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Chapter One: Introduction and Study Overview
Rationale for the Study

Parent involvement in school has long been a topic of interest for policy-makers,
researchers, and practitioners concerned with facilitating optimal develofone
elementary school-aged childrelivhether it is defined as home-based activities (e.g.,
helping with homework), school-based activities (e.g., volunteering in thecdassr
attending school functions), or parent-teacher communication (e.g., talkmthevit
teacher about a child’s performance), parent involvement in school has been linked to
higher grades and test scores for children (Hara & Burke, 1998; Miedel & Reynolds
1999; Shaver & Walls, 1998), fewer instances of learning problems (Miedel & Reynolds
1999), increased attendance and classroom participation (Christenson & Sheridgn, 2001)
and more positive attitudes towards school (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).

Much of the research in this area focuses on clarifying the links betwesnt pa
involvement and children’s achievement, seeking answers to questions such as: How
much involvement is required to make a difference in children’s academic seicaed
What kinds of involvement best predict children’s academic success, and why?
(Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Cox, 2005; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Henderson & Mapp,
2002). Although this research has made a strong case about the benefits of parent
involvement, it makes assumptions about the underlying processes — assumptions about

why parents are involved, and the strategies they use to build and maintain cmsnecti

! For the purposes of this study, “parents” arergefibroadly to include any significant adult intéld’s
life who contributes to their education, includisiglings, grandparents, aunts, uncles and evearfost
parents.



with school staff. More research needs to focus on the mechanisms through wéntk par
become and remain involved in their children’s schooling (Bouffard, 2008). With a better
understanding of these practices, future research can continue to examinefiteedfene
parent involvement in a more nuanced fashion.

Over the last decade, a growing body of work has focused on effectiveisateg
for forming and sustaining connections between parents and school staff in support of
children’s schooling (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). While emerging researchrsluetis
needed light on the processes of parent involvement, it is weakened by two ajpsal g
First, processes are typically defined and measured in overly narrowusagdly only
from the perspective of school staff (Calabrese Barton, Drake, Perenutst& George,
2004; Jordan, Orozco & Averett, 2001). The reasons why parents get involved (or do not
get involved) are typically reduced to overly simplistic person-level bi@sa- such as
self-efficacy and role construction (Green, Walker, Hoover-Dempsey &l&a2007;
Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey, Walker, Sandler, Whetsel, Green,
Wilkins & Closson, 2005) — while the strategies parents use to connect with thas chi
school are narrowly measured in terms of the frequency of specific behavimis ass
volunteering in the classroom or helping with homework (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
Not only do these variables and measures typically explain very little ofsbeiation
between parent involvement and children’s achievement (Henderson & Mapp, 2002), but
they miss a great deal of what is important about the process of parent involiteatgnt
especially for the large number of parents living in low-income, urban comesurfstiich
variables tend to ignore the broader, more contextual aspects of parents’ invitllveme

decisions and strategies, including the daily life routines of these pahaitsgdéentity as



parents, their relationships with their children and with other parents, and their
interactions with school staff.

The second gap in emerging research on parent-school connections is
methodological in nature. Most studies are descriptive, focusing on parents’ gaturall
occurring involvement practices. While this work offers valuable insight into how a
why parents choose to involve in their children’s schooling, it says nothing about which
strategies or practices are most effective, under what circumstamcewhy. It says
nothing about specific actions or steps that could be taken by educators to creatk optim
conditions for parental participation. Studies are needed that focus on specific
intervention programs designed to implement various strategies for involvingpere
their child’s schooling.

Parent involvement scholar Diane Hiatt-Michael, when asked recently to
articulate the most critical topic for future research in her field, nfegétlowing call to
action:

“...study the effects of connecting community agencies with the school oly fami
involvement issues and student educational outcomes. Public education is
fragmented and agencies are separated into silos. Educators anthegseaust
jump across these silos to connect their services to school sitedeDiespi

current paucity of research on this subject, promising family-commuesarch
sites exist in almost every locality. Research data could revealdfued and
activities that lead to a program’s desired outcome” (Bouffard, 2008, p. 37).

This study focuses on museum programs as a particular context for family-cagnmuni
research. Museums have long partnered with schools to support the building n§thrivi

learning communities for children. A key component of the learning infrastruotare



community (Luke, Camp, Dierking & Coles, 2019rganizations such as museums,
libraries, and youth centers are increasingly being recognized as intguéayers on the
parent involvement stage (Bouffard & Weiss, 2008; Hiatt-Michael, 2006).

Museum programs, this study hypothesizes, are an important context for
understanding parent involvement processes. Such programs operate not within a single
setting (i.e., school), but rather across multiple settings (i.e., school, home, coysmuni
thus broadening the concept of parent involvement to include a variety of placeshn whic
it occurs. In addition, museums are not tied to instructional and curriculum maimdates
the same way that schools are, making them freer to experiment with \egmosches
and strategies for parental participation. Finally, museums focus not just on Stbdént
on learners across the lifespan, and more broadly on groups of learners (digs fam
with parents and children learning together). In this way, museums that takeslyahe
notion of enhancing parent involvement can draw upon experience and expertise in
facilitating parent-child connections, a crucial aspect of parent involiemen

Although museum programs have much potential for facilitating parent
involvement, their role in connecting parents and schools has not been studied. As Hiatt-
Michael notes, the time has come for researchers to take seriously thieutiantthat
community agencies and programs can make in bridging the gap between home and
school, and use these programs as research sites for investigatingoitsediad activities

that promote parent involvement in children’s schooling.

2 The notion of a learning infrastructure has bearfgrth by various researchers (St. John & Perég6;
Falk & Dierking, 2000) to highlight that individualearn from various educational institutions aedues,
not just school. The learning infrastructure is mag of schools, homes, non-school educational
institutions (e.g., libraries and museums), comnydbased organizations (youth groups and scouts)), a
media (e.g., books, newspapers, magazines, talayidim, radio, and the internet).



Purpose of the Study

The goal of this study is to generate theoretical propositions abaudttive of
parent involvement, and specifically the mechanisms through which a museum program
can facilitate parent involvement. Grounded in a sociocultural model of parent
involvement, the study used qualitative methods within a grounded theory approach to
better understand the processes through which a museum program can conmsct pare
and schools in support of children’s learning. The results of the study add to current
theoretical understandings of parent involvement in schooling, providing a more
complete picture of the processes through which parents become and remairdinvolve
Establishing hypotheses about parent involvement processes makes it fossible
educators to reconsider practical strategies for bringing parents andsscigather in
support of children’s development, and in particular to broaden their thinking about the
spaces in which parent involvement occurs.

Conceptual Framework for the Study

There are limited theoretical frameworks that describe the imaykich parents
and schools connect in support of children’s learning. Numerous developmental theories
have focused on parent-child relationships — Baumrind’s (1966) parenting styles and
Darling and Steinberg’s (1993) parenting relationships model are two amogg-raad
many of these theories have been adapted to the school context in order to focus on
student-teacher relationships (i.e., Pellerin, 2005), but there are few cohceptua
frameworks that describe parent-school relationships.

Relevant models include Esptein’s typology of parent involvement (1987; 1995),

Chrispeels’ typology of parent involvement (1992; 1996), Grolnick and Slowiaczek’s



resource model (1994), Hoover-Dempsey et al.’s psychological model (1997; 2005), and
Calabrese Barton et al.’s sociocultural model (2004). Not only do the majotitg s

models focus on middle-class, Caucasian parents, but they also tend to entphakae

and school-initiated behaviors rather than parent-initiated behaviors (Jordark@d3).

This study is a direct response to calls for new models of parent involvement that
emphasize the agendas of parents in low-income, urban communities and thabtake i
account the role of a community organization or program in facilitating parent
involvement (Hiatt-Michael, 2006; Jordan et al., 2001). In so doing, the study sought not
to create a theoretical framework from scratch, but rather to work fneewisting

theoretical framework in order to generate conceptual conjecturesnaxpltne role of a
museum program in facilitating parent involvement. Specifically, the stugounded

in Calabrese Barton et al.’s (2004) sociocultural framework of parenvemwent — one

that views involvement as a dynamic, distributed process that exists within the
relationships parents form with other school-based agents — and uses this franseavork a
starting point for articulating the mechanisms through which a museunaprogr

facilitated parents’ involvement in their child’s schooling.

The Ecologies of Parent Engagement (EPE) model, developed by Calabrese
Barton and her colleagues in 2004 and depicted below in Figure 1.1, emphasizlkatnot
parents do to engage with their children’s school — as is typically stressedriparém
involvement models (i.e., Epstein, 1987; 1995) — but ratberandwhy parents are
involved, and the complexaysin which their involvement occurs. Drawing upon
cultural-historical activity theory, the EPE framework examines parantlation to

their environment and emphasizes the importance of parents’ social contepantex



traditional definitions of parent involvement to include not just parents’ actions and
behaviors at school (i.e., Epstein’s typology), but also their beliefs and tinasta

towards those actions: “Parental engagement...is more than just an object ooareoutc
Engagement is a set of relationships and actions that cut across individuals,
circumstances, and events that are produced and bounded by the context in which that
engagement takes place” (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004, p. 6). The EPE model posits a
definitional shift from parennvolvementtypically defined in terms of individual actions
and behaviors desired by school staff, to paeegagementdefined in terms of parents’
social and contextual relationships relative to others in their child’s schooling

Figure 1.1. Ecologies of Parent Engagement (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004)

PARENTS
CAPITAL e Roles/Division SPACE
Forms of capital: of labor Kinds of spaces:
e Human * Rules for e School based academic
e Social participation e School based non academic
e Material e Tools and e Community/Home based
Activation: Artifacts Expression:
e Use and sharing of capital e Community e Theideas, values, and
e Other constructs valued in the space
individuals

Engagement as Mediation
e Authoring space through activation
of capital
e Positioning within spaces through
expression of space and capital




Calabrese Barton and her colleagues argue that parent engageiment is t
mediation of space and capital in relation to others in the school setting. Sgafiead
by drawing upon various notions of sociocultural environments in order to denote an area
described by both theoretical and physical boundaries (Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner &
Cain, 1998; Lave, 1993; Lave & Wenger, 1991). More concretely, spaces (e.g., the
teaching of science, the management of student behavior, parent networks atasehool
created by individuals who come together for particular reasons as well asththeyl
play; spaces are shaped by the rules and expectations for participgétigetan that
space, the tools typically enacted for that shared participation, and theingearafacts
produced by that participation. Capital is defined by drawing upon Bourdieu’s (1977)
definition — the human, social, and material resources one has access to and dan activa
for their own desired purposes.

Calabrese Barton and colleagues use these notions of space and capital to propose
two key actions that foster parent engagement — authoring and positioningn$Atttat
engage [parents] are both about how parents activate the resources availablart@them
given space in order to author a place of their own in schools, and about how they use or
express that place to position themselves differently so that they can ieflifenn
schools” (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004, p. 8). Put simply, authoring is the process
whereby parents create a place within their children’s school and theatieduay
activating their various forms of capital. For instance, a parent might spemdhttheir
child’s classroom, using human and social capital (time, one-one-one interagtions
the teacher) to forge a personal space in which she gains informatiorerelathat her

child is learning. Positioning involves the expression of both space and capital to gain



positions of power, influence or control within relationships and spaces relative to
children’s school and their education. For instance, a parent might take note of the kind
of homework and projects her child brings home, and use these assignments to ask
guestions of the teacher and make suggestions about her child’s learning or about the
curriculum or other aspects of the school situation that would potentially improve
children’s learning.

Parents both author and position themselves, and are authored and positioned by
others, in relation to their children’s school. For Calabrese Barton et algahefg
parent engagement is to create multiple and varied opportunities for pararttsotroaad
position themselves, finding comfortable and productive ways to be involved in their
children’s schooling.

The EPE framework offers a particular lens through which to view parent
involvement. It situates involvement within the larger social and cultural daanexnd
parents’ participation, thus framing involvement more broadly than just schoolegenter
activities. It focuses on parent involvement in low-income, urban elementaglsc
acknowledging that the realities of these parents’ lives often dictédeedhf forms of
involvement than those engaged in by middle-class, Caucasian parents. And it takes int
account the “what,” “how,” and “why” of involvement, thus offering a hatistiodel for
understanding parent involvement processes.

In clarifying the conceptual framework for this study, it is also usefuttinel
key terminology. Throughout this dissertation, the term parent involvement denotes any
educational activities in which parents engage with the express godiraf tieir

children in their schooling. Research clearly shows that parent involvemieritesct
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have different effects on children’s achievement (for instance, school-aetbaties as
compared to home-based activities); however, the focus in this dissertatiomis not
children’s achievement, but rather on the reasons parents become engaged and the
resulting strategies they use to engage with their children’s edncAs such, the

definition is purposely broad. The EPE framework distinguishes between parent
involvement, a term that describes what parents do, and parent engagement, a ter
intended to expand current understandings of involvement “to also include parents’
orientations to the world and how those orientations frame the things they do” éSalabr
Barton et al., 2004, p. 4). The term parent engagement is used in this way throughout this
dissertation.

The term schooling is used to describe the phenomenon in which parents are
involved. The term is intended to denote more than just an educational institution (i.e.,
school); schooling encompasses the educational process broadly framed (i.eiotise va
ways in which a child’s school education intersects with their learning outssbhadl
as well) including its cultural/enculturation components which privilegaicetypes of
sense-making and interactions.

Research Questions

Through qualitative inquiry, this study sought to generate theoretical propositions
describing the processes through which parents participating in a museum program
connected to their children’s schooling. Unlike in quantitative studies, qualitative
research questions are open-ended, evolving, and non-directional (Creswell|r1998).
keeping with these criteria, the overarching question for the study wasoassfélow

does a museum program provide opportunities for parents in a low-income, urban
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community to engage in their child’s schoolirfg®-questions under this primary
research question guided the development of theoretical propositions; tleegswver
follows:
e How are parents engaged in their children’s schooling as a result ofgzditici
in the museum program?
¢ What were the conditions that facilitated parents’ engagement through the
program?
e What were the obstacles that hindered parents’ engagement through the program
¢ How well does the EPE framework, and specifically the constructs of authoring
and positioning, describe the mechanisms through which the museum program
facilitated parent engagement?
Organization of the Study
This dissertation study is organized into five chapters. This first chaqoeded
an introduction to the proposed study. It outlined the study’s rationale, its purpods, and i
theoretical orientation. Overall, the chapter established the goal ahgageonceptual
hypotheses to describe the nature of parent involvement generally, and thet@le tha
museum program can play in facilitating parent involvement more spegificall
Chapter Two is a review of the literature. This chapter draws from rtleva
research and theory encompassing parent involvement processes. Itigtatisnef
overview of research on the impact of parent involvement on children’s academic
achievement, arguing that the inherent problems within this body of researchastem f
faulty assumptions made about why and how parents connect with their child’s

schooling. The chapter then turns to a detailed review of empirical studies focused on
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why and how low-income, urban parents participate in their children’s schoafng
understanding of the various factors that encourage and inhibit parent involvement leads
to hypotheses about the role that museum programs might play in helping parents to
overcome involvement obstacles; relevant research on this topic is then reviewed
Finally, the chapter summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of rélegegtidal

models for explaining home-school connections, including those developed by Epstein
(1987; 1995), Chrispeels (1992; 1996), Grolnick and Slowiaczek (1994), Hoover-
Dempsey et al. (1997; 2005), and Calabrese Barton et al. (2004). A case is maithg for us
Calabrese Barton et al.’s model, called the Ecologies of Parent Engad&ME), as the
basis for this study.

Chapter Three highlights the research design and methods. Grounded theory
methodology is used in order to generate theoretical propositions about the nature of
parent involvement, and the role that the museum program played in facilitating parent
involvement. Within this approach, “theory evolves during the actual research, and i
does this through continuous interplay between analysis and data collectians$S&r
Corbin, 1994, p. 273). This constant comparative method, as it is known, permits the
researcher to develop theoretical categories from the data in an evolvingratigeit
fashion.

After examining a rationale for using grounded theory, Chapter Threagesti
with a description of the research context. This study was conducted within the obnte
a parent involvement program designed by The Franklin Institute Sciemnseul,
Philadelphia, PA. CalleBarent Partners in School Science (PP3id} 5-year, National

Science Foundation-funded initiative targeted parents and children in Kindergarten
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through .4 grade at three urban elementary schools in Philadelphia. The program started
in September 2001 and ended in June 2006.

Next, Chapter Three describes the study itself. In-depth, retrospecémnaents
were conducted via telephone with 20 parents who had participated in the museum
program. Follow-up interviews conducted with 3 of these parents served as member
checks in order to verify the overall theoretical propositions. Parent intervtawedee
analyzed in a step-wise, iterative fashion according to the constantrednganethod
(Charmaz, 2000; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). An external
researcher provided critical review at three points during the codingsgr@mgin for the
purposes of verification.

Chapter Four presents the study’s findings according to a two-partAta
macro level, analysis reveals evidence to support the definitional shift fremt par
involvement to parent engagement. Through the museum program, parents engaged in
their children’s schooling in ways that were different from their existngn$ of
involvement, ways that were more informal, relaxed, and personal in nature. loradditi
parents engaged in ways that were highly social and contextual, involvingitadiaat
of specific forms of capital as mediated by the values and constraints ¢icalpar
context. Whereas other frameworks in the literature often separdtethyieand “how”
of involvement from the “what” of involvement, this study provides evidence to suggest
that definitions of parent engagement should consider all of these elements m. conce

At a micro level, findings identify the mechanisms through which the museum
program facilitated parent engagement. More specifically, the dataHitwa of the

three constructs from the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model, nantailygocapital
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and authoring. The museum program helped parents to build multiple forms of capital;
parents then activated that capital within a specific context in order to find ae@spb
engage in their children’s schooling. In keeping with the definitional emphasis on
engagement rather than involvement, the places parents authored were more personal i
nature than their existing forms of involvement. Whereas most parents weaidyalre
attending school functions or involved in the PTA or volunteering in their child’'s
classroom, the museum program helped them to feel more connected to the fabnic of the
children’s school, to feel more comfortable or even empowered in the school, and to find
ways to monitor or check what was going on in their child’s classroom. In addmeon, t
museum program provided parents with opportunities to reframe their parent igentity
ways that more closely aligned them with their children’s schooling, farosthelping

them to see themselves as someone who could help their child with science. The chapter
culminates with an adapted version of the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model,
developed through these findings.

Chapter Five provides the conclusions for this study. It highlights the aeed f
reframing parent involvement, supporting a shift from individual parents’ psychtwog
instead focusing on the individual in context, as is the emphasis in pagagement
Such a shift makes visible not only the social and cultural negotiations through which
parent involvement occurs, but also the more informal, personal manifestations of
involvement amongst low-income, urban parents. More specifically, Chapter Fints poi
to the contributions this study makes in refining and clarifying construthgwihe

Ecologies of Parent Engagement framework.
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In addition to reviewing the theoretical contributions made by the study, Chapter
Five also stresses the important role that museums can play within the parent
involvement arena. Findings from this study show not only that a museum program can
in fact further parents’ involvement in their children’s schooling, but more imptyta
reveal the complex ways in which this involvement occurs, and what it meangmnspar
over time. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the practical imphisatf this
study, pointing to strategies such as helping parents to build social capitet relaheir
child’s school, and creating parent involvement programs that target parents arehchildr

together.
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Chapter Two: Relevant Research and Theory
Introduction

Bridging the gap between home and school is a fundamental aim of educational
efforts in this country. Critical to accomplishing this objective is parentwewoént in
elementary children’s schooling. Decades of research show that panentsihajor
influence on children’s achievement (Cox, 2005; Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Fishel &
Ramirez, 2005; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). When schools and parents work together to
support learning, children tend to do better in school, stay in school longer, and like
school more. However, there remain unanswered questions about why and how parents
get involved in their child’s schooling to begin with, especially amongst parems-n |
income, urban communities.

In this chapter, previous research on parent involvement in schooling is used to
frame the proposed investigation of the role that a museum can play in faglitati
connections between parents and schools. The chapter has four sections. It begins with a
brief overview of empirical research linking parent involvement in schooling to
children’s achievement; the case is made for shifting this research famues tioat
centers on increased understandings of why and how parents are involved in their child’s
schooling to begin with. Second is a review of what is known about strategies for
connecting parents and schools, with a focus on low-income, urban families; @entral t
this review is an emphasis on parents’ agendas for involvement in contrast with the
agendas of school staff. Third is a discussion of the role that a community program can
play in facilitating connections between parents and schools; the unique and unagrstudie

role of a museum program within the parent involvement arena is highlighted. Finally



17

the chapter concludes with an examination of existing theoretical fraketat seek to
describe and predict the ways in which parents are involved in their child’s schatoling;
is argued that alternative models are needed to frame parent involvement feots’pa
point of view and to acknowledge the social and cultural context surrounding their
involvement.

Impact of Parent Involvement on Children’s Achievement

Since the 1980s, much theoretical and empirical attention has been paid to the
impact of parent involvement on children’s achievement. Two lines of research have
emerged; one that focuses on the effects of parents’ naturally occurringeimeoit (i.e.,
participation in parent-teacher conferences, open houses), and another thatexiaeni
effects of interventions designed to promote parents’ involvement in their child’s
schooling (i.e., those connected with Head Start).

Typically, it is accepted within the literature that parents’ natyadturring
involvement has some positive effects on children’s achievement, depending on the type
of involvement (Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Pomerantz et al., 2007). For instance, Miedel
& Reynolds (1999), in a study of 704 K ™ graders in urban Chicago, measured
parents’ attendance at school meetings, attendance at school assembtgstjmar in
school trips, volunteering in the classroom, attendance at parent/teacher cesfesad
transportation of children to and from school. They found that both volunteering in the
classroom and attendance at school assemblies were positively assoithagtddents’
reading achievement; however the other forms of involvement seeminglynmade
difference. 1zzo, Weissberg, Kasprow and Fendrich (1999) looked at both school- and

home-based parenting activities. In a study of 1,205 K grade urban students, these
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authors rated the frequency of parent-teacher contact, quality of paemeite
interactions, parents’ participation in educational activities at home, and their
participation in school activities. They found that parents’ participation in edoeéti
activities at home predicted students’ academic achievement more stiaargly t
involvement in school-based activities.

Other studies have shown that the benefits of parent involvement for children
extend beyond just academic achievement to include improved behavior at home and at
school, and better social skills and adaptation to school (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
Stepping back, the research on parents’ naturally occurring involvement in sshead! r
a key trend; while there are some positive effects on children’s acteaveand in
particular with children from low-income, urban communities, the effectmenasistent
and largely dependent upon the form that parent involvement takes.

The effects of parent involvement intervention programs are much lessbciear
generally suggest little to no impact on children’s achievement (Whitéri&woss,
1992; Mattingly, Prislin, McKenzie, Rodriguez & Kayzar, 2002). For instance, \&hite
al. (1992) conducted a meta-analysis of the effects of programs intended tigorom
parent involvement in the context of early intervention programs, such as Head Start
Most studies focused on parents’ home-based involvement (i.e., teaching children
developmental skills). They found no difference in effect size between thagampso
with parent involvement and those programs without. Ten years later, Matirgly
(2002) confirmed this finding in their meta-analysis of 41 studies of parent involvement

intervention programs.
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Clearly there are many questions that still need to be answered thighi
literature linking parent involvement in schooling and children’s achievementr Unde
what circumstances does parent involvement positively influence children’s
achievement? How much involvement is required? Does more involvement make more
of a difference? What types of parent involvement are most beneficial drects
academic success? Pomerantz et al. (2007) argue that in order to answer gigsesque
about the benefits of parents’ involvement in children’s academic lives, the focus of
parent involvement research needs to shift from an emphasis extéinéof parent
involvement to an emphasis on ti@w of parent involvement. After reviewing relevant
literature (unfortunately the authors do not clarify how many studies thieyvwed or the
criteria by which they selected these studies), they claim that the feddd te pay more
attention tovhyandhow parents are involved in their children’s schooling, since there is
reason to believe that the processes of parent involvement contribute to itgesfésst
for children.

A focus on how parents are involved in their child’s schooling sheds much-
needed light on processes that parents use to build and maintain connections with
schools. Increased attention is being paid to this line of inquiry in an effoulyto tr
understand how parents are involved, and what strategies are most meaningful and
realistic for them. This review now turns to a discussion of research on suepistat

Strategies for Connecting Parents and Schools

The last decade has witnessed a growing number of empirical studissdasu

strategies for connecting parents and schools in support of children’s acmévieme

their well-known review of research on parent involvement conducted in 1994,
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Henderson and Berla reported no such studies on this topic. Eight years later, when
Henderson and Mapp (2002) updated this review, they reported 16 studies that focused
on parent involvement strategies. This increase is due to multiple factoraOne
discussed earlier, the mixed results within studies linking parent involvement to
children’s achievement has caused many researchers to look at the undesy@sgarsd
processes within involvement for explanations. Two, at a more practical level,
researchers are appreciating that there is little point in studyinghgaet of parent
involvement on children if we do not understand how to bring parents and schools
together in support of children’s learning to begin with.

Currently, there are limitations within the literature on parent involvement
strategies. For the most part, strategies are defined in terms oétegrschool-centered
behaviors, such as helping with homework or volunteering in the classroom. A
meaningful understanding of how parents and schools can come together to support
children’s learning would include not just concrete behaviors, but also process-based
issues such as why and how parents choose to become involved, and ways in which they
do so that go beyond school-centered behaviors. In addition, most of the research on
parent involvement strategies has focused on middle-class, Caucasian (patents
Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). Given that the current study examined involvement
amongst parents in low-income, urban neighborhoods, the need arises to look dgecifical
at strategy-based studies within that population, something that has not been dtae to da
Outside of the empirical literature on parent involvement and student achieyeargnt

little attention has been paid to these parents, and yet there is good reason tohaglieve
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their decisions and strategies for involvement likely differ from those of aftivent
parents.

What follows is a review of three key topic areas within the broader afena
parent involvement strategies, specifically related to low-income, urbantpat) why
parents get involved with their child’s schooling; 2) factors that influerese th
involvement decisions; and 3) ways in which involvement strategies need to be redefined
and reframed.

Why Parents Choose to Become Involved in their Child’'s Schooling

Two reviews have summarized what is known about why parents participate in
their children’s schooling. In 1997, Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler reviewed
psychological literature in order to develop a theoretical model explainiegtpa
involvement decisions and choices. In 2005, they revised their initial model based on a
decade of research (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey, Walker,
Sandler, Whetsel, Green, Wilkins & Closson, 2005). Their revised model suggests that
parents’ involvement decisions are based on three psychological constructs: 1)
motivational beliefs, including parents’ role construction for involvement (or thisafde
about what they are supposed to do relative to their children’s schooling), and their sens
of efficacy for helping the child learn; 2) perception of invitations to involvernent
the school, teacher, and child; and 3) elements of parents’ life context thatqrerm
encourage involvement.

While these reviews provide a comprehensive framework for understanding
parents’ motivations for engaging in their children’s schooling, they do litthepiaia

involvement processes within diverse family contexts. Hoover-Dempsey etialvr
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studies focusing predominantly on middle-class, Caucasian parents who angeogestlis

to become involved in their child’s schooling and whose social networks are bkely t
support such involvement. They include a brief discussion of life-context varialdles tha
may influence parents’ involvement decisions — parental resources ahddalture —

but they do not delve into the research on marginalized families in order to fully
understand the nature of their involvement decisions and patterns. To what extdnt are al
parents provided equal access to participation? What challenges do low-indoame,
parents face in getting involved in their children’s schooling? Are thesetpdess

involved than their wealthier counterparts? What strategies do they ugertecdeed

and what does their involvement look like? How is their involvement supported by their
social network? Questions such as these have not been comprehensively addressed
within these reviews.

With that in mind, the next section reviews findings from empirical studies
looking at why low-income, urban parents connect with their child’s schooling.
Specifically, three primary motivations are highlighted, including parent tgiebgliefs,
and perceptions of invitations for involvement.

Identity. For many low-income, urban parents, aspects of their identity — in
particular their family background or culture — serve as a primary motivattireior
involvement in their children’s schooling. The concept of family identity istasthe
work of Holland, Lachicotte Jr., Cain & Skinner (1998). Holland et al. focus not just on
cultural identities that form in relation to major structural features oéog.e.,
ethnicity, race, gender) but also on activities or practices that are outcohvesgah,

through, and around the cultural forms practiced in social life (i.e., personal agency or
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sense of self within the world). In most studies, family identity is vievseghaobstacle to
involvement; for instance, belonging to a cultural group that has relativédy lit
familiarity with what goes on in schools or had language barriers that hindered
interactions with school staff. However, in some cases, it is also serves toagecour
involvement in children’s schooling.

Many low-income, urban parents note that the ways in which their parents were
involved — or not involved — influenced their own participation patterns. For instance,
DeMoss and Vaughn (2000) found that many parents were reportedly inspired to raise
their children differently than their parents had raised them, participatihgir
education in ways their parents had not. Other parents in this same study wanted to
emulate their parents, who had been quite involved in their schooling in ways they felt
had made a difference to them. Similarly, Mapp (2003) interviewed 18 low-income
parents and found rich descriptions of how their own parents’ level of participation in
their schooling was a major influence on why and how they were involved in their
children’s educational development.

In addition, low-income, urban parents participate in their children’s schooling
out of a desire to shape the cultural values and practices of their childrerafmie
Lopez (2001) conducted case studies with 5 Mexican American immigrant fartdibes
results suggest that parents are involved out of a desire to pass on to their children
important “life-lessons” about the value of hard work, lessons that were aralrgagr
of their family history.

Beliefs.Research confirms that low-income, urban parents have high educational

aspirations for their children, and that these expectations drive their desirmtoloed
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in their children’s schooling (Coll et al., 2002; Griffith, 1998; Lopez, 2001; Lopez,
Sanchez & Hamilton, 2000; Miretzky, 2004; Overstreet et al., 2005; Smrekar & Cohen-
Vogel, 2001). For instance, Griffith (1998) examined the effects of various individual-
and school-level variables on involvement amongst low-income, cultural minoritytpare
in 122 public elementary schools. He found that parents who had higher educational
expectations for their children — measured in terms of the amount of schooling they
wanted their children to complete — reported higher participation in school astiviéin
did parents who had lower educational expectations for their children. Simitaaly, i
study of 159 low-income, African American parents, Overstreet et al. (20059 that
how far parents wanted their child to go in school was a significant predictorrof thei
involvement in children’s schooling.

Within studies focused on immigrant samples, parents highly value the
importance of a good education for their child, recognizing that this was gpkantgef
why they had emigrated to the United States. For instance, Smrekar and Cgjeén-Vo
(2001) explored low-income, minority parents’ ideas and attitudes about schooling
through in-depth interviews with 10 African American and Hispanic parents.tResul
showed that for these parents, the primary outcome of schooling was a good job or
professional career for their child. Many said they had come to this counthefor t
express reason that they wanted their children to have more opportunities and a bette
education than they would have received in their country of origin. For them, becoming
involved in their children’s schooling was a way to help them achieve these gaals. |
related vein, Coll et al. (2002) investigated immigrant group and individual diéesen

within groups in parental reports of involvement amongst Portuguese, Cambodian, and
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Dominican parents. They found that all three immigrant groups had high aspirations for
their children to become “respectable and productive members of society” (p.n&i8); t
saw involvement as a means to this end.

In addition to being motivated by educational aspirations for their child, low-
income, urban parents are also driven to get involved by a larger sense thavéhay ha
important role to play within their child’s schooling (Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001;
Drummond & Stipek, 2004; Jackson & Remillard, 2005; Mapp, 2003; Miretzky, 2004).
For instance, Jackson and Remillard (2005) examined how low-income, African
American mothers conceptualized their roles in their children’s mathertesrosng. In
interviews, mothers explained that they saw themselves as advocates fohittesn’s
education. They thought strategically about their children’s futures, and fotiadsva
ways to help their children succeed in math — despite limitations in their own
understanding of the subject matter — because they felt it was their redpgrnsibi
provide such assistance. Through interviews with 18 low-income, cultural minority
parents, Mapp (2003) found that not only did parents understand that their involvement
facilitated their children’s development, but they were motivated to continue thei
involvement once they saw their children acting more positively towards school as a
result of their participation.

Research also suggests that as part of parents’ role within thdneatsl
schooling, they believe it is important to monitor their children’s progiessa(ns &

Gibbs, 2002; Diamond & Gomez, 2004; Jackson & Remillard, 2005). For instance,
Diamond and Gomez (2004) studied the involvement of working-class and middle-class

African American parents. They found that working-class African Americeantmhad
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a strong reform orientation, questioning and critiquing school personnel to make sure that

their children were receiving quality education in what was seen as a lowycaealool

system. Abrams and Gibbs (2002) conducted in-depth interviews with 10 parents from

diverse cultural and income groups, and found that both African American and Latina

mothers sought to monitor the type of schooling being delivered to their community’s

children. Griffith (1998) found that lack of information about what was going on in

schools motivated parents to become involved , upsetting them to the point where they

decided to participate in their child’s schooling in order to know what was happening.
Invitations.Outreach from schools and teachers motivates low-income, urban

parents to get involved in their children’s schooling (Griffith, 1998; Patrikakou &

Weissberg, 2000; Drummond & Stipek, 2004). For instance, Patrikakou and Weissberg

(2000) investigated associations between parents’ perceptions of various teaeaehout

practices and their self-reported involvement, both at home and at school. Even after they

controlled for various socio-demographic variables — parents’ education and eraptpy

as well as child’s grade, gender, and race — they found that the strongesbpoédict

parent involvement was parents’ perceptions of teacher outreach. Specifiaalhtspa

who perceived teachers as extending a helpful hand, and encouraging parents to visit the

school, were more likely to participate in a variety of school activitiekjdimg visiting

the child’s classroom and attending parent-teacher conferences. [gjbitammond

and Stipek (2004) found that when teachers gave suggestions to parents about how to

help their children in reading homework, parents rated the importance of being involved

in children’s reading homework much higher.
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Griffith (1998) found that school climate can also motivate low-income, urban
parents to participate in their children’s schooling. Specifically, he foumdvtien
school staff provided opportunities for parent involvement — by arranging ectiaitd
informing parents of ways to become involved — and created an atmosphere in which
parents felt welcomed, parents were more likely to get involved.

Overall, low-income, urban parents get involved for many of the same reasons
that motivate middle class, Caucasian parents, including personal belietgjongifrom
schools, teachers, and students, and specific life circumstances (Hoovercpeirngls
2005). At the same time, research suggests specific motivational issudrsven&dw-
income, urban parents to participate in their children’s schooling. In particataigrant
parents were seemingly motivated by strong feelings of what wasobdiseifr children,
perceiving that helping them to succeed in school would in turn help them to have a
better life than they themselves have had. Hoover-Dempsey et al. (2005) found that
middle-class, Caucasian parents are also driven by desires to sebilthein succeed.
However, the studies reviewed by Hoover-Dempsey et al. merely conveygbgance
of educational achievement; the studies reviewed here suggest that immpagents in
particular are driven by more than that — they want their children to succeshacally
in order to overcome the marginalization they themselves have been subjectedsto in thi
country.

In addition, research suggests that low-income, urban parents get involved in their
children’s schooling out of a desire to shape and/or extend their parentalidemti
instance, some parents wanted to break the pattern of lack of involvement on the part of

their parents; others wanted to communicate specific family values of involveanent
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their children. While Hoover-Dempsey et al. (2005) propose that parents are ndotivate
by role construction, this finding seems markedly different, going beyond alarelets
to emphasize more personal notions of parental identity.

While empirical studies using surveys and interviews provide insight into what
motivates low-income, urban parents to become involved in their children’s schooling,
they say little about what sustains parents’ involvement. In studying adult eeifism,
Penner (2002) focuses on two key aspects of why adults volunteer — factors itpeteinst
their initial volunteer efforts and factors that encourage continued volunteds e
similar approach within the literature on parent involvement would broaden current
perspectives on the involvement process, acknowledging the two fundamental geets of t
process (i.e., instigation and continued participation).

Although parents may be motivated to become and remain involved in their
child’s schooling, they are often restricted in their access to necessgigayions and
resources. Research on strategies for connecting home and school focusg®heauvil
factors that influence the ways in which parents are involved. These factdiscagsed
next in order to emphasize the importance of the context surrounding parents’
involvement decisions.

Factors that Influence Parent Involvement in Schooling

Low-income, urban parents have significant structural barriers to overcome in
order to meaningfully participate in their child’s schooling. Until recentlgearch on
parent involvement has tended to focus on a generalized notion of low socioeconomic
status (SES), usually a lack of parental education, as the primary barrieavétpw

results on the effects of SES are mixed, with some studies reporting significa
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differences in involvement practices among SES groups (Griffith, 1998) andstiters
suggesting that SES as measured by parental education is not necedatedyto the
ways in which parents are involved in their children’s schooling (Grolnick et al., 1997;
Shaver & Walls, 1998). There may be a restriction of range in the education cotnpone
of SES in some of these studies. In any case, several researchers|lgs$pese focused
on low-income, urban parents, have advocated for a reframing of this issue, argting th
SES is a proxy for a more complex set of factors relating to resources amadl capi
(Calabrese Barton et al., 2004; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). These reseamieers
that educational beliefs, orientations, and actions do not emerge from parentslassia
or racial group; rather they are informed by the environment in which parents live, and i
particular by the resources they can access and convert into capital in support of
children’s schooling.

The notion of family capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Wong, 1998) —
comprised of human capital (knowledge, skills, and expertise), economic cauitahé
or wealth), social capital (availability of networks and relations of)iraad cultural
capital (awareness of cultural norms and values) — provides a useful framework for
examining what is known about the barriers low-income, urban parents face. Although
there is clearly overlap between these various forms of capital, invesgigath in turn
permits an understanding of their relative influence on parent involvement in ctsldren’
schooling.

Human capitalMost often defined in terms of the knowledge and skills a parent
possesses, human capital is typically measured in terms of parents’ legatafion

(Diamond & Gomez, 2004). Research shows that many low-income, urban pavents ha
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limited formal education, creating barriers for their confident andteféemvolvement
in their children’s schooling.

Specifically, many parents are unsure of how their child’s school operates or how
to access resources that would help them to engage in their child’s schoolisp€€lsri
& Rivero, 2001; Diamond & Gomez, 2004; Jackson & Remillard, 2005; Mapp, 2003;
Pena, 2000; Smrekar & Cohen-Vogel, 2001; Wood & Baker, 1999). For instance,
Diamond and Gomez (2004) compared the involvement of working-class and middle-
class African American parents using interviews and participant obis&s.athey
found that middle-class parents had a deeper knowledge of their child’s schoot contex
than did working-class parents. Specifically, middle-class parents vozeelikely to
gather information from family and friends to support decisions about which schaol thei
child should attend, and were better able to articulate knowledge of the curr{celyum
knowledge of instructional materials), content (i.e., what children were legraing
pedagogy (i.e., knowledge of classroom strategies).

Studies of immigrant parents in particular demonstrate a lack of fanyikeath
the school system, and consequently a feeling of frustration in terms of begrtg abl
identify the access points for involvement. In a study of Latino immigraehfsr
Ramirez (2003) found that parents were not aware of information available to them
through the school. Specifically, the school district had created a paremgraikier
suggesting how parents could work with their children, but none of the parents Ramirez
interviewed knew that this folder existed. Similarly, Pena (2000) found thatnaumh
parents with no formal education in the United States perceived that they could not help

their children because of their limited experience within the Ameridaoo$system;
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they felt that because they did not understand what their child was studying attkekiool
were not able to participate in the educational process.

Low-income, urban parents are hindered by their lack of content knowledge
relative to what their children are learning in school. Jackson and Remillard (2005)
examined how African American mothers from a low-income neighborhood
conceptualized their roles in their children’s mathematics learningy. fdad that
mothers were actively involved in their children’s math education, but the emphasis
conceptual understanding was new to most mothers who were products of a school
system that had emphasized rules and procedures. Mothers found the stan@ards-bas
math instruction unfamiliar; they did not recognize the conventions used or understand
the logic behind them, and confessed that this made their involvement much more
difficult. And they had few friends or relatives who did have the kind of experience to
help them or their children.

Economic capitalReferring to a family’s monetary resources, economic capital
relates not just to income level, but more broadly to where families live, theyapfal
schools in their communities, their ability to purchase supplemental educational
materials, and their ability to pay for tuition at private schools (Diamond &&zpm
2004). Studies show that economic capital influences why and how parents are involved
in their children’s schooling. Specifically, low-income, urban parents hasetssmomic
capital which restricts their access to resources for educational imatvemaking it
more challenging to participate (Griffith, 1998; Jackson & Remillard, 2005; l€rpeg
2005; Lareau & Horvat, 1999; O’Connor, 2001; Patrikakou & Weissberg, 2000; Weiss et

al., 2003).
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Employment patterns of low-income, urban parents — working shift-work and/or
working multiple jobs — limit parents’ time and energy for involvement in theidi@ils
schooling. Weiss et al. (2003) studied the relationship between employment and parent
involvement amongst low-income mothers. They found that mothers who worked or
attended school part-time were more involved than mothers who did not work outside of
the home; mothers who worked or attended school full-time were less involved than both
mothers who worked part-time and mothers who did not work outside of the home. These
results were evident even when the researchers controlled for diffefarmoaternal age
and education level, suggesting that employment levels can limit the amount of time
available to meet family and child needs. Interestingly, Weiss et al.calsd that
working mothers developed creative strategies for overcoming such btoriers
involvement. For instance, rather than going to the school, they communicated with
teachers from their workplace, holding “meetings” over the phone; they also brought
their children to work after school, providing them with a place to do homework.

Research shows that economic capital limits low-income, urban pacbotsé of
schools for their child. Diamond and Gomez (2004) found that middle-class parents
tended to live in neighborhoods with higher quality schools nearby or had money to look
outside of their neighborhood for schools. Low-income parents, on the other hand, were
typically forced to send their children to local schools which were often ofquadity
and where teachers were not well-versed in what it means to work with parekgenla
and Remillard (2005) found that children in their study were not permitted to take home
their hard-bound reference books for math because the teacher feared they would not be

returned and the school did not have enough money to purchase new books. Without the
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reference books, parents were uncertain of how to help their children with their
homework. Some parents convinced teachers to let children have the books if they
assumed responsibility for them, but the school’s lack of resources put parents in the
position of having to make requests and made parents feel that they were not trusted.

Social capital.Characterized by the resources derived from interaction in social
networks, social capital refers to the social channels and contacts that progits pa
with access to resources, information, and support (Diamond & Gomez, 2004). Research
suggests that low-income, urban parents possess limited social networks whinh in tur
restricts their ability to participate in their children’s schoolinga(@ond & Gomez,

2004; Horvat, Weininger & Lareau, 2003; Lawson, 2003; Miretzky, 2004; Weiss et al.,
2003).

Research also indicates that low-income parents have distinct pareotksetvat
differ from more middle-class parents. Horvat, Weininger, and Lareau (2008)nexh
social class differences in the relations between families and schoolsnismgws and
observations. They found that in middle-class families, parental networks tended to be
woven through children’s lives and especially through the organized activitiésah w
they participate, as well as through informal contacts with educators and other
professionals. By contrast, working-class parental networks were orgarongdkalship
lines; ties to other parents and professionals were considerably less common.
Consequently, middle-class families studied by Horvat, Weininger and Lareacdess
to many more resources through their parental networks than did working-otélgssta
These network differences were also associated with differences in hemtsplaandled

problems with the school. Middle-class parents tended to react collectivelyngnapaon
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ties within their networks to advocate for their children, while working-classhm
tended to undertake individual responses and had little concrete support to draw upon
through their networks.

Similarly, Diamond and Gomez (2004) found that middle-class African American
parents gained information about school selection through their social networks,
including friendship and kinship ties; they discussed school selection with family and
friends, who provided them with information about local schools. Middle-class parents
also felt more comfortable visiting the schools, asking principals about ezhatati
processes, and choosing schools for their child. Lower-class parents, on the other hand,
did not have such rich social networks through which to gather information about
schools, and did not feel comfortable talking with principals and teachers in@rder t
select their child’s school.

Interestingly, Weiss et al. (2003) found that low-income, working mothers
developed their own networks of support through their place of employment. Often times
these networks crossed class lines. For instance, a mother who worked asadeairdr
talked to her clients in professional occupations about school assessment, whilera mothe
who worked as a house cleaner brought her child to work so that she could practice her
English language skills by talking to the middle-class family who emglbge mother.
These findings are supported by other studies as well (Calabrese Bato2@d4;

Mapp, 2003).

Studies also reveal issues of social trust relative to parental relatismgth

schools. For example, Lawson (2003) found that low-income, cultural minority parents

had negative stories to share about their child’s school. As those stories wede thiear
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trust of other parents toward the school and schooling became eroded. The erosion of
trust in the school was perceived to cause parents to approach teacher-paeations
with hostility, even when the school was trying to accentuate positive acebmplits

by students.

Cultural capital.Referring to the cultural norms and dispositions within society,
cultural capital reflects the notion that schools tend to value the cultural deposit
the middle- and upper-classes and devalue those of the lower-class (Bourdieu, 1986).
Research on low-income, urban parents presents two distinct storiaeredatultural
capital.

The first story is focused on family culture or ethnicity, and what that means for
parent involvement. Research results here are mixed. For instance, Gr#€i8) (ound
that being Hispanic, African American, or Asian American was associatiedower
parent participation in school activities. In a related vein, Pena (2000) foundatult
differences amongst Mexican American families in terms of their inuodve in their
children’s education. Specifically, she found that parents born in Mexico were less
involved. She hypothesized that this was related to traditional family seachat
privileged male expectations that women would stay at home rather than be involved a
their child’s school.

On the other hand, Lopez, Sanchez, and Hamilton (2000) found that immigrant
Mexican Americans were more involved in their children’s education thanWgre
born Mexican Americans. Similarly, Wood and Baker (1999) found few differences
between African American and Caucasian parents after controlling forffiediial

effects of educational attainment. These mixed results suggest thatl @apital is
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more complex than many of these studies acknowledge. It takes into accountadtructur
power dynamics between parents and schools, societal expectations and ndirrasoela
involvement practices, and, more concretely, cultural language barriers.

The second story told within the research is related to structural poweridgnam
Specifically, research suggests that low-income, urban parents are timdéreir
involvement practices by societal norms and power structures that privilegetliass,
Caucasian parents (Abrams & Gibbs, 2002; Carreon, Drake and Calabrese Barton, 2005;
Coll et al., 2002; Lawson, 2003; Overstreet et al., 2005; Smrekar & Cohen-Vogel, 2001).
For instance, Abrams and Gibbs (2002) explored issues of parent roles, access to power,
and practices of inclusion and exclusion at an urban elementary school. During
interviews with Latina mothers, the authors found that mothers felt power ahibhd s
was available only to White parents who participated in the Parent Teadusiadi®on
(PTA). Mothers perceived that power was closed to them because members of the
privileged groups restricted minority parents’ access to it. InterégtMbnite parents
who were interviewed by Abrams and Gibbs denied holding positions of power, insisting
that power was open at the school; they did not see that their dominant cultural position
permitted them to set the standards for PTA meetings specifically, antbdeuaaking
more generally. In fact, White parents perceived that if they did not “orgdiize
meetings, nothing would be accomplished.

Similarly, Carreon, Drake and Calabrese Barton (2005) studied three working
class immigrant parents in order to understand their efforts to particightgErin

children’s schooling. They found that these parents did not understand the role of the



37

PTA and how it attempted to benefit parents. For them, it was a middle-classca#mer
structure that had little or no relevance within their lives.

In terms of parent-school relationships, Lawson (2003) and Smrekar and Cohen-
Vogel (2001) found that low-income, cultural minority parents felt frustrated bydlge w
in which teachers addressed them and their children. Parents in these studiestoted tha
schools and teachers tended to think of themselves as experts or authoritigsosed |
the opinions of parents. Overstreet et al. (2005) found that one of the most powerful
predictors of school involvement for parents of elementary and middle school children
was the degree to which parents felt the school listened to them, and sponsoréskactivit
that made sense to them.

More concretely, studies of involvement amongst low-income, urban families
point to the potential difficulties faced by parents for whom English is notftrsgir
language (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004; Carreon, Drake & Calabrése, 2a05; Coll
et al., 2002; Lopez, 2001; Pena, 2000; Ramirez, 2003). For instance, in a study of parent
involvement amongst three different immigrant groups, Coll et al. (2002) found that
higher language comfort significantly predicted parent involvement. Garbrake and
Calabrese Barton (2005) found that not only did high-poverty, immigrant parents not
understand the purpose of the PTA, but given the absence of translators ataneeting
knowledge and participation was restricted to English speaking parents onlyeRami
(2003) also found that no translators were present at school meetings for predgminantl
Spanish-speaking parents. As a result, parents were concerned that they were not

receiving all the necessary information.
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Overall, research suggests several obstacles to involvement faced bydoveinc
urban families. They often possess limited knowledge and skills for navigating the
children’s school system and understanding what their children are doing at 3¢teyol
have minimal economic capital which translates into limited time and resofmc
participating in the educational process. They typically have limited swetabrks that
offer little or no access to other parents in their child’s school, and theychneex
from the mainstream power dynamics within schools. Yet, despite theseolmstagles,
research shows that many low-income, urban parents do in fact partioipiaég ichild’s
schooling. These patterns of participation are discussed next, with a view tdveards t
shifting definitions required to make visible such patterns of parental pattcipat
Redefining Parent Involvement

One of the major problems with the research on strategies for connectintgpare
and schools is the way in which strategies are defined and measured. Marsy studie
employ Epstein’s (1987; 1995) typology of parent involvement. This typology focuses on
the frequency of specific actions undertaken by school staff, such asghadpents to
create a home environment that supports children as students, encouraging parents to
volunteer in their child’s classroom, and including parents in school decisions. Such an
emphasis on school-centered definitions of parent involvement strategies is only one
piece of the picture. Equally important is an understanding of parents’ own involvement
agendas, priorities, and strategies relative to involvement.

In looking at research conducted with low-income, urban parents, it becomes
evident that many studies let parents define involvement strategies friomvtheoint

of view. This definitional shift makes visible the fact that low-income, urbaenpsare
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involved in their child’s schooling, despite stereotypes and assumptions to the contrary
Research shows how parents create new spaces for involvement, redefining for
themselves what parent involvement actually means. Two salient themes emarge f
these studies: 1) authoring spaces, encapsulating the ways in which paaetbath
physical and virtual spaces for themselves relative to their childremd®bng; and, 2)
crossing contexts, representing the notion that low-income, urban parents arednmol
their children’s education not just at school, but within their everyday lives at &iotne

in their community as well.

Authoring spacesStudies show that low-income, urban parents create their own
opportunities for involvement, authoring spaces and positioning themselves in ways that
permit them to play a role in their children’s schooling. For instance, $egsearchers
define parent involvement in terms of presence. In this case, emphasis dsrgtoa
what parents do in schools, such as volunteering in the classroom, attending PTA
meetings, and helping with fundraising (Epstein, 2001), but rather on how they become
part of the fabric of the school (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004; Carreon, Drake &
Calabrese Barton, 2005; Jackson & Remillard, 2005; Mapp, 2003). In their study of three
immigrant, working-class parents, Carreon, Drake & Calabrese Bartds)(&und not
only that all three parents were involved in their children’s schooling, but that their
involvement practices converged around their desire to be present in ways titht fit w
their particular values and expectations for education. Each parent navigafedeadif
kind of presence within their child’s education — one helped in the classroom, another
helped with school work at home, and another offered daily encouragement and support

in conversations with his child. These results suggest that involvement practaegsam
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low-income, cultural minority parents may well be highly contextual, depending upon the
nature of parents’ everyday realities.

Similarly, Calabrese Barton et al. (2004) studied parent involvement amongst
high-poverty, urban parents. Through extensive interviews, they found that gasehts
to be present in their children’s schooling in whatever ways they could givenftheir |
circumstances. For some parents, that meant questioning their child'srtedem
something did not seem right to them; for others it meant trying to be in their child’s
school periodically so they would know what was going on. Jackson and Remillard
(2005) interviewed ten low-income, African American mothers about their involvement
in their children’s mathematical education. They found that mothers were mgblyed
in children’s homework, using it as a mechanism for monitoring how well children were
doing in math and knowing where they might need help. Many mothers wrote notes to
teachers in order to clear up confusion over homework, again highlighting the importanc
of presence for these parents.

Other researchers have emphasized notions of empowerment relative to the
involvement of low-income, cultural minority parents (Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001;
Cooper & Christie, 2005; Mapp, 2003; Miretzky, 2004). For instance, Cooper and
Christie (2005) assessed the impact of a 13-week parent education interventiamprog
and found several program outcomes related to involvement. Of particular note, the
program increased parents’ confidence, prompting many Latino mothers to reetiadua
conventional gender roles they had assumed and motivating them to seek more power
than they originally aspired to gain relative to their child’s schooling. Mameretely,

some of the Latina mothers in this study shifted away from being stayva-tmothers
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who were reluctant to participate in their children’s schooling because ohfitar a
intimidation, and instead wanted to learn more about their rights, exert ther voic
encourage their children to go to college, and advance their own educational pursuits.
Crossing contextdnitial research also emphasizes that involvement amongst
low-income, urban parents does not necessarily have to take place in the chddls sc
In fact, research on this population of parents shows that they are often involved in t
children’s education across multiple contexts (Calabrese Barton et al.,2&0don,
Drake & Calabrese Barton, 2005; Jackson Remillard, 2005; Lawson, 2003; Lopez, 2001;
Mapp, 2003; Smrekar & Cohen-Vogel, 2001). For instance, Jackson and Remillard
(2005) found that African American mothers were involved in their children’s
mathematics education in ways that were encouraged by the school — helping wit
homework and volunteering in the classroom — but they were also involved outside of
school — using trips to the grocery store or time spent at the Laundromat to pratktice m
skills. In other words, these mothers actively created opportunities for tiidiea to
learn math in everyday, realistic situations, and saw these opportunities asfforms
involvement within their children’s schooling. Arguably, middle-class, Caucasrantpa
engage in similar practices with their children outside of school. The point maddedey
studies is not that low-income, urban parents are inventing new ways to be involved in
their children’s education. Rather the point is that these parents see thgalagve
practices as significant forms of school-related involvement that draguslevant as the
more traditional involvement practices encouraged by schools.
Similarly, Smrekar and Cohen-Vogel (2001) explored ideas and attitudes about

education amongst low-income, urban parents to understand their relationships wit
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schools. They found that when parents were asked to describe their involvement, they
responded with almost conditioned responses, talking about attending meetings at school
and helping with homework. But the more these researchers talked with pluensré
parents opened up, saying they wished that schools would legitimize other kinds of
participation, ones that parents deemed more appropriate given their talemseand t
constraints. For instance, parents wanted to be able to participate in evargdayvith
their children, like sewing or carpentry. Many of the parents rejected the
compartmentalized roles of parents and teachers, advocating instead aamesse
relationship between home and school.

Lopez (2001) studied parent involvement within a Mexican immigrant family.
Like the other studies discussed here, he found first and foremost that these paents w
in fact involved in their children’s schooling. However, the story of their involvement
took a very different form than the one told within mainstream literature on parent
involvement. Lopez discovered that these parents saw their role as transimetiting
work ethic to their children, teaching them to value school, and helping them to learn lif
skills. In fact, these parents took their children to work with them in order to help them
learn these skills, and viewed this time spent together as an important aspbobbf s
related involvement.

Overall, research shows that low-income, urban parents participate in their
children’s schooling in various ways. However, their strategies for invawetand to
fall outside of the traditional, school-centric definitions of what it means to be an
involved parent (i.e., volunteering in the classroom, serving on the PTA, participating

school fundraising activities). It becomes necessary then to recorizpwiaat
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involvement means for low-income, urban parents, broadening the definitional scope to
include activities that are part of everyday life outside of school. Once tndideél
scope is enlarged, it is easy to see the role that community-based orgasigath as
museums might play in helping to bring home and school together in alternatise way
The next section discusses research relevant to this notion.

The Role of Museum Programs in Facilitating Parent Involvement

Attempts to increase parent involvement in schools have become a regular feature
of federal, state, and local education policies (Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001; Epstein, 1991).
At the national level, parent involvement is one of the six targeted areas in theltlo Chi
Left Behind Act of 2001. Similarly, schools receiving Title | funding are regiio
spend part of that money on parent participation programs. As a result of these,policies
many schools are designing intervention programs designed to increage pare
involvement.

Research examining the impact of such intervention programs tends to assess
child-based outcomes. For instance, several meta-analyses have sought totitteime
effects of parent involvement intervention programs on children’s achievement (Cox
2005; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Mattingly et al., 2002; Shephard & Carlson, 2004; White
et al., 1992). Interestingly, these studies reveal mixed results, demogstrdck of
evidence to support the benefits of such intervention programs for children. Perhaps this
is because most of these interventions are designed from the point of view of saffiool st
privileging what they feel is important about parents’ involvement — teachiegtpay

skills and emphasizing the role that parents can play in helping children with hdmewor
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In a recent review of parent involvement literature, Pomerantz et al. (2007)
identified three criteria for successful parent-based intervention pregFarst, parent
involvement initiatives need to empower parents within the school arena, helping parent
to feel as though they have an important role to play in their children’s development.
addition, such initiatives need to make parents feel that their child’s schadhgien
acknowledges and welcomes the role they have to play. Second, parent involvement
initiatives need to create a context in which parents do not feel pressured taleaisure
their children are performing to school-based standards. In short, the focus should be on
the process of learning and not just on children’s test achievement. Third, parent
involvement initiatives need to be designed with an understanding of the importance of
maintaining parents’ positive affect and beliefs about children’s potenti@nTa
together, these criteria clearly articulate what community ozgdans can bring to the
table of parent involvement in the creation of non-traditional initiatives.

What is mostly ignored in the reviews of intervention-based studies agéehts
of these programs on parents themselves — on their desires to be involved, on their
strategies for becoming and staying involved, and on their relationships with stafol
Only by studying various strategies for connecting home and school will we @amdkerst
which are most effective and why. A meta-analysis by Mattingly. ¢2@02) provides
some insight into these issues. Although these researchers sought to asslgsrtbe i
of parent involvement programs on student learning, in examining the charastefistic
each program they documented effects on parents as well. Specifically, 141df the
studies in their sample had parent-based outcomes, either focused on enhancing parent

communication with the school, enhancing parenting skills, increasing parentxecisi
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making, or increasing parent volunteering. Analysis showed that of the 14 studies with
these parent-based outcomes, few actually demonstrated improvement amamngst pa
Again, this is likely due to the school-centered measures that were used within the
programs and the assessment of these programs.

The primary question that arises from this research is this: How do we design
intervention programs that reflect both the schools’ and parents’ pri@mteesalues
relative to involvement? There is some emerging evidence to suggesirtimtioity
organizations are well positioned to bring parents and schools together in such ways,
operating at the intersection of the home and school contexts.
Parent-School-Community Connections in Support of Parent Involvement

Although a substantial literature examines strategies for connectingdmame
school, most of it is focused on school-designed supports for involvement. Little is
known about the ways in which nonschool programs can influence parent involvement.
Lopez et al. (2005) studied four intermediary organizations — The Alliance for @hildre
and Families, The National Coalition of Advocates for Students, The Prichard i@eenm
for Academic Excellence, and the Right Question Project — in an attempt to dothenent
ways in which they built parents’ and school’s capacity for parent involvementifResul
revealed that these intermediary organizations provided a level of support aimgjtrai
that schools were unlikely to offer. They redefined parent roles, supportingpase
catalysts and leaders with the potential to change children’s school expsritn
addition, they worked to build the cultural and social capital of parents, acknowledging
the importance of such strategies if parents are to overcome the sigrbéicaers to

involvement that exist within school power structures. At the same time, these



46

organizations worked with schools to help them conceptualize new ways of thinking
about parent-centered involvement. In essence, this study demonstrated tHadalonsc
organizations and programs, in this case called intermediaries, can play brolecna
parent involvement by offering alternatives to school-centered approaciesy
building the capacity of both parents and schools to come together in support of
children’s learning.

Chrispeels and Rivero (2001) examined the impact of parent education classes
offered by a community group called the Parent Institute for Qualitydfiduc(PIQE).
According to these researchers, PIQE played the role of a cultural broker, mgovidi
Latino immigrant parents with a community-based forum in which to consider their
personal beliefs and roles relative to their children’s education. Results@adibat
PIQE helped parents to redefine their roles and sense of place within their child’s
schooling.

More research is needed to confirm these initial trends, and to better umdiersta
the many contextual influences on parent involvement strategies and mechanisms
Community programs such as those offered by museums, libraries, and community
centers are well poised to bridge the gap between home and school in support of
children’s learning. Discussion now turns to the untapped potential of these prégrams
facilitating parent involvement.

Museums Facilitating Home-School Connections

Museums serve as a key component within the learning infrastructure of a

community (Luke, Camp, Dierking & Coles, 2001). Museum programs can failita

parent involvement in unique and significant ways. Such programs operate not within a
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single context (i.e., school), but rather in the intersection of multiple contexis (i
school, home, community), thus broadening the concept of parent involvement to include
a variety of settings and providing more opportunities for parents to participhggrin t
children’s learning. In addition, museums are not tied to instructional and curriculum
mandates in the same way that schools are, making them freer to experithesatrious
approaches and strategies for parental participation. Finally, museums foust nat
students, but on learners across the lifespan, and more broadly on groups of (eayners
families with parents and children learning together). In this way, museutitakba
seriously the notion of enhancing parent involvement can draw upon experience and
expertise in facilitating parent-child connections, a crucial aspect effarolvement.

Despite the overwhelming potential of museum programs within the arena of
parent involvement, there are very few studies exploring this potential. MgCardd
Luke (2006) conducted pilot research in support of this dissertation study. They found
that a museum-designed parent involvement initiative can provide parents witth value
opportunities to engage in their child’s schooling in ways that fit with the reatitiheir
lives. For instance, parents spoke of opportunities to better understand their child’s
interests; they identified instances where they felt welcome in thiéd*scschool through
program activities, and articulated how that led to enhanced communication with their
child’s teacher. These findings point to the potential of museum programs to bring
parents and schools together in support of children’s learning.

At the same time, however, this study documented the challenges that museums
face in trying to bridge home and school. For instance, in the case of the program

investigated here, McCreedy and Luke (2006) found that it took multiple yealsef
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museum to gain the trust of partnering schools; museum staff struggled to amadiénst
culture of each school, and some school staff members were wary of muselsm staff
agendas. These findings highlight the fact that while museum programtghbagyaential
to facilitate parent involvement in ways that are different from schoolbagmtives,
they are not immune to organizational challenges and obstacles in the rdieyhaay.

Two related bodies of research in the museum field support the notion that
museum programs have unique potential to bring home and school together in support of
children’s learning. First, a growing number of studies are focused ory fangiences in
museums (Ellenbogen, Luke & Dierking, 2004). Research on families’ motivations f
visiting museums show that parents clearly value the learning opportunigesdotify
these institutions, not only for their child but for themselves as well. Paren&sveethat
spending time at the museum is an important way to spend quality social time with the
child, and to help their child learn in ways they might not at school (Moussouri, 1997).
Research on families’ conversations in museums show that parents and chéddren le
together through discussion. They talk about what they know from previous experiences
discussing what they see, hear, read, and do in relation to their family expedadce
memories. Through these conversations, they reinforce past experiences & deve
shared understandings (Ash, 2003; Borun et al., 1998; Crowley et al., 2001).

Studies on family learning in museums confirm the already important akd wel
established role that these institutions play in parent/child development. Museums
provide a valued resource outside of school in which parents can support their child’s
ongoing development, and as such they have a long history of developing educational

materials for family groups.
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Second, research has examined the effects of museum-school partnerships at both
an individual and organizational level. Museums have a long history of partnering with
schools (IMLS, 2002), with many moving beyond the provision of single-visit school
tours to the development of ongoing partnerships with schools over multiple y&ars. S
partnerships impact participating teachers, increasing their knowledge dfiarea
towards specific content areas and enhancing their capacity for teaabimgontent, as
well as participating schools, influencing school climate and culturevesta particular
practices (Adams & Luke, 2000). While there is a growing body of litexatn single-
visit school trips to museums (Storksdieck, 2006), there are few empirical studies on
museum-school partnerships. However, given the growing number of museums that have
such partnerships with schools, there is every reason to believe that the curyehastud
application to various museums across the country who are seeking to play a role in
community building.

Further research is needed on the role that museums can play in connecting
parents and schools in support of children’s learning. What is more, such research should
be well grounded in relevant theoretical models, given the largely atlvabretture of
much of the research on parent involvement strategies to date. With that in mind, the next
section of this review discusses various theoretical models for describingnvwelysh
parents can connect with their child’s schooling.

Theoretical Models of Parent Involvement in Schooling

The body of research investigating strategies for connecting parehtchools,

and in particular the role of community programs in facilitating such ctionscis at an

early stage of development. Researchers are still trying to understaowetiall patterns
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of such connections, and how they are best encouraged and maintained. As such, many of
the empirical studies in this area lack a firm grounding in theory; they offeriemt
descriptions of how low-income, urban parents think about and operationalize their
involvement, but these descriptions are largely atheoretical, making ittlitbc
compare across studies and to predict with any accuracy the effectisénassus
strategies for connecting home and school.

Calls have been issued for the development of theoretical models that describe
strategies for connecting parents and schools. There are several reledal,
including Epstein’s typology of parent involvement (1987; 1995), Chrispeels’ typology
of parent involvement (1992; 1996), Grolnick and Slowiaczek’s resource model (1994),
and Hoover-Dempsey et al.’s psychological model (1997; 2005); see Table 2.1 below for
an overview of each model. A critical review of each framework will sheweficiency
for grounding further empirical work in this area. An in-depth discussion obfesla
Barton et al.’s sociocultural model (2004) will demonstrate the relevanhesof t
framework for this dissertation study.
Epstein’s Typology of Parent Involvement

Epstein’s model (1987; 1995) is based on a theory of how social organizations
connect. She emphasizes three overlapping spheres — family, school, and community — as
the major contexts in which children grow and learn. Children are best supported when
goals are shared and people work collaboratively across these threescédtuestmply,
families, schools, and communities are jointly responsible for and influentikailldnes’s

development.
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Table 2.1: Overview of theoretical models related to parent/school connections.

Framework

Epstein (1987;
1995)

Description

* Typology;

¢ Based on social
organization
perspective of

overlapping influence.

Key Constructs

e Parenting;

e Communicating;

¢ VVolunteering;

¢ Providing information;

¢ Decision making;

e Collaborating with
community.

Methods

e School & Family
Partnership Scale;

e Questionnaires;

e Emphasis on frequency @
behaviors.

Chrispeels
(1992; 1996)

e Typology;

e Focused on interactive
relationship between
home and school.

e Two-way communication;

e Supporting child’s needs;

e Learning how to work
together;

¢ Sharing teaching
responsibilities;

¢ Collaborating in decision-
making.

e Interviews;
e Emphasis on frequency g
behaviors.

Grolnick & e Resource-based model;Types of involvement: e Questionnaires;
Slowiaczek e Focuses on resources| ®Behavioral; e Emphasis on frequency
(1994) within multiple e Personal; of behaviors.
dimensions of e Cognitive/intellectual.
involvement.
Hoover- e Psychological model; | eParents’ beliefs; ¢ Sharing the Dream!

Dempsey et al.
(1997; 2005)

e Seeks to explain

parents’ motivations
for becoming involved
in their child’s school.

e Parents’ perceptions of
invitations from others;

e Parents’ perceived life
context.

Parent Questionnaire.

Calabrese
Barton et al.
(2004)

¢ Sociocultural model;
e Emphasizes parents’
relationships with

others.

e Space;

e Capital;

¢ Authoring;
¢ Positioning.

e Interviews;

e Focus groups;

e Emphasis on quality of
behaviors, as defined
from parents’ point of
view.

—h

Specifically, Epstein puts forth a framework of six major types of involvement,

evolving from research and practice in elementary, middle, and high schools{Epstei

1995). Each type of involvement includes many different practices of partnerstiip. Ea

type presents particular challenges that must be met in order to involve ak$amili

Finally, each type is likely to lead to different results for children, &wepts, for

teachers, and for school climate. The six major types of involvement are deéssibe

follows:
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e Type 1: Parenting
0 Help all families establish a home environment to support children as
students.
e Type 2: Communicating
o Design effective forms of school-to-home and home-to-school
communications about school programs and children’s progress.
e Type 3: Volunteering
0 Recruit and organize parent help and support.
e Type 4: Learning at home
o Provide information and ideas to families about how to help students at
home with homework and other curriculum-related activities, decisions,
and planning.
e Type 5: Decision making
o Include parents in school decisions, developing parent leaders and
representatives.
e Type 6: Collaborating with community
o ldentify and integrate resources and services from the community to
strengthen school programs, family practices, and student learning and
development.
The field has greatly benefited from Epstein’s model. It is the mostyviceld
model by researchers and practitioners (and thus well tested), largalysbéts
dimensions are well-defined and it provides useful guidelines for praagfipltations

connecting home and school. The model also acknowledges the multidimensional nature
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of parent involvement, seeking to integrate behaviors and actions across the three mai
contexts in which it occurs — home, school, and community.

At the same time, however, there are serious limitations to the model.thgst, i
clearly focused on teacher and school-initiated behaviors, almost entirelyngparent-
initiated involvement. It defines parent involvement according to goals defingechbyl
staff; as such, it reflects the values and priorities of schools, not all of whighen
shared by parents. Although there is little or no research on this point, the N&.€ild
Behind requirements for testing and reducing achievement gaps may in dctitiaer
distanced the priorities of school personnel (successful standardized teshaec®by
low ability students who could cause a school to be labeled as failing) antgwiofi
parents (teaching all children in a way that increases their motivaticzafoing along
with their cognitive performance).

Second, Epstein’s model does little to acknowledge potential differences between
families. Although she suggests that each type of involvement should be customized to
different families, there is little attention paid to culturally apprdpr@ncepts and
measures or to the differential supportive networks available to immigrant and non-
immigrant parents or to middle class and working class parents.

Third, although the model claims to take into account community influences on
parent involvement, this dimension is superficial at best. It encouragesfatnibeek
out community resources, and it encourages schools to partner with community
organizations where possible, but it offers little guidance for community aegams
themselves. How can they create programs that bring home and school together? Why

should they want to play such a role?
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A final weakness of the model stems from its application. To measure parent
involvement based on her typology, Epstein developed the School and Family
Partnership Scale, a 44-item teacher and parent report of parental involveitient, w
subscales measuring parental involvement at home, formal contact with scfipat-sta
school involvement, and perceptions of school climate (Epstein & Lee, 1995). Not only
does this scale privilege the school’s role in determining what counts as parent
involvement, but it also emphasizes the frequency of such school-defined actions, by
asking how often parents engage in these types of involvement. In this way, Epstein
stresses quantity of parent involvement rather than quality of parent involvement.
Chrispeels’ Typology of Parent Involvement

Similar to Epstein, Chrispeels offers a multidimensional typology of parent-
school-community partnership. Her model emphasizes five major types otivera
relationships, including:

e Two-way communication;
e Support of the child, family, and the school;
e Learning about each other and how to work together;
e Sharing teaching responsibilities (including the presence of parent volumtéaes i
classroom);
e Collaborating in decision making and advocacy.
The strengths and weaknesses of this model are similar to those of Epsteinlis mode
However, Chrispeels’ work was borne from a desire to understand parent invaiveme
amongst Latino families. As such, her model may be more culturally appeotbraet

Epstein’s, although there is no concrete evidence to support such a suggestion. Some of
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the same issues are neglected: the availability of supportive social retparénts and
children learning together, and expectations about power in the school.
Grolnick & Slowiaczek’s Resource-Based Model of Parent Involvement
Recognizing that previous parent involvement models tended to focus on school-
specific activities and events, Grolnik and Slowiaczek (1994) sought to develop a
conceptualization of parent involvement in children’s schooling that integrated both
developmental and educational constructs. Thus, their framework defines parent
involvement as “the dedication of resources by the parent to the child within a given
domain” (Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994, p. 238). This definition recognizes that there is a
difference between parents’ overall involvement with the child, and their innelviein
the child’s schooling. In other words, parents may decide for various reasons to devote
differing amounts of time and energy to what their child does in school than to their
child’s social activities or athletic activities. Specifically, @iok & Slowiaczek’'s model
articulates the following three types of involvement:
e Behaviors (i.e., going to the school, participating in school activities such as open
houses);
e Personal involvement (i.e., degree to which parent cares about school and has
positive interactions with their child around school);
e Cognitive/intellectual involvement (i.e., exposing the child to stimulating
materials).
A strength of this model is its inclusion of attitudinal components of parent
involvement, something that neither Epstein (1987; 1995) nor Chrispeels (1992; 1996)

take into account. It seems reasonable to assume that parents’ attitudds smivaol,
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and towards their child’s school experience, likely influence the ways in wieghate
involved in their child’s schooling. However, a concern of this model is that the
dimensions are broad, combining various specific types of parent involvement within
each dimension. For instance, parent behaviors include activities at schoohankat
despite increasing evidence to suggest that these two different types of nmeolveay

lead to different outcomes for children (Pomerantz, 2007). In addition, this model has not
been adopted by researchers in the field, and thus has not been tested in subsequent
studies.

Hoover-Dempsey et al.’s Psychological Model of Parent Involvement

While Epstein’s (1987; 1995) and Chrispeel’s (1992; 1996) typologies, and
Grolnick and Slowiaczek’s resource model (1994), focus on what parents do to involve
themselves in their child’s schooling, Hoover-Dempsey et al. (1997; 2005) focus on why
parents get involved in their child’s schooling to begin with, arguing that thisnn tur
influences the form that parent involvement takes.

In 1997, Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler reviewed psychological literature in order
to develop a theoretical model explaining parents’ involvement decisions and choices.
2005, they revised their initial model based on a decade of research (Hoover-ip&mpse
Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). Their revised model suggests that parents’
involvement decisions are based on three psychological constructs:

¢ Motivational beliefs, including parents’ role construction for involvement (or their
beliefs about what they are supposed to do relative to their children’s schooling),
and their sense of efficacy for helping the child learn;

e Perception of invitations to involvement from the school, teacher, and child;
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e Elements of parents’ life context that encourage involvement, including self-
perceived time and energy, as well as self-perceived skills and knowledge.
Strengths of this motivational model include the fact that it is well testea atvit

least a dozen studies in the field having grounded their work in Hoover-Dempsey and
colleagues’ thinking (for example, see Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001; Desl&n8esrand,
2004; Green et al., 2007; Reed, Jones, Walker, and Hoover-Dempsey, 2000). Also, it is
firmly based in the psychological literature about parenting. Howeveritlashe other
parent involvement models, this one too has its limitations. Admittedly, Hoover-
Dempsey and colleagues focus predominantly on middle-class, Caucasias waent
are already involved in their child’s schooling. They include a brief dismusdilife-
context variables that may influence parents’ involvement decisions — paesutatces
and family culture — but their definitions of these constructs are supedfidakt, as they
are seemingly not interested in the research on marginalized families/envet
decisions and patterns.

Like the previous models discussed, this model clearly separates the “what” of
parent involvement (i.e., specific involvement forms and behaviors) from the ‘aviuy”
“how” of involvement (i.e., parents’ motivations and strategies for becoming involved)
This separation is problematic, as it compartmentalizes our thinking about parent
involvement in ways that miss the larger context. In fact, Hoover-Dempsewysl iis
often used in conjunction with Epstein’s typology in the research in order to fully
measure not only why parents are involved, but what they are actually involved in.

Overall, each of these four models has contributed to the larger field of parent

involvement, helping to refine thinking about the ways in which parents and schools can
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come together in support of children’s learning. However, most share severas seri
limitations, in that they define parent involvement strategies almastlgritom a
school-centered point of view, privileging the school’s goals and expectatiqoerémts;
they do little to account for the larger context surrounding parents’ involvemenbdscis
and strategies, and as such leave little room for acknowledging the rolertiratinity
programs might play; and they separate the “what” of parent involvement fromHhié “w
and the “how”, implying a distinction when in fact parent involvement strateggdsest
understood in integration. A discussion of Calabrese Barton and colleagues’ (2004)
Ecologies of Parent Engagement model demonstrates a more comprehensaxtyal,
and parent-driven approach to understanding how to bridge home and school in support
of children’s schooling.
Calabrese Barton et al.’s Ecologies of Parent Engagement Model

The Ecologies of Parent Engagement (EPE) framework, developed by Galabre
Barton and her colleagues in 2004, emphasizewhatparents do to engage with their
children’s schooling — as is typically stressed in other parent involvementsr{pdel
Epstein, 1987; 1995) — but rathew andwhy parents are engaged, and the complex
waysin which their engagement occurs. Drawing upon cultural-historical acinetyry,
the EPE framework examines parents in relation to their environment and exaplibsi
importance of parents’ social context. It expands traditional definitions efpar
involvement to include not just parents’ actions and behaviors relative to schooling (i.e.,
Epstein’s typology), but also their beliefs and orientations towards thosasacti
“Parental engagement...is more than just an object or an outcome. Engagementfis a set

relationships and actions that cut across individuals, circumstances, and leaiearts t
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produced and bounded by the context in which that engagement takes place” (Ealabres
Barton et al., 2004, p. 6).

Calabrese Barton and her colleagues argue that parent engagementefireador
term over parent involvement) is the mediation of space and capital in relatitverts ot
in the school setting. Space is defined by drawing upon various notions of sociocultural
environments in order to denote an area described by both virtual and physical
boundaries (Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner & Cain, 1998; Lave, 1993; Lave & Wenger,
1991). More concretely, spaces (e.g., the teaching of science, the managemennbf stude
behavior, parent networks at school) are created by individuals who come together for
particular reasons as well as the roles they play; spaces are shapedudys and
expectations for participating together in that space (these are the batualaries), the
tools typically enacted for that shared participation, and the mediatifagi@ produced
by that participation. Capital is defined by drawing upon Bourdieu’s (1977) defirition
the human, social, and material resources one has access to and can activatedor the
desired purposes.

Calabrese Barton and colleagues use these notions of space and capital to propose
two key actions that foster parent engagement — authoring and positioningn$Attiat
engage [parents] are both about how parents activate the resources availablart@them
given space in order to author a place of their own in schools, and about how they use or
express that place to position themselves differently so that they can ieflifenn
schools” (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004, p. 8). Put simply, authoring is the process
whereby parents create space(s) within their children’s school anddbeatien by

activating their various forms of capital. For instance, a parent might spemdhttheir
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child’s classroom, using human and social capital (time, one-one-one interadgtions w
the teacher) to forge a personal space in which she gains informatiorerelathat her
child is learning. Positioning involves the expression of both space and capital to gain
relative positions of power, influence or control within relationships and spacegerelat
to children’s schooling. For instance, a parent might take note of the kind of homework
and projects her child brings home, and use these assignments to ask questions of the
teacher and make suggestions about her child’s learning or about the curriculber or ot
aspects of the school situation that would potentially improve all children’srgarni
Parents both author and position themselves, and are authored and positioned by
others, in relation to their children’s schooling. For Calabrese Barton géteajpal of
parent engagement is to create multiple and varied opportunities for parentsotcaadt
position, finding comfortable and productive ways to be involved in their children’s
schooling.
As stated earlier, the EPE framework serves as a useful startindopding
building of a model within this study. It takes into account the larger socialudtndat
context around parents’ participation, thus framing involvement more broadly than just
school-centered activities. It takes into account the “what,” “how,” arfg™wf
involvement, thus offering a holistic model for understanding parent involvement. And it
puts forth integrated and observable mechanisms through which parent involvement
occurs, thus providing an existing theoretical framework that can be adaptedirse re
within the context of this study. What it does not do is articulate the role that an
intervention program might play in facilitating parent involvement; thisyspudposes to

take this theoretical framework to that next step.
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Summary

This chapter has reviewed four key aspects of parent involvement research and
theory: 1) the impact of parent involvement on children’s achievement; 2pstsater
connecting low-income, urban parents and schools, including why parents getdnvolve
factors that influence their involvement, and shifting definitions of what it medawes t
involved; 3) the role of community organizations and programs in facilitating
connections between parents and schools; and 4) theoretical frameworks relevant for
grounding an examination of how parents create and sustain connections with their
child’s schooling.

Taken together, these various strands of research and theory serve tohgtuate t
current study within the literature on parent involvement, creating an argtonevity
such a study is needed. Research on the impact of parent involvement on children’s
achievement reveals mixed results. Certainly parent involvement makesendéfen
children’s achievement, but it is not clear exactly what that differerangdisinder what
conditions it can be fostered. This is likely due to assumptions made about theestrateg
that parents use to connect with their child’s schooling. A research shift issgequne
that focuses on the underlying processes of involvement — parents’ perceptidrys of w
and how they are involved, and opportunities they see (and take) for such involvement.
Research on parents’ strategies for involvement suggest that motivatibers agado
beliefs about what role parents can play in their children’s learning. Howexéwk:
income parents in particular, there are societal obstacles to involventgeargnats must
overcome, in the form of limited capital — social capital, economic capital, dioat

capital.
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Much of the research on the processes of parent involvement privilege school-
centered strategies for involvement, focusing predominantly on school-basetbisha
This study proposes a broader focus, one that includes educational behaviors that take
place inside and outside of school. This more expansive focus highlights additional
players within the parent involvement arena, such as museum programs that have an
important contribution to make in bringing parents and schools together. Surprisingly
there is little research in this area. With that in mind, the current stasigikiven by the
following research questiorow does a museum program provide opportunities for
parents in a low-income, urban community to engage in their child’s schodlimg?

discussion now turns to the study’s design and methods.
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Chapter Three: Research Methods
Research Design and Approach

Overview

This study is qualitative in nature, using a grounded theory approach to
understand parents’ perceptions, elicited retrospectively, of how their pdrbicipaa
museum program afforded them opportunities to engage in their children’s schooling.
The research questions driving this study necessitated a qualitative appnoadati@e
methods are especially useful in the “generation of categories forstentging human
phenomena and the investigation of the interpretation and meaning that people give to the
events they experience” (Polkinghorne, 1991, p.112). This study sought to generate
theoretical propositions about parental interactions in relation to theitschdldooling, a
phenomenon that consists of feelings, thought processes, emotions, actions, and
orientations to action that are difficult to investigate through quantitativeguoes.
Grounded Theory Methodology

One of the major paradigms of qualitative inquiry, grounded theory was
originally developed by sociologists Glaser and Strauss (1967). As aditbkathese
researchers, it is a general methodology for developing theory that is derived from
empirical data that has been systematically gathered and analyzeory €kelves
during the actual research, and it does this through continuous interplay betwees analys
and data collection” (Strauss & Corbin, 1994, p. 273). Within this approach, theory is
defined as a set of well-developed themes or concepts that are sysigmatzreelated
through statements of relationships to form a theoretical framework thainsxgpbene

relevant social, psychological, or educational phenomenon. The statements of
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relationship explain who, what, when, where, why, how, and with what consequences an
event (such as parent involvement in schooling) occurs (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Grounded theory methodology can be used in one of two ways. First, it can be
used to generate a theory from the data where one does not exist. Second, it can be used
to elaborate and modify an existing theory, where such a theory is relevanatearod
investigation (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). It is the latter approach that wasitaltes
study, given that the goal of the research was not to create a theory ofipayk@ment
but rather to draw upon an existing theoretical framework in order to descritmettod
a museum program in facilitating parent involvement. As such, this study uses grounded
theory methodology in the tradition of Strauss and Corbin (1990), as opposed to the more
rigid version advocated by Glaser (1992).

Although it emerged from sociology, grounded theory has gained widespread use
within multiple disciplines, including anthropology, psychology, and education. As
evidence of its current academic acceptance, an advanced search withitFBsyc
using the term “grounded theory” and limiting results to articles published in peer
reviewed journals over the last 10 years — yielded approximately 1,500 rexcsmtslar
search within Digital Dissertations yielded approximately 4,000 dscor

A specific example of how grounded theory has been used within a recent
developmental study provides a more detailed sense of the value of this method. In an
article published irfChild DevelopmentLarson and Brown (2007) describe results from
their investigation of the processes of emotional development as they ariermcgubby
adolescents. Given that little is known about how adolescents’ emotions unfold in

particular educational contexts, Larson and Brown used grounded theory as a way of
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trying to understand the complexity of this phenomenon, from the point of view of
adolescents themselves, using their language and experiences. In their,@pminded
theory provided an avenue for understanding how emotions develop in relation to real-
life cultural contexts, in this case an organized youth program. The method alsbeperm
the development of theoretical propositions about these processes, and how the setting
facilitated the processes. It is for all of these reasons that fisisrtdition study was also
based in the grounded theory tradition.
Research Context

This study was conducted within the context of a parent involvement program
designed by The Franklin Institute Science Museum, Philadelphia, PA. @alledt
Partners in School Science (PPS8js 5-year, National Science Foundation-funded
initiative targeted parents and children in Kindergarten throtiggrade at three urban
elementary schools in Philadelphia. Its overall goal was to bring parehschool staff
together in support of elementary children’s learning, with an emphasis on building
home-school connections. The program started in September 2001 and ended in June
2006.
Program Start-Up and Implementation

Upon receipt of initial program funding in 2001, museum staff administered a call
for elementary schools within the Philadelphia School District to apply focipeation
in Parent Partners in School Sciendéne application process required that each school
identify the extent and nature of existing parent involvement in their school, and to
articulate why participation in a program like this would complement tiierent parent

involvement efforts. Schools were also asked to describe how they would involves parent
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in the program, extending it beyond just school staff. At the time of this application
process, the Philadelphia School District was subdivided into approximately J<lust
each with a cluster leader. An invitation was sent to each cluster leddig, thait they

also submit one elementary school for consideration in the program, using these same
criteria.

A total of 10 elementary schools applied for participatioRarent Partners in
School Scienc@hree were selected, one in northeast Philadelphia, one in north
Philadelphia, and one in west Philadelphia. Selection criteria for theselsincluded
the likelihood for parent involvement within the school, demographic diversity, and
participation in an initial information meeting at the museum.

In the first year of the program (2001-2002), each of the three participating
schools formed program planning teams, consisting of the Principal, 3 teachers, and 3
parents, one of whom was the President of the Home and School Association (HSA).
These teams were designed to establish an implementation and communiaattarest
within the school that drew upon and supported the existing culture within that school,
and that included both teacher and parent input throughout. Planning teams were
responsible for recruiting parents and children to participate in the progranifyidgnt
mechanisms for keeping parents and teachers informed of program actantie
coordinating program activities as they were implemented. Each teagiweasa budget
of approximately $12,500 from The Franklin Institute Science Museum to support these
efforts. In this way, museum staff attempted to involve parents not only in th@crefti
program activities, but also in the ongoing implementation of the program at eaeh of t

schools.
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Program Activities

Each year, the program consisted of three main activities, each developed by
museum staff with input from teachers and parents: 1) events, held at both the museum
and at the school; 2) home-based activities; and 3) school-based projects. Apgilgximat
3-4 events were held during each year of the program; events typictdly 1ag hours in
length. Some were held at the museum. For these events, transportation was provided for
parents and children. While at the museum, families were given freectiex@lore.
Other events were held at the school. These events were more focused in nature, inviting
parents and children to participate in various in-depth science experimezitsetog

Home-based activities, called Exploration Cards, were designed to offer non
threatening opportunities for parents and children to engage in simple, science
explorations together, using materials that are typically found around the hame. F
example, one activity involved sending home “Post-It” notes imprinted with thegphras
"Science is Everywhere." Parents and children were encouraged to ssokath@apers
around their house wherever they saw science, and then take each other around and
discuss their choices in terms of how they related to science. Anothelyatdtiaiienged
children and their parents to explore the concept of balance by building a paper mobil
together. Approximately 5-6 Exploration Cards were sent home by the schiool eac
program year; in many cases, the science teacher at the school adedirisi@oration
Cards as a form of homework.

Finally, each of the three schools created what was called a Legacyt,Rrojec
community-based project designed by teachers and parents at the schotéta crea

sustainable teaching resource for the school. For instance, one school creatsdean on
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garden, and they continue to use it not only as a teaching tool within the scieneenprogr
but also as a way to involve parents in school activities (a parent group helps te care fo
the garden during the year).
Program Participation

Parents of children in Kindergarten throudhgtade were encouraged to
participate in the program through mechanisms such as flyers sent home witénchil
mention of the program in the school newsletter, and teacher communication about the
program during parent-teacher conferences and other interactions. Parerfreevto
participate as little or as much as they wanted. Specifically, theg strukcture their
program experience in ways that worked best for them by picking and choosingpérom t
program activities offered throughout a given year. The “free-choice” nattine of
program is typical of museum programs. Unlike many intervention prograntsutpeit
parents, aiming to teach them concrete strategies for engaging ichileés homework
or to help them identify opportunities for volunteering their expertise within ¢héd’'s
classroomParent Partners in School Scienegught to put parents in control of their
participation, offering a series of compelling family-based act&itievhich parents
could engage with their child around science learning.

Study Patrticipants

Gaining Access

The researcher had an existing relationship with the museum staff who developed
the program, and with school staff and parents who participated in the program.
Specifically, the researcher served as the program evaluator féariet Partners in

School Sciencprogram during its first 4 years, and subsequently conducted preliminary
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fieldwork with parents in support of this dissertation study (Luke & Foutz, 2006). This
relationship facilitated access to participating schools and parents,lpad thee
researcher to establish an immediate rapport and build trust with paretegliestravhich
are central to qualitative inquiry.

An initial sampling list for this study was built using a database of 353 parent
who completed and returned exit-program questionnaires in the Spring of 2006 as part of
the summative program evaluation (see Appendix A for questionridftadents were
asked on the questionnaire to identify themselves and their children by name. Using this
information, the researcher worked with administrative staff in the sctowmlentify
children who were still attending those schools in the Spring of 2008, when this study
was initiated. A total of 141 children were identified. Letters weea g8ent home to
parents of these children via classroom teachers (see Appendix B for pareitinent
letter). Sixty-two parents returned the letter; of those, 45 indicateltiregness to
participate in the study and provided their contact information.

Comparisons between these 45 parents and the remaining 308 in the database
revealed three important considerations. First, parents who agreed to patritictpegte
study had attended more program events (Mann Whitney U=3137.5, p=.000) and
completed more Exploration Cards (Mann Whitney U=3624.5, p=.000) than the other
parents in the database. Second, parents who agreed to participate in this stuldg rated t
program higher in terms of its impact on their parent involvement as measured by a 6-

item scale on the program-exit questionnaire (Mann Whitney U=4502.5, p=.003). Third,

% One of the three participating schools, locatedist Philadelphia, was not included in the stsityce
the museum program was not consistently implementtdn this school.
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parents who agreed to participate had higher education levels than others in the database
(x*=5.261, df=2, p=.07). Taken together, these results suggest that the parents who agreed
to participate in this study represented a “best case scenario;” theglesmtyg
committed to education in general and to the program specifically, and believgd tha
made a difference in their lives.

This sample bias has both advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, it
maximized the likelihood of identifying parent involvement mechanismsdsftor
through the museum program. It would have been potentially difficult to identdg the
mechanisms amongst a group of parents who only rarely participated in the pragram a
for whom the program likely did not afford much in terms of involvement strategres
the other hand, there are clear limitations in terms of the generalizabilitg study
results. Specifically, findings from this study apply only to “best cassjrpm parents,
those who participated in multiple program activities and those who perceiveldethat t
program had an impact on their involvement practices. In addition, given that many
parents in the sample had college degrees, results may not fit with what is known about
parent involvement in low-income, urban communities.

Parents were sampled purposively from the list of 45 willing participants.
Grounded theory calls for the use of theoretical sampling, a strategguvbizes
sampling places, people, and events that will maximize opportunities to discover
variations among emerging categories, and to enrich categories in teiras of
properties and dimensions (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Theoretical

sampling does not involve sampling for population representativeness (Charmaz, 2006).
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The first parent in this study was selected because of her in-depth paadicipat
the program, and because she had been in contact with museum staff since the program’s
completion, sharing her thoughts on the difference the program had made in her life.
Subsequent parents were selected in order to maximize a diverse setaprog
experiences that would inform and enrich the generation of categoneshiecdata. For
instance, the first parent interviewed talked about the importance otctimgrevith
teachers, and in particular interacting with teachers outside of the forarakdhical
teacher-parent relationship that is often at play in schools. Following thigémtethe
researcher wanted to better understand the conditions in which these informal parent-
teacher interactions occurred; she next interviewed a parent who had beenhgart of t
Home and School Association at the school for many years in order to see how this
position in the school influenced the museum program’s impact on her. As another
example, after the fifth interview, the researcher noted that parersef@rogram
helped them to better understand what their children were doing at school; she next
interviewed a parent who had immigrated from India to see if the progestta an
difference for someone who might not have been as familiar with the Amesohool
system. In this way, sampling proceeded such that the researcher could Hotoles
about where to find data that will illuminatecategories” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 103).

Parents were contacted by telephone. At the outset of the call, the research
introduced herself, described the purpose of the study, and asked parents if ghey wer
willing to participate. Four parents who were contacted refused parcipat/o simply
said they were not interested, and two indicated that they did not speak English. &or thos

parents who agreed to participate, the researcher scheduled an intervieneathatti
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was convenient for the parent. The informed consent form was then mailed to the parent,
who signed it, and mailed it back to the researcher prior to the scheduled intsegew (
Appendix C for the informed consent form).
Participant Descriptions

A total of 20 parents participated in this study, in keeping with the recommended
sample size for grounded theory research (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Such a samsle siz
large enough that it permitted sufficient variation in emerging categdig small
enough that it was achievable given the intensity of data collection and analysi

All were parents from low-income, urban neighborhoods in Philadelphia, PA.
Individual household income data ranged from approximately $20,000 for a family of
three to approximately $40,000 for a family of fukll parents in the sample had
children who attended one of two elementary schools that participated in the museum
program studied here (referred to as Schools A and B). School A was located in north
Philadelphia, amidst a predominantly working class population. During the 2005-2006
school year, 32% of students were African American, 42% were Caucasian, 1€% wer
Asian, 10% Latino, and 4% other. Fifty percent of students qualified for freedwrea
lunch. School B was located in northeast Philadelphia, amidst a large Hispanic and

African American population. During the 2005-2006 school year, 50% of students were

4 Although there is no commonly agreed upon definitid “low-income,” a common
measurement used by the U.S. Census Bureau istivedederal poverty level, or approximately $40,00
or less (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Dmrakent, 2000). Using that measurement, parents in
this sample fit the definition of low-income.
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African American, 2% were Caucasian, 20% were Asian, 26% were Latin@% were
other. Eighty-three percent of students qualified for free or reduced lunch.

All parents completed their participation in the museum program as of 2006. Ten
of the 20 parents had participated in a focus group about their program experience in the
Fall of 2006, conducted by the researcher. Table 3.1 below summarizes the key
characteristics of study participants.

A list of interview questions was developed to guide interviews with initial
participants; these questions were open-ended in nature, focusing on tea tfetates:

1) the nature of parents’ participation in the museum program, and their memohies of t
program; and, 2) parents’ perceptions of how their program experience may have
provided them with new or extended opportunities for involvement in their child’s
schooling (see Appendix D for interview questions). This list of questions worked well
for the first few interviews, but had to be modified as questions became more targeted,
based on the emerging categories. The principles of grounded theory dateocodexti
based on the notion that data collection and analysis occur in an evolving and iterative
fashion, with each informing the other. With this in mind, interview questions nedgssari
become increasingly specific as data are analyzed, conceptual cgegoerge, and the

researcher seeks to better understand the nuanced details of each category.



Table 3.1: Participant descriptions.

Parent Information Child Information School Program Participation
1 Mother; Caucasian; Some graduate school Twinldaug 14 A 6 years (10 events; 17 Cards; legadgg@to
2 Mother; Caucasian; Associate degree Daughterdsy sons 14 A 6 years (17 events; 21 Cards; kegagject)
3 Mother; Caucasian; Technical degree Daughter 14 A 5 years (4 events; 9 Cards)
4 Mother; African American; Associate degree Twos8 & 10 B 4 years (8 events; 2 Cards; legaojept)
5 Mother; Caucasian; Technical degree Son 12 A edy(5 events; 8 Cards)
6 Mother; Asian; College degree Son 11 A 4 yeamvents; 11Cards)
7 Mother; African American; Some college Son 14 B| 4 years (7 events; 14 Cards)
8 Mother; Caucasian; Associate degree Daughter 14 A 6 years (17 events; 24 Cards; legacy project
9 Father; Caucasian; High school degree Son 11 A yeafls (6 events; 6 Cards; legacy project)
10 | Mother; Caucasian; Associate degree Daughter 14 A 6 years (16 events; 26 Cards; legacy project
11 | Mother; African American; Some college Daughi2r B 4 years (3 events; 3 Cards)
12 | Mother; African American; Some college Dauglitér& son 11 A 3 years (19 events; 15 Cards; legaoject)
13 | Father; African American; Technical degree Sén 1 B 2 years (7 events; 10 Cards)
14 | Father; Asian; High school degree Daughter 13 B 6 years (8 events; 4 Cards)
15 | Mother; African American; College degree Son 11 A 2 years (5 events; 3 Cards)
16 | Mother; Caucasian; Some high school Daught&d4 8 A 3 years (3 events; 3 Cards; legacy project)
17 | Mother; African American; College degree Song115 A 3 years (6 events; 11 Cards; legacy ptdjec
18 | Mother; Caucasian; Some graduate school Daugbt&rson 8 A 3 years (12 events; 2 Cards; legmoject)
19 | Mother; African American; College degree Dauglite A 2 years (7 events; 5 Cards)
20 | Mother; Caucasian; College degree Daughter 10 A 3 years (5 events; 3 Cards)
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For example, during the first three interviews, all participants talked amut t
importance of interacting with teachers outside of the formal, schooksaetimethods
of communication. In subsequent interviews, the researcher sought to tlanfeaning
of these informal interactions with teachers. Was this phenomenon rooted in &alabres
Barton’s (2004) notion of social capital, or increased access to a school network of
resources through the teacher? Were parents finding those access pointsoonthair
were they offered by teachers? Would Hoover-Dempsey’s (1997; 2005) notion of a
positive school climate in which teachers extend invitations for involvement better
describe what was most salient about parents’ informal interactionseadhers?
Subsequent interview questions sought to gather answers to these analyticaigbgst
more specifically asking parents exactly how these interactiohde@thers occurred,
what parents valued about them, and how exactly they made use of those interactions.

Interviews were conducted via telephone, at parents’ request. When scheduling
interviews, the researcher initially offered the option of a face-to#fderview, giving
parents multiple locations from which they could choose, including their home, the
child’s school, or a public place in their local community (i.e., library, locakeashop).
However, the first three parents interviewed specifically asked if teviatv could be
done via telephone, explaining that it would be most expedient for them. In order to adapt
the study to the realities of parents’ lives, the researcher continued talbffarents the
option of either a face-to-face interview or a telephone interview; all 2dtgarkose a
telephone interview. Telephone interviews are an increasingly accepted nuzda of
collection. Although they lack information provided by nonverbal cues and can result in

higher rates of social desirability, they are more convenient for pemits and thus are
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more inclusive. For the most part, studies suggest that responses gatherdd throug
telephone interviewing are comparable with those gathered througtoftaee
interviewing (Bailey, 1994; Sudman & Bradburn, 1982).

Interviews ranged in length from 18 minutes to 81 minutes. Typically, initial
interviews were the longest. As categories began to emerge from thanththe
researcher became more focused and targeted in her questions, intervielwsaHtae
shorter. This was in part because they were being used to clarify and telabtrar than
generate new information. Each interview was digitally recorded usingfarence call

service http://www.c3conferencing.comand recordings were transcribed in full by a

transcription companynftp://www.verbalink.cowith staff who have experience in

educational research in museums. A sample transcript is included in Appendix E.
Conducting Follow-Up Interviews

In February 2009, the researcher conducted follow-up interviews with three of the
20 parents. These interviews permitted the researcher to gather additiomall noate
elaborate existing categories, and to check the extent to which the et
theoretical propositions fit with participants’ experience. Initially,résearcher had
planned to conduct a large focus group discussion, to take place at The Franklite Instit
Science Museum. However, during their initial interview, many parentsatedi an
unwillingness to attend due to their schedules and anticipated constraintsaityact
getting to the museum. Follow-up telephone interviews were conducted instead in order
to again adapt to the realities of parents’ lives. Albas and Albas (1988; 1993) have found
individual interviews to be an effective way to generate new propertiesadégory or a

range of categories within grounded theory methods.
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Parents were again selected purposively in order to check categories and
theoretical propositions in diverse ways. Interviews were conducted by teleghmge
this was parents’ preference (see Appendix E for a list of follow-up interviestions).
Interviews were digitally recorded, but not transcribed. Instead, the cheearorked
from the recordings themselves to gather relevant feedback from parents,capdrate
it into the analysis procedures. This strategy is supported by Strauss and C@9bim(

30), who note “the general rule of thumb here is to transcribe only as much as is needed.”
They suggest that especially at the end of a study, it is not always ngt¢essamscribe
in full participants’ responses, since the goal at that point is typicallystrate and
confirm existing categories, not generate new categories.
Data Analysis Procedures
Overview

The focus of grounded theory is to ascertain patterns or typologies of actions and
their meanings for people as they experience a social phenomenon. Analysdupes
revolve not around describing a particular phenomenon, as is the case with other
qualitative methods, but rather they focus on conceptualizing a particular phenomenon,
and generating hypotheses about the dominant social processes that drive it.

Data analysis occurs through the systematic coding of data, a pro¢ess tha
guided by two complementary analytic principals — making comparisons, and aski
guestions of the data (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Grounded theory
analysis is often referred to as the “constant comparative method” pvstrong
emphasis on making comparisons. Data analysis is conducted in an ongoing and iterative

fashion as the data are collected, with analysis directing the reséafches (i.e., the
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participants sampled, the types of questions asked) as data collection contirdedsa. As
are analyzed, they are constantly compared against each other. Recentecodes a
compared against earlier codes, and grounded codes are compared agaiasisiract
codes all in an effort to generate rich, integrated theoretical hypotbfethes
phenomenon being investigated (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, 1992; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).
In addition to making comparisons, the grounded theory researcher also asks questions of
the data during analysis in an attempt to go beyond surface level meanings and
interpretations. By inquiring about the circumstances, conditions, and context around
emerging data, the researcher can better understand the relevant dimefhgien
phenomenon under study.
Coding

Grounded theory analysis involves the systematic and iterative use odmliffer
types of coding in order to move from the data itself to more abstract concepiuadiza
of the phenomenon being investigated. There exist various descriptions of grounded
theory coding, each with slightly different terminology, but for the most pbasket
descriptions converge around three different coding levels (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, 1992;
Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Initial coding (or open coding as it is also known) involves the
identification of “in vivo” concepts, or concepts that are grounded in participants’
responses and experiences (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Focused coding
involves categorizing these concepts in order to synthesize and explain lamgentsegf
data (Charmaz, 2006). Through focused coding, higher order categories are develope

and their properties and dimensions are fully defined. Finally, selective orttbalore
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coding involves specifying relationships between the categories in order t@iatdgem
into an analytic story (Glaser, 1992; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).
What follows is a detailed description of the coding procedures employed in this
study. A three-part framework is used to explain the step-wise, compappx@ach
taken within data analysis; the framework includes these phases: 1) igentidyicepts;
2) developing categories; 3) generating theoretical propositions. Although tresvioakn
makes the analysis process appear more linear than it was, it also midkeshas
overarching pathway through which the researcher arrived at the theoreimadipons
presented in the next chapter. As each phase is discussed, relevant codiatgtypes
delineated, examples are offered, and key principals are emphasized i atdafyt
the complex and cyclical process of data analysis employed within this study
Identifying conceptsAt the outset of the study, initial coding was used to identify
the range of ways in which parents felt the museum program had facilitated the
involvement in their children’s schooling. Following an interview, a transcriptread
in its entirety, and each action or incident described by the parent was codea, using
gualitative software program called HyperResearch. Initial codirsgemtirely emergent,
drawing upon parents’ language to capture their perspective as concretelgille pos
thus identifying “in vivo” concepts within the data. Where possible, gerunds wetdéaise
label concepts, keeping the focus on actions as opposed to descriptive themes or patterns
(Charmaz, 2006; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Table 3.2 below provides examples of how

concepts were coded from interview data.



Table 3.2. Examples of concepts identified withi
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n early interview transcripts.

Interview Data

Concept

“I became more aware of what was going on in
school. | was not aware of the inner politics of th
school. But being in there, you saw it. And that
may not be a good thing, but on a positive note,
liked being there and being involved with the
kids.” (T10)

[i&eing more aware of politics in th
eschool

Having mixed feelings about what
Ishe saw

D

“I'll say more involved as far as finding out what
they're interested in. Like | never knew they like
science like that until we started doing the little
projects and stuff.” (T7)

Getting more involved
dSeeing that kids were interested i
science

“Because you got more involved with the — | gue
the teachers, on a fun level. Not report cards or
back to school, you know, where you might be

working in the park or you might be making ice
cream in a bag and having fun and laughing. Th
kind of involvement.” (T2)

2<Setting more involved with
teachers on a fun level
Being involved in a different way

at

The identification of concepts was a prim

ary focus within the analysis fifshe

several interviews, in keeping with Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) notion that concepts

serve as the basic building blocks of grounded t

heory analysis. Approximately 50

concepts were identified across these interviews; during this process, somespt

compared within interviews and between interviews. Once it was clear how these

concepts grouped into higher-order categories, a process discussed mextodtiitg

ceased in keeping with principals outlined by Glaser (1992).

Developing categoried.he development o

f categories is central to grounded

theory analysis. The goal is to arrive at one core variable that spevifat is most

relevant about the phenomenon under study, and one or more categories that fully

describe key elements and processes of that co

re variable. Catsbotikesbe
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conceptually dense, meaning that they are as robust and detailed as possibkoh term
their properties and dimensions (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

The first step in developing categories was to group similar concepts tieat we
identified through initial coding; this process is known as categorizing (St€aG®rbin,
1990) and involves what Charmaz (2006) calls focused coding. Here, the most significant
and/or frequent concepts were synthesized in order to explain larger segnuatés of
(Charmaz, 2006). Initial concepts were subsumed into larger, more holisgorozge
which explained multiple actions. For example, Table 3.3 shows how several concepts
relating to parent-teacher interactions were grouped to arrive ali@ipary category
called “Developing informal relationships.” Using this same process, & &8
preliminary categories were developed; through further data collection dgdisnane
was culled out as the core variable within the study, and the rest were groupreal tioef
two core categories (this is discussed further in the next phase below).

Charmaz (2006) notes that equally important when categorizing data is making
decisions about what concepts are not relevant to the analysis. In this strelwete
only a few concepts that were ignored at this point, all having to do with processes that
were outside of the frame of parent involvement (for example, one parent described in
detail the caretaking process of the school’s garden; those concepts werenmed de

relevant for developing categories).
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Table 3.3. Examples of moving from initial codes to categories through focused coding.

Initial Codes (Selected) Preliminary Categories
e Being more aware of what was going on in the | Understanding what goes on at
school school

e Finding out what kids were doing at school
e Understanding kids’ learning environment
e Seeing how they were teaching science at school
e Being more interested in what son was learning n

science at school

e Getting to know other parents Developing informal
e Getting to know teachers outside of formal relationships
classroom relationships
e Getting more involved with teachers on a fun leyel
Being on a first-name basis with the principal
Communicating with teachers in a relaxed way

e Going into the school more Being present
e Feeling more comfortable in the school
e Volunteering more in the classroom
e Being involved in kids’ science learning
specifically
¢ Feeling like she had a legitimate reason to be in the
school

In this study, a fundamental component of categorizing the data was toggling
between inductive and deductive analytical frames in order to honor emergentieategor
from the data while also testing their fit against constructs from thegieslof Parent
Engagement model (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004). This too was done in an iterative,
comparative fashion. As preliminary categories were identified, teanaser examined
them against the constructs from the EPE model and asked questions about their fit. For
example, one of the preliminary categories that emerged early on waddjpeyge
informal relationships.” This category seemed to correlate with the aohsfrsocial
capital from the EPE model, which specifies that parents draw upon the relatiarships

interactions they have with others in order to find ways to engage in their chsldren’
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schooling (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004). Through careful analysis of parentsawdrds
phrases, and clarification in subsequent interviews of what was really imipalotzut

those relationships and interactions, the researcher sought to clarify ispaesatin fact
referring to the building of capital or if perhaps they were using tieésgonships and
interactions to illustrate ways they had come to feel more invited and welcathed w

the school, a category more akin to Hoover-Dempsey’s (1997; 2005) construct of school
and teacher invitations for involvement. In this way, the researcher moveeeetw
inductive and deductive modes of analysis in a comparative fashion to determine the fit
of the EPE constructs within the data at hand.

Memos were used to document the emerging properties and dimensions of
categories. Memo-writing is a crucial strategy in grounded theorydgng the link
between data collection, coding, and the creation of theoretical propositions. Adubug
the development of categories, the researcher wrote memos detailing hét thoug
processes, and seeking to explain in as much depth as possible each releyamyt aste
it emerged from the data (see Appendix G for a sample memo).

Once the core categories were identified, emphasis was placed withiddbat
collection and analysis on filling in categories, a necessary stepifon@mat core
categories that are conceptually dense (Strauss & Corbin, 2000). An exiuspiateés
this process. One of the core categories developed from the data was buildadg capit
furthermore, the data suggested that parents built not just one form of capital, éut thre
different forms of it, including social capital, human capital, and materiaiatapi
However, while it was relatively clear in the data how parents acquired bo#h @odi

material capital through the museum program, the process of acquiring hipitahacad
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the forms that it took were much less clear. The researcher found hekselfseveral
guestions of this data: Did parents feel they came to know more about science through
this program? Was human capital limited to this content area or did it include other
content areas? Was parents’ feeling that they also learned about the# |efaitding

process part of the human capital they acquired through the program? Through further
data collection and analysis, these questions were answered and the datedjory

with more detail in order to reach conceptual density.

Generating theoretical propositionghe third key step in grounded theory
analysis is the integration of categories in order to arrive at aniarsbyty. This
process involves what is called selective or theoretical coding, or the kg of the
relationships and links between categories, as well as the actions andiorierieit
relate categories. According to Charmaz (2006), “theoretical codedegeative; they
lend form to the focused codes you have collected. These codes may help you tell an
analytic story that has coherence. Hence, these codes not only conceptualypeihow
substantive codes are related, but also move your analytic story in a thedregtadn
(p. 63).”

Central to this level of coding is the conceptualization of a descriptiveatoyt
the central phenomenon of the study (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). This process involves
selecting the core variable from the data; here the core variableszheady on in the
study, as all parents were clearly talking about how the program gave tlermndif
ways of being involved, more informal, personal ways of connecting to theirestigdr
schooling. Once this core variable of parent engagement was identifiethigEom

preliminary categories, it became evident that the remaining casgagre the
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processes through which the program did that, namely building capital, authoring, and
positioning.

Also important at this phase is the linking of categories so that they can be
situated relative to the core variable. This was done through the asking cbsi@stut
the conditions, circumstances, and context in which the categories occurredarfiptegx
once the researcher started asking parents what they valued about thenfonoral i
interactions with teachers, she began to see that these interactions lésltpdiest more
connected to their child’s school in important ways (see the sample memo in Appendix
G). This led to more detailed questions in subsequent interviews about how parents
valued those interactions and what resulted from them in order to better understand how
parents actually activated their social capital and within what co{exatrix was used
in order to identify pathways through which the categories connected; this matrix
ultimately became Table 4.1 (located at the end of Chapter 4).

In summary, data analysis procedures were guided by two complementary
analytic procedures, namely making comparisons and asking questions of thindata. “
vivo” concepts were identified in the data through initial coding; these bet@me t
building blocks of the analysis process (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Concepts were
categorized using focused coding, and their properties and dimensions fullstehzed
through further data collection and analysis. Constructs from the Ecologiascot P
Engagement model (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004) were examined againshemerge
categories, and their fit was determined. Memo-writing was used to skthibks

between the categories, and thus to generate the theoretical propositientedresthe
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next chapter. This final section addresses the verification procedures used thrdlughout
coding process.
Verification Procedures

In quantitative research, it is necessary to be mindful of the importanceroéinte
validity, external validity, and reliability. The corresponding terms in quaanquiry
are credibility, transferability, and dependability (Lincoln & Guba, 198&3hes
accompanied by specific verification procedures that were employed stubisto
guard against both reliability and validity threats.
Credibility

Within qualitative research, the notion of credibility is similar to that of mater
validity; in essence, it addresses concerns related to the “truth value” ®fesdts.
Three verification procedures were used to ensure the credibility oési@arch. First,
the researcher spent sufficient time with participants during intervieatseick for
distortions within their self-reports, a strategy known as prolonged engaggmneotn
& Guba, 1985). During each interview, the researcher was careful to ask probing
guestions where a response was unclear, and to clarify seeming contradgbiarents’
responses during any given interview.

Second, the researcher clarified and confirmed emergent categohesualy
participants during follow-up interviews, ensuring accuracy of interpoaetg this
strategy is known as member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles & Huberman, 1994;
Patton, 1990). Member checks are known to be “the most critical technique for
establishing credibility” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 314). Specifically, follow-up

interviews were conducted with three parents upon completion of data collection. During
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these interviews (described in the Data Collection Procedures), thecheseshared the
study findings, and asked parents to reflect on the degree to which these findings
described their experiences in and through the museum program. These parents were
highly reflective about the study findings, offering detailed feedback and asking
guestions to clarify meanings. They all agreed that the findings reprefiesited
experiences, although two of the parents wanted the researcher to understand that the
construct of positioning did not apply to them, something that was discussed further in
order to deepen conceptual understanding of that construct in this context.

As a third form of verification, the researcher engaged in a constant and
continuous process of making comparisons between emerging categories and data just
collected; this aspect of grounded theory methodology ensures that working hypotheses
are revised as more data becomes available and that the researcblgreagilores
alternative explanations within the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Transferability

The notion of transferability is comparable to that of external validity, and
emphasizes the fact that findings need to be transferable between theheysaad those
being studied. In other words, the findings need to be communicated in such a way that
readers of the study can fully understand the experiences of participantfefahility
was accomplished in this study through “thick description” (Geertz, 1983), orpt&scri
that incorporates multiple voices of a relatively small number of subjects, ethacps
for the reader the feeling that they experienced the events described kgtbontext of

that specific setting: “...to thickly describe social action is actuallyegin to interpret it
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by recording the circumstances, meanings, intentions, strategies, rmasyand so on
that characterize a particular episode (Schwandt, 2007, p. 296).
Dependability

Similar to the notion of reliability within quantitative research, dependgbilit
refers to the replicability of the study under similar circumstancesqiakative
researcher accomplishes consistency by coding the raw data in waysaswthar
person could understand the themes and arrive at similar conclusions. Two verification
procedures were used to guard against inconsistency. First, the resesedher u
gualitative software program, called HyperResearch, to track the pafaasding, from
initial concepts to preliminary categories to core categories. At the 8me, the
researcher engaged in memo-writing to document the development of categories and how
they changed or tok shape throughout the study. Together, these two mechanisms
enhanced the likelihood that another person could replicate the same analytic pocedur

Second, the researcher engaged in a peer review process (Lincoln & Guba, 1985;
Miles & Huberman, 1994), asking an external researcher who had not been involved in
the study to periodically review materials and pose difficult questions abdlubase
meanings, and interpretations arising within the analysis process. &gbgithis peer
review process was used at three points during data analysis. At the outsettatly,
the external researcher reviewed a sample of concepts identified frolatgh@nd their
corresponding interview data, in order to check and challenge this processit Hers
helpful to have the external researcher direct attention towards conceesetmagly
were already clustering together in similar ways. As categjareze being developed, the

external researcher reviewed preliminary categories, as wek @a®phcepts grouped into
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the category, again in order to check the process. Finally, the externathes¢aok
part in a process whereby the Ecologies of Parent Engagement (CalabtesesBal.,
2004) constructs were examined against the categories in the data, clahnidyisige too
could see their fit. In this way, there were multiple check points on the codinggroces
and the categories which resulted.
Summary

Using qualitative methods within a grounded theory approach, this study sought to
generate theoretical propositions elucidating the mechanisms through wtticipgizon
in a museum program gave parents opportunities to engage in their child’s schoeling. In
depth, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 20 parents via telepiimne; f
up interviews were conducted with 3 of these parents to conduct a member check on the
overall theoretical propositions. Data were analyzed using grounded theorgyres;e
first identifying concepts within the data, then generating moreaastategories, and
then linking those categories through theoretical coding. Through the itenadive a
evolving process of making comparisons and asking questions, three core categories
emerged that fit with parents’ descriptions of their involvement in theidremis
schooling. Memo-writing served as a critical strategy for documentiogetieal
relationships between these categories, and checking their fit agairtstictsitsom the
Ecologies of Parent Engagement model. Multiple verification strategesemployed
to ensure the reliability and validity of the results, including peer review obthieg
process at three critical points as well as member checks with parentextlobapter

presents findings from the analysis of parent data.
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Chapter Four: Findings
Overview

Most of the research on parent involvement focuses on clarifying the links
between involvement and children’s achievement. Not enough is understood about the
actual processes of parent involvement — why parents become involved, how they
connect with their children’s schooling, and strategies for extending their invehte
This chapter presents findings from a grounded theory study designed tmpdevel
theoretical propositions about the nature of parent involvement in low-income, urban
communities, and specifically the mechanisms through which a museum program ca
facilitate parent involvement.

The chapter contains four parts. Part One is an overview of parents’tpersep
of the museum program, and more specifically the nature of their prodiantioas.
This data sets the stage for the following sections, providing background intrroat
why parents initially participated in the program, what they remesabegoout it, and
how they reflected on their program experiences. Part Two describés fesm
grounded theory analysis of parent data. A two-part story is told throughsadferie
empirically-derived, theoretical propositions. At a macro level, findgigsv that the
museum program engaged parents in informal, personal ways that were differethefrom
ways they were already involved in their children’s schooling. At the core ohéhgses
is the phenomenon of parent engagement — as opposed to involvement — that emphasizes
the relationships parents built relative to their children’s schooling, and thett@hte
nature of their engagement. At a micro level, theoretical propositions tthetail

mechanisms through which the museum program facilitated engagement, including
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building capital, authoring, and positioning, in keeping with constructs fromREe E
model. Part Three presents the resulting model, an adapted version of the EPE model but
with several significant revisions based on the data collected from this Btodly, Part
Four offers case studies of three specific parents. The purpose of tieseistto
present a more holistic, interactional view of the pathways through the muooleing
how the processes of building capital and authoring were integrated.
Parents’ Program Reflections

During interviews, parents were asked to reflect upon their experientes i
Parent Partners in School Scienceiseum program, and to think about how the program
may have influenced their involvement in their children’s schooling. For all of,thhe
had been a minimum of two years since they had participated in the programishoialys
the interview data revealed several relevant trends for understandingahests, their
existing involvement patterns, and their perceptions of the museum progrdm itsel

First, parents reflected on the fact that even before they began péarngipahe
museum program, they considered themselves to be involved in their children’s
schooling. They identified themselves as key facilitators of their chigldavelopment,
and understood that they had a valuable role to play in supporting and extending what
their children learned at school. Parents described multiple ways in whiclvéhey
already involved in their children’s schooling prior to the program, including felpin
children with homework, attending school functions such as Back-to-School Night,
Reading Night, or Math Night, reading with their children at home, and for several
parents, actually volunteering at their child’s school, either in the classmoaspart of

the Home and School Association. They also acknowledged the developmental
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implications of now having older children, children who were more independent and did
not always want as much help with their school work as when they were younger. Many
of them admitted that they were less involved now that their children wereensiciabol

or high school aged.

Second, parents in this study clearly remembered the museum program, and were
able to recall specific details of their participation even two ydtsthe program had
ended. This was an issue to which the researcher paid careful attentiom, siajcs
threat to reflective interviews such as these is that participants do notlvemeatl
enough the context surrounding the questions of interest, and may tend to exaggerate or
“fill in” where they cannot remember. As each interview was conducted, trerchse
probed parents’ memories of the program. Only one mother struggled and ultiwedely
unable to recall anything specific beyond just going to The Franklin InsBtiéace
Museum. The rest of the parents demonstrated relatively intact albegtelipopgram
memories. They did not always recall the name of the program, often referriranly
generally or by a slightly different name (i.e., Parent Partner$, Blutsthey were able to
isolate it from other programs at their children’s school, and they describexlilpart
activities or events in which they and their children had participated. Manyrofaise
recalled details surrounding their participation such as how they or theirechiklt
about a particular activity. The following memory from a father who ppétied in the
program with his now 11 year old son was typical of the clarity of most parents when
they talked about the program:

“I remember the different little projects that my son brought home, dealthg
different scientific things. One of them was put a hole in an index card and...I
put one outside and | put one inside and then over a 24-hour period we saw what
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stuck to it, inside and outside, and then compared them. | thought that was pretty
cool.” (T9, pl)

Third, parents reflected on their original motivations for participatinge
museum program. They typically referred to the value of the program not for thesysel
but for their children. They felt it was a fun, hands-on way for their childresata |
about science, something that they implied was important to them. Many parents
emphasized that the program offered their children an opportunity to learn beyond the
science classroom or textbook. Parents used phrases like “real world seiet¢aiore
than just the textbook” to clarify what was valuable about the program for thielirechi
This suggests an acknowledgement on the part of these parents that children need and ca
benefit from learning opportunities that extend beyond school. Parents also walued t
fact that the program gave them something to do with their children that was both
educational and fun: “I think that was my favorite part, just being with my kids and
having fun at the same time and they're learning” (T3, p6).

Because parents typically thought about the program and its value relative to their
children, they sometimes had to be pressed in interviews to think about the ways the
program benefitted them, as parents. Once parents thought about the prograentoelat
themselves, they were fairly reflective about what it meant to themh8dia¢t that this
required probing indicates that parents may not have thought of this museum program as
a parent involvement program, but rather as a program targeted to them aokildirein
or a program targeted to them through their children.

Finally, parents were almost entirely positive in their reflections ofrix@eum

program. Despite repeated attempts on the part of the researcher to uncaterchspe
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program that parents did not like or did not work for them, there was no evidence of this
in parents’ interviews. The positive nature of the data may have been due in part to the
fact that parents saw the researcher as representing the program antasehm

somehow. It may also have been a function of the time that had passed since their
participation. However, it is worth noting that several parents asked tleatesewhy

the program had ended at their child’s school, and what they might do to reinstate it. One
mother wrote the researcher a thank you note after the interview, saying hawhauc
program had meant to her and her family.

Parents’ positive reflections on the program raise questions about the potential for
social desirability or satisficing within their interviews. The exsher paid careful
attention to this issue as well, recognizing it as a possible threat tetits.r&éhere was
no evidence to suggest that parents were trying to please the resesiitthieeir
interview responses. In fact, many parents answered “no” to various questiafsnglar
in what ways the program had impacted them and in what ways it had not. In a related
vein, many parents also qualified their responses, making it clear thatvelyesatd
“yes” the program had made a difference in some way, the difference teasobtle
rather than life-altering.

On the whole, parents in this study were fairly involved in their children’s
schooling, even before the program. They participated in the museum progearsebec
they perceived that it offered an important educational opportunity for theirehilaind
they reflected on their program experiences in ways that suggestectlgiatact

memories of the events and activities. Discussion now turns from the nature of parents
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overall reflections to the specific theoretical propositions that emémg@dthe data in
answer to the primary research question.
How the Museum Program Facilitated Parent Involvement

Parent interview data were analyzed using a process of grounded theory
development (Charmaz, 2000; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) with the
creation of core categories occurring in an iterative, comparast@fa The goal of this
analysis was to generate theoretical propositions that would descriltailrifdenature
of parent involvement amongst low-income, urban parents, and more specifically the
mechanisms through which the museum program studied here facilitated that
involvement.

Findings revealed a two-part story. At a macro level, analysis showed that the
museum program engaged parents in informal, personal ways that were differethefrom
ways they were already involved in their children’s schooling. At the core ohéhgsas
is the phenomenon of parent engagement — as opposed to involvement — that emphasizes
the relationships parents built relative to their children’s schooling, and thett@hte
nature of their resulting engagement, similar to the Ecologies of Pargag&nent
model (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004).

At a micro level, three categories detail the mechanisms through which the
museum program facilitated engagement. The goal here was not to cregtgieatfrom
scratch, but rather to ground the analysis in parents’ language and exsenbileat
the same time drawing upon existing concepts in the literature. Afedukarerative
analysis using grounded theory techniques and procedures (see Chapter &réhree

categories were determined to best describe the mechanisms throughthehuaseum
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program facilitated parent engagement — building capital, authoring, and pasjtioni
These categories were drawn from the Ecologies of Parent Engagemeh(@atalarese
Barton et al., 2004), which puts forth that parent involvement must be understood in situ,
as a contextual process that involves the mediation of capital and spawe telather
individuals. Throughout this part of the chapter, as these categories are disitigsised,
theoretical fit is explained and justified; alternative interpretatamusconcepts are
offered and then replaced in order to bolster the study’s findings and to show whi par
involvement is best defined from a sociocultural point of view, in terms of engagem

Within each of the three categories identified, theoretical propositionalaté
the various forms that these processes took. For instance, building capital includled soc
human, and material capital, while authoring included increased presehresetiool
life, new strategies for engaging with children at home, and out-of-sctinatias for
parent/child interaction during discretionary time. Again these subcategaiies
informed by the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model. Analysis at thialewvel
identified specific components or features of the museum program that pardmiseal
to that particular process — for instance, parents mostly attributeddfeisi@ion of
human capital to the home-based activities within the program. In this way, thedhee
categories (and their subcategories) were linked to particular prograpogents
through parent data.

This part of the chapter is organized first according to the three cegpoat —
building capital, authoring, and positioning — and then according to the theoretical
propositions presented within each category. As each proposition is discussed, the core

phenomenon of parent engagement is used as the conceptual “glue” that integrates them,
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and an argument is made for how these data support Calabrese Barton et al.’s (2004)
sociocultural framing of parent engagement and how the museum program provided
parents with additional ways of engaging in their children’s schooling, thaysvere

more informal, personal, and contextual than their existing forms of involvement.
Building Capital

The Ecologies of Parent Engagement model puts forth that parent engagement i
the mediation between space and capital by parents in relation to others in the school
setting (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004). More specifically, engageeans when
parents activate capital within a particular context in order to createsgtadbemselves
within their children’s schooling. Taking this view of parent engagement, thennafti
capital becomes paramount; it serves as a fundamental building block for parenta
engagement. Calabrese Barton et al. frame capital by drawing upon Boa{d@R6)
definitions, where capital “can be thought of as the human, social, and materiatessour
one has access to and can activate for their own desired purposes” (Calabi@setB
al., 2004, p. 5).

For parents in this study, one of the key roles that the museum program played
was to enhance their capital relative to their children’s schooling. Athosight, this
finding may seem simplistic and obvious. Of course participation in a wetjrobi
parent involvement program should result in parents having additional resourcés at the
disposal. However, not enough is known in the existing literature about how exactly
parents acquire these resources, what forms these resources take, alue thicthvese
resources for parents. The Ecologies of Parent Engagement model, fores>cdegply

states that parents activate capital in order to engage in their chilsicéoling, but it
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does little to clarify how parents come to possess this capital. Data frostutly
provide much-needed insight into this process within the context of a museum program.
What is more, data from this study show that even for parents who are fdlrly we
educated — most in this sample had a college degree at least, although they diwed in |
income neighborhoods — the resources they possess for engaging in their children’s
education can be limited. What the museum program did for these parents was to deepen
their current capital relative to their children’s schooling; this wasfor all parents, not
just those with minimal formal education. In fact, through their participatiche
museum program, parents acquired not just one form of capital, but typically enultipl
forms of capital, including social, human, and material resources (seedThllethe end
of the chapter for a detailed summary of the types of capital acquired by eawt).pa
The following three theoretical propositions specify the role that the museagram
played in providing parents with the necessary building blocks for engagingrin thei
children’s schooling.
Proposition 1: Parents built social capital through informal interactions with
teachers and other parenBourdieu (1986) defines social capital as

“the aggregate of the actual or potential resources thah&esllto possession of
a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of a mutua
acquaintance and recognition — or in other words, to membership in a group —
which provides each of its members with the backing of the caofilyetiwned
capital, a ‘credential’ that entitles them to credit in the varieases of the

word” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 102-103).

In the context of this study, social capital referred to increased goddgsformal school
system and its functions through social interactions with teachers thatmeszgersonal

and informal in nature, and that began to break down the structural hierarchy between
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teachers and parents. In short, parents gained access to teachers atedintéhathem
in ways they had not before their program participation.

Parents admitted that typically their interactions with their childistter, the
science teacher in particular, were limited to formal, school-definadf+ like parent-
teacher conferences — that honored the hierarchy between teachers ars) aadeout
teachers squarely in control of the conversation. The museum program gave rtbetse pa
additional and alternative forums for conversation with the teacher, forunvsetfeat
more “informal” or “casual” in nature. While parents and teachers werendiggle-by-
side in the school’'s garden, parents had a chance to talk to teachers in a maed “rela
way.” While parents and teachers were doing science activities atuseum together,
parents had a chance to “see the teacher in a different light” and get to know her “on a
more personal level.” During these events, parents saw teachers weansggnd
sometimes with their own children in tow. They had an opportunity to get to know
teachers “as people.” All of these things contributed to breaking down thétnratit
roles that teachers and parents typically assume within the formaliedusatem,
instead putting them on more equal footing. One mother with a 16 year old daughter and
twin sons 14 years explained,

“I wouldn’t say you're friends with the teacher, but you're - their guard imor
down, where they're more relaxed when they talk to you. So you get - you can
talk and get a more honest answer or they know that they can tell yos there’
certain type of problem or something that's going on. Or even something positive
that they can tell you. And you're not gonna turn and blame it on them.” (T2;
p21)

As illustrated in this quote, many parents felt that these informal intaraatith
teachers provided them with access to a different type of information abaudtihebi

For the most part, formalized mechanisms for teacher-parent conversatided to
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happen when there was a problem or an issue that needed resolving. Parentgeghpreci
the opportunity to talk with the teacher outside of these circumstances, and pechaps fo
on more positive aspects of their children’s learning. They also appregmiedunities

to build trust with teachers, as evidenced in the parent’'s comment above about teachers
not feeling that “you’re gonna turn and blame it on them.”

In a similar vein, parents came to feel more comfortable asking questidres of t
teacher. The program gave them a context in which it became “more acekptabless
threatening for the parent to ask questions. Oftentimes this was simpliséeba events
and activities were designed by museum staff, and not by the teachers; this reatie pa
feel they could more readily ask questions about the content without potentially dfendi
the teachers. It also gave parents and teachers a common expehmhctngy could
draw from in their conversations, a more personal experience. In the words of one fathe
with an 11 year old son and an 8 year old daughter,

“Well, if | had questions about, you know, what - what the reasoning was for one
of those cards - what the reasoning was, and | could go up and talk to the teacher
and just say, ‘Listen, you know, I'm just seeing something here, but could you
explain why we’re doing this?’ Or | could ask why they're doing it this way and

not another way. And, you know, you get to learn how the teacher thinks, how
they - go about teaching the children, you know.” (T9; p10)

Social capital also took the form of intentions or desires for future behaviar. Eve
after the program had ended, some parents in the study said they continueddb inter
differently with their children’s teachers. The quote below is from the sathnerfabove,
explaining how he now felt that he had a greater desire to understand the background and

motivations of his child’s teacher:
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“Because | think we’re more involved now with the teachers, and finding out
their personalities and, you know, who they are. We try to find out, you know,
who they are outside of the classroom, meet them on like a - well, inside the
school, but like more on a social basis, you know what | mean?” (T9; p10)

In addition to influencing their interactions with teachers, parents alsbdéltte
museum program provided opportunities for them to connect with other parents at their
child’s school. As was the case with teachers, the program gave pactenisan
experience through which to get to know and talk to other parents. For example, one
mother with two sons aged 15 and 11 years admitted that she never liked sciencedas a chil
and constantly struggled with the subject throughout her schooling. For her, titeeadti
the museum program helped her to build both human capital, in the form of increased
interest, comfort and knowledge of science, as well as social capital, in thefform
increased connections with parents around this shift in her relationship with s@ieace
museum program gave her a common experience through which to get to know other
parents, and to realize that she was not alone in how she felt about the subject:

“You know, if | would see parents they would say, ‘Oh, did you do that
experiment yesterday with, you know, what did you think about that?’ And we
would talk about it as we were waiting for our children, as we're droppam t
off for school in the morning...and | was like, ‘No, | didn't like science. But |
can tell you | enjoy this way of doing it because it helps us both.” And other
parents were like, ‘I felt the same way but | thought it was just Baé.there are
other parents that feel like that.” (T17; p18)

In addition, parents reported that their conversations with other parents at their
child’s school made them feel part of a larger group, and gave them others to talk to about
issues or problems. In the words of a mother with a 10 year old daughter,

“I mean, I've actually become friends with quite a few parents gcatuse of just

being involved in the program. People that | normally would have just said, ‘Oh,

hi,” at school, you know, in the schoolyard, we were actually working together

and talking about the different programsd's.just you feel like you're part of
something then, you know, it's also like a sounding board, like, if you do have a
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problem, your child may not be doing too well in this area you can talk to another
parent and feel a little bit better about it.” (T20; p5/6)

As seen in the quote above, parents in this study often referred to potential pramblems
issues within the school when talking about their museum program experience.
Sometimes parents described the potential problem at hand; for instance, one parent
shared that her daughter had been bullied at school and that she felt the principal had not
taken the issue seriously enough. Other times, parents simply referreddieettfeat

there problems, and even when asked to elaborate, could not or did not want to provide a
specific example. Rather, these parents seemed to be alluding to thetfattiteans

often exist within the school environment, and that the museum program sometimes gav
them resources or strategies for addressing potential problems.

Whether it was with other parents at their child’s school, or teaching sthffiat t
child’s school, parents in this study reported the building of social capaigihtheir
participation in the museum program. At program events, teachers became more
accessible and approachable, and interactions with teachers were moraliafadm
relaxed. Home-based activities gave parents a common experience base e¥ittowhi
converse with teachers, a chance to talk with them about something other than the
child’s progress or behavior in the classroom. In addition, shared progranmeexpsri
gave parents opportunities to connect with other parents at the school. Through
conversations with parents they realized they were not alone in the issuexctey f

relative to involvement in their child’s schooling.
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Proposition 2: Parents built human capital through program events and activities
that engaged parents and children togetitrman capital is most often defined in terms
of the knowledge a parent possesses (Diamond & Gomez, 2004). This concept draws upon
Bourdieu’s (1986) notion of cultural capital, defined as forms of knowledge, skills, and
education possessed by a person, or referring to the cultural norms prevliena w
community.

Through the museum program, parents increased their knowledge of science.
Although they did not provide specific examples of what they had learned, they made it
clear that the home-based activities provided opportunities not just for their cla&tro |
about science, but for them to learn about it too. In fact, some parents implied that was
what made the activities appealing for them, saying things like “lemaglalso learn with
them” (T12, p11) and “It was a learning experience for myself as a parertiasl knew
| was going to learn something from the project” (T17, p6/12).

Perhaps more than acquiring concrete knowledge of the subject matter, tiaeprogr
helped parents to feel more comfortable engaging in science with thdneahiit gave
them an access point to a content area that at worst they had avoided and at badt they h
only begrudgingly helped their child with. Parents admitted that they did not emgogs
in school themselves, and that they had not had “good” science experiences as children.
They valued science learning for their own children, but typically relied on dthers
facilitate it since they simply did not feel qualified, especially the oldar thildren got.

This suggests that what the museum program did was provide an opportunity not just for
parents to learn about science themselves, but equally important to feekazpabl

facilitating their children’s science learning.
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For example, the experience of one mother with two sons aged 15 and 11 years is
representative of many parents in the sample. She admitted that she neverdikes s
growing up, but that through the museum program’s home-based activities, she was
required to engage in experimentation with her child (the activities werenddssgch that
they required both an adult and child for completion). Although at first she held minor
resentment at having to play a role in these activities, she gradaally/to feel more
comfortable with the subject as a result:

“Because it's something that | really...l dread all the time. We do maghd®V
spelling. We do history. We do everything, and then science is like ‘Oh god,
we’ve got a science fair project?’ It wasn’t really something thatd kke, “Yay,
we’ve got a science fair project! | used to throw it on my husband and said,
‘You do the research and let me create it, create the project.” fB)7

For this mother, and for other parents as well, the museum program played a role in
reframing her relationship with science. When she first started the protir@ notion of
facilitating her child’s science learning was not part of her parent ige8te readily
admitted that she took full responsibility for helping her children with all af the
homework except when it came to science; she made her husband take on that task. What
the museum program did for her, and for other parents, was to help her to see herself
differently, to feel comfortable with science and thus to see herself asrd péio could
play a valuable role in her child’s science learning.

Some parents not only began to feel more comfortable with science, but felt they
had developed skills and resources for facilitating their children’s scieaceng. These
parents talked about doing the Exploration Cards multiple times, even aftetitiie ini
“assignment” was completed. One mother said she first did the activitreseviblder

daughter, and then did them again with her younger children once she felt better abl
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facilitate the activities. Another mother remembered feeling thatdtmaties helped her to

see how she could replicate similar activities at home using mateuald &round the

house. In addition, this mother implied that the program simply helped her to see the value
of hands-on experimentation for children, something that she felt the school did not do
enough of and that she later raised as a point of concern with her children’s:teacher

“...it made me realize this stuff was simple and it didn’t cost much money. Just
like counting beans and counting cars and stuff like that [two actiJiid¢svere

part of the museum program]. You could sit there and make a simple project out
of very little, and it's not that expensive so you can’'t say - you didn’t €4y, *

it's so expensive that we can't do this program no more.’ It just tak@sst

takes a simple - when kids see a science project they learn more frpaoing

it then they do just sitting there and saying, ‘Oh, this happens and that hdppens.’
(T4; p8)

Not only did parents increase their knowledge of and comfort with science, but
they also enhanced their knowledge of their children’s interest in science, aneédgewl
of how their children learned and acquired information relative to science. Although this
knowledge of children’s attitudes and learning processes is not typicallyhthafues
human capital, this study argues that it should be, and that this form of human capital is
an important building block for parent engagement. By broadening the definition of
human capital to include not just knowledge of content, but also knowledge of what
children are interested in and how they learn and acquire information, it helps usrto bette
see the potential value of a museum program in building capital; it does notljust he
parents to learn about content, but it also helps them to learn about their children and how
they learn best. A similar argument has been made recently by Brophy (2008), who
advocates for an increased emphasis on not just what students are learning avschool

helping them to value what they are learning in school.
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For example, one mother with three children including a 14-year-old son who
participated in the museum program, talked about doing the home-based actithties w
all of her children, and realizing just how interested they were in the subject:

“Like I never knew they liked science like that until we started doingtbjects
and stuff. | seen that they were interested and yeah - cause | would hewe nev
thought like- science is like- it wasn’'t important to me beforé) them. It was
just like, ‘Okay, let’s get your math, your reading, and all that stuff hegetit just
opened my eyes to the different things that they like to do, like that."6)7; p

A mother with a 12-year-old daughter explained how her program participationeaae h
window into her daughter’s learning process more generally:

“...it helps you interact with your child more and see how they view things
differently than you do. It helps you see how your child views the work. With
Parent Partners in Science, because they had to have their péoticipal of it
too, it wasn't just all the parent part, you see how the little workings inrttied
go and see how they view - and there’s times where he’s figured outmsolalied
| didn’t even see it in that way.” (T5; p7)

Whether it was nontraditional or traditional forms of capital, the museum
program gave parents access to additional resources relative to thearchild
science learning. Through home-based experiments that parents and children had to
complete together, parents came to feel more comfortable with science antbcam
better understand their child’s science interests and learning processes

Proposition 3: Parents acquired material capital through free museum
membershipdMaterial capital refers primarily to the economic resources that one has
access to and can activate for their own desired purposes (Bourdieu, 1977). In the case of
the museum program studied here, parents were given a free, year-long rhgntbdree
Franklin Institute Science Museum during at least 3 years of the progrbofi tiié parents

interviewed reported using the free membership; many parents cladrtiiaawithout the
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membership, they could not have afforded multiple visits to the museum since the cost
would have been prohibitive. In the words of one mother with two sons 9 and 10 years,

“l wouldn’t have been able to afford to go The Franklin Institute as much as we
did if it hadn’t been a part of the membership. That helped a lot and tily re
enjoyed going there...It was an outing. It gave us something to do because we're
very poor and | can’t afford to do a lot of stuff.” (T4; p16)

Through the provision of museum membership, the program gave parents material
capital in the form of a self-described “family outing,” something thathigisly

valued by parents who found themselves searching for inexpensive, educational
activities for their family on weekends. In reflecting on what the meshijpmeant

to them, parents often juxtaposed a museum visit with other weekend activities,
implying that its value lay in the fact that it was not only fun and entertaibirig

also educational in nature. One mother, with two twin daughters 14 years old,
explained,

“It made it so much easier. It also gave me things to do with my kids bgssie

going shopping for sneakers, stuff like that. It provided me the resources to do
things | probably couldn’t have afforded. | wouldn’t have been able to afford going
to The Franklin Institute that many times... And also it gave us somethitg t

that was useful on a Saturday morning and after school too.” (T1; p24/25)

Overall, the museum program gave parents access to multiple forms of
capital. Social capital was built through interactions with teachers andpatiegts
in the school. Human capital was acquired in the form of not only personal
knowledge of and interest in science, but also awareness of their children’stintere
in and learning of science. Material capital was afforded through the mowsi
museum memberships, providing access to the museum. As mentioned at the outset
of this section, careful consideration was given during the grounded theory coding

process to alternative ways of conceptualizing core categories, irearpato
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clarify how the data fit with the theoretical concepts from the EcolagiPsarent
Engagement model. For example, an alternative interpretation for the notion of
social capital as presented here could be based in Hoover-Dempsey’s construct of
perceptions of invitations (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey et
al., 2005). In her psychological model of parent involvement, Hoover-Dempsey
argues that three factors motivate parents to become involved in their children’s
education: 1) parents’ motivational beliefs, including their role construction and
self-efficacy; 2) invitations to involvement from others, including those fiwn t
school in general, teachers, and students; and, 3) parents’ life context, including
factors such as knowledge, skills, time and family culture.

It is possible to argue that rather than building social capital, what the museum
program did for parents was extend an invitation for involvement. Research has shown
that such invitations can help parents to feel more welcome and valued within their
child’s education (Epstein, 1986; Griffith, 1998). However, analysis of interview data in
this study suggested that parents were not saying that the program extetieead &
social invitation for involvement, but rather that it permitted them to refrme t
interactions with teachers in personal ways that broke down traditional hiesactu
gave them access to information about their child. Perhaps more importantlys’parent
comments suggested a sense of personal agency in this regard; the emphasi®was
shift in teacher’s attitudes towards them, or a perception that teacheneaermg out
to them, but rather a desire on their part to talk to teachers and to be more in control of
the conversation. For instance, parents made comments like, “I just began to

communicate with them in different ways” (T3, p18) and “I could feel more corbferta
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talking with her” (T20, p4). It is for these reasons that this study usesathe 6f social
capital as opposed to the notion of perceptions of teacher invitations.

In terms of human capital, again it is useful to explore a possible theoretical
alternative. The construct of parents’ motivational beliefs, specificaliyconstruction
and self-efficacy, could be used to explain parents’ comments in this study (Hoover
Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). Hoover-Dempsey et al. argue
that parent involvement decisions are influenced by parents’ beliefs about hanerchi
develop, and their belief in their own abilities to competently facilitaie théddren’s
learning. Certainly, some of what parents were saying is that they canet nwfe
efficacious about science and about facilitating their children’s scienoarg. But that
was not all that parents were saying. Equally important was the fagiatteaits gained
valuable knowledge about their children’s learning dispositions and processes, something
that is more specific than either parental role construction or parentalogtfRather,
broadening the definition of human capital to include more nontraditional dimensions
better encapsulates those knowledge-based resources that parents felhdefragai
the museum program. Having established that the museum program gave parents
opportunities to build multiple forms of capital, discussion now turns to how parents
leveraged this capital within particular contexts in order to create neesyfiac
themselves relative to their children’s schooling.
Authoring New Places for Engagement

In the previous section, parent interview data were used to argue that one of the key
roles that the museum program played was to give parents necessary sgeource

engaging in their children’s schooling. It was argued that these resourcest &ranbes as



110

forms of capital. This section examines what parents did with the capyadbaired,
demonstrating that parent engagement is the activation of capital within theicassif a
particular space in order to author new places for involvement. The point of tins sec

not to demonstrate that the museum program did in fact facilitate parent eegageut

rather to uncover the ways in which this engagement occurred, what it looked liket, what i
meant to parents, and what it was about the museum program that was mostf@levant
facilitating parent engagement.

Calabrese Barton et al. (2004) define authoring as one of two key actions titrat fos
parent engagement (the other action, positioning, is discussed in the next.section)
Specifically, authoring is the activation of the capital available terjiatin a given space
or context; what results from authoring is the formation of places where parerdble to
play a role in their children’s schooling in a way that is meaningful to them analitfit
their agendas for their children’s development.

Defining parent engagement from this perspective has two theoretmadations.
First, the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model states that authoringg gtates that
result from authoring, cannot be thought of separately from the capital and spelce whi
lead to this process. In other words, the “why” and “how” of parent engagearmerttde
separated from the “what” of parent engagement. In fact, within this mog¢hése
interconnections between what parents engage in and how they manage to darso that a
most important, emphasizing “that what parents “do” in school settings...is an active
manifestation of the physical and material boundaries of what it is they want éamdl@an

do (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004, p. 6).



111

This notion that parent engagement must be understood in-situ, and that it must be
framed holistically within the constraints and affordances of a particotdext, is
significantly different from other perspectives on parent involvement, andedethet
definitional shift from parent involvement to parent engagement. Most of the current
research examining parent involvement assumes that the process through @aduatsiis
somehow separate from the behaviors that it produces. These studies typipbily @me
set of measures for why and how parents are engaged — for example, using Hoover
Dempsey’s (1997; 2005) psychological factors — and another set of measureatfor wh
parent involvement behaviors result from these processes — for example, using<Epste
(1986; 2001) School and Family Partnership Scale with 44 items measuring parent
involvement at home, formal contact with school staff, at-school involvement, and
perceptions of school climate. Throughout this section, parent interview data are used t
demonstrate not just the theoretical fit of the concept of authoring, but more braadly th
contextual nature of parent engagement and the importance of taking a so@bcultur
perspective on engagement. In this way, findings in this section are intended to have
significant theoretical implications for the reframing of parent involverevocating for
definitional shift to parent engagement whereby the processes andexctavéiconsidered
in concert rather than separately.

Second, using the theoretical concept of authoring to describe parent engagement
broadens the lens through which parent involvement behaviors or activities are viewed.
Typically, these behaviors are defined in highly school-centric ways, focusirgjionsa
such as helping children with homework, volunteering in the child’s classroom, orgservin

on the Parent Teacher Association at school. However, authoring emphasizes parents
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definitions of engagement activities, and focuses on the ways in which theipediseir
engagement and what it means to them. It shifts the focus from concrete, schesal-def
behaviors to more subtle and personal forms of engagement, and stresses that what is
equally if not more important than parents’ actions are their intentions andsdesitigeir
children’s development, as well as the way in which they frame their identivesto

their children’s schooling.

Specifically, parents’ authoring in this study took three different formsf alhich
have the nontraditional qualities discussed above: a) “being there,” or the nation tha
parents were able to find ways to monitor, check, or generally feel more calotgoniith
what was going on at their child’s school; b) negotiating new roles, or the nwdion t
parents either became more involved where they were not before or shifted thatrole
they played in their child’s learning at home; and c) having activitiesgage in with
their children outside of school, or the notion that parents took their children to the Franklin
Institute Science Museum (or other museums)in their discretionary time, rmedca
appreciate the value of such activities for their family. All parentsarstudy authored, but
not all parents exhibited all three forms of authoring (see Table 4. 1 at the end of the
chapter).

With these implications in mind, this section now turns to a detailed discussion of
the three theoretical propositions related to authoring new places formmgaghildren’s
schooling. As each proposition is described, attention is paid to the theoreticehtiops
mentioned above in order to provide insight into what parent engagement actually looks
like, and the role that a museum program can play in helping parents to create new places

for engaging in their children’s schooling.
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Proposition 4: Parents found new ways of being present in their children’s school.
Through the museum program, parents activated capital in order to create new
opportunities for engaging in their children’s schooling. One of the waysitekis was
to find new ways of being present in their child’s school or school life. Seyarahts in
this study used the phrase “being there” to describe this type of authoringakple, a
father with a 13 year old son said, “It's like working on a job. You can talk about the job all
day, but being there...on hand and seeing what’s going on, it makes a difference” (T13;
p10). The concept of being there is reinforced by research that refers entbis s
phenomenon as “presence” (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004; Carreon, Drake & B&YEon, 2
Jackson & Remillard, 2005). Admittedly, being there or being present standkin star
contrast to typical parent engagement activities most often referrechilitetature — for
example, volunteering in the classroom, attending Parent Teacher Associaetings, or
helping with fundraising (Epstein, 2001). It is a much more subtle form of engagement, one
that is about both actions as well as intentionality relative to childreimé®Bng.

Finding new ways to be present in their children’s schooling was a contextually
bounded process. It involved the activation of parents’ social capital within the school
space, as parents tried to find entry points into what was seen as a closadasgysem
that was difficult to access unless you were a teacher in the school axperesnced
with many of the things that teachers do. Through their informal intensatith teachers,
parents found subtle ways to negotiate more personal check points within the school syste
in order to monitor what was going on at the school, or check what was going on in their

child’s classroom. Put simply, parents said “I could find out what was going @np9y
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or “I could take care of the things that | had to do” (T15; p6). One mother with two
daughters aged 8 and 11 years explained,

“I want to know what's expected of them, what they're graded on. What | can do

to keep them involved, and pretty much just to bring it home. ‘If you're doing

this, then | know you'll like this.” So just keep them on track. It's goingetepk

my kids on track with what they have, what they need, and so that makes me

aware and it helps everybody.” (T16; p7/8)

At the classroom level, parents talked about taking subtle actions to monitor their
child’s classroom life. One mother who participated in the program with her noeat4 y
old daughter explained that during the events at the museum, she had a chance to talk
with her daughter’s science teacher, to get to know her on a personal level, anthto wat
her interact with students. In the weeks and months following those events, this mothe
used that capital to check what her daughter was telling her about what was going on i
science class at school:

“...because | would probably get to see the science teacher only at the

parent conferences if | want to go see her, and then you get like a 15

minute timeframe, so that's 3 times a year. Where having the Partners i

Science, we went to The Franklin Institute with her, and we went on

Saturdays and she was there, and you’'d get to see her and how she interacts

with the child. So then | know like if something is wrong and my daughter

come home telling me all she’s doing is yelling because if this person here

is interacting with the children then it's a different thing wherissimethat

classroom and she can't be yelling the whole time. | think my daughter

exaggerated it, and children do.” (T8; p11/12)

Another mother with a 10-year-old daughter explained that the museum progranegave h
opportunities to talk more with her daughter’s science teacher, outside of tlad pament-
teacher report card conferences. She used these conversations to monitor \goaigvas

on in the science classroom, and to ask questions about what else she could be doing to
help further her daughter’s science learning:

“...you really don't go to the school that much and really speak to the
teachers because it's more so you're on the computer and you're
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generating information or questions you may have through the internet.
And with the parents being able to come in the classroom and actually
participate, | think it's awesome... | talked with the teacher about the
different experiments. How often they would have the experiments going
on. What can | do to better my child while they're in school? How can |
improve better communications without just going through the internet or
just having paperwork sent home? Can | call them on the phone and stuff
like that?” (T19; p3/4)

Taking the above quote as an example, it is useful to consider alternative
interpretations for the concept of authoring, and specifically the conceptreased
presence within children’s schooling. Is it possible that what parents are dagng her
employing generic, content-based strategies for engaging in ileiren’s learning? A
careful examination of parents’ comments relative to being there irctiikelis school
life reveals that the strategies parents are employing are notgydneniather embedded
within the particular school context. Furthermore, parents are not engadfeir
children’s science learning, but rather monitoring this learning in custonaays,
depending on the needs of their child and the particular variables within their child’s
classroom. As the one mother said, what the museum program did for her was to give her
a way to check what her daughter was telling her about her science teactgecific
problem related to her child and solved with data she collected through her informal
interactions with the teacher. This interpretation points to the contextual napaesnt
engagement processes, and the importance of embedded strategies for helpiagopare
access their child’s school system.

Even parents who were already actively volunteering within their child’s school
found ways to increase their presence there. One mother with three chilpliganesk
that prior to joining the museum program, she had been volunteering in her daughter’s

classroom weekly; she continued to volunteer during each year that she paditipat
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the museum program. For her, the program legitimized her presence in the school,
helping her to overcome negative feelings towards the school, and to push past the mixed
messages that were sent to her about the degree to which she was welcome there:

“I don't think | would have been in there as often. | would get feedback frobe - t
principal would see me and she would make comments like, ‘Oh, | guess we
should put you on the payroll since you're here all the time.” But yet they wanted
volunteers. They wanted the parents to volunteer, but if you did, you kind of got
snubbed at, which I didn’t understand. So for me to be in there because of the
partnership, it was a legitimate reason that | was in there” (T10; p Ih)...I
definitely more involved [now]. | became more aware of what was going oe in th
school.” (T10; p12/13)

This quote highlights the emotionally-charged atmosphere of the school, and
hints at an underlying theme related to parents’ mixed feelings about théis chi
school. Many parents offered examples of particular problems — with the science
teacher, for instance, who was too focused on the science fair for their likivags
not that the museum program provided solutions to these problems, but rather that
parents were describing the overall environment in which they were trying to
engage, and doing so with emotionally-charged language and descriptors,
suggesting that parent engagement is perhaps equally an affectives@sdeis a
cognitive one.

Increased presence within the school space did not always take the form of
actions such as monitoring or checking. Sometimes it took the form of a subtle rgshapin
of parents’ relationship to the school. Parents came to feel more comfortatifeyse
their child to the school, or felt more strongly affiliated with the school in sorge wa
Many parents interviewed simply said that their interactions with teaanéhe school
made them feel better about the school. They saw that the teachers careldeabout t

students, and although they might not agree with every action taken by the téegher, t
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could generally see how dedicated the teachers were. This made them feel more
connected to the school, and made them feel better about sending their child to the school
every day. In the words of one mother, “It makes me feel like I'm a bettentpéke I'm

on top of my job as a parent” (T7; p5). Another mother with a 10 year old daughter
explained that by interacting more with her daughter’s science teactiegetting to

know the teacher more on a personal level, she developed more positive feelings about
the school which in turn led her to volunteer in her daughter’s classroom:

“Well, 1 think you just feel more comfortable, as a parent, sending your child to
school, that you know the person, they're good people, they genuinely care about
your child and their education. It just gives you better feeling, you know what |
mean? | just, you know, rather than, you know, sending your child to school and,
basically, just treating that person as a stranger, you know, it's alkeost |

marriage when you think about it. You know, when you and your husband are
communicating better and things are going well then the whole familyrisngo
better as a whole. That's kind of like how it is with [the school].” (T506)

This finding points to the fact that a fundamental aspect of parent engagemarrigy
the activities in which parents engage, but the values, beliefs, and attitudaotinat i
and define those activities. In other words, parent engagement is not just about
volunteering in a child’s classroom. It is also about how parents feel aboutlthig chi
classroom, and what that means for how they see themselves as parents.

In summary, it has been argued in this section that a key form of authoring is
increased presence within a school or within a child’s school life. For parehis in t
study, being there was accomplished through the activation of the social teagitabd
built through the museum program. What is more, this parent engagement process was
bounded by the school context, and mediated by the constraints within that setting,
namely the issues or problems that some parents had with their child’s schobg and t

negative feelings that sometimes resulted.
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Being there allowed parents to check what was going on at school and to better
understand how things worked at the school and in the classroom in ways that made them
feel more connected to and empowered within their child’s learning. Being there a
included more subtle and personal dispositions related to parent identity, forenstanc
feeling better about the school, feeling a stronger affiliation with theatcand thus
feeling like a better parent for sending a child to that school.

Proposition 5: Parents negotiated new roles for themselves in their children’s
science learning at homAnother way that parents engaged in their children’s schooling
was to either “do more science at home” or “play a different role” in thddrehis
science learning at home. By way of background, most parents admitted tlestheil
characterized themselves as involved — helping their children with homework gréadin
them, attending important events at their school — they were not always involted in t
children’s science learning before participating in the museum prognaenp&ent
explained that there are few opportunities for such engagement in the sclifodltisse
not like you’re going in and helping them do a science experiment” (T16, p8). Most
parents confessed to feeling intimidated by the subject matter, and perbemnselives
to be ill-qualified to help their children in this area, as was discussed premviotisé
section on human capital.

Through the museum program, parents came to feel more knowledgeable about
science, more comfortable with the subject matter, and more knowledgeable aibout the
children’s learning of science as well. They leveraged this humamlcapiind new or
different ways of engaging in science with their children at home. Asheasase when

parents found opportunities to increase their presence within the school (Proposition 4),
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negotiating new roles within children’s learning at home was a contextuaisgroc
involving the activation of human capital within the home environment. This bounded
nature of authoring again provides evidence to support the fact that parent emgageme
needs to be understood in situ, and that the processes cannot be separated from the actual
activities in which parents engage.

For some parents, authoring a new home-based place for engagement simply meant
being involved in their child’s science learning where they were not before. Fordast
one mother who participated in the program with her now 14 year old son explained that
the museum program helped her to see how interested her son was in science, which
prompted her to “pay more attention” to his science learning. She bought science books
with activities similar to those they did in the program, and tried to engatieesd|of her
children in science at home. She also started to shift the role that she pldyedsoiénce
learning at home, not only providing them with learning opportunities, but actually
engagingwith them:

“I probably wouldn’t have sat there and watched the Discovery Channel with
them. | probably would have been like, ‘Okay, you can go there and watch it’ or
‘Sit here and watch this.’ But going through that [program], now it's [&&ay,

I'll sit here and watch it with you.” (T7; p7)

For some parents, the museum program gave them a different role to plag telati
their child’s learning. The collaborative model of the Exploration Cardwifees were
structured such that they required a child and an adult working together)l caneieto the
ways in which they worked with their child on other homework assignments. Parents
became homework facilitators, rather than homework checkers or supervisogstdry

identify how best their child could succeed in the task and playing whatever wple the
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perceived was most beneficial. Again, this seems to have much to do with shiféng pa
identity; by drawing upon human capital, parents came to see themselveffeneatdiole
relative to their children’s learning, one that was more responsive to theiectsl

learning needs. For instance, one mother with a 12 year old son said she feltaten mus
program gave her a window through which to view her son’s process for solving problems
Equipped with this knowledge, she began to take on a different role when working with
him on homework assignments:

“I think...as a parent you just get in there and you just want to work out the
problem and basically do it for them. You just can't help yourself because | think a
lot of parents are like that. ‘Well, this is the problem’ rather thagt, fhe see how

he put the problem together.’ Like even if it was like a beanbag toss orhsagnet

like that. Just back off and let him put it together and show me how to do the
project, how it works. Instead of me saying, ‘Well, those are the directioriee We
going to do it this way. Your turn.” So yeah, | think it did...I've got to keep in mind
to step back a little and not just want to take over the whole project anfbdo it

him.” (T5; p15)

A father who participated in the program with his now 11 year old son described a simila
strategy. For him, the program helped him to see not that he should back off, but rather that
he could be more than just a homework checker, and actually play a collaborative and
supportive role in the process, shifting his identity relative to the role hedplaif@an his

son’s homework:

“... I think PPSS pushed me into having more of a hands-on role with his
education, instead of like the past, ‘Yeah, your homework’s done, okay.’ Sign it
off and that’s it - | think PPSS opened up my mind to basically just sitting down
with my son and saying, ‘Alright, here’s what we gotta do. How do you think we
should do it? Before that, it was ‘Alright, you got your directions here, do it. If
you have a question, ask me and I'll show ya.” (T9; p14/15)

In summary, parents in this study activated human capital in order to redefine the
roles they played relative to their children’s science learning at homeugdhactive

participation in the program’s home-based activities, parents came todieel m
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knowledgeable and comfortable with science, and to better understand their children’s
science interests and learning processes. They leveraged this capitatiate@ew

roles for engaging with their children at home. For some this meant adaalitating
science learning for their children where they had not before; for othersarit

redefining the roles they had previously played to find new ways of faodjtatience
learning, ways that were more responsive to what they now knew about theincildre
interests or learning needs.

Proposition 6: Parents used the museum as a forum for engaging in parent-child
interaction outside of schodrhrough the museum program, parents acquired material
capital in the form of financial and physical access to The Franklin InsHtieace
Museum. Each participating family was given an annual membership to the mubém
allowed their family to visit anytime during the year for free. Acaogdb parents, this
material capital gave them a physical place outside of home and school in wmgage e
with their children in their discretionary time. One parent, a single mattibe time she
was participating in the program, has twin girls who are now 14 years old. Shaedpl
that the program gave her another venue through which she could interact witttsher gi
and described the importance of that venue in terms of how it shifted the dynahair of t
interactions:

“It gave me a chance to do the stuff that | wish | could do with them on my own,
but I couldn’t..it's just taking them out of the home situation and you're in a
different environment so there isn’t going to be any snipping and snapping and
fighting and bad behavior. Do you know what I'm saying? Like it gave you a
chance to be with them and have fun without having to like...kind of like always
like having to be the bad mom all the time, do you know what | mean? Like with
the discipline and all that. It made a nice environment to be a parent, aadt mak
easier for a parent to be with their kids because it's so hard sometivars/au

take them places...” (T1; p25)
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In talking about what it meant to her to take her children to the museum, this modhlgr cle
refers to an emotional aspect of parenting, and the challenges associateluldién’s
behavior in various settings. For her, the context of the museum program helped to
temporarily alleviate these negative behaviors from her children, somsttengally
valued at the time.

Another mother who patrticipated in the program with a now 14-year-old son said
that going to the museum gave them something to do together as a family; shédadded t
while they valued the museum membership, they still would have gone to The Franklin

Institute even without it:

“It's just something different. Something different than ‘Okay, let’saythe zoo,
let's go to Dave and Buster’s’ or something. Instead, we can be like, ‘OKay, let
go to a museum. Let’s see what we can learn today.” You know, different.”
(T7; p7)

A mother with a 10-year-old daughter explained that going to the museum helped her to

find additional community resources for her daughter’s science learning:

“It gave me a springboard | guess of where, what things to look for with my
daughter because | got her involved in different aspects of the scienceidrtue s
fair got us into other science classes where she wanted to try nes/hihghe
science. We signed up, or we did a few of the other classes that therFrankl
Institute offered, and we made sure we went there when they were doing special
activities, and they got to do the hands-on classes, make paper, fly the tifferen
airplanes. So we went on specific days to go and do specific acfisili@ge made
sure we kept a calendar for those things. We also got involved in the Academy of
Natural Sciences, which holds things as well with the science and handshay s
enjoyed that as well. So it was like a springboard from there that we lgatkt

into other classes cause | didn’t know there was that much out thehne for t
classes...” (T19; p3/4)

This section has focused on authoring as a key action that fostered parent
engagement, and presented three different forms of authoring facilitatied myuseum

program studied here. The goal was not to demonstrate the program’s impact on parents
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but rather to use the context of the museum program to better understand the nature of
parent engagement, what results from it, and what it means to parents. Parantrdst
study revealed several key dimensions of the parent engagement pratesswas
within the context of a museum program: 1) parents engage in very personal ways in thei
children’s education by authoring informal places at school, home, and in the community
in order to more closely integrate into their children’s schooling; 2) the nefgaoh
parent identity is an important aspect of parent engagement as facilitdtedav
museum context; 3) parent engagement is highly contextual, and involves theoactivat
of specific forms of capital as mediated by the values and constrainpadicular
context; and 4) parent engagement is best considered holistically, sudtetheaw” and
“why” of engagement are examined in conjunction with and the “what” of engage
(as opposed to separating process from behavior). The chapter now turns to a discussion
of the third core category, positioning.
Positioning for Influence

As articulated earlier, the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model tpasksy
actions through which parent engagement occurs, namely authoring and posifibeing
previous section argued that authoring is an important mechanism through which parent
engagement occurs, and that it involves forging personal and informal places through
which parents can connect to their children’s schooling. This section addregsexdss
of positioning.

Calabrese Barton et al. (2004) define positioning as using the place that one has
authored to influence others relative to their child’s schooling. There walittlence of

positioning within the data in this study (Table 4.1 at the end of the chapter showsthat
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20 parents demonstrated positioning). It is for that reason that there are etidhkor
propositions about positioning stated here. Rather, the trends that emerged around
positioning for those few parents are discussed with the acknowledgement that #ss proc
did permeate the interviews enough to be raised to a theoretical concept.

For those parents who did position, the process centered around their child’s
teacher. Parents used their presence in the school, or their engagementimid’ei
science homework, to advocate for their child’s learning or to try to changehsognet
within the school or classroom in order to improve the conditions surrounding their
child’s learning. For instance, one mother who participated in the program witlowe
14-year-old son explained that through the home-based activities they did todether, s
came to see that he liked science. She started to pay more attention tenas sci
homework and to talk with him about what he was doing in science class at school. She
realized that while her son really enjoyed the home-based science acthatyedid as
part of the program, he did not seem to enjoy science at school. Hypothesizing tkat it wa
the experimental, discovery aspect of the program’s activities that ehigmgeshe
decided to talk with his teacher in an effort to encourage more hands-on, expemments
the classroom, a strategy that she felt would benefit her son. As evidenced in her
comments below, this mother was clearly displeased with how science was taught a
school, and was in large part responding to those negative feelings in her advocacy:

“Now | go to and talk to the teacher about - I'll say, ‘What are theyieg?’ You
know, like, ‘What's your curriculum? What's your study guide?’ | can follow up

on that and by asking her that, then she’ll like - it made her have to dce-das
was just like doing book work, and they wanted to do science projects andtyou ge
all the stuff there for science, and you’re not using it because you say#&time

kids don’t behave, but you can't make all the kids suffer for the kids thatdon’

(T7; p9/10)
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Another mother with two sons aged 11 and 15 years also began to ask questions of the
science teacher through her participation in the museum program. At her $mok Sw
Exploration Cards were sent home as homework assignments, and were graéed by th
teacher. She had questions about how the assignments were graded, arguing tpaalif the
was for parents and children to collaborate together, then how could the child seceive
grade for the parent portion of the activity? She pushed the teacher to ateulgrading
criteria, and used that to more closely align what they did together atvhitimtae

activities and what the teacher did in class with them:

“...I wanted to know what did we do at home that was different from what she did
in school. And she would tell me if there was something different: ‘Welhsl w
looking for a little more of this in class than he did on the green card.” And I'm
like, ‘Okay. So how can we better make sense of it at home if we're doirgy thes
experiments together and they're kind of similar?’ So | would ask questiens li
that and she was like, ‘Wow, okay. | can show you. | can tell you exactly what |
need for the next time.” (T17; p16/17)

On the whole, only a few parents in this study positioned, making suggestions to
teachers about how they might change their practice to better accommodatkilithei
The minimal occurrence of positioning amongst parents in this study raisésmgies
about the theoretical fit of this concept for explaining how parent engagement happens.
Data from this study suggest that it may not be reasonable to expect low-incoame, ur
parents to be able to position themselves as authorities within their children’drsghool
especially in light of the dominant school structure that places almoshaibtfor
children’s learning in the hands of teachers and perpetuates a hierardatzaisbip
between teachers and parents. Parents in this study found multiple ways ohgutbori
ways to be engaged, but relatively few ways of capitalizing on that engaigienoeder

to influence others relative to their children’s schooling. In fact, few parent
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demonstrated a desire to do that, and those who did admitted they were fairly vocal
people to begin with and likely predisposed to advocate for their children bygaskin
guestions of the teacher. In this way, the theoretical concept of positioningotayly
be unrealistic given the realities of low-income, urban parents’ lives, batyitiso favor
those who tend to solve problems in more overt and confrontational ways.
The Model

Figure 4.1 below illustrates the model resulting from this study, an adapted

version of the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model.

Figure 4.1. The adapted Ecologies of Parent Engagement model.
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There are several points of discussion related to this adapted model that helpetat situa
within the literature, and reinforce its contribution to theoretical understanalipgsent
involvement. First, at a broad level, Figure 4.1 is closely aligned with the Eeslofi

Parent Engagement model itself, not a fundamentally different model but nather a

adapted model. That did not necessarily have to be the case. The purpose of the study was
to listen to parents as they reflected on what this program meant to them, and how it
provided them with opportunities to engage in their children’s schooling. As it turned out,
their reflections were best characterized by the EPE model, but it could haas yuesit

been that their reflections did not fit at all with the EPE model.

Thus, the data from this study reinforce the value of the EPE for theorizing about
the nature of parent involvement. More specifically, the value of the EPE motlgitis
integrates processes and outcomes, considering the why, how, and what of parent
involvement, rather than focusing on one at a time, which is what many models do; 2) it
emphasizes the social aspects of parent involvement, rather than its psyahologic
characteristics or the information that parents have; much of how parent inealvem
occurs is in fact strongly rooted within personal relationships, something thafugiyot
appreciated through models that focus on characteristics such as satiyefied 3) it is
a parent-centered model, rather than a school-centered model, or said diffeérsrdin
asset-based model, rather than a deficit-based model. The conclusion from imest of t
research and the models on which it is based are that school staff know best how parents
should be involved, and privilege school-centered measures; the EPE allows parents to
define for themselves both the contexts and the processes of involvement and what

perspectives (on knowledge or on other individuals in the context) are important.
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Second, at a more specific level, Figure 4.1 highlights the role that this museum
program played in facilitating parent involvement. It shows that what the progdam di
was to provide a “space” for parents to develop new relationships, take on new roles, or
acquire new tools for participation. In some sense, the boundaries between the context
were blurred, representing the creation of this new “space” for involvement. Thes com
back to a grounding principle within the dissertation — that museum programs\ean ser
as intermediaries or bridge elements that give parents opportunitiesifaadlp social
opportunities) for extending their engagement in their children’s schoolingisTamis
important contribution to the literature, since it was previously not clear wieat r
museum programs could play in facilitating parent involvement. Is it that théyateot
parents to participate more where they were not already? Is it thagehpgrents
involved in another context (outside of school) where they were not already engaged? Is
it that they teach parents specific skills for being involved? What the dataHwavas
that first and foremost, what the museum program did was provide parents witthegvery
opportunities to develop new ways of interacting, new roles to play, and new tools to use
within their interactions. Also important, the program gave parents a chancedb refle
upon and even shift their parent identity relative to their children’s schoolingtisioin
that the previous model only implies. Figure 4.1 makes this parent identity piewat.expl

Third, even more specifically, Figure 4.1 refines the particular constuittiis
the EPE model itself, something that was very necessary given the vagoktines
model as it is described by Calabrese and something that is further expircthe
Discussion section. For example, this adapted model helps to clarify the csnstruc

both capital and authoring. In terms of capital, results from this study highight t
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importance of capital, and suggest it might be the building block in the process of
facilitating parent involvement through a museum program. In particular huapdalc
can be thought of as including a new understanding of what science is. Also, results
point to three types of capital, and show what each type looked like and why it was
valued by parents, something that previous work does only in generalities.tlorgddi
results expand our understanding of authoring — what it looks like and how it happens in
the context of a museum program. Calabrese’s work, and those who use her model, focus
on the notion of presence, but they do not go any further. These results point to three
different types of authoring, and ones that are context-specific, an imposalhisrece
it parallels literature which has noted that home-based involvement is diffienent
school-based involvement. Perhaps even more importantly, the ways in which parents in
this study sample spoke about their engagement (being there, redefining rotegsaha
outing) are very different from how involvement is typically measured within the
literature. That is an important contribution made by this model, as it expaditio ic
definitions and again reinforces the value of personal agency in a contextuthefva
shifting the locus of control from the school to the parents themselves. For exaatple
this study used Epstein’s measures of involvement, the results would have suggested th
the program did not increase parents’ involvement, since they were already involved in
the ways in which Epstein measures involvement, as specific school-sanctioned
behaviors.

Finally, Figure 4.1 does not include positioning, as discussed earlier, since the
data did not support this construct. There are numerous reasons why positioning did not

emerge from the data. It could be that Calabrese’s study led parentsstofoitiat, by
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virtue of her explicitly stated social agenda and her repeated contact witintbe s
parents participating in focus groups and influenced by each other over muléigelye
could be that because her sample was composed of parents who were low-income,
immigrant parents, they were strongly driven by obtaining social justittes form of
better schooling for their children, something that may not have been as big édiacto
the more educated parents in this study who had stronger roots in this country.
Regardless, Figure 4.1 makes an important contribution to the EPE model by raising
guestions about the relevance of positioning, at least as previously described. the fac
idea of positioning may not be reasonable, precisely because it requiragatisiafts in
roles and relationships. Through the museum program, parents’ roles and relationships
shifted within that space, but they did not necessarily shift permanentlgmgsparents
noted when they said that after the program ended, things went back to the way they
were. The school and its power structure had not changed.
Parent Engagement Stories

In this section of the findings, three different parent engagement stories are
shared. The purpose of these stories is to present a more holistic, intatactarof
three particular pathways through the model presented in Figure 4.1. To this point, the
results of this study have been considered in terms of individual constructs — building
capital, authoring, and positioning — in an effort to fully understand each process. He
the processes are examined in conjunction with each other relative to oneagrarticul
parent’s story of how the museum program facilitated their engagement inhites

schooling.
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These three parents were selected because their stories illustrteet
dominant pathways through the model as parents activated specific formgaif capi
within particular contexts in order to more forge more personal connectionsrto thei
children’s schooling. In the first story, Amelia activates human capitatihdme
context as she renegotiates the role she plays within her children’sesl@armang. In
the second story, Wing activates social capital in the school context as halfiitasal
ways of being present in his daughter’s school life. And in the third story, Susanesctiva
both human and financial capital within the museum context as she comes to value
outings to the museum as educational opportunities for her family.

Story 1: Amelid

Amelia is an African American woman with an associate degree living in
northeast Philadelphia. A single parent, she has four children ranging in age tiwdi8
years. Her youngest child is currently home-schooled, after an incidehbat ftat led
Amelia to believe he was safer at home. Her 10 year old son, with whom she gadicipa
in the museum program, attends School B.

Amelia calls herself an involved parent. She home schools her youngest child, and
tries to help her other children with homework when she can. She is involved in
community efforts as well, such as the Police Athletic League that proyidds samps
for children. Amelia participated in the museum program for four of the progrsim’
years. During that time, she attended 8 events and completed at least atiexp@ards.

She recalls participating in the clean-up of Fairmount Park, an event organitred by

® Pseudonyms have been used to keep parents’ iefisenonymous.
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museum program, as well as other events that were held there during the life of the
program. Her reasons for joining the museum program center on fostering heancéildr
interest in science: “I had kids that liked science and they wanted hands-on, and they
liked something that Mom could do with them” (T4, p2). Like most parents in the study,
Amelia perceived that the program would augment her children’s school-basstkesc
learning, helping to broaden their thinking beyond just “what’s in the book.”

Through her program participation — specifically by engaging in events and
activities alongside her children — Amelia saw what an important role shebaylin
their learning: “I knew it before, but it made it bring it out more. It madeeakze that
the kids need you. They can'’t just get educated by teachers in school. They need their
parents to help with the education as well” (T4, p6). Over time, Amelia acquitebie
human capital in the form of an increased awareness of her son’s interest ia, soenc
an increased confidence on her part that she could in fact support this intereshapd pe
even extend it through efforts outside of school. In her words, the program gave her
“ideas” for things she could do at home. After doing the Exploration Cards, she bought
books for her children featuring simple science experiments, and they stairtg
experiments themselves at home.

In this way, Amelia came to see what science instruction at her childehos|
“could be.” She became increasingly disappointed with the book-focused instrhetion t
seemingly occurred in School B’s science program, and used the museum program as
way to volunteer in the science classroom periodically in order to betteistartkvhat
was happening there: “It made me realize there was a need for me to b¢Thepi3).

What she saw in the classroom confirmed her suspicion that her children were not
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exposed to enough hands-on discovery in science, and she began conversing with
teachers to suggest new ways of teaching science that would be more engdugng f
children:

“I think before the program, | was just letting them go to school and letting them
get taught and not really paying attention to...not really giving them igehs a

stuff about things...now | go to the school and give ideas to the teachers on how |
think my kid could improve on different things if they did certain things4, (

pll1)

Through the museum program, Amelia gained traditional capital about
science learning and instruction that she then leveraged in multiple ways. She
became more involved at home, trying to facilitate science learning for her
children through home-based activities and experiments. In addition, she became
more vocal and active within her child’s school, increasing her presence in the
science classroom. Over time, she used her increased presence in the school to
advocate for alternative forms of instruction in the science classroom, tistruc
that would be more closely aligned with the discovery and experimentation that
were at the core of what her children loved about science.
Story 2: Wing

Wing is an Asian American man, married with a 13 year old daughter. He has a
high school education, and while his spoken English is proficient, his first language is
Cantonese. His family lives in northeast Philadelphia. His daughter atteciecl 8
through &' grade, and now attends a highly ranked private school in Philadelphia.

By all accounts, Wing is an involved father. He attends school functions; he helps
his daughter with her homework; and he and his wife work hard to provide out-of-school

learning experiences for their daughter on a regular basis. Wing pateitiin the
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museum program for all six years, from 2000 through 2006. He attended 8 events and
completed 4 Exploration Cards with his daughter. He participated in severdiexctivi
held in the local park, such as the May Day. When asked why he joined the museum
program, Wing talks about how important it is for children to explore outside of the
classroom environment: “If | want my daughter to be successful in school,ste@ ha
learn to explore many, many different things. You can you can just look at a book and
answer the questions, but that’s not the only way. You have to go out, explore, talk to
different people” (T14, p3).

For Wing, the museum program gave him an opportunity to build social capital
through informal conversations with his daughter’s teachers: “It gives yo#l mor
opportunity to talk. The more you talk to school staff, the more you understand their
goals and how to make it better for the kids. So it gives me more understanding...more
broad spectrum of my daughter’s school life” (T14, p5). Wing then leveraged thas soci
capital in order to increase his presence within his daughter’s schooling.adraplexhe
worked closely with his daughter’s teachers to identify and select whiblsbipol she
would attend. And while many of the conversations he had with teachers on thig$ subjec
were more “formal” and “intense,” he also made use of informal moment twita
teachers on this subject, asking them questions as the class was walking tk finegoar
museum program activity. For Wing, these more informal conversations helped him to
really probe into what teachers were thinking, and what they knew about his daughter
“Because when they talk outside your conference, they’re not just talking &has *
behaving well. She’s learning well.” They can do more detail. Like, ‘Whehk,Ighe

listens. Her eyes spark.” Things like that” (T14, p10). Wing used details lige the
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check his own assumptions about his daughter’s learning strategies and precesses
inform his agenda for her continued education.

Through the museum program, and specifically the events he attended at his
daughter’s school, Wing built social capital in the form of increased, more informal
conversations with his daughter’s teachers. He activated that capital ta pzoné
detailed picture about his daughter’s school life in order to monitor her progress in a
more nuanced fashion.

Story 3: Susan

Susan is a Caucasian woman, an active and engaged mother of three children. She
lives in north Philadelphia with her husband and their children. Her daughter is 14 years
old and in 8' grade. Her other two children are i grade. One of them has special
needs, and Susan spends much of her time in various therapy programs with her. She also
looks after her father, who lives with them. All three of her children attended S&hool

Susan characterizes herself as very involved with her children’s schodleng S
currently the President of School A’'s Home and School Association, and has been an
active member of the HSA for the last 9 years. She attends school functions, and
regularly helps her children with their homework. Each year, she works on the Carve
Science Fair project with her children, a school-required project for SAhstaddents.

Susan participated in the museum program for six years, from 2000 through 2006.
She attended 17 events and completed 24 Exploration Cards with her children. She often
did the Exploration Cards multiple times, first with her oldest daughter andvitie her
younger children. For the last three years, she has volunteered to taéktbarechool’s

garden (created as part of the museum program) for one week each summer. When asked
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why she joined the museum program, she talks about how important it is for hemchildre
to learn about science: “It got them more interested in science, and showedehentdif
things in science besides the book and tests” (T2, p8).

Susan’s most vivid program memory is going to The Franklin Institute with her
children. She recalls multiple times when they visited the museum, expltiainghe
wanted to make sure her family made good use of the gift of free memberistiip. A
museum, her children were inspired in multiple ways. It was there she sawldwr ol
daughter’s interest in science expand and take shape. It was a greabiptecel-on
play for her youngest two children. It was a resource for the school@d®gience fair
projects her children did each year.

As Susan saw her children’s interest in science grow, she supported tleist inter
by seeking out opportunities for them to engage in science outside of school. Science
museums became the perfect way for her to facilitate her childreménlgabut she
admits that taking them to museums is something she would not have done if it were not
for this program:

“When we were away, we went to Virginia two weeks ago, and we were
looking at where we wanted to go, and say, ‘Okay, we can go to Bush
Gardens, we can go to the Colonial Village’ and then | said, ‘Oh yes,
and | think there’s also the Virginia Air and Space.’ And they picked

that. | would have liked Bush Gardens, but we took a day and we went
down to the Air and Space and we saw the different scientific things they
have there. | wouldn’t have done that before. | wouldn’t have looked into
a science museum.” (T8, p9)

Through the museum program, Susan not only gained access to her local science
museum, but came to appreciate science museums in general as commudity-base
learning resources for her children. Now, whenever they travel to a nguhely make a

point of visiting the local science museum. For Susan, these visits not only provide an
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important learning opportunity for her children, but they also give her a chafes as
though she’s being a good parent, supporting her children’s interests.

All three of these stories illustrate the various ways in which the museumrprogra
facilitated parent engagement, and specifically how parents not only acquirked muc
needed capital through the program, but how they leveraged that capital totaetwmia
ways of engaging in their children’s schooling. Amelia drew upon her human capital to
create new strategies for facilitating her children’s scieramileg at home. Wing used
his social capital to monitor and better understand his daughter’s progress in the
classroom. Susan activated her material capital to make use of science masqlaces
where she and her children could engage in science together.

Summary

Through extensive and iterative analysis of interview data, parentdedetai
reflections were synthesized in order to generate theoretical propositsandbuhg the
nature of parent engagement, and the mechanisms through which the museum program
facilitated parent engagement. Six theoretical propositions emengedie data,
clustered around the categories of building capital, authoring, and positioning. Taken
together, they argue that what the museum program did for parents was to provide them
with more informal, personal ways of connecting with their children’s schooling
Examined closely, this parent engagement fits with sociocultural definitigidighting
the highly contextual and social nature of this phenomenon; pointing to the importance of
considering the processes and resulting activities in concert; and reigftive
importance of broadening the definition of engagement to include nontraditiorabivay

connecting to school, such as increased presence or redefined roles. A caselevis m
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the unique role that a museum program can play in facilitating parent engdgeme
highlighting the fact that it helped parents’ build capital, provided opportunitiélseor
to create informal, personal forms of engagement, and situated them mosdysiquar
control of their children’s learning. An adapted Ecologies of Parent Engagemeéel
was put forth to illustrate these results, and comparisons were made to itied aragel.

The next chapter focuses on the implications of these findings.



Table 4.1: Data matrix showing core categoriestbghsparticipant.
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# Parent Information Capital Space Authoring Place Positioning for Influence
1 | ¢ Mother — twin girls 14 yrs Social capital School Being there NA
School A (Interacting with teachers) (Feeling connected to the school)
PPSS 6 yrs (10 events/17 EC/legagyMaterial capital Community Taking kids to the museum
project) (Going to the museum) (museum)
e Caucasian
2 | « Mother — daughter 16 yrs; twin boys Social capital School Being there NA
14 yrs (Interacting with teachers) (Seeing what goes on at school)
e School A Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e PPSS 6 yrs (17 events/21 EC/legagy(Seeing kids’ interest in science) (Working more directly with kids)
project)
e Caucasian
e Belonged to HSA for many years
3 | « Mother — daughter 14 yrs (5 childrgnSocial capital School Being there NA
total) (Interacting with teachers) (Monitoring kid’s progress)
e School A Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e PPSS 5 yrs (4 events/9 EC) (Doing science with kids) (More involved in homework)
e Caucasian Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
(Using museum membership) | (museum)
4 | « Mother —two sons 9 and 10 yrs (4 | Social capital School Being there e Advocating for her kids
children total) (Interacting with teachers) (Seeing what goes on in classroom) e Making suggestions to
e School B Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role teachers
e PPSS 4 yrs (8 events/2 EC/legacy |_(Getting ideas and resources) (Doing science at home)
project) Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
e African American (Using museum membership) | (museum)
e Currently home-schools youngest
5 | e« Mother —sonl2 yrs Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role NA
e School A (Seeing kid's learning process) (Taking a different role in homework)
e PPSS5yrs (5 events/8 EC) Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
e Caucasian (Using museum membership) | (museum)
6 | ¢ Mother—son 11 yrs Human capital School Being there NA
e School A (School science) (Seeing what goes on at school)
e PPSS 4 yrs (5 events/11 EC)
e Asian (immigrated from India)
7 | o Mother —son 14 yrs (3 children Human capital Home Playing a different role e Advocating for her kids
total) (Seeing kids’ interest in science) (Doing more with the kids) e Making suggestions to
e School B Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum teachers
e PPSS 4 yrs (7 events/14 EC) (Using museum membership) | (museum) ¢ Questioning teaching
e African American practices
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Parent Information Capital Space Authoring Place Positioning for Influence
8 e Mother — daughter 14 yrs (3 Social capital School Being there NA
children total) (Interacting with teachers) (Monitoring what goes on in class)
e School A Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
e PPSS 6 yrs (17 events/24 EC/ (Using museum membership) | (museum) (Taking kids to other museums)
legacy project)
e Caucasian
o Belongs to HSA (in her'yr)
9 e Father —son 11 yrs (2 children Social capital School Being there e Making suggestions to
total) (Interacting with teachers) (Understanding what goes on in class) teachers
e School A Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role e Questioning teaching
e PPSS 4 yrs (6 events/6 EC/legacy (Seeing kid’s learning process) (Taking a different role in homework) practices
project)
e Caucasian
10 | ¢ Mother — daughter 14 yrs (2 Social capital School Being there NA
children total) (Belonging/reason to be there) (Seeing what goes on at school)
e School A Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e PPSS 6 yrs (16 events/26 (Doing science with kid) (Taking a different role in homework)
cards/legacy project) Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
e Caucasian (Using museum membership) | (museum)
e Volunteered in child’s class weekly
11 | ¢ Mother — daughter 12 yrs Human capital Home Being there NA
e School B (School science) (Feeling more connected to kid's
e PPSS 4 yrs (3 events/6 cards) learning)
o African American
12 | ¢ Mother —two children in program - Social capital School Being there NA
daughters 14 and 11 yrs (4 children(Interacting with teachers) (Getting answers to questions)
total) Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e School A (School science) (Doing sciencavith kids)
e PPSS 3yrs (19 events/15 Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
cards/legacy project) (Using museum membership) | (museum)
o Black (first language is Arabic)
13 | ¢ Father —son 13 yrs (has other adulSocial capital School Being there
children) (Interacting with teachers) (Seeing what was going on at school)
e School B
o Participated in PPSS for 2 yrs (7 | Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role

events/10 cards)

African American

Participates in an informal “parent
association”

(Seeing kids’ interest in science

(Becoming closer with his son)
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# Parent Information Capital Space Authoring Place Positioning for Influence
14 | e Father — daughter 13 yrs Social capital School Being there NA
e School B (Interacting with teachers) (Getting a picture of kid’'s school life)
e PPSS 6 yrs (8 events/4 cards) Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
« Asian (first language is Cantoneseg)(Going to the museum) (museum)
15 | ¢ Mother—son 11 yrs Social capital School Being there NA
e School A (Interacting with teachers/being (Feeling more comfortable in the school)
e PPSS 2 yrs (5 events/3 cards) in the school)
e African American Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
(Doing science with kid) (Teaching him patience/persistence)
16 | ¢ Mother — 2 daughters 8 and 11 yr$ Human capital School Being there NA
e School A (Seeing kids’ interest in science) (Feeling more comfortable being
o PPSS 3 yrs (3 events/3 cards/legacy involved in science at school)
project) Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e Caucasian (Knowledge of science; doing (Having language/strategies for being
science with kids) involved in science; doing more science)
17 | e Mother—2 sons 11 and 15 yrs Social capital School Being there o Asking science teacher
e School A (Connecting with parents) (Checking in with other parents) questions about how to
e PPSS 6 yrs (6 events/11 Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role work with child at home
cards/legacy project) (Interest in/knowledge of (Helping with science homework where| ¢ Questioning science
e African American science; strategies for facilitating previously made Dad do it) grades
science learning)
18 | ¢ Mother — daughter 10 yrs & son 8| Social capital School Being there NA
yrs (Interacting with teachers) (Asking teacher about other resources)
e School A Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
e PPSS 3yrs (12 events/2 (Doing science with kid) (Experimenting with kid)
cards/legacy project)
e Caucasian Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
(Going to the museum) (museum) (Seeing museums as learning resources)
19 | ¢ Mother — daughter 10 yrs Social capital School Being there NA
e School A (Interacting with teachers; (Feeling more comfortable in school)
e PPSS 2 yrs (7 events/5 cards) Connecting with parents)
e African American Human capital Home Playing a more hands-on role
(Doing science with kid) (Interacting more with kid)
20 | ¢ Mother — Daughter 10 yrs Social capital School Being there NA
e School A (Interacting with teachers; (Feeling more comfortable in school)
o PPSS 3 yrs (5 events/3 cards) Connecting with parents)
e Caucasian Material capital Community Engaging with kids at the museum
(Going to the museum) (museum) (Seeing museums as learning resources)
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Chapter Five: Discussion
Overview

This final chapter of the dissertation focuses on the study’s implicattaises
this at two different levels. The first section reviews the overall studgiandsses its
limitations, highlighting where future research might extend this work. Tdende
section addresses the specific findings from the study, discussing thejimt iof lexisting
literature and highlighting implications for theory, research, and practice

Review of the Study

This study was designed to generate theoretical propositions about thegsoces
of parent engagement, and more specifically to highlight the role that a mussgnampr
can play in facilitating parent involvement. Research has shown that parent invaiveme
is an important predictor of children’s achievement (Cox, 2005; Christensonr&&he
2001; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). Yet not enough is known
about the ways in which parent involvement actually occurs — why parents become and
remain involved, and how they connect to their children’s schooling. Increasing the
frequency and quality of parent involvement requires a clearer understandingeof thes
processes.

This study did not seek to generate new theoretical constructs of parent
involvement, but rather to work from an existing theoretical framework. Sgabtyfithe
study was grounded in The Ecologies of Parent Engagement model (CalabtesesBar
al, 2004), a sociocultural framework that views parent involvement as a dynamic,
distributed process that exists within the relationships parents form with ofioe-s

based agents. The EPE framework emphasizeshetdtparents do to engage with their
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children’s school, but rathéwow andwhy parents are engaged, and the complaysin
which their engagement occurs (and its ramifications). Drawing upon ditstarical
activity theory, the EPE framework examines parents in relation to theroement and
emphasizes the importance of the individual within the larger social contexsrital
engagement...is more than just an object or an outcome. Engagement is a set of
relationships and actions that cut across individuals, circumstances, and leaiearts t
produced and bounded by the context in which that engagement takes place” (Ealabres
Barton et al., 2004, p. 6).

Answering recent calls to study the effects of connecting communitgiege
with schools to encourage parent involvement (Hiatt-Michael, 2006; Bouffard, 2008),
this study was conducted in the context of a multi-year museum program, agbaptner
between The Franklin Institute Science Museum and three elementarysschiooker-
city Philadelphia. Specifically, the following research question wasaddd: “How
does a museum program provide opportunities for parents in a low-income, urban
community to engage in their child’s schoolingib-questions under this primary
research question guided the development of theoretical propositions; they included the
following: 1) How are parents engaged in their children’s schooling as aoésult
participation in the museum program under study? 2) What were the conditions that
facilitated parents’ involvement through the program? 3) What were thelaisstiaat
hindered parents’ involvement? 4) To what extent does the EPE framework and its
constructs describe the mechanisms through which the museum program f@cilitate
parent involvement? The goal of the study was not to demonstrate that the museum

program had an impact on parents, but rather to use the context of the program to better
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understand the nature of parent involvement as it occurs within a low-income, urban
community.

Qualitative methods were used within a grounded theory approach. In-depth,
semi-structured, retrospective interviews were conducted via telephdn20aparents
who had patrticipated in the museum program; follow-up interviews were conducted with
3 of these parents to conduct a member check on the overall theoretical propositions.
Parent interview data were analyzed in a step-wise, iterative fasluiorlexg to the
constant comparative method (Charmaz, 2000; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin,
1990).

Limitations of the Study

This study was focused on parents who participated in a specific museum
program, in a specific city, and thus the findings are specific to this contextveligwe
these findings can be used to generate theoretical propositions and raiseadditi
guestions about how parents engage in their children’s schooling more widely. Future
research might focus on another parent-based museum or community program with
similar goals but in a different location and context.

Data collected in this study were limited to self-reports from parents, arel m
specifically retrospective self-reports years after paremtsbmpleted the museum
program. The scope of the study did not permit data collection from children or teachers
who participated in the museum program, nor did it permit the collection of data beyond
that which was self-report, for instance including direct observations oftpare
involvement practices. Future research might include multiple data sourcesritoorde

triangulate findings and present a more holistic picture of parent engagement
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Parents who participated in this study were not representative of all thodeag
been part of the museum program during its implementation from 2000-2006. In fact, the
sample for this study was biased in several ways. First, participatiegtpaiad attended
more events and completed more of the home-based activities than other program
parents. Second, parents who agreed to participate in this study rated the prgbgeam hi
in terms of its impact on their parent involvement as measured by a 6-ittenoische
program-exit questionnaire. Third, participating parents had higher educatiorntherels
other program parents. Taken together, these biases clearly indicéte thiatdy’s
findings represent a “best case” scenario relative to how the museum pragilgateéd
parent involvement; it would not be appropriate to generalize these resultpdcealls
who participated in the program. In addition, it should be noted that only English-
speaking parents were included in this study. It is possible that those parenfoido s
another language had a different experience in the program, and engageqdtlyiffetie
their children’s schooling.

Other limitations included the researcher’s role as the investigadimt) way
have resulted in social desirability or satisficing during the interviensg snany of
these parents knew the investigator as the program evaluator from yeaesamel/or
may have seen her as a representative of the program. It is possibleght par
overwhelmingly positive comments about the program were in part due to this
perception. However, this is a common trade-off within qualitative researcé,tBiac

relationship is what provided access to this population and the research context.
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Summary of the Findings and Implications for Research and Practice

In this section, study findings are summarized and then discussed with a garticul
focus on theoretical and practical implications. Connections are made between the
findings here and previous research in order to articulate directions faraesad
practice related to parent involvement in children’s schooling.

Summary of the Findings

Through extensive and iterative analysis of interview data, parentdedetai
reflections were synthesized in order to generate theoretical propositates tel the
nature of parent involvement, and the role of a museum program in facilitating parent
involvement. Findings revealed a two-part story. At a macro level, analysiedhoat
the museum program engaged parents in informal, personal ways that weratdifbane
the ways they were already involved in their children’s schooling. At the catine of
analysis is the phenomenon of parent engagement — as opposed to involvement — that
emphasizes the relationships parents built relative to their children’s sehaoid the
contextual nature of their resulting engagement, similar to the Ecolodresarit
Engagement model (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004).

At a micro level, three categories detail the mechanisms through which the
museum program facilitated engagement. The goal here was not to cregoeesfeom
scratch, but rather to ground the analysis in parents’ language and expenbileat
the same time drawing upon existing concepts in the literature. Afefukarerative
analysis using grounded theory techniques and procedures, two core categogie
determined to best describe the mechanisms through which the museum program

facilitated parent engagement — building capital and authoring. These cstagere
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drawn from the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model (Calabrese Baitp2@4),
which puts forth that parent involvement must be understood in situ, as a contextual
process that involves the mediation of capital and space relative to other individual

Within each of the three categories identified, theoretical propositionalaté
the various forms that these processes took. For instance, building capital includled soc
human, and material capital, while authoring included increased presence witioh sc
life, new strategies for engaging with children at home, and out-of-schoaliestor
parent/child interaction during discretionary time. Again these subcategaies
informed by the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model. Analysis at tHisl&ve
identified specific components or features of the museum program that pardmisealt
to that particular process — for instance, parents mostly attributeddfeisi@ion of
human capital to the home-based activities within the program. In this way,dbecthe
categories (and their subcategories) were linked to particular prograpoeents
through parent data.

How might these findings influence the ways in which parent involvement is
currently defined and measured within the literature? What do they suggesspdafic
strategies that might be used to increase and enhance parent involvemeribwihi
income, urban communities? Discussion now turns to the implications of study findings,
highlighting what they mean for relevant theory, research, and practatiged¢b parent
involvement.

Reframing Theoretical Perspectives of Parent Involvement
Research about the process of parent involvement — focusing on why parents get

involved and how they connect with their children’s schooling — is evolving. During the
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last decade, calls have been issued for more cohesive theoretical modelman fks
to inform our collective understanding of the mechanisms and conditions that gite ris
parent involvement (Jordan et al., 2001).

Findings from this study lend support to the validity of The Ecologies of Parent
Engagement framework, and suggest that parent involvement is best defined as a
contextual process, one that is mediated by the resources a parent haw asubsan
activate within the affordances and constraints of a particular spacep$exam more
important, framing parent involvement in this way requires that the procasddise
outcomes be considered together, not as two separate phenomena but rather as one
integrated whole.

This sociocultural perspective is not a dominant one in the parent involvement
literature. For the most part, the research that looks at how parent involvemest occ
tends to adopt an approach common to a focus on the individual’'s psychology, examining
parents’ presumably stable motivations for involvement and how those influence
decisions to become involved (Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005;
Green et al., 2007; Reed et al., 2000). Using this approach, individual psychological
constructs such as parents’ beliefs (e.g., self efficacy) and the@ppierts of teacher
invitations for involvement are used to predict and explain specific parent involvement
behaviors, such as volunteering in the child’s classroom and supervising homework.
More recently, a variable described as parents’ life context, including kilksrasd
knowledge, is proposed to mediate this relationship, although empirical research has not
clarified exactly how that occurs (Walker et al., 2005; Green et al., 2007 Wil

psychological approach has made important contributions to the understanding of why
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parents are involved, it says little about how parents get involved and maintain their
engagement. It may be that the use of surveys to collect this data linotsdebr

contextual understanding, but regardless, this approach does not emphasize the complex
interactions between the “why,” “how,” and “what” of involvement, as was seé&ming
important to parents in this study. Parents here talked less about individual, psgaholog
factors related to their engagement, and more about social factors tihgé@rfnem and

were leveraged within a specific context. In this way, this study contributesmall

body of research that defines parent engagement from a socioculturakpeesp

emphasizing its social and contextual nature (Calabrese Barton et al., 20@4nCa

Drake & Calabrese Barton, 2005; Jackson & Remillard, 2005).

Not only does this study suggest a need for reframing perspectives on how parent
engagement occurs, but it also points to a need for rethinking existing measures of wha
parents actually do when they are involved. Much of the research on parent involvement
employs Epstein’s (1987; 1995) typology to measure the frequency with which parents
engage in school-defined involvement behaviors, such as supervising their children’s
homework and attending school functions (Henderson & Map, 2002; Jordan et al., 2001).
This study supports previous research emphasizing the need for parerdgetenter
definitions of engagement (Calabrese Barton et al., 2004; Carreon, Drakel&eSal
Barton, 2005; Jackson & Remillard, 2005; Mapp, 2003), and showing that parent
engagement practices include not just specific, school-centered behaviosobut al
behaviors such as monitoring children’s progress and redefining the role that pkrgnts
in engaging with their child. If this study had employed the typical measor@arent

involvement practices, findings would have simply revealed the ways in whichgarent
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were already engaged in their children’s schooling, not the new places thesedut
through their participation in the museum program. This study offers more vechrsil
more sensitive definitions of parent engagement, ones that were describednty pa
themselves. Future research needs to test these forms of engagementiaaéterr fit
for other parents in other contexts.

Finally, findings from this study point to several possible ways in which the EPE
framework might be further refined through careful elaboration and claidfincaf
constructs. While this framework clearly articulates that parent engages the
mediation of space and capital, it does little to clarify how parents actuajlire capital
and what they do with it. This study clarifies that process, suggesting nahahbn
intervention program can actually influence the acquisition of parents’ ¢dpitadlso
showing that in this context there were multiple forms of capital acquired egtpar
each meaningful and useful to them within a particular context. More speyifitas
study highlights the importance of social capital for parents, and the powsefitl can
play in helping parents to increase their presence within their childrémdslsty. The
study also suggests that a museum program may in fact facilitate the desmti@pm
human capital broadly defined, including not just traditional forms of content knowledge
but also less traditional forms of knowledge, such as better understanding a child’s
learning process and what they value about their own learning (Brophy, 2008).

In addition, the study helps to clarify the construct of authoring. Again, while the
EPE framework posits that authoring is a key action through which engagemest occur
research using this framework centers almost entirely on the notion of presagce

articulating various forms that presence can take (Calabrese Bartqr2@04t Carreon,
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Drake & Calabrese Barton et al., 2005). This study reinforces the notion afigeesean
overlooked form of parent involvement, but also goes further to show that authoring can
take multiple forms, depending on the context and the resources available to parents. Fo
some parents in this study, authoring took the form of a redefined role within thés chi
science learning at home; for others still, it took the form of an increasestegtion for

and use of museums as places for parent/child interaction. Further resea<skone
investigate these dimensions of authoring, and test their applicability oatdlde

research context.

The study also raises questions about the construct of positioning as it is put forth
in the EPE framework. Although Calabrese Barton et al. found evidence of posiiioning
their study of low-income, immigrant parents in urban Texas, there waslitlence of
it amongst the parents studied here. It is possible that positioning requiresapitake c
than these parents here had. It is also possible that the construct of positioning is
confounded by aspects of parent personality and/or identity, for instance havengpmor
do with how parents tend to approach and/or solve issues in general than to do with how
they engage in their children’s schooling. Or these particular schobks; leyt policy or
by chance, presented a different set of affordances and constraints to paegaislieRs,
this study shows that further research is needed to understand the value anticapplica
this aspect of the EPE framework.

Findings from this study also point to the need for further research on the role of
parent identity relative to engagement in their children’s schooling. gsadiare suggest
that in the context of a museum program, parents had the opportunity to reframe aspects

of their identity, coming to see themselves differently relative to sejdacinstance.
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Identity is implicit within the EPE framework, but it is not clear exaathat role it
plays. Further research is needed to understand this component of the framework, and
specifically the dimensions along which the reframing of parent identity.cc

Overall, results from this study suggest the need for rethinking dominant
theoretical perspectives on parent involvement. A sociocultural approach, emghas
parent engagement, focuses squarely on context, and acknowledges that parent
engagement is framed not only by parents’ motivations, but by their relationstiips w
individuals and institutions related to their children’s schooling. In addition, such an
approach reinforces the need for parent-based definitions of what counts as ienblvem
which are often overlooked in research that uses school-sanctioned forums for
involvement as the only measures. Next, consideration is given to research-based
implications for studying parent involvement.
Investigating Parent Involvement

Research on parent involvement intervention programs tends to focus on school-
based initiatives, typically created and implemented by district or scladbinsorder to
increase parents’ involvement in school-sanctioned behaviors. Much is known about how
school structures and activities influence involvement, but we know less about how
parents perceive and use these structures and activities in order to heihgoals for
their children’s development.

This study demonstrates the value of a museum program as a researchosetting f
investigating parent involvement, a setting that includes structures aritlesctreated
not by school staff, but rather by a third party community agency with an atpetdan

be more inclusive of both schools’ and parents’ needs, and a deep knowledge and
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expertise relative to how parents and children interact and learn togeshstatéd at the
outset of this study, Hiatt-Michael (Bouffard, 2008) recently called foemegearch to

be conducted in family-community contexts. This study answered that cafian, ac
suggesting not just that a museum program can serve as a useful setting forrmgnducti
parent involvement research, but also that museums might have much to offer in terms of
their contribution to the parent involvement field. The study’s purpose was not to
compare the effectiveness of schools and museums in facilitating parent ineotve

both institutions clearly have capacity in this regard — but rather the purposg was t
understand parents’ perceptions of how the museum program provided them with
opportunities to engage in their children’s schooling.

Through their participation in the museum program, parents gained additional
resources that they then used to find new places to connect to their children’s sgchooling
demonstrating that a museum program can promote parent involvement. But more
importantly, parents in this study articulated that there was somethiagedifiabout the
forms of involvement that occurred through the museum program as compared to the
existing ways in which they were involved in their children’s schooling. They
emphasized that involvement through the museum program was more informal, relaxed,
fun, and easier. This suggests that over time a museum program may not justefacilit
parent involvement, but it may facilitate parent involvement in ways that alieaguely
different in some respects from other parent involvement intervention programs. There
may be a unique value to such museum programs that should be investigated further, and

that would begin a research program that compares the contributions maderbytdiffe
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types of parent involvement programs. Discussion now turns to the study’s inopkcati
for practice.
Practical Strategies for Facilitating Parent Involvement

Findings from this dissertation study also reveal several implicagtaied to
practical strategies for promoting parent involvement in children’s scho#lirsg. the
study’s results reinforce existing research that highlights the nesdtools to both
understand and work to accomplish parents’ goals for their children’s educatien, rat
than assuming that they know what is best and that their goals are the samatas pa
goals (Carreon, Drake & Calabrese Barton, 2005; Jackson & Remillard, 200%; Lope
2001; Mapp, 2003). In short, the study reinforces previous research that clearlygoints t
the power differential between school staff and parents, and emphasizes thateven |
income parents who are fairly well educated still feel uncomfortablejiddted, and
disenfranchised within their child’s schooling. What the museum program did was
provide parents with tools for navigating the power differential, the discomfort, and the
disenfranchisement. Such tools are lacking within schools, and more parent involvement
efforts need to focus on helping parents to navigate the existing terrain, in addition to
trying to change the terrain itself. Furthermore, educators seeking to prparent
involvement might consider programs that target both parents and teachers, peiting t
together on equal footing, as opposed to programs in which school staff instruct parents
about what goes on at school and how they can be involved.

Second, the study’s findings point to the possibility that the building of capital
may be a crucial entry point for influencing parent involvement. First and fotevhas

the museum program did was help parents to acquire resources relative to tthen'shil
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schooling; especially important were the social resources that parentchas tacand

the relationships they built with teachers. Previous research has suggested that
parent/teacher relationships are key to parents’ school-based involvementr(Hoove
Dempsey et al., 2005; Green et al., 2007). Future efforts to promote parent involvement
in children’s schooling might consider ways to bring parents and teachersetogeth
socially, as equals and in ways that permit extended conversation about children’s
development.

Finally, the museum program studied here targeted not just parents, which is
typically the case with parent involvement programs (Mattingly et al., 2002)athetr
parents and children. When asked why they participated in the program, pareatb/typic
referenced the fact that they wanted their children to learn more abowdes@ead they
wanted opportunities to do fun and educational activities together with their children.
During interviews, parents sometimes had to be pushed to think about the museum
program as a parent involvement initiative, a program that targeted them. émtsptnis
was very much a program for them and their children. As such, what the program did was
to offer parents opportunities to more closely relate to their child. Pdra&ets chance to
learn more about their child, what she was interested in and how she solved problems.
Parents were able to monitor their child’s progress in ways that wanéspeher
particular issues, for instance realizing through interactions with ibececteacher that
what her child told her about the teacher was only one perspective. Parentswaideal
to redefine their role in their child’s learning at home in ways that we@fs to her
particular issues, for instance seeing that a child was struggling topsoblems during

homework assignments. Unlike many parent involvement programs that provide parents
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with generic, skills-based strategies for helping their children with hvamke this
program gave parents meaningful opportunities to engage with their child arourig speci
ideas and issues. The embedded nature of this approach may well be something that other
parent involvement programs might seek to replicate.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to generate theoretical propositions describing the
nature of parent involvement amongst low-income, urban parents, and specifically the
role that a museum program can play in facilitating parent involvement. Grounded
theory methodology was used, an approach in which “theory evolves during the actual
research, and it does this through continuous interplay between analysis and data
collection” (Strauss & Corbin, 1994, p. 273). In-depth, semi-structured, retrospective
interviews were conducted via telephone with 20 parents who had participated in a
museum program created by The Franklin Institute Science Museum, and impl&ment
between 2001 and 2006. Parent interview data were analyzed in a step-wisee iterat
fashion according to the constant comparative method (Charmaz, 2000; Glasars&,Stra
1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

At a macro level, analysis reveals evidence to support the definitionalrehift f
parent involvement to parent engagement. Through the museum program, parents
engaged in their children’s schooling in ways that were different frometkisiting
forms of involvement, ways that were more informal, relaxed, and personal in. hature
addition, parents engaged in ways that were highly social and contextual, invbésing t
activation of specific forms of capital as mediated by the values and cotsstha

particular context. Whereas other frameworks in the literature ofterasepae “why”
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and “how” of involvement from the “what” of involvement, this study provides evidence
to suggest that definitions of parent engagement should consider all of theseslament
concert.

At a micro level, findings identify the mechanisms through which the museum
program facilitated parent engagement. More specifically, the dataHitwo of the
three constructs from the Ecologies of Parent Engagement model, namaitygocapital
and authoring. The museum program helped parents to build multiple forms of capital;
parents then activated that capital within a specific context in order to find ness pia
engage in their children’s schooling. In keeping with the definitional emphasis on
engagement rather than involvement, the places parents authored were more personal in
nature than their existing forms of involvement. Whereas most parents weyalre
attending school functions or involved in the PTA or volunteering in their child’s
classroom, the museum program helped them to feel more connected to the fabnic of the
children’s school, to feel more comfortable or even empowered in the school, and to find
ways to monitor or check what was going on in their child’s classroom. In addition, the
museum program provided parents with opportunities to reframe their parent igentity
ways that more closely aligned them with their children’s schooling, farosthelping
them to see themselves as someone who could help their child with science.

Overall, this study highlights the need for reframing parent involvement,
supporting a shift from individual parents’ psychology to instead focusing on the
individual in context, as is the emphasis in pasgggagementSuch a shift makes visible
not only the social and cultural negotiations through which parent involvement occurs,

but also the more informal, personal manifestations of involvement amongst low-income,
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urban parents. The study also highlights the important role that a museum program can
play in facilitating involvement, and suggests the need for future reseangtfarsily-

community sites of parent involvement in order to better understand this phenomenon.
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%PARENT Appendix A

"\l PARTNERS

IN SCHOOL SCIENCE

Parent Partners in School Science!

We want to know more about your experience with PPSS! Please help us by
answering the following questions. If you have more than one child who has
been involved in the program, complete only one survey, answering questions
based on ALL of your children.

Your Full Name:

Tell us about your involvement in Parent Partnersin School Science (PPSS):

1) How would you describe the goals of the Parent Partners in School Science (PPSS)
program?

2) Why did you get involved with the Parent Partners in School Science (PPSS)
program?

3) During what school years have you and your child(ren) participated in PPSS?
Check ALL that apply.

 2005/2006 (Current school year)
0 2004/2005 (Last school year)

3 2003/2004

3 2002/2003

0 2001/2002

0 2000/2001
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4) What PPSS events have you participated in at your child(ren)’s 8dBbetk
ALL that apply, even if your child(ren) attended the event with someone other than

you.

2004-2005 School Year

0

0

Parent Involvement Day doing science in your child's Nov. 23, 2004

classroom during lunch (Tues. AM)
Student plays about science (gym) & science activitiedune 6, 2005
on playground during lunch (Mon. AM)

2003-2004 School Year

0

0

Parent Involvement Day doing science in your child'sOct. 16, 2003
classroom during lunch (Thurs. all day)

Opening of Discovery Roor, exploration of hands-on Dec. 4, 2003
science projects in Discovery Room, classrooms, an@iSat. AM)
hallway nearby

School field trip to The Franklin Institute Dec. 22, 2003
(Tues. PM)
Parent Involvement Day doing science in your child'sMay 4, 2004
classroom during lunch (Thurs. AM)
Science exploration in Discovery Room, Ms. May 22, 2004
Christopher's room and hallway nearby (Sat. AM)

2002-2003 School Year

0

m

m

Hands-on activities and short workshop on static Feb. 13, 2003

electricity (Thurs. PM)
Hands-on activities and short workshop on light and Apr. 26, 2003
color (Sat. AM)
Parent Involvement Day building Science May 15, 2003
Celebration projects (Thurs. all day)

2001-2002 School Year

0

Hands-on science nigt in gym for families Oct. 2001
(Weekday PM)



5) Which Science Exploration Cardsas your
child(ren) done? To tell us, first look below for
your child’s grade this year. Under that grade is a
list of cards he or she may have received since
PPSS began six years ago. Please check ALL that
your child did, either with you or with someone
else.

Repeat this process for each child who has been
involved in PPSS, checking cards listed under their
current grade level. Then, move to question 6 on
page 5.
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What is a Science
Exploration Card? These
cards came in different
shapes and sizes, but were
usually on pink paper, and
were often sent home as
science homework. Each
card focused on a science
activity to be completed at
home by your child and an
adult. Often the cards
included materials, like a
slinky, flashlight, or
measuring tape.

Is your child currently irl* grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.
O Animals Around Usgfind animal- O Floor Skatingmoving feet on surfaces)

compare to partner)

O Bean Sproutgrowing sprouts in jars) O Leaves(finding trees to match leaf

cards)

O Finding Treegscavenger hunt of many [ Listening(to sounds around us)

tree traits)

Is your child currently ir2"® grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.
O Animal Gamdgboard game of habitats O My Rock(find and compare rocks)

and survival)

O Bean Sproutgyrowing sprouts in jars) O The Way Matter Settlgshaking dirt,

sand, stones)

Is your child currently ir8 grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.
O Air You Breathghanging sticky cards O Melting an Ice Cubémelting race)

for dust)

O Animal Around Ugfind animal- O Mobile (using pencil, string, and paper
compare to partner) objects)

O Animal Movements O My Rock(find and compare rocks)

O Balancgmove objects from different O Noticing the Moonrfieasuring with tape
positions) measure)

O Finding Insectgfind 2 outside and O Shadowgpaper doll and light)
compare)

O Guess Who Gamgorting by animal O Springtime(explore shadows, buds,

characteristics) sunrise)

O Insect Sorting Gam@ug cards) O Watching Cargnoticing car colors)
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Is your child currently iri™ grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.

3 Air You Breathghanging sticky cards
for dust)

O Balancgmove objects from different
positions)

O Bead Bracelefsun-sensitive beads)

O Bugs(observe bugs)
O Everywhergplace Post-Its on science)

O Finding Insectgfind 2 outside and
compare)

O Growing Crystalgpainting with Epsom
salts)

O Guess Who Gamgorting by animal
characteristics)

O Leavedfinding trees to match leaf
cards)

O Melting an Ice Cubémelting race)
O Mixing (mixing liquids and powders)

O Mobile (using pencil, string, and paper
objects)

O My Rock(find and compare rocks)

O Plants We Eafroots, stems, flowers,
fruits)

O Slinky (using containers to change sound)

O Springtime(explore shadows, buds,
sunrise)
O Throwing(tossing bean bags)

Is your child currently irs™ grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.

O Aerial Photogobjects from sides and
top)

O Animals Around Ugfind animal-
compare to partner)

O Animal Sorting Gamésorting by

characteristics)

Bead Bracelefsun-sensitive beads)

Bugs(observe bugs)

Clothes in closenatural or human-

made contept

Eating(how jaw works)

Electric Circuit§board game)

Erosion(shaking, rubbing rocks)

a a aa 4aaq

Growing Crystalgpainting with Epsom
salts)

O Everywhergplace Post-Its on science)

O Finding Treegscavenger hunt of many
tree traits)

O Heat(electric items that make heat and
light)

O Insect Guess Who

O My Rock(find and compare rocks)

O Plants We Eafroots, stems, flowers,
fruits)

O Slinky (using containers to change sound)

O Springtime(explore shadows, buds,
sunrise)

O Solid & Liquid (creating descriptive
terms)

O The Way matter Settléshaking dirt,
sand, stones)
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Is your child currently ir6" grade? Check ALL cards he/she may have done in PPSS.

0

0

a aaa o d

Air You Breathghanging sticky cards O Heat(electric items that make heat and

for dust) light)

Animals Around Ugfind animal- O My Rock(find and compare rocks)
compare to partner)
Balancgmove objects from different O Plants We Eafroots, stems, flowers,

positions) fruits)

Bead Bracelgsun-sensitive beads) O Springtime(explore shadows, buds,
sunrise)

Bean Sproutfgrowing sprouts in jars) O Throwing(tossing bean bags)

Bugs(observe bugs) O Watching Cargnoticing car colors)

Everywherdplace Post-Its on science) O Wetland Plant and Anima{satching
animal cards)

Guess Who Gamgorting by animal

characteristics)

6) What do you remember most about doing these Exploration Cards with your
child(ren)? If you have not completed any cards with your child, skip to question 7.

7) Since you started participating in PPSS, how many times have you...

...visited the Franklin Institute?

00 01 02 O3 04 0O5+

...visited specifically for a PPSS event?

00 01 02 33 04 O5+

...visited specifically for a school field trip?

00 01 02 O3 04 0O5+

...visited on your own with your friends and/or family?

00 01 02 O3 04 0O5+

...visited other museums or zoos?

00 01 02 33 04 O5+
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8) For each of the following questions, please indicate how much you agree with each
statement by circling the appropriate number:

® ©
Strongly Strongly
Disagree - - - - - Agree

PPSS has helped me to feel more comfortable in my child(ren)’s 2 3 4 5 6
school.

PPSS has helped me to better understand what my child(ren) 1
does in school.

N
w
N
o1
o

PPSS has enhanced the ways in which | interact or communicate 2 3 4 5 6
with my child(ren)’s teacher.

PPSS has helped me to see how important it is for my child(ren)
to learn science.

N
w
N
o1
o

PPSS has given me strategies for engaging my child(ren)in 1 2 3 4 5 6
science at home.

PPSS has encouraged me to talk more with my child(ren) about
science at home or when we’re out in the community.

N
w
N
o1
o

Tell usabout your child(ren):

9) List all the children with whom you have participated in the PPSS program:

Child’s full name Current grade Your relationship to the child

Tell us about yourself:

10) Are you: O Male O Female
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11) How would you describe your family’s race/ethnicity? Check ALL that apply

O Black or African American
0 Asian

O White

O Native American

O Other (Please specify):

Are you also Hispanic or Latino/a?
O Yes O No

12) What is your educational background?

O Some schooling

3 High school graduate

O Some college classes

O Technical degree

O Associates Degree (AA, AS)

O College graduate (BA, BFA, BS)

O Some graduate school classes

O Graduate school degree (Masters, PhD)

13) What language do you and your family most often speak at home?

3 English
O Spanish
3 Chinese
O Other (Please specify):

Thank you for your help!
Please return this survey to your child’'s teacher.
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Appendix B
Qﬂ? 222 North 20t Street
| PARENT e iy 00
L PARTNERS Eix?]s,aas_lzw
) p:/ /www.fi.edu/ppss
May 28, 2008

Dear Parent/Caregiver,

You are invited to participate in a research project on the role of museums in ena@puragin
parent involvement in their children’s schooling. | am extending this invitation to you
because you were involved in tRarent Partners in School Sciengsgram, a

partnership between your child’s school and The Franklin Institute Science Museum
implemented from 2001-2006. If you agree to participate, you will be asked to take part
in two interviews about yol?PPSSexperience, both scheduled at your convenience. In
return for your participation, you will receive a $25 American Exprdtssayid.

Please complete the bottom portion of this letter and return it to your child'ete8y
providing your contact information, you are simply agreeing for me to celhail you
to talk further about the study; you are not agreeing to participate in the stady a
point. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact lnnes@dilinet.orgor
(443) 822-9678. Thank you and I look forward to talking with you.

Sincerely,

Jessica Luke
Doctoral Candidate, University of Maryland, College Park

PPSS Parent Involvement Research Study

Your Full Name:

3 Yes, you may contact me to talk further about this study O No, you may not contact me

Phone:
Email:
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Appendix C

Page 1 of 2
Initials Date

CONSENT FORM

Project Title

Reframing Parent Involvement: Exploring the Role of an Intermediary
Organization in Connecting Parents and Schools

Why is this research

being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Jessica Luke and Judith
Torney-Purta at the University of Maryland, College Park. Weratiérig
you to participate in this research because you were involved fatieat
Partners in School Scienggogram, a partnership between your child’s
school and The Franklin Institute Science Museum, implemented betw
2001-2006. The purpose of this research is to better understand thetrg
a museum can play in bringing parents and schools together in suppo
children’s learning.

What will | be asked to
do?

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to take part in two iet@syi
both will be scheduled at your convenience. The first will be held in a
of your choosing (i.e., your house, a local coffee shop), and will last
approximately 60 minutes. The researcher will ask questions about wh
you remember from your participationfarent Partners in School
Scienceand the ways in which you think the program may have had af
impact on you. A typical interview question might be “BBSSprovide
you with strategies for connecting with your child’s school and their
education?”

The second interview will be held at The Franklin Institute Science
Museum. It will last 90 minutes, and will involve a group of parents wh
participated in th&arent Partners in School Sciengmgram. You will be
served dinner, and asked to reflect upon research findings from the firs
interviews in order to validate the ways that we have interpreted your
comments. A typical group interview question might be “Do these findi
generally describe your own experiences with the program?”

What about
confidentiality?

This research project involves making audio recordings of your commg
during interviews. Recordings will be made using a digital recorddrtten
audio file will be downloaded to Jessica Luke’s computer. We will do o
best to keep your personal information confidential. Jessica’s compute
password protected, and only she has access to it. Audio files will be f
Jessica’s use only.

[l | agree to be audiotaped during my participation in this study.

[J | do not agree to be audiotaped during my participation in this study.

If we write a report or article about this research project, no a@ame
identifying personal information about those who were interviewed will
included. Your information may be shared with representatives of the
University of Maryland, College Park or governmental authoritigeuf or

een
le tha
t of

lace

at

someone else is in danger or if we are required to do so by law.
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Page 2 of 2
Initials Date

Project Title

Reframing Parent Involvement: Exploring the Role of an Intermediary
Organization in Connecting Parents and Schools

What are the risks of
this research?

There are no known risks for subjects participating in this project.

What are the benefits of
this research?

This research project is not designed to help you personally, but it may
offer you an opportunity for the following potential benefits:
e Chance for you to reflect upon your involvement in your child’'s
schooling, and any benefits that have resulted;
e Chance to share/learn from other parents in terms of involvemeg
practices.

Do | have to be in this
research?
May | stop participating

Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You
may choose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate in this
research project, you may stop participating at any time. If you decide

at any time? to participate in this study or if you stop participating at any time, ydu v
not be penalized or lose any benefits for which you otherwise qualify.

What if | have This research project is being conducted by Jessica Luke and Judith

guestions? Torney-Purta at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you laaye

questions about the research study itself, please contact JudidyRuria
at: Department of Human Development, 3304 Benjamin Building,

University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742; (telephone) 301-405¢

2806; (emailjtpurta@umd.edulf you have questions about your rights
a research subject or wish to report a research-related injurye pleatsict:
Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, College
Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail)irb@deans.umd.edu (telephone) 301-
405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the University ofavidryl
College Park IRB procedures for research involving human subjects

Statement of Age of
Subject and Consent

Your signature indicates that:
e You are at least 18 years of age;
e The research has been explained to you;
¢ Your questions have been fully answered; and
¢ You freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research
project.

Signature and Date

Name of Subject:

Signature of
Subject:

Date:

bt

not
Vil

AS
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Appendix D

Rethinking Parent Involvement Study
Initial Interview Guide

Administering the Interview

The following interview guide will be administered using a semi-strudtumerview
approach (Patton, 1990). Within this approach, the interviewer starts by askqggtens
in the order in which they are listed; however, where the participants’ respaates to

until that question has been answered. The interview becomes more of a conversation
the interviewer asking the questions listed, but in the order that makes samsthgiv

through this entire guide, since the first set of questions may actliaityttie information
desired in the second set of questions.

another interview question, the interviewer shifts to that question, asking follow-ufs prob

participants’ responses. In this way, it is possible that the interviewer ohaged to proceeg

Part I: Parents’ participation in Parent Partnersin School Science

(PPSS)

The first set of questions are about your participation in a parent involvementprogra
calledParent Partners in School Science (PPFHSSwvas a collaboration between your
child’s school and The Franklin Institute Science Museum, consisting of variaus eve
and activities offered from 2001 through 2006. | know it may have been a long time ago,
but please think back to your participatiorPRSS

1. Tell me what you remember about the program.
Potential follow-up questions:
e \What is your most vivid program memory?
e Can you remember other program details, objects, or specific things yon saw i
the museum?

2. Why did you get involved in the program?
Potential follow-up questions:
e What was going on in your life/child’s life at the time?
e How old was your child?

3. What did your child like best about the program?
Potential follow-up questions:
e Why did you think your child liked that best?
e Why did your child NOT like about the program? Why?

4. What did you, as a parent, like best about the program
Potential follow-up questions:

wit
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e Why did you like that best?
e What did you NOT like about the program? Why?

Each year there were activity cards that went home from your child’s sclatiet!
Exploration CardsEach card asked parents and children to engage in a fun, easy-to-
do science activity together at home. Did you and your child do these ativite
Potential follow-up questions:
e Was there anything particularly memorable about these activities?
e Have you done any of the activities since? If yes, which ones? Why? If not,
why not?

The program also involved events that were held at your child’s school, called
Discovery DaysThese were hour-long workshops where you and your child could
experiment with various science activities. Did you and your child attendfahese
events?
Potential follow-up questions:

e Was there anything particularly memorable about these events?

Also, your child’s school created [insert name of legacy project] as a resigt of
PPSSorogram. Have you been involved in that at all? If so, in what ways?
Potential follow-up questions:

e What prompted you to become involved in this project?

e What has been most beneficial/luseful about it for you as a parent?

Have you patrticipated in any other parent involvement programs/workshops in the
last 3 years? If yes, please describe them.
Potential follow-up questions:

e Why did you decide to participate in this/these programs?

e What was the purpose of the program? What did you get out it?

How were you involved in your child’s school and their education before you started
participating inPPS&®

Part Il: Parents’ perceptions of the role thatPPSS played in facilitating

their involvement with their child’s school & their education

The next set of questions are about your perspectives on how participdin§3may
have influenced the ways you have been involved with your child’s school and their
education.

1.

Thinking back to before you started participatingPPSS would you say that now
you are more involved, less involved, or involved about the same in your child’s
school and their education?
Potential follow-up questions:

e Give me an example of how you are [more involved/less involved].
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¢ What caused the change in your involvement? [only ask if parents indicate
more involved or less involved]

. How, if at all, did your participation iIRPSSnfluence or change the ways in which
you are involved in your child’s school and their education?
Potential follow-up questions:
e \What exactly has changed? Frequency of involvement? Nature of involvement?
e What have those changes meant to you?
e How exactly did they happen? Were there particular activities, even&oplep
that contributed to these influences?

. Can you think of examples of hdAPSShas changed your relationships with staff at
your child’s school? With parents of other children at your child’s school?
Potential follow-up questions:
e What exactly has changed about those relationships?
e What has that change meant to you?
e How exactly did it happen? Were there specific activities, events, or pedple tha
contributed to these changes?

. HasPPS<changed the way you feel about your child’s school?
Potential follow-up questions:
e What exactly has changed about your feelings?
e What has that change meant to you?
e How exactly did it happen? Were there specific activities, events, or people that
contributed to these changes?

. Tell me how you are involved in your child’s school and their education now.
Potential follow-up questions:
e Did PPSShave anything to do with [different forms of involvement that exist
now but didn’t before]?

. Did PPSSorovide you with strategies for connecting with your child’s school and
their education?
Potential follow-up questions:
e Describe those strategies. How exactly have you used them?
e What has been the result of these strategies/connections? How have they
worked for you?

. Did PPSShelp you to overcome any problems or obstacles you had in terms of being
involved in your child’s school and their education?
Potential follow-up questions:
e How exactly did it do that? Can you give me an example?
¢ Do you think you would have overcome that obstacle if you hadn’t participated
in PPS®
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8. Did PPS<reate any problems or obstacles in your involvement with your child’s
school and their education?
¢ Can you describe those problems/obstacles?

9. What are the most important things you have learned thieB@sabout being
involved in your child’s school and their education?
Potential follow-up questions:
e How would you describe those lessons to other parents who haven’t
participated in the program?
e What have these lessons meant to you? How have you acted on them?

10.1s there anything else you think | should know in order to understand®R&&has
helped parents to be involved in their child’s school and their education?

11.1s there anything else you would like to share with me?
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Appendix E

Parent Interview #3

July 24, 2008

Jessica: Are you there?

K: Yes, | am.

Jessica: Thank you so much.

K: You're welcome.

Jessica: Okay. Now first things first, as part of — I'm doing this study as
part of my dissertation at the University of Maryland and although
you signed a consent form, let me just review it.

It's important that you understand that as part of this interview you
can stop it at any point. You don’t have to answer any of the
guestions that | pose if you don’t want to or don’t feel comfortable.

K: Okay.

Jessica: And when | do write up the data your name will never be used
within the report as attached to what you tell me.

K: Okay.

Jessica: All right. Thank you. Okay. So let's dive in. You remember that
this interview is about your participation in Parent Partners in
School Science.

K: Yes.

Jessica: And that was a number of years ago | know now and it was when —
| think your child is no longer JJlck, correct?

K: She just graduated frolj || | | I lllhoo! and she’s going to high
school.

Jessica: She is?

K: Ninth grade, yeah.



Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

Jessica:

K:

Jessica:

174

Wow, so she’s going into grade nine?
Yes.
Wow, yeah. Okay. So it was I'd say maybe even five or six years
ago that you started participating in this program, so | know a lot
of time has passed but —

It doesn’t seem that long ago.
-- what I'm really interested in — sorry?
No, | said it doesn’t seem that long ago.
Oh, really?
Yeah. (Laughing.)

(Laughing.)
Been busy.
Yeah. Yeah, time flies, doesn't it?
Yeah.
What I'm really interested in is understanding whether or not you
think that program had any impact on you and if it didn’t, that’s
okay. That's okay. I'm interested in that too.
Okay.
My first set of questions are about your memories of the program,
just trying to get you thinking again about the program and what it
is you did. So tell me what you remember about Parent Partners in
School Science.
| guess the thing that sticks out the most is — you know — the
membership to the Franklin Institute and just going there with here
and having that experience. Can you hear me okay?
Yeah, there’s a bit of static but | think it's okay.

Yeah. 1didn’t know whether — it just came all of the sudden.

Can you hear me?
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Yeah. But that, the Franklin Institute and going there with her. |
mean we went on some Saturdays with the class and all. It's just
nice to take that time. | mean I do things with my kids but | just
thought that was nice that the school was sponsoring something
like that and also | think they did the — like the cards, like the little
science cards, wasn’t that involved in that too where you had to go

It was. Yeah, they were called exploration cards.

Yeah. Yeah, the exploration cards and do things. It's — you know
like pick up rocks and you know maybe something that you — you
might have done with your kids but it was just — it was just nice
having those questions there and looking at it from another angle
that | might not have maybe asked those questions or whatever and
| know she enjoyed it.

What do you think she liked best about the program?

| think probably going to the Franklin Institufieaughing.) They
were always there.

Why do you say that?

Just because they always liked to go and — you know they — it’s
just a place where they had fun.

Yeah.
They just had a good time and — you know and then —
Yeah.

-- probably you know spending the time with me and just her and |
exploring things together, you know.

As part of a program you received a membership to the Franklin
each year. Is that right?

Yes, we did.
And it sounds like you used it?

We did, yeah. We went a lot.
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You did. You did. What's a lot? How many times do you think
you went in a year?

In a year I'd probably say like three times.
Wow.

Which is pretty good for us —

Okay.

-- because for — I have five children and for us to all go it would be
impossible. You know just the —

You have five children?

Yeah, the financial end of it and everything. You know?

Yeah.

So -

Yeah.

You know | went with her on a couple of different occasions with

school and then | probably went twice with the rest of the family,

maybe once or twice with the rest of the family. So it was a good
thing.

Now K, how old are your other kids?

Well now they're — my oldest is 22. 18 — no, 19. I'm sorry. She
just turned 19. They're all turning, 17, 14 and 7.

Wow.

Yeah.

That’s quite a range.

Yeah, Maria is 14 now.

Now when you say that you went about three times a year to the
Franklin do you mean that you went as part of the PPSS activities?

So like taking a bus with a bunch of other people jjjjih!lock or
were you going on your own as a family?
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Well | think we went on our own too as a family. Like we might
have went — | think the opportunity to go was maybe twice a year
with [k and | think the first year we did take advantage of that
and then because we had the membership we were able to go with
the rest of my kids too, you know?

Okay.

Yeah. So we probably went once or twice. | can’'t even recall but
it seemed like | know we were there a lot more — like that | haven't
gone with my son probably in maybe a year or two and — you
know if I had that membership | would use it probably.

Yeah, yeah.
| would definitely use it.

Now think back to when you first started participating in this
program, and again | know it was a long time ago. Do you
remember why you decided to get involved in Parent Partners in
School Science?

| just — I think it's good. | think when a school offers something
like that you should take advantage of it and the kids — you know —
for the kids sake particularly, just you know for their knowledge
and — and you being involved in it with them | think should — that's
a good example.

Okay. What did you as a parent like best about the program?

| think — I think that it — that it actually made me take that time

with my kids and | know how important the time is for the aspect
of learning and | just — I think that was my favorite part, just being
with my kids and having fun at the same time and they’re learning.

Okay. Were there other opportunities that you had at that point to
do that outside of this program?

Outside of the program? You know what I'm trying to — I'm
trying to think what —

And please tell me if you need to deal with — with the little one that
| can hear in the background.

Yes. |just — I just spotted her.
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Feel free to put the phone down at any point.
(Laughing.)I'm just going in and eyeballing her. She’s like
stretching and groaning. She’s only four weeks today. So —

Oh, my gosh.

Yeah, she’s a sweetheart. But yeah, | guess there was other times
but you know like I think sometimes when say it doesn’t involve
school, you kind of put it off.

You think oh, I should take them to the Franklin Institute, | should
take them to the zoo, you know, and well, the bus is going from
school, let’s do it now, you know or — and the kids want to go
because their friends are going from school and — you know so you
get together with the other parents or whatever were going.

You know so in that way | think — I'm trying to think of other — |
mean I'm sure | did other things with her at the time like taking her
different places but — you know — I think | concentrated more on
that and then | felt like | was — | was getting involved with it and at
least | had that time, you know, to — what am | trying to say?

At least | had that time to spend with her and we were as a family
or whatever. You know?

Okay. Yeah, yeah. So you talked a little bit about remembering
the exploration cards that went home. Do you remember any one
particular activity?

| think it was the rock one. Wasn't there a rock —

Yeah, yeah.

Yeah. That was the one | remember the most because she was into
the shininess of the rock and — you know — | just remember that

one mostly.

Okay. Anything else that was memorable about those activities for
you?

That | can remember right now probably | can — or you’re going to
have to refresh my memory or is it jusfl-aughing.)

No. It's not even really — you know it’s certainly not a test. I'm
just curious to know whether or not there was anything really
salient about those and maybe there wasn’t. That’s okay.
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Yeah. | know there were some and | can’t — | just remember doing
the cards and | thought well, these are good for her. I'm sure if |
asked her, she would definitely remember them because —

Okay.

-- my age igLaughing)giving me away.

Yeah, | hear you.

Yeah(Laughing.)

There were also events that were he jjjjjjj§llock called “Discovery
Days” and they were hour-long workshops usually held on the
weekend where you and your child could experiment with various
science activities. Did you guys attend any of those?

| think we did. | think it was in the gym —

Yeah.

-- and they had — | guess — | think it was a Tuesday night. They
had different things going on science-wise and like kind of games
and things that they played.

Yeah.

Yeah.

Yeah, yeah.

Yeah, we did. We went to a couple of them.

Okay. Anything — anything really memorable about those?

Let me see. Memorable in like a sense do | remember a specific
activity or —

Yeah. Yeah, or doing anything specific or feeling anything
specific?

You know what | can’t — | can’t even remember anything that
doesn't stick out in my head.

That's okay.
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| just remember being there and doing the games and just different
things like that with her.

Yeah, yeah. NoJJikk also has a Legacy project that's a result
of Parent Partners and School Science, a garden that was created.

Oh yeah, okay.

Yeah. Did you patrticipate in that at all?

No. No, I didn’'t. 1 was always going to — in fact they had
something about for the summer ordering the garden, | was going
to sign up for it but we didn’t — we didn’t get involved in that one.

Yeah, your life just took over. | get it, yeah.

Yeah, Maria might have. | don’t know if it required the parents for
that one.

No, | think there were probably multiple different ways that
parents and kids could participate. So —

Yeah.

And | think Dr. Schumer had some activities through the classes
that involved the kids and the garden.

Yeah. Yeah, | think she might have. | remember — | think Maria
was involved in something at the very beginning you know when —

Okay.

-- you know going out —

Okay.

-- and | think they watered or we did the garden. Yeah.

Okay. Now have you been involved in any other parent
involvement sort of programs? Anything that’s similar to Parent
Partners in School Science over the last few years?

No, | really haven't.

No? Okay.
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We were so — | mean like | — you know — | don’t know. 1 just — I
liked that program. My younger son is in that school now.

At IR

Yes. Yeah, | really haven't done anything. | mean I'm trying to
think where — I'm trying — he was in kindergarten and there was
something. | don’t know if that wasn’t through the Franklin
Institute though. I'm remembering if it was —

Oh, it might have been because the Franklin did actually extend the
program to kindergarten in its last year so it's possible that might
have captured him at the time.

Yeah. It didn't involve the food end of anything, right? That's not
the Franklin Institute. That’s the nutrition thing?

No.

Yeah.

No.

That’s nutritional.

And does the nutrition thing involve parents or just kids?

Oh yeah, it did. | went in for kindergarten for him but it wasn’t
Maria. It was — you know you go in and they do — make different
kinds of fruits and vegetables. They're trying to push the five
fruits a day and five vegetables a day.

Oh, | see. Okay.

| did involve myself in that also.

Okay. And what did you do for that specifically? You went into
the classroom?

Yeah, and you help your child. Like they'll make different — say
like celery and cream cheese and they’ll put raisins on it. They'll
make it look like witches’ fingers. The raisins are the — you know
the fingertips and just different things to get them interested in
eating, and there was one woman there, she had like brownies and
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there was spinach in there, and she was trying to make the kids
guess what could be in there and if they liked it, you know.
Okay.

So they could taste it and say, “Oh, they're good.” You know and
she said, “Well, guess what’s in there?” And you know and when
she finally said, “Spinach,” they were like, “What@”aughing.)
Tastes too good, you know?

Yeah.
So -

Yeah.
Yeah.

Okay. So my next set of questions are about what we discussed
earlier in terms of impact and the ways in which you think that
participating in Parent Partners in School Science or PPSS for
short may have influenced the ways that you have been involved
with your child’s school and their education.

Okay.

And I'm thinking specifically about Maria.

Yes, Maria.

Specifically about her but also ways that it might have sort of
bubbled over into how you're involved now with your younger son
or anything like that.

Okay.

Again, you should feel free to say that none of this stuff impacted
you. That's okay.

Okay.

Here’s my first question. Thinking back to before you started
participating in PPSS and then thinking about where you are now,
would you say that you are more involved, less involved, or
involved about the same in your kids’ school and their education?
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| would say probably I'm involved but | think that it's helped me

to be more involved when they had — they sent him the little cards
and just the encouragement in going to the museums together and
all of that. Probably — | was probably a little bit more involved
when — when they had that.

Okay. And don’t let me put words in your mouth but — but you

said when they sent the little cards home and encouraging you to
go to the museum together. What was it about those things that got
you more involved?

Like don’t get me wrong. | — you know — | help my kids with their
homework, | read with my son and — you know — now Maria is a
little bit more independent but when she was younger, you know, |
always worked with them and did projects with them and what-not
but it was — it wasn’t like one of those things where you had to do
it and she — she wanted to do it.

So it was — it was fun for her. It wasn't like a project that was due
by a certain date or anything. You know, so it was just a fun thing.
You know, she knew that — that she was — you know that she had —
like she kind of had to do it but it wasn’'t — I don’t know. This
wasn't like a mandatory or pressure type thing. You know what |
mean?

So how does that make it different for you as a parent in terms of
your involvement?

| don’t know. | just —it just — the kids are like a little less — like
it's you don’t really have to pull teeth to get them to do it. They
just —

Yeah.

-- kind of want to do it with you and — you know — it's not — you
know something where you’re arguing with them and saying,
“Come on, you have to get this homework done,” or whatever. It's
something fun.

Well what does that mean — what did that mean to you at the time?

You know | just — | don’t know. 1 just appreciate it and | liked it
because it's easier for me as a parent to — to teach them through
that, you know, or point out something to them and — you know —
and not have that resistance.
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Yeah, yeah. That's interesting. That's very interesting. What
about going to the Franklin together? Was that the same as or
different from other ways that you were involved with your kids?

You mean during the Parent Plus program or just —

Yeah.

--asa-

Yeah.

-- as compared to not during the Parent Partners program?

Well | guess I'm thinking — you know you said that you felt that
during the program you were maybe a little bit more involved with
your kids, that clearly you do stuff with them and did stuff with
them at that time but that possibly the program gave you some
different ways of being involved?

Yeah. They won't — because like just for instance now like | know
my son would love to go to the Franklin Institute but for me to pay
whatever it would be for him and | and my husband to go, because
my other kids probably aren’t interested. Maria might want to go
but it's just | have other things on my plate and it’s just a big
expense that | can’t do right now. So —

Yeah.

-- you know if I could go down there with — he would love it you
know and try to teach him some things through that. | don’t know
if we've lost track of the question. I'm sorr.aughing.)

No. No, no. No, I think maybe it was a tough question. Let me —
let me ask a different one. Do you think that participating in PPSS
has changed your relationships with staff at your child’s school?

Either then when she was still goi#lack or with your
younger son now that he is still ack or with other teachers?
Well | think — yeah. | think they like going. It's also on the
teacher’s part it was voluntary and they were going on their day
off. So — you know — they would have to want to go, you know,
because they’re volunteering their time and — | know like a couple

of the teachers that went, you know you're relaxed, it's not during
school. You're — you know just out to have a nice day and so it's —
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| guess it would be a different relational thing with the teachers. It
would have changed it and made it nicer.

Jessica: Okay. Okay. What does that mean to you? What —

K: Now that’s interesting.

Jessica: Does that have any sort of impact on you or not?

K: Yeah. Yeah, it's important because you want to — you want to

know the people that your children are with a good part of the day,
you know, seven hours a day or eight hours a day or, you know,
interested in that and — and it’s just a nice feeling to know that
you’re sending your child to that type of place and — you know
rather than —

Jessica: Yeah. Do you think that you got to know them differently through
this program?

K: Yes.

Jessica: In what way?

K: | guess in a positive way it was more — it became more like a — you

know | guess you're a little bit more familiar with them than say
somebody that didn’t volunteer and it just made — it made a
positive influence I think on the child and — and the other parents
sending them to a place where they care enough to — to volunteer
and do something like that on their day off and — you know — you

look up stuff.
Jessica: Can you think of a specific example?
K: | think just the fact that — | know that — that the teacher — | don’t

know. There was a computer teacher Mrs. Brady and she — | think
she went on every one of the things, you know, and just had a very
nice personality and | was just thankful that she would do
something like that.

Jessica: Do you think that participating in Parent Partners in School
Science changed the way you felt about your child’s school? And
again aboUujEK at the time or about the school that she’s at
now?

K: Yeah. Yeah, | have a very good opinion a(jjjjj#llack School. |
sent my other kids to a Catholic School and | have a better opinion
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aboutjilil« and it probably has a lot to do with that program and
—and just the school in general. You know I think — I think it had
a lot to do with just — you know we would do things on Saturday. |
didn’t do anything with really on weekends or anything at my
other kids’ school.

Okay. So being at the school on Saturday, how did that change the
way you felt about it?

Yeah, in the evenings just having some place for them to go. It's
something that’s not costing you and at the same time they're
learning. |just — I think it's a good — you know — | mean the only

— the only thing that my other kids’ school had was dances and
they would charge them seven or eight dollars which is fine. |
don’t mind paying that and it's a nice thing that they can go to a
dance but this is a learning experience and at the same time it's an
outing, a social outing for them and —

Yeah. Yeah, that's interesting. So — so let me ask you when you
did this program, Maria was in the sort of younger grades at
I 2d now that you're — now she’s moved on and now your

younger son is still JJEx.

Yeah.

Do you think that — that any of the ways that — so you said that you
now feel differently aboUjjflfick as a result of participating in

this program. Has that had any sort of impact on the ways that
you've been involved in your younger son’s education or learning?

Well if they had —
Or his life at home?

Right. If they had something like that again, | would definitely
participate in it. You know like | told you probably there was
nothing really other than t{jjjjilck, the park, you know I didn’t —
| really didn’t get involved in that end of it but | — I would

definitely do something like that again, you know and I try to get
him — if they send him anything extra I try to get him to participate
in that and get involved in that. | definitely would.

Do you — you talked a little bit about getting to know some of the
teachers a little bit better through this program. Has that had any
impact on the ways that you've been involved in your youngest

son’s education Jjick?
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Yeah, | think so. | feel very comfortable there and | don’t know —
you know | just — the teachers are very approachable and open to
whatever, improving and helping out in their education and
learning.

Do you think you would have felt that comfortable even if you
hadn’t done Parent Partners in School Science? | mean is it just
something that would have happened with time, having enough of
your kids go tJjjEk and getting to know people better?

| don’t — I'm not sure. I'm not sure.
Okay.

| really don’t know. It might have over time but | think because it
was my first student in there and | — you know — when you're there
frequently and you’re going at night — | guess we were involved in
— | forgot there was this thing we were involved in the reading
nights too. They would have — they would open for reading nights
and — you know — read them a story and things like that.

So | think the more you’re probably around the school and the
teachers and you see that — you know — their basic interest is for
the kids and it helps. So I'm going to say | think probably through
— through — you know it started with the Franklin Institute and their
cards and going to the Franklin Institute and having the science
nights and it just — it just helps you to feel more comfortable |
guess.

Okay. Okay. Do you think that participating in PPSS had any
impact on your relationships with the parents of other kids at

¢
Oh, yeah. Yeah, | definitely think it does.
Okay. Tell me how.

Just as for instance | got to meet a lot of the parents at — Maria, you
know, they're her friends and with Michael we really haven’'t been
doing much as far as that goes, you know as far as the — now |
know some of the parents from Michael — you know just maybe
from going in for the nutrition thing and you get to know them but

| think Maria it was a little bit more — more familiar. We became
more familiar with the parents.
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Jessica: Okay. And what does that mean to you as a parent? | mean is it
important to be more familiar with the other parents?

K: Yeah, because you know you want to know the — that they'’re
interested in their children’s education. Your kids are — you know
— going to the same school and becoming friendly and hanging out
with them and you just want to know that — you know that they
have like almost the same values and want the same for their kids.

Jessica: Do you think that Parent Partners in School Science gave you any
strategies for connecting with your child’s school or with their
education?

K: Strategies like?

Jessica: Like ways to get involved that you might not have had otherwise?

K: Yeah.

Jessica: Okay.

K: Yeah because —

Jessica: Tell me more about that. I'm sorry. Tell me more about that. The

sound you're hearing now is the car alarm. My —

K: Oh, okay.

Jessica: -- two — upstairs.

K: Yeah.

Jessica: He’s done. Okay(Laughing.) So sorry, let me repeat that. Do

you think that Parent Partners in School Science gave you any
strategies or ways that you could connect with your child’s school
and with their education that you might not have had otherwise?

K: Yeah. | definitely think it did. | just— I mean if we didn’t have —
if we didn’t have that and we weren’t going down on the bus
together and doing different things like that | don’t know that |
would have met as many parents and the teachers and just began to
communicate with them in different ways than if you're just
dropping your child off at school and they get in a line and you
take off. There’s so many people —

Jessica: How is that communication different?
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Because you're just meeting the teacher for like maybe a couple of
sessions a year just to get the report card and talk to her, how is his
progress, you know, or her progress?

And when you are on like a social outing it's — it's just more
relaxed and you get to know them in a different way and — you
know — I think you’re open to a little bit more and I think it makes
it a little bit more relaxing for the child to know that — you know —
they're doing something with their teacher on an on and off time.

Okay. Did Parent Partners in School Science help you to
overcome any problems or obstacles that you had in terms of being
involved in your child’s school or their education?

| don’t think so. | don’t — not that | can recall right now.
Okay. Did it create any problems or obstacles for you?
No, no.

No. Okay. Now let’s see, I'm trying to think about how to ask this
guestion. Do you — you've talked a little bit about some really
interesting ways that for you the program had an impact. You've
said that it helped you to get to know the teachers better and in a
different way.

It helped you to communicate with them differently about your
kids. It helped you to get to know parents of other kijjjjjjiollack
better and that that was important to you, and that it helped you
feel just more comfortable wifjjjjick.

Did — did all of that go away once the program stopped or do you
think that any of those impacts have stayed with you?

| don’t know because | —I kind of — | think | see like a little bit of a
difference with Michael and | kind of wish that they had that again
because you spend a little bit more time.

| just think like when | went in for the nutrition thing for Michael

in kindergarten it kind of reminded me of the Parent Partner thing.
It just — it reminded me of that and it just — it relaxes the teacher, it
relaxes the kids and the parents and it’s just something — just
something fun to do.
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Okay. Do you think that you've been in the school as much while
Michael has been there as you were when Maria was there?

No.

You haven't?

No.

Do you think that has to do with the PPSS?
Yeah.

Okay. Okay. So there just haven’t been as many opportunities to
be in the school with Michael —

Right.

-- now that the program isn't there?

Yeah. Yeah, | —

Okay.

-- believe that’s right. | — you know — | still have the reading
nights and things like that but I just haven’t — | don’t know. |
didn’t really get in for them too much and | was definitely there
more when Maria was in.

Okay. Okay. Do you think — I mean Maria is older. She’sina
different school now and going into yet another different school,
right?

Yes.

Do you think that any of the — the impacts from PPSS have
changed the way you have been involved with her at these other
schools? With her teachers at other schools?

That's a tough question because —

Are there good ones?

-- | don't really care — | don’t care for the other schools so | just
kind of —
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Oh, that's too bad.
Yeah, | kind of distanced myself.
Yeah.

| didn’t want her to go really to that school so | kind of distanced
myself from it and — and now she’s going to high school and they
kind of — you know how they get. They don’t want you to really
be too involved in that. They don’t want to —

Right, they don’t want you doing anything with them.

Exactly, assert their independence. | tried with my other
daughters. | said, “I'll go volunteer and,” you know they need
some volunteers and, “No, that’s all righ{’aughing.)

(Laughing.)

Don’t show your face, you know. Don’t embarrass me but so | — at
that age | kind of back off. So | probably should do something else
where they’re — I'm not in their face or whatever, not involved in
that aspect of it but | just — you know with having the other kids
it's just been — you know — five kids and | have a full plate here.

Yeah. Yeah, | hear you. Okay.

Yeah, | should go.

So it sounds like it had an impact on you when it was there and at
I but that now that the program is over and your kids have

moved on that that impact hasn’t necessarily stayed with you?

Yeah. | guess | feel impacted by it. | felt like it was good during
that time and —

Yeah.

-- if they — you know if there’s another program that interests me
that much | will get involved in it but you know | — | really haven’t
been. I don't -

Okay.

That'’s just the way it is.
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Okay.
| don’t know why but —

No, no. Now K was there something unique about Parent Partners
in School Science compared to other sorts of things that you do or
was it pretty much similar to a lot of the other ways that you're
involved with your kids?

No, it was unique. | — because | don’t really — I've never been
involved in too much. So | guess it was unique and | liked it. So —

So what do you think made you get involved in that? | mean
you've got five kids. You sound crazy busy to me and I'm sure
that there are a lot of — a lot of things that come home from the
school and a lot of requests for you to get involved that — you
know likely — like me, | have great intentions but don’t necessarily
do them all.

Right.
What made you do these things for PPSS? Why?

Well because | — | like the Franklin Institute and | guess the initial
thing was that they give you the — the pass for the museum.

Okay. So that was important to you?
Yes and —
Yeah.

-- I know the kids like it and | already spoke to you about the
financial end of it and —

Yeah.

-- so that makes it easier. So that, that can grab my attention and
then more than | was committed to doing the cards and all that |
felt like okay, well, | said I'm gonna do this and we’re gonna see it
through and — and like | said she didn’t mind doing it. So it just
came very easy and then she would come home, “They’re having a
trip to the Franklin Institute on Saturday, do you want to go?” And
I'd be like, “Yeah, it's good. We'll spend the day together and you
can be with — hang out with your friends and have fun and show -~
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What do you think you got out of doing those cards together?
What sort of an impact did those cards have on you?

Well | guess the closeness of working together with your child and
like the —

But you do that through homework, right? How is that any
different?

Well because they said the homework is something they know they
have to do and the cards, | guess you know it was presented to
them in a way where like oh well you have — try to get this done. |
think that's the way they put it through to them because | never felt
the pressure and neither did she of getting them done and you
know — and she always liked being outside.

So | think most of them moved outside. I'm not sure if there was
one with leaves or something. I'm trying to remember but | felt
like a lot of them involved the outdoor stuff.

Yeah. Yeah, and you guys liked that?
And — yeah. Yeah. |think it's always good to be —
Okay.

-- yeah. So you know when you're in all day at school and you can
do nature things it's nice.

Okay. Imagine that you hadn't participated in PPSS. You'd just —
you'd never done it. What would — would there be anything
different about you? Like what — would there be anything missing
because you didn’t do it?

Anything missing. About me or my relationship with my
daughter?

Yeah. Well, both in terms of who you are as a parent now and the
relationship that you have with your kids now.

Well, I don’t know. I'm not sure. | don't really — | guess it’s just —
again the positiveness of the learning experience and | don’t know
if — I'm trying to think with my other kids because | didn’t — |

didn’t do that program with them and —
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Well that’s an interesting thing to think about it too. So you have
five kids and you did this program with Maria but not — not the
other four.

Right.
Do you think there’s anything — is there anything different about

the way in which you've been involved in Maria’s education as
compared to the other four —

Well you know what —
-- because of this program?

| think they always like seeing you at school, no matter what. You
know what | mean? Like or just spending the time with that
individual child.

Yeah.

Now and it's nobody else. It's just me and you, mom, you know
and so | think that’s always nice for them.

Yeah.
And —
Did it do anything for you?

Oh yeah, well you know, | like to do things individually with each
one of them and — and you know there was a time in my life where
it was like okay, I'm gonna — we're gonna have a date night and
it's just gonna be me and one of the kids, you know, and just take
that child out because they need that, you know.

Yeah, yeah.

But you get caught up in — you know — the craziness of life and of
course it goes by the way-side and you're like — | want to — you
know | want to make it every month that | spend at least one of
those days with one of those kids, you know, and so it kind of —
it's not like it forces you into it but it just makes you set that time
aside for them. You know but —

Okay.
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K: -- it's a good thing.

Jessica: Okay. Okay. Is there anything else you can think of about the
ways in which PPSS may have impacted your involvement in your
kids’ education?

K: Ways in which — | don’t know. Like how do you mean it? I'm
trying to think of another way to word it. | don't feel like I'm
repeating myself.

Jessica: Oh, okay. Sure, yeah.
K: Am | repeating myself?
Jessica: Yeah. They're hard questions | know. Are there any other ways

that you think participating in PPSS has impacted you as a parent?

K: Any other ways? Besides like — you mean spending individual
time and —
Jessica: Yeah, and maybe getting to know some of their teachers and

getting to know the other parents, are there any other — any other
things that you think PPSS might have done for you positive or
negative?

K: | guess what — like from myself just being — doing some of the
programs I'm sure that I've learned something that | didn’t know
because you can’'t — you know everyone found the museum just — |
mean we made the — we made paper at one of the museum stations,
you know and I just thought that was neat. | never knew that that
was the way that paper was made, you know, just something
simple like that, you know.

Jessica: Yeah, yeah.
K: And just I'm sure there was other things. | can’t think of anything

right now but | know that | — every time | go down there | learn
something different.

Jessica: And why does that matter to you? Why is that important?

K: | think it's good to always learn and grow, you know, and keep
your mind, all those little synapses in your brain exchanging, you
know and —

Jessica: Yeah, yeah.
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So you always should try something, to learn something different.
Well, I cannot thank you enough for the time that you've taken,
especially when you're babysitting a four-week-old. 1 am very,
very grateful.

(Laughing.)Oh, you’re welcome.

And clearly that is one very good baby.

She is. She just cried now so it's oKapughing.)

Oh, yeah. That's awesome. So a very quick thing and then I'll let
you go.

Okay.

There is a potential opportunity for another interview at the
Franklin Institute actually.

Okay.
So all the parents that | interview, there will be about 20 of them —
Okay.

-- will all be invited to the Franklin in the Fall and if you're able to
make it, terrific, and if you're not, | understand.

Okay.

And it'll be a dinner and you’ll have an opportunity to listen to the
results from all of these interviews and then give me some
feedback on them. And so —

Okay.

-- yeah. So I'll contact you and let you know when that is and
would love for you to come but would understand with five kids
and — that you might not be able to. So | will keep you posted and
at that point | will also send you a $25.00 American Express gift
card, just a very small thank you for the time that you've spent.

Okay.
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All right?

Sure.

So thank you, so much. | really appreciate it.
Oh, you’re welcome.

| hope you have a wonderful Summer.
Thank you.

And yeah, and we’ll talk again. Thanks so much, K.
Okay. You have a good one --

All right.

-- Jessica.

Take care.

Bye.

Bye bye.
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Appendix F

Rethinking Parent Involvement Study
Follow-Up Interview Guide

Part I: Review of the study

Thank you for agreeing to talk with me again. You remember that | am condacting
research study to better understand the various ways in Rareimt Partners in School
Sciencanay have impacted yours and other parents’ involvement in your child’'s
schooling. | have interviewed a total of 20 parents who participated in the program, and
now I'd like to share the results of those interviews with you, and get your fdedba

Part Il: Getting parents’ feedback on the model

After analyzing all the data, | came up with six theoretical istategs or propositions
describing how the program facilitated parent involvement [review each @hifelto
talk specifically about these statements.

1. Do they generally describe your experience withRR& Sprogram? If not, why not?

2. Thinking about your program experiences, is there anything that doesn’t make sense
to you about these theoretical statements?

3. Is there anything that feels really problematic or just plain wrong abesg th
statements?

4. If you could share this theory with one person at your child’s school, who would it be
and why?

5. Do these theoretical statements make you think about anything we didn’t discuss
during our interview?

6. Is there anything else you would like to share with me?
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Appendix G
Example of a Memo

Social capital as a building block for engagement

The museum program gave parents the opportunity to build social capital, and almost
more importantly, social capital that they perceived they didn’t already aagnificant
point amongst this group of parents who were fairly well educated compared with low
income, urban parents in the literature.

Social capital took the form of either increased or qualitatively diffeygeitst of
interactions with teachers and parents (just dealing with teachers heoajgi tine
program, parents got a chance to talk with them migrgically during the school year,
parents see teachers at formal, structured points — like parent/teacfegences which
are 15 minutes in length — or at informal points — like when they drop their kid off at
school in the morning or pick their kid up “from line” in the afternoon. Parents’
perceptions were that they just didn’t get to talk with the teacher a whole lot. The
museum program provided additional points of access to the teacher, times that they
could talk more with her — like when riding the bus to the museum or helping in the
school garden.

Also through the program, parents got a chance to talk with teachers dijfefdret

usual conversations that happen during the year are driven by the teacher, gradeach
control of these conversations — like the parent/teacher conference, wheeelhlee i®
offering information about the child’s progress, or other times when the teachestseque

a conference, which then usually focus on a particular problem with the child and how to
resolve it to the teacher’s liking. The parent is rarely in control of these catioais,

and the conversations are structured according to a formal hierarchy whessctier is

in charge. But the museum program gave parents a chance to break down tlcdyhierar

to have conversations with the teacher where the power was slightly mateutisitr

The way this happened was on a personal level, a more social level, as thouglréhey we
getting to know each other at a party or something. So, the parent got to find out about
the teacher’s kids, how old they were, what they liked. One parent talked about finding
out that the science teacher had so many animals at her house that some géthem li

the bathtub. All of this gave parents a more personal access point to the teacher, and thus
to the school network.

Why did these interactions matter to parents? They found out more or different
information about their child/hen talking with teachers in a more relaxed way, in a

more personal way, in a more informal way, they often found out things about thebir chil
that they didn’t find out through parent/teacher conferences. One parent said she found
out what her kid was like in class, how she answered questions in class, things that went
beyond just how she did on tests. This information made her feel like she had a better
picture of her child’s learning process at school, like she was more on top of what her
child was doing at school. And that made her feel good.
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This suggests to me that parents activated their social capital. So it deesn’'to be

that their just gaining access to the school network, but also that they’re usiagciss

to find out more about their child, to monitor what their child is doing, to check what’s
going on at school. That is authoring — so the activation of social capital nday lea
specific form of authoring. Need to pay attention to this, and figure out if itayalthat
social capital leads to monitoring/finding out more, or if other things also happen from
the activation of social capital.
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