UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Santa Barbara

Family-School Cultural Continuity and School-Based Parental Engagement

A dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

in Counseling, Clinical, and School Psychology

by

Yuexin Zhang

Committee in charge:

Professor Shane R. Jimerson, Chair

Professor Matthew Quirk

Professor Jill Sharkey

September 2023



The dissertation of Yuexin Zhang is approved.

Jill Sharkey

Matthew Quirk

Shane Jimerson, Committee Chair

May 2022



Family-School Cultural Continuity and School-Based Parental Engagement
Copyright © 2022
By

Yuexin Zhang



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Earning my doctorate has been quite a journey and words cannot express my gratitude for all
that made such a journey possible. 1 would like to first give thanks to the One, my Lord Jesus
Christ, who has been with me every step in this journey. Never once did He leave me on my
own.

I would like to thank my advisor and committee chair, Dr. Shane Jimerson, who has set a role
model of being a humble, hungry, and smart applied psychology scholar/leader with a true
heart for disadvantaged children and families.

I would also like to express my gratitude to the committee members, Dr. Jill Sharkey and
Matthew Quirk, for their support and guidance to help me grow as a researcher. I can’t thank
Dr. Karen Nylund-Gibson enough for sharing with me her knowledge, skills, time, and
expertise in methodology. You make me proud of being a quantitative researcher. Many
thanks to my friend and lab mate Mihya Weber for the support she has given me in my
personal life and her brilliant research idea and leadership to make this international project
possible.

I also want to acknowledge my family. | am so blessed to have such a supportive family who
always pray for me, believe the best of me, and stand together with me when times get tough.
Thank you, grandpa, for modeling the work ethics that have benefited me for so many years.
Thank you for teaching me the importance of being a person of integrity. | miss you. Thank
you, grandma, for your unconditional love for me and the childlike heart that has warmed me
many times. Baba, for being a reliable father who wholeheartedly given me your best love
and nurture. Mama you are the Proverbs 31 woman in my heart and without your diligent
prayers, I don’t know where I would be at this point.

Finally, a very special thanks to my husband and best friend, Kun. I appreciate this man of
God who has shared many tears and laughers with me. Thank you for believing in me,
speaking truth in love to my heart, accepting me as who | am, and helping me grow to be
more like Jesus.



CHLOE (YUEXIN) ZHANG

EDUCATION

Ph.D. School Psychology
University of California, Santa Barbara, Expected: June 2023
Dissertation: Parent Engagement and Cultural Congruity in the Global Context
Advisor: Dr. Shane R. Jimerson

M.Ed. School Psychology
University of California, Santa Barbara, May 2020
Thesis: Multicultural and International Training in School Psychology Programs
Advisor: Dr. Shane R. Jimerson

M.Ed. School Counseling
College of William and Mary, May 2017

B.A. Spanish Philology
Peking University, June 2015
Thesis: The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia: Past, Present, and Future
Advisor: Dr. Yanping Lu

ACADEMIC LANGUAGES

Mandarin (Native), Teochew (Native), Cantonese (Native)
English (Fluent), Spanish (Intermediate)

HONORS AND AWARDS

2022 International Center for School-Based Y outh Development (iCSBYD) Award
2021 Department of Counseling, Clinical, and School Psychology Fellowship

2021 Ray E. Hosford Memorial Fellowship

2015 Merit Student Award, Peking University

2013 Santander Scholarship, Peking University

2012 May 4" Medal, Peking University

JOURNAL ARTICLES

Zhang, Y., Weber, M., & Jimerson, S. R. (in progress). Examining cultural congruity and
parental engagement in schools: Some evidence from PISA. School Psychology
International.



Zhang, Y., Hatzichristou, C., & Jimerson, S. R. (in progress). Multicultural and international

training in school psychology programs: A global perspective. School
Psychology International.

Zhang, Y., Kaur, L., Mittelstet, A., & Jimerson, S. R. (in progress). ldentification of specific
learning disabilities in English Language Learners: Ethical considerations for
psychoeducational assessment practices. Current Research in Psychology
and Behavioral Science.

Weber, M., Zhang, Y., Mittelstet, A., Kaur, L., & Jimerson, S. R. (2022). Effective
classroom management to support elementary students: Promoting student
success through reducing off-task problem behaviors. Current Research in
Psychology and Behavioral Science, 3 (7), 1067-1072.

DOI: 10.54026/CRPBS/1067.

Zhang, Y., Weber, M., Kaur, L., Mittelstet, A., & Jimerson, S. R. (2022). Toward a critical
transactional ecological developmental theory: Informing and advancing practice
and science. Current Research in Psychology and Behavioral Science, 3 (2), 1-6.

Stifel, S. W., Feinberg, D. K., Zhang, Y., Chan, M. K., & Wagle, R. (2020). Assessment
during the COVID-19 pandemic: Ethical, legal, and safety considerations moving
forward. School Psychology Review, 49(4), 438-452.

BOOKS CHAPTERS

Jimerson, S. R., Brock, S. E., Weber, M., Mittelstet, A., & Zhang, Y. (Accepted).
Multicultural and cross-national considerations in school crisis intervention. In
Hatzichristou, C. & Nastasi, B.K. (Eds), Handbook of school psychology in the
global context. New York, NY. Springer.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., & Zhang, Y. (Accepted). Crisis prevention and intervention for
children and adolescents. In L. Theodore & M. Bray (Eds.), Desk reference in
school psychology. Oxford University Press.

Jimerson, S. R., Zhang, Y., & Weber, M. (Accepted). School psychology in the global
context. In Hatzichristou, C. & Nastasi, B.K. (Eds), Handbook of school
psychology in the global context. New York, NY. Springer.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., Zhang, Y., Ruderman, M., Stifel, S. (2021). School violence. In
F. Maggino (Ed.), Encyclopedia of quality of life and well-being research.
Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69909-7 2603-2

Weber, M., Zhang, Y., Mittelstet, A., & Jimerson, S. R. (2021). School cultural congruity. In
K. A. Allen, A. E. Reupert, & L. G. Oades (Eds.), Building better schools with
evidence-based policy: Adaptable policy guidelines for teachers and school
leaders. Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Vi


https://www.corpuspublishers.com/article-info/effective-classroom-management--to-support-elementary-students%3A--promoting-student-success-through--reducing-off-task-problem-behaviors-540
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69909-7_2603-2

PRESENTATIONS

Papers

Zhang, Y. (2022, May). School psychologists & school counselors in the U.S. Paper
presented at the International School Psychology Association (ISPA) Students’
Initiatives Meeting. Athens, Greece. Virtual presentation.

Zhang, Y., Mierzwa, C., Brum, A., & Jimerson, S. R. (2020, November). Enhancing social-
emotional MTSS Tier 2 support through community collaboration. Paper
presented at the annual conference of the California Association of School
Psychologists. Palm Spring, California. Virtual presentation.

Zhang, Y., Hatzichristou, C. G., & Jimerson, S. R., (2020, July). A global perspective on
multicultural and international training in school psychology. Diversity dialogue
presented at the annual conference of the National Association of School
Psychologists. Baltimore, Maryland.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., Zhang, Y., & Mittelstet, A. (2020, November). District-wide
implementation of multi-tiered systems of support: examining processes, fidelity,
and student outcomes. Paper presented at the annual conference of the California
Association of School Psychologists. Palm Spring, California. Virtual
presentation.

Jimerson, S. R., Hatzichristou, S., & Zhang, Y. (2020, February). Multicultural and
international training in school psychology programs. Presented at the annual
conference of the National Association of School Psychologists. Baltimore,
Maryland.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., Zhang, Y., & Mittelstet, A. (2020, February). Bringing
behavioral MTSS to your school: Addressing barriers to implementation. Paper
presented at the annual conference of the National Association of School
Psychologists. Baltimore, Maryland.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., Zhang, Y., & Mittelstet, A. (2020, February). Examining
district-wide implementation of Multi-Tiered Systems of Support: Measuring
fidelity and student outcomes. Paper presented at the annual conference of the
National Association of School Psychologists. Baltimore, Maryland.

Jimerson, S. R., Weber, M., Zhang, Y., & Mittelstet, A. (2019, October). District-wide
implementation of Multi-Tiered Systems of Support: Examining processes,
fidelity, and student outcomes. Paper presented at the annual conference of the
California Association of School Psychologists. Long Beach, California.

vii



Jimerson, S. R., Zhang, Y., & Weber, M. (2018, November). Risks and rewards of
implementing Multi-Tiered Systems of Support: Examining processes, fidelity,
and student outcomes. Paper presented at the 2018 California Association of
School Psychologist (CASP) conference. San Diego, California.

Posters

Weber, M., Zhang, Y., Mittelstet, A., Kaur, L., Holland, S., & Jimerson, S.R. (2022,
October). Preliminary development and validation of the School Cultural
Congruity Scale. Presented at the annual conference of the California Association
of School Psychologists (CASP). Los Angeles, California.

Zhang, Y., Weber, M., Kaur, L., Mittelstet, A., Holland, S., & Jimerson, S.R. (2022,
October). Examining Cultural Continuity and Parental Engagement in
Schools. Presented at the annual conference of the California Association of
School Psychologists (CASP). Los Angeles, California.

Zhang, Y., Weber, M., Kaur, L., & Jimerson, S.R. (2022, July). Examining cultural
continuity and parental engagement in schools. Poster presented at the at the 43
International School Psychology Association (ISPA) conference. Leuven,
Belgium.

Jimerson, S. R., Mittelstet, A., Weber, M., & Zhang, C. (2020, November). District-wide
implementation of Multi-Tiered Systems of Support: Examining processes,
fidelity, and student outcomes. Paper presented at the annual conference of the
California Association of School Psychologists. Palm Spring, California. Virtual
presentation.

Zhang, Y., Hatzichristou, C. G., & Jimerson, S. R. (2020). Multicultural and international
training in school psychology: A global perspective. Poster presented at the
annual conference of the National Association of School Psychologists.
Baltimore, Maryland.

Zhang, Y., Jimerson, S.R., & Weber, M. (2019, August). Are all students benefiting from
MTSS? Understanding MTSS implementation fidelity and student achievement.
Poster presented at the annual conference of American Psychological
Association. Chicago, Illinois.

Weber, M. Frizelle, Z., Jimerson, S. R., Zhang, C. (2019, August). Multi-tiered Systems of
Support, fidelity, and student Achievement. Poster presented at the annual
conference of the American Psychological Association. Chicago, Ilinois.

Weber, M., Jimerson, S. R., Zhang, C. (2019, February). Multi-tiered Systems of Support:

Examining processes, fidelity, and student outcomes. Presented at the annual
conference of the American Psychological Association. Atlanta, Georgia.

viii



Zhang, Y., Jimerson, S.R., & Weber, M. (2019, July). The effect of MTSS implementation
and ELL status on reading among sixth graders: understanding MTSS
implementation fidelity and student achievement. Poster presented at the 415t
International School Psychology Association (ISPA) conference. Basel,
Switzerland.

Jimerson, S.R., Zhang, Y., & Weber, M. (2018, July). Taming the lions: Examining
classroom management method to reduce off-task and problem behaviors. Poster
presented at the 40" International School Psychology Association (ISPA)
conference. Tokyo, Japan.

PROFESSIONAL/COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP AND SERVICE

2020-2022 Student Editorial Board member of School Psychology Review

2019-2020 Convention Chair, APA Student Affiliates in School Psychology (SASP)
2018-2019 Convention Chair Elect, APA Student Affiliates in School Psychology (SASP)

2016-2017 Secretary, Chi Sigma lota Counseling Honor Society, College of William & Mary

TEACHING AND SUPERVISORY EXPERIENCE

2020-2021  CNCSP 197/97/199RA/99RA, Teaching Associate (.50 FTE)
Developmental Psychopathology & Special Topics Seminar Series
Duties: teaching, grading, fieldwork training, group supervision of student
leaders (captains), review and evaluation of research papers

2019-2020  CNCSP 197/97/199RA/99RA, Teaching Assistant (.25 FTE)
Group Counseling & Special Topics Seminar Series
Duties: teaching, grading, fieldwork training, group supervision of student
leaders (captains), review and evaluation of research papers

2018-2019  CNCSP 197/97/199RA/99RA, Student Assistant (.25 FTE)
Fieldwork Supervision & Special Topics Seminar Series
Duties: fieldwork hour management and training new students.

ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL POSITIONS

2019-2020  Research Assistant (.25 FTE)
Harding University Partnership School, P1: Shane Jimerson
Duties: Developed group curriculum for use in Friendship Groups.
Coordinated logistics related to social skills groups. Recruited and supervised
undergraduate group leaders. Collected and analyzed group data. Presented

iX



project outcomes to stakeholders and administrators. Presented project
outcomes at conferences.

GRADUATE CLINICAL TRAINING

2022 APA-Accredited Internship, Dallas Children’s Advocacy Center (~ 2,000 hours)
Supervisor: Dr. Elena Doskey de Lobon
Highlights: Assess and provide Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy
(TF-CBT), Parent-Child Interaction Therapy (PCIT), and Child and Family
Traumatic Stress Intervention (CFTSI) to families and children experiencing and
exposed to sexual trauma. Co-provide services to Spanish-speaking families.

2021 Parent-Child Interaction Therapy (PCIT) Training (~ 5 hours/week)
Supervisor: Dr. Miya Barnett
Highlights: Provided parental training to promote positive behaviors and improve
the quality of the parent-child relationship. Provided in-the-moment coaching of
parent-child interactions. Taught techniques to manage and reduce problematic
child behaviors.

2020 School Psychology Externship, Isla Vista Elementary School (~ 300 hours)
Supervisor: Evi Limon-Ngai, M.Ed.
University Supervisor: Erin Dowdy, Ph.D.
Highlights: Created an asynchronous webinar and a digital library regarding
trauma-informed practices for all teachers in the district. Created social-
emotional learning curriculums for families. Provided behavioral consultation
sessions for families of English Language Learners (ELLS).

2019 School Psychology Practicum, Ellwood Elementary School (~ 450 hours)
Supervisor: Joe Isaacson, M.Ed.
University Supervisor: Jill Sharkey, Ph.D.
Highlights: Provided behavioral consultation sessions to special education
teachers from the Therapeutic Learning Program (TLP). Provided consultation
sessions for families of English Language Learners (ELLS) with social skill and
academic concerns. Facilitated a social-emotional learning workshop on
behavioral strategies for all elementary school teachers in the district.

2017 School Counseling Internship, Magruder Elementary School (~ 300 hours)
Supervisor: Kate Lubrano, M.Ed.
University Supervisor: Johnston Brendel, Ed.D.
Highlights: Planned and implemented the social justice data driven project.
Initiated a deployment group for military children.

2016 School Counseling Internship, Toano Middle School (~ 300 hours)
Supervisor: Brandi White, M.Ed.
University Supervisor: Johnston Brendel, Ed.D.



2016

Highlights: Started the “Latino Success Club” for first-generation Latino English
Language Learners (ELLS) to navigate higher-education options.

School Counseling Practicum, Lafayette High School (~152 hours)

Supervisor: Leigh Pottle, M.Ed.

University Supervisor: Johnston Brendel, Ed.D.

Highlights: Assisted with career development workshop. Facilitated the Sacando
los Cinco C'’s counseling group for Latino ELLs.

TRAININGS AND CERTIFICATIONS

2021

2021

2021

2020

2020

2020

2020

2019

2018

2018

Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy. 11 Hours of Continuing
Education Credit.

Cognitive Behavioral Intervention for Trauma in Schools (CBITS) Program:
Bounce Back Provider Training Course. 6 Hours of Continuing Education
Credit.

Eye Movement Desensitization Reprocessing (EMDR) Therapy: "The Past is
Present." Webinar by Francine Shapiro, PhD. The Psychology Webinar Group.

Telehealth for Mental Health Professionals: 2-Day Distance Therapy Training.
Workshop by Joni Gilbertson, LCPC, BC-TMH. PESI, Inc.

Trauma-Informed Education: Supporting Safety, Health, and Learning.
Workshop by Stephan Salter, LMFT. Santa Barbara, CA.

Substance Misuse and Motivational Interviewing. Workshop by Richard M.
Petersen. Santa Barbara, CA.

Proactive Behavior Interventions. Workshop by Philbert Pandac, BCBA. Santa
Barbara, CA.

Crisis Preparedness and Response. Workshop by Shane Jimerson, Ph.D. Santa
Barbara, CA.

Assessment of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students. Workshop by
Chunyan Yang, Ph.D. Santa Barbara, CA.

Supporting Students with Autism: Pivotal Response Therapy. Workshop by Ty
Vernon. Ph.D. Santa Barbara, CA.

ASSESSMENTS ADMINISTERED

Beery-Buktenica Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration, Sixth Edition
Behavior Assessment System for Children - Third Edition, (BASC-3; SRP-C/TRS-C/PRS-C)

Xi



Child and Adolescent Memory Profile (CHAMP)

Conners Continuous Performance Test, Third Edition (CPT-3)
Conner’s Third Edition Short Form - Teacher Report/Parent Report
Emotional Disturbance Decision Tree (EDDT)

Grooved Pegboard Test

Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children - Second Edition (KABC-I11)
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales, Fifth Edition (SB-5)

Social Skills Rating System (SSRS)

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales - Third Edition (Vineland-3)
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test - Third Edition (WIAT-111)
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Fifth Edition (WISC-V)
Woodcock-Johnson IV - Tests of Achievement (WJ-1V ACH)
Woodcock-Johnson 1V - Tests of Cognitive Abilities (WJ-1V COG)

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

2019-present California Association of School Psychologists (CASP)
2019-present American Psychological Association (APA)
2019-present National Association of School Psychologists (NASP)
2018-present International School Psychology Association (ISPA)

Xii



ABSTRACT

Family-School Cultural Continuity and School-Based Parental Engagement

by

Yuexin Zhang

Parental engagement is impacted by a plethora of factors. Using a large international
sample involving countries and regions from Asia, Europe, and Latino America, the first half
of this research investigates the association between parental engagement and family-school
cultural congruity using the BCH approach for Latent Class Analysis (LCA). The findings
from Study 1 confirm that family-school cultural continuity is associated with level of
parental engagement in schools. Parents actively participating in all engagement
opportunities are more likely to show high family-school cultural congruity. On the contrary,
parents who are less engaged in all engagement opportunities usually are the parents who
experience lower levels of cultural congruity between home and school. The parents who
participate in some forms of opportunities but not the others show different cultural congruity
profiles. Moreover, lower-educated parents are less likely to question the services they
received. In light of these findings, ongoing efforts are needed to address disparities in the
school engagement experiences of culturally different families, especially families from less
educated backgrounds. Study 1 points to the importance of a more comprehensive

conceptualization of family-school cultural congruity and thus, leads to the research endeavor
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of the establishment of a cross-cultural cultural congruity scale, which is the focus of Study
2. Study 2 shows satisfactory measurement invariance of the School Cultural Congruity
Scale (SCCS) between China and U.S., which makes it possible for mean-based research
comparison regarding family-school cultural congruity across these two countries.

Keywords: parental engagement, cultural congruity, promoting engagement

Xiv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO STUDY 1 ..o 1
STUDY 1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES......ccvtitierieieieie e sie s esee e 5
CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: THE VISION MODEL ........c..ccccoevviveenne. 6
PARTICIPANTS. .ttt tteteette ettt sttt bbbt bbbt et b bt e b e st e st e bbbt s bt bt e e et e st e nbe st b e 11
PROCEDURE .....utttittattesieieste st steaseestestesbe st b bt abe e s e seesbesbe b e e beese e st e s e b e nbesbeene et et e st e abesbenrennes 13
Identification of Auxiliary Variables Measuring Home-School Cultural Congruity...... 13
Identification of Latent Class Indicators Measuring Parental Engagement .................. 15
DATA ANALYSIS PLAN.....cttitiitieieieie ettt see et sttt sbesbesbesbesseeseeseeneenaessesseeneaneas 22
Class ENUMETATION .....c..eiuieiiieie ettt e st eenneenre e e eneeeneenes 23
LCA ANGIYSES ...ttt ettt et e st e e e e e nte et e ne e ne e e e e aeeneenraenre s 23
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS FOR STUDY L.ttt 26
PEARSON CORRELATIONS AMONG STUDY VARIABLES........coveiieieieriesiesiesseeseesieseessessesseenas 26
CLASS ENUMERATION RESULTS.....ctiitiitiitisiieiieie ettt sttt nne bbb s s 27
AUTOMATIC BCH METHOD RESULTS....c.utitiitiitiarieieiesiestesseeeeseeseessessessessessessesssessessessessens 30
Regression Auxiliary Model Combined with Latent Class Regression Results............... 33
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION. ..ottt sttt st sresnenneas 36
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS ......couiiieieiesiestesiesseesieseeseessessessesseessesseseessessassenses 45
CHAPTER 6: INTRODUCTION TO STUDY 2 ..ot 48
CHAPTER 7: STUDY 2 METHODOLOGY ..ottt sneenens 50
TRANSLATION PROCEDURE.......ccutetiesietetestesseateeseessessessessessaassassessessessessssssessessessessessessessenns 50
DATA COLLECTION ...ttttttsttsteeteeseeseeste st sbessesseeseeseessessesbesbesbesssebesbesbenbesbeebeeseeneeseesbesbesseaneas 51
DATA SCREENING ....vevtetestesteateeseeseeseestessesseeseeseeseessessessesseaseessessessessessessessesssessnssessessensensens 52
DATA ANALYSIS PLAN.....ccttittitieieieieste sttt e ste st te e te e e saesaessessestassaesaeneessesseseessaaseanens 53
Stage 1: Establishment of the Five-Factor Structure of SCCS-US..........ccccooevviieinnen. 54
Stage 2: Measurement INVATIANCE ...........coueiieiieiieiieiee e e 55
CHAPTER 8: RESULTS FOR STUDY 2.ttt e 56
R3] 17X =3 SRS 56

R 7Y =SSP 57
CHAPTER 9: STUDY 2 DISCUSSION .....oooiiiiiiiieiiisiesiisee et 63
CHAPTER 10: PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS. ... .ottt 70
(070) (o] I U] [0 NSRRI 74
REFERENGCES ...t et b e bbbttt bbb 76
APPENDIX ...ttt ettt ettt et e Rttt n et re et nne e 90

XV



Chapter 1: Introduction to Study 1

The 215t century promises an increasingly interconnected world. Growth in global
migration has led to more diversity in schools internationally in terms of race, ethnicity,
gender, age, languages, and mental and physical characteristics (Suarez-Orozco, 2001). The
intersectionality of the marked identities further complicates the challenges facing schools, as
each of the types of inequalities is interconnected and cannot be understood in isolation from
one another in the related systems of oppression and social stratification. In light of the
shifting composition of modern society and the complexities of systems of inequality and
privilege, schools around the world are confronted with the social and pedagogical
challenges of combating educational inequalities for disadvantaged children.

In the quest for educational equity, it is no enigma that parents play a crucial role in
this pursuit. Across the world, there is a growing recognition of the importance of building
strong and stable links between school and home to increase the educational attainment of the
youth (Bowen, 2009; DEECD, 2008). There is a plethora of evidence manifesting that
parental engagement in schooling, which includes a wide variety of behaviors and attitudes,
is closely associated with pupil school success and optimal development (i.e., Araque et al.,
2017; Kethineni et al., 2021; Latunde & Clark-Louque, 2016; Redding et al., 2004; Sheridan
et al., 2010). On the other hand, engaging parents is a shared goal and challenge in many
countries and across different school systems, because it is convoluted with the historically
embedded sociocultural impediments that parents often face (Mendez, 2010). Such hurdles
include psychological and material barriers that operate differentially and discriminatingly
across the social classes and individual differences among parents within social classes

(Harris & Goodall, 2007).



Promoting parent engagement in disadvantaged groups requires actively challenging
the biased views shaped by the fallen system and striving for evidence-based and culturally
sensitive endeavors. First, educators around the world ought to be acutely aware of the
dangerous hierarchical view on the nature of minority parental engagement in children’s
education. There has long been the jeopardous belief of seeing minority parents as less
engaged in the children’s education due to a lack of interest or care (Kim, 2009). When
considering the data of parental engagement and children’s academic achievement, the
misconception that the underachievement of children from minority backgrounds is
associated with their parents’ lack of engagement in school further causes greater division
and hinders parental engagement. Such misconception contradicts the consistent research
showing minority parents’ care and interests in their children’s education and well-being as
much as their counterparts (DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho, 2005; Drummon & Stipek, 2004;
Martin, 2015; Valencia, 2002). The field has long called for studying the factors impacting
the school involvement of parents, minority parents particularly, to better understand the
dynamics behind family-school interactions.

Second, many approaches adopted by schools to promote parental engagement are
flawed because they neglect the diversity among parents and assume power equality between
schools and parents as well as in majority-minority relations, which may in the long run
broadening the gap between the involved and the uninvolved parents and the achievement
gap among students (Crozier & Davies, 2007). It is dangerous to assume that all families are
the same in terms of their needs, values, resources, preferred interactions with schools, and
challenges faced by the families. This “blanket assumption” bewilders the urgency of

tackling structural oppressions because it assumes the homogeneity of power, capabilities,



social capital among parents in school engagement. Also, the “one size fits all” approach can
double jeopardize educational equality around class, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status, and
exacerbate the existing power divisions between schools and families (Harris & Goodall,
2008). Such false views and approaches need to be corrected with the precondition of a
deeper understanding of the difference between schools and families.

Researchers have studied the role of cultural discontinuity in the dynamics behind
racial/ethnic minority students’ learning and school engagement. “Cultural discontinuity”
describes the specific discrepancies (i.e., language, behavioral norms) between the
mainstream culture and the minoritized culture and the degree of such a discontinuity that
can interfere with students’ involvement and learning in schools (i.e., Trueba, 1987; Tyler et
al., 2008; Weisner et al., 1988). Cultural discontinuity can impact student engagement
according to the contextual view of cognition: cultural context impacts the development of
social and cognitive processes, and different sets of cognitive and social-behavioral
repertoires are developed when there are important differences between the mainstream
culture and the minority culture. It is hypothesized that the academic and psychological
challenges faced by many cultural minority students are linked to perceived cultural
discontinuity with the school systems of which they are part as they may find the adaptation
process more challenging, or they can encounter difficulties in decoding the cues presented in
the classroom (Bingham & Okagaki, 2012).

Given that cultural discontinuity between family and school is likely to impact
student engagement, can the hypothesis be extended to parental engagement in school? There
Is a scarcity of empirical studies to examine family-school cultural congruity and parental

engagement. The majority of the existing literature related to cultural congruity concentrates



heavily on student outcomes such as socialization (Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006), academic
performance (i.e., Allen & Boykin, 1992; Penderi et al., 2009; Taggart, 2017; Torres, 2017),
psychological distress (i.e., Cholewa & West-Olatunji, 2008), and dropout (i.e., Garrett,
1995). Studies examining parents’ perspectives towards family-school dissonance and how it
can impact parental engagement remain relatively scarce. In addition, much of the research
examining parental engagement use data specific to one country; studies based on data from
outside contexts are considerably fewer in number (Sebastian et al., 2017). Empirical
evidence across a variety of contexts is needed to find out whether family-school cultural
incongruity composes a significant part of parents’ school engagement experiences.

Part one of the dissertation study seeks to close the literature gap by exploring the
association between family-school cultural congruity and parental engagement in schools. A
theoretical model, the VISION model, is first presented, which is used to capture basic
elements of family-school cultural congruity. The first half of the dissertation study focuses
on quantitatively investigating the association between parental engagement and cultural
congruity between school and home using an international dataset, the 2018 OECD
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA 2018). Specifically, a few items
from PISA 2018 were selected to represent the construct of parental engagement and home-
school cultural congruity based on the VISION model. Latent class analyses (LCAS) were
then conducted to identify homogeneous subgroups of parental engagement. Next, the
cultural congruity items were used as auxiliary variables to examine how likely an individual
is to adopt a pro-cultural-congruity response based on the parent engagement level. The last
step of Study 1 involved adding parental education level as covariates to investigate how the

link between family-school cultural congruity and parental engagement would be impacted.



The cultural congruity items rather than parental engagement items were used as
auxiliary variables because auxiliary variables, or outcome variables, can serve for schools to
identify areas of improvement for cultural practices in the school-family interactive
dynamics. If parental engagement items were to be used as the auxiliary items, schools would
discern parents’ preferred engagement activities depending on their family-school cultural
congruity pattern, but will not obtain direct implications for improvement of cultural
practices with families. It is essential to clarify that even though the cultural congruity items
were added as the “auxiliary outcome variables,” there is no casual relationship in the LCAs.
Therefore, it is untenable to perceive in anyway that parents’ perception of family-school
cultural congruity, either satisfaction or dissatisfaction, is caused by their precedented
engagement pattern.

Study 1 Research Questions and Hypotheses

The purpose of part one of this dissertation research seeks to explore the relationship
between family-school cultural congruity and school-based parental engagement using Latent
Class Analysis (LCA) and an international dataset, PISA 2018. The following research
questions are to be answered by part one of this dissertation:

RQ1: How does parents’ family-school cultural congruity level associate with their parental

engagement level?
Ha: A parent with a higher level of family-school cultural congruity will be
more likely to belong to the latent classes showing a higher and more
balanced school-based parental engagement pattern.

RQ2: Controlling for parent education level, what is the relation between cultural congruity

and parental engagement?



H2: Controlling for the parents’ education level, high and balanced school-

based parental engagement is still linked with high family-school cultural congruity.

To answer the research questions, the theoretical model used to capture the concept of
cultural congruity is first introduced in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 is the methodology section,
which outlines a description of the sample, the selection procedure of items representing
school-based parental engagement and family-school cultural congruity, and the data analysis
plan. The analysis results are presented in Chapter 4, and Chapter 5 contains the discussions
of the results.

Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework: the VISION Model

The dissertation research applies the VISION Model of Cultural Responsiveness
(Barbet et al., 1997) to conceptualize family-school cultural congruity. Originated from the
anthropological culture theory of Goodenough (1981), the VISION model does not use
ethnographic descriptions to create portraits of communities’ cultures, but instead
emphasizes the ongoing processes that constantly influence the contents of the communities’
culture pools. The model offers insights into the interactive relations that can lead to cultural
evolutions and changes. Based on the VISION model, family-school cultural congruity is
measured by capturing the following six aspects: (1) Values and belief systems, (2)
Interactional style, (3) Structuring style, (4) Operational strategies, (5) Interpretation of
experiences, and (6) Needs.

The component of Values and Belief Systems asks the question of “what is important
to you?” This domain attends to how much the family’s systems of values and beliefs

resemble that of the school. Differences in value and belief orientation manifest how the

school and the family vary in ways of perceiving the world and how the daily practices are



performed differently according to the variances. This section collects information on the
extent of shared cultural understanding between the school and the family. This section also
collects information on the cultural representation and the cultural background matching
between the school and the family. Research has shown that a lack of shared cultural
understanding between school staff and racially and ethnically diverse families considerably
hinder family engagement regarding school event attendance and volunteering at school
(Noel et al., 2013). Parental engagement also seems to be impacted by the presence of school
staff with similar cultural backgrounds. Vinopal (2018) suggested that compared to children
in the same classroom who share similar cultural backgrounds with the teacher, the parental-
teacher racial-ethnic mismatch is linked to a significantly lower likelihood of teacher-
initiated parental engagement or parent conference attendance. Mundt et al. (2015) found that
parent engagement is higher among Latinx families when their child has a Latinx teacher. It
is worth noting that the diversity of the students should go beyond race and ethnicity, which
is the purpose of incorporating the VISION model.

The component of Interactional Style seeks to answer the question of “what is the
preferred mode of communication?” This part focuses on the preferred style of
communication between the family and the school, which includes communication content
and approach. Knowing more about the parents’ perspectives regarding family-school
communication can strengthen parental engagement. Swick (2003) highlights the importance
of using authentic, meaningful, and growth-promoting communication to strengthen family-
school partnership, which is an important indicator of parental engagement. The items under
the section of Interactional Style addresses the core components of accessible

communication: regularity, multi-model, being offered in a language that is easy to



understand by the parents, and reporting useful information (i.e., progress, behaviors;
Tarasawa & Waggoner, 2015). Items under the section of interactional style seek to capture if
the school’s communication style, content, language, among other communication
characteristics, match those of the family.

The S component of the VISION model refers to structuring a relationship that best
fits the unique needs of the involved parties. This section aims at collecting information on
parents’ perceptions towards their current relationship with the school. Families with a
minority status (i.e., low-income, immigrants) are generally disadvantaged in their
relationship with school due to unfamiliarity with the dominant school culture compared to
other families (Kim, 2009). School and family can have different perceptions about how their
relationship should be structured. Some may consider a close collaboration to be ideal; others
may consider space and distance to be respectful and a gesture of trust. Variance in how to
structure school-home relationships is an indicator of cultural mismatch. Traditionally,
schools have certain values and requirements towards parents, and those who do not meet
such values are considered “hard to reach parents.” However, the parents may perceive it
differently depending on the backgrounds and values they hold (Crozier & Davies, 2005).
Bringing awareness to how the school and the family expect to structure their relationship
and process can shed light on the diverse values and contributions parents make in their
children's education and advance the family-school partnership.

Interpretation of Experiences is the fourth component of the VISION model, which
features an individual’s internal responses to external stimuli. In other words, it captures an
individual’s interpretation of experiences in an individual's phenomenal world, which would

impact the individual’s emotions and behaviors and produce interactive learning. This



component of the VISION model is reflected in the response scale of SCCS, where parents’
interpretation of their cultural interactions with the school is collected.

Operational Strategies centers on the congruency between the school and the
family’s approach to achieving the educational goals. This section of the scale captures
information on learning environment, curriculum, and pedagogy. First, a safe environment is
central to develop a culturally responsive classroom and facilitate effective learning and
teaching. Such an environment can be cultivated through meaningful and collaborative
relationships, equitable treatment, the enhancement of self-confidence, cooperation, and
motivation to excel (Cartledge, 2008; Johnson, 2019; Linan-Thompson, 2018; Morrison,
2008; Quezada, 2019; Weinstein, 2003; Weinstein, 2004). Second, Morrison et al. (2008)
suggest that curriculums, learning activities, and learning materials be chosen based on
student and family input so they are culturally relevant for their student population. Research
also recommends selecting curriculums that represent diversity (i.e., pictures, languages,
people from diverse backgrounds) and demonstrate diverse viewpoints (Gay, 2002; Morrison
et al., 2008; Shultz et al., 2014). The curriculum can be more culturally responsive by
allowing students to learn and present what they learned in ways relevant to their cultural
background, including presenting in the native language and engaging in class discussions
with their cultural knowledge (Morrison et al., 2008). Third, adopting culturally relevant
pedagogy to teach the materials is also conducive to integrating culture into the curriculum
(Abdulrahim and Orosco, 2020). It is critical for teachers to work with students and families
in a culturally appropriate way. It is also important for teachers to relate their teaching to
students’ cultures and to teach students in a way that makes sense given their cultural

backgrounds (Keehne, 2018; Gay, 2002; Linan-Thompson, 2018; Weinstein 2003).



Understanding the congruence between the school’s educational approach and that of the
family can provide education professionals with an understanding of the degree to which
their approaches are inclusive of the students they serve.

Needs in the VISION model gives insight into the desired outcomes and needs agreed
on by the family and the school (Ballon-Harn & Garrett, 2008). It seeks to answer the
question of what are your hopes for your child? The family culture—their values, beliefs, and
attitudes—will dictate what they want for their child, which can differ from the school.
Research has shown that for underrepresented families, such variances are more visible and
there is greater discomfort in response to the different values in children’s behavioral and
academic expectations from the dominant school culture. These differences between the
families and the school staff can considerably impede parental engagement in school
(Oztiirk, 2013). Differences often exist regarding parents and schools’ expectations for
children’s behavior. Most of these expectations and problem-solving methods held by
educators tend to be based on individualistic middle-class cultural perspectives (Amatea,
2009). A deeper understanding of these differences can facilitate better collaborative
strategies to address the existing expectation incongruence and to enhance school-family
partnership.

Summary

Part one of this dissertation study uses the VISION Model of Cultural Responsiveness

(Barbet et al., 1997) to select items related to family-school cultural congruity from the PISA
2018 dataset. Items are selected for each of the five domains of the VISION model (values
and beliefs, interactions, relationships, operational strategies, needs and desired outcomes).

The sixth component of the VISION model, interpretation of experiences, is reflected in
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responses to measure items. The next chapter will discuss the methodology in greater detail.
Chapter 3: Study 1 Methodology
This section of the dissertation research concentrates on the design of Study 1. Study

1 seeks to explore the association between cultural congruity and parental engagement in
schools. Study 1 uses Latent Class Analysis (LCA) to quantitatively investigate cultural
congruity between school and home from the parents’ perspectives and how it associates
with school-based parental engagement using an international dataset, PISA 2018. This
chapter includes a description of the sample and the item selection procedure from the
dataset, PISA 2018, that represent school-based parental engagement and family-school
cultural congruity. The chapter also outlines the data analysis plan.

Participants

The PISA 2018 data are used to examine the relationship between proactive parental

engagement and home-school cultural congruity. The PISA assessments are conducted by the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) every three years with
the goal of representing countries across the world. PISA 2018 assessed the cumulative
outcomes of education and learning of children at the age of 15, which is a point when most
children are still enrolled in formal education. A two-stage sampling procedure was
conducted. A representative sample of at least 150 schools was first collected, considering
factors such as location and level of education. In the second stage, roughly 42 15-year-old
students were randomly selected from each school. The sample size of most countries ranges
from 4000 to 8000 students (Schleicher, 2019). Schools could be excluded from the PISA

sample if the school was too small, too remotely located, or situated in inaccessible locations
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(OECD, 2019). A sample of approximately 600,000 children from 79 participating countries
and economies participated in PISA 2018.

The PISA 2018 dataset includes items assessing parental engagement and
representing family-school cultural congruity according to the VISION model (i.e., teaching
and curriculum, expectation, communication, family-school relation, representation). Surveys
were distributed to parents of participating students in 17 countries and economies: Belgium,
Brazil, Chile, Germany, Dominican Republic, Georgia, Hong Kong-China, Croatia, Ireland,
Italy, Korea, Luxembourg, Macao, Mexico, Malta, Panama, and Portugal. As shown in Table
1, response rates from parents vary from country to country. Study 1 only uses data from the
five countries and economies that have adequately high parent response rates (> 95%). These
countries and regions are Dominican Republic, Georgia, Korea, Macao, and Mexico. The
final sample for the study consisted of 28, 970 students from 1093 schools across these 5

countries.

Table 1

Parents Participation Rate in PISA 2018

Country N parents N students Parent Participation Rate (%)
Belgium 3915 8475 46
Brazil 8719 10691 82
Chile 6908 7621 91
Germany 2583 5451 47
Dominican 5450 5674 %6
Republic

Georgia 5332 5572 96
Hong Kong 5507 6037 91
Croatia 5687 6609 86
Ireland 4925 5577 88
Italy 9882 11785 84
Korea 6566 6650 99
Luxembourg 2713 5230 52
Macao 3704 3775 98
Mexico 6989 7299 96
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Malta 2659 3363 79

Panama 4865 6270 78
Portugal 5361 5932 90
Total 91765 112011

Note. N parents: parents answers with the highest frequencies
Countries and economies with parent response rates > 95% in bold

Procedure

Items from PISA 2018 were selected to represent the construct of parental
engagement and home-school cultural congruity based on the VISION model. To decide on
the items representing parental engagement, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis were conducted since the PISA 2018 does not specify the items
pertaining to parental engagement.
Identification of Auxiliary Variables Measuring Home-School Cultural Congruity

The PISA 2018 does not have a specific section to collect data related to cultural
congruity. However, it has items that collect information on teaching and curriculum,
expectation, communication, family-school relation, and representation, which corresponds
to each of the five components of the proposed School Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS)
based on the VISION model. Table 3 illustrates the items selected to measure cultural
congruity. Four of the five items come from the parent questionnaire (PA0O07QO06TA,
PAO09QO9NA, PAO0O7QO3TA, PA007Q07TA) and one is from the student questionnaire
(ST023Q05TA). For easier data analysis purpose, these five cultural congruity items are
coded as representation (ST023Q05TA), communication (PA007Q06TA), relation
(PAOO9QO9NA), teaching (PA007Q03TA), and expectation (PA007QO07TA).

The four parent self-report items were originally measured on a four-point, Likert-
type scale (1 =strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 =strongly disagree). The student

29 ¢¢

item’s four answer options were “mostly my heritage language,” “about equally often my
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heritage language and test language,” “mostly test language,” and “not applicable (e.g.,
because heritage language and test language are the same).” Items were dichotomized after
reverse coding certain items so that all item endorsements (indicated by a value of 1)
represented pro-cultural congruity responses. Table 6 presents the item wording for all five
cultural congruity items.

Table 2

Questionnaire Items Pertaining to School Cultural Congruity

VISION Model PISA 2018 Item  Description

Values and Belief ST023Q05TA? Which language do you usually speak
Systems with: my schoolmates?
(Representation)

Interactional Style PAOO7QO6TAP Agree: My child's school provides
(Communication) regular and useful information on my
child’s progress.

Structuring Style PAOO9QO9NAP  Agree: My child's school provides an
(Family-School inviting atmosphere for parents to get
Relations) involved.

Operational PAO07QO03TAP  Agree: I am happy with the content
Strategies taught and the instructional methods
(Teaching and used in my child's school.
Curriculum)

Needs PAOO7QO7TA®  Agree: My child's school does a good
(Expectation) job in educating students.

Note. 2Dichotomized: 1 = mostly my heritage language, not applicable because
heritage and test language are the same for the student item; 0 = mostly test
language, about equally often my heritage language and test language.
bDichotomized: 1 = strongly agree, agree; 0 = strongly disagree, disagree.
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Identification of Latent Class Indicators Measuring Parental Engagement

Table 2 shows items in PISA 2018 that asks parents to report whether, during the

previous academic year, they had participated in the school-related activities (“yes”, “no”,

“not supported”). To determine which items measure parental engagement, EFA and CFA

were run. The PISA dataset is randomly split into two equal datasets. The first split (N =

14,485) was used to perform an EFA. CFA was performed using the second half of the

randomly selected cases (N = 14,485).

Table 3

Parent Questionnaire Items Pertaining to Participation in School-Related Activities

Item

Description

During the last academic year, have you participated in any of the following school-related
activities? (Yes/No)

PAO0OSQO1TA
PA00SQO2TA
PA00SQO3TA
PAO0OSQOATA
PA00SQO5TA

PAOOBQO6NA

PA008QO7NA

PAOOBQO8BNA

PA00SQOINA

PA00SQ10NA

Discussed my child's behavior with a teacher on my own initiative.
Discussed my child's behavior on the initiative of one of his/her teachers.
Discussed my child's progress with a teacher on my own initiative.
Discussed my child's progress on the initiative of one of their teachers.
Participated in local school government (e.qg., parent council or school
management committee).

Volunteered in physical or extracurricular activities (e.g., building
maintenance, carpentry, gardening or yard work, school play, sports, field
trips).

Volunteered to support school activities (volunteered in the school
library, mediacenter, or canteen, assisted a teacher, appeared as a guest
speaker).

Attended a scheduled meeting or conferences for parents.

Talked about how to support learning at home and homework with my
child's teachers.

Exchanged ideas on parenting, family support, or the child’s development
with my child’s teachers.

The following criteria was used to determine the optimal number of factors: parallel

analysis, chi-square test of model fit, root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) fit
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index, comparative fit indices (CFI), Tucker—Lewis index (TLI), standardized root-mean-
square residual (SRMR) fit index, and factor loadings. The following criteria are adopted to
determine goodness of fit. A RMSEA value less than or equal to .05 indicates a good fitting
model and values up to .08 indicate adequate fitting models (Browne & Cudeck, 1992). CFI
greater than .90 indicates acceptable fit. CFI close to or greater than .95 indicates Good fit
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). An SRMR as close to zero as possible is the desired value for
indication of good model fit. SRMR values less than .08 is an indication of a “reasonably
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

EFA. Parallel analysis comparing the observed data’s eigenvalues with a random set
of eigenvalues indicated to retain three factors. Parallel analysis suggests that three factors
account for more variance than is expected by chance. After the eigenvalue for the third
factor, the eigenvalues from the randomly generated data exceed the eigenvalues of the
research data.

Model 3, the three-factor model, meets the criteria of model fit for RMSEA, CFI, and
SRMR. Goodness-of-fit statistics supported the three- factor model with the set of 10 items,
x2(18) = 1575.81, p < .001, RMSEA = .078 (90% confidence interval [CI] = .075 — .082),
CFI =.945, TLI = .862 and SRMR = .060. Thus, Model 3 was chosen.

An EFA was performed to examine the latent factor structure for the 10 items. The
maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (ML) method was used to fit the
model. To allow for the probability that the emergent factors are correlated, obliqgue ProMax
rotation using R-Studio software version 3.6.3 was applied.

Next, the rotated structure coefficients were reviewed, as shown in Table 4. As

recommended by Howard (2016) regarding satisfactory factor loadings in EFA, it is optimal
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that variables (a) load onto their primary factor above 0.40, (b) load onto alternative factors
below 0.30, and (c) demonstrate a difference of 0.20 between their primary and alternative
factor loadings. As shown in Table 4, the following three factors emerged: parental
engagement, teacher-initiated, and parent volunteering. The rotated structure coefficients by

variable are represented in Table 4.

Table 4

Goodness of Fit Values for EFA Aiming at Identifying Parental Engagement Items
(N = 14,116)

RMSEA CFlI TLI SRMR x2 df Number of
90% CI Parameters

Model 1 .139* 662 565 .091 9558.86* 35 30
One Factor [.137, .141]

Model 2 127* 790 .637 .063 5926.41* 26 39
Two Factors  [.124, .130]

Model 3 .078* 945 862 .060 1575.81* 18 47
Three Factors  [.075, .082]

Model 4 - - - - - - -
Four Factors

Note. y? = chi-square test of model fit; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of
approximation; CI = confidence interval; RMSR = root-mean-square residuals.
*p<.001.
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Figure 1. Parallel analysis using eigenvalues from EFA analysis from the research
dataset and random data. Arrow indicates that eigenvalues from random data exceed

the eigenvalues from research data after the third factor.

Table 5

Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis with Geomin Rotation

Item Label Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3
Parental Teacher- Parent
Engagement Initiative Volunteering
PAO08QO1TA Discussed my child's 715 042 -.002
behavior with a teacher on
my own initiative.
PAO08QO3TA Discussed my child's progress .796 -.054 -.018
with a teacher on my own
initiative.
PAOO8BQO8BNA Attended a scheduled meeting .399 -.083 .148
or conferences for parents.
PAOO8QO9NA Talked about how to support .521 011 197
learning at home and
homework with my child's
teachers.
PAOO8QI10NA Exchanged ideas on .395 144 233

parenting, family support, or
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the child’s development with
my child’s teachers.

PAOO8QO2TA

PAO0SQOATA

PA00SQOSTA

PAOO8QO6NA

PAO08QO7NA

Discussed my child's
behavior on the initiative of
one of his/her teachers.
Discussed my child's progress
on the initiative of one of
their teachers.

Participated in local school
government (e.g., parent
council or school
management committee).
Volunteered in physical or
extracurricular activities (e.g.,
building maintenance,
carpentry, gardening or yard
work, school play, sports,
field trips).

Volunteered to support school
activities (volunteered in the
school library, media center,
or canteen, assisted a teacher,
appeared as a guest speaker).

-.001 925
175 .589
129 -.087
-.015 .017
-.007 .004

.001

.000

489

674

.7136

Note. Factor loadings >.30 are in boldface.

CFA. The CFA was performed using ML estimation methods. CFA was carried out
to confirm the three-factor structure yielded by the outcomes of EFA. A unit loading
identification (ULI) method was used, where the item with the highest leading variable for
each factor was set to 1.0 and the rest of variables specified for each factor were freely
correlated. Goodness-of-fit statistics supported the three- factor model with the set of 10

items, y2(32) = 2706.24, p < .001, RMSEA = .077 (90% confidence interval [CI] = .075

—.079), CFI = .906, TLI =.868 and SRMR =.042.
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Table 6

ULI Factor Loadings for Confirmatory Factor Analysis to Identify Parental
Engagement Items in PISA 2018 (N = 14088)

Item Label Factor 1 Factor 2  Factor 3 R?
(Recoded Parental Teacher- Parent
Name) Engagement Initiative  Volunteering
PAOO8BQOLTA Discussed my child's  0.975 .502*
(PEO1) behavior with a

teacher on my own

initiative.
PAOO8QO3TA Discussed my child's  1.000 514*
(PEO3) progress with a

teacher on my own

initiative.
PAOOBQO8NA Attended a scheduled 0.480 193*
(PE08) meeting or

conferences for

parents.
PAOOBQOINA Talked about how to  0.919 436*
(PE09) support learning at

home and homework

with my child's

teachers.
PAO08Q10NA Exchanged ideas on 0.833 .344*
(PE10) parenting, family

support, or the child’s

development with my

child’s teachers.
PAO08QO2TA  Discussed my child's 0.835 511*
(PE02) behavior on the

initiative of one of

his/her teachers.
PAOO8BQO4TA Discussed my child's 1.000 134*
(PEO4) progress on the

initiative of one of their

teachers.
PAOO8BQO5TA  Participated in local 0.845 277*
(PEO5) school government

(e.g., parent council or

school management

committee).
PAOOBQO6NA  Volunteered in physical 1.000 A424*
(PEQG) or extracurricular

activities (e.g., building
maintenance, carpentry,
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gardening or yard
work, school play,
sports, field trips).

PAO08QO7NA  Volunteered to support 0.974 521*

(PEQ7) school activities
(volunteered in the
school library, media
center, or canteen,
assisted a teacher,
appeared as a guest
speaker).

Note. * p < .001. Parental engagement items to be used in the LCA analyses in Bold.

The above analysis supported the factor structure of three categories. To determine
the nature of school participation of the three categories, the study of Sebastian and
colleagues (2017) was referred to. In the study of Sebastian and colleagues (2017) on PISA
2012, three types of parental involvement were found based on the factor analysis results:
teacher-initiated, parent-initiated, and parent volunteering. Comparing the parental
engagement items in PISA 2012 with PISA 2018, 5 items are worded in the exact same way
(PAO0OBQO1TA-PAD0BQO5TA), with the PISA 2018 items combining 7 parent volunteerism
items from PISA 2012 into 3 and adding some new items. Compared to the categories in the
study of Sebastian and colleagues (2017), the three categories were adopted for the PISA
2018 parental involvement items: parent engagement, parent volunteering, and teacher-
initiative.

Items that measure parental engagement were used for Study 1. Items that measure
parental participation in school-related activities because of teacher initiative and volunteer
opportunities were excluded for the following reasons. First, volunteer opportunities in
schools are not commonly available in every country, especially in middle schools. Second,

the interest of this study is how cultural congruity impacts parents’ willingness or reluctance
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to get involved. Teacher-initiated engagement does not capture this feature. For instance,
item PAOO8QO2TA, “discussed my child's behavior on the initiative of one of his/her
teachers,” measures more of the teacher’s outreach effort than parents’ attitude towards
parental engagement. Therefore, in the interest of this study, items pertaining to teacher
initiative engagement and parent volunteerism were excluded.

After excluding teacher-initiative engagement and parent volunteerism, the five items
adopted for Study 1 were PAO08QO1TA, PAO08QO3TA, PAOOSQOSNA, PAOOSQOINA,
and PAOO8BQLONA. For the purpose of data analysis, these five items were coded as PEO1
(PAO08QO1TA), PEO3 (PAO08QO3TA), PEOS (PAOOBQOBNA), PE09 (PAO08QO9NA), and
PE10 (PAOOBQLONA).

Data Analysis Plan

To understand the association between parental engagement and cultural congruity,
LCAs with binary auxiliary variables were administered using Mplus 8.6 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2009). Specifically, parental engagement variables were used as the response
indicators for the LCA model. Next, the cultural congruity items were used as auxiliary
variables to examine how likely parents are to adopt a pro-cultural-congruity response based
on the parent engagement level. The last step of Study 1 involved adding parental education
level as a covariate to investigate how the association between family-school cultural
congruity and parental engagement is impacted.

The following is the data analysis plan: 1) decide on the proper number of classes for
parental engagement, which is the class enumeration step; and 2) using the BCH method to
evaluate the association between the latent class of parental engagement and the auxiliary

variables of family-school cultural congruity; 3) using the BCH method to investigate
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parental engagement and its association with family-school cultural congruity after
controlling for parental education level. The specific method to conduct class enumeration
and the BCH step is listed below.
Class Enumeration

A series of models were assessed to decide on the proper number of classes for
parental engagement, beginning with a 1-class model followed by models with an increased
number of classes (e.g., 2-class, 3-class, and 4-class) to find the model with the best model
fitness. To find the optimal model selection, several indicators of model fit were used since
there is no perfect single indicator of the best model. Models with a different number of
classes were compared using recommended indices including low Adjusted Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) relative to other models and significant bootstrap likelihood ratio
test (BLRT) (Nylund et al., 2007). The lower values of the BIC indicated better fit and the
BLRT was used to evaluate if adding an additional class significantly improved model fit.
The entropy was reported to reflect the overall classification of individuals into the latent
classes but was not used for model selection. Entropy ranges between 0 and 1, where 1 is
perfect classification and values closer to 1 indicate a clearer delineation of classes.
LCA Analyses

Once the appropriate number of classes was identified, a final model including the
binary auxiliary variables was run. There are multiple LCA methods to investigate the
relationship between the latent class and the auxiliary variables. Examples include the 3-step
approach, the Bolck, Croon, & Hagenaars approach (BCH), and the Lanza’s approach. For
Study 1, the automatic BCH approach was used considering entropy and possible latent class

shift when involving multiple steps.
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When auxiliary variables are added to an LCA model, the latent class can have an
undesirable shift as it is not only measured by the latent class indicators but also by the
auxiliary variables. Such an undesirable shift is likely to cause analysis biases as the original
latent class changes. In general, the more steps involved in the analysis process, the more
likely an unwanted class shift is induced. According to Asparouhov and Muthén (2014), the
Mplus implementation of the 3-step approach does not solve the problem of shifting classes
completely, and in some cases the shift can be so substantial that it invalidates the results.
According to Bakk and Vermunt (2016), the approach of Lanza (2013) can also lead to
invalid results due to its underlying assumptions of equal variance across classes. When the
entropy is low or the variances of the distal outcome across classes vary substantially, the
Lanza approach is not ideal. Simulation studies about the stepwise BCH method with
auxiliary variables showed that the BCH method substantially outperforms Lanza’s method
and the 3-step method in that the BCH method avoids shifts in latent class in the final stage.
The BCH method also performs well when the variances of the auxiliary variables vary
considerably across classes (Bakk & Vermunt, 2016).

Based on the methodological considerations, the BCH method was adopted for Study
1. Two analyses were conducted. The first model was to measure the association between
parent engagement and cultural congruity (Figure 3), which can be achieved using the
automatic version of the BCH method with a single step. The second model included the
covariates of father education level and mother education level as the covariates. The purpose
was to understand the relationship between parent engagement and cultural relationship in

the presence of covariates (Figure 4).
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Automatic BCH Method with Auxiliary Variables. To answer Research Question
1, or how does family-school cultural congruity level associate with their parental
engagement level, automatic BCH method with auxiliary variables was adopted to examine
the association between parental engagement profile and level with family-school cultural
congruity level. In the variable commend, the statement “AUXILIARY = auxiliary variables
(BCH)” was specified, which yielded the mean of each distal outcome variables across
classes. The implementation of the automatic BCH approach also generated results of
equality tests of means across classes, which can answer the research question of whether the
differences of the auxiliary variables across classes were statistically significant. Figure 3
represents the path diagram for the analysis plan of automatic BCH approach.

Parental Engagement (Indicators)

Family-school
collaboration
Discussion

Educational Idea
Exchange

Behavior Progress Conference
Discussion Discussion Attendance

Cultural Congruity Adoption Probability
(Distal Qutcomes)

Representation (Average)
Communication (Average)
Teaching and Curriculum (Average)
Family-school Relations (Average)
Expectations (Average)

Latent

Classes
C

Figure 2. Path diagram for the latent class analysis model modeling the cultural congruity
items conditioned on the latent class variable with parental engagement indicators.

BCH Method with Covariates and Auxiliary Variables. To answer Research
Question 2, which is “controlling for the contextual factor of parent education level, what is
the relationship between family-school cultural congruity and parental engagement,” an

auxiliary model involving latent classes, covariates, and auxiliary variables was used as
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shown in Figure 4. The model was manually set up using the BCH method in two separate
runs. The first run estimated the LCA model using only the latent class indicator variables
(i.e., parental engagement items) to compute and save the BCH weights along with the
auxiliary variables (i.e., cultural congruity variables) and covariates of interest (i.e., parental
education level). In the first run, the item thresholds for each class produced by the
unconditional LCA model were used to obtain the same class order, as instructed by Wang
and Wang (2019). In the second run, the saved data file was retrieved for further analysis by
regressing the latent classes on covariates and regressing the distal outcome variables on the

latent classes.

Parental Engagement (Indicators)

Behavior Progress Conference Famﬂy—schoo] Educational Idea
collaboration

Discussion Discussion Attendance . . Exchange
Discussion

Cultural Congruity Adoption Probability
(Distal Outcomes)

Contextual Factors (Covariates) Latent

Classes

C

Representation (Average)
Communication (Average)
Teaching and Curriculum (Average)
Family-school Relations (Average)
Expectations (Average)

Mother’s Education Level
Father’s Education Level

Figure 3. Path diagram for the latent class analysis model modeling the cultural congruity
items conditioned on the latent class variable with parental engagement indicators controlling
for contextual factors.
Chapter 4: Results for Study 1
Pearson Correlations Among Study Variables
Table 7 presents the Pearson correlations of the studied variables. The Pearson

correlations indicate that the cultural congruity and parental engagement indicators were

positively correlated with each other.
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Table 7

Correlation Matrix for Parental Engagement and Cultural Congruity Variables (n = 28970)

PEO1 PEO3 PEO8 PE09 PE10 Rep Commu Rela Teach Exp
PEO1 1.00

PEO3 .61 1.00

PEOS8 .30 31 1.00

PEQ9 40 A4 .35 1.00

PE10 .37 .35 .25 49 1.00

Rep .04 .04 .04 .01 .02 1.00

Commu .10 12 A1 A7 A1 .01 1.00

Rela .05 .06 .07 .09 .09 .01 .36 1.00

Teach .05 .06 .06 .09 .06 .02 37 34 1.00

Exp .04 .05 .06 .07 .05 .01 .39 39 52 1.00
Note.

Cultural Congruity Items: representation, communication, relation, teaching, expectation
Parental Engagement Items: PEO1, PEO3, PEO8, PEQ9, and PE10

Behavior Discussion (PE01) = “Discussed my child's behavior with a teacher on my own
initiative.”

Progress Discussion (PE03) = “Discussed my child's progress with a teacher on my own
initiative.”

Conference Attendance (PE08) =“Attended a scheduled meeting or conferences for parents.”
Family-School Collaboration Discussion (PE09) = “Talked about how to support learning at
home and homework with my child's teachers.”

Educational Idea Exchange (PE10) =“Exchanged ideas on parenting, family support, or the
child’s development with my child’s teachers.”

Rep = Representation

Commu = Communication

Rela = Relation

Teach = Teaching

Exp = Expectation

Class Enumeration Results

The LCA model included the five parental engagement items as the latent variables.
To identify the optimal number of subgroups (or classes), several LCA models with varying
numbers of classes were estimated before deciding on the best model that fit the data. Using
several model fit criteria, the five-class model was identified as the model that fit the data

both statistically and substantively. The model fit indices for the six models are presented in

Table 8.
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In the table, BIC shows the minimum value for the five-class model. Moreover, the p

values from the BLRT tests for the five- and six-class models were noted as significant (p

<.01) and non-significant (p = 0.5), respectively. Although loglikelihood results did not

show minimum values at the five-class model, the decrease in their values from the five-class

to the six-class model was marginal, which also supports the five-class model.

These results support that the five-class model is the optimal solution. Based on the

examination of model fit indices, the five-class model was selected for subsequent analyses

in this case. The entropy measure, which represents the quality of classification, was 0.709.

Table 8

Model Fitness Indices for Exploratory Latent Class Analysis for Parental

Engagement (n = 28144)

Model LogL BIC BLRTp Entropy
one-class -86007.41 172066.0 NA?2 NA?
two-class -713661.28 147435.3 <.01 759
three-class -72673.54 145521.2 <.01 724
four-class -71845.32 143926.3 <.01 697
five-class -71815.82 143928.7 <.01 .709
six-class -71813.53 143985.6 5 .676
Note.

LogL = Loglikelihood, BIC = Bayesian Information Criteria, BLRT = bootstrap likelihood

ratio test.

The five-class model was selected for subsequent analyses because BIC showed minimum
value for the six-class model and the BLRT test was not statistically significant for the six-
class model. Although loglikelihood results do not show minimum values at the five-class
model, the amount of decreases in their values from the five-class to the six-class model
were marginal, which also could support the five-class model.

Best-fitting model according to that index in Bold.

a BLRT and Entropy are not available for the one-class model
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Figure 5 presents the probabilities of endorsing the five indicators in the five-class
model. There were five subtypes of parental engagement within this sample. The first group
involved 43.07% (n = 12,121) of parents who showed high engagement in all five
participation types. The second group consisted of 6.27% (n = 1,764) of parents who were
engaged in behavior discussion and idea exchange. 15.41% (n = 4,336) of parents comprised
the third group, which showed higher engagement in home support and idea exchange.
15.6% (n = 4,389) of parents showed higher levels of behavior discussions and progress
discussions with teachers. The last group comprises 19.66% (n = 5,531) of the sample with
parents showing low level of engagement in all five participation opportunities.

o C1(43.07%) & C2(6.27%) ® C3 (1541%) + C4 (15.6%) & C5 (19.66%)
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Figure 4. Item probability plot for the five-class LCA model for the Parental Engagement
items.

C1 = balanced high engagement

C2 =engaged in behavior discussion and idea exchange

C3 =engaged in home support and idea exchange

C4 = engaged in behavior and progress discussions

C5 = balanced low engagement

Behavior Discussion (PEO1) = “Discussed my child's behavior with a teacher on my own

initiative.”
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Progress Discussion (PE03) = “Discussed my child's progress with a teacher on my own
initiative.”

Conference Attendance (PE08) = “Attended a scheduled meeting or conferences for parents.”
Family-School Collaboration Discussion (PE09) = “Talked about how to support learning at
home and homework with my child's teachers.”

Educational Idea Exchange (PE10) = “Exchanged ideas on parenting, family support, or the
child’s development with my child’s teachers.”

Automatic BCH Method Results

With the five-class model determined, further investigations towards the differences
in auxiliary outcomes between classes were conducted using the BCH method (Bolck et al.,
2004). The automated BCH method was used to evaluate whether there is significant
difference in the mean scores of family-school cultural congruity across latent classes using

the chi-square tests.
Table 9

Distal Outcome Analysis Results Showing the Likelihood of Endorsement for Cultural Congruity
Across Latent Classes (n = 28,144)

Family-School Cultural Congruity

Parental Engagement Values and . . .
Latent glgss Belief Interactional ~ Structuring Operathnal Needs
Systems Style Style Strategies (Exp)
z/R ep) (Commu) (Rela) (Teach) P
Class 1 .955 .907 913 916 935
Balanced high (.002) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
engagement
Class 2 977 749 .853 .788 861
Engaged in (.007) (.016) (.014) (.015) (.013)
behavior
discussion and Mean
idea exchange (SE)
Class 3# .936 .855 .883 .886 916
Engaged in home (.005) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.006)
support and idea
exchange
Class 4° 957 763 .819 .843 .893
Engaged in (.005) (.009) (.008) (.008) (.006)

behavior and
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progress

discussions
Class 5 .936 727 .819 .827 871
Balanced low (.004) (.007) (.006) (.006) (.005)
engagement
Overall 43.42* 738.98* 285.38* 252.11~* 146.5
7*
Class 1 vs Class 2 7.38* 79.66* 16.52* 59.88* 27.41
*
Class 1 vs Class 3 10.11* 33.28* 13.35* 13.81* 7.48*
Class 1 vs Class 4 0.10 212.72* 110.24* 72.11* 31.93
*
Class 1 vs Class 5 18.96* 565.99* 198.64* 187.07* 121.4
X 4x
Class 2 vs Class 3 18.74* 30.11* 3.49 30.17* 12.77
*
Class 2 vs Class 4 5.84* 0.57 4.61* 10.53* 4.93*
Class 2 vs Class 5 25.16* 1.55 4.99* 5.41 0.51
Class 3 vs Class 4 7.56* 49.92* 30.05* 14.18* 5.19*
Class 3 vs Class 5 0.00 128.91* 41.07* 36.56* 26.43
*
Class 4 vs Class 5 10.71* 9.13* 0.00 2.71 6.17*
Note.

@ Parents in Class 3 are engaged in facilitating idea exchange and home support collaborating with
school

b Parents in Class 4 are engaged in facilitating behavior and progress discussions with school
*p<.05

Parents in the balanced high engagement group are more likely to be culturally congruent with the
school compared to parents in the least engaged group index in Bold.

Teach =Teaching: “Agree: | am happy with the content taught and the instructional methods used
in my child's school.”

Exp = Expectation: “Agree: My child's school does a good job in educating students.”
Commu = Communication: “Agree: My child's school provides regularand useful information on
my child's progress.”

Rep = Representation: “Which language do you usually speak with: my schoolmates? (1 = mostly
my heritage language, not applicable because heritage and test language are the same for the
student item; 0 = mostly test language, about equally often my heritage language and test
language)”

Rela = Relation: “Agree: My child's school provides an inviting atmosphere for parents to get
involved.”

According to the results of the overall chi-square analysis, all the means scores of the
five cultural congruity variables showed significant differences between classes (Table 9). As

an example, the overall y? of the teaching variable was 252.11, p < .05, which suggests that
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the mean scores of “teaching congruity” for each class differed significantly. The mean score
can be interpreted as the probability to say “yes” to the designated cultural congruity
variables. For instance, the mean score of “teaching congruity” for Class 1, the balanced high
engaged parent group, was .916. It suggests that for parents in the balanced high engagement
group, they had a 91.6% chance to say yes to the cultural congruity question of “teaching”,
which is “I am happy with the content taught and the instructional methods used in my
child's school.” In other words, for the balanced and highly engaged parents, they were
91.6% likely to feel happy with the teaching method used by their children’s schools.

When compared to different classes, parents in Class 1, the balanced high
engagement group, were more likely to adopt a higher cultural congruity between family and
school at a statistically significant level. Take “expectation” for instance. Parents in the
highly engaged class (M = .935) had a high possibility to feel that their children’s schools do
a good job in educating students compared to parents in Class 2 (M = .861), Class 3 (M
=.916), Class 4 (M = .893), and Class 5 (M = .871), suggesting a higher congruity of
educational expectation between family and school among highly engaged parents compared
to parents that were not as engaged. This highest probability of adopting cultural congruity
holds for four out of the five cultural congruity domains: teaching, expectation,
communication, and relation, and showed no statistically significant difference in the
representation domain when compared to Class 4, the mixed engaged group which showed
high progress and behavior discussion between family and school. For the domain of
representation, parents across the 5 classes were all highly likely to say yes to the cultural

representation questions, with the probability all higher than 93%. It is expected for such an
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insignificant difference to appear with all parents having a considerably high possibility to
say yes to the “representation” question.

It is worth noting that parents in the balanced-high engagement group were more
likely to be culturally congruent with the school compared to parents in the least engaged

group. The Class 1 vs Class 5 y? all are significant (x7.qcping = 187.07;

Xexpectation = 121.44; Xeommunication = 565.99; XRepresentation = 18-96; Xgelation = 198.64).
It was observed that parents with the highest teaching, representation, communication, and
relation mean were in Class 1, the highly engaged class, while parents with the lowest
cultural congruity mean across all five domains were in Class 5, the least engaged class.
Regression Auxiliary Model Combined with Latent Class Regression Results

Table 10 presents the class-specific item endorsement probability for the five cultural
congruity scores controlling for contextual factors. All the probability estimates were
statistically significant. Table 10 also includes the results of the general Wald test results as
well as the Wald tests for pairwise comparisons across all class-specific thresholds within the
same distal outcome model. The pairwise comparison results also show that parents with the
balanced high engagement pattern are correlated with highest cultural congruity outcomes
compared to parents with the balanced low engagement pattern (Class 1 vs. Class 5, p < .05),
controlling for the contextual factors of parental education level.

Parents from the balanced high engagement class (Class 1) also reported significantly
higher congruity in communication (9.4% higher, p < .05) compared to Class 2, the group
engaged in behavior discussion and idea exchange. Parents from the balanced high
engagement class (Class 1) also reported significantly higher congruity in relation (7.5%

higher, p <.05) and communication (11.4% higher, p <.05) compared to parents who were
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only engaged in behavior and progress discussions (Class 4). Results also showed that
parents who were engaged in home support and idea exchange (Class 3) were higher in
communication (10.2% higher, p < .05) and relation congruity (5.2% higher, p < .05)
compared to parents who were least engaged (Class 5). Parents who were engaged in
behavior and progress discussions (Class 4) reported higher expectation congruity than
parents who were least engaged (Class 5) (2% higher, p <.05).

With regards to the covariates, parental education level, especially father’s education
level seems to show negative correlations with reported congruity scores. It was negatively
correlated with four out of the five cultural congruity domains except relation. Fathers with
higher education levels are linked with lower home-school congruity in teaching style (p
<.05), communication preference (p <.05), education expectation (p <.05), as well as cultural
representation (p <.05). Mothers with higher education levels are associated with lower

teaching (p <.05) and communication congruity (p <.05).
Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Covariates and Cultural Congruity Auxiliary Variables

Variables N Min Max Mean SD
Covariates
Mother Education Level 27777 0.00 2.00 1.44 0.65
Father Education Level 27405 0.00 2.00 1.44 0.67
Cultural Congruity Auxiliary Variables
Representation 27860 0.00 1.00 0.95 0.22
Communication 27934 0.00 1.00 0.83 0.38
Teaching and Curriculum 27988 0.00 1.00 0.87 0.33
Family-School Relations 27867 0.00 1.00 0.87 0.34
Expectations 27979 0.00 1.00 0.91 0.29
Table 11

Family-School Cultural Congruity by Class Controlling for Student Gender, Parent Education Level,
and Guardian Role (n = 25797)
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Cultural Congruity Distal Outcome Variables

V_alues and Interactional Structuring Operatio_nal Needs
Belief Systems Style Style Strategies (Exp)
(Rep) (Commu) (Rela) (Teach)
THLD? , THLD THLD THLD THLD
(SE) Prob (SE) Prob (SE) Prob (SE) Prob (SE) Prob
Class 1 -3.13* 956 -253* 888 -2.35* 904 -2.83* 906 -2.87* .928
Balanced 0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
high
engagement
Class 2 -3.50*  .969 -1.88* 794 -2.02* 869 -220* .821 -2.36* .881
Engagedin  (0.16) (0.07) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10)
behavior
discussion
and idea
exchange
Class 32 -2.81* 940 -2.09* 839 -2.06* 876 -251* 876 -2.60* .910
Engaged in (0.09) (0.06) (0.06) 0.07) 0.07)
home
support and
idea
exchange
Class 40 -3.10* 954 -1.72* 774 -1.70* 829 -233* 846 -2.46* .894
Engaged in (0.10) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 0.07)
behaviorand
progress
discussions
Class 5 -2.79* 938 -1.48* 737 -1.65* 824 -2.16* .831 -2.24* 874
Balanced (0.08) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
low
engagement
Overall < .05* < .05* < .05* <.05* 12
Wald test
p-value
The Wald Chi-Square Pairwise Test
p value p value p value p value p value
Class 1 .86 .03* 62 .82 .600
Vs
Class 2
Class 1 .07 .08 51 .06 693
S
Class 3
Class 1 22 < .05* <.05* 62 578
Vs
Class 4
Class 1 <.05* < .05* < .05* <.05* <.05*
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VS

Class 5
Class 2 32 .33 .92 37 .798
VS
Class 3
Class 2 43 .83 .26 92 .376
VS
Class 4
Class 2 A2 24 11 14 495
S
Class 5
Class 3 .69 10 .09 .29 447
VS
Class 4
Class 3 32 < .05* < .05* 51 176
VS
Class 5
Class 4 17 16 53 .07 < .05*
VS
Class 5
Covariates

Est. (SE) Est. (SE) Est. (SE) Est. (SE) Est. (SE)
Mother’s 0.06 -0.15* -0.04 -0.17* -0.06
Education (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Father’s -0.11* -0.16* -0.03 -0.22* -0.15*
Education (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Note. * p <.05.

8 Thresholds

b Only the probability scale of the statistically significant thresholds is reported. Only the probability of
“distal outcome = 1" is reported.

Teach =Teaching: “Agree: I am happy with the content taught and the instructional methods
used in my child's school.”

Exp = Expectation: “Agree: My child's school does a good job in educating students.”
Commu = Communication: “Agree: My child's school provides regular and useful information
on my child's progress.”

Rep =Representation: “Which language do you usually speak with: my schoolmates? (1 =
mostly my heritage language, not applicable because heritage and test language are the same
for the student item; 0 = mostly test language, about equally often my heritage language and
test language)”

Rela = Relation: “Agree: My child's school provides an inviting atmosphere for parents to get

involved.”

Chapter 5: Discussion
Study 1 informs the literature on cultural congruity by using an international dataset

of 5 countries and economies (i.e., Korea, Macao, Dominican Republic, Mexico, Georgia) to

36



examine the association between parental engagement and family-school cultural congruity.
Using latent class analysis (LCA), five significantly different groups of parental engagement
were identified: balanced high engagement (Class 1), engaged in behavior discussion and
idea exchange (Class 2), engaged in home support and idea exchange (Class 3), engaged in
behavior and progress discussions (Class 4), and balanced low engagement (Class 5). The
names for the five-subgroup typology of parental engagement based on the narrative
interpretation of the survey response data are to provide a concise depiction of parental
engagement patterns in the five countries and regions. After identifying the five subgroups,
family-school cultural congruity items were added as the outcome variables. Such an
association was further investigated after controlling for the contextual factors of parental
education levels.

As hypothesized, of the five distinct subgroups of parent engagement identified in the
data, the parent groups with the high balanced pattern of engagement (43.07% of the sample)
demonstrated the highest level of family-school cultural congruity. On the opposite end of
the typology, low family-school cultural congruity was most associated with parents who
were the least engaged (19.66% of the sample). This finding debunks the myth of the hard -
to-reach parents by providing evidence in support of the existing literature which posits that
family-school interaction and cultural congruity correlate, and that meaningful parent
participation necessitates organizational efforts to foster respectful and sensitive cultural
practices (Bryk et al., 2010; Hill, 2010; Mapp & Hong, 2010). After controlling for parental
education level, such associations still existed as parents demonstrating a high and balanced
engagement pattern were those who shared a high cultural congruity with the school, and

parents who were least engaged were more likely those experiencing cultural mismatch,
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regardless of their educational attainment. Next, the focus of the discussion will turn to the
association between family-school cultural congruity and the subgroups that show
unbalanced parental engagement, namely, engaged in certain engagement opportunities and
unengaged in others. The discussion will describe such associations with or without the
presence of influence from parental education levels.

Class 2 consists of 6.27% of the sample and was the smallest class. Parents identified
in Class 2 were more engaged in discussing their children's behaviors with a teacher on their
initiative and exchanging ideas on parenting, family support, or their children’s development
with teachers. Parents in this group tend to be less engaged in collaborative and progress-
focused interactions such as working with teachers to support learning and homework at
home and discuss progress of their children with teachers. Compared to Class 3 and Class 4,
parents in Class 2 were also less involved in universal engagement opportunities such as
conference attendance. It is likely that parents who are engaged in idea exchange with
teachers may consider attending conferences not as important based on their other
interactions with teachers that do not require regular check-in with teachers. Such a
combination of interaction pattern can also suggest that teachers may not be attentive to
parent out-reach efforts, for which parents may feel the need to take the initiative for home-
school interactions. Such assumptoms correspond with the findings that parents in Class 2
showed lower cultural congruity with schools in communication compared to Class 3, in
which parents were more proactive in conference attendance and collaboration. Parents in
Class 2 also portrayed a lower level of cultural congruity in teaching and expectation
compared to parents who focused more on their children’s progress and conference

attendance (Class 4). The only one cultural congruity area in which Class 2 scored higher
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than Class 3 and 4 was representation. It is worth noting that this was the area exhibiting the
highest item endorsement probability (> .938) across all 5 classes. It was found that parents
who experience a higher cultural match in teaching and expectation with the school were
more likely to be involved in progress-focused and action-oriented interaction with school
personnel, such as discussing the children’s progress or working together to generate
strategies for parents to support their children’s learning at home. It was also found that
parents who enjoyed cultural congruity in the area of communication are more likely to
attend school-host activities that involve parents such as conferences or meetings. Notably,
parents in Class 2 still showed higher cultural congruity in 2 out of the 5 areas (i.e.,
representation and teaching) compared to parents that were least engaged (Class 5) at a
statistically significant level. In the other three areas, namely, communication, expectation,
and relation, the cultural congruity scores of Class 2 and Class 5 did not show statistically
significant difference. In other words, parents in Class 2, who were engaged in some
opportunities, in general showed higher cultural congruity scores than parents who were least
engaged. Such findings extend the research on the nature of parent engagement and its
association with family-school partnership as it showed that the “hard-to-reach” parents tend
to be those experiencing the lowest level of cultural congruity between family and school.
School leaderships seeking to engage parents as an important collaborative force need to
address the gap existing in communication, teaching, and expectation. For instance, to
engage parents in proactive and progress-focused collaboration efforts, which has been
shown to be more correlated with student school success, schools need to consider how to
facilitate and maintain culturally meaningful communications between home and school.

Schools should also focus on families who perceive notable disagreements with schools’
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teaching practices because the findings showed that these families tend to be less likely to
engage in universal school-related opportunities.

Parents in Class 3, comprising 15.41% of the sample, emerged as the group that
exhibited the pattern of being more engaged in collaborative interactions with teachers.
Parents in this group were more engaged in discussing with teachers how to support learning
and homework at home and exchanging ideas on parenting, family support, or their
children’s development. We found that the family-school cultural congruity of this group
rated higher than Class 2, 4, and 5 in nearly all aspects. Class 3 was the group with the
second highest cultural congruity scores. Parents in Class 3 showed higher congruity scores
than those in Class 4 in all five cultural congruity domains at a statistically significant level.
Family-school cultural congruity of Class 3 was higher than that of Class 5 in all domains
except representation, where there was no statistically significant difference. Compared to
Class 2, the only congruity domain where Class 3 yielded lower endorsement probability is
representation. Representation of Class 3 was still high in that parents in this group had a
probability of 93.6% to agree to the representation item. In general, Class 3 showed a high
level of family-school cultural congruity. Families who perceive themselves to be culturally
congruent with school are more likely to engage in home-school collaboration that is
essentially “a style for direct interaction between at least two coequal parties voluntarily
engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common goal (Friend & Cook,
2003).” To achieve such a coequal collaboration between home and school, schools need to
be cautious about viewing the families, especially with a culturally and linguistically diverse
background, through an “additive lens” (as an asset) or a “deficit lens” (as an obstacle or

burden) to make the coequal parties possible. Schools should also strive to provide
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information and support in the best interest of the child and with respect for the parents’
wishes (Olivos, 2009).

Parents in Class 4 comprised 15.6% of the sample and had a higher probability of
endorsing the progress discussion and behavior discussion items, suggesting they tend to be
more engaged in talking to teachers about their children’s behaviors and progress on their
own initiative. As discussed above, family-school cultural congruity in Class 4 was not as
promising as Class 3. That is, parents more engaged in collaborative interactions with
teachers were found to enjoy a higher family-school cultural congruity compared to parents
who were less engaged in collaborative synergy but participated more in discussions related
to their children’s particular behaviors and progress. Parents in Class 2 and Class 4 presented
some similarity in that they both engaged in behavioral discussions, while parents in Class 4
were more progress focused. Cultural congruity in these two groups was diverging as Class 4
rated higher in teaching and expectation while Class 2 scored higher in representation and
relation. They showed no statistically significant difference in communication. Class 4
demonstrated higher cultural congruity between home and school than Class 5.

Mother and father education levels were added as covariates because of prior
evidence of the consistent association between parental engagement and cultural capital,
which includes parents’ educational attainment (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Ringenberg &
McElwee, 2009). When investigating parental education level in assignment to parental
engagement class, we found that parents’ education levels were associated with the cultural
congruity variables, with class membership as a moderator. Parents’ educational level
impacted four out of the five cultural congruity domains, except relation. Family-school

cultural congruity indicators were all negatively associated with parent’s educational levels
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in cases where the covariates had a statistically significant impact. In general, we found that
higher-educated parents are more likely to report incongruity with schools in schools’
teaching, communication, and expectation.

The education level of fathers may have a bigger impact on family-school cultural
congruity than mothers’ education level among the countries included in the sample. Father’s
education was negatively associated with cultural congruity in four out of five indicators, all
except the home-school relation indicator. Mother’s education was negatively correlated with
three out of five cultural congruity indicators. In addition, in the same cultural congruity
indicator, the coefficient of father’s education level was unexceptionally larger than that of
mother’s education, which suggests that one unit change in father’s education level will lead
to a greater difference in the distal outcome compared to mother’s education level change.
Our findings are aligned with prior research showing that parents’ education level is linked
with parent efficacy, a set of attitudes about one’s ability to get necessary resources and offer
effective help, which impacts parental involvement behaviors (Hoover-Dempsey et al.,
1992). Higher levels of education may give parents a higher level of skill and knowledge and
can impact parental involvement outcomes (Kohl et al., 2000). The decision to question and
even challenge schools’ current infrastructure requires that one has educationally relevant
knowledge to notice areas of growth and vision potential changes within the school system,
especially in the domains that require more knowledge and insights such as teaching,
expectation, and communication.

After controlling for parents’ education levels, the difference of cultural congruity
across classes was less salient. Before adding the covariates, nearly all classes showed a

statistically significant difference between classes with regards to cultural congruity scores.
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Parents in the less engaged group reported lower family-school cultural congruity than
parents in all the other four classes at a statistically significant level. After parent education
levels were added, the difference was not as obvious as reflected by parents in Class 2, 3, and
4 where parents who were engaged solely in some opportunities did not report statistically
significant higher scores than parents from Class 5, the least engaged group. However, it is
worth noting that parents in Class 1 displaying balanced high engagement were still
culturally more congruent with schools in all cultural congruity domains than parents in
Class 5, at a statistically significant level. Also, the overall Wald test results were significant
in four out of five cultural congruity indicators, suggesting that the overall trend of
unbalanced and lower parent engagement may be associated with lower cultural congruity
scores.

Parent’s education level had the biggest impact on the cultural congruity domain of
teaching. Both mother’s and father’s education level revealed a statistically significant
negative association with cultural congruity in teaching. The coefficients of parental
education level under the teaching domain were the most salient compared to all other
coefficients, in the cases where parent’s education level was statistically significant. The fact
that parents with lower education reported a higher level of agreement with school’s
culturally related teaching practice may reflect less adequate knowledge of culturally relative
pedagogy or lower confidence or self-efficacy to disagree with school’s teaching method.

The second family-school cultural congruity domain most impacted by parent’s
education level is communication, as indicated by the statistically significant coefficients of
both father and mother’s education level. The item used to measure communication

congruity is: “My child's school provides regular and useful information on my child's
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progress.” Such a finding is congruent with the existing literature on higher-educated parents
showing more disagreements and lower satisfaction with the services they received, either
from schools or from other service providers. For instance, the Shao et al. (2021) study
showed that the higher the education level, the higher parents’ expectations of online
education, causing low satisfaction with online education. Another example is the Kelesidou
et al. (2017) study where higher educated parents rated day-care centers less favorably as
compared to lower educated parents. Our findings are congruent with the literature both in
and outside the U.S. context showing parents with higher educational level are more critical
about the services they receive, and lower-educated parents are “silenced” by systematic
hinderances due to a lack of knowledge, availability, resources, or self-efficacy (Mac
Naughton & Hughes, 2011; Matthiesen, 2016; Olivos, 2021).

It is worth noting that home-school relationships do not appear to be impacted by
parental education levels. The item used to measure the home-school relational structure is:
“My child's school provides an inviting atmosphere for parents to get involved.” The
insignificant impact of parent’s education on this cultural congruity indicator may reflect that
parent’s judgment of an inviting school atmosphere was not related to their education level.
How parents feel about the school atmosphere was not dependent upon their education
attainment. It is unsure if such an insignificant association can be applied to other family-
school relation concepts; thus, future research should use a comprehensive scale to capture
the concept of family-school relation to further analyze the role of parent’s education level.

Controlling for parent’s education level, the cultural congruity domain most
associated with parental engagement is communication, as indicated by the four between-

class statistically significant differences (i.e., 1 vs 2, 1vs4, 1vs5, and 3 vs 5). This finding
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reiterates the fact that communicative practices shape the parent-school encounters and
parental engagement as supported by existing literature (Emerson et al., 2012; Saltmarsh &
McPherson, 2019).

These results are meaningful in the following ways. First, Study 1 is the first in
capturing the concept of family-school cultural congruity using a theoretical model related to
culture. Second, Study 1 is among the first to examine the association between parent
engagement and family-school cultural congruity in the global settings by using data from
countries from Asia, Europe, and Latino America. Third, adding parental education level as a
contextual factor to the auxiliary regression model allows our findings to reinforce existing
studies on cultural congruity linking with socio-economic factors. In addition, Study lapplied
the BCH method to avoid the methodology errors possibly induced by using Manual 3-step
method. These results shed light on how cultural discontinuity is likely to impact parent
engagement in schools.

Limitations and Future Directions

Despite empirical contributions to the existing literature, the results of the studies
should be interpreted in light of a few limitations. Study 1 is among the first to show parental
engagement patterns from an international perspective by including countries and regions
from three different continents, but it solely includes five countries and regions, and all of
them are middle-upper income or high-income areas according to the World Bank (n.d.).
There may be variations in parent perceptions in other cultural and national contexts. Parents
from different regions can have different parent engagement patterns that link differentially
with various family-school cultural congruity status. While Study 1 strengthens the existing

body of evidence on the association between family-school cultural congruity and parent
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engagement, the findings may not be generalized to other cultural subgroups that are not
included in the sample. Caution should be encouraged in generalizing the results; future
research is encouraged to expand this work within other cultural contexts. Efforts can also be
made to research how different countries moderate the association between parent
engagement pattern and family-home cultural congruity by adding countries as covariates.
Results can inform targeted systematic changes to enhance family-school collaboration for
other cultural and national groups.

Another limitation to Study 1 involves not having a cultural congruity scale to
comprehensively capture the cultural dynamic between home and school. The five cultural
congruity items included in Study 1 have relatively high item endorsement (M > .80) and
they were not a robust representation of their corresponding subdomains. Although Study 1
employs the VISION model as the theoretical reference to seize the core composition of
cultural congruity, which is appropriate to our analysis and allows us to preliminarily study
the association between parent engagement and cultural congruity, further research should
focus on using a home-school cultural congruity scale to address the limitation. Development
of a family-school cultural congruity scale that is suitable to be applied in diverse social and
cultural settings can support further understandings of family-school cultural congruity and
its impact.

Third, the results about associations between subgroup classification and auxiliary
variables in Study 1 should not be considered as causal. In other words, causal links between
parental engagement pattern and family-school cultural congruity cannot be examined or
established. We caution against viewing parents’ engagement patterns as the reason for the

presence of discontinuity between family and school. There has long been the jeopardous
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belief of blaming minority parents for their children’s performances and casting this group as
being irresponsible or careless (Kim, 2009). Educational professionals ought to be acutely
aware of the dangerous hierarchical view on the nature of minority parental engagement in
children’s education.

Fourth, although the data used in Study 1 is adequately large, the sample centers on
middle school students. Notably, parent engagement patterns can differ at different grade
levels and present different forms according to different developmental stage and cultural
contexts (Bond, 2019; Gonida et al., 2007; Rattenborg et al., 2019). When selecting parental
engagement indicators for Study 1, items that involves engagement opportunities not
commonly available to the middle-school or the cultural settings were intentionally ruled out,
but in future studies, it will be important to replicate the findings for other age groups (e.g.,
primary school and high school). Future researchers can also compare the similar or the
different relationship between family engagement and family-school cultural congruity by
age group. Such work would have implications for our understanding of parent engagement
and culture from more angles.

Fifth, although Study 1 investigates how the associations between parental
engagement and family-school cultural congruity can be moderated by parents’ education
level, there may be other contextual factors with mediation or moderation effects on the
association that are not fully explored. For instance, socio-economic status and cultural
capital possessed by families are influential factors on parental engagement as indicated by
existing literature (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Malone, 2017; Tan et al., 2020). While adding these
covariates is outside the bounds of the current study, future studies are recommended to

include other factors that can shape the indirect relationship between parental engagement
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and family-school cultural congruity. Also, Study 1 limits the investigation efforts to family-
school cultural congruity and its association with parental engagement. Other school-related
constructs, for instance, student academic achievement and student engagement, to name a
few, were not considered but merit future research attention. For instance, the literature has
suggested a potential link between cultural discontinuity and student performances, which
needs to be tested further due to the divergent findings (Conner, 2013; Ledlow, 1992;
Michael, 2004; Ogbu, 1992; Taggart, 2017; Torres, 2017). Future research is encouraged to
study other constructs of interest using the School Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS) in the
corresponding cultural context.

It should be also noted that authority deference is a cultural phenomenon possibly
present in some of the sample countries included in Study 1 (Dalton & Ong, 2005; Selvarajan
et al., 2018; Vong, 2008). It is likely that the PISA data collected from self-report surveys
can be subject to bias and social desirability, which is a concern for any researchers
employing a survey methodology. It is not known whether or how much social desirability or
authority deference bias was induced in the dataset used, but in looking forward, future
research could consider using multiple methods of data collection to reduce such possible
biases.

Chapter 6: Introduction to Study 2

Understanding associations between cultural differences and the quality of parental
engagement necessitates a comprehensive measure to evaluate cultural congruity. The School
Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS) was developed first in English, namely SCCS-US, to
measure the potential discrepancy between family and staff values. The purpose of Study 2 is

to establish the measurement invariance of the SCCS-US and expand its potential to the
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Chinese context. The validated measure will help educators, policymakers, and scholars to
better understand parents’ perspectives of the cultural congruity between the family and the
school and promote effective parental engagement for all students, particularly diverse
families.

Never in the history of the world has the migration of diverse racial, ethnic, cultural,
linguistic, religious groups been as rapid and numerous, which raises such complex and
difficult questions about how to provide the groups in monitory the recognition and equal
educational opportunities. Schools in China face the same challenge. China has been
ethnically, linguistically, and religiously diverse throughout its history. It is a nation with
fifty-five officially designated ethnic minority groups and enormous language varieties that
comprise roughly 130 to 300 languages, including over 80 minority ethnic languages plus 10
dialects families (Lewis, 2009; Tang, 2014). The contemporary large-scale migration trends
further complicate the issue. Since the economic reforms in the late 1970s, over 270 million
migrants have been drawn from villages to cities for socioeconomic attainments (NBS,
2015). The migration has evolved from a single person to a family movement. The 2000
census data showed more than 20 million migrant children in Chinese cities and the number
is assumed to be closed to 30 million (Lu & Chou, 2013).

Previous studies have found a substantial educational attainment gap in cities between
rural migrant children and nonemigrant urban children (CYRC, 2006; Guo, 2002). Even
compared with the left-behind children in the rural villages, migrant children in the cities can
be more vulnerable to academic disengagement, psychological distress, social exclusion, and

discrimination (Chen et al., 2013; Lu & Zhou, 2013; Xiong, 2015). Chinese policymakers,
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educators, and scholars confront a dilemma of how to tread a delicate line between
implementing an indigenized version of diversity and multicultural education to students.
Parental engagement has been suggested by scholar to compensate for limited resources and
lower socioeconomic status for minoritized families in China, as it was found that high-
achieving migrant children tend to have more parental support in academic socialization at
home and in school compared to their low-achieving migrant peers (Liu et al., 2020). It is in
the interest of researchers to further understand how different cultural ideologies may lead to
differences in the quality of parental engagement (Fang et al., 2017).

Understanding the relationships between cultural differences and the quality of
parental engagement necessitates a measure to evaluate cultural congruity in China. The
School Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS) was developed first in English to measure the
potential discrepancy between family and staff values. The purpose of the current study is to
establish the measurement invariance of the Cultural Congruity Scale and expand its
potential to the Chinese context. The validated measure will help educators, policymakers,
and scholars to better understand parents’ perspectives of the cultural congruity between the
family and the school and how to promote effective parental engagement for all students,
particularly diverse families.

Chapter 7: Study 2 Methodology
Translation Procedure
To translate the SCCS-US into Chinese, the repeated forward-backward translation
procedure was adopted (Meadows et al., 1996). First, a bilingual but native Chinese speaker

translated the SCCS-US from English to Chinese. The translator was a psychology/mental
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health professional with experiences in schools and understood the study’s purpose. The first
Chinese version of the SCCS was drafted based on the translation. Second, an independent
English-speaking translator fluent in Chinese translated the first version back to English. The
translator did not have a psychology-related background nor have working experiences in
schools. This is to make sure parents not familiar within the educational field can still
demonstrate the same level of understanding of the scale. Third, the research team reviewed
the translated and original versions to develop a preliminary version of the SCCS in Chinese
(SCCS-CHN). Next, the preliminary version of the SCCS-CHN was administered in the form
of personal interviews to 20 Chinese parents from different geographical regions to
determine any difficulty in the comprehension of the items. The research team reviewed the
results of the pilot assessment and modified the scale accordingly. Based on the evaluation of
judges and pilot testing, a final version of the SCCS-CHN was established.
Data Collection

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained prior to data collection.
The U.S. survey was accessed by 617 participants through Amazon Mechanical Turk
(MTurk). To access the survey, participants were required to be 18 years of age and a parent
of a child attending school in the United States. Participants accessed the survey using the
URL on the MTurk task page. The link included a description of qualifications, the purpose
of the study, nature of the questionnaires to be completed, potential risks and benefits of
participation, contact information for the primary researchers, and informed consent.

29 ¢¢

Keywords listed on MTurk for this survey opportunity included “parents,” “survey,”
“school,” and “child.” Participants completed a brief qualification survey to confirm

participation requirements were met and receive access to the study link. To maintain a
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balanced sample of mothers and fathers, when the sample became more populated by
mothers, only fathers received access to the study link following the screening survey.
Through the MTurk pay system, participants received $0.01 for completing the screening
survey and $0.99 for completing the study survey.

The data in China was collected in two rounds online via the platform named wjx.cn,
which is a survey collection platform in China. Wechat, a communication app commonly
used in China, was used to recruit parents via advertisement posting. The data was collected
in two rounds, because after the first round of data collection, some parents reported that the
first survey was consideratbly long. The survey of the first round was longer than that of the
second round with additional questions about parent engagement and engagement barriers
included. Therefore, a shorten version of the survey was sent out during the second round of
data collection. The cultural congruity items were included in both surveys. Apart from the
cultural congruity items, each survey contained different additional questions of interest. For
instance, the survey for round 2 included questions from PISA 2018 related to parents’
participation in school-related activities while the survey for round 1 did not. Two volunteers
were invited to complete the two surveys before a large-scale distribution to estimate time
needed complete each survey, which served as a criterion to detect ineffective responses in
later data analysis. Parents were able to access the survey via phone or computer website.
Parents completing survey 1 had a 20% chance of wining 20 RMB. Parents completing
survey 2 received an incentive of 3 RMB. 325 responses were collected during round 1, and
439 during round 2, which leads to a total sample size of 764 before data screening.

Data Screening

52



Preliminary data screening was conducted before measurement invariance analyses
were performed. The following data deletion criteria was used: (1) if respondents did not
agree to the confidentiality statement; (2) if they used significantly lower response time (i.e.,
< 300 seconds for the first survey and < 180 seconds for the second survey); and (3) if they
did not choose “C” as instructed for the item asking them to do so. The total sample size was
764 and after deleting items based on the above criteria, there were 675 in total, with an
effective rate of 88.35%. Data were also screened to detect missing data. In the 675
observations, no missing data were found. Table 12 shows a description of the U.S. and the
China sample.

Table 12

Demographic Characteristic

China (N = 675) U.S. (N =601)

N % N %
Parental Role
Mother 453 67 326 54
Father 168 25 263 44
Marital Status
Married 602 89 487 81
Divorced 8 1.2 22 3.7
Single 5 0.7 52 8.6
Separated 2 0.3 7 1.2
Domestic Relationship 6 0.9 27 4.5
Widowed 15 2.2 2 0.3
Georgraphic Location*
Rural 63 19 99 16.4
Suburban 51 16 201 33.4
Urban 206 63 295 49

Note. *The China survey that contains the question of georgraphic location has 326
participants. The percentage is calculated based on the 326 participants.

Data Analysis Plan
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Factor analyses were conducted in two primary stages using Mplus to establish factor
structure and to test measurement invariance. Stage 1 involved the establishment of the scale
in the U.S. group with the goal of deleting items. Stage 2 focused on testing a series of
hierarchically nested models using multigroup CFAs (MGCFA) with progressively more
stringent restrictions.

Stage 1: Establishment of the Five-Factor Structure of SCCS-US

The evaluation procedure in Stage 1 sought to obtain an initial indication of the
plausibility of the five-factor structure proposed for the school cultural congruity scale and
how well the items mapped onto the theoretical domain. The factor structure of the SCCS-US
was first be established using half of the data collected. It is worth noting that during the
scale development stage, the research team had not restricted the number of items under each
subscale with the mindset that some items could be simplified during the statistical analysis
stage. Therefore, it was expected that some items from the original questionnaire would be
eradicated if the removal of such items would considerably improve the model fitness of the
five-factor structure. Items under the communication subscale would be prioritized since this
subscale has substantially more items than the others.

Below is the evaluation phase in Stage 1. First, the data were split into two equal
samples (i.e., sample 1 and sample 2). Second, sample 1 was used to run CFASs from which
the modification indices were used to detect items to be removed. Third, CFAs were used to
test the simple structure five-factor model of SCCS-CHN using sample 1 using all the
remaining items. A simple structure five-factor model was analyzed using all the remaining
items. The scale was further simplified according to the need of improving model fit. Fourth,

this phase of the study was the validation phase, which involves administering the reduced
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scale to a different sample, sample 2. Cross-validating the findings from the previous steps is
important to further support the decision of item discard to show that the new model reflects
a reasonable approximation to the data (Wren & Benson, 2004). After the factor structure is
established for the U.S. sample, we moved on to stage 2 to conduct measure invariance
analysis using the U.S. and the Chinese sample.

Stage 2: Measurement Invariance

In stage 2, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed to test the fit of the
factor structure of the SCCS. A full-sample CFA was conducted first, including all survey
respondents. CFAs were run separately for each country.

Once adequate model fit was established for each country separately (i.e., U.S.,
China), a series of multigroup CFA with progressively more stringent restrictions were
performed to test measurement invariance and structural invariance of the best fitting model,
as recommended by Vandenberg and Lance (2000). The invariance testing process involved
several steps. The four measurement invariance steps considered were (1) configural
(reference model with the same structure presented in the compared group); (2) metric (factor
loading equivalence in both groups); (3) scalar (equivalence of factor loadings and item
intercepts or thresholds); and (4) strict (equivalence of factor loadings, item intercepts, and
residual variances).

For configural invariance, there was no constraint on item parameters, factor
variances, or latent means across the two groups. For metric invariance, equality constraints
were imposed on the factor loadings across the groups to investigate whether the same unit of
measurement hold for the items across the groups. The scalar invariance step was to assess

the equivalence of covariance between the latent variables. When factor covariance
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invariance is met, it is possible to make group comparisons since it implies that all latent
factors have the same relationship in both groups. If strict invariance is met, the
measurement invariance is further confirmed.

In the present study, the degree of model fit was assessed using a chi-square
difference test comparing the change in fit after constraints were applied. It is worth noting
that the chi-square test is sensitive to sample size, and it can reject the model even if the fit is
acceptable when the sample is sufficiently large (Cudeck & Browne, 1983). Thus, other fit
indices were used as suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999): standardized root-mean-square
residual (SRMR), comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Steiger and Lind, 1980) with a 90 % confidence interval.
Specifically, SRMR was examined with a value lower than the .08 desired. Values lower
than .05 for the RMSEA indicate good fit and values below .08 reflect adequate fit. CFlI
values higher than .95 indicate good fit and higher than .90 indicate adequate fit. The
differences in CFI values between models should be smaller than or equal to .01, as
suggested by Cheung and Rensvold (2002). The differences in SRMR should be smaller
than .03 to establish metric invariance and smaller than .015 for scalar invariance according
to Chen (2007). Chen (2007) also suggests the differences in RMSEA should be less

than .015.

Chapter 8: Results for Study 2

Stage 1
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The U.S. sample was split in half to establish the five-factor structure model. CFA
was first ran using Sample 1. Modification indices (MIs) indicated three items under the
communication scale to be highly correlated (Modification indices > 45) while the Ml all
other items were all centered around 0-20. Since the communication subscale has more items
than all the other scale (11 items for the communication subscale), item removal prioritized
this subscale. The three items were removed, which is “The school staff speak the language 1
prefer,” “I get information from this school in the language I prefer,” and “My child can
speak the language they prefer with their peers.” All these three items focused on language.
Each subscale had an item capturing the core of the concept measured by that subscale and
these items were all kept. Therefore, even removing a few items were considered proper.

After removing the three items, another CFA was run using Sample 1 (N = 300) to
detect any other item to be removed. Results showed a good model fitness. Another CFA was
run using Sample 2 (N = 301) to cross-validate the structure established in Sample 1. all other
fit indices were within the recommended criteria, SRMR = .061, RMSEA =.050, 90 % CI
[.045, .056], CFI =.912, and TLI =.904. Thus, the model adequately fit the data.

Stage 2

Using the full sample (N = 1274), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted to test the fit of the two-level structure using the 34 items.

Each item showed satisfactory factor loadings on the 5 factors. All parameter
estimates were found to be statistically significant (p <.01; Table 11). While the chi-square
test results were significant, y2=1717.53, df=517, p<.01, all other fit indices fell within the
recommended criteria, SRMR = .037, RMSEA =.043, 90 % CI [.040, .045], CFl = .943, and

TLI =.938. Thus, the model adequately fit the data.
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Two CFAs were conducted separately to validate the identified factor structure in the
group of U.S. and China, which also yielded good model-data fit. The fitness statistic for the
China group was y?=1524.24, df =517, p<.01, SRMR = .034, RMSEA = .054, 90 % CI
[.051, .057], CFI =.934, and TLI =.928. The CFA model for the U.S. group yielded the
following results, y2=1139.27, df=517, p<.01, SRMR =.052, RMSEA = .045, 90 % CI
[.041, .048], CFIl =.926, and TLI =.920. We thus felt confident in interpreting the tests of
invariance.

Table 13

Standardized Factor Loadings for the School Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS) using the Whole
Sample (N = 1274)

Scale Item Loading

Values and Belief Systems

(Representation)
Other people at this school share similar customs as my family .66
(e.g., dietary, traditions, holidays).
The pictures or objects around this school represent my .70
family’s culture.
The staff at this school share my family's cultural background .69
(e.g., race, nationality, religion, etc.).
This school knows how my child’s backgrounds and .69
experiences impact them at school (e.g., developmental history,
family routines, community stressors, religious practices, etc.).
This school supports parents to share their family’s culture. .75

My child has chances to honor their culture at school. .68
Other students at this school share my child’s cultural .70
backgrounds (e.qg., race, nationality, religion, etc.).

My family values and this school’s values are similar. .81

Interactional Style

(Communication)
This school reports my child’s progress to me in a way that .70
makes sense to me (e.g., Progress updates, test scores, report
cards, etc.).
School documents make sense to me. .66
| feel like I can talk to school staff about my family values. .70
| feel like I can talk to school staff about family habits related to .74

schoolwork.

I like the way the school invites discussions with me. g7
I like how often I get information about my child. .80
I know clearly what the school expects of my child. .81
This school communicates well with me. .82
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Structuring Style

(Relation)
The staff at this school works with my family in the way | like. .84
The amount I like to be a part of my child’s education and what .80
the school expects of me is alike.
I am comfortable with the ways I can be a part of my child’s .81
education.
I like the way the school invites family involvement. .82
I am happy with the family-school relationship. .88
Operational Strategies
(Teaching)
My child’s classroom is a good place for them to learn. .78
I like the way the school staff works with my child. .82
My child’s schoolwork is related to their background and .76
experiences.
I like the way my child is taught, given my values of learning. .83
My child can access books or materials that represent their .75
background and experiences.
My family’s culture is correctly and respectfully included in my .75
child’s schoolwork.
I like this school’s approach to education. .85
Needs
(Expectation)
What I expect for my child’s education matches what the .83
school expects.
The school’s and my family’s approaches to discipline are 75
alike.
The behavior | expect of my child matches what the school .79
expects.
How | expect my child to build relationships with others .80

matches what the school expects.
The school teaches my child the skills that are important to me .81
for them to learn.
What | hope for my child matches what this school hopes for .85
my child.

Note. All loadings were statistically significant at p <.05

Using the full sample, measurement invariance testing was performed in four steps.
Model 1 (M1) tested the configural invariance across countries. Invariance at the configural
level means that the basic form of the construct (i.e., the pattern of free and fixed loadings) is
supported in both countries. Based on the fit information, there was evidence for configural

invariance using the subjective indexes of fit (M1; Table 12), which suggests that the pattern
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of free and fixed loadings (e.g., those that are estimated by the model and those that are fixed
at 0) across the China and the U.S. groups were statistically identical.

Model 2 (M2) constrained all of the first-order factor loadings to be equal across
groups. Comparing the configural CFA model (Model 1) to Model 2 with metric invariance
across groups using the chi-square statistic, there was a significant increase in model misfit
(Ay? (29, N = 1274) = 78.33, p < .01). However, considering the sensitivity of the chi-square
test towards a large sample size, other indexes of fit were also taken into considerations.
When considering ACFI, ASRMR, and ARMSEA, all showed a minimal shift in the model fit
(Table 12), suggesting that constraining the factor loadings equal across U.S. and China did
not significantly increased model misfit. Thus, there was evidence that metric invariance
held.

Model 3 was equivalent to Model 2, but with the additional constraints that the
measurement intercepts were set to be equal across groups. Equality of the unstandardized
item intercept (scalar invariance) was then tested across groups and compared to the metric
model. The scalar model fit well (see Table 12) according to fit indices with the exception of
the chi-square test results, Ay? (29, N = 1294) = 133.89, p < .01. Comparing Step 2 and Step
3, there was minimal change in CFI, SRMR, and RMSEA values, indicating evidence for
scalar invariance for these two groups.

Since scalar invariance was supported, the final step for establishing measurement
invariance was to test for residual invariance. Model 3 and Model 4 were identical, with the
exception that additional constraints were set to equal item residuals across country groups.
This model yielded a good fit to the data with inconsequential changes in CFl, SRMR, and

RMSEA.
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In sum, the results showed that the five-factor model of SCCS had evidence of
measurement invariance across the China group and the U.S group.

Because strict equivalence was established, factor mean differences could be
investigated. Table 13 showed that there was significant difference between the U.S. and
China in family-school cultural congruity in the four out of the five domains. The U.S.
parents scored higher than Chinese parents in cultural representation. The U.S. parents also
reported higher family-school cultural congruity in the domains of communication, family-
school relation, and teaching. There was no statistical difference in expectation between the
U.S. and China group.

Based on the findings above, the SCCS could be used to measure parent perceptions
of family-school cultural congruity in the context of Chinaand U.S. The SCCS could also be

used to compare family-school cultural congruity between the Chinese and U.S. population.
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Table 15

Factor Means Obtained by Fixing Factor Variances and Equal Covariances (N = 1294)

Group: U.S.

Means Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. p value
Values and Belief Systems  0.180 0.060 3.023 <.01
(Representation)

Interactional Style 0.204 0.059 3.485 <.01
(Communication)

Structuring Style 0.198 0.060 3.310 <.01
(Relation)

Operational Strategies 0.238 0.058 4.122 <.01
(Teaching)

Needs 0.022 0.058 0.376 707
(Expectation)

Chapter 9: Study 2 Discussion

A significant limitation in scholarship related to parent-school cultural congruity is
the absence of a comprehensive measurement serving to capture the concept of family-school
cultural congruity. The primary aim of Study 2 was instrument development. To be specific,
Study 2 aimed at exploring the measurement invariance of the SCCS by country and
expanding the SCCS-US scale to the Chinese setting. In Study 2, we demonstrated the
strategy of testing measurement invariance in a five-factor model representing the construct
of family-school cultural congruity. The model hypothesized that the responses to the
measurement of family-school cultural congruity could be explained by five first-order
factors (values and belief systems, interactional style, structuring style, operational strategies,
and needs). Our measurement invariance investigation involved 4 steps tested in sequence:
configural invariance, metric invariance, scalar invariance, and strict invariance.

Measurement invariance provided strong evidence that the same construct was

measured across U.S. and China. Study 2 indicated that the five-factor structure of the SCCS-
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US measuring family-school cultural congruity from parents’ perceptions was likely identical
with the structure of the SCCS-CHN. The invariance was established to the most
conservative level, the strict invariance level, which opens doors for means-based research
that aims to confidently compare the cultural congruity scores across U.S. and China as the
intercepts of a subset of items showed measurement invariance.

Going beyond strictly established measurement invariance, Study 2 revealed
interesting findings of the cultural congruity construct measured by SCCS-US and SCCS-
CHN. Specifically, data from the U.S. scale showed higher scores in 4 out of 5 cultural
congruity domains than the Chinese sample. The only exception was in expectation, where
Chinese and American parents showed no difference in family-school cultural congruity.
Such findings are thought-provoking because presumptively, a country with a smaller
racially diverse population or immigrants and only one official language commonly used in
all regions may be expected to score higher in the family-school cultural congruity. The
counterintuitive results, nevertheless, point to the effectiveness of the scale to capture cultural
elements beyond race, color, language, and so forth.

Such findings underscore the importance of multicultural education in China.
Multicultural education, which aims at ending the stigma and endemic devaluation of all
peoples, classes, and groups, can serve to promote diversity, quality for all, equity, and
equality in education (Liu, 2022). However, the advancement of multicultural education
faces numerous hurdles in China. The gap between the ideals within a nation and the actual
practice in schools is visible. For instance, according to the official state policy of China,
ethnic groups have the right to be educated in their native languages and have their ethnic

and community cultures recognized in state schools (Leibold & Chen, 2014). However,
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“linguistic imperialism” forces the retention of home, community, and ethnic languages for
the acquisition of Putonghua (literally: common speech), which has raised issues of
deculturation and subtractive schooling in China (Postiglione, 2014). There is a critical need
for multicultural education in China to protect cultural diversity and plurality (Wang &
Phillion, 2009).

Multicultural education involves any set of processes by which schools work with
rather than against oppressed groups, including minority families. The advancement of
multicultural education necessitates the involvement of families (Pattnaik, 2003; Ramirez,
2005; Swick, 1994). Cross-cultural studies have indicated the positive impact of Chinese
parents’ involvement in students’ school success and well-being (Li et al., 2020; Zong,
2018). Research has indicated the critical mediating role of Chinese parental involvement in
compensating for limited resources, lower socioeconomic status, lower family income,
migration status (Duan et al., 2018; Gao & Xue, 2021; Guo et al., 2018; Li et al., 2015; Liu et
al., 2020).

Understanding how cultural factors impact parental involvement requires a validated
scale established in the context of China. In addition, the disjuncture between school and
community is listed as one of the structural features that limit the progress of positive
systematic change within and schools and reproduce inequalities that multicultural education
challenges (Sleeter, 1992). To rebuke such a disjuncture requires a deeper understanding of
the similarity and differences between home and school. To date, no studies were found that
used a measure of cultural congruity through parents’ perspectives for use with Chinese
families. Therefore, the development of a Chinese version of the SCCS scale can help

schools in China or schools with the Chinese population evaluate the degree to which their
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school is meeting the needs of the families they serve. The SCCS-CHN can also support
future research endeavors investigating cultural congruity between family and school with its
relation to other variables of interest in the context of China. In addition, establishing an
international scale that measures cultural congruity from parents’ perspectives is important to
extend the understanding of parents’ involvement in children’s learning beyond the United
States. Last but not least, the SCCS-CHN can provide valuable information for educators,
policymakers, and academics to better embrace the complexity of change in education in
China and respond to local, national, and global influences.
Limitations and Future Directions

Despite empirical contributions to the existing literature, the results of the studies
should be interpreted in light of a few limitations. Study 1 is among the first to show parental
engagement patterns from an international perspective by including countries and regions
from three different continents, but it solely includes five countries and regions, and all of
them are middle-upper income or high-income areas according to the World Bank (n.d.).
There may be variations in parent perceptions in other cultural and national contexts. Parents
from different regions can have different parent engagement patterns that link differentially
with various family-school cultural congruity status. While Study 1 strengthens the existing
body of evidence on the association between family-school cultural congruity and parent
engagement, the findings may not be generalized to other cultural subgroups that are not
included in the sample. Caution should be encouraged in generalizing the results; future
research is encouraged to expand this work within other cultural contexts. Efforts can also be
made to research how different countries moderate the association between parent

engagement pattern and family-home cultural congruity by adding countries as covariates.
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Results can inform targeted systematic changes to enhance family-school collaboration for
other cultural and national groups.

Another limitation to Study 1 involves not having a cultural congruity scale to
comprehensively capture the cultural dynamic between home and school. The five cultural
congruity items included in Study 1 have relatively high item endorsement (M > .80) and
they were not a robust representation of their corresponding subdomains. Although Study 1
employs the VISION model as the theoretical reference to seize the core composition of
cultural congruity, which is appropriate to our analysis and allows us to preliminarily study
the association between parent engagement and cultural congruity, further research should
focus on using a home-school cultural congruity scale to address the limitation. Development
of a family-school cultural congruity scale that is suitable to be applied in diverse social and
cultural settings can support further understandings of family-school cultural congruity and
its impact.

Third, the results about associations between subgroup classification and auxiliary
variables in Study 1 should not be considered as causal. In other words, causal links between
parental engagement pattern and family-school cultural congruity cannot be examined or
established. We caution against viewing parents’ engagement pattern as the reason for the
presence of discontinuity between family and school. There has long been the jeopardous
belief of blaming minority parents for their children’s performances and casting this group as
being irresponsible or careless (Kim, 2009). Educational professionals ought to be acutely
aware of the dangerous hierarchical view on the nature of minority parental engagement in

children’s education.
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Fourth, although the data used in Study 1 is adequately large, the sample centers on
middle school students. Notably, parent engagement patterns can differ at different grade
levels and present different forms according to different developmental stage and cultural
contexts (Bond, 2019; Gonida et al., 2007; Rattenborg et al., 2019). When selecting parental
engagement indicators for Study 1, items that involves engagement opportunities not
commonly available to the middle-school or the cultural settings were intentionally ruled out,
but in future studies, it will be important to replicate the findings for other age groups (e.g.,
primary school and high school). Future researchers can also compare the similar or the
different relationship between family engagement and family-school cultural congruity by
age group. Such work would have implications for our understanding of parent engagement
and culture from more angles.

Fifth, although Study 1 investigates how the associations between parental
engagement and family-school cultural congruity can be moderated by parents’ education
level, there may be other contextual factors with mediation or moderation effects on the
association that are not fully explored. For instance, socio-economic status and cultural
capital possessed by families are influential factors on parental engagement as indicated by
existing literature (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Malone, 2017; Tan et al., 2020). While adding these
covariates is outside the bounds of the current study, future studies are recommended to
include other factors that can shape the indirect relationship between parental engagement
and family-school cultural congruity. Also, Study 1 limits the investigation efforts to family-
school cultural congruity and its association with parental engagement. Other school-related
constructs, for instance, student academic achievement and student engagement, to name a

few, were not considered but merit future research attention. For instance, the literature has

68



suggested a potential link between cultural discontinuity and student performances, which
needs to be tested further due to the divergent findings (Conner, 2013; Ledlow, 1992;
Michael, 2004; Ogbu, 1992; Taggart, 2017; Torres, 2017). Future research is encouraged to
study other constructs of interest using the School Cultural Congruity Scale (SCCS) in the
corresponding cultural context.

It should be also noted that authority deference is a cultural phenomenon possibly
present in some of the sample countries included in Study 1 (Dalton & Ong, 2005; Selvarajan
et al., 2018; Vong, 2008). It is likely that the PISA data collected from self-report surveys
can be subject to bias and social desirability, which is a concern for any researchers
employing a survey methodology. It is not known whether or how much social desirability or
authority deference bias was induced in the dataset used, but in looking forward, future
research could consider using multiple methods of data collection to reduce such possible
biases.

Study 2 also has some limitations that should be considered when interpreting the
results. The first limitation is the use of the same U.S. sample for item removals and
measurement invariance testing. Although the U.S. sample was split in half with the first half
being used for item removal and the second half used for testing the replication of the same
model structure, future research efforts can consider using a different sample for invariance
establishment. Second, researchers have advocated the use of at least n = 150 for each scale
subgroup with at least three indicators under each subgroup (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984).
Therefore, the sample of Study 2 across the two countries are sufficient (N > 600). Given the
large populations of China and U.S., and that model parameter estimation are generally

stronger with larger samples, future research can focus on incorporating a larger sample size.
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Chapter 10: Practice Implications

The study has some potentially important implications for practice. Primarily, our
results highlight the importance of taking into account the transactional nature of interactions
between family and school. This dissertation cautions against viewing culture as a set of
ethnodescriptive characteristics shared by some people, but rather as interactively learned
behaviors between individuals and groups as suggested by the VISION model and the
anthropological cultural theory (Goodenough, 1981). Parental engagement as a behavior
involving both school and family necessitates consensus and collaborative efforts from both
sides. The adoption the VISION model allows educators and scholars to reconsider the
concept of culture and parental engagement as a cultural interactive dynamic between family
and school, which serves to inform implications for research and practice. The dissertation
further illustrates how to evaluate between-group cultural congruity using the VISION model
and the SCCS.

The findings of Study 1 confirm much of the prior research on parental engagement
being impacted by contextual forces (e.g., Lee & Bowen, 2006; Malone, 2017; Tan et al.,
2020). The main findings from the current studies corroborates the idea that family-school
cultural congruity is an important factor influencing family engagement and family-school
collaboration. From an international perspective, the dissertation demonstrates that school
leadership must attend to the transactional dynamics between family and school and its
impact on various aspects of individuals involved in such interactive relations. It points to the
five domains that schools can aim attention at as a starting point to enact a more positive
family-school dynamic, which is highly associated with proactive and meaningful parental

engagement. The following discussions concentrate on how the components of the VISION
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model could help transform school strategies pertaining to family-school connection and
collaboration.

For one, school personnel should be encouraged to assess their own values and to
identify the potential mismatch with the values and beliefs of the parents they are working
with. Items from the Values and Belief Systems of the SCCS scale can enlighten educational
professionals on potential areas to carry out conversations. Such conversations should occur
early in the partnership for both sides to understand their differences in worldview and
preferences so that potential conflicts can be addressed before they become obstacles.
Intentionally learning about various value systems, school personnel ought to confront their
judgment and prejudice against parents holding distinct values and beliefs and to explore the
power dynamics between school and families, especially families, especially families with a
minoritized background. The issues of stereotypes, prejudices, and even discriminations
should be firmly addressed in a consistent and intentional manner as they can consciously or
unconsciously coarse school personnel’s attitudes and behaviors against certain families and
students.

Second, schools seeking to effectively structure the interactions between families and
school should consider discussing families’ preferences on how they would like the family-
school relationship and process to be structured, including the frequency, approach, as well
as degree to get involved. Having this fuller picture of the parents’ perceptions could be
helpful in identifying potential barriers to meaningful family-school partnership, effectively
problem solving when confronted with disagreement, and fostering mutual trust and respect.

On the basis of a trusting relationship, understanding family’s preferred mode of

communication can reduce unintentional miscommunications and misunderstandings. School
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personnel and families can openly discuss their communication preferences and even address
the cultural nuances and meanings behind such patterns to develop deeper mutual
understandings and even appreciation. For instance, teachers can invite parents to share about
their family values and habits. Such information is critical to accurately interpret a person’s
communicative behaviors and can increase teachers’ self-awareness about their
communication style, which can be different from others’ preferred way of communications.
Also, schools could build in culturally responsive infrastructure to help school staff
communicate more effectively across cultural differences (Eberly et al., 2007), such as
professional development and collaboration with teacher and principal preparation program
to support such growth. In addition, beyond face-to-face meetings, a variety of channels (e.g.,
Internet/new media, community liaison officers, school-based homework center) should be
used to enhance communication between schools and parents. Whatever form of
communication is adopted, schools ought to ensure the information and language employed
is accessible to parents from different cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds (Emerson et
al., 2012).

Culture shapes not only parents and schools’ values and beliefs towards child
development and their interactions patterns (i.e., communication, relation), but also shapes
their interpretations and attributions of children’s well-being and misbehaviors. Families and
school cultures can therefore have differing expectations for childrearing. For instance, some
research documented that families of Mexican descent tend to embrace a more authoritarian
educational style and embrace strictness as a childrearing strategy more so than leniency
(Auerbach, 2007). They also tend to value a split in the responsibilities of home and school in

fulling educating their children with home-based education focusing on moral development
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and the school focusing on academic development (Hill et al., 2003). Such expectations may
or may not align with the school’s expectation towards families. Some common expectations
related to the schooling involve discipline approach, teaching method, behaviors of children,
students’ relationship building, educational hopes for the children, and so forth. Schools can
create ongoing opportunities, either school-wide or for targeted population, to incorporate
family voice in the clarification of expectations to transform decision-making around school
activates and programs.

Schools are not cultural neutral environments as cultures shape schools’ preferences
and beliefs about the appropriateness and effectiveness of particular educational content,
strategies, and behaviors. Being part of the school system, teachers and school personnel all
hold worldviews that impact the teaching style, strategies, and materials. Regardless of their
cultural background, school personnel are traditionally trained to educate students in a way
that will reproduce the dominant culture. For instance, in the U.S. context, an emphasis is
placed on aspects such as individual achievement, self-esteem, and self-expression. Teaching
materials and curriculums normally reflect such American values and cultural orientation,
which may not be familiar with culturally and linguistically minoritized children and can lead
to student disengagement. Once they fall short of these expectations, minoritized children are
prone to internalize such as their faults (Christenson & Reschly, 2010). It is critical that
teachers work with parents to incorporate culturally relevant pedagogy to serve the interests
of culturally minoritized families and students. Goodman and Hooks (2016) illustrate an
example of working with linguistically minority parents to transform the curriculum and
instructional practice in the classroom. Educators seeking to enhance family-school

collaboration should merit such practices as culturally relevant pedagogy is found to be
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associated with positive and productive family partnerships (Blanchett et al., 2009).
Examples also include teaching in students’ native languages, using examples from the
student’s cultural background, linking material to real-world applications relevant to the
student’s community, and devising learning activities that invite students to bring their
cultural knowledge and understanding to the teachings (Abdulrahim and Orosco, 2020;
Keehne et al., 2018).

Apart from the implications based on the VISION components, the finding of the
model with covariates, which illustrates parental education level’s association with parental
engagement and family-school cultural congruity, hold important implications to inform
schools’ practice of working with families with different educational backgrounds. The
findings suggest that lower-educated parents are less likely to challenge schools’ practices
compared to parents with a higher education degree. Research has demonstrated how
parental engagement is linked with cultural capital, which includes educational attainment,
and the achievement gap among students (e.g., Lee & Bowen, 2006). Identifying and
reducing barriers to parental engagement among less educated parents should be an important
focus of school staff. Schools should adopt creative strategies in an effort to construct a safe
and supportive environment for less educated parents to obtain the information they need,
raise questions, and voice their opinions.

Conclusions

Using a large international sample involving countries from Asia, Europe, and Latin
America, the first half of this research investigates the association between parental
engagement and family-school cultural congruity under a transactional theoretical model.

This model is particularly important as there has been a prevailing focus on the
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characteristics shared by groups as a way to define culture, especially in the field of
psychology and education. The study points to the importance of a more comprehensive
conceptualization of family-school cultural congruity that includes all dimensions of the
VISION model and thus, confirms the research endeavor of developing a cross-cultural scale,
which is the focus of Study 2. The findings from Study 1 confirms that cultural continuity
can be associated with parental engagement. Also, family-school cultural congruity differs by
parental engagement patterns. In general, parents actively engaged in all opportunities are
more likely to show high family-school cultural congruity. On the contrary, parents who are
less engaged in all domains usually are the parents who experience less cultural congruity
between home and school. The parents who participate in some forms of opportunities but
not others show different cultural congruity profile, depending on the nature of their
engagement. Parents who are less educated also are less likely to speak up for themselves or
question the services they received. In light of these findings, ongoing efforts are needed to
address disparities in the engagement experiences of culturally different families, especially
families from less educated backgrounds. Ongoing exploration of culturally relevant school
and community-based changes is critically importance to facilitate family’s engagement
which considerably impacts students’ learning and well-being supported by existing
developmental literature and research generated from the fields of mental health, education,

and positive youth development.

75



References
Abdulrahim, N. A., & Orosco, M. J. (2020). Culturally responsive mathematics teaching: A

research synthesis. The urban review, 52(1), 1-25. https://d0oi.org/10.1007/s11256-

019-00509-2

Allen, B. A., & Boykin, A. W. (1992). African-American children and the educational
process: Alleviating cultural discontinuity through prescriptive pedagogy. School
Psychology Review, 21(4), 586-596.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/02796015.1992.12087366

Amatea, E. S. (Ed.). (2009). Building culturally responsive family-school relationships.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1984). The effect of sampling error on convergence,
improper solutions, and goodness-of-fit indices for maximum likelihood
confirmatory factor analysis. Psychometrika, 49(2), 155-173.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294170

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Three-step
approaches using M plus. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary

Journal, 21(3), 329-341. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in mixture modelling: 3-Step
approach using Mplus. Mplus web notes, 15(8).

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2021). Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Using the
BCH method in Mplus to estimate a distal outcome model and an arbitrary secondary

model. Mplus web notes, 21(11), 1-5.

76


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-019-00509-2%C2%A0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-019-00509-2%C2%A0
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.1992.12087366
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294170
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181

Auerbach, S. (2007). From moral supporters to struggling advocates: Reconceptualizing
parent roles in education through the experience of working-class families of

color. Urban Education, 42(3), 250-283. https://d0i.org/10.1177/0042085907300433

Bakk, Z., & Vermunt, J. K. (2016). Robustness of stepwise latent class modeling with
continuous distal outcomes. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary

Journal, 23(1), 20-31. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.955104

Bellon-Harn, M. L., & Garrett, M. T. (2008). VISION: A model of cultural responsiveness
for speech-language pathologists working in family partnerships. Communication Disorders

Quarterly, 29(3), 141-148. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740108315879

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological

Bulletin, 107(2), 238. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238

Bingham, G. E., & Okagaki, L. (2012). Ethnicity and student engagement. In S. Christenson,
A. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student Engagement (pp.

65-95). Springer, Boston, MA. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7 4

Blanchett, W. J., Klingner, J. K., & Harry, B. (2009). The intersection of race, culture,
language, and disability: Implications for urban education. Urban Education, 44(4),

389-409. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085909338686

Bolck, A., Croon, M., & Hagenaars, J. (2004). Estimating latent structure models with
categorical variables: One-step versus three-step estimators. Political Analysis, 12(1),

3-27. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mph001

Bond, M. (2019). Flipped learning and parent engagement in secondary schools: A South
Australian case study. British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(3), 1294-1319.

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12765

77


https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907300433
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.955104
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740108315879
https://doi.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085909338686
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mph001%C2%A0
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12765

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1992). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sociological

Methods & Research, 21(2), 230-258. https://d0i.org/10.1177/0049124192021002005

Bryk, A. S. (2010). Organizing schools for improvement. Phi Delta Kappan, 91(7), 23-30.

https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009100705

Cartledge, G., & Kourea, L. (2008). Culturally responsive classrooms for culturally diverse
students with and at risk for disabilities. Exceptional Children, 74(3), 351-371.

https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290807400305

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measuremen
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14(3), 464-

504. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing
measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-255.

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902 5

Cholewa, B., & West-Olatunji, C. (2008). Exploring the relationship among cultural
discontinuity, psychological distress, and academic outcomes with low-income,
culturally diverse students. Professional School Counseling.

https://d0i.org/10.1177/2156759X0801200106

Christenson, S., & Reschly, A. L. (Eds.). (2010). Handbook of school-family
partnerships (pp. 345-361). New York, NY: Routledge.
Conner, T. W. (2013, Februray 10™). The Cultural Discontinuity Hypothesis: A Critical

Review of Literature. https://eric.ed.qgov/?id=ED572899

Crozier, G., & Davies, J. (2007). Hard to reach parents or hard to reach schools? A

discussion of home—school relations, with particular reference to Bangladeshi and

78


https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124192021002005
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009100705
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290807400305
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834
https://doi.org/10.1207/https:/doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X0801200106
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED572899

Pakistani parents. British Educational Research Journal, 33(3), 295-313.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/01411920701243578

Cudeck, R., & Browne, M. W. (1983). Cross-validation of covariance
structures. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 18(2), 147-167.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr1802 2

Dalton, R. J., & Ong, N. N. T. (2005). Authority orientations and democratic attitudes: A test
of the ‘Asian values’ hypothesis. Japanese Journal of Political Science, 6(2), 211-

231. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1468109905001842

Duan, W., Guan, Y., & Bu, H. (2018). The effect of parental involvement and socioeconomic

status on junior school students’ academic achievement and school behavior in

China. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 952. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00952

Eberly, J. L., Joshi, A., & Konzal, J. (2007). Communicating with families across cultures:
An investigation of teacher perceptions and practices. School Community
Journal, 17(2), 7-26.

Emerson, L., Fear, J., Fox, S., & Sanders, E. (2012). Parental engagement in learning and
schooling: Lessons from research. A report by the Australian Research Alliance for
Children and Youth (ARACY) for the Family—School and Community Partnerships
Bureau: Canberra.

Friend, M., & Cook, L. (2003). Interactions: Collaboration skills for school professionals (4th
ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon (Pearson).

Garrett, M. W. (1995). Between two worlds: Cultural discontinuity in the dropout of Native

American youth. The School Counselor, 42(3), 186-195.

79


https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920701243578
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr1802_2
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1468109905001842
about:blank

Gao, X., & Xue, H. (2021). Family background, parent involvement, and shadow education
participation of middle school students: Empirical analysis from CEPS2015
Data. Best Evidence in Chinese Education, 7(1), 893-905.

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3777630

Gay, G. (2002). Preparing for culturally responsive teaching. Journal of Teacher Education,

53(2), 106-116._https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102053002003

Gonida, E. N., Kiosseoglou, G., & Voulala, K. (2007). Perceptions of parent goals and their
contribution to student achievement goal orientation and engagement in the
classroom: Grade-level differences across adolescence. European Journal of

Psychology of Education, 22(1), 23-39. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173687

Goodenough, W. H. (1981). Culture, language, and society. Benjamin-Cummings Publishing
Company.

Goodman, K., & Hooks, L. (2016). Encouraging family involvement through culturally
relevant pedagogy. SRATE Journal, 25(2), 33-41.

Guo, X., Lv, B., Zhou, H., Liu, C., Liu, J., Jiang, K., & Luo, L. (2018). Gender differences in
how family income and parental education relate to reading achievement in China:
The mediating role of parental expectation and parental involvement. Frontiers in

Psychology, 9, 783. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2018.00783

Hill, N. E. (2010). Culturally-based worldviews, family processes, and family-school
interactions. Handbook of School-Family Partnerships, 101, 129.

https://d0i.org/10.4324/9780203876046-11

Hill, N. E., Bush, K. R., & Roosa, M. W. (2003). Parenting and family socialization

strategies and children's mental health: Low—Income Mexican—American and Euro—

80


http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3777630
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173687
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00783
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203876046-11

American mothers and children. Child development, 74(1), 189-204.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00530

Hoover-Dempsey, K. V., Bassler, O. C., & Brissie, J. S. (1992). Explorations in parent-
school relations. The Journal of Educational Research, 85(5), 287-294.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/00220671.1992.9941128

Howard, M. C. (2016). A review of exploratory factor analysis decisions and overview of
current practices: What we are doing and how can we improve?. International
Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 32(1), 51-62.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/10447318.2015.1087664

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling: a Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Johnson, J. L., Bahr, M. W., & Navarro, V. L. (2019). School psychology and cultural
competence: Room to grow?. Educational Policy, 33(7), 951-976.

https://d0i.org/10.1177/0895904817741542

Keehne, C. N., Sarsona, M. W., Kawakami, A. J., & Au, K. H. (2018). Culturally responsive
instruction and literacy learning. Journal of Literacy Research, 50(2), 141-166.

Kelesidou, S., Chatzikou, M., Tsiamagka, E., Koutra, E., Abakoumkin, G., & Tseliou, E.
(2017). The role of parents’ educational level and centre type in parent satisfaction
with early childhood care centres: A study in Greece. European Early Childhood
Education Research Journal, 25(5), 768-783.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296X18767226

81


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00530
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1992.9941128
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2015.1087664%C2%A0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296X18767226

Kim, Y. (2009). Minority parental involvement and school barriers: Moving the focus away
from deficiencies of parents. Educational Research Review, 4(2), 80-102.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2009.02.003

Kohl, G. O., Lengua, L. J., & McMahon, R. J. (2000). Parent involvement in school
conceptualizing multiple dimensions and their relations with family and demographic
risk factors. Journal of School Psychology, 38(6), 501-523.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405(00)00050-9

Lanza, S. T., Tan, X., & Bray, B. C. (2013). Latent class analysis with distal outcomes: A
flexible model-based approach. Structural Equation Modeling: a Multidisciplinary

Journal, 20(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.742377

Ledlow, S. (1992). Is cultural discontinuity an adequate explanation for dropping
out?. Journal of American Indian Education, 21-36.

Leibold, J., & Chen, Y. (Eds.). (2014). Minority education in China: Balancing unity and
diversity in an era of critical pluralism. Hong Kong University Press.

Lee, J. S., & Bowen, N. K. (2006). Parent involvement, cultural capital, and the achievement
gap among elementary school children. American Educational Research

Journal, 43(2), 193-218. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312043002193

Li, J., Li, Y., &Yin, T. (2015). Does parental involvement contribute to students'
development? The parent-child homework experiment at a shanghai migrant
school. International Journal about Parents in Education, 9(1).

Li, A., Wang, S., & Liu, X. (2020). Parent involvement in schools as ecological assets,

prosocial behaviors and problem behaviors among Chinese middle school students:

82


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4405(00)00050-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.742377
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312043002193

Mediating role of positive coping. Current Psychology, 1-9.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01098-0

Linan-Thompson, S., Lara-Martinez, J. A., & Cavazos, L. O. (2018). Exploring the
intersection of evidence-based practices and culturally and linguistically responsive
practices. Intervention in School and Clinic, 54(1), 6-13.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451218762574

Liu, T., Zhang, X., & Jiang, Y. (2020). Family socioeconomic status and the cognitive
competence of very young children from migrant and non-migrant Chinese families:
The mediating role of parenting self-efficacy and parental involvement. Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 51, 229-241.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2019.12.004

Liu, X. (2022). Comparing multicultural education in China and Finland: From policy to
practice. Asian Ethnicity, 23(1), 165-185.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/14631369.2020.1760078

Lovelace, S., & Wheeler, T. R. (2006). Cultural discontinuity between home and school
language socialization patterns: Implications for teachers. Education, 127(2), 303-
310.

Mac Naughton, G., & Hughes, P. (2011). EBOOK: Parents and professionals in early
childhood settings. McGraw-Hill Education (UK).

Malone, D. (2017). Socioeconomic status: A potential challenge for parental involvement in
schools. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 83(3), 58-62.

Mapp, K. L., & Hong, S. (2010). Debunking the myth of the hard-to-reach parent. Handbook

of School-Family Partnerships, 345-361. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203876046-23

83


about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451218762574
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2019.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631369.2020.1760078
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203876046-23

Matthiesen, N. C. L. (2016). Understanding silence: an investigation of the processes of
silencing in parent—teacher conferences with Somali diaspora parents in Danish
public schools. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 29(3), 320-

337. https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2015.1023236

Michael Foster, K. (2004). Coming to terms: A discussion of John Ogbu’s cultural-ecological
theory of minority academic achievement. Intercultural Education, 15(4), 369-384.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/1467598042000313403

Morrison, K. A., Robbins, H. H., & Rose, D. G. (2008). Operationalizing culturally relevant
pedagogy: A synthesis of classroom-based research. Equity & Excellence in

Education, 41(4), 433-452. https://doi.org/10.1080/10665680802400006

Mundt, K., Gregory, A., Melzi, G., & McWayne, C. M. (2015). The influence of ethnic
match on Latino school-based family engagement. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral

Sciences, 37(2), 170-185. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986315570287

Muthén, B., & Muthén, B. O. (2009). Statistical analysis with latent variables (Vol. 123, No.
6). New York: Wiley.

Noel, A., Stark, P., Redford, J., & Zukerberg, A. (2013). Parent and family involvement in
education, from the National Household Education Surveys Program of 2012: first
look. National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Department of Education.

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on the number of classes
in latent class analysis and growth mixture modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation
study. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14(4), 535-569.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396

84


https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2015.1023236
https://doi.org/10.1080/1467598042000313403
https://doi.org/10.1080/10665680802400006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986315570287
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2019). PISA 2018 results:
Combined executive summaries. Retrieved from

https://www.oecd.org/pisa/Combined Executive Summaries PISA 2018.pdf

Ogbu, J. U. (1982). Cultural discontinuities and schooling. Anthropology & Education

Quarterly, 13(4), 290-307. https://doi.org/10.1525/ae0.1982.13.4.05x1505w

Olivos, E. M. (2021). Silencing bicultural parental voices through educational satisfaction:
What do we need to know?. Theory Into Practice, 60(1), 72-82.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2020.1829378

Olivos, E. M. (2009). Collaboration with Latino families: A critical perspective of home—
school interactions. Intervention in School and Clinic, 45(2), 109-115.

Oztiirk, M. (2013). Barriers to parental involvement for diverse families in early childhood
education. Journal of Educational and Social Research, 3(7), 13-13.

https://doi.org/10.5901/jesr.2013.v3n7pl3

Pattnaik, J. (2003). Multicultural literacy starts at home: Supporting parental involvement in
multicultural education. Childhood Education, 80(1), 18-24.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00094056.2003.10521245

Penderi, E., Petrogiannis, K., & Tsioumis, K. (2009). The hypothesis of “cultural
discontinuity” in the Greek primary education: An example of teachers and Roma
mothers’ ideas and expectations about 1st grade students’ competencies. In
Proceedings (CD-ROM) of the International Conference Intercultural Education:
Paideia, Polity, Demoi, Athens, June (pp. 22-26).

Postiglione, G. (2014). Education and cultural diversity in multiethnic China. In J. Leibold

& Y. Chen (Eds.), Minority education in China: Balancing unity and diversity in an

85


https://www.oecd.org/pisa/Combined_Executive_Summaries_PISA_2018.pdf
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2020.1829378
https://doi.org/10.5901/jesr.2013.v3n7p13
https://doi.org/10.1080/00094056.2003.10521245

era of critical pluralism (pp. 27-43). Hong Kong Scholarship

Online. https://doi.org/10.5790/hongkong/9789888208135.003.0002

Quezada, R., & Alexandrowicz, V. (2019). Developing culturally proficient teachers for
dual-language classrooms. Theory Into Practice, 58(2), 185-193.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2019.1569398

Ramirez, A. Y. (2005). Multicultural education and families. Multicultural Education, 13(2),
4-4.

Rattenborg, K., MacPhee, D., Walker, A. K., & Miller-Heyl, J. (2019). Pathways to parental
engagement: Contributions of parents, teachers, and schools in cultural context. Early
Education and Development, 30(3), 315-336.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2018.1526577

Saltmarsh, S., & McPherson, A. (2019). Un/satisfactory encounters: Communication, conflict
and parent-school engagement. Critical Studies in Education, 1-16.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2019.1630459

Schleicher, A. (2019). PISA 2018: Insights and Interpretations. OECD Publishing. Retrieved

from http://www.educationduepuntozero.it/wp-

content/uploads/2020/01/tabelleOCSEFierli.pdf

Schulz, L. L., Hurt, K., & Lindo, N. (2014). My name is not Michael: Strategies for
promoting cultural responsiveness in schools. Journal of School Counseling, 12(2),
n2.

Sebastian, J., Moon, J. M., & Cunningham, M. (2017). The relationship of school-based

parental involvement with student achievement: A comparison of principal and parent

86


https://doi.org/10.5790/hongkong/9789888208135.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2019.1569398
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2018.1526577
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2019.1630459
http://www.educationduepuntozero.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/tabelleOCSEFierli.pdf
http://www.educationduepuntozero.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/tabelleOCSEFierli.pdf

survey reports from PISA 2012. Educational Studies, 43(2), 123-146.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/03055698.2016.1248900

Selvarajan, T. T., Singh, B., & Solansky, S. (2018). Performance appraisal fairness, leader
member exchange and motivation to improve performance: A study of US and
Mexican employees. Journal of Business Research, 85, 142-154.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.043

Shao, M., He, W., Zhao, L., & Su, Y. S. (2021). The influence of parental involvement on
parent satisfaction: The moderating effect of parental educational level and the
number of children. Frontiers in Psychology, 12.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2021.752802

Sleeter, C. E. (1992). Restructuring schools for multicultural education. Journal of Teacher

Education, 43(2), 141-148. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487192043002007

Swick, K. J. (2003). Communication concepts for strengthening family-school-community
partnerships. Early Childhood Education Journal, 30(4), 275-80. DOI:
10.1023/A:1023399910668

Swick, K. J. (1994). Multicultural Learning through family involvement. Dimensions of
Early Childhood, 22(4), 17-21.

Taggart, A. (2017). The role of cultural discontinuity in the academic outcomes of Latina/o
high school students. Education and Urban Society, 49(8), 731-761.

https://d0i.org/10.1177/0013124516658522

Tan, C. Y., Lyu, M., & Peng, B. (2020). Academic benefits from parental involvement are
stratified by parental socioeconomic status: A meta-analysis. Parenting, 20(4), 241-

287. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2019.1694836

87


https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2016.1248900
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.043
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.752802
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487192043002007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124516658522
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2019.1694836

Tarasawa, B., & Waggoner, J. (2015). Increasing parental involvement of English Language
Learner families: What the research says. Journal of Children and Poverty, 21(2),

129-134. https://doi.org/10.1080/10796126.2015.1058243

The World Bank. (n.d.a). Upper middle income. Retrieved April 27, 2020, from

https://data.worldbank.org/income-level/upper-middle-income

The World Bank. (n.d.b). High income. Retrieved April 27, 2020, from

https://data.worldbank.org/country/XD

Torres, D. D. (2017). Cultural discontinuity between home and school and American Indian
and Alaska Native children's achievement. The Journal of Educational

Research, 110(4), 331-347. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2015.1103686

Trueba, H. T. (1987). Success or failure: Learning and the language of minority students.
Cambridge, MA: Newbury House.

Tyler, K. M., Ugdah, A. L., Dillihunt, M. L., Beatty-Hazelbaker, R., Conner, T., Gadson,
N., ... & Stevens, R. (2008). Cultural discontinuity: Toward a quantitative
investigation of a major hypothesis in education. Educational Researcher, 37(5), 280-

297. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x08321459

Vinopal, K. (2018). Understanding individual and organizational level representation: The
case of parental involvement in schools. Journal of Public Administration Research

and Theory, 28(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mux036

Vong, K. I. (2008). Developing creativity and promoting social harmony: the relationship
between government, school and parents' perceptions of children's creativity in
Macao-SAR in China. Early Years, 28(2), 149-158.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09575140802065599

88


https://doi.org/10.1080/10796126.2015.1058243
https://data.worldbank.org/income-level/upper-middle-income
https://data.worldbank.org/country/XD
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x08321459
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mux036
https://doi.org/10.1080/09575140802065599

Wang, Y., & Phillion, J. (2009). Minority language policy and practice in China: The need
for multicultural education. International Journal of Multicultural Education, 11(1).

https://doi.org/10.18251/ijme.v11i1.138

Wang, J., & Wang, X. (2019). Structural equation modeling: Applications using Mplus. John

Wiley & Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119422730

Weisner, T. S., Gallimore, R., & Jordan, C. (1988). Unpackaging cultural effects on
classroom learning: Native Hawaiian peer assistance and child-generated activity.
Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 19, 327-353.

https://doi.org/10.1525/ae0.1988.19.4.05x0915e

Weinstein, C., Curran, M., & Tomlinson-Clarke, S. (2003). Culturally responsive classroom
management: Awareness into action. Theory Into Practice, 42(4), 269-276.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4204 2

Weinstein, C. S., Tomlinson-Clarke, S., & Curran, M. (2004). Toward a conception of
culturally responsive classroom management. Journal of Teacher Education, 55(1),

25-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487103259812

Wren, D. G., & Benson, J. (2004). Measuring test anxiety in children: Scale development and
internal construct validation. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 17(3), 227-240.

https://d0i.org/10.1080/10615800412331292606

Zong, X., Zhang, L., & Yao, M. (2018). Parental involvement and Chinese elementary
students’ achievement goals: The moderating role of parenting style. Educational

Studies, 44(3), 341-356. https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2017.1373634

89


https://doi.org/10.18251/ijme.v11i1.138
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119422730
https://doi.org/10.1525/aeq.1988.19.4.05x0915e
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4204_2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487103259812
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800412331292606
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2017.1373634

APPENDIX

90



Institutional Review Board Approval Letter

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY + DAVIS « IRVINE + LOS ANGELES « MERCED + RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGOD + SAN FRANCISOO

[SANTA BARBARA + SANTA CRUZ

SANTA BARBARA e of Rescanch
FWASOO00636 1 Human Subjects Comminiee
Samta Barbara, CA 931062050

Wich: bttpe//'www.research ucsh odu
04/27/2021

VERIFICATION OF ACTION BY THE UCSB HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE
RE: HUMAN SUBJECTS PROJECT NUMBER 36

FROM: UCSB HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE

PROTOCOL NUMBER 36-21-0275

TYPE: NOTICE OF EXEMPT DETERMINATION

TITLE(S):

School Cultural Congruity & Parent Engagement
INVESTIGATORS:

Shane Jimerson

Mihya Weber

Alessandra Mittelstet

Yuexin Zhang
The above identified protocol may commence on 04/27/2021. Exempt protocols do not expire.

The research activities under this submission gqualify as Exempt from the Federal Regulations at 45 CFR 46.104(d) under
the following Categories: 2

Although your study qualifies as exempt research, investigators are expected to adhere to UCSB policies and conduct
their research in accordance with the ethical principles of Justice, Beneficence, and Respect for Persons as described in
the Belmont Report.

AMENDMENTS/MODIFICATIONS/CHANGES:

Any change in the design, conduct, or key personnel of this research must be reviewed by the UCSB HSC prior to
implementation. This includes changes to the study procedures and/or documents (e.g., protocol, consent form,
recruitment materials, addition of data points, addition or change of research sites) and changes to the research team. If
you are unsure whether your changes constitute a protocol modification, contact the HSC for guidance. Changes may
result in a reevaluation of eligibility of an Exempt Determination.

UNANTICIPATED PROBLEMS/ADVERSE EVENTS:

If any study subject experiences an unanticipated problem involving risk to subjects or others, and/or a serious adverse
event, the HSC must be informed promptly. An e-mail or phone call must be received within 7 days. Further reporting
requirements will be determined by the HSC at that time.

RECORDS RETENTION REQUIREMENTS:
Please remember that signed consent forms must be maintained for a minimum of three years after the end of the

calendar year in which the research is completed. Additional requirements may be imposed by your funding agency, your
department, or other entities.

If you have any questions about the above, please contact the Human Subjects Committee Coordinator at:
(805) 893-3807; (805) 893-2611 (fax); hsc@research ucsb edu

For more details on this protocol, go to the ORahs website: hitps:/lorahs research ucsb edu

91



School Cultural Congruity Scale-China Survey Flyer

39 % UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
28 SANTA BARBARA

R F 4 WA 4

ANONYMOUS QUESTIONNAIRE

FEORREF~ KN RO LFTROALAN
WwREHFEZEFHET
[gL@l, (%], [FF] X [HFHETFER]
R R RS B
ATREZIPRHEI0NFIATEiE A
BB OAZTESHDERAR.
FREDEPRRINIEEFORF EHEOTTE
FREEERNER, BiREFTFZH,
iRz 8L EBE A FHRBREN
HEZERTSH550 a2,
WRFLEFAEFEEHAE, ATHA
MR EELREFBEELESRR, FTHAOSHEPRALOREAR
RELETHFBBEPTAE, EFBREEHTK, NG NEERE!

0 SR AT AT A ) B, BB R R AT A 5 AT BA.
SHANEJIMERSON#({Z(JIMERSON @ UCSB.EDU);

Sk BLET I 78 51 (YZHANG983 @ UCSB.EDU);

B B WIS 51(201827061005@MAIL.BNU.EDU.CN).
ORI 0

92



School Cultural Congruity Scale-China
Online Survey Consent

BHHIRK:

81787, HANEXREEZEMMAFZZEEAZRNA
DIEZRAIERITERZ OIEZEHE EFE D M
ARERA, FEREEBEBEIMABA VXIS £
BRI R RESFRIBEMRRH.

EUTEER, BISHEKERENZREXCS FREE
FESEFEZL, BRENGEESERNGFE—HD
ATRESFRXMULEENTNER, XHEXRE
EFRBFRNBERHE B BIF RSB E RNORE
MP4E., HIESRENERES, BRAUEERIBEZ
B—)&, EFREERBRNEFRZS.

MRERNBTRFEME, FHNFENERENEEH
TrgiRE, —BRERER, MBENRFHREN
HrE, RhEsREHEWER, BRMNSEM
BRENATIERRSE, EBRMRENFEEFRE
FEERENERSER. BRAFE 200K
BARE, FHMRAGMERIEWETR, EEIF
MSE5MRMELE, BRFRINEBRTHRIE
HUEIEIRER#HE.

MREBEEAICRE, VDB REKNRARER:
Shane Jimerson ##% (jimerson@ucsb.edu); k5
RA (yzhang983@ucsb.edu); i EZEEEHAR R
(201827061005@mail.bnu.edu.cn).

93



School Cultural Congruity Scale-China Measures

B R AR T #5 AL S (P U

|

B FERERELR

I

XA INEZT? [FRkE] *

o HAh (i 15t
)

ol 02 o3 o4 o5

please
specify

TIREZTH? [k ]
o HoAth 2

08K oBE3R oA oW oA A o HNE

*

AREAET 12 & T, WEERF A IEEZRBIGLE. N P WET, 2
52 M HS .

XAZ T PR R ? [k ] >

o B4 ol o FAth (115 BH)
A ERAN A T IX 222 [ ]

BT PTE R I AL 22 [k ] ~

oM KL (AN 3L) oWl F AL (R AR

o BNV 4% ORF IR A L

94



o [H fr B8 4% o HAh (15 15 BA) *

By 4 b LR [k ] *
o)Ll

o/NFE— AR

o/ AL,

o/NEE AL,

o/NE UL

o/NFEFLAFEL,

O /NN

o] (L FEHR MY 24 4%) —4E 4
oI AR

oI =4

o o H (BLFE BRI 24 4%) —4E 4
o ARG

ofs " =AY

o T Y AFE R (%)

B R T [k ¢
oF X HEE

oAk, Ll o BUf. 5% AR LRI W
BT R R 20T [P ] *
o HuAt L

of ot W

95



ofE
AT i B 22 3 H BT AR o F

ZF B AT PR ) NER? [k ] *
ol~15 016~30 031~50 050~70 070 UL I

27 I RIRAE? [Pk ] *
oLk o i [ HAt D B RO oA [

ERNBRZTHANEEM A i)

YN «
ok ARBEMHE L ES S WP THE

1

e

Fe 1 BEHER AL T 2% AR SRS 1 22 S SRS [k

; oK

)

O

TR — IR R A AR R T, BT 1% S G2 SR 4
PLE?
[ N\ O(FHE4 B 0%I1) A =) 3] 100(HE4 . 100%11) N =) i B T*

5 H Al R £ AR EL, BN ISR 2% 7 TR IR T2 [k
oA A i) off KN [H] off KA o A i)

T T 2% 7 AR RIEE N, X7 AE LT LA J5 T AR DA VP4 R 3R ]

LR ZEINE : X
" EHE R 4r FLa A 75 EHMLF
%ﬂﬁiéﬁ (@] O (@) (@) @]
NG S o o o o

96



27 STk H AT ASIIR A [k ] *

o LU

2

o5EJE

o}

ZEUS T HAMEE R

oFLLY

BT RE? [Fadkd] *

O/ TN LL R

o I (E . BAL.

)

o REB(EFHMHE AL, MAHE. BF)

ot FLAE A LA E (Rt \ )

B RERIN R B AR i) *

o /N J N LR

om(E L. Bk Blm)

o REB(EFHMHAE. MAHE. BF)

o]
off %
oA}

oH)
oth%
oA Fl

97

o [ J&
BEISEARAE



OB UL (W )

BT AU MR S T e (2]
o /NN B R oI
o (S, k. WE) ot

oKL (HRHEARNE. MAHE. BHF) oA F}
offf FLAE S LA (R Ly 1)
ERPOLE B [ *

oA Ilif Ty Rk Rplb NG ARBOR T AR 57 3h#, IR IR

oB. B IF AT — MRS N SR T R FR TR, s TSR
PN
oCHIRENFARN G CIn @A, s s « —BEHEA R dnhilkE:,
KRBT FESE) DFA (FDARS A T, b T34  MEATR
s

oD. FRZEHA G (IR pFN AN FREEAN R, P ZEA G 5HRL
WHARN G CRITAEFALE TARRB AR TR T NG, Ui 22 Rl
KNS FIRBEASE)

oE.mEE A (CHAEAEEEL Flb A2 BUANL R BAL s AT (38 SEBR AT BUE BN
BURATT -8R R AL b 28 BN SUNALE Al 3 55) 5 i b R N
(HfZ . WIRFHEE)

BT BRI A . [ ] *

oA. Il v Rk Ak NGt AFBOR T R AR G730, AR R
oB. A /157 LN — BRDARSS N 51 SR LR AR TARE, Q5 TN R AR
PN

oCHIRANFARNG: (N @A @ AEsE) « —BEHEAR il E,
KRB HIR T EE). DFEANR (ARSI R T, FlafTH%) © MEALHE
)il

98



oD.FFEEHANG (KA AF AP REHA R, fh BN ShEE
WHARN G CRITAEEALE TARRB AR TR T N5, inB0f o+ 22 R
KNS FIRBEASE)

OE. BRI G LTSI, TR 2 A AHL o 7 ST {7 B IR
LY B KR A 2 SRR 25 %) 5 AR A
B, TR

BT, [ ] *

oA i Ty Rl Rl NG ARROR T R AR 57303, kiR

oB. A /157 B TN — MDA N5t BOR TR R AR, Qs TN R AR
PN
oCHIRANFARNG: (@ AUm . EmeeEsE) « —BEHEAL il E,
KRB HIR T ESE) HFANR (FEDARS R T F A TH%E) o MELHE
)il

oD.FFEEHANG KA AF AP REHA R, F AN ShEE
WHARN G CRTTAETALE TARRABAFEOR AR T N5, ind0f o 122 Rt
IS EIRBEASE)

oE. BB N CEFRAET B FAV AL 2 BRI OC BAL A 47058 SR 47 BUE #EER
BRI T80 R rh Al iy v 2 BN S ANFA S Al 32 58) 5 R g b HoR N B
(HIx. HWIRFEEHESE)

TGRS RO [Pk ] *

oW i O*ﬁ;’ﬁﬁ%ﬁ% 05“5':':'%%

AR P B AE£% 7 R 2 ? [FRAS A *

1

cY

KPP EI AN [Fig ] *

0<500 0500~2000 JT 02000~5000 JT
05000~8000 7T 08000~10000 JG 010000~20000 JT
020000~50000 JC 050000 Ju M LA I

99



B—EAETLUBFRE (BESI S, DolPt, ¥, WELEIMHR, Wik
SV TR RZ N [k

OA/NTEET 1JITT

oB.1 i-2 izt

oC2 Ji-5 JiJt

oD.5 /5-10 /iJt

oE. KT 10 izt

= E 0 FRSCHVHG A

ALK BN NEA AR E S ST BE RS SRS A S . ESEH (A
MR B, REXRES)  MIRIRE. BEEFEE. BUriEs. REKTTH.
FIEPEM . AF0 AT

PR i) 2 7 Rk T8 4% 7 T E (R AR (LA R RIFR IR T8 A 5 e Sl — S )

o, B LR o), T IRYE SRR DLIEH R AT & B B %

o
H

[EFEERE] *
FEHEARE WEARER — LR A AEH

=
el

1 X
T2 I oA
N5
KER
FAA 2]
& (i

100



.
gi. TH
DR

2. Xl
B 2 1)
A
M (E
%, hiE
&) ety
S
(3 4k

3. Xy
R TAE
INESES
(K A7
% A A
A
(AR
[E . R

HEE)

4. X
FIPEESS
BTy
=2y
(Hiltn,
K2

101



M.
.t
Hufr, o
HoIE
) Xt
A4
HIRZHE o

5. X T
RERFR
KA =
AT
JFE A

6. T
THHE
FERE A
El=E <]
UK
e
7. X
R oA
S5
BTHE
iEIGilEpre
BAS
(i
. E

102



#

=
St

‘:l'H;

) .

8. WA E
A B
AIX v o o o o o
R E
WUARAL.

T [EFEER ] *
FEARE LEAFE — % b3 A =

09. X it
FRE
EYNARYS
ipEEi a2
KAL)
BEE.
10. 1X fiT
FR AR
WAL
[HiE 5 1% o o o o
B 2E A
R

=S|

i o

11. IXFr
%B‘Euﬁ @] O O O
5 5 PR

103

iy
il
el



) 77 =)
ek
2y 1k
J 1
QI
e
. Fik
S R
251

E DN

12. %1%
R SO
Hok i 2
TR 2 T
i
13. &1
Bl L
FIAtA 2
KA 4
55 A
PN
i
14. B
G\
MR

AN ik

104



WRM K
FEM B
W o
15. ik
(EEi I\
B ES
YN
WRTZ
Ty
K
>

105



WAz T 1
S

19. IX fiT
FR(HE
Jilis 2R
NZE SRS
G )
e

=
:‘D}z

= [FEFEER ] *
FEHE AR

20. iX
FR AL
T o
A RK
FEAAE

21. IR
25
THENR

R AN o
PSSl
R —

DGO

22. X}
MRS o

53 &Zr

HB A =

106

BRSPS

3

I

il



HENTT
EWE ST

=z
4%'\ [}

23. =
KX i 2

R#E R o
FEZ 51

77 e

24, FHF
RxH¥
PSR o
JEEH

;Em'\ °

VU [RE R ]
FEHEAFRR

25. Ttz
TIHCE
e o
HNEZSIEN
i
26. K=
EFER L
EARS o
et 741
Kb 75 2

ERSENEIPSA

107

—

LR A

e

=l

e



27. X it
FR T
R E
E &% T
i) RIS
SFIE

Pie

29. 7L
gl ok
T DA
i 44 3,
AT K
GE Y
il soREE
B L
30. B
FKEEAL
(CARE

108



% g
N EF
{2y )
TR

31 K=
WX T 4
RIHAE
77 1.

TR RG] *

32. X T
S RINE
", I
FRI
BER—
.

33. A%
ARG xT
BT
HOT R
— 1,

34, % T
ZF AT
A, FRAN

FRLHHY]

4k

s

R

AN

S
=

HB A =

109

BRSPS

3

I

il



EEP S
i

35. X T
BFREK
(St A
SRR
fr75 =K,
AR
A B 2
FHFF o

36. IXFIT
FRALHR
EIAiNE
TRINA
TR
Hife.

37. FA
SRR
WEZT P
A
i
i

N EFE R ] >

E[3

=

G

NG

=z
=

ERENEIFSS

110

—

ER YIS

R

4

il



38. FAH
(e
i G % 24
IR
T

39. A%
iR
Rk
eSO
(LN =N
AR
.

40. i
AR
A 2RI
FEK K
{RREApiie
41. ik
AR
IFR

=

Ho

42. JR 1
T E
LR

111



A el A=
EEAFZ  WEAFAR

43. A%

R

iRtz

> 1TA]

(=P

e (JE

wiE

) .

44. FRE
BHZH
P I 2

2 1A o

45. FK1
ZTEW
FRME
FIE.

J\DERFEZRE] *
FEEAFRE  HEARE

46. L5
ZE1) AL
et ik o 0
e

IJ—II_JO

—

—

112

BRSNS

ER YIS

3

3

Pe=T|

4y

el

el



47. LG

%2 5%

&Eﬁ%ﬁ @) O O O
555

EEI

48. 8%

REYie .

LR Bl 1

l+7j7§lyﬁ (@] @) O @)
R FEk

Hofth o &

1P/

49. K1Y
ZTH4
5%
K2
H ]
(5 %
e

ma) .
ARG R ] *
EHAAE  WEARE & WEEE

50. fkfE
% 1 H 27

113

F
=
el



BRI
AR
51. F e
1 2
BRI
AR

52. k%
iD=
T AR
i fE
VAN i

FIRLF

N

53. FiA
NEEREI
Tp2EFRA

(EEERES

TOERERERE] *
FEEAFE

54. “FKL
fE. X
(£ 8L
i e
NIRE 4

/E(‘O

ERFENEIFSS

114

ER YIS

3

4y

il



55. & T

R o o o o 5
JisE,

56. FiA

HNEERE

7 AR
+*,

FEME KK S 5% H R AENRR, 1ENEZ TR, SR &R SLBrE Lk B

BT A R T, & R B R 2 [ Rk ] *

MA R EELN} 2

AN
3

=)
B

RATT
Y
. i
Bl A o o o o o
TN
UEE RS

A
=7

i %1
LB
W, At
e, o o o o o
Wi, R
hE, )
Tl 55

115



T T
R
[ @1= I
E LT

Bl I 7

A U

AETH
Lo F R
i AR IS
%, ®x
TF A%
BEZT

ML T
PRAIL
AP,
RET
Fes
¥

AT
FREF
PR HE
P
“%r

P %
o A1 mldi

116



TR

=

B\

RUET
TR
B f A

o
o
o

T T
**iﬂﬁfﬁk o) o
2RI

BT IHEM IO A K E R 22 [

off, MEXE ML LI
off, WRFZ =B A
OWMHAEXER

oAt *

TR AR T ARRERE? [ idl] *

>

FEEAT
z

f ol 02 03

R FHL A T AEFERE? [Fadeid] *

>

FEFEAT
z

fi
X FR S E R R AR ? [FRak ]

ol 02 o3

ol AR oltBAEE oK

XS H AT A AN S 5 B R I [Pk ]

117

]*

o4

o4

o5

o5

ot



o AR H AN

o LB AN =

o— M

o LI &

BS T e AR AT R SR A7 (2] *

oA FT IS

oC. K it

n) A @)
0G. K EEHE JhHE
IS =00

oA ¥ H I
oC. & HIH
n) A TEEi]

0G.ZKEHH VFAE

OB AL RSB (fRlfs

oD . F K&

o AR H

oF REJFHCH SR T iash 252 R s

oH. HAt

MIF A E IR A? (2 1] *

OB AL BRI AT (Rl

oD.XK&

oF KR H . 2R Tigsh e

oH. HAth

HEERE B

B ET A ROHEAT ZRE AR IR A [k *

o0 /)
o3 K/

o5 K LA _E/fH

ol X/

o4 kI

()N T 0 B AT [k ]

SRS TR

ST i DMAD AT

oI EAEEZ HIK
paplii

o fE

& [Hk ] *

oRMEAUT X5 5
k8

02 X1

o5 kIH
=z o FHCD
oFKEHHEIM .
il oA

118



RG-S VA Y P A T B (I e 1 =00 [ 3]

DA AR AR I oB.ZEAE AL K S oC. A A NBRagfE

2 i H B AT N S SEAERLOBEDIRGL . T . sy
?g;m H 47 514 E;% DIEERAL 154 oo i,
oL A 2R

2R, I RKE N R
o0G. 3K Wl FXKE WX OH. 208 B A M7 i 2l

=¥
pai:

PR B2 AL, B RSB A2 BN R S LA A2 B ] *

AP FE AL, B E RSB A? By FRE A& A A2 R E] *

TN AR SN SR B SO il — SO RO A2 (R B RE 22 [ ik rlt] *
oBAT T Bl otbBUATET ok otbBEHE o ARE AT

AR TR A Y SRS ~~ VLSBT £l PR

119



	The dissertation of Yuexin Zhang is approved.
	Chapter 1: Introduction to Study 1
	Study 1 Research Questions and Hypotheses

	Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework: the VISION Model
	Participants
	Procedure
	Identification of Auxiliary Variables Measuring Home-School Cultural Congruity
	Identification of Latent Class Indicators Measuring Parental Engagement

	Data Analysis Plan
	Class Enumeration
	LCA Analyses


	Chapter 4: Results for Study 1
	Pearson Correlations Among Study Variables
	Class Enumeration Results
	Automatic BCH Method Results
	Regression Auxiliary Model Combined with Latent Class Regression Results


	Chapter 5: Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions

	Chapter 6: Introduction to Study 2
	Chapter 7: Study 2 Methodology
	Translation Procedure
	Data Collection
	Data Screening
	Data Analysis Plan
	Stage 1: Establishment of the Five-Factor Structure of SCCS-US
	Stage 2: Measurement Invariance


	Chapter 8: Results for Study 2
	Stage 1
	Stage 2

	Chapter 9: Study 2 Discussion
	Chapter 10: Practice Implications
	Conclusions

	References
	APPENDIX

