awareness of the curricular rigor of their children’s schools. Another explanation could be that some minority parents have blind faith in the school’s ability to properly educate children. 

Th

e racial variation we observed may relate to the fact that parent- school involvement is largely dependent on the relationship parents have with schools and teachers. At present, this relationship is oft en ineffi cient, which 

can be a source for variation among racial groups in their school- involvement behaviors. Lareau (2000) notes that educators frequently behave as if there is only one proper form of parental involvement in school. In two elementary 
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Whites

Asians A

Asians B

Non-Mex. Hisp. 

Mexicans

Blacks

How much each parent agrees with the following about their child’s school: Strongly Agree = 4.0
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3.09 3.03 3.15 3.14

Agree = 3.0

Disagree = 2.0

Strongly Disagree = 1.0

High Priority on Learning

Preparing Youth Well for H.S. 

Strongly Agree = 4.0

2.99

Agree = 3.0

2.83

2.87

2.94

2.81

2.88

2.84 2.81

2.89

2.60

2.71

2.70

Disagree = 2.0

Strongly Disagree = 1.0

Preparing Youth Well for College

Parents have Adequate Say in Policies

FIGURE 7.7.    Parents’ perceptions of the quality of youths’ school by race: NELS. 

 Note: Th

e fi ndings are unadjusted. All mea sures  were collected when youth  were in middle school (grade 8). 

schools that diff ered considerably in school resources, she found that educators in both schools promoted only one type of family- school relationship. 

Parents may wish to be involved at school but lack clarity on how to eff ectively participate. Finders and Lewis (1994) found that many parents wanted teachers to clarify exactly how they can help. Th is uncertainty led many 

parents to feel that they  were not a critical part of their children’s education. 

Th

is sentiment could lead parents to be less involved by reducing their own sense of self- effi

cacy, or the degree to which they believe their involvement can positively impact their child’s education. 

Not all parents are ready, willing, or able to serve as teacher aides at school (volunteering in the classroom) or participate in school– decision making pro cesses. Yet those who choose not to be involved in ways the school or teachers deem appropriate oft en face sanctions. Some have pointed out that the institutional perspective makes implicit judgments regarding parents who either do not participate or are in eff ec tive in the ways they are involved at school. Th

e way nonparticipating parents are viewed remains based on a defi cit model (Finders and Lewis 1994). Parents who provide little to no involvement in school activities tend to be viewed as impediments to their 
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children’s academic success. Th

is view of parents could lead teachers to in-

vest less time and energy in encouraging these parents to participate. One could imagine that teachers give up on parents who are perceived as not pulling their weight. In fact, the idea that teachers prefer to invest their ef-forts to involve those parents who already have high levels of involvement is supported by previous research (Epstein 1987). 

So oft en in research we base our discussion of parent- teacher relationships on what educators can do to encourage parents to support institutional agendas. Th

is “institutional perspective” of parental involvement places great importance on creating a two- party system of educators— teachers being one and parents the other. Each party is expected to bring their unique knowledge of children and their skills to the enterprise of educating students. Teachers can utilize their professional wisdom to appraise students’ learning receptivity; parents can rely on their life experience as well as the accumulated knowledge of their child to make appraisals regarding his/her learning responsiveness. It is clear that the parent- teacher partnership could be reformed to encourage more equitable participation among parents of all racial groups. Nonetheless, to say that schools are correct to be concerned about minority participation would require that we know something about school involvement’s role in aff ecting academic outcomes for these groups. Seeking this knowledge is the logical next step, which we pursue in the next chapter. 

8

Implications of Parental Involvement 

at School by Race

Th

roughout this book, we have discussed that advocates of school involvement believe that students gain in academic development when their parents show that they value education on a regular basis. Parent involvement at school has been identifi ed as a key promoter of achievement, and as De Carvalho (2001) notes, educational policy has turned previously informal and limited parental involvement into a mandate. We show in Chapters 2 

and 7 that not all parents will be involved with school- related activities to the same extent. But we argue that an important question still remains: Which forms of parental involvement at school are associated with increases in children’s achievement for each major racial group within the United States? Th

is chapter is designed to discover whether parents’ school involvement is associated with increases in achievement across racial groups. 

In this chapter, we also examine whether parental involvement is a potential source for reducing racial achievement disparities, an issue that has received surprisingly little attention from scholars, yet is incredibly important within the context of education. Specifi cally,  we  estimate  whether  a greater share of racial achievement gaps for each group (relative to whites) can be attributed to parental involvement or basic socioeconomic factors. 

In combination with the parental involvement mea sures at home assessed in Chapters 5 and 6, this analysis can be informative on several fronts. In par tic u lar, it allows us to estimate if parental involvement— whether at home, school, or both— matters more for the racial achievement gap than the socioeconomic resources parents possess. 
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Previous Research

Previous studies suggest that parents who participate at school tend to enhance their children’s achievement. Epstein (1985) found that when teachers see parents who are more involved, they take more time with these children in developing their skills. Pomerantz, Moorman, and Litwack (2007) note that parental involvement at school is important for enhancing children’s academic motivation. Children receive “motivational resources” (e.g., intrinsic reasons for pursuing academics, a sense of control over academic per formance, positive perceptions of academic competence) from their parents’ 

involvement at school, which fosters their school engagement. 

A number of national studies have sought to determine what forms of parental activities at school promote child success. Th ese studies have examined involvement at school for children of diff erent racial/ethnic groups (d’Ailly 2003; Hill and Craft  2003), and at various stages of schooling (Grolnick and Slowiaczek 1994; Stevenson and Baker 1987). However, fi ndings thus far have resulted in few concrete answers. Instead, they vary widely depending on the stage of schooling, the types of parental activities being examined, and the characteristics of parents and children. 

For example, Gutman and Eccles (1999) fi nd that parents’ school involvement (e.g., attend open  houses, volunteering in the classroom) infl uences grades among Eu ro pe an and African American children two years later, controlling for earlier grades. Hill and Craft  (2003) fi nd that among middle- class African American families, increased school involvement predicts grades for kindergartners. However, in a study using a large sample of high school students, Steinberg, Dornbusch, and Brown (1992) fi nd that parent- school involvement improves the academic per for mance of Asian, white, and Hispanic students, but has no eff ect on black students. 

Comer (1988) fi nds that black parents who are active participants at their children’s schools are successful in improving academic achievement, but this eff ect applies to low- income black families with elementary school children, which suggests a more nuanced eff ect of school involvement within black families. Armor and colleagues (1976) report that parents who are active school participants contribute to large achievement gains for black students, but not Mexican American students. Th

us, it is unclear which 

forms of parental involvement at school are benefi cial for diff erent racial groups. We address this issue in the following section by replicating the analysis we conducted in Chapter 4 by race. 

 

Implications of Parental Involvement at School by Race 155

Parental Involvement at School and Achievement by Race We report the fi ndings from our fi rst set of analyses of the link between parental involvement at school and achievement for each racial group in estimate graphs in Figure 8.1, which shows the gains or losses in achievement associated with each form of parental involvement from the NELS 

examined in Chapter 7. Th

ree general patterns emerge. First, there does 

not seem to be overwhelming support for the notion that parent- initiated contact of schools is benefi cial for achievement. Of the 108 estimates, only 10 are signifi cant and positive, half of which are for reading, three for math, and two for grades. Blacks account for the bulk of these estimates, as black youth appear to benefi t in reading when their parents contact schools about their behavior, school programs, school rec ords, and volunteering. Non-Mexican Hispanics benefi t in reading and grades when their parents contact schools about volunteering, and in grades when the contact is about fundraising. White youth appear to experience gains in math when their parents contact schools about fund- raising and volunteering. Th e second major pattern is that no form of involvement in Figure 8.1 is associated with increases in achievement for Asians or Mexican American youth. Finally, twice as many estimates are negative (21), and the vast majority are not related to achievement. Even if the mea sures are combined into a scale of the weighted sum of all mea sures, the fi ndings remain the same; the scale was positively associated with achievement only for blacks in reading. 

Perhaps the reason that most of the fi ndings in Figure 8.1 do not show many positive connections between parental involvement and achievement is because the mea sures capture parent- school contact initiated by parents. Perhaps more positive estimates could emerge if we employ measures that capture contact initiated by schools. We examined this possibility and display those results in Figure 8.2. Th

e fi ndings for school- initiated 

parent- school contact are substantively similar to those based on parent-initiated contact shown in Figure 8.1. Specifi cally, the vast majority of estimates are not positively associated with gains in achievement; only 17 of 144 estimates are positive. Most of these estimates are for whites (9) and blacks (5). White youth experience gains in all three forms of achievement when their parents are contacted by schools about fund- raising and volunteering, and they appear to benefi t in grades when schools contact their parents about school programs and in math when the contact concerns school rec ords and course selection. 
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With regard to black youth, school- initiated contact about their per formance is associated with increases in reading and math, and their reading appears to increase when their parents are contacted about their behavior, school programs, and volunteering. Th

e fi nal three positive estimates are 

for non- Mexican Hispanics, who experience gains in reading and grades when their parents are contacted about volunteering, and Mexican American youth benefi t in reading when their parents are contacted about their per for mance. Similar to the fi ndings in Figure 8.1, there are more negative estimates (24), and most of the estimates are not signifi cant. Th us, Figures 

8.1 and 8.2 suggest that parent- school contact— whether initiated by parents  or  schools— is  associated  with  increases  in  achievement  in  only  a small number of cases, and in most cases, is unrelated to achievement. 

In Figure 8.3, we report the fi ndings for analysis on the implication of parents’ engagement with schools through parent- teacher or ga ni za tion and volunteering for youths’ achievement. Th

ere are a total of twelve positive 

estimates, six of which correspond to whites and fi ve  that  correspond  to blacks. For whites, all three PTO- related measures— whether parents are members, attend meetings, or attend activities— are associated with increases in math, and the latter two are associated with increases in reading. 

Black youth appear to experience increases in reading and math when their parents are members of the PTO and when they attend PTO meetings. Th ey 

also seem to benefi t in reading, along with Mexican youth, when their parents volunteer at school. In contrast to the previous set of analyses for parent-school contact, the set of mea sures in Figure 8.3 yield more positive (12) than negative (3) estimates. However, similar to the fi ndings for the measures of parent- school contact, the majority of estimates (57, or 79%) are not signifi cant. Furthermore, also similar to the previous results in this chapter, most of the signifi cant estimates appear to be limited to whites and blacks. 

We determine whether the link between parental involvement at school and achievement is similar at earlier stages of schooling using the CDS. 

Th

ese fi ndings are reported in Figure 8.4 for whites, Hispanics, and blacks. 

In general, the results in the top panel for youth in grades 1– 5 are mixed; although three- fourths of the estimates are signifi cant, an equal number of these estimates are positive and negative (9). Also, some of the eff ect sizes are rather large, ranging from a 5 to 27% change in achievement. Parents’ attendance of school events is associated with increases in both reading and math for whites and Hispanics. Th

ese groups also benefi t in reading 

(and in the case of Hispanics, also math) when their parents observe their class. For black youth, only one mea sure is associated with increases in 
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achievement,  as  they  appear  to  benefi t in reading and math when their parents volunteer at school. 

In the bottom panel of Figure 8.4, we report the results for the older subsample. Th

e mea sures of parental involvement for this subsample  were assessed when youth  were in elementary and middle school. Similar to the results for the younger subsample, the fi ndings are mixed. For white youth, with the exception of PTA meetings, which is associated with increases in reading and math, the other three mea sures are associated with declines White
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FIGURE 8.4.    Gains in achievement associated with parental involvement at school by race: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th

e fi ndings for Hispanics in the younger subsample do not account for prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. 
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in both forms of achievement. Parents’ observing their child’s classrooms is associated with declines in achievement for all three groups. Another consistent pattern in Figure 8.4 is that black youth appear to benefi t in both forms of achievement when their parents volunteer at school. Th is 

pattern is the case for both the younger and older subsamples, and for black youth in reading in the NELS, which suggests that parental volunteering is benefi cial for black youth throughout their schooling careers. 

In Figure 8.5, we show fi ndings for the assessment of the link between parents’ assertiveness with teachers and achievement. Th e top panel suggests 

that the more active forms of assertiveness— meeting with teachers and requesting par tic u lar teachers— are associated with higher achievement for more youth within the younger subsample than the more passive form White
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FIGURE 8.5.    Gains in achievement associated with parents’ assertiveness with teachers by race: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th

e fi ndings for Hispanics in the younger subsample do not account for prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. 
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of assertiveness— obtain information about the teacher. Whereas obtaining information about teachers is not related to increases in achievement for any group, parents’ requesting a par tic u lar teacher appears to lead to increases in reading for all three groups, and in math for two of the three groups. Th

e bottom panel of Figure 8.5 shows that the patterns observed for the younger subsample are not present for older youth. Th ere are only 

two positive estimates for reading achievement— whites seem to benefi t when their parents obtain information about their teachers, and blacks seem to benefi t when their parents request a teacher. Hispanics benefi t in math from the two active forms of parental assertiveness with teachers. 

Finally, there are a greater number of negative estimates for these measures, which suggests that the benefi ts to achievement of parents’ assertiveness with teachers decline as youth become older. 

In Figure 8.6, we consider more mea sures of parental involvement that require parents to be assertive through formal conferences and casual conversation with key school personnel— teachers and principals. Th ere are 

two consistent patterns in the top panel. Specifi cally, black youth experience gains in achievement with parent- teacher and parent- principal interaction, and the achievement for white youth appears to be negatively associated with parent- principal interaction. Furthermore, some of the estimated eff ect sizes are substantial. For example, whereas the change in reading for blacks ranges from 13 to 24%, the change in math for whites ranges from 20 to 32%. However, the fi ndings for the older subsample in the bottom panel are quite diff erent. Most of the estimates are negative for both reading and math. Th

ere are only two positive estimates for reading (converse with teachers for blacks and converse with principal for Hispanics) and three for math (conference with principal for Hispanics, and converse with principal for whites and blacks). Th

us, similar to the previous set of analyses, 

the benefi ts of parental involvement appear to be greater for younger children and to become more tempered as they become older. 

We present the fi ndings for the fi nal set of parental involvement measures in Figure 8.7, which capture whether parents met with the school counselor and presented in their child’s class. Th e top panel shows that 

among the younger subsample, Hispanics are the only group who benefi t from both mea sures in both forms of achievement. In contrast, both measures are associated with declines in both forms of achievement for black youth. Th

ere is no discernible pattern for whites. Th

e fi ndings for older 

youth in the bottom panel show that most of the estimates for reading are negative. Regarding math, achievement is higher for youth whose parents 
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FIGURE 8.6.    Gains in achievement associated with parent- teacher interaction by race: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th

e fi ndings for Hispanics in the younger subsample do not account for prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. 

have met with the school counselor than for those whose parents have not for all three groups, and achievement appears to be greater for black youth whose parents have presented in class than their counterparts whose parents have not presented in class. 

Th

ere is currently no consensus on the relationship between parental involvement at school and children’s achievement. Th e abundance of studies 

conducted on this topic has produced incredibly mixed results. In a report 
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FIGURE 8.7.    Gains in achievement associated with counselor and class pre sen ta tion by race: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates account for parents’ 

education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th

e fi ndings for Hispanics in the younger subsample do not account for prior achievement. Achievement was assessed from CDS- II, and the parenting mea sures  were obtained from CDS- I. Every 1- point change corresponds roughly to a 1% change in reading and math relative to their respective means. For math, the estimate for  met with counselor for white youth in grades 1– 5 is −44.9 with a standard deviation of 1.914. 

summarizing the involvement- achievement link in prior studies, Epstein (1987) claims that there is clear evidence that parental encouragement, activities, interest, and parental participation in schools and classrooms positively infl uence achievement, even aft er the student’s ability and family socioeconomic status are taken into account. Several subsequent studies support this claim, illustrating that parents’ school participation enhances children’s academic per for mance (Fehrmann, Keith, and Reimers 1987; Useem 1992). For example, attendance at PTA meetings is shown to be positively associated with achievement outcomes (Desimone 1999). Yet, other research studies suggest there is suffi

cient reason to be guarded about 

these conclusions. Some reports fi nd no direct link between parents’ participation and children’s educational outcomes (Baker and Soden 1998; Miedel and Reynolds 1999). 
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Although our results seem incredibly mixed, our fi ndings provide insight into why such confusion exists about the link between parental involvement and achievement within the literature. Diff erent studies use diff erent measures of parental involvement. It is possible to conduct a study using forms of  parental  involvement  that  show  minimal  or  no  connection  to  achievement or vice versa. For example, our fi nding on the implications of parent-school contact for achievement for whites diff ers based on whether the contact  is  initiated  by  parents  (Figure  8.1)  or  by  the  school  (Figure  8.2).  Th is 

diff erence could be the case even if we employed all the mea sures of parental involvement but used a diff erent mea sure of achievement. We would report drastically diff erent results if our study  were limited to blacks and reading achievement versus grades; according to the fi ndings for blacks in Figure 8.1, parental involvement is consequential to achievement for reading but not grades. Likewise, our fi ndings would be diff erent had we focused exclusively on Hispanics during adolescence (Figures 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3) versus grade school (Figures 8.4 through 8.7). 

Our point is that the link between parental involvement and achievement varies widely based on the mea sures of parental involvement, the racial group, stage of schooling, and the mea sure of achievement. Th us, there is a 

major benefi t of our extensive examination of parental involvement in which we use many mea sures of parental involvement for all the major racial groups across the K– 12 span; ironically, in producing such varied results, we provide some clarity to the literature about why the fi ndings are so mixed. 

In the next section, we examine the implication that parental involvement has for academic racial disparities, which has increasingly become the focus of policy discussions. 

The Racial Achievement Gap

Perhaps the biggest problem facing educators within the United States is the racial achievement gap. Th

e complexity of the problem becomes appar-

ent when one considers the wide range of theories that have been proposed to explain the gap. Most of the attention, however, has been directed toward the black- white achievement gap. One of the earliest explanations given for this gap was racial diff erences in ge ne tics (Herrnstein and Murray 1994; Jensen 1969); blacks  were posited to be ge ne tically inferior. However, this theory suff ers from a lack of convincing empirical evidence (for a review, see Dickens 2005; Fischer et al. 1996; Nisbett 1998).1
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Explanations for racial diff erences in achievement that extend beyond blacks and whites are those that draw on socioeconomic factors. Structural transformations of the U.S. economy in areas in which ethnic minorities tend to live has led to concentrated poverty within these segregated contexts. In par tic u lar, the out- migration of middle- class residents from urban areas has resulted in the uneven distribution of racial groups across spatial units within large geographic areas (i.e., segregation) (Massey and Denton 1993). Several studies show that academic achievement can be compromised by exposure to poverty (Brooks- Gunn, Klebanov, and Duncan 1996; Duncan, Brooks- Gunn, and Klebanov 1994). Wilson (1987, 1996) and Massey and Denton (1993) note that disadvantaged communities lack the resources to adequately sustain neighborhood institutions and public ser vices and are characterized by per sis tent joblessness, which contributes to making high-poverty areas breeding places for crime, violence, substance abuse, and sexual promiscuity. Th

ese conditions inhibit educational skills, thereby depressing school achievement, which in turn discourages teachers. Wilson (1987, 57) argues that “a vicious cycle is perpetuated through family, through the community, and through the schools.” In contrast, neighborhoods where most adults have steady employment foster behaviors and attitudes conducive to success in both school and work (Wilson 1987). 

As discussed in Chapter 5, some researchers have posited that the disadvantaged socioeconomic conditions historically experienced by most Hispanics and blacks has led to a culture of poverty (Lewis 1961; Moynihan 1965), characterized by an oppositional culture resistant to academic goals (Ogbu 1978). Th

is theory even extends to parents, who are posited to be important conduits through which oppositional norms are transmitted to youth (Mickelson 1990; Ogbu 1978). Th

e notion that the racial achieve-

ment gap persists because Hispanics and blacks undervalue education remains pop u lar among educators and policy makers. However, an extensive  body  of  evidence  challenges  this  explanation  (for  an  extensive review, see Harris 2011). 

Th

e very standard by which the racial achievement gap is assessed— 

standardized tests— has been invoked as a factor that contributes to the gap. Specifi cally, several scholars note that standardized tests are racially biased (Kozol 2000; Meier 2000; Sacks 1999). Lucas (2008) shows that the procedures involved in the construction of some admission exams actually maintain the existing patterns of in e qual ity. In general, tests administered by the Educational Testing Ser vice (ETS), such as the SAT and 
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GRE— two of the most widely used admissions tests— are designed to correlate very strongly with one another, and questions selected for inclusion are expected to parallel the outcomes of the test overall. For example, questions for which a greater percentage of low scorers (typically Hispanics and blacks) respond correctly relative to high scorers (typically whites and Asians) are regarded as fl awed and excluded from offi cial versions of 

the test. Although race is not explicitly considered, racially disparate scores drive question selection. Th

us, racially disparate test results are maintained by an internally reinforcing cycle (Lucas 2008; Rosner 2003). 

Also,  as  we  have  discussed  throughout  this  book,  even  schools  have been criticized for perpetuating the achievement gap. Social reproduction theorists argue that existing patterns of in e qual ity persist because schools are structured to reproduce the current social order. Th is line of reasoning 

is oft en attributed to Bowles and Gintis (1976) and Bourdieu and Passeron (1977), who argue that schools socialize children to persist in their social class of origin. Bowles and Gintis (1976, 132) note that whereas disadvantaged minority groups attend schools that “emphasize behavioral control and rule following . . .  schools in well- to- do suburbs employ relatively open systems that favor greater student participation, less direct supervision, more electives and in general a value system stressing internalized standards of control.” 

Several studies reveal that school personnel regard black and Hispanic males as recalcitrant and oppositional and therefore constantly regulate their dress, behavior, and speech (Ferguson 2000; Lopez 2003; Morris 2005). School personnel (oft en unintentionally) do not enforce standards of behavior uniformly across racial and ethnic groups; positive behaviors by minority youth tend to go unnoticed (and therefore unrewarded), whereas their negative behaviors are oft en noticed, which is not the case for their white counterparts. Although most studies in this line of research focus on males, Morris’s (2007) study of a predominantly black and Latina middle school shows that school personnel are disproportionally concerned with how minority girls enact femininity. He notes that the assertiveness subtly encouraged for white and middle- class children (Lareau 2003) was interpreted as abrasive and aggressive when enacted by black girls. Th us, 

given the repressive and coercive authority structure in predominantly minority schools, along with constrained advancement opportunities that mirror inferior job situations, minority youth are not trained to feel and appear prepared to occupy jobs beyond the low- wage sector. Tracking is a 
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major mechanism through which group diff erences in academic experiences and achievement are perpetuated (Bowles and Gintis 1976; Lucas 1999; Tyson 2011). 

Although there is not an extensive literature that attributes the racial achievement gap to parental involvement, educators and policy makers tend to view involvement as a potential solution for many of the problems facing the American education system. As we discussed in Chapter 1, increasing parental involvement in children’s academic lives has been a consistent part of federal education policy over the past two de cades. Th e 

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 proposed to reduce the minority education gap by “aff ording parents meaningful opportunities to participate in the education of their children at home and at school.” Th e No 

Child Left   Behind  Act  of  2001  includes  increasing  parental  involvement (see Section 1118) as a major mechanism for achieving its primary goal of closing achievement gaps in reading and math among students from different racial and socioeconomic backgrounds by 2013– 14. In Chapter 4, we examined the extent to which parental involvement explains achievement  gaps  by  social  class.  We  now  consider  the  importance  of  parental involvement for racial achievement gaps. 

Can Parental Involvement Explain the Racial 

Achievement Gap? 

Because parent involvement has been positively linked to children’s per formance across racial groups, increasing involvement has been suggested as a strategy for reducing the racial achievement gap (Lee and Bowen 2006). Yet, few studies have directly tested this proposition. Instead, investigators have generally examined the extent of involvement within racial groups. One exception is a study by Lee and Bowen (2006), which assessed the role of fi ve parental involvement mea sures for reducing achievement gaps between minority students and whites. Th

ese mea sures included involvement at school, 

educational discussions, homework help, time management, and educational expectations. Th

ey found that aft er accounting for variation in these factors, the gap between African Americans and whites declined by roughly 44%; however, the Hispanic gap  increased by 11%, suggesting that the parents from this group  were more involved than their white counterparts. 

In Figures 8.8 and 8.9, we show the results for analyses that examine the proportion of the achievement gap for each racial group relative to whites 
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that is accounted for by parental involvement at home and at school. Our aim is to compare the extent to which parent involvement and social class explain racial achievement gaps to provide a sense of scale for understanding the magnitudes of infl uence from the two sets of variables. Th us, our 

next set of fi ndings address several questions. Does parental involvement at home explain more of the racial achievement gap than parental involvement at school? Can a greater share of the achievement gap be attributed to either form of involvement (home or school) than to socioeconomic background? Are the patterns similar across racial groups? 

In Figure 8.8, we illustrate the achievement gap for each group relative to whites under various scenarios, which are listed along the left  side of the graph. Th

e fi rst bar— labeled  baseline— corresponds to the estimate of the 

“raw” gap relative to whites, which represents the baseline gap to be explained. Th

e next four bars represent the gap aft er accounting for parental involvement. Specifi cally, the second bar represents the gap net of parental involvement at home as mea sured in Figures 6.1 and 6.2. Th e third, fourth, 

and fi ft h bars show the gap aft er accounting for parent- initiated school contact (see Figure 8.1), school- initiated school contact (see Figure 8.2), and participation at school (see Figure 8.3), respectively. Th e sixth bar— labeled 

 Full Par  for  full parental involvement— shows the gap aft er controlling for all mea sures of parental involvement in the previous scenarios. Th e estimate for the fi nal bar, labeled  SES for  socioeconomic status, is from a model that accounts for parents’ education, family income, and family structure, which represents the diff erence between each racial group and whites who are similarly situated with regard to socioeconomic status. In addition to being labeled with the actual achievement gap, each bar is labeled with the percent change in the gap relative to the baseline and should be interpreted as the percentage of the gap that can be attributed to each set of factors labeled to the left  of the bar. Given that our focus is on explaining achievement disadvantages relative to whites and that the bars correspond to the size of the achievement disadvantage for each group, we do not present the results for Asians A, who have higher academic per for mance than whites.2

Th

e fi ndings in the top panel show that Asians B have an achievement disadvantage relative to whites only in reading. Th e next few bars for reading show that 13% of this gap can be attributed to parental involvement at home, and that parent- initiated school contact, school- initiated school contact, and participation at school each explain 14, 21, and 23% of the gap, respectively. Collectively, the full set of parental involvement mea sures 
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explain slightly less than a third of the gap, which is more than the portion of the gap that can be attributed to social class (26%). Th e next three panels 

contain the results for non- Mexican Hispanics, Mexicans, and blacks. Th ere 

are two primary similarities in the fi ndings for these groups. First, most of the results for each set of parental involvement factors, depicted by the second through the fi ft h bars, account for between 10 and 20% of the gap. In some cases, parental involvement at home accounts for less than one- tenth of the gap (i.e., Mexicans and blacks in reading and math). 

Second, socioeconomic background explains a greater share of the achievement gap than parental involvement for all three mea sures of achievement. 

For non- Mexican Hispanics, the full set of parental involvement mea sures explain 26 and 33% of the gap in reading and math, respectively, more than 10% less than the portion accounted for by social class. Parental involvement does account for half of their achievement disadvantage in grades, though this fi gure is still less than the portion explained by social class (59%). Th

is pattern is similar for Mexicans, for whom less than one- fourth of the disadvantage in reading and math can be attributed to parental involvement, substantially less than the roughly 50% explained by social class. Parental involvement explains only a small share of the black- white gap in reading, math, and grades (13, 16, and 22%, respectively). In contrast, social class explains 25% of the black- white gap in reading and math, and 35% of the black disadvantage in grades. Social class appears to have a larger impact on the gap in grades than the gaps in reading and math for all groups; socioeconomic background explains approximately 60% of the disadvantage in grades for Hispanics and Mexicans, and more than a third of the black- white gap in grades. 

We display the results for a similar analysis of the achievement gap using the CDS in Figure 8.9. We conducted this analysis for two grade categories: youth in grades 1 through 8 and those in high school. Th e fi ndings reveal 

an interesting pattern for Hispanic families. For the younger subsample, parental involvement appears to be more important for gap convergence in reading (28%), and social class seems to explain a greater percentage of the gap in math (45%). In contrast, among students in high school, social class appears to explain more of the Hispanic disadvantage in reading (41%), and parental involvement seems to account for a greater share of their disadvantage in math (33%). Social class accounts for a greater share of the black-white gap in reading for both younger and older youth, and in math for the younger group. In general, the individual groupings of parental involvement 
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mea sures do not account for much of the black disadvantage in math. Even in instances when parental involvement explains more of the achievement disadvantage than social class (reading for younger Hispanics and math for Hispanics in high school), the proportion of the gaps explained is modest—

one- third or less for Hispanics and only 15% for blacks. 

Figures 8.8 and 8.9 highlight a troubling aspect of the fi ndings: the presence of substantial racial disparities in achievement aft er accounting for parental involvement. In most cases socioeconomic background appears to go further in explaining achievement diff erences than the parental involvement mea sures we examined. We are not suggesting that because parental involvement appears to have a weaker eff ect on achievement gaps that  it  should  be  considered  inconsequential.  Parental  involvement  does hold some relevance for gap convergence, but it is clearly insuffi cient for 

narrowing achievement gaps to the extent that many parents and others in the educational community would desire. 

As we discussed in previous chapters, parent involvement is widely regarded as a major factor for children’s achievement and an important mechanism by which gap convergence can be attained. Yet large diff erences in achievement still remain when we account for some ways parents can assist with learning at home and at school, particularly for black youth. 

Th

ese fi ndings depict the grim reality facing our education system; greater parental involvement will not bring minorities to achievement parity with white (and Asian) students. It must be only one component of a wider initiative for closing achievement gaps. 

Chapter Summary

Th

e purpose of this chapter is to examine the importance of parental involvement at school for the academic lives of youth from various racial groups.  As  we  have  done  throughout  this  study,  we  consider  that  white, Asian, Hispanic, and black families each have diff erent lived experiences within the United States. We also account for the fact that parental involvement is multifaceted, consisting of parents’ involvement with parent- teacher organizations and parents’ attempts to contact (and be contacted by) schools. 

We examine whether parental involvement at school is associated with increases in achievement for each racial group and the proportion of the racial achievement gap that can be attributed to parental involvement at school. 
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Similar to the fi ndings reported in previous chapters, involvement at school shows some eff ectiveness for  some groups, though the preponderance  of  evidence  in  this  chapter  suggests  a  modest  relationship  between parents’ involvement at school and academic outcomes in general. We provide a summary of the general link between parental involvement and achievement for each racial group in Figure 8.10, which shows the number Positive
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of positive, nonsignifi cant, and negative estimates for each group in both the NELS (top panel) and CDS (bottom panel). Th

e NELS contains fi ft y- four 

possible “eff ects” for each group— eighteen mea sures of parental involvement by three academic outcomes (reading, math, and grades). Most of the estimates for each group are not signifi cant. Th ere are only seventeen instances in which parental involvement is associated with increases in achievement for whites (31%). Similarly, only fi ft een of the associations are positive for blacks (27%). Th

ese numbers far exceed those of the other groups. 

A total of only seven estimates are positive for non- Mexican Hispanics and Mexicans combined, and there are no mea sures of parental involvement associated with increases in achievement for either Asian group. Th ere are 

actually more negative estimates than positive estimates for three of the six racial groups. Overall, the links we examine between parental involvement at school and achievement never yield positive estimates even one- third of the time for any racial group; only 12% of the total estimates across all racial groups are positive, the same exact percentage observed in Chapter 6 

for parental involvement at home based on the NELS. 

Th

e bottom panel summarizes the results for the analyses based on the CDS. In total, 36% of the estimates in this chapter are positive, nearly the same percentage (35%) observed for parental involvement at home for the CDS in Chapter 6. Th

is result is primarily driven by Hispanics and 

blacks in grades 1 through 5, for which 50 and 42% of the estimates are positive, respectively. It seems that the forms of parental involvement at school we examined using the CDS are important for the achievement of Hispanics early in the schooling pro cess, as the percentage of positive estimates for them is substantially lower in the older subsample (31%). For whites, there are substantially more negative estimates than positive estimates in both subsamples. Th

us, the diff erence between the two data sets— a total of 12% positive estimates in the NELS compared to 36% for the CDS— 

might refl ect that the CDS contains more mea sures of parental involvement that require active or assertive participation from parents than the NELS. However, most estimates for both data sets are not positive. 

In Figure 8.11, we show the number of positive, nonsignifi cant, and negative estimates for each mea sure of parental involvement at school in the NELS  examined  in  this  chapter.  Th

ere are eigh teen links between each 

mea sure of parental involvement and achievement across all racial groups (3 achievement outcomes by 6 groups). Th

e top panel contains the summary 

for the mea sures of parent- initiated contact with school and shows that only 
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contacting schools about volunteering produced more than two positive estimates. Similarly, the second panel shows parent- school contact about volunteering is the only school- initiated contact mea sure that yields more than three positive estimates. Th

e bottom panel shows that there are four positive estimates for attending a PTO meeting and three for being a PTO member and participating in a PTO activity. Overall, only 39 of the 324 total estimates assessed in this chapter using the NELS are positive (12%). In contrast, there are 48 negative estimates (15%). However, nearly three- fourths of the estimates— 237 for 73%— are not systematically related to achievement. 
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We show the same information for the fi ndings based on the CDS in Figure 8.12. Th

e fi ndings appear to diff er between the two subsamples. For example, whereas youth in the younger subsample appear to benefi t most when their parents request a par tic u lar teacher and attend school events, PTA meetings appear to be more important for academic success among the older subsample. Also, younger youth seem to benefi t more from their parents being more assertive with teachers and from parent- teacher interaction than older youth. Overall, parental involvement at school appears to be more important for academic success of younger youth, as there are a greater number of positive estimates (32 of 78, or 41%) than negative (26, or 33%) and nonsignifi cant estimates (20, or 26%) for the younger subsample. 

In contrast, for the older subsample, less than one- third of the estimates are positive (24) and slightly more than half of the estimates are negative (41). 

In sum, the patterns in this chapter are similar to those observed in Chapter 6 for parental involvement at home. Parental involvement at school shows some benefi t for academic outcomes. However, the connection seems modest in most cases. Furthermore, the fi ndings from this chapter suggest that parental involvement is equally harmful for academic outcomes as it is benefi cial. Th

ese fi ndings are similar to those observed in previous chapters in which we examined the link between parental involvement and academic outcomes, regardless of whether the assessment was made by social class or race. 

Th

us far, we have provided some insight into which forms of involvement help and which forms warrant intervention to make them either benefi -

cial for achievement or to minimize the extent to which they compromise achievement (see Appendix D for a summary of this information by race). 

Like previous studies on parental involvement, our focus has been on how parents are typically involved in their children’s academic lives. However, given that parental involvement is commonly regarded as an intervention that could lead to improved achievement, it is important to study how parents are involved when their children perform poorly in school. In the next chapter, we turn our attention to parental involvement in response to poor achievement. 

9

Parenting and Poor Achievement

Despite all the research that has been conducted on parental involvement and achievement, there is virtually no insight into how parents deal with poor  academic  per for mance  in  par tic u lar.  Th at is, most research on parenting and achievement examines parental involvement in general; there is a dearth of research on how parents deal specifi cally with poor achievement and the implications that their approach has for their children’s academic outcomes. Asking parents to be involved in their children’s schooling is conceptually and empirically distinct from asking them to address inadequate academic per for mance. Whereas the former condition for involvement is intended to help a child improve or maintain their current level of academic engagement and per for mance, the latter requires that parents address a problem. Th

e consideration of a “problem” introduces some level of urgency, which could infl uence a shift  in parenting philosophy or style. 

Parenting under this scenario might trigger responses from parents that they otherwise would not employ absent the need to “fi x” a problem. 

Th

us, an examination of how parents deal with underachievement is especially important as schools around the country seek to inform parents of eff ective strategies to improve children’s achievement and address racial achievement gaps. At the institutional level, schools can enact their own set of strategies to address underachievement, such as recruiting and training high- quality teachers or strengthening instructional quality. However, it is less clear which strategies parents can employ to improve their children’s achievement. 

An assessment of how parents’ philosophy for dealing with underachievement is related to children’s academic success is important particularly for black youth, who typically perform inadequately in school. Given 179
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the increasing urgency for closing the black- white achievement gap, it is surprising that few empirical studies have focused on racial diff erences in how parents are oriented toward dealing with their child’s inadequate academic per for mance, and whether achievement diff erences exist between the various strategies parents are inclined to employ. Examining this link could yield strategies useful for educators and parents of youths from traditionally underperforming groups. 

Previous studies provide some reason to suspect that parents may diff er in the strategies they employ to address underachievement. For instance, in their study of cultural variation in parenting styles among two- parent families, Julian, McKenry and McKelvey (1994) fi nd that minority parents (e.g., blacks, Asians, and Hispanics) place greater emphasis on academic achievement and use a stricter, more controlling parenting style. Th us, we 

might expect that black parents feel a disciplinary approach is more eff ective when dealing with poor achievement. Th

e black achievement disad-

vantage also means that a greater share of black parents operate in “crisis” 

mode than in “maintenance” mode when it comes to their children’s education. Th

erefore, it is important to determine parents’ preferred strategy for addressing their children’s poor achievement. 

In  this  chapter,  we  approach  this  issue  by  answering  three  questions. 

First, do black- white diff erences exist in parenting philosophy for addressing inadequate achievement? Second, given the importance social class can have on both parenting and achievement, what is the relationship between social class and the strategies parents believe to be more eff ective when dealing with inadequate achievement? Th

ird, is parenting philoso-

phy for dealing with inadequate achievement consequential for children’s academic outcomes? Because we are concerned with youth from traditionally underperforming groups, we focus on blacks relative to whites. Also, to assess parents’ typical response to their children’s poor achievement, we consider parents’ penchant for responding in a par tic u lar way when their child’s achievement does not meet expectations, as well as their actual responses to poor per for mance. In the following section, we provide a brief discussion of why we expect group diff erences in parental responses to poor per for mance. We then proceed to answer each of these questions and conclude with a summary of the fi ndings. 
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Race and Parenting Philosophy

Historically, the literature on parenting styles by race has attributed drastically diff erent parenting styles to white and black parents. For example, white parents are posited to use inductive reasoning, provide choices, encourage in de pen dence, and urge active exploration of the environment (McGroder 2000). By contrast, many twentieth- century scholars have posited that black families operate under a social defi cit model of child rearing, that is, expressing low levels of reasoning, intolerance of child self-expression, and high levels of power assertion (Baumrind 1971). In fact, there is a long history of characterizing the black family as consisting of mothers who are harsh and capricious and fathers who are aloof, violent, and uninterested in child aff airs (Kardiner and Ovesey 1951). 

Although parenting style has primarily been attributed to social class (Lareau 2003; Middlemiss 2003), some studies show that there are racial diff erences in parenting net of social class. For example, in a study across various social class strata, Hill and Sprague (1999) fi nd that white parents are more likely to emphasize children’s happiness and self- esteem and blacks place more emphasis on obedience and school per for mance. Th ey 

also fi nd that blacks are more likely to report that being a disciplinarian is a major part of their role as parents. Even among the upper- middle- class subsample, they fi nd that white parents are more likely to use reason and black parents are more likely to withdraw privileges. Some studies suggest that the disciplinary practices of black parents are more severe, punitive, and power assertive than white parents net of socioeconomic background (Allen 1985; Portes, Dunham, Williams 1986). 

One explanation for these diff erences is the family ecol ogy framework, which proposes that black parenting style is a direct result of experiences as a subordinate group within the United States. Specifi cally, because blacks have been subjected to long- standing discrimination, they have developed 

“adaptive strategies” par tic u lar to their position within larger society (Harrison et al. 1990). Hill (2001) notes that black parents might feel a greater need to adopt forceful parenting styles in response to structural forces that undermine their child- rearing eff orts. Similarly, Gonzales, Hiraga, and Cauce (1998) note that black mothers tend to employ a parenting style that sets clear and fi rm rules and reinforces their role as authority fi gures. Th e 

use of power- assertive discipline is posited to partially stem from parents’ 

attempts to teach functional competences (e.g., self- reliance and mistrust 
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of authority fi gures) needed to survive in environments marked by marginal conventional economic resources and a robust underground economy (Ogbu 1981). Th

us, racial diff erences in parenting may be partly due to in e qual ity in material resources (e.g., wealth) and environmental support. Blacks’ disadvantage on these factors contributes to their higher levels of psychological distress, which is associated with a more punitive parenting style (McLoyd 1990). 

It is important to note that black parents have greater educational expectations for their children than white parents (Harris 2011). In fact, a national poll commissioned by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education found that black parents place higher value on obtaining an education as a means for advancement than white parents (Public Agenda 2000). Working- class black parents are more likely to discuss their children’s  school  experiences  and  plans,  restrict  tele vi sion  on  school nights, set rules about grades, and help with homework than their white counterparts (U.S. Department of Education 1992). Furthermore, the similarity between blacks and whites that we observe in parental involvement in the earlier chapters of this book— blacks are substantially lower on only four out of twenty- seven mea sures of parental involvement from the NELS— 

contradict the common misconception that black families do not value education. In fact, our fi ndings underestimate the extent to which black parents value schooling as our racial comparisons do not account for socioeconomic background. 

In the following section, we examine whether racial diff erences exist in parents’ philosophy for addressing low achievement. Because black parents have greater educational expectations and they are more likely than whites to anticipate that their children will experience discrimination (Harris 2011), we suspect they will diff er from white parents in their approach to dealing with  poor  academic  per for mance.  As  past  studies  have  shown  that  high socioeconomic status oft en fails to protect against racial discrimination (Cose 1993; Feagin and Sikes 1994; Hochschild 1995), we expect a racial difference to exist even aft er accounting for socioeconomic background. 

Racial Differences in Parenting Philosophy

We examine whether diff erences exist between black and white parents in their preferred approach for dealing with their child’s poor school achievement using data from the CDS. To ensure that all children in the sample 
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were in school during both waves of the CDS, we restrict our sample to black ( n = 492) and white ( n = 549) children in grades 7– 12 in CDS- II. We gauge parenting philosophy from the fi rst wave of the CDS, which asked parents how they would respond “if their child brought home a report card with grades or progress that was lower than expected.” We sorted parents into two  mutually exclusive categories— a punitive response, and a nonpunitive response (see Table C.4 in Appendix C for a detailed description of mea sures). Within the punitive group, which accounts for 36% of the sample, parents  were further sorted into two categories based on their approach:  mild (those who punish  or limit their child’s activities) or  acute (those who  both punish  and limit activities). 

Th

e remaining portion of the sample (64%) consists of parents who generally do not opt for a punitive approach and are therefore considered nonpunitive responders. We sorted this group into four categories: those who (1) contact faculty but do  not help their child more, (2) help their child more but do  not contact faculty, (3)  simultaneously contact faculty and help their child more, and (4) engage in closer monitoring and/or encouragement. Th

ese four categories contain 9, 17, 29, and 6% of the sample, respectively; the fi nal 3% did not fall into any of these categories and  were labeled as  other. Although parents in the punitive group could also employ nonpunitive responses, the key distinction between these groups is that punitive approaches are within their parenting repertoire, which was not the case for parents in the nonpunitive groups. 

We show how white and black parents sort into these categories in Figure 9.1. Th

e fi gure shows that black parents express a greater preference for punitive responses to address inadequate academic per for mance than white parents; less than one- third of whites are in the punitive group (29%) compared to nearly two- thirds for blacks (62%). Th ere is a greater share of 

blacks  in  the  mild  (.39%)  and  acute  (.23%)  categories  relative  to  whites (27% and 2, respectively). Alternatively, it seems that white parents’ preferred strategy for addressing inadequate per for mance is to contact school offi

cials in conjunction with providing their child with more help. Whites hold a substantial advantage over blacks in the proportion of parents who fall into the fi rst three nonpunitive categories. Th ese fi ndings support the 

hypothesis that whites and blacks diff er dramatically in their inclinations for dealing with their child’s inadequate achievement. 

Although the fi ndings in Figure 9.1 suggest substantial racial variation in how parents are inclined to respond to inadequate per for mance, one 
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FIGURE 9.1.    Parents’ preferred strategy for dealing with poor academic per for mance: CDS.  Note: Findings are unadjusted. All racial diff erences are signifi cant at the .05 level with the exception of  Monitor/Encourage and  Other.  Unweighted  N is 549 for whites and 492 for blacks. 

could critique that we are capturing a hypothetical rather than what parents actually do. However, we view this as an inclusive mea sure of parents’ 

behavioral  inclination  toward  academic  underper for mance.  In  this  case, parents who respond harshly to underper for mance might be displaying behavior consistent with how they raise their child(ren) generally. If our question asked, “How  did you respond when your child brought home . . .  lower than expected,” we would be capturing a parent’s response to a specifi c instance. Th

is response could be indicative of how parents typically respond, but it could also be refl ective of a behavioral “shock” a parent experienced when an unusually stressful moment occurred concomitantly with their child’s underper for mance, such as marital turmoil or loss of employment. A major strength of the mea sure we use is that it asks parents about a situation that would elicit a response under normal circumstances. Moreover, we recognize that for some parents inadequate per for mance can occur if their child scores lower on a test than usual; this circumstance can compel some parents to respond in ways they feel are appropriate. Th us, in addition to capturing 

students who are not doing well in school, our mea sure captures those who might be doing well overall but are performing  less well relative to their usual academic achievement, which might trigger a response from parents. 
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Despite the strength that we see in our mea sure, we understand that some readers might approach our fi ndings with some trepidation. Furthermore, it is unclear what the punitive responses actually mean as they are less suggestive than the nonpunitive categories. Th erefore, we employ data 

from the Mary land Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS), which contains a unique collection of mea sures of 1,407 black and white families (66 and 34%, respectively) from a county in Mary land. Th e sample 

was selected from approximately 5,000 adolescents in the county that entered middle school during 1991 via a stratifi ed sampling procedure designed to  get  proportional  repre sen ta tions  of  families  from  each  of  the  county’s twenty- three middle schools. As such, students’ socioeconomic backgrounds are  varied  as  the  sample  includes  families  from  neighborhoods  in  low-income urban areas, middle- class suburban areas, and rural farm- based areas. We supplement the fi ndings from Figure 9.1 using the MADICS because despite being drawn from a regional sample, it contains a broader set of questions on punitive parenting responses to inadequate achievement than the CDS. Furthermore, parents  were asked how they have actually responded in the past when their child performed poorly in school. Th us, the 

MADICS can provide some insight into whether the patterns observed in Figure 9.1 are robust. We display these fi ndings in Figure 9.2. 

Th

e fi ndings in the top panel of Figure 9.2 are consistent with those based on the CDS. Specifi cally, relative to whites, a greater proportion of black parents respond to their child’s inadequate academic per for mance by threatening to physically punish them, taking away their privileges, grounding them, yelling at them, and physically punishing them. Unlike our analysis from the CDS, these options  were not mutually exclusive. However, the bottom panel shows that the ratio of parents in the punitive group to those in the nonpunitive group is similar to the ratio observed in the CDS for both races. Th

e share of white parents who engage in punitive responses is 37%, only 8% more than in the CDS. Similarly, 67% of blacks engage in punitive approaches, only 5% more than recorded using the CDS. 

It seems clear that black parents have a penchant for employing punitive strategies when addressing their child’s inadequate academic per formance. It is important to note that parenting styles are ways of socializing children to accomplish child- rearing goals. Also, the extent to which some parenting approaches are considered to be undesirable varies across families. For example, many black parents who employ physical punishment do not regard it as abuse (Mosby et al. 1999). In fact, Deater- Deckard and 
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FIGURE 9.2.    Parents’ response to poor academic per for mance: MADICS.  Note: Findings are unadjusted. Findings are for youth in middle school (grade 8). All racial diff erences in the top panel are signifi cant at the .05 level. In the bottom panel, racial diff erences are signifi cant at the .05 level for  Any Form, 3,  and  None.  Finally, the racial diff erences for All 5, 4,  and  2 in the bottom panel are marginally signifi cant ( p < .10). Number of observations ranges from 277 to 280. 

colleagues (1996) fi nd that among black parents in their sample, physical punishment  is  positively  associated  with  warmth  and  use  of  reason. 

Although discipline is more harsh and physical among black families, it is rarely coupled with withdrawal of love, as is oft en the case among white families (Borkowski, Ramey, and Bristol- Power 2009). In general, researchers 
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agree that there are diff erent parenting styles that can be eff ective for diff erent racial groups, and that what is the “ideal” response to children depends on cultural beliefs about parenting and child socialization (Luster and Okagaki 2005). 

Importantly, however, some scholars caution against a parochial conception of black parents as invariably harsh and suggest prior evidence overstates the claim that black parents are oriented to punitive parenting styles (Bluestone and Tamis- LeMonda 1999). Critics note many examina-tions of white and black parenting styles fail to account for the confounding eff ects of socioeconomic status (e.g., Baumrind 1971). Th is methodological 

shortcoming obscures the notion that disciplinary forms of parenting may be prominent among blacks for a variety of reasons related to their socioeconomic position in society (e.g., higher incidences of family poverty and lower social status). Furthermore, punitive parenting is likely to be more prevalent among lower socioeconomic parents because of the elevated risk to children in lower- class neighborhoods. Th

ese parents attempt to coun-

teract their children’s greater susceptibility to deviant activities by employing stricter parenting mea sures (Kelley, Power, and Wimbush 1992; Ogbu 1981). For these reasons, then, punitive parenting is a product of social class rather than of race. 

The Importance of Social Class for Parenting Philosophy Bronfenbrenner (1979) developed an ecological theory that suggested that family pro cesses (e.g., parental behavior) and contextual factors (e.g., social class or race) interact to aff ect children’s development. Th ere has been a 

great deal of discussion among sociologists and psychologists on the precise nature of this interaction. Some scholars have argued that social class plays a determinative role that shapes the par tic u lar responses parents employ toward their children’s academic outcomes. More than four decades ago, Kohn (1963) off ered that parents from lower social class positions (particularly those with lower education)  were more prone toward child external authority (e.g., punishment). Parents of higher social class pay less attention to raising obedient children, and more attention to children’s internal states, relying more on reasoning, explaining, and psychological techniques of discipline (Hughes and Perry- Jenkins 1996). Th e link 

in  this  interpretation  is  that  social  class  aff ects which characteristics parents will value for their children, and this variation in values leads to 
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diff erences in parenting behavior. Th

ough  Kohn’s  theory  was  developed 

regarding child rearing more generally, it gives reason to expect parenting strategies  for  handling  inadequate  achievement  will  vary  across  family contexts as well. 

Kohn’s theory is certainly not without its critiques. In par tic u lar, scholars have criticized Kohn’s theory because it suggests that middle- and upper- class parents have better or more worthy values, which can be used evaluatively to blame individuals in lower social class positions for their children’s academic diffi

culties (Hughes and Perry- Jenkins 1996). More 

recent theories suggest that parents’ education aff ects how they respond to their children’s school per for mance because it impacts their expertise. For example, according to effi

cacy theory, the extent to which parents directly help their children improve academically will likely depend on how capable they feel in this arena. Lareau and Shumar (1996) report such results in their ethnographic study, in which a working- class parent told her nephew that in order to receive help with fractions he would have to wait until his older brother arrived home. Another parent reported being “embarrassed” 

that he could not assist his son with third- grade homework. In their view, parents’ perceptions of the way they can best help their children is heavily infl uenced by the social resources (e.g., human capital) they possess. Th us, 

although the desire to see their child’s achievement improve may be nearly uniform among all parents, the approach they use to directly help their child improve is likely to vary widely by their social class position, particularly with respect to level of education. 

We examine whether social class— human capital in particular— 

structures how white and black parents address inadequate academic perfor mance.  Th

ese fi ndings are displayed in Figure 9.3, which is similar to Figure 9.1. Th

e only diff erence is Figure 9.3 includes fi ndings for each racial group based on parents’ level of education. We stratify social class according to  parents’  level  of  education  (parents  with  less  than  a  four- year  college degree and those with a four- year degree or greater) because it closely relates to  parental  expectations  and  behaviors  toward  children’s  schooling,  and how eff ectively they communicate these expectations to their children. 

Th

e top panel of Figure 9.3 shows that for whites, parenting philosophy for addressing inadequate academic per for mance generally varies modestly by level of parental education. Th

e bottom panel shows that a sub-

stantially greater share of blacks with lower levels of education prefer acute punitive responses (26%) than those with a four- year degree (6%). By con-
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FIGURE 9.3.    Parents’ preferred response to poor academic per for mance by social class: CDS.  Note: Findings are unadjusted. All diff erences in the top panel are signifi cant at the 

.05 level with the exception of  Mild.  All diff erences in the bottom panel are signifi cant at the .05 level with the exception of  Mild and  Contact faculty.  All racial diff erences within social class are signifi cant at the .05 level with the exception of  Monitor/encourage and Other for  Less than 4- yr degree. Unweighted  N is 549 for whites and 492 for blacks. 

trast, 41% of blacks with a four- year degree prefer to help their child more compared to only 9% of blacks without a four- year degree. However, social class has minor implications for the racial diff erences observed in Figure 9.1. Blacks in both the lower and higher social class groups prefer both forms of punitive responses more than their white counterparts. Similarly, both groups of black parents are less inclined to contact faculty and to 
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contact faculty in conjunction with helping their child than both groups of whites. Th

e fi ndings for preferring to provide the child with more help yield a diff erent pattern; whereas whites with a four- year degree have a lower inclination to help than their less educated counterparts (only 11 and 21%, respectively), a much greater proportion of blacks with a four- year degree prefer to help more than less educated blacks (41 and 9%, respectively). 

In general, Figure 9.3 shows that blacks prefer punitive responses for dealing with their child’s inadequate academic per for mance more than whites, regardless of parents’ level of education. Also, with the exception of providing youth with more help, blacks have a lower preference for nonpunitive responses than whites. Although these fi ndings may be revealing for a number of reasons, the extent to which these patterns have implications for youths’ academic outcomes is what we are interested in. We investigate the relationship between parenting philosophy and youths’ achievement in the following section. 

The Implications of Parenting Philosophy for Achievement Although most studies on the role of parents in schooling focus on the link between parental involvement and academic outcomes, there is some evidence that suggests parental responses to  inadequate academic per formance might have implications for children’s academic outcomes. In a well-conducted study, Dornbusch and colleagues’ (1987) utilized self- reports from 7,836 high school students to examine the link between parental behaviors and adolescent per for mance. Th

eir fi ndings reveal that white and 

Hispanic adolescents have higher grade- point averages under authoritative parenting styles, whereas parents’ use of encouragement aft er viewing their child’s grades lead to increases in eff ort and academic per for mance for Asians and Blacks. Although Dornbusch and others’ study employed longitudinal data, design issues such as the use of student responses to mea sure parenting styles prohibited them from establishing a clear link between child per for mance and parental responses. A related study by Steinberg, Elmen, and Mounts (1989) confirmed Dornbusch and others’ (1987) findings using longitudinal data. However, their results are limited by the homogeneity of their sample, which mainly include whites from middle- class and professional backgrounds. Th

us, few studies examine achievement  prospec-

 tively to provide a sense of how various parenting philosophies for addressing inadequate achievement are related to academic outcomes. 
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Developmental theorists have hypothesized that the link between parenting strategies and adolescent achievement operates through (or is explained by) psychological characteristics governing a child’s approach toward academics. For example, Gottfried, Fleming, and Gottfried (1998) fi nd  that  adolescents’  intrinsic  motivation— characterized  by  enjoyment and inherent plea sure in school learning— is fostered through environments that provide optimal challenge, competence- promoting feedback, and support for autonomous behavior. Conversely, environments characterized as using higher levels of control, such as those relying on surveillance, oft en undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan 1985). Th e direction of 

these fi ndings is consistent with previous research (e.g., Ginsburg and Bronstein 1993). Th

us, research generally fi nds that granting children autonomy by emphasizing in de pen dence and reasoning rather than punishment is positively associated with their perceived competence, self- initiated regulation in the classroom, and academic achievement (Grolnick and Ryan 1989; Steinberg, Elmen, and Mounts 1989). For this reason, one should expect that a tendency toward punitive parenting approaches for dealing with inadequate academic per for mance would be less eff ective than nonpunitive parenting approaches. 

In  Figure  9.4,  we  show  the  estimated  eff ect of the various approaches within each parenting philosophy for addressing inadequate per for mance on reading and math achievement. Th

e fi ndings are displayed in estimate 

graphs similar to those in previous chapters. We show the estimates separately for four subsamples: whites, blacks, youth whose parents do not hold a four- year college degree, and those whose parents have a four- year degree or greater. In general, the fi ndings show that whereas an inclination toward punitive parental responses are associated with declines in achievement, a tendency  toward  nonpunitive  responses  to  inadequate  academic  per formance are associated with increases in achievement. Th ese patterns are 

similar for both reading and math. Findings for the punitive philosophy— 

displayed in the top panel— suggest that both mild and acute punitive responses to inadequate academic per for mance are associated with declines in achievement for all subsamples (except for the higher social class subsample, for which mild is not associated with declines in reading and neither mild nor acute appear to compromise math). 

Th

e bottom panel of Figure 9.4 contains fi ndings for the responses within the nonpunitive philosophy grouping. With the exception of  Help more for reading (which is not signifi cant), it seems that all nonpunitive responses 
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FIGURE 9.4.    Implication of parental response to inadequate per for mance by race and class: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates in the top panel were obtained from an equation in which both forms of punitive responses  were included, along with controls for parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ 

sex, grade in school, prior achievement, and  other form of response to inadequate per for mance. Race is included as a control for the analysis by social class. Th e fi ndings in 

the bottom panel  were obtained from an equation that includes all forms of nonpunitive mea sures and the aforementioned controls. Whereas the parenting mea sures are from CDS- I, the mea sures for youths’ academic achievement are from CDS- II. To account for the potential of ceiling and fl oor eff ects, these analyses are for the middle 90% of the achievement distribution. Unweighted  N is 508 for whites, 424 for blacks, 726 for < 4-yr Degree, and 206 for 4-yr Deg. or >. 
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are associated with increases in achievement for whites. An inclination toward contacting faculty, helping more, and employing both approaches simultaneously is associated with increases in achievement for blacks and youth whose parents do not have a four- year college degree. However, monitoring and/or encouraging youth is associated with a decline in reading for blacks and is not signifi cant for the reading achievement of less advantaged youth. Among youth whose parents hold a four- year degree or greater, only a tendency to contact faculty is associated with increases in reading, and simultaneously contacting faculty and providing more help is associated with a decline in both reading and math. 

To determine whether the patterns observed in Figure 9.4 are robust across the achievement distribution, we repeated this analysis for two additional subsamples: students in the 5th to 50th percentile of the achievement distribution and those in the 51st to 95th percentile. Displaying fi ndings for these groups has two advantages. First, this accounts for the potential of ceiling and fl oor eff ects— the distortion of estimates resulting from top- performing students having scores with nowhere to go but down (vice versa for inadequately performing youths). Second, the estimates can be displayed separately for students in the top and bottom half of the achievement distribution. Findings for these subgroups are displayed in Figure 9.5. 

Th

e fi ndings in the top panel suggest that both mild and acute punitive responses hurt reading and math achievement for students in the lower performing  subsample.  By  contrast,  only  an  acute  punitive  response  is associated with declines in achievement for students in the top half of the achievement distribution. With regard to the fi ndings for the nonpunitive philosophy, the bottom panel suggests that an inclination toward contacting faculty, whether or not it is done in conjunction with providing more help, is associated with an increase in both reading and math achievement for the students in the lower- performing subsample. However, providing more help without consulting teachers and increasing one’s level of supervision and encouragement are associated with improvements in achievement only in math for this group. Higher- performing students seem to benefi t in both reading and math from parental help, contacting faculty when done simultaneously with parental help, and encouragement. 

In addition to examining the link between parenting philosophy and achievement, we examine the implications of parenting philosophy for the black- white achievement gap. Figure 9.6 displays the results from this 
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FIGURE 9.5.    Implication of parental response to inadequate per for mance by achievement: CDS.  Note: Bold estimates are signifi cant at the .05 level. Estimates in the top panel  were obtained from an equation in which both forms of punitive responses  were included, along with controls for race, parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, prior achievement, and  other form of response to inadequate per for mance. 

Th

e fi ndings in the bottom panel  were obtained from an equation that includes all forms of nonpunitive mea sures and the aforementioned controls. Th e parenting mea sures are 

from CDS- I, and the mea sures for youths’ academic achievement are from CDS- II. 

Unweighted  N = 932. 

analysis using data from the CDS. Th

e fi rst bar shows that the baseline gap 

in reading, which includes the full set of controls, is 7.5 points. Aft er accounting for parents’ punitive responses, the gap declines to 7.1 points— 

approximately a 5% reduction. A similar pattern is observed for math in the right- hand panel, in which the baseline gap declined from 9.3 to 8.8 

points aft er accounting for parents’ punitive responses, which is also a 5% 
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FIGURE 9.6.    Achievement for blacks relative to whites and percent declines in the black- white achievement gap based on parenting philosophy: CDS.  Note: Baseline represents the achievement gap aft er accounting for parents’ education,  house hold income, family structure, youths’ sex, grade in school, and prior achievement. Th e 

column labeled  Punitive represents the achievement gap from an equation that includes all factors from the baseline model and the following three variables: mild punitive, acute punitive, and the  other form of response. All estimates are signifi cant at the .001 level. 

Unweighted  N = 1,041. 

reduction. Overall, it appears that a modest portion of the black- white achievement gap can be attributed to parents’ punitive responses to inadequate  per for mance. 

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we examine whether racial and social class diff erences exist in parenting philosophy for addressing inadequate achievement. We also estimate the extent to which various responses within the nonpunitive and punitive philosophies aff ect reading and math achievement by race, social class, and achievement level. Lastly, we examine whether punitive parenting has implications for the racial achievement gap. Our investigation reveals several fi ndings relevant for so cio log i cal theory and important for educators and policy makers. We off er four main fi ndings. 

First, whereas whites appear more inclined to intervene in nonpunitive ways in response to inadequate per for mance, black parents appear more inclined to respond punitively. Smetana and Gaines’ (1999) discussion of 
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their results in a study on confl icts between parents and their adolescent children is useful for interpreting this fi nding. When parents must decide how to respond to their child’s underachievement they are engaging in a form of confl ict resolution. Smetana and Gaines (1999) suggest black parents tend to view confl ict in terms of respect for parents and obedience to authority. White parents, on the other hand, typically view confl ict as a means for establishing personal jurisdiction, which Smetana (1995) labels as a social- cognitive aspect of autonomy development. 

Second, whereas a nonpunitive parenting philosophy is associated with improvement in reading and math achievement, a punitive parenting philosophy appears to lead children to perform worse in both subjects. When considered in relation to the aforementioned fi ndings  on  racial  diff erences, the implication is that white parents are likely to respond in ways that increase future achievement and black parents are drawn toward punitive approaches that are negatively associated with achievement for all adolescents. Although several of the fi ndings are nuanced— for example, that a preference for monitoring and/or encouraging as an intervention is negatively associated with blacks’ reading achievement but not associated with their math achievement— the overall patterns are rather consistent. 

We show that these racial diff erences do explain a small portion of the black- white achievement gap. 

Th

ird, the implication of parenting philosophy for achievement varies by race. Our fi ndings suggest that a greater likelihood for employing nonpunitive responses is associated with greater improvement in reading and math for black youth relative to their white counterparts. Supplemental analyses suggest that blacks would benefi t  more  than  whites  in  both  reading  and math from parental contact with faculty, greater help from parents, and the employment of both of these strategies simultaneously. Perhaps the most troubling fi nding reveals that a punitive parenting philosophy (both mild and acute) for dealing with underachievement is  more negatively associated with math for blacks than whites. Th

is fi nding is particularly unfortunate 

because, as previously noted, black parents are much more likely to employ these types of responses. 

Fourth, although having a four- year college degree signifi cantly reduced the odds that black parents would likely employ acute punitive responses, the more educated black parents still express a greater preference for punitive responses than their white counterparts. Recall that whites with a four- year degree or greater  were more inclined to use nonpunitive strate-
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gies such as contacting faculty, both contacting faculty and providing more help to their children, and monitoring/encouraging their child. Returning to the effi

cacy theory, our fi ndings with regard to blacks without a four-year college degree align with the notion that less educated parents are more likely to use punitive responses, perhaps because they feel incapable of aiding children in nonpunitive ways. Our results support Lareau and Shumar’s (1996) claim that more educated parents, equipped with greater amounts of human capital, are more prone to engage with faculty about their child’s academic aff airs because they feel more comfortable with how schools operate. Th

is support, however, was shown only among whites. 

Th

us, although there is a connection between parents’ education and preferred parenting strategies for whites and blacks, the strength and pattern of this link varies across racial groups. 

It must be noted that although black parents appear to respond in ways that negatively aff ect their children’s academic per for mance, one should not assume they are less concerned with improving achievement than whites. 

Although punitive approaches are typically inversely related to more nurturing parent- child relationships, this relationship is not always a one-to- one  correlation.  Undoubtedly,  some  parents  will  be  supportive  and encouraging while they employ punitive mea sures. On the one hand, the use of punishment in general is not surprising because parents may feel an obligation to regulate inadequate achievement based on concerns about their child’s future. On the other hand, it is surprising that black parents remain more likely to prefer punishment net of social class, family structure, and family income. Th

is result contrasts with previous fi ndings that attribute punitive parenting styles of blacks to their lower- income status or incidences of single parenting. 

Th

e mea sures we employ in this chapter have both strengths and weak-nesses. Survey questions asking parents about their likely response to inadequate achievement precludes us from directly relating their behaviors to child academic outcomes. At the same time, because the question captures expected response, it is likely to be a suitable refl ection of parents’ 

normal parenting approach. It represents an implicit control for behavior 

“shocks” that could arise if a stressor such as job loss or unforeseen fi nancial  hardship  occurred  concomitantly  with  inadequate  academic  per formance. Additionally, asking parents a hypothetical means the structure of the question reduces the probability of parents falsifying their actual behavior. A stronger sense of stigma may reside over parents’ responses if they are 
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asked, “Have you ever punished your child for inadequate per for mance?” 

rather than being asked their  likelihood of engaging in several types of responses to their child’s per for mance. 

Nevertheless, we supplement the racial comparisons on parental responses with data from the MADICS, which asked parents about the actual approach they have taken in the past to address their child’s inadequate academic per for mance. Th

e MADICS yields results substantively 

similar to those based on the CDS: black parents threaten, physically punish, ground, and withhold rewards more than white parents when their children perform inadequately in school. In sum, the fi ndings from this chapter suggest that educators and policy makers should pay par tic u lar attention to how parents respond to inadequate achievement. Imploring parents of inadequately performing students to be more involved without providing them with some guidance might exacerbate the problem. 

Th

is analysis highlights the importance of understanding parent- child dynamics with regard to education outcomes. Th

e No Child Left  Behind 

initiative calls for schools to increase parental involvement by implementing programs to involve parents in ways that promote academic success. 

Yet, perhaps NCLB has overlooked strategies parents can employ at home to increase achievement. Th

e present fi ndings suggest that the eff ects of the NCLB mandate might be diff erent depending on which type of parental involvement is encouraged. 

10

Setting the Stage for Academic Success

Th

e analysis in this book suggests that what is traditionally deemed “parental involvement” is generally inconsequential (or even negatively related) to academic achievement. Yet conventional wisdom tells us that parents play a key role in the educational success of their children. A major question we grappled with conducting this analysis was if our sixty- three involvement mea sures  were failing to capture fundamental ways that parents help their children academically. In refl ecting on our own experiences, we recalled that our parents did very few of the activities we discuss in this book, yet they  were instrumental to our academic success. Well then, what exactly were they doing? Th

e short answer is that our parents  were setting the stage for us to do well in school— that is, they  were not involved in the traditional sense, yet created the conditions under which our success could be fostered. 

We employ the meta phor of “stage setting” to convey this idea. In theater, stage setters are responsible for creating a context that allows the cast to successfully enact the play. Th

ey create a life space— the pa ram e ters within which the actor’s per for mance occurs— that corresponds with the intended action. Poor stage setting can compromise an actor’s ability to successfully play a role, thereby leading to a poor per for mance because it does not draw the audience into the world intended by the playwright. Th e stage setter 

reinforces the per for mance at critical transition phases, such as in between acts. Th

us, a good per for mance can be characterized as a partnership between two critical components: (1) the actor embodying the role s/he is portraying, and (2) the stage setter creating and maintaining an environment that reinforces (or at the very least does not compromise) the actor’s embodiment of their role. Likewise, many parents construct and manage 199
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the social environment around their children in a way that creates the conditions where academic success is possible. In our view, this analogy captures what many parents do to set up their children for academic success. We build on this concept in the following section. We fi rst report on the results of focus groups intended to lay the foundation for understanding how parental involvement actually operates in children’s schooling. 

How Parents Set the Stage

When we  were graduate students at the University of Michigan, one of our Asian American peers (we will call her Tina) informed us during casual conversation that her sibling was enrolled in a prestigious law school. When asked what her parents did to attain such success from their children, she recalled “my parents rarely talked to us about school. Th ey did not help us 

with homework nor read to us. Th

eir expectations of us  were really high 

though. My sister and I knew from an early age that doing well in school was the only option. Although they had high expectations of us, they  were not really involved in our education.” Tina identifi ed the important role that her parents played in helping her attain academic success, yet the ways they helped  were not through a commitment to a set of home- or school-based practices. Th

is story provided an impetus for us to further explore the types of things parents do that might not be refl ected in our analyses. 

We conducted two focus groups during the fall of 2009 with students enrolled in two sociology courses at a major public university in the South-west. Each focus group consisted of thirty students and lasted forty minutes. Th

e participants, most of whom  were sociology majors,  were asked to refl ect on their parents’ involvement during their K– 12 schooling. Two main questions  were asked during these focus groups: (1) “During K– 12 

schooling, what  were the involvement activities your parents employed specifi cally to help you academically?” and (2) “Th inking back to the ways 

your parents  were involved academically over K– 12 schooling, what involvement activities or activity do you feel had the largest contribution to you being where you are now (attending this University)?” An example of ten traditional forms of involvement— including reading books to a child, attending PTA meetings, and discussing school courses with the child— 

followed the fi rst main interview question. Participants  were also asked follow- up questions regarding their family composition, during which specifi c stage(s) of their K– 12 schooling certain involvement activities  were 
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conducted, where they lived at various ages of their lives, how oft en their parent(s) engaged in certain involvement activities, and what extracurricular activities they participated in during their childhood and adolescence. 

Th

e two main questions  were asked the same way in both classes. Both sessions  were recorded for analysis. 

To be clear, we wish to acknowledge three limitations to this exercise. 

First, the two samples of students are not representative of the larger population of students between ages 18– 22, particularly since they all have performed well enough academically to warrant admission into a fl agship university. Second, no serious planning was done before posing questions to the students. Whereas our information is drawn from two forty- minute sessions, rigorous qualitative research is almost always based on  at least a few hours— if not weeks or months— of interviews and observation. Th ird, 

because of time constraints, students  were not asked further questions that would help us identify patterns by race or class. For these reasons, we cannot identify the mechanisms by which parental involvement operates from this analysis. However, we can observe patterns in this sample of academically successful students that are helpful when discussing stage setting. Th

is exercise is meant to be illustrative, not conclusive, in conveying some ways in which parental involvement might operate in children’s academic lives. In the following subsections, we identify several themes that emerged suggesting the roles parents play in fostering academic success in their children. Th

ese themes are not mutually exclusive or cumulative or completely  related.  Nonetheless,  we  feel  they  provide  important  context for understanding the role of parents in children’s schooling. 

Theme I: The Supportive Parent

Most students claimed that the main ways their parents  were involved in their academic lives was through the support they provided. When pushed to defi ne “support,” one student expressed that her parents consistently attended all of the extracurricular activities in which she participated (e.g., soccer and band) while showing equal interest in her schooling. She went on to say that although her parents could not help her much with schoolwork aft er she fi nished fi ft h grade, she took their consistent support in all her activities as an indication that they wanted her to do well in each activity she engaged in— whether it was soccer, school, or band. Many students described their parents’ support in nonacademic activities as being equal 
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to their support in school. Importantly, they felt this support was instrumental in helping them do well academically because it was viewed as a general  interest  in  their  life  overall  rather  than  as  “pressure”  to  do  well. 

Th

ese students appreciated feeling that their parents cared about the activities in which they spent their time. Ultimately, we think they  were describing a context characterized by a comfortable space where their own academic (or other) motivations could develop. 

Similarly, students felt supported by their parents when encouraged to put forth their “best eff ort.” Th

ree students said their parents told them at 

young ages (in elementary school) that “as long as you put forth your best eff ort, that is all that matters.” When asked why they felt this was such an important contribution, one student expressed that it was because she was given a message to do her best in school that was not replete with an overwhelming pressure to succeed. Th

e other students agreed. Note that this 

form of support could easily be conceptualized as setting expectations. 

Th

e supportive parent seems to be eff ective at communicating to their child that s/he has people who care about their overall success in life while defi ning a space for their child that is virtually free of parent- imposed pressure to do well academically. Th

is type of support contrasts with support that 

can be considered micromanagement of students’ school aff airs— that is, support that could be viewed as intrusive or overbearing. 

Theme II: Getting into Good Schools

Th

e second theme emerged from students crediting their parents for steer-ing their school choices as they transitioned through their academic careers. One student felt this guidance was the most important way his parents infl uenced his academic success. He viewed the quality of instruction he received in the primary and secondary schools he attended as critical for preparing him to attend a top university— which he attributes to his parents’ school selection. Th

ree other students cited their parents’ skillful navigation of the K– 12 school system as the most important contribution their parents made to their academic lives. In some cases, this contribution meant sending them to expensive private schools, which conveyed to the students the importance their parents placed on academic success. 

Two of the students identifi ed the amounts of money their parents  were investing in their private school education as a strong motivation for tak-
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ing school seriously. Th

e students who did not attend private schools recalled their parents’ vigorous eff orts to enroll them into high- quality public  schools,  which  they  took  as  indication  that  academics  should  be  the primary factor in their lives. 

Theme III: Conveying the Importance of School Encouraging best eff orts is not the only way parents communicated their academic expectations. One student said his parents drove him to poor and violent areas of town and told him he would end up there if he did not perform well in school. Another student said her parents  repeatedly told her when she was young that not doing well in school would land her a job at a fast- food restaurant for the rest of her life. It seems these warnings  were important in at least two ways. First, at a very early age, they communicated the importance school has for future life opportunities. Second, they provided examples of clear, undesirable outcomes for not taking school seriously. Th

ese students talked of being motivated to do well by the time they entered kindergarten and, at the same time, fearful of experiencing an undesirable outcome throughout their K– 12 schooling experience. Recall the earlier example of Tina who claimed that she and her sibling  knew academic success was the only outcome her parents would accept. 

Some parents conveyed their expectations in a manner that we thought might lead children to place academic success as central to their purpose in life. Two students mentioned that their parents came to the United States purely in search of better opportunities. Each of these students recalled their parents speaking in direct terms about the educational opportunity the United States provides. One student said her parents told her nearly every day that the sole reason her family had come to this country was so that she could receive a quality education. Another student mentioned that his parents attached school success to self- worth. Not only did he feel that doing well in school was the only option during K– 12, but that not attending an elite university and majoring in medicine was considered shameful. In fact, he claimed he is viewed as the “bum” of his family because he is attending a state university and majoring in sociology. Whether expectations  were implicitly communicated or plainly stated, they appeared important for motivating academic success and providing these students with a clear focus on schooling that oft en began in elementary school and 
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continues to present day. Although the expectations for success  were high, it bears repeating that parents supported those expectations in ways not considered intrusive or resembling micromanagement. 

Theme IV: Adopting an Academic Identity

When asked to name the most important involvement activity or activities that contributed to their academic success, several students recalled being told, “You’re the smart one.” When asked why this labeling was particularly important for their success, the students described it as motivation to do well in school stemming from a sense of responsibility to their parents and siblings. Th

ey each mentioned receiving this message at various points throughout their childhood and adolescence. Th

is labeling defi ned an aca-

demic identity for them that was unique from the identities of their siblings (follow- up questions uncovered that most of the students had siblings). 

Students described feeling as though their parents  were passing the torch to them to bring academic success to the family. One of the students who commented on this theme described her parents’ attitudes as “just let her 

[student] do her thing.” In her view, despite their high expectations, her parents  were intentionally hands- off  because they felt she was smart enough to succeed in school without their assistance. Although some students felt burdened by the “smart one” label, others viewed it as a responsibility they  were pleased to embrace. 

We would not necessarily suggest instilling motivation in children by defi ning a child’s “smartness” relative to his or her siblings. What seems to be important is the sense of motivation to do well academically that these parents  were able to foster through positive labeling and reinforcement. Th is 

pro cess of instilling academic motivation was not done on a daily basis; instead it was reinforced at various points in children’s lives and maintained its importance  over  time  as  children  progressed  through  schooling.  Notably, students struggled to provide an answer for the most important involvement activity or activities that contributed to their academic success. Th is diffi

culty 

in responding is a telling point that we will discuss in the next section. 

A Return to Stage Setting

So what do we make of all this? Let us fi rst return to the idea of stage setting. 

Stage setting has more to do with parents’ messages about the importance 
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of schooling and the overall quality of life that they create for their children. Although we certainly conceptualize these activities as parental involvement, they are fundamentally distinct from the traditional conception that we examined in Chapters 1– 9. Recall that our analysis was on factors that parents employ to  directly aff ect their children’s achievement, such as reading to the child, helping with homework, and meeting with teachers. 

With the exception of parents’ educational expectations, we examined a conception of involvement that refl ects the more mundane day- to- day aspects of children’s academic lives and parents’ conscious attempts to engage in behaviors or activities that they believe will help their children succeed academically. If parental involvement is conceived of in this manner, then our fi ndings suggest only moderate support for the notion that parental involvement “works.” However, stage setting is closer to the intangible type of parenting described by Lareau (2003), which is more about cultivating or enriching the child than aff ecting a par tic u lar academic outcome. For example, activities such as taking a child to museums and involving them in extracurricular endeavors (e.g., ballet or piano lessons) are only tangen-tially about increasing achievement; the benefi ts of such activities are related to “broadening horizons” rather than attaining an “A” in math. 

Stage setting is a conception of parental involvement that includes two components: (1) conveying the importance of education to a child, and (2) the creation and maintenance of an environment or life space in which learning can be maximized, or at the very least, not compromised. Parents vary in the extent to which they can successfully accomplish these components. For instance,  most parents express that education is important, yet some parents are able to convey this message in a manner that makes the message more central to children’s frame of reference. Parents’ level of success in this pro cess can be mea sured by gauging a student’s academic identifi cation, which is the degree to which academic pursuits and outcomes form the basis for overall self- evaluation (i.e., global self- esteem) (Osborne 1997). For a child to sustain school success, s/he must identify school achievement as a part of his/her self- defi nition (Steele 1997). We found this among parents who conveyed messages about educational opportunity in the United States versus their home country, and parents who inspired motivation through positive labeling like “the smart one.” 

In terms of creating a life space conducive to academic success, parents who engage in successful stage setting likely consider the impact of both home and school. At home, an ideal learning environment is one where a 
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child’s basic and essential needs are met (e.g., food and shelter). As a result, s/he need not worry about the family’s ability to survive. Whereas the needs of an eco nom ical ly disadvantaged youth and an affl uent youth might be 

met, the former is likely to be much more aware of the tenuous nature with which their needs are being met than the latter. At the neighborhood level, an environment conducive to learning is one in which children feel safe and residents enjoy a good quality of life. We provide further elaboration on each of these stage- setting components below. 

Messages about the Value of Schooling

Although most parents want the best for their children— which in most cases includes some level of academic success— they vary in the degree to which they can  successfully convey the importance of school to their children. Within the context of stage setting, the diff erence between conveying the message and  successfully transmitting the message is that the message “sticks” in the latter case; that is, it becomes a major basis for how children defi ne themselves. Th

us, success is entirely mea sured by how deeply 

engrained the message is within the child’s identity. 

Ideally, a student’s global self- esteem (i.e., overall view of the self ) is entirely  determined  by  his/her  academic  self- concept;  s/he  is  completely identifi ed with academic success. It is important to note that an individual’s self- concept in a par tic u lar domain (e.g., academic ability) is both conceptually and empirically distinct from his/her global self- esteem (Marsh 1986; Rosenberg 1979; Rosenberg et al. 1995). On the one hand, a student may evaluate her/himself negatively in terms of academic ability yet still have positive self- esteem, and on the other hand, a student may evaluate her/

himself positively in terms of academic ability and have negative self- esteem (Crocker and Major 1989). In both cases, academic ability is not central to that student’s identity and thus not crucial for their overall evaluation of self. Osborne (1997, 728) notes that “students who are more identifi ed with academics should be more motivated to succeed because their self- esteem is directly linked to academic per for mance. For these students, good perfor mance should be rewarding and poor per for mance should be punishing.” By contrast, a low academic identity means that there is no contingency between academic outcomes and self- esteem; good per for mance is not rewarding, and poor per for mance is not punishing. As such, a student who does not identify with academics has little incentive to expend eff ort 
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in academic endeavors and may focus their eff orts elsewhere (i.e., what-ever is most consequential for their self- esteem).1

Some parents experience external challenges linking academic success to their children’s global self- esteem. Steele (1997, 613) notes that identifi -

cation with a par tic u lar domain requires that one perceives “good prospects in the domain, that is, that one has the interests, skills, resources, and opportunities to prosper there, as well as that one belongs there, in the sense of being accepted and valued in the domain.” He further argues that societal pressures against certain groups “can frustrate this identifi cation; and that in school domains where these groups are negatively ste reo typed, those who have become domain identifi ed face the further barrier of ste-reo type threat, the threat that others’ judgments or their own actions will negatively ste reo type them in the domain” (1997, 613). Numerous studies demonstrate that school pro cesses such as diff erential disciplinary enforcement in school, the privileging of white and middle- class norms (Lareau 2003), and tracking (Bowles and Gintis 1976; Lucas 1999; Tyson 2011) perpetuate group diff erences and make blacks and Hispanics more suscepti-ble to ste reo type threat. 

We argue that whereas most parents convey the importance of education to their children, socioeconomic status partially determines the extent to which the message becomes a central feature of youths’ self- defi nition. Relative to working class and poor parents, middle- class parents are better able to place their children within contexts that reinforce the connection between youths’ academic self- esteem and global self- esteem, or where at the very least the factors that can challenge the centrality of academic success within youths’ self- defi nition are minimal. We discuss this second component of stage- setting further in the next section. 

A Life Space Conducive to Learning

Th

e degree to which messages about the importance of education are successfully transmitted also depends on the life space parents create for their children at home and in the neighborhood. Th

e very space itself may trans-

mit messages that have an impact on the way children approach schooling. Additionally, messages from within the home and messages in the neighborhood may confl ict with each other. For example, a parent may attempt to link her child’s self- esteem with academic success, but if the family  is  surrounded  by  a  neighborhood  context  that  does  not  transmit 
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the same messages, these eff orts at home could be compromised. Th us, 

identical academic messages from two diff erent sets of parents could result in diff erent levels of academic identity if they live in diff erent types of neighborhoods (e.g., Beverly Hills versus inner- city Detroit). Not only does the neighborhood context facilitate or hinder parental eff orts to convey the importance of academics, it also serves as an important frame of reference in which to identify the connection between school and their future selves in these spaces. 

Parents have greater control of their children’s life space at home than outside of their homes. Th

ey can control the physical space in ways that 

can reinforce or convey messages about the relative importance of school. 

For example, the decisions regarding whether to have a tele vi sion in a child’s bedroom, a desk in their bedroom or in a more common area, book shelves in the living room or in a home offi

ce each communicate— even if 

in a nonverbal manner— something about the importance of learning. 

Outside the home, parental control of the life space is limited. Th eir control is mainly limited to the “selection” of where to live. Once that decision is made, the neighborhood has its own infl uence  in de pen dent  of  parents. 

In neighborhoods characterized as unsafe, the most parents can do is limit their children’s movement within the neighborhood in hopes of minimiz-ing the eff ect of factors that may compromise academic success. Th us, parents’ ability to secure spaces conducive to learning is not entirely driven by personal choice; social class is a major determinant in the extent to which parents can infl uence their children’s life space. 

Stage setting deems the context of children’s lived experiences to be just as important as the educational messages they receive from their parents. Consider a fi ctional middle- class parent named Tom and his child. Tom’s home is located in a neighborhood inhabited by professionals and their families. 

Nearby  is  a  well- funded  high  school,  a  thriving  business  section,  coff ee shops and restaurants, a major university, and several large parks where youth sporting games are played (e.g., soccer, baseball). On weekends, parents from the neighborhood attend their children’s games and oft en arrange for postgame trips to a local restaurant. Such activities provide opportunities for parents and children to interact about children’s current school experiences, academic progress, and college plans. 

Tom’s child is in a fortuitous position because the pro- academic messages he receives from his father will be reinforced by his interactions with 
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the community. Tom values education and has set the stage for his child to succeed. As a middle class parent, Tom is likely to be quite involved in his child’s schooling. His home may contain many books, he attends school functions, he knows his child’s teachers, and he is well aware of the literature touting the benefi ts of involved parents. When we as researchers view Tom in the data set he will be a parent who is high on involvement (home and school) with a child who is high achieving. Others in the data like Tom and his child will lead us toward the connection that highly involved parents tend to produce academically successful children. Th is conclusion 

would not recognize the fact that Tom set the stage for his child to do well in school. Once the stage was set, his child was on course to being academically successful. Tom proceeded to be highly involved, which we capture in the data, but his involvement is not what is driving his child’s school success. It is the fact that Tom has created a space that sets this child up for success. Th

is stage- setting pro cess is what we do not adequately capture in quantitative data sets. 

Eff ective stage setting becomes easier to conceptualize when one considers the strong connection between the educational attainment of parents and their children. For example, most academicians tend to have children who are academically successful. Th

ey also have certain aspects to their 

lifestyle that reinforce the importance they attribute to education or living a life of the mind, which oft en includes a home offi ce, regular perusal of 

national media sources (e.g.,  Th

   e New York Times or  Los Angeles Times, Washington Post), occasional dinner parties, eff ortless (and even oblivious) engagement in (or enactment of ) critical thinking in common everyday discussions, and a group of peers with levels of education above the national norm. Th

is lifestyle would describe many academics regardless of whether they have children. In most cases, a child growing up under these conditions cannot help but be academically successful. Whereas for most people a high school diploma is a major marker or transition point, college professors consider K– 16 as compulsory; other than occurring at a diff erent location, the diff erence between grades 13 and 12 is the same as the diff erence between grades 12 and 11. Th

us, for academicians, high educational 

expectations are built into their lifestyle— and the extent to which they can create such a lifestyle— and not in parental involvement. Th ey are able 

to (1) convey the importance of education to their children— the very concept of education is woven into the fabric of their identity— and (2) can 
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aff ect a life space for their children that constantly reinforces the message. 

Th

us, their children are likely to be academically successful regardless of how involved they are in their children’s schooling. 

Schools are also a component of the life space youth navigate. Schools are not fi xed autonomous structures but dynamic social systems comprising teachers and students that have implications for youths’ academic experiences. Parents can intervene in this space on behalf of their children in some of the ways that we capture with our mea sures. Also, a positive life space at home can create a buff er against negative experiences youth might have at school. However, similar to neighborhoods, schools can have an eff ect on academic achievement in de pen dent from the life space parents create in the home. 

Stage Setting versus Traditional Parental Involvement Stage setting is diff erent from the traditional conception of parental involvement that we examined in this study. Th

e diff erence becomes appar-

ent when one considers how each might be employed by parents. Whereas traditional forms of involvement would require parents to engage in any number of activities similar to those examined in this study, stage setting only requires that parents focus on two factors: messages and life space. 

Certainly, parents can employ some of the mea sures that we examined in Chapters 1– 9 to accomplish each of these factors. However, stage setting aims can also be achieved without employing any of our mea sures. Th us, a 

busy parent with a demanding career could be a successful stage setter with minimal direct involvement in their child’s schooling aff airs. 

Th

e behavior of Tina’s parents, discussed at the beginning of this chapter, can be described as stage setting. Her parents created a life space that enables academic success. Th

ey might have reinforced the life space by 

engaging in stage resetting at key transition points, such as from elementary school to ju nior high, and from ju nior high to high school. It may also involve reiterating a message at diff erent times in a child’s life, such as, 

“School deserves your best eff ort.” Messages of this kind can be important for placing academics at the center of a child’s life among a number of competing activities/interests (e.g., cheerleading, playing video games, lei-sure time with friends, ballet, sports). Her parents  were able to successfully elevate the relevance of success in the academic domain to a more central place in Tina’s life than success in other domains. 
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Survey data reveal that some traditional forms of parental involvement 

“work” whereas others do not. However, these forms of involvement are not capturing the life space within which children operate, which is in depen dent from activities that parents actually employ. We mentioned that students in our focus groups struggled when asked to name the most important involvement activities that contributed to their academic success. 

Th

ey mentioned things such as, “Th

ey   were  supportive  in  life”;  “Th

ey 

attended my band concerts”; “Th

ey left  schooling up to me”; or “Th

ey did 

not talk much at all about school.” At one point students  were asked, “Did any of your parents read books to you when you  were a child, join PTA meetings, regularly converse with your teachers, or discuss college plans with you?” Many students shook their heads, and a male student recalled, 

“My parents didn’t do any of those things with me. I have two older siblings that my parents gave attention to, so by the time I came along they  were too tired to do anything academically with me.” 

Th

e struggle students had in answering our questions highlights the challenge of trying to conceptualize how their parents assisted academically. Th

is diffi

culty in responding is rather revealing. Th

e mea sures we use 

in this book are conspicuous. For example, it should be fairly easy to recall your parents being a member of a PTA, reading books to you at younger ages, having rules about homework, or having discussions with you about college or school courses. However, if your parents  were in the background, so to speak, aff ecting your academic per for mance in abstract ways such as gradually changing your perspective on life, giving you the feeling that they support your eff orts in school and extracurricular activities, or instilling an academic motivation in you when you fi rst began formal schooling, it would  likely  be  more  diffi

cult  to  quantify  the  behavioral  contributions they have made to your academic life. Aft er reviewing the discussion with students in both focus groups, we had the impression that most students had never thought about the specifi c activities their parents’ engaged in to enhance their school per for mance or whether these activities contributed to their academic success. 

Th

e themes that emerged from the focus groups describe the importance parents  placed  on  children’s  academic  success  in  ways  that  diff er  from conventional involvement activities schools and policy makers currently advocate. Parents’ primary contributions, according to students, stemmed from setting high academic expectations and creating a comfortable space for them to develop their own academic motivations. Th ese are core 
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principles that advocates for parental involvement understand as important. 

In fact, they are the very same principles that the educational community is attempting to capture in proscribing conventional involvement activities. 

Yet, the ways in which parents transferred these sentiments to the students we spoke with  were diff erent from the sixty- three mea sures we evaluated in this study. 

Stage- Setting Profi les

For further clarity, we provide a cross- tabulation for stage setting in Figure 10.1  that  yields  four  distinct  profi les. Whereas children’s  quality or conduciveness-to- learning  environment  (QCLE)  is  listed  along  the   y- axis, the degree of successful  internalization of the message that schooling is important is listed along the  x- axis. Although crosstabs convey that the factors along the  x- and  y- axes are dichotomized, they are useful in this case because they highlight four general profi les associated with the concept of stage setting. However, both quality or conduciveness to learning environment and the degree of internalization of messages about education that youth receive fall along a continuum, which we convey with the labels  low, moderate,  and  high rather than two categories such as low and high.2

A general profi le of children who fall into each quadrant is contained within each quadrant in Figure 10.1. Children whose values on each factor I. High-Low
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FIGURE 10.1.    Learning environment and message about the value of schooling: Stage setting. 

 

Setting the Stage for Academic Success 

213

would place them in the fi rst quadrant will typically live in environments that can be characterized as very conducive to (and reinforcing of ) learning but yet would be low on levels of academic identifi cation (thus the label 

“high- low”). Despite not feeling strongly defi ned by academics, these children will perform well enough in school to graduate from high school and even to attend college. Th

is quadrant represents the typical child in a 

middle- class or affl

uent community whose academic per for mance places them within the middle to lower end of the achievement distribution in their schools. Although they are not among the high achievers in their schools, their achievement levels do not raise any fl ags for serious concern; their likelihood of dropping out of school is low. Children in the second quadrant are those who live in a similar environment (high on QCLE) but have also internalized the positive messages about the value of schooling they receive in a manner that embeds academics within their self- defi nition. 

Th

ese children would be high achievers, and maybe even overachievers who graduate from high school toward the top of their class and gain admission into selective colleges and universities. 

Th

e third quadrant— labeled “low- low”—represents children who live in contexts that are not conducive to learning and are not strongly identifi ed with academics. Th

ese children would be low achievers regardless of their parents’ level of involvement in their schooling. Th e message about 

the importance of schooling is not conveyed in a manner that anchors academics into the core of how children defi ne themselves and the environment children navigate compromise this pro cess. Th is quadrant captures 

the typical low achieving child in disadvantaged communities. Finally, children in the “low- high” group described in the fourth quadrant are those who strongly identify with academics but live in contexts that do not reinforce their academic identity. Children in this profi le are typically the average to high achievers in disadvantaged communities. Figure 10.1 provides some direction for how the concept of stage setting can be tested. We argue that  children’s  location  within  the  framework  depicted  in  Figure  10.1 

strongly determines their achievement in de pen dent of their parents’ level of  direct involvement. 

Th

is framework is also helpful for understanding why variation in achievement exists between students who appear to be similar in many ways, such as in the school they attend, the community in which they live, and even the family from which they come. For example, although children in the top quadrants could be similar along numerous dimensions, 
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their achievements will be determined by how strongly they identify with academics. At the same time, this framework allows one to identify clear patterns. Students with “high” QCLE levels are virtually ensured that they will never be in any serious risk of becoming high school dropouts. Even when compared to children in the third quadrant, children in the fi rst quadrant will perform better academically; they can  ride the wave of their high QCLE in a manner that allows them to overcome their lack of academic identity. In fact, their identity in other domains that can be aff orded to them by their middle- class status (e.g., lacrosse, gymnastics, soccer) might enable them to gain admission into good colleges despite their average levels of achievement. Similarly, levels of academic identifi cation vary among children who are situated within “low” QCLE contexts (in the third and fourth quadrants), which might account for the variation in achievement observed among children who appear to be similarly disadvantaged. 

Stage Setting, Social Class, and Race

As noted earlier, we did not attach students’ family socioeconomic backgrounds to their parental involvement when describing the themes that emerged from our focus groups. We allude to the idea that parents’ ease of stage setting is related to socioeconomic resources primarily because the resources commonly found in affl

uent communities are more reinforcing 

of parents’ attempts at embedding the value of schooling within their children. In fact, spatial concentration of advantage within neighborhoods has  an  in de pen dent  eff ect on youths’ academic outcomes. Th is idea is not 

new. Ainsworth (2002) fi nds that as the percentage of adults with a college education and a professional or managerial occupation within a community increases, so do youths’ educational aspirations and achievement. Furthermore, Ainsworth shows that the benefi t of having high- status residents in a neighborhood overshadows the eff ects of negative neighborhood characteristics. He fi nds that more than half of the detrimental eff ect of living in eco nom ical ly  deprived  neighborhoods  is  attributable  to  a  lack  of  high-status residents in such neighborhoods. 

Conversely, living in areas with high concentrations of poverty can compromise the extent to which parents’ messages about the value of schooling is ingrained into their children. Classic so cio log i cal studies note that disadvantaged communities lack the resources to adequately sustain neighborhood institutions and public ser vices and are characterized by per sis tent 
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joblessness, which contribute to making high- poverty areas breeding places for factors (e.g., crime, violence, substance abuse) that can dislodge academic self- esteem from global self- esteem (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987, 1996). Th

ese conditions inhibit the development of educational skills, thereby depressing school achievement, which in turn discourages teachers. Wilson (1987, 57) argues that “a vicious cycle is perpetuated through family, through the community, and through the schools”— features we note are part of youths’ life space. 

Race can also have implications for parents’ ability to eff ectively set the stage for their children. In par tic u lar, parents from historically subordinate racial groups— such as black Americans— face challenges within their environments beyond their control that directly aff ect their children’s life space. 

For example, black parents must raise children to identify with a domain in which evidence suggests they are rejected. Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004) provide strong evidence that a higher rate of minority enrollment increases the probability that white teachers will exit a school, even more than a lower rate of wages. Th

ey fi nd that a 10% increase in black enroll-

ment would require about a 10% increase in salaries to neutralize the elevated probability that white teachers will leave a school. Furthermore, they fi nd that the racial composition of schools is an important determinant of the probability that white teachers— particularly newer teachers— will leave public schools entirely and switch school districts. Freeman, Scafi di, and Sjoquist (2005) also fi nd that white teachers are much more likely to leave schools that serve higher proportions of black students in favor of schools that serve lower proportions of black and low- income students and that have students who scored higher on achievement exams. 

Th

e reality that black parents must cultivate an academic identity in children that some educators attempt to avoid is particularly disconcert-ing given that this avoidance appears to adversely aff ect the quality of instruction they receive. In a study about the implication of school racial composition for teacher quality, Jackson (2009) found that in schools in which the share of black student enrollment increased following the repeal of a busing program to maintain racial balance across schools within a school district, there was a decrease in the proportion of experienced teachers, in teachers with high licensure exam scores, and in teachers who had previously demonstrated an ability to improve student test scores. Jackson’s (2009) study design supports the conclusion that the absence of high-quality teachers in schools with high proportions of black students is 
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caused by the racial composition of the schools rather than by neighborhood characteristics. Jackson further determined that the change in school quality immediately following the repeal of the busing program indicated that teachers exited in anticipation of the arrival of more black students.3 

Th

us, given the negative implications of attending a predominantly black school— which is the case for many black youth within the U.S.— black parents have a particularly unique challenge in eff ectively setting the stage for their children’s academic success. 

Although stage setting may be easier for families with more socioeconomic resources compared to families with fewer socioeconomic resources, it  is  important  not  to  confl ate stage setting and social class. In theory, socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged parents can eff ectively set the stage for their child to experience academic success; there are socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged high achievers. However, their exceptionality suggests that disadvantaged parents are less likely to be successful stage setters because they face greater challenges in doing so than more affl uent parents. Th

us, 

stage setting is not a proxy for social class but a mechanism that explains the link between social class and achievement. Social class operates through stage setting to aff ect achievement; social class is highly predictive of stage setting. For example, the reason why scholars have observed a strong negative association between poverty and achievement is that poverty can be disruptive to children’s everyday lives (Duncan and Rodgers 1988). Seccombe (2000) highlights several studies that show that over the course of a year a majority of the poorest families experience at least one of the following deprivations: eviction, crowded housing, disconnection of utilities, no stove, no refrigerator, and housing with upkeep problems. All these aspects of the life space have an impact on stage- setting; they are the mechanisms that explain why lower- socioeconomic circumstances are related to poor achievement. In fact, we posit that stage setting explains a greater share of the link between social class and achievement than traditional forms of parental involvement. 

We illustrate this link in Figure 10.2, which contains the conceptual and empirical models that we are describing. Specifi cally, the two models depict the role of parental involvement for children’s achievement relative to social class and race. Th

e conceptual model suggests that class/race dif-

ferences exist in traditional forms of parental involvement (path  b). However, we portray path  c in gray to convey that the connection between traditional forms of parental involvement and achievement is tenuous. Instead, it is 
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FIGURE 10.2.    Conceptual and empirical model for parental involvement as a mechanism for explaining the social class/race-achievement link. 

 stage setting that accounts for class/race diff erences in academic achievement; groups vary in their ability to successfully set the stage (path  d), and stage setting strongly determines academic achievement (path  e). 

Whereas the conceptual model provides the general theoretical framework, the empirical model provides some degree of clarity on the overall pro cess of our perspective. Because the traditional conception of parental involvement contains two components— home and school— we decompose path  b into paths  b1 and  b2.  Similarly, the “eff ects” for parental involvement (PI) are decomposed into paths  c1 (home) and  c2 (school). Th e empirical 

model depicts that parents vary along class and racial lines in the forms of involvement they employ both at home and at school, but that these forms of involvement are only modestly related to children’s achievement, represented by the gray paths. Instead, the factors associated with stage setting 
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illustrated in the bottom portion of the empirical model are the driving forces behind how parents matter in their children’s academic lives. Specifi cally, class and race are major factors in determining the quality or conduciveness to learning of children’s life space (path  d1) and the extent to which children identify with academics (path  d2), and each of these factors aff ect academic achievement (paths  e1 and  e2)  in de pen dent  of  traditional forms of parental involvement. Path  f denotes that the quality of children’s life space infl uences— either reinforces or compromises— youths’ 

academic identity. 

Th

e role of stage setting as a mechanism becomes more apparent when one considers that social class strongly predicts achievement, whereas traditional mea sures of parental involvement do so only moderately at best. 

Entwisle, Alexander, and Olson (2005, 1460) note, “When children start kindergarten . . .  their standardized test scores follow socioeonomic gradi-ent.” Th

is claim is consistent with the notion that children’s academic prowess  is  shaped  by  their  social  class  position  even  before  they  begin schooling. Although traditional forms of parental involvement are generally  thought  to  be  the  reason  behind  this  pattern,  the  silent  part  of  the story is that the eff ects of social class operate largely through stage setting. 

We suspect that affl

uent parents are being credited with superior parental involvement when in fact it is stage setting— academically identifi ed youth whose basic needs are met, oft en within “nice” communities— that is driving the academic success of their children. 

Recall that our fi ndings in Chapter 2 suggest that affl uent parents tend 

to be more involved and to have high- achieving children. Many educators view the success of these children as resulting in large part to their parents’ involvement, which our fi ndings suggest is only moderately the case. 

Th

ese children are likely to attend well- funded schools with excellent teachers, characteristics associated more with life space than parental involvement. We realize that a positive life space alone does not guarantee academic success, as school finance reform has greatly reduced funding disparities between high- performing suburban districts and low-performing urban districts (Odden and Picus 2007). What contributes to the eff ectiveness of these positive factors within the life space is that the message about the importance of schooling has a more lasting eff ect on the children of affl

uent parents because there are fewer threats that can dislodge youths’ academic self- esteem from their global self- esteem. To be clear, affl

uent parents are more involved than their less advantaged coun-
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terparts. Educators will fi nd the anecdotally observed relationship between parental involvement and high achievement too appealing to ignore and will promote parental involvement as the answer to most of the problems within K– 12. But as we show, an extensive quantitative assessment only lends moderate support for these anecdotal observations. What we propose is that affl

uent parents have created a space that sets these children up for success. 

In sum, eff ective stage setting is more rooted in lifestyle than in parental involvement activities. Once the stage is set for academic success, children are on course toward being academically successful. A child with an academic profi le  that places them  on course  to  attend  Prince ton  University will not suddenly “tank” if their parents pull back on their level of involvement. Neither is such a child guaranteed to stay on the Prince ton course without further parental involvement. But it would be unlikely that a child with a positive academic profi le would drop out of high school— the child would likely gain admission into a top university or other fi ne institution of higher learning. Our point is that for the child to remain on a positive course— Princeton or elsewhere— the parent might simply need to maintain the positive space conducive to academic success, which may or may not include traditional forms of parental involvement. A key advantage of stage setting over traditional conceptions of parental involvement is that it does not conform to the one- size- fi ts- all mantra. Th at is, whereas traditional 

conceptions advocate for the same activities among all parents, stage setting is contextual and may involve diff erent types of support for diff erent children. 

11

Conclusion

Le mieux est l’ennemi du bien. / Th

e best is the enemy of the good. 

—Francois- Marie Aronet, better known as Voltaire, French  phi los o pher,  1694– 1778

Th

e issue of parental involvement is complicated. Research continues to communicate that families provide the child’s most important learning environment, yet remains unclear about how exactly parents can contribute to the academic success of their children. A review of the literature on parental involvement provides an informative but limited understanding of this issue. What we are left  with is a series of studies that provide snap-shots of parental involvement from various angles. 

What has been missing from the literature is a study that provides an in- depth quantitative assessment of parental involvement across an extensive set of mea sures and across the major racial groups in the United States to determine (1) where the diff erences exist, (2) which forms of involvement are related to increases in achievement for each group, and (3) which forms of involvement can explain racial and class- based disparities in achievement. Th

is book represents our attempt to provide such a study and was designed to address several important questions. Do social class and racial disparities exist in parental involvement at home? Do parents diff er by class and by race in the forms of involvement that brings them into contact with schools? What forms of involvement lead to increases in achievement for each major racial group within the United States? 

What proportion of the achievement gap can parental involvement explain for each racial group relative to whites? Do social class and racial diff erences exist in how parents respond to their child’s poor academic achievement? 

To address each of these questions, we conducted copious analyses testing the limits of parental involvement’s infl uence on academic outcomes. 

We employed nearly every mea sure of parental involvement that has been 220
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used in previous studies—sixty- three in total— and examined their implications on various academic outcomes. We conducted analyses by social class and across six racial groups. Although a critique can be made about each mea sure of involvement and outcome, we caution critics to consider the epigraph at the opening of this chapter. We concede that our mea sures cannot elucidate many qualitative aspects of involvement, yet we are satis-fi ed with the contribution our study makes to understanding the role of parental involvement in children’s schooling within the United States. If the eff ects of parental involvement are as strong as purported and these eff ects are perceptible to quantitative methodology, then the unequivocal benefi ts for students should surely have been refl ected in our fi ndings. Th e 

extensiveness of our approach leads us to conclude that policy recommen-dations for a  wholesale increase in parental involvement in children’s education are misguided. In the following section, we address several important questions that our fi ndings have raised. 

Do Social Class and Racial Differences Exist 

in Parental Involvement? 

In Chapter 2, we examined whether parental involvement at home and at school varies by social class. Our fi ndings are consistent with those from previous studies; parents with higher social class backgrounds are more involved  in  their  children’s  schooling  both  at  home  and  at  school  than those with lower social class backgrounds. Th

is fi nding suggests that par-

enting patterns with regard to children’s schooling are class driven, which is consistent with the conclusion reached by Lareau (2003) that social class creates distinctive parenting styles. Furthermore, parents with higher social class backgrounds appear to prefer more active or optional forms of involvement than parents from lower social class backgrounds. By contrast, more passive forms of involvement either yield no discernible connection to social class or are adopted by a greater share of parents from lower social class backgrounds. 

Our fi ndings by race show that the answer to whether racial diff erences exist in parental involvement depends upon where the involvement occurs. With regard to parental involvement at home, in Chapter 5 we fi nd that parents across racial groups are relatively similar in their levels of involvement in children’s schooling. Our results are not consistent with the cultural defi ciency narrative that has been attributed to Hispanics and 
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blacks (Lewis 1961; Moynihan 1965; Ogbu 1978). Similarly, we fail to fi nd support for the Asian cultural superiority narrative implied by the model minority label that is commonly applied to them (Chua 2011; Kao 1995; Osajima 2005). It seems that the minority experience that makes it reasonable for Hispanics and blacks to diff er in the importance they attribute to education, and subsequently their levels of involvement in their children’s education, does not compromise their involvement at home. Th e superior 

value of education attributed to Asian parents and the disregard for the importance of schooling attributed to Hispanic and black parents (Bol and Berry 2005; DeCastro- Ambrosetti and Cho 2005; Souto- Manning and Swick 2006) are overstated, particularly considering that the fi ndings in Chapter 5 did not account for socioeconomic background factors. 

Despite the similarity in parental involvement at home across racial groups, the fi ndings in Chapter 7 show that levels of parental involvement with schools diff ered substantially by race. Th is fi nding confi rms a pattern 

that educators have long observed and provides insight into why the pop u lar narrative that Hispanic and black parents are less concerned with their children’s education persists. Parents of youth from racial groups with  an  achievement  disadvantage  relative  to  whites   were  less  involved with schools than white parents on twenty- one of the thirty- one mea sures of parental involvement at school we examined in Chapter 7. Most of these diff erences  were driven by Hispanic parents who had the lowest rates of involvement, particularly in mea sures of school- initiated contact and assertive forms of involvement. Given the fi nding that racial groups are relatively similar in their levels of involvement at home, these fi ndings should not be considered as support for the notion that Hispanic parents do not value their children’s schooling. Furthermore, our fi ndings did not show large racial variations in parental involvement with schools, and some of the diff erences partially refl ect that schools seem to reach out to minority parents— particularly Hispanics— less than they do to white parents. 

Nevertheless, teachers might perceive Hispanic parents’ reserved and nonconfrontational demeanor as an indicator that they do not care about their children’s education. However, research on Hispanic immigrant families indicates that immigrant parents place a high value on education and being involved in their children’s academic lives (Goldenberg and Gallimore 1995; Suarez- Orozco, Suarez- Orozco, Todorova 2008). A recent report from the Pew Hispanic Center fi nds that Hispanic parents expect more from their children than youth expect for themselves. More than three- quarters 
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(77%) of Hispanic youths (age 16 to 25) surveyed report that their parents think going to college is the most important thing to do following high school, whereas less than half (48%) say they plan to obtain a bachelor’s degree or more (Lopez 2009). It appears that even when parents are new to the United States they continue to have high educational aspirations for their children and value the educational opportunities this country provides for their youth. 

We suspect that there are barriers to involvement within schools that perpetuate the types of racial variation we report in Chapter 7. For one, parents’ perceptions of teachers and their responses to schools’ requests for involvement are highly dependent on social class (Gillies 2008; Lareau 2003). Racial minorities oft en suff er from a lack of institutional knowledge that determines how to become legitimate participants in schools. Studies have shown that parents from immigrant groups tend to defer to teachers on matters related to their child’s classroom activities and behaviors (Suarez- Orozco and Suarez- Orozco 2001). Unfortunately, parents who provide little to no involvement in school activities tend to be viewed as the source of children’s academic troubles (Bol and Berry 2005; DeCastro-Ambrosetti and Cho 2005; Souto- Manning and Swick 2006). Educators have been concerned for de cades about the low levels of participation of urban, minority parents at formally sanctioned school activities (Chavkin 1993; Dauber and Epstein 1993). At the same time, evidence suggests that low- income, minority parents are eager to be involved in their children’s education,  but  lack  the  knowledge  of  how  to  be  involved  at  home  or  at school (Chavkin 1993; McKay et al. 2003). 

Another important barrier to parental involvement some Hispanic and Asian parents face is limited En glish profi ciency. Communication between parents and teachers can be diffi

cult if school personnel do not speak par-

ents’ native language, which can impede discussions concerning students’ 

grades, behavior, progress, and homework. In a study about the factors that impede parental involvement, Smith, Stern, and Shatrova (2008) interviewed Hispanic parents and found that language played a major role in their level of involvement. Hispanic parents placed a high priority on motivating their children to work hard and behave in school, but they  were reluctant to talk to the teacher if there was a problem at school. One parent expressed that conversing with a teacher would be awkward because he used his child as an interpreter when he communicated with the school (Smith, Stern, and Shatrova 2008). As the authors point out, schools rarely employ interpreters 
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to help facilitate these discussions. Language diffi culties can also compromise  involvement  at  home.  Data  released  by  the  National   House hold  and Education Survey (NHES) indicated that from 1993 to 1999, Hispanic children (age 3 to 5)  were less likely to be read to compared with non- Hispanic children (NHES 2002). Families in which Spanish is the primary language spoken at home tended to have even lower participation in literacy activities. 

Th

e NHES shows that with respect to reading to children three or more times per week, Hispanic parents who only spoke Spanish at home had participation rates that  were roughly 50 percent lower than white families in 1999 (Schneider, Martinez, and Owens 2006). 

Does Parental Involvement Improve Achievement? 

We examined whether parental involvement at home and at school is related to increases in academic outcomes by social class in Chapters 3 and 4, and by race in Chapters 6 and 8. We summarize the fi ndings for these analyses in Table 11.1. Specifi cally, we show the frequency ( Freq. ) of relationships we examined between parental involvement and achievement that suggest parental involvement is associated with an increase in achievement ( Positive), a decline in achievement ( Negative),  or  no  connection  to  achievement  (not signifi cant, or  Not sig. ). Recall that we employ the CDS to capture parental involvement prior to youth entering the fi rst grade (younger subsample) and from elementary school through early middle school (older subsample). Th e 

NELS captures parental involvement during grade 8. 

In general, the evidence does not suggest a clear positive connection between parental involvement and academic outcomes. In fact, there are a greater number of negative estimates across both data sets with two exceptions: the younger subsample yields the same number of positive and negative estimates for parental involvement at home by social class (15 in the top panel) and a greater number of positive estimates for parental involvement at school by race (32 in the bottom panel). In all, parental involvement was related to increases in achievement in roughly one- fi ft h of the 1,556 cases we examined in this book. 

It is important to note that the share of positive estimates was higher for analysis based on the CDS. We attribute this fi nding to two reasons. First, the CDS captures parental involvement earlier in the schooling pro cess than the NELS. Most studies show that parental infl uence is greatest in earlier stages of education (Jordan et al. 2009; Snow, Burns, and Griffi n 
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TABLE 11.1.    Frequency and percent of positive, negative, and nonsignifi cant estimates for the relationship between parental involvement and achievement: by race and social class

 CDS

 Younger

 Older

 NELS

 Total

Freq. 

%

Freq. 

%

Freq. 

%

Freq. 

%

Social class

 Home





Positive

15

31

20

33

25

15

60

22





Negative

15

31

27

45

43

27

85

31





Not sig. 

18

38

13

22

94

58

125

46

 School

Positive

25

24

33

21

55

17

113

19

Negative

36

35

80

51

62

19

178

30





Not sig. 

43

41

43

28

207

64

293

50

Race

 Home

Positive

10

33

11

37

19

12

40

18





Negative

13

43

14

47

20

12

47

21

Not sig. 

7

23

5

17

123

76

135

61

 School

Positive

32

41

24

31

39

12

95

20

Negative

26

33

41

53

48

15

115

24

Not sig. 

20

26

13

17

237

73

270

56

 Note: Percentages do not equal 100 because fi gures are rounded off  to the nearest tenth. 

1998; Whitehurst and Lonigan 1998). Second, relative to the NELS, the CDS 

contains a greater share of mea sures of parental involvement that require direct parent- child interaction (reading to child, help with homework, and three mea sures of parent- child discussions) and that can be characterized as active or assertive involvement at school by parents. However, although the CDS produced a greater share of positive estimates than the NELS, roughly two- thirds of the parental involvement– achievement links we examined using the CDS are not positive and overall, a greater share are negative. 

Our results indicate substantial heterogeneity across families regarding which activities benefi t children academically. Th e fi ndings throughout 

this book suggest that the eff ects of parental involvement vary with regard 
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to the type of involvement, social class, and race/ethnicity. Whereas our fi ndings show no discernible pattern for the “eff ects” for parental involvement on achievement by social class in the NELS, the results based on the CDS in Chapter 3 suggest that active forms of involvement at home are benefi cial for socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged youth. Similarly, the fi ndings from the CDS in Chapters 6 and 8 show that Hispanics seem to benefi t most from active and assertive forms of parental involvement both at home and at school. Blacks also appear to experience gains in achievement from assertive forms of parental involvement at school. However, the fi ndings based on the NELS suggest that the benefi ts of parental involvement are limited in frequency and impact during adolescence across racial groups, particularly for Asians and Hispanics. Whereas parental involvement at school is related to increases in achievement for whites and blacks in the NELS in less than one- third of the cases we examined, a benefi t emerges less than 10% of the time for Hispanics. Shockingly, none of the mea sures of parental involvement with school are related to increases in reading, math, or grades for Asian youth. 

Because  conventional  wisdom  holds  that  it  poses  no  harm  to  have  an involved parent, why not suggest as many ways as possible for parents to participate in their children’s schooling? Our fi ndings show that the conventional wisdom is fl awed; we fi nd that there are forms of involvement that are associated with declines in achievement. Th e counter-intuitiveness 

of this fi nding will trouble some readers who believe that any form of parental involvement is always a good thing and that negative associations are refl ective  of  parents’  responding  to  poor  achievement.  However,  the possibility that some forms of involvement as they are currently employed just do not work— or even compromise achievement— for some groups should be considered. Based on our analyses, what we can say is that involvement holds importance in our educational system as one tool for enhancing academic success and should not be cast as a minor player in positively aff ecting achievement. We can also say that involvement displays uneven importance across racial/ethnic groups and that the educational community needs to do a drastically better job at enhancing involvement’s eff ectiveness for children. Th

is community includes practitioners, parents, 

and policy makers. 

To complicate this discussion even further, we should not be so naïve as to believe that involvement would be highly eff ective in improving achievement for  all children— even if its utility  were fully maximized. Th ere are 
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inherent  limits  to  the  eff ectiveness  of  any  method  designed  to  aff ect an outcome. Parental involvement and achievement do not exist in a vacuum. 

Th

eir relationship exists in a broader context of infl uences that shape what parents do and how children respond. Th

ere is wide variation in the types 

of schools children attend, their classroom experiences, the neighborhoods children reside in throughout their K– 12 years, the events they experience in their lives, and the networks of friends they develop. Additionally, every child is diff erent behaviorally, emotionally, and psychologically. For these reasons, we should not expect uniformity in any achievement benefi ts that parental involvement confers. 

Can Greater Parental Involvement Reduce Racial Achievement Gaps? 

One of our major goals for this study was to determine the proportion of the racial achievement gap that can be attributed to parental involvement, particularly in light of the emphasis the No Child Left  Behind Act places on parental involvement. Increasing parent involvement has become a critical focus in most school districts throughout the United States. School districts across the country are adopting or ga nized eff orts to engage parents in the education of their children. Because parent involvement is thought to be benefi cial for all students, policy makers have encouraged increased involvement from low- income and minority parents as a key strategy for narrowing achievement gaps. Even if it  were true that parents must  become  more  involved  in  their  children’s  education  to  improve achievement levels, would that be suffi

cient for addressing perhaps the na-

tion’s most per sis tent education problem— unequal achievement? 

In general, parental involvement at home explains a modest proportion of the racial achievement gaps. Overall, parental involvement as a mechanism  for  reducing  racial  achievement  gaps  is  insuffi cient.  We  show  that 

more than 80% of the black- white gap and, in most cases, over two- thirds of the achievement disadvantage for Hispanics remains net of parental involvement (with the exception of the 50% decline in the grades disadvantage for non- Mexican Hispanics). Th

erefore, it is a mistake to conclude 

that the level of parental involvement of minority groups is the reason for the racial achievement gap or that greater parental involvement from minority groups will lead to gap convergence. Our fi ndings suggest that socioeconomic resources explain a greater share of the racial achievement 
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disparities than parental involvement. Unfortunately, it is much more diffi cult for policy to change the distribution of socioeconomic resources than to make parental involvement more effi

cient at gap convergence. Neverthe-

less, enthusiasm directed toward parental involvement as  the answer for racial achievement gaps should be tempered. Suggesting parental involvement as a key strategy for reducing achievement in e qual ity appears to be based more on ideology than empirical evidence. 

How Should Parents Respond to Inadequate Achievement? 

In Chapter 9, our aim was to test the eff ectiveness of punitive and nonpunitive parenting philosophies for dealing with poor achievement. We fi nd that a nonpunitive parenting philosophy is associated with improvement in reading and math achievement, whereas a punitive parenting philosophy appears to lead children to perform worse in both subjects. It may be that nonpunitive strategies are particularly eff ective because they create an optimal setting under which children can devote more attention to schooling. 

Th

is setting, void of punitive restrictions on activities, might foster the intrinsic motivation necessary for improved per for mance (Deci and Ryan 1985). It might also be that parents are reor ga niz ing the way children spend their time, for example, suggesting (rather than explicitly demanding) they exchange some time spent on extracurricular activities for time on activities more essential for academic success. An exchange of this sort may involve spending fewer hours watching tele vi sion or time alone in recreation, to more time studying with friends or attending aft er- school classes over the same number of hours. In this way, parents are using nonpunitive measures to adjust the way their child spends time, which might be the most eff ective way to motivate children academically. 

Although we feel our results are important, we also recognize that parental intervention for addressing poor achievement is just one factor among many which infl uence achievement. Factors such as school type, curriculum, school quality, and family socioeconomic status have all been shown to play salient roles in child academic outcomes (Burkam et al. 2004; Card and Krueger 1998; Hanushek 1997; Teitelbaum 2003; White et al. 1996). 

However, strategies schools enact to improve per for mance, such as recruiting and training high- quality teachers or strengthening the quality of program instruction, have received more attention than learning which responses parents should employ to improve their children’s achievement. 
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Th

is study could inform policy makers and school personnel of the racial and social class variation in parental approaches for dealing with children’s poor achievement and some implications for improvement. It also provides some suggestions on which responses should be encouraged and which should be avoided. 

An Alternative Conception of Parental Involvement: Stage Setting

In Chapter 10 we introduced a new conception of parental involvement that we call “stage setting.” We draw on the analogy of the theater because it captures our view of how parental involvement operates in children’s academic  lives.  In  a  theatrical  per for mance,  actors  must  internalize  the role they are portraying, and stage setters must ensure that the setting reinforces the per for mance. Similarly, youth must internalize the role of a student, and parents are responsible for creating a context that allows their children to assume the identity of an academically successful student. 

Th

us, we defi ne stage setting as the pro cess of (1) conveying the importance of education to children in a manner that leads schooling to become central to how they defi ne themselves, and (2) creating and maintaining an environment (or life space) for them in which learning can be maximized or not compromised. 

Although stage setting is diff erent from the traditional conception of parental involvement that we examined in this study, parents can employ any of the mea sures we examined to accomplish successful stage setting. 

Th

ese mea sures can be employed to make education central to how youth defi ne themselves and to create or manage a life space around youth that reinforces this pro cess. However, we argue that stage setting is a more accurate depiction of how parents aff ect their children’s academic outcomes than the traditional conception of parental involvement. Stage setting is strongly determined by social class because the extent to which parents can control youths’ environment outside of their homes is limited. Whereas the context outside the home for parents in socioeco nom ical ly advantaged communities reinforces the messages they impart to their children about the importance of schooling, parents living in areas with high concentrations of poverty have the burden of trying to shield their children from factors that can compromise their academic identity. We provide some direction for how the concept of stage setting can be tested in Chapter 10. 
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Final Thoughts

An obvious question that readers will ask is how should one view the importance of involvement in light of our results? Should our fi ndings be taken as confi rming evidence that traditional forms of parental involvement are eff ective for improving achievement despite having minimal implications for achievement gaps? Th

e answer is ultimately up to the reader. 

Th

e positive relationships we fi nd could delight many in the educational community because they are seeing the fruits of their labor. Our fi ndings showing that some involvement activities work better than others is a sign that perhaps we are on the right track, and the eff orts of parents and teachers are making a diff erence in children’s academic lives. Others could view the same pattern in our results and feel disenchanted that the enormous energy parents, schools, and teachers are putting forth is not more eff ective for children. 

In our view, there are two pressing issues the educational community must  address:  (1)  to  fi nd out which involvement activities work best for each racial/ethnic and economic group, and (2) to understand  why  par tic ular activities work for certain groups. Th

ese are im mense puzzles to solve. 

At this point, no one can hand parents the right package of activities that will work best for their child. Nonetheless, this package is the direction in which the educational community should be heading. Although this book does not provide all of the answers, it does yield several important lessons that should become part of the national discourse on parental involvement: (1)  that  families  from  diff erent socioeconomic and racial/ethnic backgrounds engage in diff erent forms of parental involvement, (2) that schools need  to  have  well- developed  programs  to  assist   and guide parents with home involvement, and (3) that vast cultural, socioeconomic, and sociodemographic diff erences in students’ backgrounds prevent a one- size- fi ts- all model of involvement from being widely accepted across families and from generating the type of academic success schools envision. 

Th

e ways in which the educational community currently thinks about what it means to be involved are not producing the eff ect many desire. Of course, the argument can be made that the lack of desired eff ect stems from low levels of involvement, which is why parents should be encouraged to be more involved in any way that they can. Some readers will point to the numerous instances in which our fi ndings suggest a positive eff ect for parental involvement. However, we argue that the lack of desired eff ect 
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for parental involvement currently observed within the United States has more to do with the counterbalancing eff ect of some forms of involvement that are associated with declines in achievement than with just an implementation problem— that not enough parents are involved. If the focus is on the  eff ects rather than  levels of involvement, our fi ndings could be considered  overwhelming  as  more  than  two- thirds  of  the  connections  we examine between parental involvement and achievement show either no association or a negative association. 

At the very least, we need to move away from the idea that everything parents can do will be helpful, and that all that is necessary is to provide parents with a clear pathway to be involved. Perhaps it is helpful to view students (and families) as diff erent from one another and to consider that race and social class matter, so that we can think more creatively about ways to maximize academic benefi ts for all students with the help of their parents, particularly considering that we do fi nd negative associations operating from parent to child in some of our results. Th is view could indicate that children are simply diff erent from one another— some children may respond well when their parents are involved on a regular basis; others may have the opposite reaction, developing resentment toward the school or their parents and ultimately struggling academically. As mentioned previously, the negative associations we fi nd could also refl ect a parent responding with increased involvement when they have a child who is not performing  well  in  school.  Regardless  of  what  accounts  for  the  negative associations we observed, they make clear that there are wide ineffi ciencies in the ways involvement is currently implemented, particularly when viewed alongside the numerous insignifi cant results we detected. 

We emphasize the overall modesty of the connection between parental involvement and achievement because it reveals missed opportunities; parents are policy levers in the home that are currently not being maximized. Th

us, rather than advocate for parental involvement, we propose a guided approach to parental involvement that considers race and social class. Th

e lack of “eff ects” for Asian and Hispanic parents in our fi ndings might stem from schools, teachers, and policy makers who promote involvement practices that simply do not fi t the needs of many parents in these groups (a number of reasons these parents may feel uncomfortable adopting some practices are discussed in Chapters 5– 8). Th e No Child Left  

Behind  initiative  calls  for  schools  to  increase  levels  of  parental  involvement by implementing programs to involve parents in ways that promote 
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academic  success.  Yet,  perhaps  NCLB  has  overlooked  strategies  parents can employ at home to increase achievement. Th

e present fi ndings suggest 

the eff ects of the NCLB mandate might be diff erent depending on a family’s social class and racial background and on which type of parental involvement is encouraged. 

We believe the examination of the link between parental involvement and achievement warrants further attention. Th

e fi ndings from this study 

could be greatly enhanced by qualitative analyses aimed at providing greater depth to each parental response mea sure. Such studies could reveal the underlying sentiment parents have when enacting a given response or could reduce the uncertainty in interpretation of response categories between parents and researchers, a consistent problem of survey research. Nevertheless, this study could inform policy makers and school personnel of racial and social class variations in parental approaches to children’s schooling and some of their implications for improving achievement. It also provides some suggestions on which responses should be encouraged and which forms of involvement parents need either to avoid or to adjust so that their children’s achievement is not compromised. 
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APPENDIX A

Sources of Data

Th

is study relied on four data sets: (1) National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS), (2) Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS), (3) the Child Development Supplement (CDS) to the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, and (4) the Mary land Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS). See the following for a description of each data set used in this study. 

1. 

National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS) Th

e NELS is a nationally representative longitudinal data set collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE), it was designed to provide trend data about critical transitions experienced by students as they leave middle or ju nior high school and progress through high school and into postsecondary institutions or the work force. Th

e sample consists of nearly 

25,000 students who  were in the eighth grade during the fi rst wave of data collection in 1988. Th

e fi rst and second follow- up surveys  were conducted at two- year intervals, when respondents  were in grades 10 (1990) and 12 

(1992). Th

ese waves featured surveys collected from students, parents, and teachers. Th

e NELS also contains two post– high school waves collected in 1994 and 2000, the latter eight years aft er the scheduled date of high school graduation. Th

e sample was obtained using a two- stage stratifi ed sampling design. In the fi rst stage, NCES selected 1,057 schools from a national sampling frame stratifi ed by region, school type (public or private), urbanicity, and minority concentration. In the second stage, more than 24,000 students in these schools completed base- year surveys. 

Our analysis of the NELS is restricted to youth who responded to the 1988, 1990, and 1992 surveys. Attrition across survey waves reduces 235
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the sample size to 12,144 respondents. However, the NCES provides a weight that allows for the estimation of pa ram e ters that describe the population of eighth graders during the spring of 1988 (USDOE 2002). Th us, all analyses 

are based on weighted data using the appropriate NELS panel weights to adjust for sampling design (i.e., stratifi cation, disproportionate sampling of certain strata, and clustered, multistage probability sampling), sample attrition, and nonresponse (Ingels et al. 1994), which allows for unbiased population estimates. 

Th

e NELS is part of a larger program established by the National Center for Education Statistics, which is the primary federal entity for collecting and analyzing data related to education within the United States. Th e NELS 

program was created to study the educational, vocational, and personal development of young people beginning with their elementary or high school years and following them over time as they begin to take on adult roles and responsibilities. Th

us far, the NCES longitudinal studies program 

consists of four major studies: the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS- 72), High School and Beyond (HS&B), the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS), and the Education Longitudinal  study  of  2002  (ELS).  For  this  study,  we  used  data  from  the NELS and ELS, which we discuss further in this appendix. 

2. 

Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS)

Th

e ELS is a nationally representative longitudinal data set that follows a cohort of students from the time they  were high school sophomores in 2002 

through the rest of their high school careers. It is the fourth in a series of school- based longitudinal studies conducted by the NCES. It contains a freshened sample to represent the high school class of 2004, which allows for trend comparisons against the high school classes of 1972 (NLS- 72), 1980 (HS&B), and 1992 (NELS). Th

erefore, the ELS is an updated version of 

the NELS and has many of the same qualities of the NELS, with the primary diff erence being students’ grade level at the base year of the study; ELS fi rst sampled students in grade 10 rather than grade 8. 

Th

e  sample  consists  of  15,362  students  from  752  schools  obtained  in 2002 using the same two- stage stratifi ed sampling design employed in the NELS. In 2004, the fi rst follow- up year, the sample was augmented to make it representative of se niors as well. Th

us, although the ELS began with a 

representative  sample  of  high  school  sophomores  in  2002,  it  contains 
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a fully representative sample of high school se niors two years later. Th e base 

year cohort was freshened to include se niors who  were not sophomores in the United States in 2002 (for example, students who  were out of the country or who  were in another grade sequence because of skipping or failing a grade). Th

e ELS continued to follow these students into postsecondary education and/or the labor market. Students  were surveyed again in 2006, when many sample members  were in college for up to their second year of enrollment, while others  were employed and may not have ever attended college. All sample members who  were respondents in the base year  were included in this study. 

As part of the NCES longitudinal studies program, the ELS closely re-fl ects the research purposes and designs of its three pre de ces sor studies (NLS- 72, HS&B, and NELS- 88). For example, the ELS collected data from students and their parents, teachers, and school administrators. Also, it contains mea sures of student achievement and information about students’ attitudes and experiences. It is designed to monitor the transition of young people as they progress from tenth grade through high school and on to postsecondary education and/or the world of work. ELS is conducted on behalf of the NCES by the Research Triangle Institute— a not- for- profi t, university- affi

liated  research  or ga ni za tion  with  headquarters  in  North Carolina. 

3. 

Child Development Supplement (CDS)

Th

e CDS is a data set collected to provide information about youth from the Panel Study for Income Dynamics (PSID). Since 1968, the PSID has collected data from a nationally representative sample of 5,000 American families on family composition changes, housing and food expenditures, marriage and fertility histories, employment, income, time spent on house-work, health, consumption, wealth, pensions and savings, and philanthropic giving. Families  were interviewed every year until 1997, aft er which data collection occurred biannually. Data was collected from members of the original  sample  families  as  well  as  from  families  formed  by  children  of the initial sample members. In 1997, the PSID added the CDS to address the lack of information on children. Th

us, the objective of the CDS is to provide 

a nationally representative longitudinal database of children and their families to support studies on the dynamic pro cess of early human capital development. It contains a broad array of developmental outcomes including 
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physical health, emotional well- being, and intellectual and academic achievement. 

Th

e CDS consists of three waves of data. Th

e fi rst wave (CDS- I) contains 

3,563 children between the ages of 0 and 12 sampled from PSID families in 1997. Th

e fi rst follow- up wave (CDS- II) was conducted in 2002– 03 among 2,908 children whose families remained active in the PSID panel. Th e children  were then between the ages of 5 and 18. A third wave of data was collected in 2007, when youth  were approximately ages 9 to 22. For all analysis based on the CDS, we employ a weighting system devised by the PSID staff to account for the eff ects of the initial probability of being sampled and attrition over time— which is generally low— and incorporates a post-stratifi cation factor to ensure the data are nationally representative (for a detailed description of the CDS weight construction, see  http:// psidonline 

.isr .umich .edu /data /weights /) . 

4. 

Mary land Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS) Th

e MADICS contains a unique collection of mea sures on 1,407 black and white families (66% and 34%, respectively) from a county on the Eastern Seaboard of the United States. Th

e sample was selected from approximately 

5,000 adolescents in the county who entered middle school during 1991 via a stratifi ed sampling procedure designed to get proportional repre sen tations of families from each of the county’s twenty- three middle schools. As such, students’ socioeconomic status (SES) is varied, as the sample includes families from neighborhoods in low- income urban areas, middle- class suburban areas, and rural farm- based areas. Although the mean family income in the sample is normally distributed around $45,000–$49,000 (range $5,000–$75,000 or greater), white families report signifi cantly higher incomes ($50,000–$54,999) than black families ($40,000–$44,999). 

Data  were collected from the time the target youth entered middle school in the fall of 1991 until they  were three years removed from high school. 

Specifi cally,  the  MADICS  consists  of  fi ve waves of data collected when youth  were in grade 7 ( n = 1,407), 8 ( n = 1,004), 11 ( n = 954), one year post high school ( n = 832), and three years post high school ( n = 853).  Th e fi rst 

three waves of data also include surveys collected from youths’ parents (or primary caregiver). In supplemental analyses not shown, blacks  were  not less likely to be retained than whites; the proportion of blacks and whites within the sample remains constant across waves. Also, most attrition 
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occurs between grades 7 and 8; only 3% of the sample is lost between grades 8 and 11. Th

erefore, it is unlikely that sample attrition results from students dropping out of high school (see Harris 2006 for an assessment of attrition bias). 

Despite the limitation that the MADICS was not designed to draw inferences about the national population of students, it is well suited to the goals of this study. Th

e MADICS is primarily used by psychologists for understanding psychological determinants of behavior and developmental trajectories during adolescence. Furthermore, we are unaware of theoretical models  positing  that  the  racial  or  social  class  diff erences or underlying causal mechanisms of parental responses to poor achievement vary by geographic area (e.g., east/west, urban/suburban). Th erefore, it is not surprising that the MADICS yields results similar to those obtained from national data (e.g., see Harris 2006, 2011). 


APPENDIX B

Methodology

Th

is appendix discusses the technical aspects of the data analysis for this study. Th

e discussion is divided into two sections: general strategy and chapter- specifi c descriptions. Th

e fi rst section contains information that 

applies to all analyses throughout the study. Specifi cally, we discuss (1) what is meant by social class, or socioeconomic status (SES), (2) our coding strategy, and (3) the strategy employed to deal with missing data and sample weights. Because we employ basic mean comparisons of achievement in Chapter 1, we discuss the analytic plan for Chapter 1 in this section. In the second  section,  we  describe  aspects  of  the  analyses  that  are  specifi c to the rest of the chapters in this book. 

General Strategy

Nine major points of clarifi cation are central to the interpretation of the fi ndings presented in this study. First, a primary goal of this study is to document social class variation both in achievement among youth and in involvement among parents. Rather than employ a composite mea sure of social class that combines socioeconomic characteristics, we conduct our class- based analyses separately by parents’ education (highest of either parent) and family income, which are perhaps the two most common indicators of social class. Income and education are conceptually and empirically distinct in their connection to parental involvement; each is likely to have separate implications for both the levels and eff ects of parental involvement. For example, although higher income is generally good for overall child well- being, simply having more material resources does not necessarily mean parents will be more involved or more effi cient in their involvement. However, with regard to parents’ education, it is plausible to expect that parents who hold college degrees are more knowledgeable about 241

242 Appendix 

B

education, which might make them more eff ective in communicating the importance of education to their children and more effi cient  in 

their involvement in their children’s schooling than their less educated counterparts. 

Our decision to consider two separate dimensions of social class is consistent with a move among some in e qual ity scholars who advocate for in depen dent rather than composite mea sures of social class. In a critique of the widely embraced Duncan SEI mea sure, Hauser and Warren (1997) argue that individual mea sures of social class allow researchers to select the measures most suitable for their research question and guard against erroneous conclusions that might be produced by composite mea sures. Furthermore, by decomposing two dimensions of social class into the selected categories, we can assess the robustness of the social class– parental involvement link. 

Th

us, for our class- based analyses, we report the values on the outcomes (i.e., achievement or parental involvement) for six groups: three categories of parental education— parents who (1) hold less than a high school diploma, (2) are high school graduates, and (3) have earned a four- year college degree or greater— and three categories of famiy income— those with incomes (1) below the national median, (2) from the median to twice the median, and (3) twice the median or greater. Th

e median  house hold income in 1987 was 

$26,061. Th

erefore, for the NELS, the upper limit for the lowest income group is $24,999, the range for families earning from the median to twice the median is from $25,000 to $49,000, and the highest earning group corresponds to families with incomes of $50,000 or greater. For the CDS, the median family income in 1997 was $37,005, and the incomes for families in the low-, middle-, and high- earning categories are less than $37,000, $37,001 to $74,009, and $74,010 or greater, respectively. Table B.1 shows the unweighted sample sizes for all of the models predicting achievement in this study. 

Second, our methodological strategy for analysis of race/ethnicity in the NELS is to disaggregate the Asian and Hispanic subsamples. Th e NELS 

sample consists of 7,626 whites, 764 Asians, 1,430 Hispanics, and 1,041 

blacks. Because subgroups within the Asian category vary considerably in immigration histories (Hirschman and Wong 1986; Zhou 1997), assimilation patterns (Fuligni 1997), language and economic resources (Bankston and Zhou 1995; Zhou and Bankston 1998), and opportunities for social mobility (Chen and Stevenson 1995; Goyette and Xie 1999; Kao 1995; Zhou 1997),  we  divide  them  into  two  groups:   Asians A  ( n = 537)  and   Asians 

 nia

s

> 

2

5

s

ed

2

41

39

ck

29

26

,0

111

111

2

2

lack

765

767

812

la

4

4

575

572

. 

 m

or 

1,83

1,832

2

B

B

- II

2x

SD

n C

12 i

s

–

 

n

n

ia

4

0

9

2

a

0

6

es 6

31

ic

1– 2

d

32

411

410

691

69

72

3,173

3,171

3,4

ex

rad

me

M

n g

icsn

h i

a

9

8

p

9

9

91

91

n

. x

His

ia

5

8

2

. 

s to yout

d

4

4

0

41

41

62

nd

,6

,6

,817

6

595

652

650

- Me

isp

3

3

3

o

 ss

 Me

2

2

2

H

sp

 la

Non

  c

 e

rreo

 Rac

d 8n

 Social

er” c

, a, 6

r. 

r >< 

0

6

7

s B

2

2

6

S old

 y

61

76

917

187

18

D

268

26

na

18

18

19

C

4-

g. o

1,7

1, 

1, 

si

ers 3, 4

de

A

s

nd “

apt

n

0

0

h

ia

16

16

2

2

- II, aS

As

n C

D

rad

4

2

g C

63

6

s A

 g

n

,9

,9

533

531

714

712

a

413

414

471

rin

alyses i

4

4

5,37

si

n

HS

A

5 du–

es 1

ression a

rad

g

7

0

6

5

s

6

9

HS

07

0

81

6

55

ite

60

61

ites

8

85

616

n g

ll re

2

2

26

618

< 

2

2

26

h

,4

h

4

4

1,2

1, 

1, 

h i

W

5,9

5,95

6

W

ze for a

s to yout

le si

e

e

nd

p

g

o

m

g

g

g

in

es

in

in

m

in

s

ing

ing

sp

am

o

tco

ad

d

ath

th

tc

th

th

th

rad

ead

ath

ea

u

ade

ead

ad

ad

rreo

ted s

Ou

Re

M

G

R

M

R

Ma

O

R

Ma

Gr

Re

Ma

Re

Ma

h

r” c

eig

gen

wn U

S you

.  

ger

ger

.1

n

er

n

DC

 B

u

ld

u

lder

E

o

o

L

S

y

o

 te: “

B

ta

L

S y

S o

LS

E

D

ata

 No

TA

Da

N

C

CD

D

NE

CDS

CDS

244 Appendix 

B

 B ( n = 227). Th

e former category comprises groups that have been characterized as “model minority” (Chua 2011; Kao 1995; Osajima 2005): Chinese, Filipino, Japa nese, Korean, Middle Eastern, and South Asian respondents. 

Th

e latter group comprises socioeco nom ical ly disadvantaged Asian groups (Cambodians, Laotians, Hmong, Viet nam ese, Pacifi c Islanders, West Asians, and other Asians). Hispanics are disaggregated into two groups: Mexicans ( n = 945) and non- Mexicans ( n = 485).  Th us, although these groups are far 

from perfect, we believe it is more appropriate to place both Asians and Hispanics  into  these  groups  rather  than  to  treat  each  as  homogeneous.  Th is 

level of disaggregation is not possible in the CDS. Furthermore, because the sample on Asian families is limited, our use of the CDS is restricted to whites ( n = 1,240), Hispanics ( n = 198), and blacks ( n = 1,087). 

Th

ird, we display regression results in estimate graphs rather than traditional regression tables. Estimate graphs allow us to present our fi ndings in a manner that is more accessible to nonspecialists. Also, they visually depict the distance between the estimates of each group for which the analysis was conducted. We provide an example of an estimate graph in Figure B.1. 

Th

e fi gure shows estimates for two groups, which are labeled along the y- axis.  Th

us, the  y- axis does not have meaning in the traditional sense (i.e., the values on the outcome). Instead, we display the values on the outcome along the  x- axis.  Th

e estimates and standard deviations/errors are displayed in shapes and horizontal lines, respectively. Th e shapes are located 

above the number along the x-axis that represents the estimated value on the outcome for the groups to which they correspond. Th e portion of the 

Estimated Value

on outcome

Group 1

Groups to which

the estimates

Standard deviation

correspond

or Standard Error

Group 2

0

1

2

3

4

5

Values on the outcome

FIGURE B.1.    Example of an estimate graph and the meaning of its symbols. 
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horizontal lines on the right- hand side of the estimates represents the sum of the estimate and its standard deviation/error. Th e portion of the horizontal lines on the left - hand side of the estimates represents the diff erence between the estimate and its standard deviation/error. Th erefore, in Figure 

B.1, group 1 has an average of 4 on the outcome with a standard error of 1; the horizontal line goes from 3 to 5 because these values correspond to the numbers obtained when the error is subtracted from and added to the estimate, respectively. Group 2 has a mean of 3 and an error of 1. 

In Chapter 1, we show the average achievement for each category of social class in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 using estimate graphs such as the one displayed in Figure B.1. Whereas the group that corresponds to each estimate is listed along the  y- axis, the right- hand side of Figures 1.1 and 1.2 list the standardized achievement gap for each group. Th

ose estimates  were obtained using 

the following equation:

  Ach = α + β (LowSC) + β (MiddleSC) +  ε 

(1)

1

2

where achievement ( Ach) is a function of social class, or having a lower ( LowSC) or middle ( MiddleSC) social class background, and the omitted group are youth from the highest social class category. Th erefore, α represents the achievement level for youth from the high social class group, β  

1

and β  represent the achievement levels  relative to α for youth in the low 2

and middle social class groups, respectively, and  e represents an error term (all other factors that contribute to achievement besides the mea sures in the equation). 

Equation 1 represents the baseline model for the achievement gap by social class, which we return to in the chapter- specifi c portion of this appendix. 

Although we will refer to Equation 1 when we discuss our class- based analyses, given that we conduct analysis for two dimensions of social class, Equation 1 actually represents the following two models:  Ach = α + β (<HSgrad) + β (HSgrad) +  e (1a)

1

2

  Ach = α + β (<1Median) + β (1- 2Median) +  e (1b)

1

2

where ( Ach) represents youths’ achievement, <  HSgrad is for youth whose parents hold less than a high school diploma,  HSgrad is for youth whose parents are high school graduates, <  1Median is for youth whose families earn below the national median, and  1- 2Median is for youth whose families earn between the national median to twice the median. Th e omitted 

category for Equation 1a, which corresponds to the model for analyses 
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conducted by parents’ education, are youth whose parents have earned a four- year college degree or greater. For Equation 1b, which is the model used for analysis by family income, the omitted category is youths in families with  house hold incomes twice the national median or greater. 

Fourth, we present the racial comparisons on the parental involvement mea sures in Chapters 5 and 7 without accounting for socioeconomic background. Teachers, other school personnel, and the general public typically do not cognitively adjust for social class when they develop perceptions about race and parental involvement based on their observations within their schools. Th

erefore, we believe it is important to display the raw averages for each racial group during racial comparisons on parental involvement because the fi ndings might lend credibility to educators’ real- time assessments of the level of involvement for parents from the various racial groups. Accounting for social class background would explain away some of the racial diff erences in parental involvement, which is not our intention in Chapters 5 and 7. 

Fift h, we are interested in isolating the estimated eff ect that parental involvement has on achievement. As such, we lag achievement and account for socioeconomic status in assessments of the link between parental involvement and academic outcomes. Th

erefore, for analysis based on the 

NELS,  we  estimate  the  increase  in  achievement  from  middle  school  to high school that can be attributed to parental practices  net of social class. 

For the CDS, the change in achievement is estimated from wave 1 to wave 2. Within the context of methodological discussions  throughout this appendix (and book), the use of the term  social class (or SES) is in reference to a vector comprised of family income, parental education, family structure (single or two- parent  house hold), and youth’s sex. Although these mea sures are far from perfect, they are a reasonable set of factors that characterize the socioeconomic standing of youths’ families. 

Sixth, sixty of the sixty- three mea sures of parental involvement in this study are coded as dichotomous variables. Ten indicators of parental involvement are yes/no questions. Th

e other fi ft y indicators that we dichoto-

mized gave parents the option to select from a series of response categories such as the following: (1) not at all, (2) rarely, (3) occasionally, or (4) regularly. However, for these types of indicators, we decided to sort parents into two categories (0 = not regularly; 1 = regularly) for four reasons:

• Th

e distinction between “rarely” and “occasionally” can be ambigu-ous. We argue that a separation between parents who engage in a 

 Methodology 

247

par tic u lar form of involvement regularly and those who do not is a more meaningful distinction. 

•  We are interested in the pervasiveness of involvement for parents across social class and racial groups rather than the average magnitude of involvement on par tic u lar mea sures of parental involvement. 

Coding variables as 0- 1 (such as no/yes or “not regularly”/”regularly”) converts the means for the variables into proportions, which allows us to determine the share of parents from each social class and racial group that engage in a par tic u lar form of parental involvement. 

Although assessing the average level of involvement along a 4- or 5- point scale allows one to determine the magnitude of involvement, parental involvement is oft en discussed in dichotomous terms (e.g., whether parents are involved or not). 

•  For many parental mea sures, the top response option is selected as oft en as the other response categories combined. 

•  When examining the association between variables, dichotomous predictors provide a greater ease of interpretation; the estimated 

“eff ect” represents the diff erence on the outcome (e.g., achievement) between those who affi

rm (response = 1) and those who do not affi  rm 

(response = 0) the predictor (i.e., the par tic u lar form of parental involvement being examined). 

Seventh, returning to our major methodological points, we use test scores as  an  academic  outcome.  Despite  the  fact  that  test  scores  are  viewed  by many as problematic, using test scores as a mea sure of academic progress has three advantages: (1) they refl ect mastery of academic concepts and therefore are the primary mea sure by which students and schools are evaluated; (2) unlike grades, test scores are a more stable mea sure of students’ 

academic preparation and less vulnerable to variations that can result from teachers’ own perceptions and expectations of students within the classroom; and (3) we feel the use of achievement scores makes a contribution to the literature because most prior studies have focused on other child outcomes, including grades, substance abuse, mental health, social competence, and self- concepts (Gunnoe, Hetherington, and Reiss 1999; Jackson, Henriksen, and Foshee 1998). 

Eighth, regarding missing data, we include missing values as dummy categories within each predictor variable because an analysis using listwise deletion rapidly reduces sample size, particularly with an increase in covari-ates. Th

us, missing cases for the predictors  were bottom coded (0), and each 
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predictor was entered into the models along with a corresponding fl ag or 

“missing information” measure— coded as 0 if not missing and 1 if missing. Th

is coding has certain advantages because it (1) prevents the loss of explanatory power that would come from listwise deletion; (2) allows for the direct modeling of missing data rather than imputing values, for example by mean substitution, which has its own interpretative problems; (3) ensures a consistent base in terms of the sample size across a range of regression models that include an increasing number of explanatory variables; (4) yields estimates identical to those attained via listwise deletion for the variable with the substituted values; and (5) allows all cases with values on the outcome to remain in the analysis. Th erefore, the number of 

cases ( n) in all analyses totals the  n that responded to the outcome being assessed. 

Ninth,  to  obtain  unbiased  population  estimates,  we  employ  sample weights for analyses based on the NELS and ELS, which employ two- stage stratifi ed sampling design. Specifi cally, the weights account for sampling design (i.e., stratifi cation, disproportionate sampling of certain strata, and clustered, multistage probability sampling), sample attrition, and nonresponse (Ingels et al. 1994). Furthermore, the sum of the sample weights were adjusted to equal the size of the unweighted sample, which accounts for the extremely small standard errors and infl ated likelihood of fi nding signifi cance because of panel weights’ adjustment of the sample size to the national population of high school youths (Hanson 1994; Moser and Kalton 1972; Muller, Stage, and Kinzie 2001). For analyses based on the CDS, we also employ a weighting system devised by the PSID staff  to account for the eff ects of the initial probability of being sampled and attrition over time— which is generally low— and incorporates a post- stratifi cation factor to ensure the data are nationally representative. (See Appendix C for detailed information on all mea sures used in this study.) Chapter- Specifi c Analytic Descriptions

 Chapters 2– 4

Th

e purpose of Chapter 2 is to assess the proportion of parents from each social  class  category  that  engage  in  various  forms  of  parental  involvement both at home and school. We use data from the NELS and CDS. We obtained the fi ndings using Equation 1 aft er replacing achievement with 
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each mea sure of parental involvement and display the results in Figures 2.2 through 2.5. We summarize the results from this chapter in Table 2.1. 

In the next two chapters, we examine whether the mea sures of parental involvement at home (Chapter 3) and school (Chapter 4) assessed in Chapter 2 are associated with achievement. For analysis based on the NELS, the eff ects of parental involvement are estimated in the following manner:  Ach  = α + β (PI ) + β (Ach ) +  Xβ  +  e (2a)

 HS

1

MS

2

MS

3

where achievement ( Ach)  in  high  school  ( ), which was mea sured when HS

youth  were in grade 12, is a function of parental involvement (PI) assessed during middle school ( ), youths’ prior achievement (Ach ), the matrix of MS

MS

the aforementioned SES variables and observations specifi ed in the model ( X), and its associated vector of coeffi cients (β . Unlike the NELS, youth in 

3)

the CDS are distributed across grade levels. Th

us, the following equation 

illustrates the modeling strategy used for analysis based on the CDS:  Ach  = α + β (PI ) + β (Ach ) +  Xβ  +  e (2b)

 W2

1

W1

2

W1

3

where achievement ( Ach) is assessed in wave 2 of the CDS ( ), during W2

which time all youth  were of school age, and the predictors are from the fi rst wave ( ) of the CDS, which  were collected fi ve years prior to wave 2. 

W1

Analyses  were conducted separately for youth in grades 1– 5 and 6– 12 during wave 2. 

Th

ere are several important points with regard to Equations 2a and 2b. 

First, all predictors are from the baseline waves of both data sets. As such, parental involvement in the NELS was mea sured when youth  were in grade 8. For the younger subsample in the CDS, parental involvement was assessed during early childcare or preschool, which is prior to youth entering elementary school when achievement was assessed. For the older subsample in the CDS, parental involvement was assessed when youth  were in elementary school and early middle school (grade 7). Th erefore, between the 

NELS and CDS, we capture parental involvement from early child care through middle school. Most studies suggest that parents are most consequential for their children’s schooling during earlier stages of education (Jordan et al. 2009; Snow, Burns, and Griffi

n 1998; Whitehurst and Lonigan 

1998). Parents tend to decrease their involvement as children enter middle school and high school (Catsambis 1998; Epstein and Dauber 1991). 

Second, Equation 2 was estimated separately for each category of social class discussed earlier. Th

ird, to avoid multicolinearity, Equation 2 was 
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estimated for  each mea sure of parental involvement  separately.   Th erefore, Equation 2 shows the estimated change in achievement— denoted by β — from middle school to high school (EQ 2a) and from wave 1 to wave 1

2 (EQ 2b) that can be attributed to the indicator of parental involvement (PI in EQ 2) for youth whose parents engage in the par tic u lar type of parental involvement mea sure being assessed relative to those whose parents do not. 

We report the estimated eff ects for mea sures of parental involvement at home in Chapter 3. For analysis based on the NELS, we estimate the eff ects of nine mea sures of parental involvement for reading, math, and grades, so that Equation 2a was estimated twenty- seven times for each social class group (9 mea sures of parental involvement by 3 mea sures of achievement). 

For analysis based on the CDS, we examined the implication of fi ve measures of parental involvement for reading and math. Th us, Equation 2b was 

estimated ten times for each social class group in both the younger and older subsamples. We follow the same strategy in Chapter 4 for parental involvement at school. Th

erefore, we estimate Equation 2a fi ft y- four times (18 mea sures of parental involvement by 3 mea sures of achievement) and Equation 2b twenty- six times (13 mea sures of parental involvement by 2 

mea sures of achievement) for each social class category. 

Fourth, we display the fi ndings from Equation 2 in estimate graphs. Figure B.2 contains an example of the estimate graphs we employ throughout the book to show the estimated eff ects of parental involvement. Th e fi ndings 

in the fi gure are not real and are solely intended for the purposes of illustrating how these fi gures should be interpreted. Th e key above the fi gure shows 

which symbol corresponds to each group. Th

e estimates for groups 1, 2, and 

3 are represented by circles, triangles, and squares, respectively. Th ere are 

three panels, one for each mea sure of parental involvement, and three estimates in each panel— one for each group. Th

e top panel suggests that read-

ing to children is benefi cial for youth in all three groups. Th e values along 

the  x- axis represent the estimated eff ect for reading to children on achievement. Th

e estimated eff ects actually represent the achievement gap between youth whose parents read to them and those whose parents do not. Th us, 

among youth in group 1, youth whose parents read to them score 4 points higher on achievement than those whose parents do not read to them. 

Because parental involvement is posited to be eff ective for increasing academic achievement, the estimates should be on the positive side of the graphs. In the second panel of Figure B.2, we illustrate how we display 

 Methodology 

251

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

B1 from equation 2

Values represent the difference in achievement ( ) between parents who affirm the measure of parental involvement and those who do not: (0 = no difference) List of parental Negative s suggests lower achievement Positive s suggests higher achievement

involvement

for youth whose parents affirm the

for youth whose parents affirm the

measures

measure of parental involvement

measure of parental involvement

Read to

Child

Help with

Homework

Talk about

School

−8

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

6

8

These numbers represent the estimated effect of parental involvement ( ) FIGURE B.2.    Example of how estimated eff ects on achievement are displayed throughout this study. 

results when there is no signifi cant  diff erence in achievement between youth whose parents affi

rm the parental involvement mea sure and those 

whose parents do not. Specifi cally,  we  show  nonsignifi cant estimates in gray. Estimates are nonsignifi cant at the .05 level if their standard errors do not remain positive (or negative in the case of negative eff ects) when subtracted from the estimate twice. In the bottom panel, we show that for all three groups youth whose parents talk to them about school have lower achievement than those whose parents do not. Th

e location of the esti-

mates relative to one another is helpful in gauging the relative infl uence of each parental involvement mea sure. 
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In the fi nal set of analyses in Chapter 4, we examine the extent to which the mea sures of parental involvement assessed in Chapter 2 account for the achievement gaps by social class reported in Figures 1.1 and 1.2. We establish the baseline gap using Equation 1. Next, we examine the share of the achievement gaps that can be attributed to parental involvement at home, at school, and both using the following equations:  Ach = α + β (LowSC) + β (MiddleSC) + β (PI

) +  e 

(3)

1

2

3

HOME



 Ach = α + β (LowSC) + β (MiddleSC) + β (PI

) +  e 

(4)

1

2

3

SCHOOL

 Ach = α + β (LowSC) + β (MiddleSC) + β (PI

)

1

2

3

HOME



+ β (PI

) +  e 

(5)

4

SCHOOL

where PI represents the matrix of the parental involvement variables denoted by the subscripts (home and school) and β  (and β ) represents the 3

4

vector of coeffi

cients associated with their corresponding subscripts. Th us, 

to determine the extent to which parental involvement explains the achievement gaps by social class, β  and β  from Equations 3, 4, and 5 are 1

2

compared to β  and β  from Equation 1. Similar to the previous analysis, 1

2

the mea sures of parental involvement are from the baseline wave of the data sets, and achievement is from grade 12 in the NELS and from the second wave of the CDS. We then examine the share of the achievement gaps that can be attributed to socioeconomic background as follow:  Ach = α + β (LowSC) + β (MiddleSC) +  Xβ  +  e (6)

1

2

3

where   X  represents  the  matrix  of  variables  consisting  of  family  income (when achievement gaps are assessed by parents’ education), parental education (when achievement gaps are assessed by family income), family structure (single- or two- parent  house hold), and youth’s sex, and β  repre-3

sents its associated vector of coeffi

cients. We report β  and β  from Equa-

1

2

tions 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 in Figure 4.8 for the NELS, Figure 4.9 for the younger CDS subsample, and Figure 4.10 for the older CDS subsample. 

 Chapters 5 and 7

Th

e purpose of chapters 5 and 7 is to assess the proportion of parents from each racial group that engage in various forms of parental involvement at home and at school, respectively. We use data from the NELS, ELS, and CDS and display the results in basic bar graphs. 
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 Chapters 6 and 8

Th

e purpose of these chapters is to examine how consequential the measures of parental involvement are for achievement for each racial group. 

We use the same analytic plan that was used for Chapters 3 and 4 and simply replace social class with race. Specifi cally, we estimate Equation 2 

for each mea sure of parental involvement at home (Chapter 6) and school (Chapter 8) for each of the aforementioned racial groups and display the fi ndings in the manner described in Figure B.2. 

Aft er reporting on these analyses in Chapter 8, we examine the extent to which parental involvement can explain racial diff erences in achievement. We establish the baseline achievement gap in the NELS as follows: Ach   = α + β (AsianA) + β (AsianB) + β (NM- Hisp) HS

1

2

3

+ β (Mexican) + β (black) +  e 

(7)

4

5

where  Ach  is achievement in grade 12, α represents the constant (which HS

in this case is achievement for whites), β  through β  represent the esti-1

5

mated achievement relative to whites for Asians A, Asians B, non- Mexican Hispanics, Mexicans, and blacks, respectively, and  e represents the error term. Th

erefore, the βs represent the achievement gap for the racial groups relative to whites. For analysis based on the CDS, only two racial groups are in the equation: Hispanics and blacks. 

We examine the share of racial diff erences in achievement that can be attributed to various groupings of parental involvement mea sures from the NELS in the following set of equations:

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (HOME) +  e 

(8)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (PAR- INI)  +  e (9)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (SCHL- INI)  +  e (10)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (PARTICIP) +  e (11)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (FULLPAR) +  e (12)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (SES) +  e 

(13)

 HS

1

2

where  RACE represents a vector consisting of the racial groups in Equation 7 and β  the racial achievement gaps,  HOME is a vector of 9 mea sures 1

of parental involvement at home,  PAR- INI is a vector of 6 mea sures for 
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parent- initiated school contact,  SCHL- INI is a vector of 8 mea sures for school- initiated school contact,  PARTICIP is a vector of 4 mea sures for parents’ participation at school,  FULLPAR is a vector that consists of all 27 

mea sures of parental involvement, and  SES is a vector consisting of parents’ 

education, family income, family structure, and youth’s sex. Th e results for 

this analysis are displayed in Figure 8.8. 

For analysis of the racial achievement gaps based on the CDS, we employ the following set of equations:

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (HOME) +  e 

(14)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (ASSERT- TEACH)  +  e (15)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (ASSERT- INVOLV)  +  e (16)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (ENGAGEMENT) +  e (17)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (FULLPAR) +  e (18)

 HS

1

2

 Ach  = α + β (RACE) + β (SES) +  e 

(19)

 HS

1

2

where  RACE represents a vector consisting of Hispanics and blacks,  HOME 

is  a  vector  of  fi ve mea sures of parental involvement at home,  ASSERT-TEACH is a vector of the three mea sures for parents’ assertiveness with teachers (i.e., obtaining information about, meeting, or requesting a partic u lar  teacher),  ASSERT- INVOLV is a vector of six mea sures for parents’ 

assertive involvement with teachers and principals (e.g., formal conference or casual conversation),  ENGAGEMENT is a vector of four mea sures for parents’ general involvement at school (e.g., observe class, attend school event),  FULLPAR is a vector that consists of all eigh teen mea sures of parental involvement, and  SES is a vector consisting of parents’ education, family income, family structure, and youth’s sex. Th

e results for this analysis are 

displayed in Figure 8.9. 

 Chapter 9

Th

e purpose of Chapter 9 is to examine whether racial diff erences exist in how parents address poor academic per for mance, and the implication that these strategies have for achievement. We employ the CDS and supplement portions of the analysis with the MADICS. In Figures 9.1 through 9.3, we simply show the proportion of whites and blacks who fall into each of the designated categories. Th

ese proportions are unadjusted. We then 

 Methodology 
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examine the implication that parental preferences for dealing with children’s poor academic per for mance have for achievement. Th is analysis is 

conducted separately for whites, blacks, youth whose parents hold less than a four- year college degree, and those whose parents hold a four- year degree or greater. Th

ese fi ndings are displayed in Figure 9.4 in the manner described for Figure B.2. We repeat the analysis for youth in the bottom and top halves of the achievement distribution and display those fi ndings in Figure 9.5. We obtained the fi ndings for the top panel of Figures 9.4 and 9.5 as follows:

 Ach   = α + β (Mild ) + β (Acute ) + δ (Other) +  Xλ 

 W2

1

 W1

2

 W1

+ ξ (Ach ) + ξ (Grade ) +  e 

(20)

W1

W2

where achievement mea sured during the second wave of the CDS ( ) is a w2

function of  mild and  acute punitive parental response (β  and β , respec-1

2

tively). Parents who reported a preference for nonpunitive approaches served as the reference group. Th

ese parents  were grouped separately from 

those that did not affi

rm any of the preferences we examined, which is re-fl ected by δ— the estimate for “other.” Th

e next estimate (λ) is for a vector 

of social class ( X), which includes race when the analysis is conducted by parents’ level of education in Figure 9.4 and for all analyses in Figure 9.5. 

Th

e fi nal two estimates are for youths’ prior achievement and grade level in  school  during  CDS- II.  To  obtain  the  fi ndings in the bottom panel of Figures 9.4 and 9.5, we employed the following equation: Ach   = α + β (Contact ) + β (Help ) + β (Contact&Help ) W2

1

 W1

2

 W1

3

 W1

+ β (Monitor/Encourage ) + δ (Other) +  Xλ + ξ (Ach ) 4

 W1

W1

+ ξ (Grade ) +  e 

(21)

W2

For these analyses, parents who reported a preference for punitive responses served as the reference group. 
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APPENDIX D

Guide of “Effects” by Race

FIGURE D.1.    Positive and negative associations for parental involvement and achievement by race: NELS. 
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D

FIGURE D.2.    Positive and negative associations for parental involvement and achievement by race: CDS. 

Notes

1. The Role of Parental Involvement in Children’s Schooling 1.  We do not employ a composite mea sure of social class that combines income and education for several reasons. First, our indicators are consistent with a move among some in e qual ity scholars who advocate for in de pen dent rather than composite mea sures of social class. In Hauser and Warren’s (1997) critique of the widely embraced Duncan Socioeconomic Index (SEI) mea sure, they argue that a social class composite divided into single mea sures not only allows researchers to select the mea sures most suitable for their research question, but that composite mea sures may produce erroneous conclusions. 

We avoid this pitfall by decomposing our mea sures of social class. Second, conducting an assessment along two dimensions of social class allows us to determine whether the social class– 

parental involvement link is robust. 

Th

ird, we believe that income and education are conceptually and empirically distinct in their connection to parental involvement; each mea sure of social class is likely to have separate implications for both the levels and effects of parental involvement. For example, simply giving more material resources to parents does not necessarily mean they will be more involved (or even more knowledgeable about how to be involved) in their children’s schooling in a manner that is benefi cial for achievement. To be sure, higher income is generally good for overall child well- being, but it does not necessarily follow that parents with greater economic resources are more likely to take a hands- on approach toward their children’s education. However, there may be clear and meaningful diff erences in the approach to (and the importance placed on) education between parents who hold college degrees and those who do not, which may bear on parents’ involvement in their children’s schooling. 
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Notes to Pages 7–21

2.  It is important to note that the pervasiveness of achievement gaps means that it appears in just about every source of data. Th

is is important because in order to 

study the extent to which group diff erences in parenting contribute to these gaps, studies must draw on data sets that contain systematically collected information on both achievement and the factors posited to contribute to these gaps. Articles in the mainstream media that report group diff erences in scores by relying on entrance exams (e.g., SAT, LSAT) or state- wide assessment tests are unable to provide systematic explanations of these gaps because the test scores are oft en the only information collected from test- takers (other than the necessary identifi cation information to know which exam corresponds to each youth). Researchers circumvent this problem by relying on data sets intended for scientifi c research, which contain information for each sample member on many factors including family life, health, peers, beliefs, and various other factors. Th

ese data sets are the source of most of the empirical information gener-ated by the social scientifi c community. Th

e NELS is perhaps the most pop u lar 

data set for scholars interested in education research over the past two de cades (see Appendix A for further information about the NELS). 

3.  “Standard deviation” is a statistical term that represents the average distance of each unit— in this case individual students— from the mean for the entire sample. Standard deviation is useful because it illustrates the width of a distribution of scores around an average score. Most students will score below or above the group average, and the standard deviation formula calculates the  average distance between each student’s score and the group average. If the standard deviation for a par tic u lar test with an average of 100 is 10, then a score of 115 is 1.5 

standard deviations from the mean. Likewise, a score of 66 on an exam with an average of 60 and a standard deviation of 4 is 1.5 standard deviations above the mean. Th

us, standard deviations are useful because they are “scale free”; expressing scores in standard deviations allows for comparisons to be made across exams that mea sure achievement along diff erent metrics, samples, and time. 

4.  Although the black population is not homogeneous, black immigrants account for less than 2% of the U.S. population and 8% of the black population (Kent 2007).  Furthermore,  in  supplemental  analysis,  the  diff erences in most of the mea sures used in this study between native and nonnative (i.e., either parent or youth is foreign born) blacks are negligible. Th us, we do not disaggregate the 

black population. 

5. Baumrind’s (1971) typology identifi ed three distinct parental styles— 

authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive. Authoritarian parents expect a high level of obedience from their children, are prone to punitive actions for compliance, and discourage two- way communication. Parents who are authoritative enforce rules through nonpunitive methods of discipline, encourage mature and responsible behavior, recognize their child’s autonomy, and are warm 
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and supportive. Permissive parents typically avoid punishing their child when rules are violated, make few demands for mature behavior, and allow substantial self- regulation by the child. We are not focusing on parenting within this context; rather, we are concerned with individual activities parents engage in that may promote achievement. 

3. Implications of Parental Involvement at Home by Social Class 1. Th

e standard error is useful in illustrating the size of uncertainty in the estimate. 

Because the statistics are based on a sample drawn from the full population of students, they are estimates of the “true” value that would be observed if the entire population  were surveyed. Th

erefore, estimates have a margin of error, which in statistics is referred to as the “standard error” because it represents the average discrepancy of the means that would be obtained among all possible samples (of a given size) drawn from the population and the real population mean. Given the assumption of normality (that the values in the population are distributed in a manner that can be described by a bell- shaped curve), an estimate is signifi cant only if it is twice the size of the standard error. Th at is, in the case of a positive 

estimate (say, 0.3), the standard error (say, 0.1) could be subtracted from the estimate twice, and the estimate would still remain above zero, which would suggest that we could be 95% confi dent that the true value in the population is greater than zero— or simply “signifi cant.” However, because subtracting a standard error of 0.2 from an estimate of 0.3 twice would equal - 0.1, we could not be 95% 

certain that the population value we are estimating is greater than zero. In this case, the estimate would be described as “not signifi cant.” 

2. See Table B.1 in Appendix B for the unweighted sample sizes for all analyses predicting achievement in this study. 

3. Th

ere are trade- off s in both unscaled and scaled analytic approaches. Individual mea sures allow us to determine the precise estimated eff ect of any par tic ular form of involvement, but are isolated mea sures that may not capture real-life patterns of involvement. Scales mask the eff ect of individual activities but may be more accurate repre sen ta tions of the ways parents are actually involved in schooling. Th

erefore, we chose to display fi ndings for analyses that account for both. 

5. Academic Orientation among Parents at Home by Race 1.  Another minority group within the re sis tance model that is rarely discussed is autonomous minorities. Despite experiencing some discrimination, autonomous minorities (e.g., Amish, Jews, and Mormons)— which may be small in number and/or diff erent in race/ethnicity, religion, or language from the dominant group 
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(i.e., white Americans)— are not dominated or oppressed, and their achievement is similar to the dominant group (Ogbu 1978; Ogbu and Simons 1998). We do not provide further discussion of this group because they are not central to the framework (or the current discussion). 

2.  Portes and Rumbaut (2001) assert that immigrants arrive in their destination countries with a strong disposition for achievement— the “immigrant drive”— 

which parents attempt to instill in their youths by emphasizing educational attainment. Th

is  emphasis  is  driven  by  immigrant  parents’  belief  that  their children will encounter barriers in future employment opportunities (Sue and Okazaki 1990; Xie and Goyette 2003). Preferences among parents for their youths to maximize schooling refl ect cultural values oft en learned in their home countries, which can become reinforced in the United States via dense social networks comprising co- ethnics (Hao and Bonstead- Bruns 1998; Portes and Rumbaut 2001; Zhou and Bankston 1994). However, Portes and Rumbaut (2001) stress that the resources of immigrants’ co- ethnic communities in the United States may have pronounced eff ects on the occupational attainment of the fi rst generation, thereby aff ecting the resources available to enhance educational opportunities and disposition toward education for their youths. We discuss some of these resources later in this chapter. 

3.  Although many Asians and Hispanics might not identify themselves as immigrants, the topic of assimilation is applicable to nearly any discussion on people of Asian descent and Hispanics within the United States. With regard to Asians, since Congress’s repeal of the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1943 and the relaxation of immigration laws under the McCarran Act of 1952, there has been a dramatic increase in immigration from Asian countries. Th e population of Asian origin 

within the United States has tripled over the past three de cades (Xie and Goyette 2004), which makes the designation of Asians as an immigrant group rather accurate. With regard to Hispanics, Latinos alone currently constitute more than half of the nation’s 40 million foreign- born individuals (Grieco and Trevelyan 2010). Furthermore, most Mexican Americans— who comprise roughly two-thirds of the nearly 50 million Hispanics living in the United States (U.S. Census 2006; 2008)— are immigrants or descendants of immigrants who arrived aft er the Mexican Revolution of 1910 (see Jaff e, Cullen, and Boswell 1980). 

8. Implications of Parental Involvement at School by Race 1.  Although the ge ne tic argument can be critiqued on the basis of the evidence presented by its proponents— for example, most of the evidence that undergirds the arguments in  Th

   e Bell Curve (Herrnstein and Murray 1994) are based on minuscule  R 2 reported in the book’s fourth appendix— it is more intuitive (and less technical) to present evidence that counters the ge ne tic defi ciency thesis. 
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Studies show that test scores are strongly conditioned by social class, particularly among young children. In a study of racial diff erences in intelligence tests among children in preschool, Brooks- Gunn, Klebanov, and Duncan (1996) fi nd that 52% of the black disadvantage in intelligence quotient (IQ) scores can be attributed to family and neighborhood economic characteristics, and that there is no substantial black- white diff erence when quality of the home learning environment is taken into account. Although the study was conducted using data from the Infant Health and Development Program, a study on low birth- weight children in eight sites across the United States, the fi ndings are consistent with studies that use nationally representative samples. For example, using data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study- Kindergarten (ECLS- K), Fryer and Levitt (2006) show that aft er accounting for social class, black children actually enter school with an advantage in reading achievement relative to whites and that social class accounts for 85% of the black- white gap in math. Th ey show that 

blacks lose ground relative to whites as they matriculate through the fi rst three years of schooling. Furthermore, over the past forty years, blacks have gained on their white counterparts on standardized tests, both on achievement- based tests and intelligence tests (Dickens and Flynn 2006). Using data from nine standardization samples for four major IQ tests, Dickens and Flynn (2006) show that the black- white gap in IQ declined from 4 to 7 points between 1972 

and 2002, and these reductions  were fairly uniform across the entire range of cognitive ability. Th

ese fi ndings suggest that either the ge ne tic defi ciency thesis is fl awed or that blacks have experienced a ge ne tic boost over the past forty years that has eluded whites. 

2. Th

e estimates for parental involvement represent the achievement gap aft er accounting for all of the parenting mea sures represented by the label. See Figure 6.1 and 6.2 for the mea sures represented by  parenting at home.  See Figures 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3 for mea 

sures represented by  parent- 

 initiated contact, school- 

 initiated contact,  and  participation at school,  respectively. Th e estimates represented by the label  Full Par (parenting) are from a model that accounts for all 27 

parenting mea sures shown in the aforementioned fi gures. Social class is a vector that  includes  parents’  education,   house hold  income,  family  structure,  and youths’ sex. Achievement was assessed when youth  were in grade 12, and the mea sures in both the social class and parenting vectors  were assessed when youth  were in grade 8. 

10. Setting the Stage for Academic Success

1. Academic disidentifi cation is not synonymous with a re sis tance to schooling. 

Although students who resist academic success as described by the oppositional culture theory may not identify with schooling, some students may disidentify 
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from academics simply to avoid further feelings of inadequacy or to protect their global self- esteem (Crocker and Major 1989). However, one can disidentify from a par tic u lar domain without engaging in active or purposeful re sistance within the domain. Furthermore, one can disidentify from a domain while understanding the value associated with success in the domain. For example, an inability to regularly exercise and maintain a healthy diet can lead one to disidentify from both despite having a strong understanding of the value associated with each of these endeavors. Th e disidentifi cation would simply mean that the results from one’s per for mance in both have no bearing on how one feels about oneself in general. 

2.  It is more accurate to imagine the fi gure superimposed on a scatterplot of the relationship between mea sures that capture conduciveness to learning of children’s environments and the degree to which they identify with success in academic domains. 

3.  Jackson’s research investigated the impact of a policy change that ended a busing program in 2002 in the Charlotte- Mecklenburg school district in North Carolina. Th

e busing program entailed busing students across neighborhoods to maintain racial balance of the student bodies across schools within the district. Th

e repeal of the program led to a sudden convergence between the demographic makeup of schools and their surrounding neighborhoods, whereas other school and neighborhood characteristics remained largely unchanged. 

Jackson’s fi ndings revealed that schools with an infl ow of black students experienced an exodus of high- quality teachers. He contends that the avoidance of black students by high- quality teachers may substantially contribute to the black- white achievement gap, as black students consequently receive lower-quality instruction. 
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