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ABSTRACT 

An estimated 4.0 million children under the age of 18 years old are being raised in 

their grandparents' homes (Lugaila, 1998). Although there is an abundance of studies on 

grandparents who are raising their grandchildren, there are very few studies on the 

children who are being raised by their grandparents. A child's school perfbrmance can be 

affected by the family situations surrounding grandparent involvement in raising the child 

(Dubowitz & Sawyer, 1994; Edwards, 1998). The findings of previous research have been 

mixed as to the academic achievement and school behavior of students being raised by 

grandparents (Marx & Solomon, 1993; Pruchno, 1999; Sawyer & Dubowitz, 1994). 

Fifty-seven volunteer caregiver-child pairings participated in this study. Thirty-one 

grandparent &milies formed the experimental group. The comparison groups consisted of 

14 single-parent and 12 two-parent &milies. 

The current study is unique in several ways. The children were tested individually, 

either in their homes or in the researcher's office, using standardized measures both for 

academic achievement (Wide Range Achievement Test 3), and for school behavior 

(Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form). The Kaufinan Brief Intelligence Test (K-

BIT) was used to control for the intellectual level of the children. The children's teachers 

rated their classroom behavior. The findings were compared across three family structures: 

children raised by grandparents, by single parents, and by two parents; and also across 

three ethnic groups: Black, Hispanic, and White. 

Using a questionnaire designed by the researcher that was based on the literature, 

together with the standardized measiires, this study sought to examine: (1) the differences 

in school performance related to &mify structure; (2) the differences in school 

performance related to grandparent ethnicity; (3) the relationship between school 

performance and the conditions and circumstances surrounding grandparent involvement; 

(4) the differences in fiunily relationship across three &mily structures; and (5) the 

relationship between school performance and &mily relationship. 
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No significant differences in school performance were observed related to either 

&mily structure or to grandparent ethnicity. Several significant differences were found in 

family relationship across the three ^mily structure groups. Only a few significant 

correlations were observed between school performance and the conditions and 

circumstances surrounding grandparent involvement. A number of significant correlations 

were found between school performance and family relationship. 

A family relationship profile was developed based on the most common similarities 

in family relationship identified in the study across the three &mily structure groups. 

Present findings suggest that the &mily relationship between the caregiver and the child 

(more than &mily structive, ethnicity, conditions and circumstances, or household income) 

may be related to children's school performance. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides a brief overview of the issues related to grandchildren being 

raised by a grandparent, or being significantly cared for by a grandparent. The main focus 

of attention is the school performance of children who have been raised by, or have been 

cared for by a grandparent. This chapter also includes the purpose of the study, the 

research questions addressed in the study, the possible limitations to the study, and 

definitions of significant terms. 

Grandparents assisting in raising their grandchildren is not a new phenomenoa 

However, in the last 25 years, the number of children living in households headed by a 

grandparent has increased by over 50 percent (Chalfie, 1994). Fuller-Thomson, Minkler, 

& Driver (1997) reported that an estimated 10.9% of grandparents have had primary 

responsibility for raising a grandchild at some point in their lives. In 1998, the Census 

Bureau estimated that about 4.0 million children were living with a grandparent. In about 

35% of those grandparent-maintained households, neither of the children's parents were 

present (Lugaila, 1998). In addition, the Census Bureau estimated in 1997 that another 1.5 

million children lived with a grandparent while living in their parents' homes (Bryson & 

Casper, 1999). 

Jendrek (1994) observed three levels of grandparent involvement (i.e., grandparent 

roles) in the raising of their grandchildren. Custodial grandparents have obtained some 

form of legal custody of their grandchildren. Living-with grandparents do not have legal 

custody, but they have assvuned responsibility for providing some or all of the daily care of 

their grandchildren. Day-care grandparents provide care for their grandchildren on a daily 

basis, at a level of responsibility beyond that of casual baby-sitting. 

The reasons and circumstances leading to a grandparent providing care for a 

grandchild varied according to the three grandparent roles (Jendrek, 1994). Day-care 

grandparents may have provided care to help out the parents financial^, or to allow them 

to return to work or school. The circumstances under which living-with grandparents 
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provided care for their grandchildren often had to do with helping parents who were 

experiencing dif5culties or problems, or helping a daughter who had not yet left home. 

Custodial grandparents were usually concerned about the safety and well-being of their 

grandchildren, due to the parents or parent experiencing severe problems. 

Researchers have studied specific &mily situations in which grandparents have 

provided care for, and even obtained legal custody of their grandchildren. The parents may 

be experiencing such problems as divorce (Clingempeel, Colyar, Brand, & Hetherington, 

1992; Johnson, 1988); incarceration (Dressel, & Bamhill, 1994); or drug and/or alcohol 

addiction (Burton, 1992; Minkler, Roe, & Price, 1992). The grandparents interviewed by 

Jendrek (1994) and Pruchno (1999) reported several other reasons for their involvement 

in the care of the grandchildren. These included the parents experiencing physical, mental, 

or emotional health problems; the children were being placed in a foster home; and the 

children needing immediate medical care. 

During the past decade a growing body of literature in the fields of gerontology, 

child development, family and marriage, and social work has addressed the issues of 

grandparents as they became surrogate parents. The san^les of many studies included 

black grandparents, and especially black grandmothers (e.g.. Burton, 1992; Minkler, Roe, 

& Price, 1992; Pearson, Hunter, Ensminger, & Kellam, 1990; Strom, Collinsworth, Strom, 

& Griswold, 1993; Timberlake & Chipungu, 1992). Other researchers had predominately 

middle-class white grandparents as subjects in their studies (e.g., Clingempeel et al., 1992; 

Jendrek, 1993; Jendrek, 1994; Johnson, 1988). Pruchno (1999) compared the experiences 

of both Black and White grandmothers in raising grandchildren. 

There has been a focus in the literature on the challenges and problems &ced by 

grandparents serving as surrogate parents—health problems, financial difiBcuhies, lack of 

government support, legal problems, lifestyle changes, and social isolation (Karp, 1996; 

Jendrek, 1993; Minkler, 1994; Roe & Minkler, 1999). Several theoretical papers have 

considered these grandparent issues fi'om a life course perspective (Burton, Dilworth-

Anderson, & Merriwether-deVries, 1995; George & Gokl, 1991). Numerous programs 

that serve the needs of such grandparents also have been studied and reviewed in the 
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literature (Edwards, 1998; Minkler, Driver, Roe, & Bedeian, 1993; Stokes & Greenstone, 

1981; Strom & Strom, 1993). 

Only a small number of studies have addressed the adjustment of children raised by 

grandparents. Solomon and Marx (1995) did an epidemiological study, using data from 

the 1988 National Health Interview Survey, to examine the health and school adjustment 

of children raised by grandparents. One section of Pruchno's (1999) telephone interviews 

with 717 custodial grandmothers included items related to the children's behavior and 

academic performance. Edwards (1998) has reported on his ongoing Grand&mily School 

Support Network program to help children in the school setting who are being raised by 

grandparents. Several other studies have looked at the association between being raised by 

a grandparent and the children's behavioral adjustment or academic achievement (Falbo, 

1991; Jones, 1993; Stolba & Amato, 1993). 

Finally, there is a considerable body of literatiu-e that has examined the 

relationships between behavioral problems and poor academic achievement (Hinshaw, 

1992), suggesting a reciprocal causal relationship between achievement and behavior 

(Weishew & Peng, 1993). The predictability of this relationship has been supported 

through several longitudinal studies (e.g., Tremblay et al., 1992). Numerous studies have 

examined the presence of poor academic achievement and/or behavioral problems as being 

associated with low &mily income, poorly educated mothers, parental psychological 

problems, divorce, inconsistent or punitive discipline, lack of parental support, abuse and 

neglect, &mily conflict, gender, and/or ethnicity (Eckenrode, Laird, & Doris, 1993; 

Kendall-Tackett & Eckenrode, 1996; Kurdek, Fine, & Sinclair, 1995; Luster & McAdoo, 

1994; Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Vaden, 1990; Stevenson, Chen, & Uttal, 1990; Walker, 

Stieber, Ramsey, & O'Neill, 1991; Weishew & Peng, 1993; Williams, 1994). 

It becomes apparent that children who are being raised by their grandparents may 

have experienced some or many of the &mily circumstances associated with poor 

academic achievement and/or behavioral problems, and are therefore at-risk. At the same 

time, many grandparents are also experiencing personal problems and challenges related to 

their having to raise their grandchildren. However, the literature suggests that the 
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grandparent-raising-grandchild relationship tends to mitigate the negative influences of the 

child's previous experiences (Edwards, 1998; Jones, 1993). 

What is it about the grandparent-raising-grandchild relationship that might mitigate 

the negative influences of a grandchild's previous &mily circumstances and conditions? 

From a life course perspective (Burton, et al., 1995) an ofi-time change occurs in the role 

status of the grandparent, that results in both negative consequences (e.g., stress of 

parenting responsibilities) and positive rewards (opportimity for a loving, nurturing 

relationship with the grandchild). When Erikson's revised psychosocial development 

theory (Erikson, Erikson, & Kivnick, 1986) is applied to this situation, it would appear 

that grandparents who have achieved a vital involvement in their own lives are better 

prepared to adjust to and resolve the new challenges facing them and their grandchildren 

in the grandparent-raising-grandchild relationship. 

It may be, however, that what the children experience in being raised by a 

grandparent does not have so much to do with the grandparent as it does with the loving, 

nurturing, supportive relationship provided by the grandparent (Jones, 1993; Williams, 

1994). In many of the family situations surrounding a grandparent assuming a parenting 

role, the parent was unable or no longer willing to provide such a loving, nurturing 

relationship for the grandchild. It is possible, therefore, that grandparents are able to 

provide the necessary supportive &mify atmosphere and discipline structure, in which 

children may thrive and thus perform better in school. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem to be examined in this project is the measurement of dififerences in a 

child's school performance (i.e., academic achievement and behavior in the classroom) 

that can be associated with being raised by a grandparent compared to being raised hy a 

single parent or by two parents. This problem will be addressed across three ethnic 

communities-Black, Hispanic, and White. Although there are abundant studies describing 

the problems and challenges &ced by the grandparents who are having to raise a second 

generation of children, there are very few published studies that focus on the children. To 

date, it appears that there are no published cross-cultural studies that assess both the 
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academic performance and the behavior in school of children being raised by grandparents 

compared to those being raised by single parents and by two parents. 

School performance may be assessed using a standardized test of achievement 

administered to the child, and a standardized behavior checklist con^ileted by the child's 

classroom teacher. Possible &ctors that may be associated with a child's school 

performance can be identified through the use of a grandparent's questionnaire and a 

caregiver's questionnaire prepared by this investigator. The resuhs will be compared 

across the three ethnic groups to ascertain any differences the children's school 

performance related to ethnic and cultural difierences. 

Purpose of the Studv 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there are fectors in the child-

grandparent relationship that can be associated with differences in the child's school 

performance, which are specific to a child being raised by a grandparent. The importance 

of this research is 3-fold. It assessed the academic and behavioral performance of children 

across three family structures-children raised by grandparents, children raised by single 

parents, and children raised by two parents. Secondly, it identified any differences in the 

children's school performance related to ethnic and cultural differences among 

grandparents. Thirdly, it identified possible associations between ^unily relationship and 

the children's school performance across three &mily structures. 

The benefit of this research will be in helping grandparents to provide a supportive 

family atmosphere for their grandchildren, who previously may have experienced (or are 

experiencing) family difBcuhies that put them at risk in their school performance. It will 

help them to better understand the needs of the grandchiklren under their care, and ways 

of providing that care. The grandchildren, in turn, will benefit Srom the supportive family 

atmosphere and care provided by their grandparents, which may help them to improve 

their school performance. 

Schools will benefit fi-om this research, because a steadify growing number of their 

students are children being raised by their grandparents. Through information gained fix)m 

this study, teachers and support staff may be in a better position to provide necessary 
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support at school for these grandchildren. They will be able to assist the grandparents in 

providing appropriate care for their grandchildren, as they meet with them in [grand] 

parent-teacher conferences, in Individualized Education Plan (lEP) meetings, or through 

direct services to the children. Another possible implication for school districts would be a 

review of their policies for working with grandparents who have informal, daily 

responsibilities for the care of their grandchildren but do not have the benefits of some 

form of legal custody. 

Professionals in the behavioral health related fields, or in the fiunily counseling field 

may also benefit from this research. As this family structure becomes more prevalent 

among their clients, having a better understanding of the needs of both the grandchildren 

and the grandparents will in^rove their ability to serve this particular population. 

In summary, this research project is empirical in nature and will provide 

information linking the care provided by grandparents to the school performance of the 

grandchildren under their care. Since few studies have focused on the school performance 

of such grandchildren, and none—to this investigator's knowledge—have done so in a 

comparison with single-parent and two-parent &milies across the Black, Hispanic, and 

White ethnic commimities, any significant findings will increase an understanding of the 

needs of both the grandchildren and the grandparents and may have implications for the 

services provided to them through the schools and other professions. 

Research Questions 

This study had five research questions. It first sought to examine differences in a 

child's school performance (i.e., academic achievement and behavior in school) that are 

associated with being raised by a grandparent compared to being raised by a single parent 

or two parents. Secondfy, it attempted to klentify any differences in the children's school 

performance that may be related to ethnic and cultural differences among grandparents 

raising grandchildren. Thirdly, this study sought to identify specific conditions and 

circumstances surrounding a graixiparent's involvement in raising the child that may be 

associated with the children's school performance. Fourthly, the study attempted to 

identify possible differences in the femily relationship that may be related to the three 
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family structures. Finally, it attempted to identify specific factors of family relationship that 

may be associated with the children's school performance. 

Possible Limitations to the Study 

Several fectors regarding sample selection have prevented ideal experimental 

conditions for conducting this research project and analyzing its data. These limitations 

may have minimized the validity and/or reliability of the study. 

The subjects in this study represented a convenience sampling of the population in 

question. Random sampling was not possible. Volunteer subjects were solicited through 

public and private schools, churches, community agencies and centers, newspaper 

advertisements, flyers, and by word of mouth. This limited the representativeness of the 

sample and the generalizability of the findings. 

A second limitation is the size and location of the sample. The total number of 

grandparent-grandchild pairings was 31. There were 24 White Similies, four Hispanic 

&milies, and three Black &milies. The two comparison groups totaled 26 pairings of 

parents and children. The single-parent group (n= 14) consisted of one Black &mily, four 

Hispanic &milies, and nine White &milies. The two-parent group (n= 12) was composed 

of six Hispanic families, five White families, and one Native American/Hispanic &mily. All 

the sample families lived in Central or Southern Arizona. The small and uneven cultural 

group sizes may have limited the statistical significance of the comparisons across cultures. 

Also, the sample, as it is conqwsed, may be considered representative only of a similar 

population in Arizona. 

Another limitation is the cross-sectional, single contact design of this study. 

Without a standardized method of establishing a baseline for previous academic 

achievement and behavior in school, it was not possible to accurately assess the actual 

differences in the child's school performance related to grandparent involvement. This may 

have limited the validity of these findings. 

Finally, the questionnaire designed by this investigator to gather demographic 

information and to assess the conditions and circumstances of the grandparent's 

participation in the raising of the grandchild does not have established validity and 
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reliability. The results based on this instrument will need to be considered with some 

amount of caution. 

Definition of Terms 

Several specific terms will be used throughout this research report. Each term will 

be defined for the purposes of the present study. 

Grandparent Role. There are three grandparent roles: custodial grandparent, 

living-with grandparent, and day-care grandparent. 

Custodial Grandparent. A grandparent who serves as the child's physical and legal 

custodian. A legal relationship (Le., adoption, full custody, temporary custody, 

guardianship) implies that the grandparent has the right to make decisions about the 

child's medical care, discipline, and education. 

Living-with Grandparent. This grandparent does not have legal custody of the 

child, but does provide some, if not alL, of the daily physical care of the child. The child 

may live in the grandparent's home; the grandparent may live in the home of the child's 

parent(s); or, one or both of the parents may be living in the graixlparent's home along 

with the child. 

Dav-care Grandparent. The grandparent does more than occasional baby sitting. 

He or she provides physical care for the child for extended periods of time. However, the 

day-care grandparent neither lives with the child, nor has legal responsibility for the child. 

School Performance. This term includes a measure of the child's academic 

achievement and a measure of the child's behavior in school. 

Academic Achievement. This construct is measured by the child's scores on the 

reading, spelling, and math subtests of the W^de Range Achievement Test 3 (WRAT3). 

Behavior in School. This construct is measured the scores for the child on the 

Oevereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form completed by the child's teacher. This 

rating scale addresses the domains of Interpersonal Problems, Inappropriate Behaviors and 

Feelings, Depression, and Physical Symptoms and Fears. 

Tntellectufll Level. This construct is measured by the child's scores on the Kaufinan 

Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT). The K-BIT yields three IQ scores: Vocabulary IQ (Le., 
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verbal ability). Matrices IQ (i.e., nonverbal ability), and Composite IQ (i.e., global 

intelligence). 

Familv Structure. There are three family structures: children being raised by a 

grandparent, children being raised a single parent, children being raised by two parents. 

Summary 

As of 1998, it is estimated that 4.0 million children are living in the homes of their 

grandparents (Lugaila, 1998). An additional 1.5 million children, who are living with at 

least one parent, also receive regular care from their grandparent(s) (Bryson & Casper, 

1999). Jendrek (1994) observed three levels of grandparent involvement in the raising of 

their grandchildren: custodial role, living-with role, and day-care role. 

Often there are negative circumstances in the grandchild's &mily that lead the 

grandparent to become involved in the raising of the child (Jendrek, 1994). Many of these 

circumstances are similar to those that research has associated with poor academic 

achievement and behavioral problems in the school (Edwards, 1998). At the same time, 

the literature suggests that the grandparent-raising-grandchikl relationship tends to 

mitigate the negative influence of these circumstances and conditions (Jones, 1993). 

This study sought to determine if there were differences in the children's school 

performance that might be associated with specific &ctors in the involvement of a 

grandparent it raising a grandchild. It sought to identify any differences in the children's 

school achievement and their behavior in school that may be related to ethnic and cultural 

differences in the grandparent-raising-grandchild relationship. It also attenqsted to identify 

family relationship ^tors that may be related to children's school performance. 

The following chapter presents a review of the literature pertinent to this study. 

The third chapter presents the methodok>gy and procedures used in this research project. 

The fourth chapter offers an analysis of the results. Finally, the fifth chapter gives a 

discussion of any conclusions from this research project and offers implications for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter contains a review of the literature relevant to the present study. It is 

divided into three sections. The first section covers the literature pertaining to 

grandparents raising grandchildren. This section considers; (1) the needs, circumstances, 

and experiences of grandparents raising grandchildren; (2) grandparents who are raising 

grandchildren because of specific situations (e.g., drug addicted parents, incarcerated 

parents); and (3) a developmental view related to grandparents raising grandchildren. 

The second section presents studies and reviews pertaining to various influences 

on children who have been raised or cared for by their grandparents. Some studies have 

looked at children's academic achievement, while others have considered the 

grandchildren's behaviors. However, relatively little research has been done in this area. 

The final section reviews the recent literature pertaining to children's school 

performance (i.e., academic achievement and behavior problems in the school). It 

considers the relationship between academic achievement and behavior. This section also 

presents several variables in children's &mify experiences that may be related to low 

academic achievement and/or behavior problems in the school 

Grandparents Raising Grandchildren 

The grandparent-grandchild relationship is second biologically only to the parent-

child relationship (Kivett, 1991). Traditionally, the role of the grandparent was that of 

being the "keeper of community" (Barusch & Steen, 1996; p. 49). In this role, the 

grandparent would provide the grandchildren with a continuation of &mily history, 

traditions, values, and cultural identity across the generations. Today, with increased 

longevity (i.e., more living generations) and lower birthrates (i.e., fewer fimiily members in 

each generation), the role of the grandparent as a valuable intergenerational resource is 

changing and growing (Burton & Dilworth-Anderson, 1991; Giamisso, Silverstein, & 

Bengtson, 1996). 
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One role that is becoming more prevalent among grandparents is that of serving as 

surrogate parents (Minkler & Roe, 1996). The U.S. Census Bureau's Marital Status and 

Living Arrangements; March 1998 (Update) estimated that 4.0 million children, or 5.6% 

of all children under the age of 18 years, lived in their grandparent's home (Lugaila, 

1998). Approximately 35% of these grandparent-maintained households had neither of the 

children's parents living with them. Bryson and Casper (1999) reported that another 

estimated 1.5 million children lived with at least one grandparent while living in a parent-

maintained home. Of these households, 40% were headed by a single parent. 

Different studies place the estimated mean and median ages of grandparent 

caregivers in the mid- to high-50's (Bryson & Casper, 1999; Chalfie, 1994; Pearson, 

Hunter, Ensminger, & Kellam, 1990; Stokes & Greenstone, 1981). Considering this 

relatively young age, it is not uncommon for such caregivers to be providing care for not 

only their grandchildren, but also their own younger children, and their aging parents as 

well (Burton & Dilsworth-Anderson, 1991; Simon-Rusinowitz, Krach, Marks, Piktialis, & 

Wilson, 1996). Despite these extended &mily responsibilities, most grandparents willingly 

accepted the task of providing care for their grandchikiren (Minkler, 1994), and would do 

it again if necessary (Pruchno, 1999). 

Conditions and Circumstances Leading to Grandparent Involvement 

In her study of grandparents parenting grandchildren, Jendrek (1994) identified 

three distinct grandparent roles-custodial, living-with, and day-care grandparents. These 

distinctions were based on the legal meanings of legal and physical custody. Legal custody 

is "the right or authority of a parent, or parents, to make decisions concerning the child's 

upbringing" (Schulman & Pitt, 1982, p. 540, as cited in Jendrek, 1994, p. 207). Physical 

custody is "the right to physical possession of the child, Le., to have the child live with the 

... parent" (Schulman & Pitt, 1982, p. 541, as cited in Jendrek, 1994, p. 207). Jendrek 

noted that legal custody of a child allows a person to make decisions related to the child's 

medical care, education, and discipline. Physical custody of a child includes the 

responsibilities of providing daily care for the child. 
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According to Jendrek (1994), custodial grandparents have been given the legal and 

physical custody of their grandchildren by the courts. They have the full responsibilities 

and authority of parents in providing care for their grandchildren. Living-with 

grandparents, on the other hand, do not have formal legal authority over their 

grandchildren (Jendrek, 1994). This remains with the children's parent(s). However, they 

live with their grandchildren (with or without the presence of the parents) and provide 

some, if not all, of the physical care for the children. Finally, day-care grandparents 

provide daily care for their grandchildren for extended periods of time; but they do not live 

with their grandchildren, nor do they have any legal authority over their grandchildren 

(Jendrek, 1994). 

The role of a grandparent in providing care for a grandchild often depended on the 

circumstances surrounding the involvement of the grandparent in the raising of the child 

(Jendrek, 1994). Day-care grandparents mostly were interested in helping the child's 

parent(s) financially, or in allowing both parents to work full time. Often the grandparent 

did not want the child to be put into a day care center. The divorce of the child's parents 

was found by Clingempeel and his associates (1992) to be a common reason for maternal 

grandparents to become more involved in the raising of their grandchildren. Living-with 

grandparents added two other circumstances leading to their increased participation in the 

raising of their grandchild: the noother had emotional problems, and/or the mother was not 

married when the child was bom (Jendrek, 1994). 

There was a noticeable increase in the severity of the parents' problems given as 

reasons for grandparents taking legal custody of their grandchildren. These included: the 

mother having severe emotional and/or mental problems, the mother having drug or 

alcohol abuse problems, or the parents were abusing or neglecting the child (Pruchno, 

1999). For some grandparents it was a choice between taking custody of the child, or 

having the child placed into the foster care system (Jendrek, 1994; Stokes & Greenstone, 

1981). Two other common reasons also have been identified for a grandparent seeking 

custody of the child: the incarceration of the mother (Bamhill, 1996; IDressel & BamhiU, 

1994), and the death of the child's parents (Schwartz, 1994). 
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Needs and Experiences of Gfandparent^ Raising Grandchildren 

Numerous studies have reported on the difBcuhies and problems experienced by 

grandparents due to providing care for their grandchildren. Five general areas of concern 

for grandparents have been identified (Minkler, 1994; Roe & Minkler, 1999): (1) health 

problems; (2) economic difBcuhies; (3) lack of government support; (4) social isolation; 

and (5) problems in raising high-risk children. Included among the increased heahh 

problems attributed to the demands of parenting were depression, high blood pressure, 

insomnia, back and stomach problems. These problems were often unattended because of 

missed doctor's appointments, due to caregiving obligations. 

Working single grandparents ^ed the same issues as do single parents—earning 

enough income to ofi^t the extra daycare costs (Schwartz, 1994). If they were retired, 

they may have needed to return to work, unless their retirement income was sufBcient to 

meet the additional needs of their grandchildren. Added to these concerns was the &ct that 

many companies do not include grandchildren under healthcare coverage (Simon-

Rusinowitz et al., 1996). This may greatly increase the medical costs incurred by the 

grandparent. Another issue of financial concern, was the availability of housing. The 

addition of children to a household may have jeopardized the grandparent's eligibility for 

affordable rental housing (Karp, 1996), or have been in conflict with home owners' 

association rules. 

Several authors reported a lack of adequate government support for grandparents 

raising grandchildren (Karp, 1996; Minkler, 1994; Mullen, 1996). Federal programs are 

available to assist grandparents meet the financial needs of their grandchildren. Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) provides assistance to children, based on 

eligibility standards set by each state. Mullen (1996) noted that grandparents, who were 

raising grandchildren in their own homes in the absence of the children's parents, may 

have been able to apply for a "child only" grant, under which only the income and assets of 

the child are considered for eligibility. Legal custody on the part of the grandparent was 

not necessary. The problem was that not all grandparents were aware of these grants. This 
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is critical, because eligibility for AFDC is linked to eligibility for other public assistance 

programs, such as Head Start, Food Stamps, and Medicaid. 

Another option that grandparents have for receiving financial assistance is to apply 

to become a foster home. However, as Karp (1996) pointed out, although foster care 

payments were much higher than the programs mentioned above, access to these funds 

was made difi5cult due to state requirements for becoming foster parents. For instance, 

these requirements may have included a minimum square footage or a minimum number of 

bedrooms in the foster home. Another stipulation was that the children must be placed in 

state custody under the child wel&re program, before they become eligible to be placed in 

a foster home. Not all grandparents were willing to take that chance. Karp (1996) and 

Minkler (1994) both reported that a few states were beginning to take innovative 

approaches to providing much-needed financial assistance to grandparents who were 

raising their grandchildren. However, this was the exception rather than the rule. 

Another negative experience for grandparents, as they became more involved in 

the raising of their grandchildren, was that of social isolation (Minkler, 1996). As they 

focused more of their time, money, and energy on their grandchildren, they had less time 

and energy to spend for themselves and with their &mily, fiiends, and neighbors (Jendrek, 

1993). Both Burton (1992) and Minkler (1994) reported that grandmothers, who had quit 

their jobs in order to care for their grandchildren, had lost not only much needed income, 

but also social contact with their fellow workers. Burton (1992) also found that most of 

the grandparents in her study received little, if any, social support fi-om their extended 

&mily members and fiiends. 

This lack of social support carried a double impact on the grandparents. Not only 

were they socially isolated at a time when they may have been working through their own 

issues of grief and loss (Schwartz, 1994), but now they also were experiencing the 

increased stress of having to provide support for their grandchildren, who were often at-

risk for psychological and adjustment problems (Burton, 1992; Jones, 1993; Minkler, 

1996; Minkler et aL, 1992). This may not have been the case for day-care grandparents, 

because their children's &milies were oflen functional, rather than dysfiuictional (Jendrek, 
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1994). However, for the children being raised by living-with and custodial grandparents, 

the ^mily situations that they experienced were often dysfiinctional and critical. Parental 

divorce, poverty, emotional and mental problems, substance abuse, incarceration, death, 

abuse, and neglect all have been associated with the grandchildren's health, and their 

ability to function emotionally, behaviorally, socially, and/or academically (Burton, 1992; 

Horowitz, 1995; Minkler, 1994; Minkler et al., 1992). 

While the challenges &cing grandparents who were servii^ as surrogate parents 

were many, they tended not to blame their grandchildren for their circumstances. In f^, 

these grandparents reported consistently across studies that they experienced pleasure and 

satisfaction from the love and companionship they have with their grandchildren (e.g.. 

Burton & deVries, 1992; Bass & Caro, 1996; Minkler et al., 1992; Pruchno, 1999; Strom 

& Strom, 1993). 

Specific Circumstances Related to Grandparent Involvement 

A number of studies have been conducted that have looked at the parenting roles 

of grandparents in specific situations, e.g., teen pregnancy, parental divorce, parental 

substance abuse, and parental incarceration. In these types of situations, the role of the 

grandparent (usually the grandmother) became more than that of a day-care grandparent 

(Jendrek, 1994). The grandmother usually assumed a living-with or custodial role. Bryson 

and Casper (1999) reported that 43% of the grandparent-maintained homes and 70% if the 

parent maintained homes bad only a grandmother present, compared to 6% and 17% 

respectively with only grandfathers present. 

Tppnapp pregnancies. Burton and Dilsworth-Anderson (1991) identified a family 

structure that they described as "age-condensed" (p.315). In this structure, the 

intergenerational age distances were conqiacted due to an intergenerational pattem of 

teenage childbearing. Instead of there being 20-30+ years separating generations, in these 

&milies there were only 12-17 years between generations. Grandmothers may have been 

in their twenties or thirties, while great-grandmothers were in their forties and fifties. 

Burton reported that in his studies among black grandparents in multigenerational fiunilies 

(Burton and Dilsworth-Anderson, 1991) he found that most young grandmothers in this 
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pattern rejected the role of surrogate parent. It often resulted in the great-grandnwther 

taking care of both the in^t great-grandchild and its teenage mother (the woman's 

grandchild). 

Not all teenage pregnancies occurred in age-condensed &mily structures. When a 

teenaged daughter, who was still living at home, had a baby, it usually fell on the 

grandmother to care for the grandchild, so that the daughter/mother could finish her high 

school education and get a job. When the daughter came home every night exhausted, she 

may have been unresponsive to or even resentful of her child's need for attention and 

attachment. Strom and Strom (1993) reported that this situation often resulted in conflict 

between the grandmother and the mother, because the child may have been growing up 

identifying more with the grandmother as the primary caregiver, rather than with the 

mother. The grandmother thus became confused and resentful about having to raise two 

children, when one of them ought to have been acting more like a responsible parent. 

Parental divorce. When there is a divorce, it is usually the mother of the chUdren 

who becomes the custodial parent of the children, unless the divorce settlement included a 

joint custody determination. Because of this, the maternal grandmother often develops a 

more involved parenting role with the grandchildren than do the paternal grandparents 

(Clingen^peel et al., 1992; Johnson, 1988). It is not uncommon for a new single-parent 

mother to experience emotional distress, financial burdens, and role overload as a parent 

and wage-earner following a divorce. In such cases, the mother and children tend to move 

back home with the grandparent(s). 

Johnson (1988) found that younger grandnnothers tended to provide for services to 

both the mother and the grandchild than did older grandmothers. This finding may have 

been an artist of younger grandmothers having younger daughters, who have younger 

children, who need more immediate care than do the older children of older daughters of 

older grandmothers. 

When the divorced daughters remarried, the maternal grandmothers usually 

withdrew fi-om their active parental involvement with their grandchildren. Clingempeel and 

his associates (1992) suggested that this may have been due to the common assun^tion 



27 

that the new step-&ther would provide the necessary emotional and financial support for 

the mother and her children. Another explanation was ofifered by Johnson (1988). The fiiU-

time parenting role was so incongruent with the role identification of the grandmother as a 

come-and-go fiiend to the grandchild that, when a new parent figure entered the family, 

the grandmother was relieved to be able to return to her previous role identification and 

privacy of life. When there was no remarriage, the parenting role of the grandmother often 

became long-term and permanent (Johnson, 1988). 

Parental substance abuse. Both Burton (1992) and Minkler and associates (1992) 

studied black families, in which grandparents were caring for the chfldren of their own 

drug addicted children. Both studies noted that this particular situation was highly stressfiil 

for the grandparents. If the young mother had been using drugs during her pregnancy, the 

in&nt was at risk of being bom with addiction or other serious physical or mental health 

disorders. The full burden of parenting often fell on the grandparents or great-

grandparents, because the drug addicted parents were incapable of providing care for their 

children, often neglecting or abusii^ them. Many times, the grandparents were not only 

taking care of their grandchildren, but also their own children, and their own parents. 

The result was a drain on the grandparents' financial, physical, emotional, mental, 

and social resources. The outcome for the grandparents was an increase in adverse health 

conditions, such as strokes, heart attacks, high blood pressure, back and stomach pain, 

arthritis, and diabetes (Burton, 1992; Minkler et al., 1992). Burton (1992) also noted a 

reported increase in alcohol and tobacco use by the grandparents. On the other hand, 

Minkler's research team (1992) found that, although there were health declines for many, 

some grandparents' health conditions actually improved, because they gave up drinking 

and/or smoking, in order to better and more actively take care of their young 

grandchildren. 

The emotional health of the grandparents was a big concern expressed in both the 

above mentioned studies. Among Minkler's (Minkler et aL, 1992) subjects, even those 

who professed to be in good emotwnal health fiiequently con^lained of feeling depressed 

or lonely. Burton's (1992) grandparents also fi^uently reported increased depression and 
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anxiety in their stressful roles as surrogate parents. The subjects of both studies, however, 

emphasized the ^t that their emotional distress was primarily due to having to watch the 

deterioration and self-destruction of their drug-addicted children. These grandparents 

expressed that their new relationships with their grandchildren were a blessing, and well 

worth the personal sacrifices they were making. 

Parental incarceration. Dressel and Bamhill (1994) reported that older women, 

who were raising the children of their incarcerated daughters, are among the country's 

neediest citizens economically. They cited statistics that estimated 53% of the children of 

the some 89,000 incarcerated women were living with their grandparents. Many of these 

grandmother-headed households of black or Hispanic families had income below the 

poverty line. 

Dressel and Bamhill's (1992) subjects reported being challenged and even 

overwhelmed on a daily basis by the behavior problems of their grandchildren at home and 

at school, the financial drain, and conflict with their incarcerated daughters. Bamhill 

(1996) reported that the children of incarcerated mothers were five times more likely to 

become involved in the juvenile or criminal justice system. It was interesting to note that 

fewer subjects in this study reported a sense of satisfiiction in their relationship with their 

grandchildren as surrogate parents than those grandparents reporting in the studies 

mentioned earlier in this paper. However, there were those who did express such 

satis&ction (Dressel & Bamhill, 1992). 

A Developmental Perspective 

In the "traditional" course of life, a person would complete his or her schooling, 

enter into the work force (or career track), get married, raise a &mily, send the children on 

their way, adjust to life without children at home and to becoming grandparents, transition 

out of the full-time work force or career track, and enter into retirement. Over the last two 

decades, this course of life has become less '̂ traditional" and less predictable for many. 

Stokes and Greenstone (1981) noted that their group of subjects shared several life 

stage concerns: (1) their personal value systems were often different than those of their 

grandchildreiv-«specially those of adolescent grandchildren; (2) there was an internal 
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conflict between their desire to remain indulgent grandparents and their need to become 

firm parents; (3) there was an emotional conflict between their sense of esteem in being 

able to help their &mily aixl their sense of resentment over what was being expected of 

them at this stage in their lives; and (4) they were experiencing increased stress in their 

marital relationships. The grandmothers expressed additional distress over the &ct that, 

even though their husbands were retired and more available to help out with the added 

parental and household responsibilities, they often did not do so. 

There are two developmental perspectives that may help us to understand these 

psychological and relational concerns experienced by grandparents who become surrogate 

parents for their grandchildren. The one is a psychosocial perspective, which views the life 

cycle as a process of balancing thematic opposites in order to achieve vital involvement in 

life (Kivnick, 1993). The other involves life course perspectives, which focus on a series of 

age-difierentiated transitions in role states (George & Gold, 1991). In both cases, the 

impact of surrogate parenthood on the grandparent's role identity is seen as substantial 

firom a developmental perspective (Burton, Dilworth-Anderson, & Merriwether-deVries, 

1995). 

Life course perspectives. According to George and Gold (1991) life course 

perspectives consider the relationship between transitions (i.e., changes in role states) and 

trajectories (i.e., patterns of stability and change). Levinson (as cited in Zunker, 1986) 

initially emphasized that, although there may be individual variations, the life course 

followed a basic sequence. In the transitional process, the individual achieves milestones 

during the transitional periods, which allows him or her to gradually bring one era to 

closure while moving into the next one. During these transitional periods, self-evaluations 

of one's abilities play an important part in the success of the transitional process (Zunker, 

1986). 

George and Gold (1991) noted, however, that social changes over the past three 

decades have rendered these perspectives as being less predictable than first realized. Two 

major aspects of social change included the increase in life expectancy and decrease in 

fertility. Another inqxirtant &ctor was the change in what has been considered the 
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traditional femily. Although the ideal American &mily still remains the intact, once-

married couple with children, reconstituted or blended &niilies of divorced and remarried 

couples, or single-parent, female-headed &milies are becoming more common. 

These social changes have had an impact on the intergenerational relationships and 

intra-generational transitions within fiimilies (Burton et al., 1995; George and Gold, 1991). 

In the traditional course of life, grandparents served mainly in a supportive role to the 

parenting roles of their adult children (Kivett, 1991). Disruptive life events (e.g., teenage 

pregnancies, divorce of adult children, substance abuse by adult children, incarceration of 

adult children) have led to unexpected changes in the role states of grandparents. 

Many times these events have required the grandparents-especially the 

grandmothers-to assume surrogate parenting or co-parenting roles, either on a short-term 

or a permanent basis. Burton and her associates (1995) reported that when these events 

were viewed in terms of temporal context, such ofi-time (i.e., not in the traditional 

sequence or timing of life events) changes in the role status of grandparents resulted in a 

mixture of negative consequences (e.g., increased financial hardships, a loss of time with 

peers and for sel^ the stress of increased &mify responsibilities) and positive rewards (e.g., 

increased opportunities to enjoy nurturing relationships of love and companionship with 

their grandchildren). 

Timberlake and Chipungu (1992), however, reported that when younger women 

became grandmothers (e.g., due to a teenaged daughter's pregnancy), the change in role 

status was seen more often only as a negative experieiKe. These young grandmothers 

tended to be more focused on their own social, parenting, and career roles, than on the 

needs of their grandchildren. George and Gold (1991) added that younger grandmothers 

actively resisted participating in the care of their grandchildren, resulting in their own 

mothers (i.e., the child's great-grandmother) assuming additional grandparenting and 

parenting roles. This finding was in keeping with Kivett's report that expected, on-

schedule changes in role status were less likely to result in role conflicts for the 

grandparents, or, in the above-mentioned situation, for great-grandparents. 
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Life course perspectives view the changing roles of grandparents from both an 

intergenerational and intragenerational context. The psychosocial developmental 

perspective focuses more on the individual development of the grandparents. 

Psvchosocial developmental perspective. Erikson (Erikson, Erikson, & Kivnick, 

1986) has revised his earlier psychosocial development theory from a unidirectional stage 

development concept to more of a life cycle development concept. Key to this revision is a 

structure of eight life-cycle themes (Le., hope, will, purpose, competence, fidelity, love, 

care, and wisdom) that are achieved and refined over a lifetime through the continual 

balancing of eight theme-related psychosocial opposites (i.e., trust and mistrust, autonomy 

and doubt, initiative and guilt, industry and inferiority, identity and confusion, intimacy 

and isolation, generativity and self-absorption, integrity and despair). 

The dynamic balancing of these thematic opposites achieve meaning for the 

individual through his or her vital involvement in life in the present (Kivnick, 1993). 

Depending on the individual's life circumstances, such vital involvement may be 

experienced in any of three ways: (1) by successfiilly working through a current thematic 

challenge (e.g., a teenager establishing a self-identity); (2) by anticipating later themes 

(e.g., a young child responsibly caring for a pet, just as a responsible parent cares for a 

child), or (3) by reviewing an earlier theme (e.g., an elderly person seeking to regain a 

sense of independence from his or her children, just as a toddler seeks to gain autonomy 

from his or her parents). 

Burton and her colleagues (1995) spoke of the developmental conqiatibility 

between grandparents and their grandchildren as a means of assessing the positive or 

negative in^)act of a«K^iming the role of surrogate parents. For example, under traditional 

circumstances, a grandparent, who has achieved a sense of wisdom through a successfiil 

integration of past life experiences with present life expectations, will be able to give a 

teenaged grandchild non-judgmental support in his or her struggle to achieve self-identity. 

However, upon becoming surrogate parent for that grandchiki, the grandparent enters into 

his or her own psychosocial challenges-e.g., can I be a good parent? (industry and 

inferiority); how do I get my grandchild to behave according to proper values? (identity 
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and confusion); will I be able to care for my grandchild's needs and my own, as well? 

(generativity and self-absorption); I don't want to do this all over again, but my grandchild 

needs me! (autonomy and doubt, initiative and guilt). 

How the grandparents resolve these thematic challenges within themselves will 

influence the motivation and attitude with which they approach the role of surrogate 

parenthood. An analysis of both the grandparent's psychosocial development and life 

course context can provide an informative profile of that grandparent's needs, resources, 

and abilities to flmction efifectively in the role of a surrogate parent or co-parent. This is 

important, when one considers the potential neediness of the children, for whom the 

grandparent is being asked to provide care. 

Children Being Raised bv Grandparents 

As noted by Solomon and Marx (1995), little is known about the experiences of 

the grandchildren who are being raised by their grandparents. They did report, however, 

that an earlier study (Kellam, Ensminger, & Turner; as cited in Solomon & Marx, 1995) 

suggested that grandparent involvement was positively associated with the psychological 

well-being and social adjustment of their grandchildren. Jones (1993) proposed that the 

grandparent-grandchild relationship may provide the nurturing buffer needed to mediate 

positive adjustment by these children. In his two-year follow-up study to his dissertation 

research, Jones (1993) found that 34% of the variance in the grandchiklren's adjustment 

scores was predicted by the grandparent-grandchild relationship. 

Children usually are being raised by their grandparents because of a variety of 

social problems occurring in their &mily (Jones, 1993; Marx & Solomon, 1993). Because 

these social problems have been associated in general with the devetopment of serious 

behavioral and emotional problems in children, Jones (1993) suggested that these 

grandchildren come to the grandparents at risk for psychological and adjustment problems. 

Dubowitz and Sawyer (1994) observed that prior maltreatment by the parents, the 

experience of being removed from the parents' home, and the difficult fiunily situations 

experienced by the children prior to removal were likely to be major influences on the 

children's behavior and functioning. 
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Marx and Solomon (1993) analyzed data from the 1988 National Health Interview 

Survey-Children's Health Supplement (NHIS-CH; as cited in Marx & Solomon, 1993; 

Solomon & Marx, 1995), which included a san^le of 17,110 children. Of these children, 

448 were being raised solely by their grandparents. Subjective measures were used in this 

survey to report school adjustment. The academic performance of the child was measured 

by asking the respondent (1) what type of student the child was (e.g., one of the best, near 

the bottom), and (2) did the child repeat a grade. Behavior problems were measured by 

three items: (I) has the child been suspended or expelled from school, (2) is the child 

sometimes disobedient in school, and (3) does the child have trouble getting along with 

teachers. Their findings indicated that children raised by grandparents have fewer 

behavioral problems than children raised by single parents, and experienced problems at a 

level similar to those raised both parents. Academically, children raised by grandparents 

were viewed as poorer students than those raised by both parents, but similar to those 

raised by single parents. Additionally children raised by older grandparents seemed to 

better at school than did those raised by younger grandparents. 

Pnichno (1999) conducted telephone interviews with 398 White custodial 

grandmothers and 319 Black custodial grandmothers from across the United States. One 

section of the interview included the use of the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach; as 

cited in Pruclmo, 1999) to measure the children's behavior. Over 50% of the grandparents 

reported that their children experienced mood swings, were tense, argued a k>t, had 

trouble concentrating, acted in^ulsively, demanded much attention, and were disobedient 

at home. In addition, the grandmothers were asked to make a subjective assessment of the 

children's academic performance, by answering these questions: (1) Is your grandchild in 

any remedial education classes or programs? (2) Compared with others in his or her class, 

how is your grandchild doing in school? and (3) Has your grandchild been suspended or 

expelled from school during the past year? The grandmothers reported that 20.3% were in 

remedial programs, 12.3% had been suspended or expelled from school, and 12.4% were 

performing below average in their opinion. Pnichno found no significant differences in 

overall school performance related to the ethnicity of the grandmothers; although twice as 
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many Black as White grandmothers reported that their children had been suspended or 

expelled from school. 

Dubowitz and Sawyer (1994) and Sawyer and Dubowitz (1994) reported on the 

school performance of 374 Bahimore children with a median age of 9.4 years old (range 

of 5-19), of whom 91% were Black and 9% were White. All of these children were placed 

into the homes of relatives by Baltimore Social Services. The comparison groups consisted 

of the rest of the children in their schools. Although no specific categories (e.g., 

grandparent, aunt/uncle, older sibling) were reported, it may be assumed that many of 

these kinship caregivers were grandparents, given the three age ranges reported for the 

caregivers: 11% were under 35 years of age, 70% were between 35-59 years, and 19% 

were over 59 years of age. Questionnaires were prepared by the authors to be completed 

by the teachers, caseworkers, and kinship caregivers. In addition, if the schools had 

records of the children (i^l99) having been administered the Califbmian Achievement 

Test (C.T.B. McGraw-Hill; as cited in Sawyer & Dubowitz, 1994), and/or the Cognitive 

Abilities Test (i^=64; Thomdike & H^en; as cited in Sawyer & Dubowitz, 1994), these 

data were also included in the comparisons. The mean percentile scores on these two 

standardized tests for the children in kinship care were significantly below those of their 

schoolmates (n> 9,000 and n< 8,000, respectively) who had been administered the two 

tests at the same time. The teachers reported that 49%-58% of the children in kinship care 

were performing below average in their various academic subjects; whereas 63% of these 

children demonstrated average or better classroom behavior than their classmates. It was 

observed that caregivers tended to rate the school performance of the children more 

positively than did the teachers. 

In the People's Republic of China, it has been estimated that between 30%-40% of 

family households contain three generations, because of housing shortages (Falbo, 1991). 

In 1987, Falbo (1991) conducted a survey of the teachers of 1460 school-aged children 

being raised in three-generational households in the Jilin Province of China. The children's 

academic performance was measured by their scores on semester language and math tests, 

as reported by their teachers. Information related to the anoount of contact between the 
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children and their grandparents, and the educational attainment of the grandparents was 

provided by a parent-answered questionnaire. Falbo's results indicated that those 

grandparents who were better educated had a positive influence on the academic 

performance of their grandchildren. In &ct, there was no significant difference between the 

academic achievement of those children who had been under the care of their grandparents 

during the preschool years and those children who had attended a preschool prior to 

elementary school. 

In their study of extended single-parent households, Stobla and Amato (1993) 

examined the influences of having an additional adult in the house on children's behavior. 

Using the data firom the 1987-1988 National Survey of Families and Households, they 

identified three household types: married couples with at least one child (n= 1,398), 

unmarried women living alone with at least one child (n= 1,176), and unmarried women 

living with another adult and at least one child (n= 199). Of this last group, one subset was 

the additional aduh being a grandparent. Their findings indicated that the presence of a 

grandparents in the house was positively associated with the behavior of adolescent 

children, but appeared to be negatively related to the behavior of children in middle 

childhood. Stobla and Amato (1993) suggested that grandparents may provide support for 

the parental authority of a single mother in households with adolescent children, but may 

be perceived by the single mother as interfering with her parental authority in households 

with younger children. 

Finally, Edwards (1996, 1998) has developed a program to help both the 

grandparents and the children they are raising. The Grandfamily School Support Network 

provides the grandchild who is struggling in his or her school performance with a 

supportive atmosphere both at school and at home. The school counselor and the child's 

teacher assign to the grandchild a trained peer mentor who helps and befiiends the child. A 

faculty or stafif member of the school also supports the child as an adult mentor or 

"surrogate parent" while the grandchild is at school. Brief group counseling and parenting 

skills training are provided for the grandparents by the school psychok)gist. A social 

worker helps the grandparent to connect with resources for assistance within the 
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community. Edwards (1998) noted that school administrators have reported a 20% 

improvement in school performance by those children participating in the program. 

These few studies of children being raised by grandparents have reported mixed 

findings related to the school performance and behavior of grandchildren being raised by 

their grandparents. Nevertheless, the common positive findings are in^wrtant when one 

considers the negative &mily circumstances under which grandparents often must assume 

parenting responsibilities. Such circumstances have been associated with poor school 

performance by children. 

Variables Related to Poor School Performance 

In previous sections of this chapter, a review of the literature showed that 

grandparents often assume parenting responsibilities because of problems arising in their 

adult children's &milies. Research has associated a variety of these circumstances with 

poor school performance by the children of these families. This section considers (1) the 

relationship between poor academic performance and behavior problems, and (2) the 

variables in children's personal and &mily experiences that may be related to low academic 

achievement and /or behavior problems in school. 

Poor Academic Achievement and Behavior Problems 

The association between poor academic achievement and behavior problems has 

been studied and supported over the past several decades (Hinshaw, 1992; Trembley et 

al., 1992; Weishew & Peng, 1993). This association has been studied fi-om both directions. 

In a four-year longitudinal study, Vaughn and her associates (Vaughn, Zaragoza, Hogan, 

& Walker, 1993) observed that average-to-high achieving students exhibited significantly 

less behavior problems than did the low achieving or learning disabled students. Similarly, 

Finn and his colleagues (Finn, Pannozzo, & VoeOd, 1995) found that compliant students 

(i.e., those without disruptive or inattentive problems in school) had significantly higher 

achievement scores in all content domains than did noncompliant students (Le., those with 

disruptive and/or inattentive behavior problems). 

In his review of the literature, Hinshaw (1992) found comorbidity rates of 10%-

50% and more between disruptive behavior disorders and academic underachievement. He 



37 

noted that strong associations between disruptive behaviors and learning difficulties have 

been documented already in the preschool years. Hinshaw concluded from his review that, 

while the association between behavior problems and poor academic achievement has been 

well established over the decades, no causal pathways, as yet, have been confirmed. 

Personal and Family Background Factors 

Ethnicity and socioeconomic status. Ethnicity, gender, poverty, and household 

conqmsition have all been identified as &ctors associated with children's school 

performance (Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Vaden, 1990; Stevenson, Chen, & Uttal, 1990; 

Williams, 1994). However, the findings have not always been consistent as to the degree 

and direction of the relationships between these variables and school performance 

(Weishew & Peng, 1993). Patterson and her associates (1990) noted that these factors are 

often interrelated, especially in the lives of black children. They observed that black 

children, more than white children, are likely to be raised in low income, single-parent 

households. 

One study (Stevenson et al., 1990) looked at the academic achievement of white, 

black, and Hispanic children as related to &mily structure, parental educational level, 

income level, and attitudes and beliefe toward education. Their results revealed that the 

children's mean math achievement scores did not dififer significantly across the three ethnic 

groups, when controlled for maternal educational levels and &mily income levels. On the 

other hand, ethnic differences were significantly related to the mean reading achievement 

scores (i.e., children from either black or Hispanic ^milies received lower reading scores 

than white children). The authors interpreted this finding as being due to the &ct that the 

content of the reading material used in schools is not a familiar part of the daily lives of 

minority children. 

Not all black students do poorly in school. Luster and McAdoo (1994) measured 

the academic achievement and school behavior of black children, when six potential risk 

factors are present: (1) maternal characteristics (age at first birth, years of education, level 

of intelligence, and self-esteem), (2) home environment (supportive or non-supportive), 

(3) father-figure (absence or presence in the home), (4) poverty status, (5) number of 
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siblings, and (6) residence (urban or rural). Those children scoring in the top quartile of 

achievement test results tended to come from supportive home environments, smaller 

&milies, ^milies with incomes above the poverty line, and &milies with mothers who were 

relatively better educated, and having higher levels of intelligence and self-esteem. On the 

other hand, the probability of being in the lower quartiles of achievement scores increased 

directly with the cumulative number of risk &ctors which the children experienced. The 

resuks were similar on the behavioral problem outcomes-the fewer the cumulative risk 

Actors, the fewer the behavioral problems in school. 

Parental involvement and discipline. Williams (1994) suggested that the supportive 

quality of a family's lifestyle, rather than the femily's household composition, was related 

to black chUdren's success in school. She noted that the characteristics of the &miiy of a 

successful black student included: (1) parental involvement in the chiklren's school 

experience and daify life, (2) clear and firm expectations and authoritative guidance by the 

parents, (3) parental belief in and support of the children's efforts to succeed in school. 

Other studies supported this observation (Walker, Stieber, Ramsey, & O'Neill, 

1991; Weishew & Peng, 1993). Both the quality of parental involvement in their children's 

school life and the style of parental discipline at home were significantly associated with 

their children's academic achievement and/or behavior in school. McLoyd (1990), 

however, noted that poverty and economic hardship may diminish the capacity of a 

parents to provide their children with consistent support, involvement, and discipline. 

It might be said that Kurdek, Fine, and Sinclair (1995) examined a different facet 

of parental involvement-parental transitions (i.e, number of divorces and remarriages). 

They found that increased &mily conflict was significant^ related to a multiple-divorce 

&mily structure and to the presence of a step-parent (two parental transitran). 

Additionally, they learned that a single-parent (one parental transition) fiunily structiire 

and a multiple-divorce (>2 parental transitions) &imily structure were both significantly 

related to poor school adjustment (i.e., academic achievement and disruptive behavior). At 

the same time, these two particular &mily structures were also significantly related to less 

effective parental discipline styles. 
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Abuse and neglect. Recent studies (Eckenrode, Laird, & Doris, 1993; Kendall-

Tackett & Eckenrode, 1996) have shown that neglected children, when con^ared to 

physically or sexually abused children, performed more poorly in school (both 

academically and behaviorally). It was suggested that neglected children do not receive the 

intellectual stimulation from their parents that promotes cognitive development (Leiter & 

Johnson, as cited by Kendall-Tackett & Eckenrode, 1996). 

Eckenrode and associates (1993) found overall that abused children scored 

significantly k>wer on achievement tests than did non-abused children. Among the abused 

children, neglected children were associated with the lowest level of achievement scores 

(even more so, when neglect was reported in connection with physical and/or sexual 

abuse). Using the number of discipline referrals as a measure of behavior problems in 

school, they again found that abused children were at a higher rate of referrals than were 

non-abused children. In the area of discipline problems, physically abused children had 

more referrals than any other subgroup. 

Summarv 

This review of the literature has addressed the following areas of interest to the 

present study: (1) grandparents who are involved to one degree or another in raising their 

grandchildren; (2) children who are being raised by grandparents; and (3) &mily variables 

that may be associated with children's school performance. Previous research has shown 

that, although the findings are mixed related to academic achievement, in general the 

involvement of grandparents appears to be related to better behavior in school by their 

grandchildren, even when the children have experienced &mily circumstances that place 

them at risk for psychological and adjustment problems. The present study sought to 

further this research by identifying variables in the grandparent-grandchild relationship 

across three cultures that may be associated with the child's academic achievement and 

behavior adjustment in the school. 
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CHAPTERS 

METHODOLCXjY 

This chapter describes the method utilized in the study, including a description of 

the subjects, materials used, and the procedure followed for data collection. Also included 

is a description of the manner in which the data were analyzed. All assessment components 

were administered by the researcher. 

Subjects 

The present study was based on a sample of 57 pairings of children with their 

caregivers, all of which were recruited in Central and Southern Arizona. The children 

ranged in ^e from 6-12 years old. Thirty-two of the children in the sample were girls, and 

25 were boys. The experimental group consisted of 31 pairings of children and their 

grandparents; the comparison group also included 26 pairings of children and their 

parents. Of the 31 experimental group pairings, three were Black &milies, four were 

Hispanic &milies, and 24 were White families. 

The 26 comparison group pairings were divided into two subgroups: 14 pairings of 

children with single parents, and 12 pairings of children with two parents. Within the 

single-parent families one fiimily was Black, four were Hispanic, and nine were White. 

Within the two-parent &milies six &milies were Hispanic, five were White, and one was 

Native-American/Hispanic. (Additional demographic data are available in Appendix B.) 

The grandparents in the experimental group were providing care for the children in 

the role of either a custodial grandparent, a living-with grandparent, or a day-care 

grandparent (Jendrek, 1994). The role assignment of the grandparents was determined by 

their responses to items in a questionnaire that each grandparent completed. 

A grandparent was considered to have a custodial role (n= 26), if she or he had 

been given the legal and physical custody of their grandchildren by the courts, and had the 

full responsibilities and authority as that of parents in providing care for the grandchildren. 

Living-with grandparents (n= 3), on the other hand, did not have formal legal authority 

over their grandchildren. However, they lived with their grandchildren (with or without 
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the presence of the parents) and provided some, if not all, of the physical care for the 

children. Finally, participants were considered to be day-care grandparents (n= 2), if they 

provided daily care for the children for extended periods of time, did not live with their 

grandchildren, nor have any legal authority over them. 

Among the two comparison groups, the &mily structure of the participating care

givers was determined by their responses to items in. a questionnaire that each one 

completed. The three possible &mUy structures were categorized as intact &milies (n= 7), 

blended/step families (n= 5), single-parent &milies (n= 14). Because of the small n for 

each of the intact and blended/step &milies, these two subgroups were collapsed into a 

single comparison category of two-parent femilies (n= 12). 

Subjects were recruited through several sources. Flyers, explaining the study and 

seeking participants, were posted in public Ubraries. Similar bulletin inserts were 

distributed through churches in predominately Black, Hispanic, and White communities. 

Explanatory invitation letters were distributed through public and private schools, and 

through community centers and agencies. An advertisement was run for four days in the 

local newspapers. Additionally, participants talked to friends, who also volunteered to be 

in the study. Respondents were screened over the phone or in person to insure that they 

met the criteria for either the experimental group or one of the comparison groups. 

All subjects were recruited on a voluntary basis. No monetary or material 

compensation was offered to any of the participants. However, the participating parents 

and grandparents were promised a summary of the study results. 

Matpriak 

Kaufinan Brief Intelligence Test (X-BIT) 

The K-BIT (Kaufinan & Kaufinan, 1990) was designed to be used as a brief, 

individually administered screening measurement of verbal and nonverbal intelligence in 

persons from 4-90 years of age. The standardization sample of2,022 individuals was 

stratified to ensure representation of the national population across five dimensions; age, 

race, gender, socioeconomic status, and geographic region. 
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The K-BIT (Kaufinan & Kaufinan, 1990) yields three normalized standard scores: 

Vocabulary score (i.e., verbal skills). Matrices score (i.e., nonverbal skills), and the K-BIT 

Con^site IQ score (i.e., global intelligence). Each of these three age-based standard 

scores have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. These scores may be best 

considered as estimates of a person's mental abilities. 

The Vocabulary portion of the K-BIT includes two subtests: Expressive 

Vocabulary (45 items), and Definitions (37 items). These subtests assess an individual's 

general word knowledge, verbal conceptualization, fund of information, and language 

development. This provides a measure of the person's verbal and school-related skills. The 

Matrices portion consists of a single subtest with 48 items that assesses a person's ability 

to perceive visual relationships and conq)lete anak>gies that involve pictures of familiar 

items and abstract designs. This subtest provides a measure of the individual's nonverbal 

reasoning and abilities to solve novel problems. 

The Manual for the K-BIT (Kaufinan & Kaufinan, 1990) provided the 

psychometric properties of the test. Internal consistency values, as estimated by split-half 

reliability coeflScients, for Vocabulary ranged from .89 to .98 (mean = .92). The values for 

Matrices ranged from .74 to .95 (mean = .87), and the K-BIT IQ Composite values ranged 

from .88 to .98 (mean = 93). Test-retest reliability coeflScients ranged from .86 to .97 

(mean = .94) for Vocabulary; .80 to .92 (mean = .85) for Matrices; and .92 to .95 (mean = 

.94) for the K-BIT IQ Composite. Standard errors of measurement at the 68% confidence 

level averaged about four points for Vocabulary and the K-BIT IQ Composite scores, and 

about 5.5 points for Matrices. 

Information was also provided for the concurrent and construct validity of the K-

BIT. Kaufinan and Kaufinan (1990) reported that both vocabulary and matrices tasks were 

chosen for inclusion in the test, because they are recognized measures of general 

intelligence or g. At the same time, vocabulary tasks are good measures of crystallized 

intelligence and matrices tasks are good measures of fluid intelligence. 

The K-BIT Manual (Kaufinan & Kaufinan, 1990) and subsequent research (e.g., 

Prewett, 1995; Prewett & McCaflfety, 1993) have demonstrated concurrent validity of the 
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K-BIT as a measure of intelligence, by conqiaring it with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 

for Children-Third Edition (WISC-ID; r= .78), and the Stanford-Binet: Fourth Edition 

(SB:FE; r= .81) respectively. 

The K-BIT allowed for a quick (15-20 minutes administration time), and 

reasonably reliable and valid measure of each child's level of cognitive functioning. 

However, the intelligence scores obtained from the K-BIT were not used as independent 

or dependent variables. Rather, they served as a control variable for the comparison of the 

children's achievement and behavior scores across groups. In this way, di&rences in 

achievement and behavior scores could be assigned more validly to the designated 

independent variables. 

Dependent Measures: Achievement 

Wide Ranee Achievement Test-Third Edition rWRAT3). The purpose of the 

WRAT3 (Wilkinson, 1993) is to measure the basic coding skills necessary for successful 

academic performance in reading (decoding), spelling (encoding), and arithmetic 

(calculation). Any effects of comprehension (i.e., the ability to derive meaning from basic 

codes) were intentionally eliminated in the design of the WRAT3. Two alternate test 

forms (Blue and Tan) may be used with all examinees, 5-75 years of age; however, only 

the Tan form was used in this study. 

The standardization sample of4,433 individuals was stratified across 23 age 

groups to control for gender, ethnicity, regional residence, and socioeconomic status. This 

ensured that the test was representative of the national population according to the 1990 

U.S. Census data (\\^lkinson, 1993). 

The WRAT3 provides six types of scores for each of the three subtests (reading, 

spelling, arithmetic): raw scores, absolute scores, standard scores, grade scores, 

percentiles, and normal curve equivalents. The standard scores were used for all 

comparisons in this study. The WRAT3 standard scores range from 45 to 155, with a 

mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. 

The Reading subtest has two parts: Letter Reading (recognizing and naming 15 

letters), and Word Reading (pronouncing 42 words without benefit of contextual clues). 
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The reading hems are presented visually to the individual. The Spelling subtest also has 

two parts: Name/Letter Writing (the examinee's name and 13 dictated letters), and Word 

Spelling (writing 40 dictated words). Finally, the Arithmetic subtest consists of 55 items, 

of which 15 items are answered orally (Oral Arithmetic), and 40 are pencil and paper items 

(Written Arithmetic). 

The WRAT3 Administration Manual (Wilkinson, 1993) provided the psychometric 

properties of the test. Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, alternate form, Rasch 

person separation, and test-retest. These indices were provided for the Tan form, the Bhie 

form, and Combined (i.e., both forms are given in a single setting). As one would expect, 

the Combined forms correlations were consistently higher than those of either the Tan or 

Blue forms. However, because this researcher administered only the Tan form to all 

subjects, only the reliability coeflBcients for the Tan form subtests are reported here. 

Internal consistency for the Tan form across the 23 age groups, as measured by 

coefficient alphas, had median values of .90 for reading (with a range of .89-94), .89 for 

spelling (.83-94), and .85 for arithmetic (.70-.92). Another measure of internal consistency 

is the Rasch person separation indices (PSI; i.e., a test's ability to discriminate between 

test takers on the basis of total number of items answered correctly). The Tan form had 

PSI values of .98 for all three subtests. Alternate form reliability correlations between the 

Tan and Blue forms across the 23 age groups resulted in median values of .92 for reading 

(with a range of .87-.99), .93 for spelling (.86-.99), and .89 for arithmetic (.82-.99). The 

total sample (n= 4433) alternate form reliability coefficients were .98 for all three subtests. 

Finally, the test-retest method of measuring the test's stability revealed corrected 

coefficients of .96, .96, and .91 respectively for the reading, spelling, and arithmetic 

subtests on the Tan form. Standard errors of measurement at the 68% confidence levels 

averaged five points for the Tan form reading and spelling subtests, and six points for the 

arithmetic subtest. At the 95% confidence level, the standard errors of measurement 

averaged ten points for the reading and spelling subtests, and 12 points for arithmetic. 

Wilkinson (1993) also provided information on the content and construct validity 

of the WRAT3. As partial evidence of content validity, he noted that the WRAT3 subtests 
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represent samples of English words (reading and spelling) and arithmetic calculations 

being taught in school from Kindergarten through the high school years. Additionally, 

these items were measured by the Rasch statistic of item separation (ISI). This index 

measures how precisely the individual items of a test define respective variables along a 

continuum of increasing difficulty. All three of the Tan form subtests had an ISI value of 

1.00 (highest score possible on this index). 

As evidence of construct and concurrent validity, Wilkinson (1993) noted that: (a) 

the three subtests of the WRAT3 all measure academic skills, and therefore, their scores 

were positively related to each other (median correlations of .87 for the Reading-Spelling 

comparison, .66 for Reading-Arithmetic, and .70 for Spelling-Arithmetic); (b) as would be 

expected, the Tan form subtests of the WRAT3 were naore strongly correlated with the 

WlSC-in Verbal Scale (r= .72) than with the Performance Scale (r= .56); (c) Combined 

form outcomes of the WRAT3 were moderately to highly correlated with results from the 

California Test of Basic Skills-Fourth Edition (.68 - .84), the California Achievement 

Test-Form E (.59 - .77), and the Stanford Achievement Test (.56 - .76); and (d) WRAT3 

scores were able to discriminate with reasonable success between individuals in gifted 

(85%), learning disabled (72%), mild mental retardation (83%), and regular education 

(56%) programs. 

The WRAT3 takes approximately 15-30 minutes to administer, depending on the 

age and skill level of the individual. Both the WRAT3 and the K-BIT were given to each 

child in the experimental and conqKutson groups. This battery of tests provided brieC yet 

reasonably accurate and standardized measures of the subjects cognitive fimctioning and 

achievement. 

E)ependent Measures: Behavior 

Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form (DSF). The DSF was developed to 

provide a structured system for determining the degree to which an individual's behaviors 

fall within or outside the range of normal behavior (Naglieri, LeBufife, & Pfeiffer, 1993). 

Two forms are available-one for ages 5-12, the other for ages 13-18. Each consists of 40 

items, each of which describes a specific behavior. The respondent is asked to rate the 
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frequency of the specific behavior over the past four weeks, using a 5-point rating scale 

(never, rarely, occasionally, frequently, very frequently). The rater is usually a teacher, 

parent, or other appropriate care-giver. 

The 40 specific behavior items are organized into four subscales: Interpersonal 

Problems (EP), Inappropriate Behaviors/Feelings (IBF), Depression (D), and Physical 

Symptoms/Fears (PSF). A high score on the IP subscale would indicate that the child is 

not able to develop or maintain satisfactory relationships with peers or teachers. A high 

score on the IBF subscale would show that the individual demonstrates inappropriate 

behaviors or emotions under normal circumstances. An elevated score on the D subscale 

would indicate that the child exhibits a pervasive mood of sadness or depression. A high 

score on the PSF subscale would show that the student tends to develop physical 

symptoms or fears related to school or personal problems. 

The DSF standardization sample consisted of 3,153 children and adolescents, 5-18 

years of age (Naglieri et al., 1993). The sample was stratified to represent the national 

population (based on 1990 U.S. Census data) across seven dimensions: age, gender, 

ethnicity, socioeconomic status, geographic region, community size, and educational 

placement. 

The DSF yields three types of scores for each subscale and the Total Scale score: 

raw score, standard score, and percentile. The standard score for each subscale has a mean 

of 10 and a standard deviation of 3. The Total Scale standard score has a mean of 100 and 

a standard deviation of 15. At the considered discretion of the test's authors (Naglieri et 

al., 1993), these standard scores are based on the actual distribution of the sample's raw 

scores, rather than a conversion to normalized standard scores. Therefore, the percentile 

ranks provided in the manual for the Total Scale scores are not based on the normal 

distribution curve. 

The Manual for the DSF (Naglieri et al., 1993) provided the psychometric 

properties of the test. Internal reliability estimates were based on coefBcient alphas for the 

Total Scale ranged from .92 to .97, with a median value of .96. The median coeflBcients 

for each subscale across rater, gender, and age were: .85 for Interpersonal Problems, .84 



47 

for Inappropriate Behaviors/Feelings, .84 for E)epression, and .82 for Physical 

Symptoms/Fears. Two test-retest studies with a clinical sample and a school sample (at 

24-hour, 1 -week, 2-week, and 4-week intervals, produced reliability coefBcients ranging 

from .52 (4-week/clinical sample) to .85 (1-week/school san^le) for the Total Scale. 

Interrater and intrarater reliability studies were also conducted with teachers and 

residential counselors and produced interrater reliability coefficients for the Total Scale of 

.40 - .53, and intrarater reliability coefficients of .57 - .78. Finally, standard errors of 

measurement for the Total Scale standard score ranged from 2.65 to 4.22, with a median 

of 3.46 across age, rater, and gender. For the four subscales, the standard errors of 

measurement ranged from .66 to 1.62, with a median of 1.17 across rater, age, and 

gender. 

It might be noted that most of the reliability studies were conducted with clinical 

samples in residential settings. The more moderate reliability coefficients (.40-.57) would 

be expected for behavior ratings among this population when rated over a longer period of 

time, or between two different settings (i.e., residential center and classroom). 

Information was provided in the Manual (Naglieri et al., 1993) for the DSF's 

content-related validity, construct-related validity, and criterion-related validity. Content-

related validity is established by the &ct that the scale's specific behavior items were 

chosen to represent the federal definition for serious emotional disturbance and reflect the 

diagnostic criteria in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Third 

Edition-Revised (DSM-HI-R; American Psychiatric Association, 1987). Evidence for 

construct-related validity was provided through corrected item-total test score 

correlations. All item-total correlations were significant at the p< .01 level. 

Because the purpose of the DSF is to differentiate children with normal behaviors 

from those with emotional/behavioral problems, the Manual (Nagieri et al., 1993) reported 

on six contrasted groups studies that were conducted to test the DSF's ability to 

discriminate between normal and clinical groups. Cut-oflf scores of 115 (Total Scale 

standard score) were used to predict members of the normal (<115) and clinical (^115) 

groups. Classification accuracy percentages for the six criterioiwelated validity studies 
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ranged from 60.2% to 93%, with an average accuracy rate of 75.3% for the 5-12 year old 

form, and 77.5% for the 13-18 year old form. 

The DSF takes only five minutes to conq)lete. A DSF was completed by each 

subject's teacher, providing a structured rating system of the child's behavior in the 

classroom, and of the presence of any behavior problems. 

Ouestionnairp: Independent Variables 

A questionnaire was initially designed by this researcher to be used with the 

grandparents participating in the study. Subsequently a second version was adapted for 

use with the caregivers in the various comparison groups. Spanish translations of each 

version were also prepared for use with Hispanic grandparents and parents. Two readers, 

who were fluent in both and Spanish, reviewed the questionnaires to ensure that 

the items in both translations asked for the same informatioiL 

A pilot survey of grandparents (n= 8) was conducted. Based on feedback from the 

grandparents who reviewed the original instrument, the questionnaire was revised to 

improve the clarity of the items. The format of the items also was revised to improve ease 

of data analysis. 

The content validity of the questionnaire was supported by the ^t that its items 

were based on a review of the literature pertaining to (1) variables id.entified with the 

grandparents-raising-grandchildren relationship and (2) variables related to children's 

school performance. Content validity was further supported by feedback from the 

grandparents who participated in the pilot study and are experienced in parenting their 

grandchildren as to whether or not the items were relevant to their own experiences. 

The Grandparent's Questionnaire (see Appendix C) consisted of five sections: (1) 

Grandparent Roles, (2) Participant Informatwn, (3) Grandparent-Grandchikl Relatmnship, 

(4) Circumstances and Conditions, and (5) Background Information. Thirty-seven items 

covered the grandparent's role; demographic information; the grandparent's involvement 

in the child's school life; the grandparent's discipline style; circumstances leading to the 

grandparent's providing care for the chikl; &mify and cultural informatkin; life course 

information on the grandparent; and education information on the grandparent and parent. 
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The Grandparent's Questionnaire provided the data for the four independent 

variables in this study: (1) grandparent role, (2) grandparent-grandchild relationship, (3) 

circumstances for grandparent participation, and (4) grandparent ethnicity. Additional 

factors that may be associated with the dependent variables were also covered in the 

questionnaire. These included tlie grandparent's age, the education of the grandparent and 

parent, and the grandparent's socioeconomic status. Each of these variables has been 

identiJBed in the literature as being significantly related to children's school performance. 

The Caregiver's Questionnaire (see Appendix D) consisted of four sections: (1) 

Participant Information, (2) Caregiver-Child Relationship, (3) Background Information, 

and (4) Family Circumstances and Conditions. Thirty-one individual items covered 

demographic information; the parent's involvement in the child's school life; the parent's 

discipline style; family and cuhural information; and education information. These items 

were identical to those corresponding items used in the Grandparent's Questionnaire. The 

Caregiver questionnaire provided the data used for the comparison groups. 

Participant Information data in both questionnaires were gathered using a series of 

"yes/no"' type check lists, except for the reporting of actual ages of the caregiver and the 

child. Each check list had a space for "other" information. Health status was measured on 

a 4-point Likert-type scale (very poor, poor, good, very good). The poverty level figures 

used in the Household Income item (58,900 and $13,800) are based on a formula (X * 3 * 

12) using the monthly Cost of Food figures reported in the FamUy Economics and 

Nutrition Review (Courtless, 1997). 

The Family Relationship data were gathered using a 4-point scale (never, seldom, 

often, always) for each separate item in each of the six relationship categories (family 

atmosphere, involvement in child's school life, style of discipline, use of punishments, use 

of rewards, and spiritual guidance). The data for the Circumstances and Conditions were 

collected using a 4-point scale (not applicable, unimportant, important, very important). In 

the (jrandparent's Questionnaire this sectk)n was divided into four categories (parental 

reasons, medical and legal reasons, abuse issues, personal reasons). The Caregiver 

Questionnaire Circumstances and Conditions sections was not divided into categories. 
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In the Background Information section of the Grandparent's Questionnaire, the 

Effect on Plans/Activities variables were measured on a 4-point Likert-type scale (not at 

alL, minimally, considerably, and conq>ietely). Life Satis&ction was measured on a 5-point 

scale (very satis&d, satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, dissatisfied, very 

dissatisfied). Additional information of interest not pertinent to this study also was 

collected for fijrther research. 

Procedure 

When a grandparent or parent contacted this researcher, the individual was briefly 

screened by phone to ensure that she or he met the criteria for the experimental group or 

for one of the con^iarison groups. The purpose of the study, expectations for the 

participant, testing procedures and permission, confidentiality, and potential risks and 

benefits were explained to the individual at that time. If the person agreed to participate in 

the study, a questionnaire, a permission form for testing the child, and a release form for 

the child's teacher were sent or given to the individual. An appointment was made to test 

the child at a mutually convenient time and location (i.e., either the child's home, or the 

researcher's ofBce). 

Each child was first given the Kaufiiian Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT; Kaufinan & 

Kaufinan, 1990), followed by the Wide Range Achievement Test—Third Edition (WRAT3; 

Wilkinson, 1993) in the same sitting. The K-BIT Composite IQ scores were used as a 

control for the children's level of intellectual fimctioning. The WRAT3 scores provided 

data on the children's academic achievement. 

Each child's teacher was given a Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form 

(DSF; Naglieri et al., 1993) to complete on the child. This provided data on the child's 

behavior in school. A Grandparent's Questionnaire was completed by each grandparent in 

the experimental group, and a Caregiver's C^estionnaire was completed by each parent in 

the con:^>arison groups. The completed questionnaires provided the data for the four 

independent variables used in the data analysis. 
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Data Analysis 

The test results for the dependent variables (academic achievement and school 

behavior), as measured by the WRAT3 and the DSF respectively, and the intelligence 

scores (K-BIT) were converted to standard scores to facilitate direct comparison. The 

conversions were based on the data provided in each of the respective manuals. The group 

means of the raw scores from the questionnaire were used for analysis of the independent 

variables. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there are &ctors in the child-

grandparent relationship that can be associated with differences in the child's school 

performance, which are specific to a child being raised by a grandparent. Three null 

hypotheses and two general hypotheses were proposed and tested in this study; 

Null Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant differences between the school 

performance of children being raised by their grandparents and the school performance of 

children being raised by single parents or by two parents. 

Null Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant difi!erences in the school 

performance of the children across the Black, Hispanic, or White ethnic communities 

related to the level of grandparent involvement in the raising of their grandchildren. 

Null Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant differences between the family 

relationship experienced by children being raised by grandparents and the &niily 

relationship experienced by children being raised by single parents or by two parents. 

Data were analyzed using appropriate SPSS (SPSS Inc., 1998a; SPSS Inc., 1998b) 

procedures for all variables. No cases had missing values. Analyses of Covariance 

(ANCOVA ) were used to address each of the first two null hypotheses. Between-subjects 

multiple analyses of variance (MANOVA) and post hoc Tukey HSD tests were used to 

address the third null hypothesis. 

Null Hypothesis 1 was addressed through a comparison of the three grandparent 

roles with the two conq>arison family structures in relation to each of the dependent 

measures (WRAT3 achievement scores and DSF behavior rating scores). The children's 

intellectual level was used as the covariate in an attempt to reduce the amount of 
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difference in IQ between the groups. Null Hypothesis 2 was addressed using an ANCOVA 

to compare the differences in the dependent measures related to the grandparent roles 

across three ethnic groups, with the children's intellectual level as the covariate. Null 

Hypothesis 3 was addressed using between-subjects MANOVA to conqiare the 

differences in family relationship measures across the three family structure groups. 

Analyses of main effects were examined in all procedures. An additional ANCOVA also 

was used to analyze differences in school performance related to socioeconomic status. 

Hypothesis A. The more negative the conditions and circumstances in the child's 

family life experience that lead to grandparent involvement in raising the children, the 

more difSculty the children will experience in their school performance. 

Hypothesis B. The more positive and supportive the relationship is between the 

caregiver and the child, the better the child's performance will be in school. 

Hypothesis A and Hypothesis B were addressed through the use of Partial 

Correlation procedures. The participants' ratings of the conditions and circumstances for 

their involvement in raising their grandchildren allowed the data to be quantified in order 

to address Hypothesis A. The participants' ratings of their relationship with the children 

provided quantified data for comparison in addressing Hypothesis B. 

Summary 

A total of 57 caregiver-child pairings were surveyed in this study. Thirty-one 

grandparents completed the Grandparent's Questionnaire, while 14 single parents and 12 

two-parent-family parents completed the Caregiver's Questionnaire. The children were 

administered the Kaufinan Brief IntelligeiKe Test and the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 

in single sittings. The children's teachers con^leted the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-

School Form on the children's classroom behavior. The dependent variable School 

Performance was measured by the WRAT3 subtest scores and the DSF Total Scale scores 

for each child. The K-BIT Composite IQ score measured the children's intellectual levels. 

The independent variables Family Structure, Grandparent Ethnicity, Conditions and 

Circumstances, and Family Relationship were measured by self-report rating scales in the 

Grandparent's and Caregiver's Questionnaires. 
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Two null hypotheses concerning the children's school performance were tested 

using ANCOVA to reduce the amount of difference in IQ among the groups. A third null 

hypothesis concerning family relationship was tested using between-subjects MANOVA. 

Two other hypotheses concerning the children's school performance were addressed using 

Partial Correlations to control for the children's intellectual levels- The resuhs of these 

analyses are presented in Chapter Four. Ch^ter Five will provide a discussion of these 

results and their implications for further research. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter will present the results of all the data analysis procedures. Analysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA) was used to examine the main effects of the independent variable 

Family Structure on the dependent variable School Performance. This addressed the 

research question regardii^ the differences in the children's school performance related to 

grandparent involvement in raising the children. A second ANCOVA was performed to 

examine the main efirots of the independent variable Ethnkity on the dependent variable 

School Performance. This addressed the question concerning any differences in the 

children's school performance related to ethnic and cultural differences among 

grandparents involved in raising the children. The children's Intellectual Level as measured 

by the K-BITIQ Composite Score was used as the covariate in both procedures. 

Between-subjects multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) and post hoc 

Tukey HSD tests were performed to determine significant differences between the 

relationships of children with grandparents and of children with single or two parents. This 

addressed the research question concerning any differences in the &mily relationship 

experienced by chUdren across the three family structure groups. 

Partial Correlation procedures that controlled for the children's intellectual levels 

were used to describe the relationship between the School Performance of the children and 

(1) the Circimistances and Conditions under which grandparents became involved in 

raising the children, and (2) the Family Relationship between the children and their 

caregivers. The results of these procedures addressed the two research questions 

regarding specific conditions and circumstances that may be related to the children's 

school performance, and fiunily relationship Victors that may be related to the children's 

school performance. All hypotheses will be tested for significance at the p < .05 level. 

Differences in IntgHecnial T.evels 

The dependent variable for this study was School Performance as measured by a 

child's academic achievement and behavior in a classroom. Because of the obvious 
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relationship between children's intellectual level and their academic achievement, the 

measures of school performance were controlled for intellectual level. Table I presents 

means and standard deviations for the K-BIT intelligence scores for the three Family 

Structure groups; children raised by grandparents, children raised by a single parent, and 

children raised by two parents. 

Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for the K-BIT TO Scores bv Familv Structure 

K-BIT Children raised by Children raised by Children raised by 

IQ Scores Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

(n=31) (n=14) (n= 12) 

M fSD) M fSD) M (SD) 

Vocabulary IQ 103.81 (13.97) 107.36 (9.08) 102.25 (13.51) 

Matrices IQ 101.10 (11.73) 110.93 (10.40) 106.92 (12.36) 

Composite IQ 102.65 (11.81) 110.00 (6.21) 105.42 (12.37) 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 is used for each of the three K-BIT IQ scores. 

A 3 X 3 between-subjects MANOVA was performed comparing the means for the 

K-BIT Vocabulary, Matrices, and Composite IQ scores across the three Family Structure 

groups. As shown in Table 2, There were no significant main effects of Family Structure 

on either the mean Vocabulary IQ scores or the mean Composite IQ scores. However, 

there was a significant main effect of Family Structure on the mean Matrices IQ scores, F 

(2, 54) = 3.757, p< .03. Table 2 presents the results of the MANOVA procedure. 

A Tukey HSD test was performed on the K-BIT Matrices IQ score across the 

three Family Structure groups. The results indicated that the mean score for children 
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raised by single parents (110.93) was significantly greater than that for children raised by 

grandparents (101.10). 

Table 2 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: K-BIT lO Scores bv Family Stnictxire 

Source of Dependent Sum of DF Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Family Structure Vocabulary 188.679 2 94.340 .570 .569 

Family Structure Matrices 1004.498 2 502.249 3.757 .030 

Family Structure Composite 523.916 2 261.958 2.222 .118 

Error Vocabulary 8936.303 54 165.487 

Error Matrices 7218.555 54 133.677 

Error Composite 6366.013 54 117.889 

Total Vocabulary 9124.982 56 

Total Matrices 8223.053 56 

Total Composite 6889.930 56 

Note. K-BIT= Kaufinan Brief Intelligence Test 

Kaufinan and Kaufman (1990) noted in the K-BIT Manual that for the ages of 

children tested in this study (i.e., ages 6-12 years) a point discrepancy of 13-16 points is 

required for statistical significance when conq>aring standard scores for the Vocabulary IQ 

and Matrices IQ. Because the mean Vocabulary IQ scores and mean Matrices scores for 

this sample did not exceed that requirement, it was determined that the mean K-BIT 

Composite IQ score was a valid representation of the sample's intellectual levels. Thus, 

the Composite IQ score was chosen to serve as the covariate for the various ANCOVA 

procedures, and also as the controlling variable for the Partial Correlation procedures. 
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DifFerences in School Performance Related to Family Structure 

The first question of this study was to determine if there were significant 

differences in school performance among children being raised by grandparents, by single 

parents, and by two parents. School performance was measured by the children's 

achievement scores obtained on the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtests of Reading, 

Spelling, and Arithmetic, and by their behavior in the classroom as rated by their teachers 

using the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form Total Scale. 

Null Hypothesis 1 stated that there will be no significant differences between the 

school performance of children being raised by their grandparents and the school 

performance of children being raised by single parents or two parents. 

Table 3 contains the means and standard deviations for the three subtest scores 

obtained on the WRAT3 Yyy the three Family Structure groups. 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the WRAT3 Subtest Scores bv Familv Structure 

WRAT3 Children raised by Children raised by Children raised by 

Subtest Scores Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

(n=31) (n=14) (n= 12) 

M £SD1 M (SD) M fSD) 

Reading 104.48 (15.56) 108.29 (13.54) 110.50 (14.43) 

Spelling 101.94 (17.60) 104.79 (11.99) 108.50 (13.75) 

Arithmetic 98.29 (14.17) 102.43 (14.12) 103.50 (11.19) 

Note. M= 100; SI>= 15 is used for each of the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtest 

scores. 
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A 3 X 3 between-subjects MANOVA was performed comparing the means for the 

WRAT3 subtest scores among the three Family Structure groups. No significant main 

effects were indicated on the mean Reading score, F (2,54) = .816, n.s.; the mean Spelling 

score, F (2, 54) = .783, n-s.; nor on the mean Arithmetic score, F (2, 54) = .840, n.s. It 

would appear that there are no significant differences in academic achievement among the 

three Family Structure groups. 

Table 4 contains the means and standard deviations of the scores for the three 

Family Structure groups on the DSF Total Scale. 

Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for the DSF Total Scale bv Family Structure 

Children raised by Children raised by Children raised by 

Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

(n=31) (n=l4) (n= 12) 

M £SDi M fSD) M (SD) 

DSF Total Score 97.00 (15.51) 100.93 (15.40) 95.08 (14.29) 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 is used for the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form 

Total Form 

The Total Scale score of the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form was 

used as a second measure of School Performance. A one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) conqjared the DSF Total Scale mean scores of the three Family Structure 

groups, F(2, 34) = .521, n.s. It appeared that there were no significant differences in 

behavior in the classroom across the three Family Structure groups. 

An ANCOVA with a 3 (grandparent, single-parent, two-parent) x 4 (reading, 

spelling, arithmetic, behavior) &ctorial design was used to test the null hypothesis. When 
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the WRAT3 mean scores and the DSF Total Scale mean scores were subjected to 

ANCOVA, with the children's intellectual level as covariate, no significant differences 

were found in the four measures of the dependent variable School Performance among the 

three Family Structure groups. (See Appendix A, Table Al.) 

The resuhs of the above anafyses suggest that differences in the children's school 

performance was not associated with their &mily structure, when measures of their school 

performance were controlled for the children's intellectual level. 

Differences in School Performance Related to Grandparent Ethnicitv 

The second question of this study examined the presence of any differences in the 

children's school performance that may be related to cuhural or ethnic differences among 

the grandparents. Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations for the three subtest 

scores obtained on the WRAT3 by the three ethnic groups represented among the 

grandparents. The three subtest scores include Reading, Spelling, and Arithroetic. The 

three ethnic groups are the Black, Hispanic, and White communities. 

Table 5 

Means and Standard E)eviations for the WRAT3 Subtest Scores bv Grandparent Ethnicitv 

WRAT3 

Subtest Scores Black 

(n=3) 

Hispanic 

(n=4) 

White 

(n= 24) 

M £SD} M fSD) M {sm 

Reading 93.33 (28.45) 102.75 (9.98) 106.17 (14.59) 

Spelling 88.33 (21.46) 103.50 (17.82) 103.38 (17.20) 

Arithmetic 86.67 (2.52) 94.50 (16.82) 100.38 (14.14) 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 is used for each of the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtest 

scores 
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Null Hypothesis 2 stated that there will be no significant difierences in the school 

performance of the grandchildren related to grandparent involvement in the raising of a 

grandchild across the Black, Hispanic, or White ethnic communities. The grandparents' 

ethnicity was recorded in the Grandparent Questionnaire. Similar to null hypothesis one. 

School Performance was measured by the children's achievement scores obtained on the 

Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtest scores for Reading, Spelling, and Arithmetic, and 

by their behavior in the classroom as rated by their teachers using the Devereux Behavior 

Rating Scale-School Form Total Scale. 

A between-subjects MANOVA compared the mean scores for the WRAT3 

subtests of the three ethnic groups represented by the grandparents. The results indicated 

there were no significant main effects of grandparent ethnicity on the Reading mean score, 

F (2, 28) = .931, n-s.; the Spelling mean score, F (2, 28) = .992, n-s.; or on the Arithmetic 

mean score, F (2, 28) = .1.455, n.s. 

The Total Scale of the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form was used as 

the second measure of School Performance. Table 6 contains the means and standard 

deviations of the scores for the three grandparent ethnic groups on the DSF Total Scale. 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for the DSF Total Scale bv Grandparent Ethnicitv 

Black Hispanic White 

(n= 3) (i¥= 4) (n= 24) 

M {SDl M £SD1 M (SD) 

DSF Total 88.33 (34.49) 100.75 (19.81) 97.46 (12.11) 

Score 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 is used for the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form 

Total Scale. 
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A between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on the DSF 

Total Scale to examine the difference in mean scores among the three ethnic groups. The 

results indicated that there were no significant differences in classroom behavior among 

the three ethnic groups on the DFS Total Scale, F(2, 28) = .579, n.s. 

An ANCOVA with a 3 (Black, Hispanic, White) x 4 (reading, spelling, arithmetic, 

behavior) Atonal design was used to test the null hypothesis. When the WRAT3 mean 

scores and the DSF Total Scale mean scores were subjected to ANCOVA, with the 

children's intellectual level as the covariate, no significant differences remained in the four 

measures of the dependent variable School Performance among the three grandparent 

ethnic groups. (See Appendix A, Table A2.) 

The results of the above analyses suggest that, with the intellectual level of the 

children as the covariate, there were no significant differences in the school performance 

of children, as measured by academic achievement and classroom behavior, related to 

ethnic or cultural differences among the grandparents involved in raising grandchildren. 

Relationship Between School Performance and Conditions and Circumstances 

Surrounding Grandparent Involvement 

The third research question this study addressed was to examine the relationship 

between the children's school performance and specific conditions and circumstances 

surrounding grandparent involvement. School performance again was measured by the 

children's achievement scores obtained on the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtests 

for Reading, Spelling, and Arithmetic, and by their behavior in the classroom as rated by 

their teachers using the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form Total Scale. Data 

pertaining to specific Circumstances and Conditions were obtained fix>m the Grandparent 

Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis A stated that the more negative the conditions and circumstances in the 

child's &mily life that lead to grandparent involvement in raising the child, the more 

difBculty the children will experience in their school performance. 
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Table 7 presents means and standard deviations for the WRAT3 subtest scores 

(Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic), the DSF Total Scale, and the K-BIT Composite IQ score 

across the three Grandparent Roles: Custodial, Ltving-with, and Day-care. 

A between-subjects MANOVA was performed and no significant diflferences were 

obtained among the three groups for the Reading mean score, F (2, 28) = .169, n.s.; the 

Spelling mean score, F (2, 28) = .162, n.s.; the Arithmetic mean score, F (2, 28) = .231, 

n.s.; the mean DSF Total Scale, F (2,28) = .514, n.s.; or the K-BIT Composite IQ mean 

score, F (2, 28) = .254, n.s. Presumably there are no significant differences in School 

Performance among the three Grandparent Roles groups. 

Table 7 ^ 

Means and Stanrfard Deviations for the WRAT3 Subtest Scores. DSF Total Scale, 

and K-BIT Composite IQ Score bv Grandparent Roles 

Measure Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Grandparent Grandparent Grandparent 

n= 26 n= 3 n= 2 

M fSD) M fSD) M fSD| 

WRAT3 Reading 104.46 (16.54) 108.00 ( 9.00) 99.50 (13.44) 

WRAT3 Spelling 102.12 (18.68) 104.67 ( 8.50) 95.50 (17.68) 

WRAT3 Arithmetic 97.62 (14.95) 100.00 (12.29) 104.50 ( 6.36) 

DSF Total Scale 98.15 (16.43) 93.33 (10.21) 87.50 ( 2.12) 

K-BIT Composite IQ 102.00 (12.42) 105.00 (10.58) 107.50 ( 4.95) 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 is used for the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 subtest scores, 

the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form Total Scale, and the Kaufinan Brief 

Intelligence Scale Con^site IQ score. 
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Because of the small n for the Living-with and the Day-care Grandparent groups, 

the three groups were collapsed into a single Grandparent group for comparison of School 

Performance with the Conditions and Circumstances variables pertaining to grandparents 

becoming involved in raising their grandchildren. Partial Correlation procedures addressed 

the linear relationships between the School Performance measures and the Conditions and 

Table 8 

Partial Correlations: School Performance bv Selected Conditions and Circumstances 

Condition and Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Circumstance Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 31 n=31 n= 31 n= 31 

Mother died .3154* 

Parents not married .3731* 

Mother had .3194* 

medical problems 

Father was emotionally .0225 

abusive 

Father was physically .2089 

abusive 

Parental neglect .0349 

Provide financial -.3172* 

help to parents 

Wanted child in school .3546* 

district or private school 

-.2364 

-.1453 

-.1718 

-.1419 

-.1647 

.3278* 

.0652 

-.0601 

-.2562 

-.1914 

-.2541 

-.1145 

-.1014 

.0423 

-.2699 

-.2759 

-.3189* 

-.3259* 

-J412* 

.3613* -.1434 

.0022 -J871* 

-.5018* 

Note. CoefBcient / df= 28 / * = .05, one-tailed significance. 
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Circumstances variables. The measures of School Performance were controlled for the 

children's intellectual level. The results can be found in Appendix A, Table A3. 

As shown in Table 8, several relationships between the DSF Total Scale for the 

child's behavior in the classroom and the Circumstances and Conditions variables achieved 

significance at the p < .05 level. The correlations between these variables ranged in 

strength fi-om a high of r (28) = .3731 (parents not married at birth of child) to a low of r 

(28) = .3154 (mother died). Only one significant relationship was observed for the 

WRAT3 Reading score and this was with Parental Neglect, r (28) = .3278, p< .05. 

Likewise, the WRAT3 Spelling score was significantly related only to Parental Neglect, r 

(28) = .3613, p^ .05. However, several relationships between the WRAT3 Arithmetic 

score and the Conditions and Circumstances variables achieved significance at the p^ .05 

level. The correlations between these variables ranged in strength fi^om a high of r (28) = 

-.5018 (grandparent wanted the child to attend their school district or a private school) to 

a low of r (28) = -.3189 (mother had medical problems). 

It would appear that, when controlled for the children's intellectual level, there are 

no strong patterns of significant relationships between the Conditions and Circumstances 

variables and the children's School Performance as measured by the mean scores of the 

WRAT3 subtests and the DSF Total Scale. 

Diflferences in Familv Relationship Related to Familv Structure 

The fourth research question this study examined was whether differences existed 

in the family relationship experienced by children that were related to the three family 

structure groups. Null Hypothesis 3 stated that there will be no significant differences 

between the femily relationship experienced by children being raised by grandparents and 

the family relationship experienced by children being raised by single parents or by two 

parents. 

Table 9 presents the means and standard deviations for the Family Relationship 

variables across the three Family Structure groups. Separate between-subjects MANOVA 

procedures were performed for each of the six Family Relationship categories. Tables 10-

12 present the results of those conq>arisons in which significant differences were observed. 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations: Family Relationship bv Family Structure 

Family Children raised Children raised by Children raised by 

Relationship Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

(n=31) (n=14) (n= 12) 

M fSD) M fSD) M (SD) 

Relationship Atmosphere 

Nurturing 2.52 (.63) 2.29 (.47) 2.58 (.51) 

Friendly 2.55 (.62) 2.07 (.47) 2.67 (.49) 

Respectful 2.61 (.50) 2.00 (.55) 2.42 (.51) 

DifBcult 2.16 (.31) 2.00 (.78) 2.08 (.79) 

Strained 2.47 (.63) 2.21 (.89) 2.67 (.49) 

Involvement in Child's School Life 

Encourage do best 2.94 (-25) 2.71 (.61) 3.00 (.00) 

Encourage behavior 2.94 (.25) 2.71 (.61) 3.00 (.00) 

Help homework 2.39 (.76) 2.14 (.86) 2.17 (-72) 

Talk about day 2.58 (.50) 2.50 (.65) 2.83 (.39) 

Attend PTA 1.16 (1.04) 1.25 (1.22) 1.17 (.94) 

Attend fimctions 2.48 (.72) 2.29 (.47) 2.58 (.51) 

Attend P/T conferenc 2.61 (.92) 2.77 (.60) 2.92 (.29) 

Attend lEP meetings .77 (1.28) .00 (.00) .92 (1.38) 

Style of Discipline 

Set good example 2.61 (.50) 2.43 (.51) 2.33 (.49) 

Demand obedience 1.45 (.81) 1.86 (.66) 1.64 (.67) 

Teach expectations 2.65 (.55) 2.50 (.52) 2.25 (.62) 

Let do what wants .65 (.66) .79 (.58) .75 (.62) 

Repeat commands 1.48 (.63) 2.00 (.78) 1.58 (.79) 
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Table 9 (continued) 

Family Children raised by Children raised by Children raised by 

Relationship Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

(n=31) (n=14) (n= 12) 

M (SD) M £SD1 M (SD) 

Yell to make listen .97 (.66) 1.29 (.83) 1.42 (.67) 

Expect child to help 1.90 (.70) 2.00 (.78) 2.58 (-67) 

Enforce curfews 2.39 (.99) 2.14 (1.10) 2.33 (.89) 

Supervise TV 2.52 (-72) 2-43 (.65) 2.42 (.67) 

Use of Pimishments 

Time outs 1.03 (.95) 1.29 (.83) 1.42 (.90) 

Grounding 1.06 (.89) 1.08 (.86) 1.67 (.98) 

Loss of privileges 1.48 (.68) 1.93 (.62) 1.83 (.83) 

Additional chores .58 (.62) .79 (1.05) 1.00 (-83) 

Spanking .48 (-57) .71 (.73) .67 (.89) 

Use of Rewards 

Give praise 2.48 (.57) 2.50 (.52) 2.67 (-49) 

Give encouragement 2.61 (.50) 2.46 (-52) 2.75 (.45) 

Verbal appreciation 2.61 (-72) 2.50 (.65) 2.50 (.52) 

Physical appreciation 2.32 (.83) 2.43 (.76) 2.67 (.49) 

Money as incentive .81 (.70) 1.14 (.86) 1.08 (1.00) 

Add privileges 1.32 (.70) 1.71 (.73) 1.00 (.85) 

Spiritual Guidance 

Go to worship 2.39 (1.05) 1.79 (1.05) 2.75 (.62) 

Go to Sunday School 2.06 (1.18) 1.00 (1.22) 2.45 (1.21) 

Pray together 2.13 (.97) 1.50 (1.16) 2.50 (.80) 
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As shown in Table 10, significant main effects of Family Structure were observed 

on the Friendly and Respectful variables. A Tukey HSD test indicated that, when related 

to the Friendly variable, both the means for children with two parents (2.67) and for 

children with grandparents (2.53) were significantly greater than the mean for children 

with single parents (2.07). When related to the Respectful variable, the mean for children 

Table 10 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Relationship Atmosphere Ratines by Familv Structure 

Source of 

Variation 

Dependent 

Variable 

Sum of 

Squares 

DF Mean 

Square 

F Level of 

Significance 

Family Structure Nurturing .655 2 .327 1.004 .373 

Family Structure Friendly 2.777 2 1.389 4.314 .018 

Family Structure Respectful 3.437 2 1.718 6.452 .003 

Family Structure Difficult .408 2 .204 .390 .679 

Family Structure Strained 1.349 2 .674 1.459 .242 

Error Nurturing 17.274 53 .326 

Error Friendly 17.062 53 .322 

Error Respectful 14.117 53 .266 

Error Difficult 27.717 53 .523 

Error Strained 24.490 53 .462 

Total Nurturing 17.929 55 

Total Friendly 19.839 55 

Total RespectflU 17.554 55 

Total Difficult 28.125 55 

Total Strained 25.839 55 

Note: Family Structure = children with grandparents, single parents, two parents. 
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with grandparents (2.60) was significantly greater than the mean for children with single 

parents (2.00). 

Table 11 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Stvle of Discipline Ratings bv Family Structiire 

Source of Dependent Sum of DF Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Family Structure Set example .653 2 .327 1.299 .281 

Family Structure Demand obey 1.616 2 .808 1.431 .248 

Family Structure Teach expects 1.749 2 .875 2.855 .066 

Family Structure Let do as wants .204 2 .102 .249 .780 

Family Structure Repeat orders 2.656 2 1.328 2.659 .079 

Family Structure Yell to listen 1.755 2 .877 1.763 .181 

Family Structure Expect help 3.402 2 1.701 3.286 .045 

Family Structure Enforce curfews ; 1.061 2 .530 .588 .559 

Family Structure Supervise TV .213 2 .106 .219 .804 

Error Set exan^le 13.329 53 .251 

Error Demand obey 29.937 53 .565 

Error Teach expects 16.233 53 .306 

Error Let do as wants 21.636 53 .408 

Error Repeat orders 26.469 53 .499 

Error Yell to listen 26.370 53 .498 

Error Expect help 27.437 53 .518 

Error Enforce curfew 47.796 53 .902 

Error Supervise TV 25.716 53 .485 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Source of Dependent Sum of DF Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Total Set example 13.982 55 

Total Demand obey 31.554 55 

Total Teach expects 17.982 55 

Total Let do as wants 21.839 55 

Total Repeat orders 29.125 55 

Total Yell to listen 28.125 55 

Total Expect help 30.839 55 

Total Enforce curfew 48.857 55 

Total Supervise TV 25.929 55 

Note; Family Structure = children with grandparents, single parents, two parents. 

As shown in Table 11, the only significant main effect of Family Structure was 

observed on the Expect Help with Chores variable. A Tukey HSD test indicated that, 

when related to the Expect Help with Chores variable, the mean for children with two 

parents (2.55) was significantly greater than the mean for children with grandparents 

(1.90). 

Table 12 presents the results of the between-subjects MANOVA procedure that 

compared Family Structure with the Spiritual Guidance category. Significant main efifects 

of Family Structure were observed on the Sunday School and the Pray Together variables. 

Tukey HSD tests indicated that, when related to the Sunday School variable, both the 

means for children with two parents (2.45) and for children with grandparents (2.10) were 

significantly greater than the mean for children with single parents (1.00). When related to 
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the Pray Together variable, the mean for children with two parents (2.45) was 

significantly granter than the mean for children with single parents (1.46). 

Only five significant differences in mean scores were observed among the 38 

Family Relationship variables related to the three Family Structure groups of children 

raised by grandparents, children raised by single parents, and children raised by two 

Table 12 

Multivariate Analvsis of Variance: Spiritual Ratings bv Familv Structure 

Source of 

Variation 

Dependent Sum of 

Variable Squares 

DP Mean F 

Square 

Level of 

Significance 

Family Structure Go to worship 5.252 2 2.626 2.954 .061 

Family Structure Sunday School 15.110 2 7.555 5.247 .008 

Family Structure Devotions 2.765 2 1.382 1.390 .258 

Family Structure Pray together 6.501 2 3.251 3.224 .048 

Error Go to worship 45.341 51 .889 

Error Sunday School 73.427 51 1.440 

Error Devotions 50.717 51 .994 

Error Pray together 51.425 51 1.008 

Total Go to worship 50.593 53 

Total Sunday School 88.537 53 

Total Devotions 53.481 53 

Total Pray together 57.926 53 

Note. Family Structure = children with grandparents, single parents, two parents. 

parents. Under Relationship Atmosphere, the grandparent and two-parent groups rated 

themselves higher on the 'Triendly"variabie than did the single-parent group; while the 
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grandparent group rated themselves higher on the 'Respectful" variable than did the 

single-parent group. Under Style of Discipline the two-parent group was rated higher on 

"Expect Help with Chores" than the grandparent group. Finally, under Spiritual Guidance 

both the two-parent and the grandparent groups rated themselves higher on the '̂ Take to 

Sunday/Saturday School" variable than did the single-parent group; while the two-parent 

group was rated higher on the "Pray Together" variable than the single-parent group. 

There were no significant differences found in Family Relationship related to Family 

Structure under the categories of Involvement in the Child's School Life, Use of 

Punishments, or Use of Rewards. 

Although It would appear that there are some differences in Family Relationship 

related to Family Structure, the observed differences were not consistent as to their 

source. However, the trend was that the grandparent and two-parent groups rated 

themselves more highly on &mily relationship &ctors than did the single-parent group. 

Relationship Between School Performance and Familv Relationship 

The final question that this study addressed was to examine the relationship 

between the children's school performance and the &mily relationship they experienced 

with their caregivers. Hypothesis B stated that the more positive and supportive the family 

relationship between the caregiver (whether grandparent or parent) and the child, the 

better will be the child's school performance. 

Table 13 presents the overall sample noeans, standard deviations, and ranges for 

the dependent variable of School Performance as measured by the WRAT3 subtest scores 

(Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic) for achievement, and by the DSF Total Scale score for 

classroom behavior. Also presented is the overall mean, standard deviation, and range for 

the covariate as measured by the K-BIT Composite IQ score. The K-BIT Vocabulary IQ 

and Matrices IQ are included merely for sake of reference. 

Partial Correlation procedures addressed the linear relationships between the 

School Performance measures and the Family Relationship variables between the children 

and their caregivers. The measures of School Performance were controlled for the 

children's level of intelligence. The results can be found in Appendbc A, Table A4. 
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Table 13 

Means and Standard E)eviatk>ns for the WRAT3 Subtest Scores. DSF Total Scale, 

and K-Bit Composite lO Score bv Sample 

Measure (n= 57) Mean (SD) Range 

WRAT3 Reading 106.68 (14.82) 74-  140 

WRAT3 Spelling 104.02 (15.60) 69 - 135 

WRAT3 Arithmetic 100.40 (13.56) 68 - 128 

DSF Total Scale 97.56 (15.11) 51 - 137 

K-BIT Vocabulary IQ 104.35 (12.77) 60 - 134 

K-BIT Matrices IQ 104.74 (12.12) 80 - 130 

K-BIT Composite IQ 105.04 (11.09) 67 - 122 

Note. M= 100; Sl>= 15 is used for each scale 

As shown in Table 14, there were ten relationships between the DSF Total Scale 

and the Family Relationships variables that achieved significance at the p< .05 level. They 

ranged in strength fi-om a high of r (54) = .3780 (attend PTA meetings) to a low of r (54) 

= .2335 (difBcuH relationship). Seven relationships each between the WRAT3 subtest 

scores for Reading and Spelling and the Family Relationship variables achieved 

significance at the p^ .05 level. These ranged fix)m a high Reading of r (54) = .3648 

(additional chores) to a low of r (54) = .2326 (nurturing relationship); and from a high for 

Spelling of r (54) = .4001 (fiiendly relationship) to a low of r (54) = .2223 (supervising 

TV watching). Only three relationships between the WRAT3 subtest score for Arithmetic 

and the Family Relationship variables achieved significance at the p^ .05 level, ranging 

from a high of r (54) = .2736 (fiiendly relationship) to a low of r (54) = -.2401 (attend 

child's lEP meetings). 
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Partial Correlations: School Performance bv Family Relationship 
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Family Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Relationship Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 57 n=57 n= 57 n= 57 

Relationship Atmosphere 

Nurturing -.0105 .2326* 

Friendly -.2380* .2913* 

DifBcuh -.2335* .2205 

Strained -.3303* .1462 

Involvement in Child's School Life 

Encourage to do best -.1754 .1759 

Encourage good -.3160* .0236 

behavior in school 

Attend PTA meetings .3780* .0913 

Attend child's .2336* - J028* 

lEP meetings 

Style of Discipline 

Set a good exan^)le -.2746* -.1893 

YeU at child .2870* -.0650 

Supervise TV -.0981 .1630 

Use of Ptmishments 

Additional chores .1187 .3648* 

Spanking .2339* .1000 

Use of Rewards 

Verbal encouragement -.0452 .2079 

Physical appreciation .3179* .2594* 

.2341* 

.4001* 

.0044 

.0741 

.1832 

.0084 

.0306 

.3552* 

-.0083 

-.0633 

.2223* 

.2547* 

.0063 

.2582* 

.1565 

.1419 

.2736* 

.1570 

.1012 

-.2715* 

-.1066 

-.0023 

-.2401* 

-.0723 

-.1470 

-.0724 

.0793 

-.0760 

-.0162 

.1632 
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Table 14 (continued) 

Family Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Relationship Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 57 n=57 n= 57 n= 57 

Spiritual CittiAan^f 

Take child to Sunday -.0672 .2597* .2288* .1041 

or Satiu-day school 

Pray with child .0635 .2732* .1847 .1423 

Note: CoefiBcient / d.f. = 54 / * .05, one-tailed significance. 

Further review of the relationships between School Performance and Family 

Relationship variables indicated that the '"fiiendly relationship" and "attending the child's 

lEP meetings" variables were significantly associated with all four School Performance 

variables. "Nurturing relationship", "additional chores", "physical appreciation", and 

"taking the child to Sunday school or Saturday school" were each significantly related to 

two School Performance variables. 

The examination of this final research question resulted in the greatest number of 

significant findings in the present study-a total of 27 partial correlations achieved 

significance at the p< .05 level. It would appear that School Performance is associated 

with Family Relationship, in that the more positive the Family Relationship the better the 

children's School Performance. However, no strong pattern of significant relationships 

was observed between School Performance and Family Relationship. 

Additional Data Analyses 

The literature had suggested that the school performance of children may be 

related the to the caregiver's socioeconomic status. In this study socioeconomic status 

was measured by the current level of household income. A one-way ANOVA compared 
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the mean scores for Family Structure with the mean scores for Current IiKome. The main 

effect of Family Structure on Current Income was not significant, F (2, 54) = .088, n.s. 

There appeared to be no significant differences in Current Income among the three Family 

Structure groups. 

An ANCOVA procedure was performed, controlling for the children's intellectual 

levels, to examine the main effect of socioeconomic status on the dependent variable of 

School Performance. No significant differences in School Performance were observed 

when compared to the caregiver's sock>economic status as measured Current Income 

(10x4 factorial design). The results can be found in Appendix A, Table A5. It might be 

noted that this study's sample tended to be of lower- to upper-middle class (82% had an 

annual household income of over S20,000). 

Summary 

In summary, the data analyses indicated that for this sample (n= 57), when 

controlled for the children's intellectual levels, there were no significant differences 

between the school performance of children being raised by their grandparents and those 

being raised by single parents or by two parents. Neither were there any significant 

differences in the children's school performance related to the level of grandparent 

involvement in raising a grandchild across the Black, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups 

for this sample of grandparents (n=31). Five significant differences were observed in 

Family Relationship across the three Family Structure groups. However, no strong trends 

in relationships were observed between school performance and either (1) the conditions 

and circumstances related to grandparent involvement, or (2) the &mily relationships 

between the children and their caregivers. These results and their implications for fiirther 

research will be discussed further in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTERS 

DISCUSSION 

This chapter summarizes the results which were obtained from this study and 

discuss how they were related to previous research findings. The chapter also discusses 

practical implications, limitations to the study, and recommendations for future research. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether there are Actors in the child-

grandparent relationship that can be associated with differences in the child's school 

performance, which are specific to a child being raised by a grandparent. 

School performance was defined in terms of two con^nents-the child's academic 

achievement and the child's behavior in the classroom. Academic achievement was 

measured by the child's scores on the Wide Range Achievement Test 3 (WRAT3), which 

has three subtests-Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic. Behavior in the classroom was measured 

by the child's scores on the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form (DSF) Total 

Scale, as rated by his or her teacher. These two dependent variables were controlled for 

the child's intellectual level as measured by the Kaufinan Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT) 

Composite IQ Score. 

This investigation of the school performance of children who are being raised by 

their grandparents was a result of the sparsity of published research related to the children 

in this family structure. The Census Bureau has estimated that over 4.0 million children are 

living with a grandparent (Lugaila, 1998). In addition, the Census Bureau estimated in 

1997 that another 1.5 million children lived with a grandparent while living in their 

parents' homes (Bryson & Casper, 1999). Numerous studies have been conducted on the 

experiences, challenges, and needs feeing the grandparents in this situation (e.g., Karp, 

1996; Jendrek, 1993, 1994; Minkler, 1994; Roe & Minkler, 1999). A number of 

researchers have examined the femily situations in which grandparents have had to provide 

care for and/or obtain legal custody of their grandchildren (e.g.. Burton, 1992; Dressel & 

Bamhill, 1994; Minkler, Roe, & Price, 1992). 
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However, little has been reported about the school performance of the children 

who are being raised by grandparents (Solomon & Marx, 1995). Marx and Solomon 

(1993) conducted a study based on archival data of 17,110 children. Information related to 

academic achievement and behavior in school was based on subjective reports by 

caregivers. Falbo conducted a survey of teachers concerning the academic achievement of 

1460 Chinese children being raised in 3-generation households. Jones (1993) studied the 

relationship between grandparent involvement and the emotional and behavioral 

adjustment problems among children raised by grandparents. Dubowitz and Sawyer 

(1994) reported on the school behavior and academic performance (Sawyer & Dubowitz, 

1994) of children receiving kinship care, many of whom were grandparents. Pruchno 

(1999) interviewed Black and White custodial grandmothers about their grandchildren's 

behavior at home and their school performance. These studies resulted in mixed findings 

related to the academic achievement of the grandchildren, and generally positive results 

related to the behavior of the grandchildren beii^ raised by grandparents. 

None of the above studies individually administered a standardized achievement 

test to the children to measure academic performance, nor did any of the studies have the 

teachers complete a standardized rating scale to measure the children's behavior in school. 

In addition, the measures of school performance were not controlled for the children's 

intellectual levels. However, Marx and Solomon (1993) did use single-parent &milies and 

intact ^milies as comparison groups. Furthermore, none of the these studies compared the 

school performance of children raised by grandparents across Black, Hispanic, and White 

ethnic groups. Literature focusing on grandparents have reported that the direct 

involvement in raising children that has long been a custom in Black aiKi Hispanic &mily 

systems has only recently become more common among White &milies (Burton, DUworth-

Anderson, 1991; Burton, Dilworth-Anderson, & Merriwether-deVries, 1995; Kivett, 

1991; Longino & Earle, 1996; Pruchno, 1999). 

The focus of this study was to examine the school performance of children as 

measured by their scores on the WRAT3 subtests of Reading, Spelling, and Arithmetic; 

and by their teachers' ratings of their classroom behavior using the DSF Total Scale score. 
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The children's K-BIT Composite IQ scores were used to control for differences in 

intellectual levels. The primary interest was the school performance of children being 

raised by grandparents, because the literature suggests that these children have come from 

^mily settings that place them at risk for poor academic achievement and increased 

behavior problems (e.g., Dubowitz & Sawyer, 1994; Eckenrode, Laird, & Doris, 1993; 

Edwards, 1998; Kurdek, Fine, & Sinclair, 1995; Luster & McAdoo, 1994). Their school 

performance was compared with that of children being raised in single-parent or two-

parent &milies. These comparisons were made across three ethnic groups-Black families, 

Hispanic families, and White femilies. 

Information regarding the grandparents and/or the parents was assessed by the 

Grandparent and Caregiver Questionnaires. The two questionnaires were self-report 

measures that provided the four main independent variables: (1) grandparent role (i.e., 

custodial, living-with, day-care); (2) ethnicity of the grandparent; (3) the conditions and 

circumstances under which the grandparent became involved in raising the child; and (4) 

the family relationship between the caregiver (i.e., grandparent or parent) and the child. 

Likert-type scales were used to quantify the data for comparison with the school 

performance measures. Analyses of Covariance and Partial Correlations were performed 

to examine the relationships between the independent and dependent variables. 

Distribution Tables for the independent and dependent variables are available in Appendix 

A (Tables A6-A11). 

Diflferences in School Performance Related to Family Structure 

The first question addressed in the study was to examine the existence of 

differences in the measure of the dependent variable School Performance that may be 

related to the independent variable of Family Structure. Family Structure consisted of 

grandparents, single parents, and two parents. Previous studies have suggested that 

children being raised by single parents will have more behavior problems in school than 

those raised by grandparents or two parents; whereas children raised by either 

grandparents or single parents will have lower academic achievement than those raised by 

two parents (Marx & Solomon, 1993; Stobla & Amato, 1993). Jones (1993) had found 
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that children raised by grandparents appeared to do better emotionally and behaviorally 

than might be expected, even though they came from family situations that placed them at 

risk for emotional and behavior problems. 

It was of interest to discover whether there would be difierences observed in the 

school performance of children raised by grandparents, single parents, or two parents. The 

results of this study indicated that there were no significant differences found when 

examining School Performance across the three types of Family Structure. There are 

several possible explanations for this absence of significant difierences among the groups. 

One explanation may be that the small and uneven sizes of the experimental group 

(children with grandparents, n= 31) and each of the comparison groups (children with 

single parents, n= 14; children with two parents, n= 12) limited the power of the test to 

demonstrate the presence of significant differences in the measures of School Performance 

among the groups. Reasons for such small numbers in this study will be discussed further 

under Implications for Future Research. 

Another explanation might be that the sample was composed of volunteers and 

therefore random selection of the subjects was not possible. Volunteer subjects tend to be 

more positive. Thus it is possible, even probable that these caregivers, who volunteered to 

have their children tested for intelligence and achievement and be rated for behavior by 

their teachers, would tend to have a desire and a confidence that their children would 

perform well on these measures. A review of the K-BIT Composite IQ scores revealed 

that 94% of the children with grandparents were of average to above average ability, as 

were 100% of the children with single parents, and 92% of the children with two parents. 

As might be expected the sample's achievement scores also tended to be above the 

mean for each of the subtests. For example, on the Reading subtest, 71% of the children 

with grandparents were at or above the mean, as were 71% of the children with single 

parents, and 92% of the children with two parents. Likewise, the sample's behavior scores 

tended to be below the mean of the DSF Total Scale (a lower score indicated the presence 

of fewer behavior problems). Seventy-one percent of the children with grandparents were 

at or below the mean, as were 64% of the children with single parents, and 92% of the 
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children with two parents. The skewed scores on the dependent measures would reduce 

the possibility of identifying significant differences among the groups. 

One other possible explanation is that any differences in School Performance may 

not be related to Famity Structure-be it grandparent, single parent, or two parent. Instead 

it may be related to the presence of a supportive relationship between the child and the 

caregiver, no matter what the family structure. If any caregiver, not just a grandparent, 

(Burton et al., 1995) has been able to successfully adjust to and resolve the challenges and 

negative consequences of off-time change (i.e, divorce, death of spouse), that caregiver 

may be better prepared to provide his or her children with the necessary supportive family 

atmosphere and discipline structure. 

Although there were no significant differences in School Performance found 

among the three Family Structure groups, the foUowing trends were observed. The mean 

scores for the three WRAT3 subtests were all lower for children with grandparents than 

for those with either single parents or two parents; while the mean scores were highest for 

children with two parents. This offers some support for the findings of Marx and Solomon 

(1993). Similar support was found for the resuhs of the Marx and Solomon (1993) study 

pertaining to the behavior rating scores. Children with single parents had the highest mean 

scores for the DFS Total Scale (i.e., most behavior problems), while children with two 

parents had the lowest behavior rating scores (Le., fewest behavior problems). 

Differences in School Performance Related to Grandparent Ethnfcitv 

The second research question of interest in this study was whether the difference in 

a child's school performance was related to cultural and ethnic differences among the 

grandparents. Stevenson, Chen, and Uttal (1990) studied the academic achievement of 

children raised in Black, Hispanic, and White &milies and controlled for maternal levels of 

education and family income. Their findings indicated that reading scores were 

significantly related to ethnicity, with chiklren raised in White fimiilies performing better 

than children raised in either Black or Hispanic fiunilies, possibly because the content of 

the reading texts was not as ^miliar to Black and Hispanic children. They found no 

significant differences in the math scores among the ethnic groups. Pruchno (1999) 
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reported no significant differences in overall school performance between children raised 

by Black grandparents and those raised by White grandparents. 

It was of interest in this study to discover whether there would be significant 

differences reported in the school performance of children who were being raised by 

grandparents in Black, Hispanic, or White families. The findings indicated that there were 

no significant dififerences in School Performance related to Grandparent Ethnicity. Once 

again the small number of grandparents (n= 31) and the uneven numbers for each sub

group (Black = 3; Hispanic = 4; White = 24) may have limited the power of the test to 

demonstrate the presence of significant differences in the measures of School Performance 

among the ethnic groups. The influence of skewed scores as a result of having volunteer 

subjects also has been discussed above as a possible reason for the absence of significant 

differences in School Performance among the three ethnic groups of grandparents. 

Similar to the findings of Stevenson and associates (1990), the mean achievement 

scores of children raised by grandparents in White families tended to be greater in Reading 

than those in Black &milies or in Hispanic &milies. This was also true for Arithmetic for 

children in White families compared with those in Black &milies or in Hispanic &milies. 

Children in Hispanic families tended to do better in Spelling than children in White &milies 

or Black families. When comparing the mean scores for the DSF Total Scale, children in 

Black families tended to have less behavior problems than chiklren in White &milies or in 

Hispanic families. This did not support the findings of Pruchno (1999), who observed that 

children raised by Black grandparents were reported to have been suspended or expelled 

fi'om school twice as often as those raised by White grandparents. These varied directions 

in tendencies for the different ethnic groups support the observations of Weishaw and 

Peng (1993) that findings pertaining to school performance related to ethnicity and 

household composition have not been consistent in either degree or directioa 

Relationship Between School Performance and Conditions and Circumstances 

Surrounding Grandparent Involvement 

The next question that this study addressed was whether specific circumstances 

and conditions surrounding grandparent involvement were related to the child's school 
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performance. Jendrek (1994) had observed that the more involved a grandparent became 

in the raising of a child (i.e., from the grandparent providing day care for the child to the 

child living with the grandparent to the grandparent seeking custody of the child) the more 

severe the problems tended to have been in the child's original &mily setting. Day-care 

grandparents often helped out for more positive reasons—because both parents worked, or 

the mother went back to school. Living-with grandparents became involved because the 

mother was not married or was too young, or the parents had been divorced. Obtaining 

legal custody of the child might indicate that one or both of the parents had died; that the 

mother was incarcerated; or that there were abuse, drug, or psychological problems with 

the parent(s) leading to parental neglect of the grandchild. 

Numerous studies have been conducted on the relationships between negative 

&mily conditions and poor school performance among children living in such conditions. 

For example. Luster and McAdoo (1994) found that poor school performance was related 

to low &mily income, larger number of children in the femily, mothers of younger age at 

first birth, and mothers with less education. Burton (1992) and Minkler (1992) observed 

that maternal drug addiction often led to neglect and abuse of the children placing the 

children at risk for behavior problems and drug abuse. Furthermore, Eckenrode, Laird, 

and Doris (1993) and Kendall-Tackett and Eckenrode (1996) reported that abused and 

neglected children tended to perform more poorly in school both academically and 

behaviorally. Bamhill (1996) reported that children of incarcerated mothers were five 

times more likely to become involved in juvenile crime. 

Jendrek (1994), Edwards (1998), Sawyer and Dubowitz (1994), and other studies 

have reported that these are the &mily conditions and circumstances from whkh 

grandchildren come into the lives and homes of their grandparents. Luster and McAdoo 

(1994) noted that the probability of the poor school performance increased directly with 

the cumulative number of risk Actors the children experienced in their frimily settings. 

Jones (1993) proposed that grandparents offered these at-risk chiklren a nurturing 

atmosphere in which positive adjustment could take place resulting in improved school 

performance over time. 
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The Grandparent Questionnaire used in the current study provided the 

grandparents with a checklist of conditions and circumstances that may have been 

experienced by their grandchildren. Of the 31 participating grandparents, 26 were 

custodial grandparents, three were living-with grandparents, and two were day-care 

grandparents. As expected and in keeping with Jendrek's findings (1994), children who 

were with day-care grandparents and living-with grandparents tended to have experienced 

less negative experiences in their &mily settings. The mothers (or both parents) working 

or going back to school were the main reasons for the involvement of the day-care 

grandparents. In addition to those, parental divorce was another important reason for the 

involvement of the living-with grandparents. The majority of these grandparents also 

reported that they had become involved to help their aduh children financially. 

The reasons reported the custodial grandparents in this study showed an 

increase in the severity of the &mify situation experienced by the grandchildren over those 

reported by day-care and living-with grandparents. Many custodial grandparents listed 

parental substance abuse, parental psychological problems, and/or parents in trouble with 

the law or incarcerated as the most common reasons for their involvement. Other often 

listed reasons included teen mothers, parents not married, parents divorced, death of a 

parent or parents, and medical problems. Along with the increase in severity of the 

problems experienced by the parents, custodial grandparents reported increases in the 

presence of psychok>gical, physical, and sexual abuse of the children and also parental 

neglect. Sixty-five percent of the custodial grandparents and 67% of the living-with 

grandparents reported that keeping their grandchildren out of foster care was a very 

important reason for the level of their involvement in raising their grandchildren. The 

current findings supported those previously reported in the literature (e.g., Jendrek, 1994; 

Strom & Strom, 1993). 

Given the severity of these conditk>ns, the majority of the grandchildren in this 

study were achieving at or above the norm for their ages as measured on the WRAT3 

subtests of Reading, Spelling, and Arithmetic. Only 16% received scores on the DSF Total 

Scale indicating that they had significant behavior problems in school. These results would 
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support Jones (1993) in his proposal that grandparents have the capacity to provide a 

nurturing buffer for their grandchildren so that they may positively adjust and achieve in 

school performance. 

It was hypothesized that the more negative the conditions and circumstances in the 

children's family life that lead to grandparent involvement in raising them, the more 

difficulty the children would have in their school performance. However, such differences 

were not observed when School Performance was compared with the three grandparent 

roles and the increased severity in problems these roles represented. Once again, it is 

possible that the small and uneven numbers of subjects in each of the groups reduced the 

possibility of attaining statistical significance in the relationships. 

The three Grandparent Roles groups were collapsed into a single Grandparent 

group so that the relationship between the reported Conditions and Circumstances 

variables and the School Performance variables could be examined. The Conditions and 

Circumstances were measured on a 4-point Likert-type rating scale ("not applicable" to 

'Very important"). 

There were five relationships between the DSF Total Scale behavior variable and 

the conditions variables that were significant at the £< .05 level. The results indicated that 

the following variables were related to the presence of more behavior problems at school: 

"mother died", "parents not married", "mother had medical problems", and "wanted child 

to attend school grandparent's district or private school". The condition of "providing 

financial help to the parents" was related to fewer behavior problems. It would make sense 

that there would be less behavior problems at school, if this were the most important 

reason for the grandparent's involvement. 

The variable of "parental neglect" was found to be directly related to the WRAT3 

Reading and Spelling scores. Apparently as "parental neglect" became more important in 

determining grandparent involvement, the children seemed to do better in reading and 

spelling. Where it is unclear as to the k)gic for such a relationship, it is important to 

remember that correlations merely indicate association and not cause and effect. 
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The children's WRAT3 Arithnietic scores decreased under the following 

conditions: "mother had medical problems", "father was emotionally abusive", '*fether was 

physically abusive", 'provide financial help to parents", and '̂ vant child to attend school in 

grandparent's school district or private school". These findings seemed to make sense for 

all the relationships except the "provide financial help to parents". However, if the child 

were having academic troubles, then perhaps changing schools m^t be a consideration. 

In summary, there were no obvious patterns or tendencies to be found in the 

relationships between Circumstances and Conditions and School Performance. It would 

appear that these did not have as strong a relationship to the school performance of the 

children being raised by grandparents as had been expected. However, it might be noted 

that the small number of significant relationships may be attributed to the small sanq>le size 

and/or to the skewed School Performance scores of this sanq)le. There was not sufScient 

variation in the scores to resuh in significant correlations. 

Diflferences in Familv Relationship Related to Family Srnicfnre 

The fourth research questk)n this study addressed was whether there were 

differences between the family relationships experfenced by children being raised by 

grandparents and those experienced by children being raised by single parents or two 

parents. Kivett (1991) noted that the grandparent-grandchild relationship is second 

biologically only to the parent-child relationship. Falbo (1991) had observed supportive 

relationships between Chinese grandparents and their grandchildren. Jones (1993) had 

indicated that children's adjustment was strongly related to the relationship between the 

children and their grandparents. 

Of interest was whether this positive supportive fiimily relationship was unique in 

some way to grandparents and grandchildren, or if supportive foving relatranships are also 

experienced by children living with single parents and two parents as well Both the 

Grandparent's Questionnaire and the Caregiver's Questk>nnaire contained 4-point Likert-

type rating scales (never, seldom, often, always) to measure 38 Family Relationship 

variables under six categories: (1) Relationship Atmosphere, (2) Invotvement in Chikl's 

School Life, (3) Style of Discipline, (4) Use of Punishments, (S) Use of Rewards, and (6) 
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Spiritual Guidance. The 38 Family Relationship variables were drawn from the findings of 

previously published studies. 

Only five differences were observed in how the three Family Structure groups 

rated their relationships with the children. Caution must be taken in trying to interpret 

these findings. The analyses of these particular data did not provide for the control of any 

possible confounding variables. For instance, McLoyd (1990) noted that poverty and 

economic hardship may diminish the capacity of parents to provide their children with a 

consistently supportive &mily relationship. Although that was not indicated in this study, 

the questionnaires did not provide opportimity for the identification and/or measurement 

of similar variables. 

First, both the grandparent and two-parent femilies rated themselves significantly 

fi-iendlier than did the single-parent families. Secondly, the grandparent femilies saw 

themselves as being more respectful than did the single-parent &milies. These two findings 

would seem to indicate a difference in the relationship atmosphere between the single-

parent families and the other two groups. Possibly the reduced sense of friendliness and 

respect reported by single parents is related to the additional stress they are experiencing 

in trying to balance their work, family, and social responsibilities. On the other hand, single 

grandparents would experience similar stress (Schwartz, 1994). 

Thirdly, the two-parent fiimilies expected their children to help with chores 

significantly more often than did the grandparent &milies. This coukl be related to the 

grandparents' desire to be easy-going grandparents rather than firm parents (Johnson, 

1988). It also could be that, if both parents were working, they relied all the more on their 

children to help with the chores around the house. 

Fourthly, the two-parent femilies and the grandparent &milies reported that their 

children went to Sunday school or Saturday school significantly more often than did the 

single-parent frmiilies. Finally, the two-parent &milies prayed together significantly more 

often than did the single-parent fiunilies. This could be an artifact of the volunteer sample. 

Perhaps more two-parent &milies were recruited through churches and private schools 
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than were single-parent &niilies. It also could indicate that the single parents in this study 

chose to express their spirituality to their children in other ways. 

The &ct that there were so few significant differences across the three Family 

Structure groups related to Family Relationship may be due to the small and uneven group 

numbers. It may be related to the overall positive bias in the answers of a volunteer 

sample. On the other hand, it might indicate that any significant relationships between 

School Performance measures and Family Relationship measures may be related more to 

the relationship than to the family structure in which it occurred (Solomon & Marx, 1995). 

Relationship Between School Performance and Familv Relationship 

The association between School Performance and Family Relationship was the 

final focus of this study. The entire sample (i^ 57) was used in conducting this analysis. 

Luster and McAdoo (1994) reported that the children who scored in the top 

quartile on their achievement tests tended to come fi-om supportive home environments, 

smaller ^milies, fiimilies with incomes above the poverty line, and &milies with mothers 

who were better educated. In a similar vane, Williams (1994) noted that Black students 

did better in school when the parents were involved in the child's school life, when the 

parents provided firm guidelines for the child, and when the parents were supportive of the 

child. Edwards (1998), Walker and associates (1991), and Weishaw and Peng (1993) also 

observed that parental involvement in the child's school life and style of discipline at home 

were associated with the child's academic achievement and behavior at school. The style 

of discipline also was reported by Kurdek and associates (1995) as being related to school 

performance in their study of various &mily structures (e.g., single parents, step families 

with multiple divorces). 

It was hypothesized in this study that the more positive and supportive the &mily 

relationship between the caregiver (grandparent or parent) and the child, the better would 

be the child's school performance. The 38 Family Relationship variables were divided into 

six categories (see above). Also as mentioned above, a 4-point Likert-type scale was used 

("never" to "always") to quantify the ratings of the Family Relationship variables. 
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There were several variables found to be related to the School Performance 

measures under the category of Relationship Atmosphere. First, the variable '̂ endly 

relationship" was related to all four School Performance measures. Secondly, a "nurturing 

relationship" was positively related to both the reading and spelling scores. "Difficuh" and 

'̂ strained" relationships were inversely related to the behavior. On the questionnaires a 

higher rating for these two variables indicated the presence of less difficulty and strain in 

the relationship. It would appear that a friendly and nurturing relationship with little strain 

and difficulty between caregiver and child is significantly related with improved school 

performance by the child. This was in keeping with the findings of previous studies in the 

literature (Luster & McAdoo, 1994; Williams, 1994). 

There also were several variables found to be related to School Performance under 

the Involvement in Child's School Life category. Only the "attend the child's lEP 

meetings" variable was significantly related to all four school performance variables. This 

is reasonable in that children who need Individual Education Plans often have difficulties 

either academically or behaviorally in school. Not surprisingly the variable "encourage 

good behavior in schooF was related to in^roved behavior in school. On the other hand, 

"encourage child to do his/her best in school" was inversely related to the arithmetic score. 

This does not appear to make sense unless it indicates that children who have trouble with 

arithmetic need and receive more encouragement to do better from their caregivers. 

Finally, the variable "attend PTA meetings" was directly correlated with the behavior 

score, indicating that greater attendance at PTA meetings was related to more behavior 

problems in school. This might be considered reasonable as the caregiver seeks more 

assistance and support in helping the child to do better. These few relationships between 

Involvement in the Child's School Life and School Performance did not appear to offer 

much support to previous findings of stronger relationships between these variables 

(Walker etal., 1991). 

There were only three individual relationships found under the Style of Discipline 

category. First, "set a good example" was inversely related to the behavior score as might 

be expected. Secondly, the variable "yell at the child" was directly related to greater 
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behavior problems. This could be interpreted as the more behavior problems that exist, the 

more a caregiver is likely to become frustrated and yell at the child. It could also be 

interpreted that yelling more at a child may not improve the child's behavior. The third 

relationship was found between the variable ^supervise the child's watching TV" and the 

spelling scores. This would be in the expected direction, but there is no obvious link 

between the two variables. Once again these few random relationships did not offer strong 

support for the findings of previous studies that linked style of discipline with school 

performance (Walker et al., 1991; Weishaw & Peng, 1993). 

Three variables each were found to be related to School Performance under the 

two categories of Use of Punishments and Use of Rewards. First, "Adding chores" as a 

punishment was directly related to better reading and spelling scores. Also, the use of 

''Spanking" as a punishment was directly related to poorer behavior, indicating either that 

spanking is not an efifective punishment, or that poorer behavior results in more spankings. 

When considering rewards, "physical appreciation" was directly related both to the 

behavior scores and the reading scores. It is possible that caregivers give more hugs to 

children with behavior problems when they behave appropriately. In addition, 'Verbal 

encouragement" was related to the spelling scores, possibly indicating that children need 

encouragement to study speUing lists. The few significant relationships did not offer much 

support for any particular combinations of punishments and/or rewards that were directly 

related to better school performance. Previous studies had indicated different discipline 

methods among grandparents and parents in the use of punishments and rewards with their 

children (McLoyd, 1990; Stokes & Greenstone, 1991; Walker et al., 1991; Wilson, et al., 

1990). 

Finally, only two variables were found to be related to the School Performance 

measures under the Spiritual Guidance category. First, "take the child to Sunday school or 

Saturday school" was directly related to better reading scores and to better spelling 

scores. Secondly, "pray with the child" was positively related to better reading scores. One 

possible association between these variables might be that the children have more 

exposure to reading along with Bible stories and prayers, and this is related to better 
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reading achievement. However, there is no apparent trend in the relationship between 

School Performance and Spiritual Guidance. UHliams (1994) had suggested the 

importance of providing spiritual guidance in helping children to do well in school. 

The sparsity of significant correlations between School Performance and Family 

Relationship may be an arti&ct of the volunteer sample who tend to do these things and 

therefore are more willing to participate in such a study. However, the fact that the School 

Performance scores tended to be in the average or above range for this sample, provides 

another way of interpreting these findings. This was accon^lished using a cutoff mean 

score of 2.00 or above (i.e., "often" and "always) that had to be observed across all three 

Family Structure groups. Rather than seeking significant differences, a profile was built 

based on the similarities of Family Relationship that tend to be related to better School 

Performance in children. 

The families who participated in this study tended to provide an atmosphere that 

was nurturing, fiiendly, and respectable with little strain or difficulty. They tended to be 

involved in their children's school life by encouraging them to do their best in school and 

to behave in schooU by helping them with their homework and talking about their school 

day, by attending their children's school functions and participating in the parent-teacher 

conferences. The style of discipline that was prevalent among these &milies included 

setting a good example for their children (i.e., nxKleling), teaching their expectations to 

the children, enforcing curfews, and supervisii^ the children's watching of TV. There 

were no common trends in the use of punishments with these families, ahhough the loss of 

privileges drew the highest scores. These caregivers tended to give verbal praise and 

encouragement to their children, and openly showed their appreciation to the children. 

There were no common provisions of spiritual guidance among the three groups. 

This type of interpretation indicates that the caregivers in this study provided a 

supportive, nurturing relationship for their children that was related to better school 

performance. This supports the findings of other studies (Edwards, 1998; Luster & 

McAdoo, 1994; Walker et aL, 1991; Weishaw & Peng, 1993; Williams, 1994). 



91 

Differences in School Performance Related to Current Household Income 

This examination was not one of the five research questions addressed by this 

study. However, several previous studies had suggested that ethnicity and family income 

may be significantly associated with one another (e.g.. Luster & McAdoo, 1994; 

Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Vaden, 1990). Analyses of the data fi-om this study did not 

indicate that a relationship existed between Ethnicity and Current Income, or between 

School Performance and Current Income among any of the three Family Structures. 

The lack of significant differences may be due to the small and uneven group 

numbers used in the various anafyses of the data. Also, 82% of the sample (n= 57) had an 

annual household income of over $20,000. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that 

among the grandparents participating in this study, all three of the Black families had 

household incomes under S30,000, while 75% of the Hispanic families and 63% of the 

White &milies had household incomes of more than $30,000. Having greater numbers of 

Black and Hispanic grandparents might have eliminated this apparent discrepancy in 

household income, or allowed it to become a statistically significant difference. 

Implications for Future Research 

There is a saying among public speakers, '̂ Know your audience." This would have 

been extremely helpful in the devek>pnient of this study for two reasons. (1) This 

researcher was told by several potential participants and by several community and school 

professionals, who assisted in the distribution of materials about the study, that the Black 

and Hispanic communities would be hesitant to participate in such a study because of the 

sensitivity of the information being sought in the Grandparent and Caregiver 

Questionnaires. Apparently there was a suspicion that the information might in some way 

be made known to the Child Protective Services. Even though confidentiality of the data 

was stressed in the materials distributed in the communities, the returns were poor. (2) 

Potential grandparent participants were more than willing to be interviewed this 

investigator about their own experiences. Respondents wanted this information to be made 

known. However, when they learned that their children would be tested, they refused to 

participate. The common reason given was that the children already had been put through 
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enough stress, or that they were too involved in other activities and did not have time. 

They did not want to add any more stress to the children's lives. 

If futiire studies of the school performance of children raised by grandparents and 

other comparison groups across the Black, Hispanic, and White ethnic communities are to 

be successful, it is the opinion of this researcher that those conducting such a study will 

need to spend a considerable amount of time in the various communities before 

administering the survey. This would allow the members of the communities to become 

^miliar with the researcher and perhaps build trust between them. It also would allow the 

community time to come to understand the meaning and in^rtance of responding to such 

a survey. Furthermore, It would be beneficial for such a study to be conducted by, or in 

cooperation with a recognized local community agency that already has established a 

working relationship with the members of the various communities. 

It appears that the main weakness in this present study was the method used to 

obtain subjects. More efifective methods of obtaining a random sampling of this population 

will need to be considered. 

Obviously larger sample sizes are necessary to &cilitate the statistical significance 

of any findings. Multiple regression emalysis with a larger sample would permit the 

prediction of school performance based on correlations with Family Relationship 

measures. Sample sizes over 200 would permit the use of covariance structure models 

(e.g., LISREL Structural Equation Modeling software) and path analysis to klentiiy 

possible causal relationships between Family Relationship variables and School 

Performance. These would allow Family Relationship subscales to be developed for 

further investigation this relationship. Based on such research, new interventions could be 

developed and/or effective existing interventions could be adapted to enhance the &mily 

relationship experienced between children and their caregivers, especially grandparents. 

Another possibility would be a longitudinal research design, in which a sample of 

grandparents and the children in their care are followed over their school careers fi-om the 

time that the grandparents first become involved in raising them. This would permit a 

baseline measurement of the children's abilities and levels of achievement and behavior for 
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comparison over time. Specific interventions might be used with these families that have 

proven to be beneficial for improving academic achievement and behavior in school. 

In summary, this is a relatively new field of study. Additional research among this 

particular population is necessary. Grandparents, children, school districts, and community 

agencies all can benefit fi-om a better understanding of ways to help grandparents help 

their grandchildren in their school performance given their past family experiences. The 

family relationship appears to be a key ingredient related to successful school performance 

not only for children being raised by grandparents but also for children being raised by 

single parents and by two parents as well. 
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Table A1 

Analysis of Covariance: School Performance by Family Structure 

Source of Dependent Sum of DF Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Family Structure Reading 202.028 2 101.014 .577 .565 

Family Structure Spelling 351.603 2 175.801 1.026 .365 

Family Structure Arithmetic 133.234 2 66.617 .411 .665 

Family Structure Behayior/DSF 401.165 2 200.582 .881 .420 

Error Reading 9284.472 54 175.179 

Error Spelling 9079.388 54 171.309 

Error Arithmetic 8587.816 54 162.034 

Error Behavior 12068.759 54 227.712 

Total Reading 9486.500 56 

Total Spelling 9430.991 56 

Total Arithmetic 8721.050 56 

Total Behavior 12469.924 56 

Note. Covariate = Kaufrnan Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT) 
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Table A2 

Analysis of Covariance: School Performance bv Ethnicity of Grandparents 

Source of Dependent Sum of DF Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Ethnicity Behavior* 413.755 2 206.877 .845 .440 

Ethnicity Reading* • 179.455 2 89.728 .568 .573 

Ethnicity Spelling** 561.980 2 280.990 1.594 .222 

Ethnicity Arithmetic** 128.509 2 64.254 .389 .681 

Error Behavior 6607.806 27 244.734 

Error Reading 4263.716 27 157.915 

Error Spelling 4759.628 27 176.283 

Error Arithmetic 4455.332 27 165.012 

Total Behavior 7021.561 30 

Total Reading 4443.171 30 

Total Spelling 5321.608 30 

Total Arithmetic 4583.841 30 

Note. • Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form Total Scale; *• Wkle Range 

Achievement Test 3 subtest scores; Covariate = Kaufinan Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT). 
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Table A3 

Partial Correlations: School Performance bv Conditions and Circumstances 

Condition and Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Circumstance Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n=31 n=31 n=31 n=31 

Parental Reasons 

Mother working 1029 

Father working -.2897 

Mother in school -.0576 

Father in school .0191 

Parents divorced .0888 

Parents divorcing -.0776 

Mother died .3154* 

Father died .2031 

Parents not married .3731 • 

Teenage mother .1406 

Teenage father .0776 

Medical & Legal Issues 

Mother's drug abuse -. 1458 

Father's drug abuse -. 1903 

Mother had a .2622 

psychological problem 

Father had a -.1817 

psychological problem 

Mother had a .3194* 

medical problem 

-.1987 

.0270 

-.0962 

.1207 

-.0636 

-.0436 

-.2364 

.0421 

-.1453 

.0651 

.0156 

.0302 

.1937 

.0467 

.2144 

-.1718 

-.1735 

-.0309 

-.0391 

.0098 

-.0331 

.0647 

-.2562 

-.0587 

-.1914 

-.1642 

-.0971 

.1827 

.2006 

.1155 

.2881 

-.2541 

-.2612 

.1260 

-.2133 

-.2281 

-.2905 

-.1062 

-.2699 

-.2896 

-.2759 

-.2907 

-.3013 

.1499 

-.0902 

-.0918 

-.0875 

-.3189» 
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Table A3 (continued) 

Condition and 

Circumstance 

Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRATMath 

n=31 n=31 n=31 n=31 

Father had a -.0339 

medical problem 

Child had a .1470 

medical problem 

Mother in trouble -.0364 

with the law 

Father in trouble .0797 

with the law 

Abuse issues 

Mother emotionaUy .2024 

abusive 

Father emotionally .0225 

abusive 

Mother physically .2999 

abusive 

Father physicaUy .2089 

abusive 

Mother sexually . 1570 

abusive 

Father sexually .2476 

abusive 

Parental neglect .0349 

.0054 

-.2393 

.2219 

.2139 

.0517 

.1419 

.1043 

-.1647 

-.0462 

-.0093 

.3278* 

.0961 

-.2466 

.1616 

-.0161 

.1451 

-.1145 

.0703 

-.1014 

.0446 

-.1399 

.3613* 

-.0948 

-.1926 

-.2072 

-.2483 

-.0657 

-.3259* 

-.0066 

-.3412* 

-.0959 

-.0104 

-.1434 
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Table A3 (continued) 

Condition and Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Circumstance Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 31 n=31 IF= 31 31 

Personal Reasons 

Something to do .2316 

Provide financial help -.3172 * 

to child's parent(s) 

Want child in your .3546* 

school district or private school 

Keep child out of .1118 

day care 

Keep child out of -.0092 

foster care 

-.1050 

.0652 

-.0601 

-.0919 

-.0717 

.0538 

-.0022 

-.0423 

-.0684 

-.0181 

-.2299 

-.3871 • 

-.5018» 

-.2630 

-.1174 

Note. CoeflBcient / d.f= 28 / • p^ .05, one-tailed Significance 
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Table A4 

Partial Correlations: School Performance bv Family Relationship 

Family Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Relationship Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 

Relationship Atmosphere 

Nurturing -.0105 .2326* .2341 • .1419 

Friendly -.2380* .2913* .4001* .2736* 

Respectful -.1844 .1725 .1999 .0876 

Difficult -.2335* .2205 -.0044 .1570 

Strained -.3303* .1462 .0741 .1012 

Involvement in Child's School Life 

Encourage child -.1754 .1759 .1832 -.2715^ 

to do his/her best 

Encourage good -.3160* .0236 .0084 -.1066 

behavior in school 

Help with homework -.1135 -.0419 -.1561 -.2004 

Talk with child .0866 .1765 .0487 -.1064 

about school day 

Attend PTA meetings .3780* .0913 .0306 -.0023 

Attend child's .1989 .1962 .1044 -.1395 

school functions 

Attend parent- .2140 .1331 .1201 -.1897 

teacher conferences 

Attend chfld's .2336* -.3028* -.3552* -.2401» 

lEP meetings 
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Table A4 Continued 

Family Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Relationship Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 

Style of Discipline 

Set a good exanqsle -.2746* 

Demand obedience .0409 

from child 

Teach child your .0281 

expectations 

Let child do as .0948 

he/she pleases 

Repeat command .2137 

more than 2 times 

YeU at child .2870* 

Expect help with . 1249 

household chores 

Enforce curfews .0791 

Supervise child's -.0981 

TV watching 

Use of Punishments 

Time outs .2059 

Grounding -.0880 

Loss of privileges . 1080 

Additional chores . 1187 

Spanking .2339* 

-.1893 

.1760 

.1505 

-.1336 

.1929 

-.0650 

.1036 

-.1083 

.1630 

.0624 

.0886 

.1155 

.3648* 

.1000 

-.0083 

.1755 

.0517 

-.0250 

.1985 

-.0633 

.0068 

-.1306 

.2223* 

.0379 

-.0329 

-.0117 

.2547* 

.0063 

-.0723 

-.0830 

-.1955 

.1335 

.0400 

-.1470 

-.0401 

.0142 

-.0724 

.0191 

.2061 

.5250 

.0793 

.0760 
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Table A4 (continued) 

Family Classroom Achievement Achievement Achievement 

Relationship Behavior (DSF) WRAT Reading WRAT Spelling WRAT Math 

n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 n= 57 

Use of Rewards 

Verbal praise .0835 .0813 .1785 -.1170 

Verbal encouragemnt -.0452 .2079 .2582* -.0162 

Physical appreciation .3179* .2594* .1565 .1632 

Money -.0392 .0520 -.0001 .0887 

Add privileges .0523 .1346 .1956 -.1534 

Reduce chores .0439 .0528 .1140 -.0572 

Spiritual Guidance 

Take chUd to church -.0126 .1965 .2063 .1415 

or synagogue 

Take child to Sunday -.0672 2591* .2288* .1041 

or Saturday school 

Have home devotions .1539 .2197 .1011 .0003 

Pray with child .0635 .2132* .1847 .1423 

Note: Coefficient / d.f. = 54 / • p< .05, one-tailed significance 
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Table A5 

Analysis of Co variance: School Performance bv Socioeconomic Status (Current Income) 

Source of Dependent Sum of DP Mean F Level of 

Variation Variable Squares Square Significance 

Current income Behavior 1632.185 9 181.354 .770 .644 

Current income Reading 981.832 9 109.092 .590 .798 

Current income Spelling 514.820 9 57.202 .295 .973 

Current income Arithmetic 1099.906 9 122.212 .738 .673 

Error Behavior 10837.740 46 235.603 

Error Reading 8504.667 46 184.884 

Error Spelling 8916.170 46 193.830 

Error Arithmetic 7621.144 46 165.677 

Total Behavior 12469.925 55 

Total Reading 9486.499 55 

Total Spelling 9430.990 55 

Total Arithmetic 8721.050 55 

Note: School Performance is measured by the DSF Total Scale and the WRAT3 subtests. 
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Table A6 

Distributions: School Performance of Grandparent Subsample (n= 3n 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

K-BIT Composite IQ 102.65 104.00 11.81 67 122 -1.085 

WRAT3 Reading 104.48 108.00 15.56 74 129 - .304 

WRAT3 Spelling 101.94 106.00 17.60 69 134 - .185 

WRAT3 Arithmetic 98.29 94.00 14.17 78 128 .464 

DSF Total Scale 97.00 95.00 15-51 51 127 - .221 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 for all scales. • Standard error of skewness = .421 
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Table A7 

Distributions: School Performance for Sample (n=57) 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

K-BIT Composite IQ 105.04 106.00 11.09 67 122 - .904 

WRAT3 Reading 106.68 108.00 14.82 74 140 -.072 

WRAT3 Spelling 104.02 107.00 15.60 69 135 -.253 

WRAT3 Arithmetic 100.40 99.00 13.56 68 128 -.001 

DSF Total Scale 97.56 95.00 15.11 51 137 .500 

Note. M= 100; SD= 15 for all scales. • Standard error of Skewness = .316 
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Table A8 

Distributions: Selected Demographics of Grandparent Subsample rn= 31) 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Ske^vness* 

Grandparent ethnicity 2.68 3.00 .65 1.00 3.00 -1.872 

Grandparent role 1.23 1.00 .56 1.00 3.00 2.483 

Grandparent's age 5.71 6.00 .86 4.00 7.00 .291 

Grandparent's income 6.65 7.00 2.32 2.00 10.00 .034 

Grandparent's education 4.16 5.00 1.95 0.00 7.00 - .674 

Mother's education 2-74 3.00 1.71 0.00 6.00 .217 

Note. Ethnicity: 1= Black, 2= Hispanic, 3= White. Role: 1= custodial, 2= living-with, 

3= day-care. Age: 4= 36-45, 5= 46-55, 6= 56-65, 7= 66-75. Income: 2= 5000-8900, 

3= 8901-13800, 4= 13801-20000, 5= 20001-30000, 6= 30001-40000, 7= 40001-50000, 

8= 50001-60000, 9= 60001-70000, 10= > 70000. Education: 0= no high school, 

1= attended high school, 2= earned G.E.D. 3= high school graduate, 4= attended trade 

school, 5= attended college, 6= college graduate, 7= graduate school. • Standard error of 

skewness = .421 
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Table A9 

Distributions: Selected Demographics of Sample fn= 57) 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimimi Maximum Skewness* 

Ethnicity 2.63 3.00 .64 1.00 4.00 -1.136 

Current age 4.82 5.00 1.26 3.00 7.00 .175 

Current income 6.63 7.00 2.44 1.00 10.00 -.426 

Mother's education 3.72 4.00 1.99 0.00 7.00 - .146 

Note. Ethnicity: 1= Black, 2= Hispanic, 3= White, 4= Native American. Age: 3= 26-35, 

4= 36-45, 5= 46-55, 6= 56-65, 7= 66-75. Income: 1= < 5000, 2= 5000-8900, 

3= 8901-13800, 4= 13801-20000, 5= 20001-30000, 6= 30001-40000, 7= 40001-50000, 

8= 50001-60000, 9= 60001-70000, 10= > 70000. Education: 0= no high school, 

1= attended high school, 2= earned G.E.D. 3= high school graduate, 4= attended trade 

school, 5= attended college, 6= college graduate, 7= graduate school. * Standard error of 

skewness = .316 
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Table AlO 

Distributions: Famflv Relationship Variables (n= 57) 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

Nurturing 2.47 3.00 .57 1.00 3.00 - .493 

Friendly 2.46 3.00 .60 1.00 3.00 - .598 

Respectful 2.42 2.00 .57 1.00 3.00 - .293 

Difficult 2.11 2.00 .72 0.00 3.00 - .455 

Strained 2.45 3.00 .69 0.00 3.00 -1.206 

Involvement in Child's School Life 

Encourage to do best 2.89 3.00 .36 1.00 3.00 -3.725 

Encourage to behave 2.89 3.00 .36 1.00 3.00 -3.725 

Help with homework 2.28 2.00 .77 0.00 3.00 - .779 

Talk about school day 2.61 3.00 .53 1.00 .00 - .859 

Attend PTA meetings 1.18 1.00 1.04 0.00 3.00 .312 

Attend school functns 2.46 3.00 .63 1.00 3.00 - .723 

Attend parent/teacher 2.71 3.00 .76 0.00 3.00 -2.608 

Attend lEP meetings .61 .00 1.18 0.00 3.00 1.489 

Stvle of Discipline 

Set a good exan^le 2.51 3.00 .50 2.00 3.00 - .036 

Demand obedience 1.59 1.50 .76 0.00 3.00 .337 

Teach expectations 2.53 3.00 .57 LOO 3.00 - .705 

Let chUd do as wants .70 1.00 .63 0.00 2.00 .312 

Repeat command >x2 1.63 2.00 .72 0.00 3.00 .401 

Yelling at chfld 1.14 1.00 .72 0.00 3.00 .684 

Expect help w/ chores 2.07 2.00 .75 1.00 3.00 - .117 
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Table AlO continued 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

Enforce curfews 2.32 3.00 .98 0.00 3.00 -1.380 

Supervise TV 2.47 3.00 .68 0.00 3.00 -1.289 

Use of Punishments 

Time outs 1.18 1.00 .91 0.00 3.00 - .065 

Grounding 1.20 1.00 .92 0.00 3.00 .023 

Loss of privileges 1.67 2.00 .72 0.00 3.00 - .314 

Additional chores .72 1.00 .82 0.00 3.00 .974 

Spanking .58 .00 .68 0.00 3.00 1.116 

Use of Rewards 

Praise 2.53 3.00 .54 1.00 3.00 - .464 

Encouragement 2.61 3.00 .49 2.00 3.00 - .451 

Appreciation 2.56 3.00 .66 0.00 3.00 -1.617 

Affection 2.42 3.00 .75 0.00 3.00 -1.401 

Money .95 1.00 .81 0.00 3.00 .514 

Add privileges 1.35 1.00 .77 0.00 3.00 - .458 

Remove chores .51 .00 .72 0.00 3.00 1.376 

Provide Spiritual Guidance 

Go to church 2.32 3.00 1.02 0.00 3.00 -1.202 

Sunday School 1.89 3.00 1.29 0.00 3.00 - .548 

Family devotions 1.49 1.00 1.00 0.00 3.00 .080 

Pray together 2.05 2.00 1.03 0.00 3.00 - .724 

Note. 0 = never, I = seldom, 2 = often, 3 = always. • Standard error of skewness = .316 
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Table A11 

Distributions: Circumstances and Conditions of Variables (n=3n 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

Parental Reasons 

Mother working .74 0.00 1.12 0.00 3.00 1.150 

Father working .52 0.00 .93 0.00 3.00 1.698 

Mother in school .26 0.00 .73 0.00 3.00 2.865 

Father in school .00 0.00 .40 0.00 2.00 4.356 

Parents divorced .61 0.00 1.17 0.00 3.00 1.493 

Parents getting dvcd .61 0.00 1.09 0.00 3.00 1.361 

Mother died .18 0.00 .75 0.00 3.00 3.728 

Father died .00 0.00 .54 0.00 3.00 5.568 

Parents not married .58 0.00 1.03 0.00 3.00 1.750 

Teenage mother .74 0.00 1.15 0.00 3.00 1.240 

Teenage father .23 0.00 .76 0.00 3.00 3.450 

dical and Leeal Reasons 

Mother's drug abuse 1.65 3.00 1.47 0.00 3.00 - .204 

Father's drug abuse 1.55 2.00 1.39 0.00 3.00 - .147 

Mom's psych, prblm 1.71 3.00 1.44 0.00 3.00 - .308 

Dad's psych problem 1.00 0.00 1.34 0.00 3.00 .708 

Mom's medical prblm .48 0.00 .96 0.00 3.00 1.732 

Dad's medical prblm .39 0.00 .95 0.00 3.00 2.310 

Child's medical prblm .61 0.00 1.09 0.00 3-00 1.361 

Mom in trouble w/ law .68 0.00 1.14 0.00 3.00 1.275 

Dad in trouble w/ law 1.03 0.00 1.33 0.00 3.00 .666 

Mother in prison .48 0.00 1.12 0.00 3.00 1.937 
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Table A11 continued 

Variable Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum Skewness* 

Father in prison .97 0.00 1.30 0.00 3.00 .739 

Abuse Issues 

Mom p^c'ly abusive 1.42 1.00 1.46 0.00 3.00 .101 

Dad psyc'ly abusive .94 0.00 1.34 0.00 3.00 .836 

Mom phys'ly abusive .94 0.00 1.34 0.00 3.00 .836 

Dad phys'ly abusive .65 0.00 1.23 0.00 3.00 1.438 

Mom sexu'ly abusive .39 0.00 .95 0.00 3.00 2.310 

Dad sexu'ly abusive .29 0.00 .90 0.00 3.00 2.868 

Parental neglect 2.06 3.00 1.24 0.00 3.00 - .921 

Personal Reasons 

Something to do .29 0.00 .69 0.00 3.00 2.759 

Give financial help .81 0.00 1.17 0.00 3.00 1.075 

Child can go to school .58 0.00 1.12 0.00 3.00 1.693 

in district/private school 

Avoid day care .58 0.00 .99 0.00 3.00 1.621 

Avoid foster care 1.81 3.00 1.47 0.00 3.00 - .450 

Note. 0 = not applicable, 1 = unimportant, 2 = inqwrtant, 3 = very important. •Standard 

error of skewness = .421 
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Table B1 

Demographics: Number and Percentage for Demographic Data bv Family Structure 

Sample Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (n= 57) (n=31) (n= 14) (n= 12) 

n % n % n % n % 

EthnicitY 

Black 4/ 7.0 3/ 9.7 1/ 7.1 e
 

o
 

b
 

Hispanic 14 / 24.6 3 / 12.9 4 / 28.6 6 / 50.0 

White 38 / 66.7 24 / 77.4 9/64.3 5/41.7 

Native American 1/ 1.8 0/ 0.0 0/ 0-0 1/ 8.3 

Gender of Caregiver 

Female 53 / 93.0 31 /lOO.O 14 /lOO.O 8 / 66.7 

Male 4 /  7.0 

q
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 4 /33.3 

Gender of Children 

Female 32/56.1 2 0  / 64.5 6 / 42.9 6 / 50.0 

Male 25/43.9 1 1 /35.5 8/57.1 6 / 50.0 

Initial Age of Caregiving 

< 18 1/ 7.1 0 /  0.0 1/ 7.1 

o
 

d
 

e
 

18-25 9/15.8 e
 

o
 

b
 

6 / 42.9 3  / 25.0 

26-35 1 2 /21.1 1 /  3.2 5 /35.7 6 / 50.0 

36-45 17 / 29.8 1 2  / 38.7 2  /14.3 3  / 25.0 

46-55 1 1 /19.3 1 1 /35.5 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

56-65 7 / 12.3 7/22.6 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
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Table B1 continued 

San:q)le Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (n=57) (n=3I) (n= 14) (n= 12) 

n  % n  % n  % n  %  

Current Ace of Caregiver 

26-35 1 0 /17.5 0 /  0.0 7  / 50.0 3 / 25.0 

36-45 13 / 22.8 1 /  3.2 6 / 42.9 6 / 50.0 

46-55 1 8 /31.6 1 4  / 45.2 1 /  7.1 3 / 25.0 

56-65 9/15.8 9  / 29.0 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

66-75 7  / 12.3 7  / 22.6 0 /  0.0 e
 

o
 

b
 

Initial Aee of Child 

newborn 3 6  / 63.2 1 1 /35.5 1 4 /100.0 1 1 /91.7 

1-11 months 5 /  8.8 4  / 12.9 0 /  0.0 1/ 8.3 

12-23 months 3 /  5.3 3 /  9.7 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

2 years 1  /  1.8 1  /  3.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

3 years 3 /  5.3 3 /  9.7 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

4 years 1 /  1.8 1  / 3.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

5 years 2 /  3.5 2 /  6.5 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

7 years 3 /  5.3 3 /  9.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

8 years 2 /  3.5 2 /  6.5 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

9 years 1 /  1.8 1  /  3.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 
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Table B1 continued 

Sample Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (n= 57) (n=3I) (n= 14) (n= 12) 

Current Aee of Child 

6 years 

7 years 

8 years 

9 years 

10 years 

11 years 

12 years 

n  %  

3/ 5.3 

12 /21.1 

6 / 10.5 

8 /14.0 

11 / 19.3 

9/15.8 

8 / 14.0 

Initial Marital Status of Caregiver 

Never married 1 0  / 17.5 

Married 3 8  / 66.7 

Widowed 2 / 3.5 

Divorced 6 /10.5 

Divorced/remarried 1 /  1.8 

Current Marital Status of Caregiver 

Never married 6 / 10.5 

Married 3 0  / 52.6 

Widowed 5 / 8.8 

Separated 2 / 3.5 

Divorced 1 1 /17.5 

Widowed/remarried 1 /  1.8 

Divorced/remarried 2 / 3.5 

n  %  

1/ 3.2 

7 / 22.6 

4/12.9 

5/16.1 

5/16.1 

5/16.1 

4/12.9 

0/ 0.0 

24 / 77.4 

2/ 6.5 

5/16.1 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

21 / 67.7 

5/16.1 

0/ 0.0 

5/16.1 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

a % 

2/14.3 

2 /14.3 

1/ 7.1 

1/ 7.1 

4 / 28.6 

2 /14.3 

2 /14.3 

7 / 50.0 

6/42.9 

0/ 0.0 

1/ 7.1 

0/ 0.0 

6/42.9 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

2 / 14.3 

5/35.7 

0/ 0.0 

1/ 7.1 

B % 

0 /  0.0 

3 / 25.0 

1/ 8.3 

2 / 16.7 

2 / 16.7 

2 / 16.7 

2 / 16.7 

3  / 25.0 

8 / 66.7 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 /  8.3 

0 /  0.0 

9  / 75.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1/ 8.3 

1/ 8.3 

1/ 8.3 
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Table B1 continued 

Sample Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (n= 57) (n=31) (n= 14) (n= 12) 

n %  5 . %  

Initial Employment Status of Caregiver 

Unemployed 1 4  / 24.6 5/16.1 5 /35.7 4 /33.3 

Self-employed 4 /  7.0 4  / 12.9 

o
 

d
 

o
 

o
 

d
 

e
 

Part-time 6/10.5 3/ 9.7 1 /  7.1 2  / 16.7 

Full-time 2 9  / 50.9 15/48.4 8 /57.1 6 / 50.0 

Retired 4 /  7.0 4  / 12.9 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

Current Employment Status of Caregiver 

Unemployed 8  / 14.0 5/16.1 2  / 14.3 1 /  8.3 

Self-employed 9/15.8 7  / 22.6 0 /  0.0 2/16.7 

Part-time 5 /  8.8 2 /  6.5 2  / 14.3 1 /  8.3 

Full-time 26/45.6 8  / 25.8 1 0 /71.4 8 /66.7 

Retired 9/15.8 9 / 29.0 e
 

o
 

b
 

0 /  0.0 

Initial Household Income 

<5000 3 /  5.3 0 /  0.0 2/14.3 1 /  8.3 

5000-8900 2/ 3.5 1 /  3.2 1 /  7.1 0 /  0.0 

8901-13800 4/ 7.0 1 /  3.2 2 / 14.3 1 /  8.3 

13801-20000 6  / 10.5 4/12.9 1 /  7.1 1 /  8.3 

20001-30000 6  / 10.5 1 /  3.2 5 /35.7 e
 

o
 

b
 

30001-40000 1 0 /17.5 6  / 19.4 3/21.4 1 /  8.3 

40001-50000 1 0 /17.5 5/16.1 e
 

o
 

b
 

5/41.7 

50001-60000 5 /  8.8 3 /  9.7 

o
 

d
 

e
 2/16.7 

60001-70000 3 /  5.3 2 /  6.5 

o
 

d
 

e
 1 /  8.3 

>70000 8/14.0 8  / 25.8 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 
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Table B1 continued 

Sample Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (n=57) (n=31) (i^ 14) (n= 12) 

% % % % 

Current Household Income 

<5000 2 /  3.5 0 /  0.0 

5000-8900 2 /  3.5 1  / 3.2 

8901-13800 2 /  3.5 1 /  3.2 

13801-20000 4  / 7.0 3  / 9.7 

20001-30000 9  /15.8 8  / 25.8 

30001-40000 6 /10.5 2  / 6.5 

40001-50000 1 0 /17.5 4  /12.9 

50001-60000 8 /14.0 5 /16.1 

60001-70000 5 /  8.8 1 /  3.2 

>70000 9 /15.8 6 /19.4 

Financial Assistance 

AFDC 6 /10.5 5 /16.1 

Food stamps 4  / 7.0 1  / 3.2 

Medicaid (AHCCCS) 9 /15.8 7/22.6 

Social Security 9  /15.8 4  /12.9 

Foster care stipend 3/5.3 2  / 6.5 

Child support (parent) 1 4  / 24.6 2  / 6.5 

Other 5 /  8.8 4 /12.9 

1 /  7.1 

1/ 7.1 

1/ 7.1 

1/ 7.1 

1/ 7.1 

4 / 28.6 

3/21.4 

0/ 0.0 

1/ 7.1 

1/ 7.1 

0/ 0.0 

2 / 14.3 

2 / 14.3 

4 / 28.6 

0/ 0.0 

8/57.1 

1/ 7.1 

1 /  8.3 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

3 / 25.0 

3 / 25.0 

3 / 25.0 

2/16.7 

1 /  8.3 

1 /  8.3 

0 /  0.0 

1 /  8.3 

1 /  8.3 

4/33.3 

0 /  0.0 



118 

Table B1 continued 

Sample Grandparents Single Parents Two Parents 

Demographic (i¥=57) (n=31) (n= 14) (n= 12) 

n %  n  %  n %  

Child's Learning Difiiculties 

Oral expression 2/ 3.5 2/ 6.5 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 

Listening compreh'n 2/ 3.5 2/ 6.5 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 

Written expression 8/ 14.0 6 / 19.4 2 / 14.3 0/ 0.0 

Basic reading skill 6/ 10.5 6 /19.4 

o
 

d
 

e
 0/ 0.0 

Reading compreh'n 7/ 12.3 6 / 19.4 1/ 7.1 0/ 0.0 

Math Calculation 8/ 14.0 7 / 22.6 1/ 7.1 0/ 0.0 

Math reasoning 8/ 14.0 6 / 19.4 2 / 14.3 0/ 0.0 

ADD/ADHD 9/ 15.8 6 / 19.4 3/21.4 0/ 0.0 

Mental Retardation 0/ 0.0 0/ 0.0 e
 

o
 

b
 

0/ 0.0 

Emotional disorder 2/ 3.5 1/ 3.2 1/ 7.1 0/ 0.0 

Behavior disorder 6/ 10.5 4 /12.9 2 / 14.3 0/ 0.0 

Physical disability 1/ 1.8 1/ 3.2 0/ 0.0 0/ 0.0 

Mother's Level of Education 

No high school 3/ 5.3 3/ 9.7 0/ 0.0 0/ 0.0 

Attended high school 7/ 12.3 5/16.1 2 / 14.3 

o
 

d
 

o
 

Earned G.E.D. 6/ 10.5 6/19.4 0/ 0.0 0/ 0.0 

High school graduate 11/ 19.3 8 / 25.8 1/ 7.1 2 / 16.7 

Attended trade school 5/ 8.8 3/ 9.7 2 / 14.3 

o
 

d
 

e
 

Attended college 15 / 26.3 4 / 12.9 5/35.7 6 / 50.0 

College graduate 5/ 8.8 2/ 6.5 1/ 7.1 2 / 16.7 

Graduate school 5/ 8.8 0/ 0.0 3/21.4 2 / 16.7 
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Table B2 

Demographics: Number and Percentage for Demographic Data bv Grandparent Role 

Sanq)le Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=3I) (n=26) (n=3) (n=2) 

Ethnicity 

Black 

Hispanic 

White 

Initial Ace of Grandparent for Caregivinc 

n  %  

3/ 9.7 

4 /12.9 

24 / 77.4 

a  % 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

1/ 3.2 

12/38.7 

11/35.5 

7 / 22.6 

3/11.5 

4/15.4 

19/73.1 

1/ 3.8 

10 / 38.5 

10 / 38.5 

5 / 19.2 

Initial Age of Child for Careciving 

1 % 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

3/100.0 

0 /  0.0 

2 / 66.7 

1 / 33.3 

0/ 0.0 

1 % 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

2 /lOO.O 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

2 /100.0 

newborn 1 1 /35.5 9  / 34.6 1 /33.3 1  / 50.0 

1-11 months 4  /12.9 4 /15.4 

o
 

d
 

o
 

d
 

e
 

12-23 months 3 /  9.7 2 /  7.7 1/33.3 o
 

o
 

b
 

2 years 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

3 years 3 /  9.7 3/11.5 

o
 

©
 

o
 0 /  0.0 

4 years 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 0 /  0.0 e
 

o
 

b
 

5 years 2 1  6.5 1 /  3.8 0 /  0.0 1  / 50.0 

7 years 3 /  9.7 3/11.5 0 /  0.0 e
 

o
 

b
 

8 years 2 1  6.5 1 /  3.8 1 /33.3 0 /  0.0 

9 years 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 
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Table B2 continued 

San^le Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=31) (n=26) (n=3) (n=2) 

n % B % 

Living Arrangements 

Do not live with child 2 / 6.5 0 / 0.0 

Child only in home 29 / 83.9 26 /100.0 

Grandparent Role History 

Day-care only 2/6.5 0 / 0.0 

Living-with only 1/3.2 0 / 0.0 

Custodial only 4  / 12.9 4  / 15.4 

Day-care > Living-w/ 4  / 12.9 2 / 7.7 

Day-care > Custodial 3 / 9.7 3 / 11.5 

Living-w/ > Custodial 13/41.9 13 / 50.0 

Living-w/ > Day-care 2 / 6.5 2 / 7.7 

Other 2/6.5 2/ 7.7 

Initial Health of Grandparent 

Very poor 1 / 3 . 2  1  / 3.8 

Poor 1 / 3 . 2  1 /  3.8 

Good 1 5  / 48.4 1 2  / 46.2 

Very good 1 4  / 45.2 1 2  / 46.2 

Current Health of Grandparent 

Very Poor 0 / 0.0 0 / 0.0 

Poor 2/6.5 2/ 7.7 

Good 1 9 /61.3 1 6 /61.5 

Very Good 1 0  / 32.3 8  / 30.8 

n  %  

0/ 0.0 

3/100.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 33.3 

0/ 0.0 

2/66.7 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

2/66.7 

1 / 33.3 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

2/66.7 

1/33.3 

1 % 

2/100.0 

0/ 0.0 

2 /100.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 

1 / 50.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 

1 / 50.0 
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Table B2 continued 

Sample Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=31) (n= 26) (n=3) (n=2) 

n  %  ft % n  %  n  %  

Life Satis£iction of Grandoarent 

Very Dissatisfied 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Dissatisfied 1 /  3.2 1/ 3.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Neither 5/16.1 5 / 19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Satisfied 1 6 /51.6 1 2 /46.2 2  / 66.7 2  /lOO.O 

Very Satisfied 9/29.0 8  / 30.8 1  / 33.3 0 /  0.0 

Effect of Careeivine on Career/Retirement Plans 

Not at all 9 / 29.0 7 / 26.9 0 /  0.0 2  /lOO.O 

Minimally 4  / 12.9 3/11.5 1 /33.3 0 /  0.0 

Considerably 8  / 25.8 8  / 30.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Con^letely 1 0  / 32.3 8  / 30.8 2  / 66.7 0 /  0.0 

Effect of Careeivinc on Familv/Personal Plans 

Not at all 3/ 9.7 3/11.5 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Minimally 1 2  / 38.7 9 / 34.6 1  / 33.3 2  /100.0 

Considerably 5/16.1 5/19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Completely 1 1 /35.5 9 / 34.6 2/66.7 0 /  0.0 

Effect of Careeivinc on Social/Leisure Activity 

Not at all 2 /  6.5 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Minimally 6 /19.4 4/15.4 1 /33.3 1  / 50.0 

Considerably 1 6 /51.6 1 5  / 57.7 0 /  0.0 1 / 50.0 

Completely 7 / 22.6 5 / 19.2 2/66.7 0 /  0.0 
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Table B2 continued 

Sample Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=3l) (n=26) (n=3) (n=2) 

n % n % 

Relationshio to Child's Parent 

Parent = Daughter 20 / 64.5 17 / 65.4 

Parent = Son 10 / 32.3 8 / 30.8 

Parent = Step-son 1/ 3.2 1/ 3.8 

Grandmother's Education 

No high school 11 6.5 2/ 7.7 

Attended high school 2/ 6.5 2/ 7.7 

Earned G.E.D. 2/ 6.5 2/ 7.7 

High school graduate 5/16.1 3/11.5 

Attended trade school 1/ 3.2 1/ 3.8 

Attended college 13/41.9 11/42.3 

College graduate 3/ 9.7 2/ 7.7 

Graduate school 3/ 9.7 3/11.5 

Mother's Education 

No high school 3/ 9.7 3/11.5 

Attended high school 5/16.1 5 / 19.2 

Earned G.E.D. 6/19.4 6/23.1 

High school graduate 8 / 25.8 6/23.1 

Attended trade school 3/ 9.7 2/ 7.7 

Attended college 4 /12.9 3/11.5 

College graduate 2/ 6.5 1/ 3.8 

D % 

1 / 33.3 

2  / 66.7 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1/33.3 

0/ 0.0 

2 / 66.7 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1/33.3 

1/33.3 

1 / 33.3 

0/ 0.0 

1 % 

2/100.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 

0/ 0.0 

0 /  0.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 

0/ 0.0 

0/ 0.0 

1 / 50.0 
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Table B2 continued 

Sample Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=31) (iF= 26) (n=3) (n=2) 

n % n % jn % n % 

Initial Marital Status of Grandparent 

Neyer married 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Married 24 / 77.4 1 9 /73.1 3 /lOO.O 2 /lOO.O 

Widowed 2/ 6.5 2/ 7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Diyorced 5/16.1 5/19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Current Marital Status of Grandparent 

Married 21 / 67.7 1 6 /61.5 3 /100.0 2 /100.0 

Widowed 5/16.1 5 / 19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Divorced 5/16.1 5 / 19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Initial Employment Status of Grandparent 

Unemployed 5/16.1 5/19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Self-employed 4 /12.9 3/11.5 1 /33.3 0 /  0.0 

Part-time 3/ 9.7 2/ 7.7 0 /  0.0 1  / 50.0 

Full-time 15 / 48.4 12 / 46.2 2 / 66.7 1  / 50.0 

Retired 4 /12.9 4 /15.4 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Current Employment Status of Grandparent 

Unemployed 

Self-employed 

Part-time 

Full-time 

Retired 

5/16.1 4 / 15.4 1 / 33.3 0/ 0.0 

7 / 22.6 6/23.1 1 / 33.3 e
 

o
 

b
 

2/ 6.5 2/ 7.7 

o
 

d
 

e
 0/ 0.0 

8 / 25.8 7 / 26.9 1/33.3 0/ 0.0 

9/29.0 7 / 26.9 0/ 0.0 2 /lOO.O 
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Table B2 continued 

Sample Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=31) (rF=26) (n= 3) (n=2) 

n %  n %  n %  

Initial Household Income of Grandparent 

<5000 

o
 

d
 

e
 

o
 

d
 

o
 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 

5000-8900 1/ 3.2 1/ 3.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

8901-13800 1 /  3.2 1/ 3.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

13801-20000 4  / 12.9 4 /15.4 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

20001-30000 1 /  3.2 1/ 3.8 e
 

o
 

b
 o

 
d
 

o
 

30001-40000 6  / 19.4 5 /19.2 1 /33.3 0 /  0.0 

40001-50000 5/16.1 4 /15.4 1/33.3 0 /  0.0 

50001-60000 3/ 9.7 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 1  / 50.0 

60001-70000 2 /  6.5 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

> 70000 8  / 25.8 6/23.1 1  / 33.3 1  / 50.0 

Current Household Income of Grandparent 

<5000 

o
 

d
 

e
 e

 

o
 

b
 

0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

5000-8900 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 

8901-13800 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 e
 

©
 

b
 

e
 

o
 

b
 

13801-20000 3 /  9.7 3/11.5 

o
 

d
 

e
 0 /  0.0 

20001-30000 8  / 25.8 7 / 26.9 1  / 33.3 0 /  0.0 

30001-40000 2 /  6.5 2 /  7.7 e
 

—
 o
 

b
 

e
 

o
 

b
 

40001-50000 4  / 12.9 3/11.5 1  / 33.3 

o
 

d
 

e
 

50001-60000 5/16.1 4/ 15.4 0 /  0.0 1  / 50.0 

60001-70000 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.8 e
 

o
 

• o
 o

 
d
 

e
 

>70000 6/19.4 4/15.4 1  / 33.3 1  / 50.0 
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Table B2 continued 

Sample Custodial Living-with Day-care 

Demographic (n=31) (n=26) (n= 3) (n=2) 

n  %  B  %  n  % n  %  

Financial Assistance 

AFDC 5/16.1 5/19.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Food stamps 1/ 3.2 1/ 3.8 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Medicaid (AHCCCS) 7 / 22.6 7 / 26.9 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Social Security 4 /12.9 4/15.4 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Foster care stipend 2 /  6.5 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Child Support (parent) 2  / 6.5 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Other 4 /  12.9 4/15.4 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Child's Learning Difficulties 

Oral expression 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Listening Con^reh'n 2 /  6.5 2 /  7.7 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Written expression 6/19.4 6/23.1 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Basic reading skill 6/19.4 5/19.2 0 /  0.0 1  / 50.0 

Reading Compreh'n 6/19.4 6/23.1 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Math calculation 7 / 22.6 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Math reasoning 6/19.4 6/23.1 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

ADD/ADHD 6/19.4 6/23.1 0 /  0.0 

o
 

d
 

e
 

Mental Retardation 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Emotional disorder 1 /  3.2 1 /  3.2 0 /  0.0 0 /  0.0 

Behavior disorder 4  / 12.9 3/11.5 0 /  0.0 1 / 50.0 

Physical disability 1/ 3.2 1/ 3.8 0 /  0.0 o
 

©
 

b
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APPENDIX C 

GRANDPARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Gnindparent*s Questionnaire 

Dear Participant, 
Thank you. Your participation in this study will contribute to our understanding of 

the effects of grandparent involvement in the raising of grandchildren on the children's school 
performance (i.e., academic achievement and behavior problems in the school). Please allow 
about 20-30 minutes for the completion of this questionnaire. You have the right to decide 
at anytime not to complete the questionnaire. By your completion and return of this 
packet, yon give your voluntary consent to the use of yonr informatioB for the purpose 
of this study. 

The purpose of this study is to determine ^tors in the raising of grandchildren, which 
may influence the children's school performance. The information you provide will be coded, 
and analyzed along with the information provided by other grandparents. The aggregate data 
will be used by the study's author as a part of his dissertation for a Ph.O. in school 
psychology. Some of the data from this study will be used in published research reports. 
Complete anonymity of all individual participants will be maintained. 

Please answer all of the questions below. Follow the instructions provided with each 
section. Place the completed questionnaire in the self-addressed stamped envelope and 
drop it in the mail. Again, thank you for your participation in this study. 

Section 1: Grandparent Roles 

By answering questions Q1-Q3, you will indicate whether you are a custodial 
grandparent, a living-with grandparent, or a day-care grandparent. Please read each definition 
carefully before you circle yes or no. 

A. A Custodial Grandparent serves as the child's physical and legal custodian. A legal 
relationship (i.e., adoption, full custody, temporary custody, guardianship) implies that you 
have the right to make decisions about the child's medical care, discipline, and education. 

Q1. Based on the above definition, are you a custodial grandparent? 

YES (If yes, go to Q4) NO (If no, go to B) 

B. A Living-with Grandparent does not have legal custody of the child, but does provide 
some, if not all, of the daily physical care of the child. The child may live in the grandparent's 
home; the grandparent may Uve in the home of the child's parent or parents; or, one or both 
of the parents may be living in the grandparent's home along with the child. 
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Q2. Based on the above definition, are you a living-with grandparent'? 

YES (If yes, go to 2a) NO (If no, go to C) 

2a. If your answer to #2 is YES, please check which living arrangement applies; 

Just my grandchild lives in nty home. 

My grandchild and his/her mother live with me in my home. 

My grandchild and his/her father live with me in my home. 

My grandchild and both of his/her parents live with me in my home. 

I live with my grandchild in the home of his/her mother. 

I live with my grandchild in the home of his/her father. 

I live with my grandchild in the home of both of his/her parents. 

Other: 

(Go to Q4) 

C. A Day-care Grandparent does more than occasional baby sitting. He or she provides 
physical care for the child for extended periods of time. However, the day-care grandparent 
neither lives with the child, nor assumes legal responsibility for the child. 

Q3. Based on the above definition, are you a day-care grandparent'? 

YES NO 

Q4. Please check any descriptions of your grandparent role that apply; 

I have been only a day-K:are grandparent. 

I have been only a living-with grandparent. 

I have been only a custodial grandparent. 

I began as a day-care grandparent and became a living-with grandparent. 

I began as a day-care grandparent and became a custodial grandparent. 

I began as a living-with grandparent and became a custodial grandparent. 

Other: 
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Q5. Please check the relationship with the child's parent that applies; 

The child's mother is my daughter. 

The child's mother is my step-daughter 

The child's &ther is my son. 

The child's &ther is my step-son. 

Section 2: Participant Inforniation 

Please provide the information about yourself that is requested below. 

Q6. Please circle your gender: Male Female 

Q7. Please give your current age: 

Q8. Please give your age when vou began to provide care for the child: 

My age when I became a day-care grandparent (if applicable). 

My age when I became a living-with grandparent (if applicable). 

My age when I became a custodial grandparent (if applicable). 

Q9. Ple^ check your ethnicity: 

African-American / Black 

Mexican-American / Hispanic 

Euro-American / White 

Native American / Indian 

Asian-American 

Pacific Islander 

QIO. Please check your marital status. 
10a. Current marital status: 

Never married 

Married 

Widowed 

Separated 

Divorced 

and Remarried (check two) 

1 Ob. Marital status when vou began to 
provide care for the child: 

Never married 

Married 

Widowed 

Separated 

Divorced 

and Remarried (check two) 
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Q11. Please check your employment status. 

1 la. Current employment status: 1 lb. 

Unemployed 

Self-en^Ioyed 

Employed (part-time) 

Employed (full-time) 

Retired 

Employment status when vou began to 
provide care for the child. 

Unemployed 

Self-employed 

Employed (part-time) 

Employed (full-time) 

Retired 

Q12. Please check any financial assistance you are receiving for raising the child. 

12a. AFDC 

12b. Food Stamps 

12c. Medicaid (AHCCCS) 

12d. Social Security for child 

12e. Foster Care Stipend 

12f Child Support fi-om the child's parent(s) 

12g. Other: 

Q13. Please check your gross household b 

13a. Current household income: 

Under 5,000 

5,000 - 8,900 

8,900- 13,800 

13,801 - 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,000 

40,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 60,000 

60,001 - 70,000 

Over 70,000 

13 b. Household income when you began 
to provide care for the child: 

Under 5,000 

5,000 - 8,900 

8,900- 13,800 

13,801 -20,000 

20.001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,000 

40,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 60,000 

60,001 - 70,000 

Over 70,000 
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Q14. Please check how you rate your overall health status: 

14a. Current health status: I4b. Health status when vou began to 
provide care for the child: 

Very poor Very poor 

Poor Poor 

Good Good 

Very good Very good 

Q15. Please check any health conditions that you currently have that may affect your ability 
to care for the child: 

Arthritis / rheumatism 

Back pain 

Cancer 

Diabetes 

Heart condition 

High blood pressure 

Respiratory condition 

Stroke 

Physical disabilities: 

Other heahh conditions: 

Please provide the information about the child that is requested below. 

Q16. Please circle the child's gender: Male Female 

Q17. Please give the child's current age: 

Q18. Please give the child's age when vou began to provide care for the child: 

The child's age when I became a day-care grandparent. 

The child's age when I became a living-with grandparent. 

The child's age when I became a custodial grandparent. 
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Q19. Please check how you rate the child's overall health status: 

19a. Current health status; 

Very poor 

Poor 

Good 

Very good 

19b. Health status when vou began to 
provide care for the child; 

Very poor 

Poor 

Good 

Very good 

Q20. Please list any health conditions the child may have; 

Q21. If the child is having difficulty with school work, please check any sources of difficulty 
that have been identified: 

21 a. Learning disabilities (Check all that £^ply): 

Oral expression 

Listening comprehension 

Written expression 

Basic reading skill 

Reading conq}rehension 

Math calculation 

Math reasoning 

21b. Other possible sources (Check all that apply): 

ADD/ADHD 

Mental retardation 

mild 

moderate 

severe 

Diagnosed emotional disorder 

Diagnosed behavioral disorder 

Physical disability: 
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Section 3: Graodparent-Grandchild Relationship 

Below is a list of various components and descriptors of a grandparent-grandchild 
relationship. Please use these letters to rate each statement: 

N = never S = scldoni O = often A = always 

Q22. How would you describe your relationship with your grandchild? 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Our relationship is nurturing 

Our relationship is friendly 

Our relationship is distant 

Our relationship is mutually respectful 

Our relationship is strained 

Q23. How would you describe your Involvement in your grandchild's school life? 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Encouraging my grandchild to do well academically in school 

Encouraging my grandchild to behave well in school 

Helping my grandchild with his/her homework 

Talking with my grandchild about the events of his/her school day 

Encouraging my grandchild in his/her school performance 

Attending PTA meetings at my grandchild's school 

Attending my grandchild's school functions 

Attending parent-teacher conferences for my grandchild 

Anending the annual lEP (special education) meetings for my grandchild 

Q24. How would you describe the way you discipline your grandchild? 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Demanding that my grandchild obey me without question 

Teaching my behavior expectations to my grandchild 

Letting my grandchild do whatever he/she wants 

Repeating commands more than two times before my grandchild obeys 

Yelling at my grandchild to get him/her to obey 

Spanking my grandchild 

Expecting my grandchild to help with the household chores 

Enforcing curfews for nty grandchild 

Supervising my grandchild's TV watching 
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N = never S = sekfoin O = often A = always 

Q25. How frequently do you use these consequences, when your grandchild disobeys: 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Time outs 

Grounding 

Loss of privileges 

Additional chores 

Other: 

Q26. How frequently do you use these rewards, when your grandchild obeys: 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Verbal praise (e.g., "You are doing a good job.") 

Verbal encouragement (e.g., "Keep up the good work.") 

Verbal appreciation (e.g., "Thank you") 

Physical appreciation (e.g., pat on the shoulder, hugs, kisses) 

Money 

Additional privileges 

Removal of chores 

Other: 

Q27. How would you describe the spiritual guidance that you provide? 

(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Taking my grandchild with me to church or synagogue or temple 

Taking my grandchild to Sunday School or Saturday School 

Having home devotions with my grandchild 

Having prayers with my grandchild (e.g., mealtime, bedtime) 

Other: 
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Q28. Below are lists of coimnon reasons grandparents participate in the raising of a child. 
Please use these numbers to rate the importance of each reason for your participation in 
raising your grandchild: 

0 = not applicable 1 = unimportant 2 = important 3 = very important 

28a. Parental reasons (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's mother was working 

Child's fether was working 

Child's mother went back to school 

Child's &ther went back to school 

Child's parents were divorced 

Child's parents were in the process of getting a divorce 

Child's mother died 

Child's father died 

Child's parents were not married when the child was bom 

Child's mother was a teenager when the child was bom 

Child's &ther was a teenager when the child was bom 

28b. Medical, legal issues (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's mother had a drug problem 

Child's fether had a drug problem 

Child's mother had an alcohol problem 

Child's &ther had an alcohol problem 

Child's mother had mental/emotional problems 

Child's &ther had mental/emotional problems 

Child's mother had/has medical problems 

Child's &ther had/has medical problems 

Child had/has medical problems 

Child's mother was in trouble with the law 

Child's fiither was in trouble with the law 

Child's mother was in jail/prison 

Child's &ther was in jail/prison 
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0 = not applicabk 1 = unimportaot 2 = important 3 = very important 

28c. Abuse issues (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's noother was psychologically (verbally, emotionally) abusive 

Child's &ther was p^chologically (verbally, emotionally) abusive 

Child's mother was physically abusive 

Child's &ther was physically abusive 

Child's mother was sexually abusive 

Child's &ther was sexually abusive 

Child was being neglected by his/her parent(s) 

28d. Personal reasons (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Providing care for the child gives me something to do 

I wanted to help out the child's parent(s) financially 

I wanted the child to attend school in my district (or private school) 

I didn't want the child placed in a day-K:are center 

I didn't want the child placed in a foster home 

Section S: Background Information 

Q29. Did vour grandparent(s) help raise you as a child? (Please circle yes or no) 

YES (If yes, go to 29a & 29b) NO (If no, go to Q30) 

29a. If your answer to Q29 is YES, please check which grandparent it was: 

Your mother's mother 

Your mother's &ther 

Your fiither's mother 

Your Other's &ther 

Other: 

29b. Please circle which grandparent role your grandparent(s) had: 

Custodial Living-with Day-care (see pages 1 & 2 for definitions) 

Q30. Did/does one of vour child's grandt)arents help raise your child? (Circle yes or no.) 

YES (If yes, go to 30a & 30b) NO (If no, go to Q31) 
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30a. If your answer to Q30 is YES, please check which grandparent(s): 

Your mother 

Your father 

Your mother-in-law 

Your &ther-in-law 

Other: 

30b. Please circle which grandparent role he or she has/had: 

Custodial Living-with Day-care (see pages 1 & 2 for definitions) 

Q31. Below is a list of situations in which a grandparent is likely to become involved in the 
raising of a grandchild. Please use these numbers to describe the likelihood of each 
situation in vour culture for a grandparent raising a grandchild: 

1 = very unlikely 2 = unlikely 3 = likely 4 = very likely 

The child's parents get a divorce 

The child's parent is an unwed teenager 

The child's parent has a drug or alcohol problem 

The child's parent has a mental/emotional problem 

The child's parent is in trouble with the law 

The child's parent is in jail/prison 

The child's parent has died 

The child's parent has medical problems 

The child has medical problems 

The child is being abused by his/her parent 

The child's parent goes back to school 

The child's parent works full-time 

The child's parent works part-time 

The child's parent has financial problems 

The child may be placed in a foster home 

The child may be placed in a day-care center 

Other: 
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Q32. Of your family members who are still living, please give their ages, and circle all the 
types of support you provide for each of them. (An example is given*) 

E = emotional support (e.g., frequent phone calls, letters) 

S = social support (e.g., frequent visits, provide rides) 

F = financial support (e.g., provide money) 

P = physical support (e.g., provide physical care) 

Ages 

*85 

Family Member Tvne of SuDtx>rt 

grandmother E (S) (F)P (example) 

great-grandmother E s F P 

great-grandfather E s F P 

grandmother E s F P 

grand&ther E s F P 

mother E s F P 

father E s F P 

spouse E s F P 

ex-spouse E s F P 

children E s F P (For how many? ) 

grandchildren E s F P (For how many? ) 

great-grandchildren E s F P (For how many? ) 

Q33. To what degree has providing care for more than one generation negatively afiected 
your ability to provide care for your grandchild (Circle one for each item): 

33a. Your finances: not at all minimally 

33b. Living space: not at all minimally 

33c. Time for child: not at all minimally 

33d. Your energy: not at all minimally 

33e. Other: 

considerably 

considerably 

considerably 

considerably 

completely 

completely 

completely 

completely 

not at all minimally considerably completely 



139 

Q34. Please circle the degree to which your participation in the raising of your grandchild 
has changed your plans for what you wanted to be doing at this time in vour life? 

34a. Career/Retirement: not at all minimally considerably completely 

34b. Family/Personal plans; not at all minimally considerably completely 

34c. Social/Leisure activities: not at all minimally considerably completely 

34d. Other: —_ 

not at all minimally considerably con^letely 

Q35. Please check your level of satisfaction with life in general, as your are experiencing it 
at this time. 

very satisfied with life in general 

satisfied with life in general 

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with life in general 

dissatisfied with life in general 

very dissatisfied with life in general 

Q36. Please check the highest level of education vou have completed: 

did not go to high school attended 1 -3 years of college 

did not finish high school graduated fi'om college 

earned a G. E. D. attended graduate school 

graduated fi'om high school 

attended a vocational-technical or trade school 

•s" Degrees or certificates earned: 

Q37. Please check the highest level of education the child's mother has completed: 

did not go to high school attended 1-3 years of college 

did not finish high school graduated fi-om college 

earned a G. E. D. attended graduate school 

graduated fi'om high school 

attended a vocational-technical or trade school 

Degrees or certificates earned: 



140 

APPENDIX D 

CAREGIVER'S QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Caregiver's Questionnaire 

Dear Participant, 
Thank you. Your participation in this study will contribute to our understanding of the 

effects of grandparent involvement in the raising of grandchildren on the children's school 
performance (i.e., academic achievement and behavior problems in the school). Please allow 
about 20-30 minutes for the completion of this questionnaire. You have the right to decide 
at anytime not to conq>lete the questionnaire. By your completion and return of this 
packet, you give your voluntary consent to the use of your information for the purpose 
of this study. 

The purpose of this study is to determine factors in the raising of children, which may 
influence the children's school performance. The information you provide will be coded, and 
analyzed along with the information provided by other caregivers. The aggregate data will be 
used by the study's author as a part of his dissertation for a Ph.D. in school psychology. Some 
of the data from this study wiU be used in published research reports. Complete anonymity 
of all individual participants will be maintained. 

Please answer all of the questions below. Follow the instructions provided with each 
section. Place the completed questionnaire in the self-addressed stamped envelope and 
drop it in the maiL Again, thank you for your participation in this study. 

Section 1: Participant Information 

Please provide the information about yourself that is requested below. 

Ql.  Please circle your gender; Male Female 

Q2. Please give your current ace: 

Q3. Please give your age when vou began to provide care for the child: 

My age when my child was bom. 

My age when I adopted my child (if applicable). 

My age when I became a foster parent of the child. 

My age when: — 

Q4. Please check your ethnicity: 

African-American / Black Native American / Indian 

Mexican-American / Hispanic Asian-American 

Euro-American / White Pacific Islander 
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Q5. Please check your marital status. 
5a. Current marital status: 

Never married 

Married 

Widowed 

Separated 

Divorced 

and Remarried (check two) 

5b. Marital status when vou bepan to 
provide care for the child: 

Never married 

Married 

Widowed 

Separated 

Divorced 

and Remarried (check two) 

Q6. Please check your employment status. 

6a. Current empbyment status: 

Unemployed 

Self-empk)yed 

Employed (part-time) 

Employed (full-time) 

Retired 

6b. Employment status when vou began 
to provide care for the child. 

Unemployed 

Self-employed 

Employed (part-time) 

Employed (full-time) 

Retired 

Q7. Please check any financial assistaiKe you are receiving for raising the child. 

7a. AFDC 

7b. Food Stanqjs 

7c. Medicaid (AHCCCS) 

7d. Social Security for child 

7e. Foster Care Stipend 

7f Child Support fi-om parent 

7g. Other: 

Q8. Please check your level of satis&ction with life in general, at this time. 

Very dissatisfied with life in general 

Dissatisfied with life in general 

Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied with life in general 

Satisfied with life in general 

Very satisfied with life in general 
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Q9. Please check your gross household income (before taxes): 
9a. Current household income: 9b. Household income when vou began 

to provide care for the child: 

Under 5,000 

5,000 - 8,900 

8,901 - 13,800 

13,801 -20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,000 

40,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 60,000 

60,001 - 70,000 

over 70,000 

Under 5,000 

5,000 - 8,900 

8,901 - 13,800 

13,801 -20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,000 

40,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 60,000 

60,001 - 70,000 

over 70,000 

Q10. Please check how you rate your overall health status: 
10a. Current health status: 10b. Health status when vou began to 

provide care for the child: 

Very poor 

Poor 

Good 

Very good 

Very poor 

Poor 

Good 

Very good 

Q11. Please check any health conditions that you currently have that may afifect your 
ability to care for the child: 

Arthritis / rheumatism 

Back pain 

Cancer 

Diabetes 

Physical disabilities: 

Heart condition 

High blood pressure 

Respiratory condition 

Stroke 

Other health conditions: 
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Please provide the information about the child that is requested below. 

Q12. Please circle the child's gender; Male Female 

Q13. Please give the child's current age: 

Q14. Please give the child's age when vou began to provide care for the child: 

Newborn (check, if applicable). 

The child's age when I adopted him/her. 

The child's age when I became a foster parent. 

The child's age when: 

Q15. Please check how you rate the child's overall health status: 

15a. Current health status: 15b. Heahh status when vou began to 
provide care for the child: 

Very poor Very poor 

Poor Poor 

Good Good 

Very good Very good 

Q16. Please list any health conditions the child may have: 

Q17. If the child is having difBcuhy with school work, please check any sources of 
difiBculty that have been identified (check all that apply): 

17a. Learning disabilities in: 

Oral expression 

Listening comprehension 

Written expression 

Basic reading skill 

Reading comprehension 

Math calculation 

Math reasoning 

17b. Other possible sources: 

ADD/ADHD 

Mental retardation 

mild 

moderate 

severe 

Diagnosed emotional disorder 

Diagnosed behavioral disorder 

Physical disability: 
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Section 2: Caregiver-Child Relationship 

Below is a list of various components and descriptors of a caregiver-child relationship. 
Please use these letters to rate each statement: 

N = never S = seldom O = often A = ahfvays 

Q18. How would you describe your relationship with your child? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Our relationship is nurturing 

Our relationship is friendly 

Our relationship is mutually respectful 

Our relationship is difBcuh 

Our relationship is strained 

Q19. How would you describe your involvement in your child's school life? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Encouraging nty child to do his/her best with school work 
Encouraging my child to behave well in school 
Helping my child with his/her homework 
Talking with my child about the events of his/her school day 
Attending PTA meetings at my child's school 
Attending my child's school functions 
Attending parent-teacher conferences for my child 
Attending the annual lEP (special education) meetings for my child 

Q20. How would you describe the way you raise your child at home? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Setting a good example for my child 

Demanding that my child obey me without question 

Teaching my behavior expectations to my child 

Letting my child do whatever he/she wants 

Repeating commands more than two times before my child obeys 

Yelling at my child to get him/her to obey 

Expecting my child to help with the household chores 

Enforcing curfews for my child 

Supervising my child's TV watching 
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N = never S = seldom O = often A = always 

Q21. How frequently do you use these punishments, when your child disobeys? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Time outs Additional chores 

Grounding Spanking 

Loss of privileges 

Other; 

Q22. How frequently do you use these rewards, when your child obeys? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [N S O A]) 

Verbal praise (e.g., "You are doing a good job.") 

Verbal encouragement (e.g., 'ICeep up the good work.") 

Verbal appreciation (e.g., "Thank you") 

Physical appreciation (e.g., pat on the shoulder, hugs, kisses) 

Money 

Additional privileges 

Removal of chores 

Other: 

Q23. How would you describe the spiritual guidance that you provide? 
(Please rate each statement with one of the above letters [NSC A]) 

Taking my child with me to church or synagogue or temple 

Taking my child to Sunday School or Saturday School 

Having home devotions with my child 

Having prayers with my child (e.g., mealtime, bedtime) 

Other: 
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Section 3: Background Information 

Q24. Did vour grandparentfs^ help raise vou as a child? (Please circle yes or no) 

YES (if yes, go to 24a and 24b) NO (if no, go to Q25) 

24a. If your answer to Q24 is YES, please ciieck which grandparent it was: 

Your mother's mother Your father's mother 

Your mother's father Your father's father 

24b. Please check which grandparent role your grandparent(s) had; 

Custodial grandparent (my grandparent had legal custody of me) 

Living-with grandparent (my grandparent and I lived in the same house) 

Day-care grandparent (did not live with me, but took care of me daily) 

Q25. Did or does one of vour parents, or one of vour parents-in-law help raise vour child? 
Please circle yes or no. 

YES (if yes, go to 25a & 25b) NO (if no, go to Q26) 

25a. If your answer to Q25 is YES, please check who it was/is: 

Your mother Your mother-in-law 

Your father Your iather-in-law 

25b. Please check which grandparent role was/is applicable: 

Custodial grandparent (had/has legal custody of my child) 

Living-with grandparent (lived/lives in the same house with my child) 

Day-care grandparent (took/takes daily care of my child) 

Q26. Please check the level of education vou have completed: 
did not go to high school attended 1-3 years of college 

did not finish high school graduated from college 

earned a G. E. D. attended graduate school 

graduated fi"om high school 

attended a vocational-technical or trade school 

^ Degrees or certificates eamed:_ 
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Q27. Please check the level of education the child^s mother has completed; 

I am the child's mother, see my answer to Q26 above. 

did not go to high school attended 1-3 years of college 

did not finish high school graduated from college 

earned a G. E. D. attended graduate school 

graduated from high school 

attended a vocational-technical or trade school 

^ Degrees or certificates earned: 

Q28. Of your family members who are still living, please give their ages, and circle all the 
types of support you provide for each of them. (An example is given*) 

E = emotional support (e.g., fi^uent phone calls, letters) 

S = social support (e.g., frequent visits, provide rides) 

F = financial support (e.g., provide money) 

P = physical support (e.g., provide physical care) 

Ages Family Member Tvpe of Support 

gru Jmother E (S) (F) P *- (exan^jle) 

great-grandmother E S F P 

great-grand&ther E s F P 

— 
grandmother E s F P 

grandfather E s F P 

mother E s F P 

father E s F P 

spouse E s F P 

ex-spouse E s F P 

children E s F P (For how many? ) 

grandchildren E s F P (For how many? ) 

great-grandchildren E s F P (For how many? ) 
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Q29. To what degree has providing care for more than one generation negatively affected 
your ability to provide care for your child (Circle one for each item): 

29a. Your finances: not at all minimally considerably con^letety 

29b. Living space: not at all minimally considerably completely 

29c. Time for child: not at all minimally considerably completely 

29d. Your energy: not at all minimally considerably completely 

29e. Oth£»r-

not at all minimally considerably completely 

Q30. Below is a list of likely situations in which a grandparent will become involved in the 
raising of a grandchild. Please use these numbers for each item below to describe the 
likelihood of each situation in vour culture in general for a grandparent to be raising a 
grandchild: 

1 = very unlikely 2 = unlikely 3 = likely 4 = very likely 

The child's parents are getting a divorce 

The child's parent is an unwed teenager 

The child's parent has a drug or alcohol problem 

The child's parent has a mental/emotional problem 

The child's parent is in trouble with the law 

The child's parent is in jail/prison 

The child's parent has died 

The child's parent has medical problems 

The child has medical problems 

The child is being abused by his/her parent 

The child's parent has gone back to school 

The child's parent is working full-time 

The child's parent is working part-time 

The child's parent is having financial problems 

The child may be pkiced in a foster home 

The child may be placed in a day-care center 

Other; 
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Section 4: Family Ciixrumstances and Conditions 

If you are a single parent, or a parent in a blended/step family, please complete this 
section. 

Q31. Below are lists of coimnon &niily circumstances and conditions that can result in 
children living with a single parent, a foster parent, or in a blended &mily. Please use these 
numbers to rate the importance of each situation as it may have related to your child: 

0 = not applicable 1 = unimportant 2 = important 3 = very important 

31a. Parental reasons (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's parents were divorced 

Child's mother died 

Child's father died 

Child's parents were not married when the child was bom 

Child's mother was a teenager when the child was bom 

31b. Medical, legal issues (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's mother had an alcohol or drug problem 

Child's &ther had an alcohol or drug problem 

Child's mother had mental/emotional problems 

Child's father had mental/emotional problems 

Child's mother had medical problems 

Child's &ther had medical problems 

Child's mother was in trouble with the law 

Child's &ther was in trouble with the law 

Child's mother was in jail/prison 

Child's &ther was in jail/prison 

31c. Abuse issues (Please rate each statement with one of the above numbers): 

Child's mother was psychologically (verbally, emotionally) abusive 

Child's fether was psychologically (verbally, emotionally) abusive 

Child's mother was physically abusive 

Child's father was physically abusive 

Child's mother was sexually abusive 

Child's father was sexually abusive 

Child was being neglected by his/her parent(s) 

31 d. Another issue (Please name the issue and rate it with one of the above numbers): 
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APPENDIX E 

CONSENT FORMS 
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A Cross-Cultural Study of the School Performance of Children 

Being Raised by Their Grandparents 

SUBJECT*S CONSENT FORM 

I AM BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TO ENSURE 
THAT I AM INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF 
HOW I WILL PARTICIPATE IN IT, IF I CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS FORM 
WILL INDICATE THAT I HAVE BEEN SO INFORMED AND THAT I GIVE MY 
CONSENT. FEDERAL REGULATIONS REQUIRE WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT 
PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT I CAN KNOW 
THE NATURE AND RISKS OF MY PARTICIPATION AND CAN DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A FREE AND INFORMED MANNER 

PURPOSE 
I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The 

purpose of this project is to determine whether there are specific &ctors associated with the 
involvement of a grandparent in the raising of a grandchild that have positive or negative 
effects on the child's school performance (i.e., behavior in the school and academic 
achievement). 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
I am being invited to participate, either because I am a grandparent who is involved in 

raising my 6-12-year-old grandchild, or I am a parent or a foster parent of a 6-12-year-old 
child. Approximately 240 pairings of children and their grandparents or caregivers will be 
enrolled in this study. 

PROCEDURE(S) 
If I agree to participate, I will be asked to consent to the following: (1) my child will be 

permitted to complete a brief intelligence test and a brief academic achievement test, that will 
take about 30-60 minutes; (2) my child's teacher will be permitted to conqilete a behavior 
rating scale on my child; and (3) I will complete either the Grandparent's Questionnaire or 
the Caregiver's Questionnaire that will take about 20-30 minutes. 

RISKS 
There are no risks involved to the subjects. None of the tasks are harmful to the 

subjects. No embarrassing or sensitive questions will be asked of the children. The children's 
test scores, and all personal data provkled the grandparents and caregivers will be kept 
confidential. 
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BENEFITS 
There is no direct benefit to the participants in this study. However, if the grandparents 

or caregivers so indicate, they will receive a report of the study's results for their own 
information. Schools and behavioral health professionals will benefit fi'om this study, by 
gaining understanding of the needs of children being raised by grandparents, so that they may 
better serve them in achieving success in school. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
The completed materials will be kept in a locked file. The participants' names will not 

be used. Rather, a coding system will be used to maintain the confidentiality of the 
participants. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
If I have any additional questions concerning this study, I may obtain that information 

by calling Brian Terrell, at 882-3773 or 297-6366. If I have any questions concerning my 
rights, or the rights of my child, as a research subject participating in this study, I may call the 
Human Subjects Committee ofiBce at 626-6721. 

Subject's Signature Date 
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PERMISSION TO TEST MY CHILD 
I understand that my child is being asked to participate as a subject in the Cross-

Cultural Study of the School Performance of Children Being Raised by Grandparents. I have 
read the above information concerning the study, and understand the nature of my child's 
participation. I have been given opportimity to ask additional questions about the above 
information. I voluntarily give my permission for my child: 

^to be administered the foUowing two tests by 
Brian Terrell: 

1. Kaufinan's Brief Intelligence Test 
2. Wide Range Achievement Test 3. 

I also give my permission for my child's school teacher 
to complete the Devereux Behavior Rating 

Scale-School Form. This rating scale will provide Brian Terrell with information about my 
child's behavior at school. 

Parent/Guardian/Surrogate's Signature Date 
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RESEARCHER*S AFFIDAVIT 

I have carefully explained to the subject the nature of the above project. I also have 
carefully explained the nature of the above project to the child's parent/guardian/surrogate, 
if additional permission was needed. I hereby certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the 
person(s) who is(are) signing this consent form understands clearly the nature, demands, 
benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and the participation of his/her child. To 
the best of my knowledge, the signature(s) is(are) legally valid. A medical problem, or 
language barrier, or educational barrier has not precluded this understanding. 

Signature of Researcher Date 
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A Cross-Cultunil Study of the School Performance of Children 
Being Raised by Grandparents 

MINOR SUBJECT^S ASSENT FORM 

Your mother or father has told me it is okay for you to do some work with me. By 
taking these two tests you will help me to leam more about how children, who are being 
raised by grandparents, do in school. I may also leam of ways to help them to do better in 
school. If you sign this, it means that you understand and that it is okay with you to take the 
two tests. 

Child's Name and Signature Date 

Researcher's Signature Date 
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A Cross-Cultural Study of the School Performance of Children 
Being Raised by Grandparents 

TEACHER*S ASSENT FORM 

parent/guardian/surrogate 
has given you his /her permission to complete the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School 
Form on this student. By completing this behavior rating scale, you will help me to better 
understand the school performance of children who are being raised by grandparents. It will 
take you approximately five minutes to complete the scale. 

By signing this assent form, you acknowledge: 
1. That I have given you opportunity to ask questions about the above study and your 

completion of the Devereux Behavior Rating Scale-School Form; and 
2. That you understand what you are being asked to do, and give your assent to complete 

the scale. 

Teacher's Name and Signature Date 

Researcher's Signature Date 
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