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ABSTRACT

FAMILY RESOURCES USED IN

SCHOOL-RELATED ACTIVITIES
By

Helen Elizabeth Bell

This study was an investigation of family resources used when
the family's first child was in first grade and of relationships of
resources used to selected family characteristics. The child's
education was viewed as a mutually-shared goal between family and
school. Family resources used in carrying out joint functioning
with other social systems have received little research attention.

The study sample was comprised of mothers of children in 21
first grades in five elementary schools and their teachers. Names of
children from intact families who were the first children to be in
first grade were secured from school records. Ninety-seven interviews
with mothers of families meeting the specified criteria were completed.
About three-fourths of the families were in social class groups III
(lower-middle) and IV (upper-lower). Median educational level of
both mothers and fathers was 12 years.

Estimates of frequency and extent of time use were sought to
describe parental time inputs in school-related activities. Questions
were asked about use of family money to provide items related to
children's education. Parental involvement was greater in activities
carried out at home than at school. It was also greater in activities

directly related to children's learning than in those supplementary
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to schools' educational programs. Ninety-nine percent of the parents
used time to discuss the schoolday with their children. Ninety-eight
percent used time to assist children with schoolwork. The least
involvement (27 percent) by parents was in helping with activities at
school.

In most families, parents helped children arise and dress before
school. Most mentioned breakfast as part of the before-schoolday
routine. While over three-fourths of the parents provided money for
lunch and milk at school, less than half provided for their purchase
every schoolday. Three-fourths of the parents bought reference
materials for children's use at home. About half supplied treats for
special occasions at school and items for school fund-raising events.

School-related activities were arranged in three groupings which
served as indicators of parental interest in helping further children's
education. Point values were assigned grouped activities by the
nature of, frequency and extent of parental time inputs. From them,
parental school involvement scores were computed for each family.

A null hypothesis of no difference among families stratified by
social class and parental school involvement scores was supported. A
null hypothesis of no difference among families grouped by selected
family characteristics and parental school involvement scores was re-
Jected. Statistically significant differences resulted when sub-score
II (helping children learn) and total parental school involvement
score were tested with family income. The need for further investi-
gation of the relationship of family income to parental school

involvement is indicated.
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Marginal relationship was obtained when sub-score III (helping
with activities at school) was tested with families grouped by
fathers' education. None of the results of parental school involve-
ment scores tested with fathers' occupation, mothers' education,
mothers' employment, mothers' membership in groups, sex of the first
graders and number of other children in the families indicated
relationships.

Mothers' responses to an open-ended question of help they thought
schools wanted from parents were not related to the activities parents
carried out. Nor were relationships found between mothers' and
teachers' responses when each group was asked the help they thought
schools wanted from parents.

Findings indicated that parents were serving as co-educators with
schools. Their help was aimed at learning-related activities. No
attempt was made to measure quality of time parents used. Investiga-
tion of quality of time use is needed. Public school educators need
to plan ways of helping parents carry out the educative function
effectively.

Parents did not think of physical preparations for the children's
schoolday as being school-related. Family management educators need
to help parents plan for children's physical readiness for educability.

Additional study of other factors such as parental values toward
education, parental attitudes toward education and toward schools,
personality factors that may be related to parental school involvement

is indicated.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Tasks fundamental to the survival of a family are called func-
tional requirements (Broderick, 1970). They are derived from the
fact that no family can survive without a minimum level of order and
morale among its members. Nor can a family survive unless able to
manage its resources to support material needs and to keep the family
operating. Functional requirements have to do both with internal
functioning of the family and with its relationship to the larger
world.

Home management helps a family create an environment in which
members can perform, grow and develop as individuals and at the same
time cooperate in attaining group goals (Paolucci, 1966). Management
is generally regarded as a series of dynamic processes by which family
members cope with ever-changing demands reflecting individual and group
goals. One basic management process is the organization and utiliza-
tion of the family's resources.

Family use of resources for specified goals has been a topic of
research by students of family management for many years. Money,
time and energy have been the resources most often studied. The major

emphasis has been upon their use for internal family maintenance



activities. Studies of money, time, and energy used by families
were begun when household production made an important economic con-
tribution to family welfare.

Development of manufacturing made domestic production not
economical even for home consumption, according to Winch (1963). The
shift from family farms to giant corporations as society's major
productive units helped change the economic unity of the family. At
the same time that economic interdependency was shifting, other family
functions were being transferred to outside agencies. Education was
one of them. Winch (1963) said, '"As the practice of formal education
grows in a society, the function of the family shifts from that of
providing education to providing the opportunity to be educated
(p. 122) .M

As the system of public-supported education for all children
developed, most parents were content with a subordinate role. They
thought that school personnel were the experts who knew best how to
educate their children. The White House Conference on Children (1970)
reported a move toward reciprocal functioning between families and
social organizations rather than a subordinate relationship. Litwak
and Meyer (1967) explored the idea of shared functions between family
and school. They suggested that the family carries out aspects of the
educative function it is best equipped to do and that the school
carries out other aspects for which it is best equipped.

Primary socialization of the next generation has and continues
to take place within the family environment. But today's family is
not equipped to provide the formal education needed by individuals who

will move into the specialized activities of our technological society



(Bell and Vogel, 1968). At a prescribed age, the family sends its
child to school. The family and school then share responsibility for
growth and development of the child. School attendance is a family
goal, decided for the family by society but one in which most families
concur. They want their children to go to school and to succeed in
school. Because of compulsory attendance laws, some degree of cooper-
ation is required when children reach school age. The nature and
extent of that cooperation is likely to vary among families.

According to Havighurst and Neugarten (1957), when a child enters
school, the school will wield tremendous influence and will change his
behavior in numerous ways but the school always operates in some kind
of relation to the family.

Winch (1963) stated that the family provides the opportunity to
be educated. How? What do families do when providing this opportu-
nity? Do they manage family resources to this end? If so, what
resources and in what ways are they used? An investigation of the
reciprocal functioning between family and school would supply infor-
mation essential to helping families make more effective use of
private resources. It could also lead to more adequate understanding
of and use of the family's share of the public resources supporting
schools.

;Sharing of the educative function by family and school offered an
opportunity to explore family resource input in one reciprocal rela-
tionship. What resources did a family use? What school-related
activities did pérents carry out? Did parents share in school-related
acti;ities? What help did families think schools wanted of them?

What help did teachers want from parents? Was there any difference



in resource use attributable to a family's social class? What
family characteristics were related to resources used for school-
related activities?

This study was designed to explore and describe the nature and
extent of resources that mothers reported parents using in school-
related activities and to determine relationships with selected

family characteristics.
OBJECTIVES

The major objective of the study was to describe the utilization
of family resources for school-related activities when sharing with
the school the educating of first children to be in first grade and
to investigate relationships with selected family characteristics.

From this general statement, specific objectives were formulated:

1. To describe human and non-human resources families used
in school-related activities when first children were in
first grade.

2. To determine differences among families in social classes
of resources used for school-related activities.

3. To determine relationships among resources used for school-
related activities and selected family characteristics.

Lk, To describe the help mothers thought schools wanted and
relationships to mothers' reported school-related activities.

5. To describe the help teachers said they wanted from parents
and relationships to the help mothers thought schools

wanted.



Figure 1 presents the model for the study.

1.

3.

ASSUMPTIONS

Parents want children to succeed in school.

School-related activities in which parents use family re-
sources are family managerial activities.

Parents make resource inputs into education in addition to
taxes paid for support of schools.

Teachers want help from parents of children they teach.
Mothers are knowledgeable about and are able to report use
of family resources for school-related activities.
Frequency and extent of time used for school-related
activities are indicators of another human resource,

parental interest in helping educate children.

HYPOTHESES

There is no difference in resources used for school-related
activities among parents of social class groups.

There is no difference in resources used in school-related
activities and selected family characteristics.

There is no relationship between provision of supplementary
school items and selected family characteristics.

There is no relationship between help mothers said they
thought schools wanted and parental involvement in school-

related activities.



Objectives:

To describe use of family
resources in helping
educate its first child.

To determine differences
in resource use by selected
family characteristics.

. . .
Educating Family's Child To determine relationships

Teacher Parents of parental involvement
in school-related activi-
ties and selected family

l l characteristics.

Teachers' Mothers'

statements statements

! !

Expectations |€>| Expectations | € | Resource Use

!

Time

Time as indicator
of interest

Money

|

Group Frequencies |[® Selected
J Family
Character
Parental School | istics
Involvement Scores

Figure 1. Model for Study of Family Resources Used in Sharing
Educative Function With School and Relations to Family
Characteristics



5. There is no relationship between help mothers said they

thought schools wanted and help teachers said the& wanted

from parents.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

School-related activities were defined as those specific acts

identified by mothers which mothers and/or fathers carried out

that were directly related to school attendance and to the pro-

grams, both educational and supplementary, of the schools their

children were attending.

Qe

Those school-related activities directly related

to the schools' educational programs included: dis-
cussing the schoolday, visiting classrooms, assisting
children with schoolwork at home, conferring with
teachers about children's schoolwork, reading to or
listening to children read, sending materials to be
used for special school projects, serving as teachers'
aides, attending parents' nights and other programs
at school.

Those school-related activities supplementary to the
schools' programs included: providing reference
materials for children's use at home,‘accepting and
displaying itemg at home that children made at school,
helping children get readf for the schoolday, sending
treats for school social functions, serving as room

mothers, chaperones on field trips, cafeteria or



playground assistants, taking part in a parent-teacher
organization and helping with its activities..
2. Resources used for school-related activities were defined as both
human and noﬁ-human.
a. Human resources were time and interest of parents
which were indicated by extent and frequency of time
used as measured in units of occurrences, hours, and
minutes.

b. Non-human resources were material gcods and money

parents chose to use to provide school-related items.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Our complex, technological society and the changing nature of
family functions have led to interchanges with other social organi-
zations. Reciprocal functioning between family and other social
organizations is part of family managerial activities which contri-
bute to the totality of family living. The conceptual framework of
this study combined two theoretical viewpoints, one from family
management and the other from sociology.

The family management viewpoint was stated by Paolucci (1966)
wvhen she said that home management centers its attention on the
totality of living in the home, on individual and group goals of
family members, and on alternative ways in which activitiee Qnd
resources can be organized and utilized for the achieving of those
goals. A major group goal of the family is the growth and develop-

ment of individual members.



The sociological theory dealing with linkages between two
social systems was most relevant. Specifically, the theoretical
viewpoint was that proposed by Litwak and Meyer (1967) which they
called the "balance theory of coordination (p. 532)". They sug-
gested that relations between primary groups and bureaucratic
organizations may not be conflicting, as viewed by many sociologists,
but rather are complimentary and that at some midpoint, the comple-

mentary contributions of each are maximized.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. Frequency and extent of family resource use was estimated in
this exploratory study.

2. Only quantity of resources used were approximated. No attempt
was made to assess quality of resource use.

3. School-relateé activities were chosen arbitrarily to serve as
indicators of parental interest in helping children with their
education.

Lk, Only first grade children in one school district were included
in the sample.

5. No effort was made to relate family resource use to children's
school achievement.

6. No information was sought as to taxes paid by families which
help support the public school system.

7. Mothers were not asked about school clothing purchased, medical

or dental check-ups provided, or other family expenditures that

may have been prompted by school attendance.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW COF LITERATURE
FAMILY RESOURCE USE

Family centered purposive behavior by which means are used to
achieve ends is a generally accepted definition of management.

The behavior is comprised of a series of dynamic, interacting
processes. Emphasis upon means or ends has shifted over the years,
even though the definition has remained fairly constant.

Resource use is one concept that has long been accepted as
basic to family management. This core concept was explicated by the
home management committee which convened to define the cognitive
content of the field (Home Economics Seminar, 1961). The committee's
classification of resources included: technological, social, and
personal.

Resources are means, recognized and evaluated as offering
utility to some end, requiring direction. The ends, or goals, are
those outcomes desired by individual members and by the family as a
group. Maloch and Deacon (1970) spoke of goals and events as the
demands to which a family responds by using its resources. Events

were defined as pertinent occurrences to which one responds.

Changing Nature of Family Resource Use

At one time, home management served to direct a family's means

toward the end of physical maintenance activities benefitting the

10
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family. Fitzsimmons (1950) said, "In the home, management is con-
cerned with the acquisition, use and care of resources in homemaking
activities such as cooking, cleaning, baking, washing, ironing, care
and education of children, and general maintenance of the home (p. 4)".
However, twenty years later, Nichols (1970) summarized the changing
purpose and outcome of resource use to that of family welfare. The
goal not limited to housekeeping and physical maintenance of indi-
vidual needs but a general statement of family welfare which reflects
a broadened phiiOSOphical stance.

Schlater (1967) emphasized the broadened scope and human-
centeredness of management;

Management operates in all aspects of the home and

family situation. The sphere of home management

was once viewed as confined to the work of the

household; it was task-centered. Today we recognize

that management is operative in all aspects of the

home environment and in its relationships with the

wider community of which the home is a part. The

emphasis now is human-centered (p. 93).
In this statement, Schlater recognized the interrelatedness of home
and community.

Liston (1964) spoke of shared functioning with other social
institutions as adding to family welfare, '"As the family manages it
is concerned not only with what goes on within the four walls of the
home but also with the functioning of the family in cooperation with
other social institutions toward the general welfare of all (p. 56)".

Gross and Crandall (1963) stated their belief that the aim of

effective management was to use the family's resources in a way that

would bring the greatest satisfaction to the family. These authors
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added that it was important to recognize and use all kinds of re-
sources, including community resources, in the achievement of family
goals.

Paolucci (1966) considered management to be operational in the
totality of living, but limited it to home-centered spheres:

Home management centers its attention on the
totality of living in the home; on the composite,
plural, and common goals of members and the
alternative ways in which home members and re-
sources can be organized and utilized for the
realization of home-centered goals (p. 338).

Gross (1966) summarized when she said,

The home economist in home management must see the
handling of resources in the home as a human
problem based on knowledge of human motivation and
behavior. Without losing sight of the every day
activities of the home manager, she must be able to
apply this knowledge to living in families (p. 452).

Liston (1964) put it succinctly:

Family management must be interpreted in social
perspective because the family does not manage
and human beings do not grow and develop in a
social vacuum (p. 55).

Review of these statements indicated general agreement that
management encompasses the determination of family goals and the
recognition, evaluation, and allocation of family resources toward
achievement of the goals. There was indication that family
activities outside the home were appropriately included in family
managerial behavior. There were signs that managing toward the
totality of family living extended beyond that of physical

maintenance of the family. There were a few studies exploring a

new emphasis upon the ends which evoke family managerial behavior.
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Broderick (1970) saw a four-fold set of functions a family must
find ways of performing to survive. He presented a conceptual frame-
work of interacting relationships among management, family relations,
economics, and sociology. Using the social scientists' grouping of
tasks into expressive and instrumental, Broderick differentiated into
necessary internal and external interlocking sets of functional re-
quirements or tasks. As one example, he elaborated:

One task that is uniquely focal to the family is

the socialization of children . . . Although this

task cuts across the instrumental-expressive line

and involves significant transaction with the larger

society, it may be assumed primarily to be one of

the chief jobs to be done in the family with young

children (p. 2).
Broderick described education as one of the external tasks which the
family related instrumentally. He said the family searches for ways
to protect itself from demands of society or to use segments of it
to implement the family's own internal tasks. The school, for
example, aids in socialization of children.

Ater and Deacon (1972) reported research in which they investi-
gated the association between interpersonal relationships among
family members and managerial behavior. The managerial behavior
they defined was standards and accompanying satisfaction with re-
sources allocated to selected household tasks. The family relation-
ship variables were marital agreement and social-emotional activity.
Their findings supported the hypothesized association and indicated

leads for other useful studies of the areas of intermesh between

family management and family relationships.
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Davey (1971) investigated the relationship of family interaction
with family environment. Family interaction was defined as specified
episodes of shared activity which involved two or more family mem-
bers. Davey found significant relationships existing between
percentage of time mothers shared with their children and family
interaction. Family interaction was not significantly increased by
fathers' time shared with children. Davey also found that variables
such as school time, time of day, weekend days and school vacation
season were significantly related to total family interaction scores.

Baker (1970) conceptualized a managerial - developmental frame-
work. She examined managerial behavior as indicated by family
resources used in creating an environment for educability of pre-
school children. She viewed the family environment as a pervasive
mix of economic, sociological, psychological and social psychologi-
cal factors.

Family Resource Use for School-related Activities

Included in the review of family resource use studies are
those in which investigation of school-related activities was
reported.

According to Nolan and Tuttle (1959),"In the not too distant
past, primary goods were produced as well as consumed in the home.
The homemaker served an important economic function as a direct
contributor to the production of the necessities of living for the
family (p. 1)".

Investigation of time used for household activities has been a

recurring research theme for 50 years. Walker (1969) compared time
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used for household work by urban homemakers as indicated by studies
covering a span of 40 years; total time was not lessened during
those years. Walker (1969) said, "Families seem to have changed the
'mix' of their time use but have not really reduced total work time
(p. 622)". A similar comparison was reported by Hall and Schroeder
(1970) with similar conclusions.

The time studies by Walker (1969), Wiegand (1954) and Warren
(1940) in New York state were based upon a task-oriented, house-
keeping interpretation of homemakers' activities. Both Wiegand and
Walker included homemakers employed in the labor force. They
measured effect of the hours worked away from home upon homemaking
work time and practices.

The three New York studies, as well as time use studies done
elsewhere, included measures of time used for physical care of
family members. Warren (1940) found so much time being used for
care of young children that she included questions about the ages
at which mothers started teaching routine activities such as
drinking from a cup, undressing and brushing teeth.

Wiegand (1954) said that her measured "care of family members"
was interpreted as including physical assistance to children and
adults. '"The care of children included dressing, feeding, bathing,
putting them to bed, taking them to and from school or the doctor's
office, and helping them with lessons. It did not include such
activities as playing with them or reading to them (p. 29)".

Walker's (1969) study was built around the major hypothesis
that time used for household work by the homemaker varies with the

total number of children in the family and with their ages. She
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found that both variables do affect total time used by homemakers
for household work. Walker's findings, not yet reported completely,
indicated that activities with and for their children affected
mothers' use of time.

It is possible to interpret Walker's (1969) definition of
household work as indicating a need for exploring time use for
other than housekeeping tasks and physical care of family members.
She said:

Household work has been broadly defined for the

study to mean those activities which enable the

family to operate as a family in today's world,

or those household activities performed to pro-

vide the goods and services which the family

uses (p. 621).
Going out from the family's home to take part in the work of the
world, whether it be paid employment, school, providing goods and
services for family use, or community involvement, then returning to
gain support and encouragement from other members of the family is
one way of enabling the family to operate in today's world.

Another research approach has been to study family task allo-
cation among family members. Johannis (1957) found that child care
was the family activity shared by parents more than any other
activity. He found that about 45 percent of mothers and fathers
shared in helping children with their school work. Mothers,
primarily, saw to it that their children arose on time in the
morning although some fathers also assumed this responsibility.

Parker (1966) looked at task distribution within the family and

found that mothers and fathers shared responsibilities in the area
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of child care. Among the families, 30 percent of both mothers and
fathers supervised schoolwork.

The Nolan and Tuttle (1959) study of employed wives explored
the assistance parents gave children with their lessons. When wives
were employed, husbands were more likely to assist children with
lessons. Husbands in farm families were less likely to help children
with lessons than were either non-farm husbands or those of employed
wives.

While school-related activities were not listed per se, Ketchum
(1961) found that mothers mentioned time used for such activities.
She sought the values underlying reported family activities.

Ketchum found school-related statements in two value classifications.
One value classification was helpfulness. Mothers' statements class-
ified for helpfulness were: '"Getting children off to school,' and,
"Bathing children so they'll be clean and ready for school." A
second value classification was family life. Mothers' statements
classified for family life were: "I like to be interested in
children's schoolwork,'" and, "He needs encouragement with his
schoolwork (Ketchum, 1961, p. 41)."

Three studies of historical importance to the management field
explored a mix of factors that were thought to be aspects of
managerial practices. Dickens (1943) looked at the effects of good
household management on family living and found that specified
characteristics of the '"'good" manager did relate positively to
levels of family living. Those wives who were rated as the better
managers belonged to more educational clubs and sought information

from outside sources more often than did wives rated as less
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effective managers. Children of better managers belonged to more
educational clubs than did children of less effective managers.

Gross and Zwemer (194k4) investigated the influence of selected
factors upon the management of material and human resources in the
home; they considered both present use and long time plans for use
of resources; they looked at families in three economic groups.
Among the 382 families surveyed, five-sixths of them had plans for
children's formal education; higher education was probably their
intent. These plans were held by 90 percent of the families in the
comfort income group, by 86.5 percent of the medium income group,
and by 72.6 percent of the low income group.

VanBortel and Gross (1954) investigated similarities and dif-
ferences in managerial practices between upper and lower socio-
economic group homemskers. School activities were mentioned by
both groups in the daily time records each homemaker kept for one
week. The average weekly time of 49.2 minutes used by upper group
homemakers was greater than the weekly average of 16.2 minutes used
by lower group homemakers. There was a statistically significant
difference between the number of women who participated in school
activities, the upper group having more women who did participate
than the lower. More upper than lower group women indicated college
education for children as part of their plans for the future.

VanBortel and Gross (1954) sought information about homemakers'
participation in community affairs:

P.T.A. was selected as a specific organization to
represent a typical community activity whose
membership was open equally to both groups. In

direct questioning, 14 lower and 19 upper group
women reported participation in P.T.A. (p. 33).
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Indirect measures revealed that more homemakers from the lower socio-
economic group than from the upper said participation in community
affairs was important but did not follow through by actually partici-
pating.
A study by Honey, Britton, and Hotchkiss (1959) investigated
decision making and family financial resource use. It was carried
out in a rural area consisting of both farm and non-farm homes. Of
the 426 families included, 25 percent reported plans for the educa-
tion of their children. It is assumed that higher education was
their intent.
There is limited research relative to school-related expendi-
tures when children are in elementary and secondary schools.
According to Gross and Crandall (1963):
In most studies of use of income, expenses for education
are grouped in "other'" and "miscellaneous'" and so are
not available for study . . . . Elementary and secondary
education in America are examples of the tremendous con-
tribution the community makes to the total real income
of individual families. . . . The amount spent for edu-
cation (by the family) is not in proportion to its
significance; compulsory education laws indicate more
accurately the importance American families place upon
formal education (pp. 172-173).

While the data are not now available, the assumption remains that

families choose to make expenditures for items they feel will help

their children while at elementary and secondary school levels.

In summary, over the years home management research has included
studies of use of single resources for family maintenance activities.
Those resources most frequently studied were money, time, and energy.

Research focus has been to learn patterns of resource use by

families or individuals.
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Deacon (1962) presented a rationale for the home management
research focus when she said that money, time, and energy are evalu-
ative and permit the study of interrelationships:

Money and time permit comparisons of vafious uses for
resources in terms of alternative costs; they also
provide a basis for evaluating all resources which
are available to a family and measurable in terms of
time or money (p. 761).

None of the studies reviewed investigated time used for school-
related activities, per se. Several included a category of time use
called care of family members; its intent was that of physical care.
There were indications, however, that time used in activities with
children was an important component of homemakers' total time use.

Some studies of family tasks allocation mentioned school-related
activities but did not specify beyond general statements of helping
with homework. Child care has been found to be one activity that
parents shared. Studies that investigated a mix of managerial prac-
tices of homemakers included a few clues to school-related activities.
There was little evidence of expenditures for school-related items
when children were in elementary and secondary schools.

Research findings and management literature supported the use of
time as a measurement of human resources invested by families. Lack
of findings suggested the need to investigate allocation of money re-
sources for school-related expenditures when children are in
elementary grades. Students of family management encouraged an ex-

randed interpretation of family managerial activities including

reciprocal relationships with other social organizations.
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FAMILY-SCHOOL RELATIONSHIPS

The family holds primary importance as a socializing agent but
at age five or six, it sends its child to school where he becomes
involved with another important socializing agent, the school. The
child is primarily a product of his family's training when he enters
school (Havighurst and Neugarten, 1957). Whether or not there is
active, direct communication between school and family, they share in
the child's school participation. The school's influence is always
carried out in relation to the influence of the family.

From an historical perspective, said Havighurst and
Neugarten (1957), the school as a social institution has had an
ever-enlarging set of functions to perform in the socializing
process and an increasingly important place in the life of the child.
As they viewed it, the American school system performs two essential
functions. One of them is interpreting and transmitting the values
of society and inducting children into their society. The second is
to improve society by promoting its ideals and by helping children
make their maximum contributions to the community.

Educating its young is probably a society's second most funda-
mental task, second only to the problem of organizing itself to
carry out actions as a society. Once organized, if society is to
maintain itself, the young must be shaped to fit into the roles on
which society's survival depends (Coleman, 1961). According to
Williams (1960), a complex, technologically advanced society,

greatly dependent upon science and rapidly changing, requires an
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elaborate system of instruction and indoctrination if it is not to
regress to simpler levels.

As viewed by Bell and Vogel (1968), rise of the elaborate system
of instruction necessitates a functional interchange between family
and school:

The nuclear family is becoming almost exclusively
responsible for primary socialization and sociali-
zation for family participation, but it does not

provide the formal education to equip a person for
more specialized activities outside the family

(p. 8).
In exchange, the family expects its children to be adequately pre-
pared for entrance into the mainstream of American life. Such inter-
changes between family and other social organizations are always two-
way processes, although they may not be exactly balanced in the short
run (Bell and Vogel, 1968).

Schultz (1971) expressed a greater return than accommodation to
society's survival. He suggested that industrialized societies' in-
vestment in human capital has grown at a much faster rate than
investment in non-human capital and that this growth may well be the
most distinctive feature of modern economic systems. Two of the five
categories of activities Schultz identified as improving human capital
are the formally organized system of education at elementary, second-
ary, and higher levels; and informal study programs for adults.

Within this strong value commitment, American society has created
a system of tax-supported public education available to all and en-
forced by compulsory attendance laws. Control of a community's

schools remains in the hands of locally selected governing groups.
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Local control leads to vast differences in school systems but they
do, generally, reflect the dominant values of the community.

School districts have become large bureaucratic organizations as
tasks have increased in complexity and as student enrollments have
grown. One indication of the shift from small community school dis-
tricts to large, formal organizations, is the decline of one-teacher
schools from over 10,000 in 1929 to 241 in 1960 in Pennsylvania
(Governor's Committee on Education, 1960).

In that same period, almost 20 percent more pupils attended one-
third as many schools. At the end of the 1945 school year, Pennsyl-
vania had a net school enrollment of 1,539,680 pupils in 2,544 school
districts possessing 9,301 school buildings. By the end of the 1965
school year, there were 2,213,099 pupils in 1,870 school districts
possessing 4,633 buildings (Pennsylvania Statistical Abstract, 1967).

While the educational system has arisen from a belief in its
importance, Bell and Stub (1968) thought that Americans often paid lip
service to the broad values of education bﬁt were really only inter-
ested in the short ruh, practical payoff. It may be that community
members, and in particular parents, feel as though they don't under-
stand the structured bureaucracy that schools have become, they may
feel remote from schools, or that they are lacking in the ability to
know what schools should be doing and consequently leave the school
policy and programs to the "experts'.

Frankena (1970) considered it important that we conceive of the
family as educative in function. He said it is likely that some of
the trouble today is due to the fact that parents have slighted this

function leaving it too much to the schools.
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Parents have remained passive for decades, assuming that the
school "experts'" knew best what educational methods to use. Presently,
however, many parents are actively urging school reforms that they
feel are essential. Turmoil in the 1960's arose over the educational
system and its inability, as viewed by many critics, to meet the
changing needs of society.

Fantini (1969) found actions by a group of parents of East
Harlem in the fall of 1966 to be a significant turning point in
parent-school relationships. They effectively prevented the opening
of one New York city school. Their action became a symbol against the
insensitivity and unresponsiveness of a large school bureaucracy to
the concerns and aspirations of a community. From that beginning has
come a different approach to urban school reform which Fantini expres-
sed as a rekindling of principles that have long been held as central
to quality education. As he described, '"'They are public accounta-
bility and control of education. It is the public that decides on
policies and objectives for the school; it is the public that delegates
to the professional the role of implementer and reserves for itself the
role of accountant (p. 26)."

One working group in the White House Conference on Children (1970)
stated its belief that school plays a central role in the lives of
children and their parents. The school is in a position to enhance or
weaken the relationship between children and adults. One of their
recommendations was, ""That the school, and more specifically, teachers
should assume central responsibility for establishing and maintaining
meaningful relationships between children and adults in all walks of

life (p. 246)." Another urged that parents and children be actively
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involved in formulating school policies and curricula . . . after all,
"American schools are public institutions (p. 247)."

Parents have long been involved in their children's education.

An extensive literature reported investigations into parental influence
upon children's achievement in school and upon children's aspirations
for additional schooling. Differences in school achievement and
aspiration related to families' social class positions have also been
studied. These reports will not be elaborated here. Most investi-
gators found significant relationships between parental attitudes and
values regarding school and academic achievement of their children.
Most studies also found significant relationships between social class
indicants and other variables measured (e.g. Hillard and Roth, 1969;
Sewell, Haller and Portes, 1969; Herriott, 1963; Strodtbeck, 1961;
Rosen, 1961; and Kahl, 1953).

A few studies assumed that neighborhood schools reflected the
socio-economic status of families living in the neighborhood and in-
vestigated achievement or aspiration of youth attending those schools
(e.g. McDill, Rigsby and Meyers, 1969; McDill, Meyers, and Rigsby,
1967; Boyle, 1966; and Krauss, 1964).

One longitudinal study was based on the assumption that parents
were '"'significant others'" in the lives of their school-aged children
and that interaction between parents and their children had an effect
upon children's school achievement and upon expectations for additional
schooling (see Joiner, Erickson and Brookover, 1969; and Brookover,

Erickson and Joiner, 1967).
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In one phase of this study, parents were educated in ways of
relating to their children in the role of '"significant other'". The
results indicated a significant increase in grades of children in the
experimental group (Brookover, LePere, Hamachek, Thomas, and Erickson,
1965).

Baker (1970) explored the family as environment for educability.
She hypothesized that resources defined as objects, events, activities,
or persons within the home are available and may be used as ways of
helping prepare the preschool child for successful participation in
the education system. From her study, Baker conceptualized a profile
of family resourcefulness for educability made up of three groupings
of resources considered to be necessary in three environmental
properties of relevance to educability.

In a study of mother's role in socializing her child into the
behavior expected of pupils in an urban school Hess and Shipman (1966)
said:

The social and cultural distance between home

and school is sometimes taken to indicate a

lack of effort on the part of teachers or a

lack of motivation on the part of parents.

It seems more likely that neither is true and

that attempting to fix the blame on either evades

and confuses the more fundamental problems in

the structure of society (p. 3).
Hess and Shipman (1966) concluded that the images mothers hold of
school and probably transmit to their children come from the fact
that mothers regard school as a distant and formidable institution

with which they have little interaction and over which they exercise

little control.
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This study and others that came into being during the 1960's
resulted from serious questions raised about the failure of the
schools to make education relevant to children disadvantaged by race,
place of residence and/or family background. Societal concern led to
programs of compensatory education funded by the federal government.

According to Kerckhoff (1968), '"Consistent with American values,
a major approach to society's campaign against poverty is directed at
the children of the poor and utilizes the mechanisms of education
(p. 346)." Reports of pilot efforts in schools in many parts of the
nation are to be found in the educational research literature. And,
guides to school administrators and teachers are being published, as
illustrated by one Office of Education publication (Meeting Parents
Halfway, 1970).

One current trend is the direct involvement of parents in the
schools and in their children's education. It seems, however, that
one group of parents has been singled out. Wilkerson (1970) analyzed
the programs of compensatory education as an expedient alternative to
school integration. Most if not all of these special programs have
been undertaken to provide school experiences designed to compensate
for supposed inadequacies in the early developmental experiences of
children from impoverished homes.

Wilkerson found that almost all programs stressed community
involvement through home visits by teachers, parental participation
in field trips, meetings of parents and teachers, and use of special
school-community coordinators serving as go-betweens to family and

school.
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Operation Headstart is an example of a popular action program.
Announced in February, 1965, it was launched officially in July of
that year. It was intended as a summer experience to stimulate pre-
school children's intellectual and creative abilities. Plans were
included for involvement of parents in the total educational effort.
Kerckhoff (1968) said there has been increasing recognition that the
value of good work with children is depreciated if parents do not
cooperate with the program of the school.

Kerckhoff (1968) reviewed the programs that had, to date, been
based on teaching parents to teach their children. Those programs
included guided observations by parents of their children in inter-
action with teachers in preschool situations; use of a "Parents'
Pledge of Cooperation' which asked parents to promise to provide
certain educational aids and support to their children; lists of
activities they should carry out at home; and sessions at which
parents were presented materials and ways to use them which they, in
turn, were supposed to use with their children. Kerckhoff concluded
that a review of these programs raised problems in addition to
methodological ones. His questions pertained to parents as teachers
of their own as well as other parents' children or as teachers of
other parents.

Ip summary, a working relationship between family and school has
been viewed as desirable, benefitting both children and society.
Costs to families of carrying out the relationship have not been in-
vestigated. Until the recent past, parental cooperation with schools

has been limited to informal visits, attendance at school programs,
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conferences with teachers, participation in parent-teacher organi-
zations and their activities. Parental cooperation has been sought
as a way of increasing schools' effectiveness.

Recently, educators have been moving from a locked-door to an
open-door policy indicating an awareness that maximum education is
more likely to occur where family and school are brought closer to-
gether (Litwak and Meyer, 1967). They are coming to realize that a
child's motivation to learn is an important part of his ability to
receive education and that everyday continual encouragement is also
necessary if he is to be well educated (Litwak, 1968).

The turmoil of the 1960's led to infusion of vast amounts of
federal money into programs of compensatory education. These pro-
grams brought about an involvement of parents in school activities
not tried before. The aim was to help make successful the special
education programs designed for their children. Often parents
singled out for involvement were those considered to be disadvan-
taged in some way: economically, socially, culturally, by race, by

sex, or by middle-class standards.
FAMILY-SCHOOL LINKAGE

Families have long been involved in their children's education.
For most families the involvement has been informal and from the
sidelines. Societal changes have helped pinpoint the need to in-
volve parents formally and directly in schools' educational programs.
Schools are seeking ways to do so effectively. Students of the
family must be able to help families prepare to meet these new

demands. The White House Conference on Children (1970) reported
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that:

One significant research finding of the past

decade on emergent family forms and activities

in a rapidly changing society is that families

function more in a reciprocal than a subordinate

relationship with existing social organizations

and that institutions are expecting more recipro-

city in such dealings (p. 231).
The idea of the reciprocal relationship was supported by literature
from family sociologists studying the linkages between social systems.
In particular, development of ideas about linkages between primary
groups and bureaucratic organizations. Talcott Parsons (1959) ad-
vanced the belief that structure of the isolated nuclear family was
necessary for the survival of a complex industrialized society. He
thought that a nuclear family was free to move when an employment op-
portunity offered by a bureaucratic organization made it necessary.
As industrialized society developed, so did division of labor.
Family and formal organization functioned each in its own sphere and
did not interfere with the functioning of the other. Social sci-
entists also believed that while the functions assigned fhe family
were reduced, those remaining were highly specialized and essential
to both family and societal maintenance.

Litwak (1968) suggested that Parsons' structural analysis did not
go far enough. Rather than a primary group and bureaucratic organi-
zation'functioning at different poles, he proposed that they function
on a continuum with both working toward achievement of a common goal.
Litwak (1965) looked at family structure and suggested that the
family was not limited to performance of a few specialized functions.

He believed that the family actively intervened in many, if not all,

functions important to it. It did, however, contribute only part in
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each area to the achievement of the goal; the other part was contri-
buted by a formal organization.

According to Litwak (1968), the bureaucratic organization was
ideally suited to deal with problems requiring technical knowledge
and a concentration of resources. It offered trained experts with
maximum knowledge and experience which could be brought to bear on a
problem. In some situations the trained expert was needed and in
others, the trained expert could offer little advantage over one un-
trained. The primary group could best handle problems requiring
little technical knowledge. The primary group was best equipped to
deal with a complex situation where technical knowledge could not be
put together in time, or where knowledge was so limited or lacking
that the untrained was as well able to act as was the trained expert.

Litwak and Meyer (1967) proposed calling uniform those areas in
which the bureaucratic organization could best operate and nonuniform
the areas in which the primary group was most effective. Further,
they argued that both uniform and nonuniform tasks were to be found
in most areas of social endeavor; therefore, both primary and
bureaucratic group organizational forms were involved.

While close cooperation between the two is necessary for achiev-
ing goals, the primary group and bureaucratic organization do have
antithetical atmospheres (Litwak, 1968). Their very difference in
form accounts for the differential efficiency with which they deal
with tasks. It seemed to Litwak and Meyer (1967) that there is a
midpoint somewhere on the continuum at which the complementary con-

tributions of both organizations are maximized. They gave this
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theoretical viewpoint the name ''balance theory of coordination' and
proposed it as an alternative to linkage theory that views relations
between social forms as conflicting (p. 532).

Litwak and Meyer (1967) explored an application of their 'balance
theory of coordination' to the school and family. Linkage between
family and school arose from their common goal, that of education of
children.

Sussman (1969) accepted the Litwak and Meyer conceptualization
and said that most work done, to date, was a study of the bureau-
cratic organization's portion of the continuum. He believed it
necessary to look at the reciprocal relationship from the family's
point of view. Sussman suggested that linkage is both a process and
condition; if viewed as a state of being then it can be described.
He believed that the family may be viewed as both dependent and in-
dependent variable, adapting and influencing behavior of its members
and outsiders simultaneously.

At another writing, Sussman (1968) said that one cannot
generalize about the adjusting posture of the family or any other
social institution with which it interacts. At best, one can
identify problems, the positions assumed, and the mechanisms employed
to achieve accommodation. An investigation and description of the
family's input to a linkage with a social organization will serve as
a necessary first step.

Sussman (1971), continuing to develop his ideas around the
Litwak and Meyer viewpoint said, ''"The families which 'make it' are<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>