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Abstract:

Strengthening primary students' reading literacy requires coordinated
support from schools and families. However, many school-based
parenting programs focus on one-way information sessions rather
than a complete and continuous program cycle. This study examined
how two Indonesian public primary schools managed parenting
programs to support students' reading literacy. It used a qualitative
multiple-case design at SD Negeri Babakan Pacet and SD Negeri 114
Bojongkoneng. Data came from non-participant observations, semi-
structured interviews with principals, teachers, school committee
members, parents, and students, and an analysis of program
documents and literacy portfolios. The data were analyzed through
data condensation, data displays, conclusion drawing, and
verification. Planning, organizing, actuating, and controlling guided
the analysis. Four findings emerged. First, the schools planned their
programs around observed reading difficulties and the need for
support at home. Second, principals, teachers, and school committees
shared responsibility for materials, communication, and literacy
resources. Third, the schools used parent workshops, shared reading,
reading logs, and online communication. Fourth, teachers monitored
progress through classroom observations, communication with
parents, reading records, and student portfolios. Evidence across data
sources indicated stronger parental engagement, more regular
reading, greater confidence in reading, and better understanding of
simple texts. Limited parental time and unequal support at home
reduced consistency. A connected management cycle helped the
schools turn one-off parenting activities into more purposeful family
literacy partnerships. This qualitative study does not establish causal
effects or statistically measured improvement.
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@‘ Introduction (Axi)

Reading literacy helps students understand lessons, evaluate information, and express
ideas. Indonesia still faces major literacy challenges. In PISA 2022, approximately 25% of 15-year-
old students in Indonesia reached at least Level 2 in reading, compared with an OECD average
of 74% (OECD, 2023). These data do not directly represent primary students. However, they show
the need to strengthen literacy consistently from the early years of education.

Schools cannot strengthen literacy alone. Families shape the home literacy environment
through access to reading materials, models of reading behavior, conversations about texts,
shared reading, and expectations for children's learning. Dong et al. (2020) found a moderate
positive association between the home literacy environment and reading comprehension.
Parental involvement and literacy expectations showed stronger associations than the availability
of reading resources alone. An analysis of PIRLS 2021 data also showed that an active reading
climate and the number of books at home were associated with Grade 4 students' reading
comprehension through pathways involving reading enjoyment, motivation, and frequency
(Claes et al., 2024). These findings show that the home literacy environment includes both
resources and interaction.

This relationship requires careful interpretation. The home literacy environment does not
always directly cause reading development. Children's initial ability, parental language skills,
socioeconomic conditions, and school instruction may also contribute. A longitudinal study by
Puglisi et al. (2017) showed that existing family characteristics may partly shape the association
between the home literacy environment and children's skills. Kim's (2022) second-order meta-
analysis also found that the relationship between parental involvement and achievement varied
across types of involvement and study characteristics. Parental involvement should therefore not
be treated as one uniform activity.

Intervention research still shows that families can support literacy development when
activities are well designed. Sénéchal and Young (2008) and van Steensel et al. (2011) found
positive effects of family literacy programs, although effect sizes varied by activity and the role
given to parents. Fikrat-Wevers et al. (2021) found a moderate immediate effect of family literacy
programs for children from low socioeconomic status families, but a much smaller follow-up
effect. A recent meta-analysis of school-aged children also found positive effects on code-focused
and meaning-focused skills, including vocabulary and reading comprehension (Dahl-Leonard et
al., 2025). These results highlight two points. Family programs can help, but their sustainability
and fit with family circumstances remain important.

The main challenge concerns not only program content but also implementation quality. de
la Rie et al. (2017) distinguished three key elements: program delivery to parents, parents' receipt
or engagement, and enactment in daily family life. Many studies record attendance more often
than they examine the quality of parent training and the use of strategies at home. A program
may appear active at school but fail to become part of family routines. Yearlong collaboration,
two-way communication, and opportunities for families to practice strategies can support
continuity (Traga Philippakos et al., 2023).

This gap matters for school management. Many studies treat parental involvement as an
individual behavior or as a predictor of learning outcomes. That approach does not fully explain
the organizational processes that make participation regular and sustainable. A parenting
program may remain a one-off seminar if the school does not identify needs, assign
responsibilities, support home practice, and use monitoring data to improve activities. This study
views parenting as a school-family partnership program. Parents are not only recipients of
information. They are partners who apply literacy activities and provide feedback.

The study used the management functions of planning, organizing, actuating, and
controlling, known as POAC, as its analytical framework. Planning includes identifying needs,
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setting goals, selecting materials, arranging schedules, and allocating resources. Organizing
includes assigning roles and coordinating participants. Actuating refers to program
implementation and support for participation. Controlling includes monitoring, evaluation,
feedback, and follow-up. POAC helps explain how the stages of a program connect.
Bronfenbrenner's (1986) ecological perspective complements this framework by locating the
family-school relationship within the mesosystem that shapes children's learning experiences.
The school, family, and community partnership model also emphasizes shared responsibility for
student development (Epstein et al., 2018).

This study took place at SD Negeri Babakan Pacet and SD Negeri 114 Bojongkoneng. The
schools operate in different local settings and face different levels of family support. Studying
two sites made it possible to identify recurring patterns and contextual variations. Unlike
statistical studies of the relationship between parental involvement and reading ability, this study
examined how schools managed parenting programs in everyday settings.

The study addressed the following question: How did the schools plan, organize,
implement, and monitor parenting programs to strengthen students' reading literacy? It aimed
to explain the management cycle, forms of family engagement, observed indications of change,
and barriers to implementation. The study offers two contributions. Theoretically, it connects
management functions with family literacy partnerships. Practically, it identifies program
components that can help schools turn one-off parenting activities into more sustained literacy
support.

@ Method (z¢x)

Research design and sites

This study used a qualitative multiple-case design. A case study is suitable for examining
complex processes in real-life settings and for using several sources of evidence to understand a
defined unit of analysis (Crowe et al., 2011; Yin, 2018). Each school was first treated as a separate
case and was then compared with the other case. The study took place at SD Negeri Babakan
Pacet and SD Negeri 114 Bojongkoneng. The unit of analysis was the management of school-
based parenting programs related to students' reading literacy. The unit of analysis was not
parents' personal characteristics or individual literacy scores.

Participants and data sources

Participants were selected purposively according to their formal roles and direct
involvement in the parenting programs. The participant groups comprised principals, classroom
teachers, school committee members, parents, and students. Principals contributed information on
policy and program direction; teachers on literacy facilitation and monitoring; school committee
members on coordination between schools and families; parents on literacy practices at home; and
students on participation in literacy activities. This role-based selection was intended to capture
perspectives from decision making, implementation, coordination, home practice, and student
experience.

Documentary data sources included school work plans, parenting materials, activity
schedules, lesson plans, reading development records, literacy assessment results, student
portfolios, attendance lists, photographs, and activity reports. The documents served as traces of
program implementation. They were used not only to support interview data but also to examine
the timing, form, and continuity of activities.

Data collection

Data collection combined non-participant observations, semi-structured interviews, and
document analysis. Observations focused on reading routines, forms of support, parental
participation, the use of literacy resources, and students' reading behavior in class. Interviews
followed a common set of topics covering program planning, division of responsibilities, home
literacy support, school-family communication, perceived changes, supporting factors, and
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implementation barriers. The semi-structured format kept the main topics comparable across
participants while allowing follow-up questions to clarify examples, reasons, and reported
changes.

The three data sources were used in a complementary way. Observations documented
practice, interviews explained participants' experiences and decisions, and documents provided
administrative and developmental traces of implementation. Parenting materials, schedules,
reading records, student portfolios, authentic assessment results, and activity documentation were
reviewed to check whether reported activities were planned, implemented, and continued.
Interview accounts were therefore interpreted alongside observational and documentary evidence
rather than as stand-alone claims.

Data analysis

Analysis began during data collection and followed the interactive model developed by
Miles et al. (2014). The researcher read the data repeatedly, selected relevant material, assigned
codes, grouped related codes, prepared data displays, and drew and verified conclusions. Coding
combined deductive and inductive logic. The four POAC functions provided the deductive
categories. Inductive codes arose from the data and included literacy activities, patterns of
parental participation, observed changes, barriers, and follow-up actions. This combination
maintained a clear link to the theoretical framework while allowing contextual findings to
emerge.

Analysis occurred in two stages. First, each school was analyzed as a separate case to
identify its context, program process, evidence, and implementation barriers. Second, a cross-
case matrix compared similarities and variations within each POAC function. The matrix
examined shared practices, forms of evidence, implementation problems, and contextual
differences between the two sites. Codes and preliminary conclusions were checked against the
original data, creating a traceable record of analytical decisions consistent with transparency in
qualitative analysis (Nowell et al., 2017).

Trustworthiness

Trustworthiness was strengthened through source and method triangulation. Source
triangulation compared accounts from principals, teachers, school committee members, parents,
and students. Method triangulation compared interview accounts with observations and
program documents. During analysis, the researcher examined convergence, complementarity,
and differences across these sources. Cross-case checking then assessed whether an interpretation
appeared in both schools or reflected a contextual variation. Triangulation was therefore used to
test and refine interpretations rather than simply count agreement among sources.

The researcher also asked participants to clarify summaries of the findings through member
checking. An audit trail recorded data collection, coding, category changes, and the development
of conclusions. Together, triangulation, member checking, and the audit trail supported the
credibility, rigor, and coherence of the qualitative study (Nowell et al., 2017; Tracy, 2010).

E Result (&%)

The findings showed that the parenting programs at both schools followed a connected
management cycle. Planning defined the program focus, organizing assigned responsibilities,
actuating translated plans into practices at school and at home, and controlling generated
information for follow-up. Similarities across the schools were stronger than their differences. The
main cross-case variations concerned parental access, regularity of support at home, and the use
of online communication. These differences affected the consistency of implementation rather than
the presence of the four management functions.

Planning began with observed literacy needs

Both schools began by identifying students' needs. Teachers used classroom observations,

reading assessment results, development records, and reviews of literacy activities to identify
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problems. Three recurring issues emerged: low reading frequency at home, differences in reading
ability among students, and limited family support.

The schools then set goals related to reading habits, text comprehension, and cooperation
between families and schools. Parenting materials addressed the role of parents in building
reading habits, ways to support children without completing tasks for them, managing learning
time, selecting reading materials, and creating a simple home literacy environment. The schools
used accessible language for parents from different educational backgrounds. Planning also
included schedules, facilitators, resources, and communication channels. The schools recognized
that parents' work schedules could limit attendance. They therefore did not rely only on face-to-
face meetings. They also prepared online materials and communication. Planning went beyond
setting an agenda and began to consider family circumstances as part of program design.

Organizing distributed responsibilities between schools and families

The organizing function involved principals, classroom teachers, school committees, and
parents. Principals provided policy direction and support. Teachers prepared materials,
facilitated activities, guided reading practices at home, and monitored students' development.
School committees shared information, connected schools with parents, and encouraged
attendance. Parents carried out agreed activities at home and reported children's progress and
difficulties.

The division of responsibilities also covered classroom libraries, reading corners, reading
materials, reading logs, and communication schedules. This structure prevented the program
from becoming the responsibility of one teacher. However, participation remained uneven
because families differed in their abilities and available time. Parents with demanding work or
household responsibilities found it more difficult to participate regularly. School committees
played an important connecting role, but teachers remained the center of technical coordination.
This arrangement supported implementation but also created dependence on teachers' initiative.
Programs need clearer procedures and regular feedback schedules so that they do not weaken
when teachers' workloads increase.

Actuating combined parent education with literacy practice at home

The schools implemented the programs through information sessions, workshops,
interactive discussions, learning support, shared reading, and online communication. Materials
did more than explain the importance of literacy. Teachers demonstrated activities that families
could use, such as reading stories aloud, asking children to retell a text, discussing characters or
main ideas, keeping reading logs, and creating simple reading corners.

Interview and document data indicated changes in the practices of some parents. They
began to set aside time for shared reading, provide more reading materials, limit screen use
unrelated to learning, and use reading records. In the classroom, teachers observed that some
students became more confident readers, participated more regularly in literacy activities, and
explained simple texts more clearly. Portfolios and reading records supported these indications
of development.

Online delivery helped parents who could not attend in person. However, online
communication did not produce equal levels of engagement. Some parents received information
but did not consistently report or carry out the activities. Access to materials did not
automatically lead to active participation. Teachers therefore needed to provide short
instructions, concrete examples, and simple feedback channels.

Controlling connected student development with program improvement

Teachers monitored reading activities, reading fluency, understanding of texts,
confidence in participation, and regular completion of reading records. The schools also asked
parents about home activities, children's difficulties, time constraints, and limited resources.
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Student portfolios, authentic assessments, attendance lists, and activity documentation provided
additional information.

Monitoring produced two groups of findings. First, the data indicated stronger
engagement among some parents, more regular reading, greater interest in reading materials,
greater confidence in reading, and better understanding of simple texts. Second, these
developments were uneven. Parents' available time and education, access to reading materials,
and family routines affected the continuity of practice. The schools responded through more
frequent communication, adjusted schedules, repeated messages through online media, and
individual guidance from teachers. These actions expanded the program's reach but did not fully
address unequal support at home. Controlling therefore served not only to record attendance but
also to identify gaps in implementation and adjust strategies.

Cross-case synthesis
Table 1 presents the cross-case synthesis. Both schools showed the same overall POAC
structure, but the strength and continuity of enactment varied with family readiness, available
time, access to literacy resources, and communication patterns. The comparison therefore
suggests that the main difference between the cases was contextual implementation rather than
a different management model.
Table 1. Cross-case comparison of findings by management function

Function Shared pattern across Main point of variation Cross-case interpretation
both schools

Planning Needs analysis, goal =~ Students' needs and The planning logic was
setting, selection of family readiness shared, but activities had
materials, schedules, varied to be adjusted to family
and communication circumstances.
channels

Organizing Roles were Technical coordination Role distribution was
distributed among remained teacher- similar across cases, but
principals, teachers, centered and family continuity depended on
school committees, capacity varied local participation and
and parents teacher coordination.

Actuating Parent sessions, Attendance, home Multiple delivery modes
workshops, shared practice, and reliance widened access, but
reading, reading logs, on online receipt of information
and online communication were  did not always become
communication uneven regular home practice.

Controlling Monitoring at school ~ Available time, Monitoring served the

and home, portfolio
review, feedback, and
follow-up

parental education,
and access to reading
materials varied

same purpose in both
cases but identified
different levels of
support needed by
families.

i.l-ﬁ-ri Discussion (4i8l)

POAC formed a common management cycle across both cases

Across the two cases, the strongest pattern was convergence in the management structure.
Both schools used needs-based planning, distributed responsibilities among school and family
actors, combined parent education with literacy practice at home, and used monitoring for
follow-up. Cross-case differences appeared mainly in parental access, the regularity of home
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practice, and reliance on online communication. These differences shaped how consistently the
cycle operated, but they did not change its basic structure.

This pattern is consistent with research on implementation quality in family literacy
programs. de la Rie et al. (2017) distinguished delivery, participant receipt, and enactment at
home. In the present cases, planning and organizing supported delivery, actuating created
opportunities for parents to receive and practice strategies, and controlling examined whether
those strategies became part of family routines. POAC therefore helps explain how separate
parenting activities can become a connected program cycle.

The management framework was used at the school-program level rather than to treat
families as formal organizations. Parents acted as partners who implemented literacy activities at
home, while schools coordinated goals, resources, support, and monitoring. This distinction
clarifies the study's contribution: rather than estimating intervention effects, it explains the
organizational process that connected school activities with family practice.

Quality of engagement mattered more than attendance alone

The findings showed that parental involvement occurred at different levels. Parents could
attend meetings, receive online materials, carry out literacy activities with their children, and
provide feedback to teachers. Attendance or receipt of information represented an early level of
involvement, whereas changes in home practice represented more substantive engagement.

This interpretation aligns with evidence that different forms of parental involvement do
not have uniform relationships with reading outcomes (Graham & Mtsweni, 2025; Kim, 2022).
The distinction between delivery, receipt, and enactment is useful here (de la Rie et al., 2017).
Meetings and online messages represented delivery; attendance and understanding indicated
receipt; and shared reading, text discussion, and reading logs indicated enactment. The main
implementation weakness in both cases appeared when receipt did not consistently become home
practice.

Family-implemented literacy activities can support reading development, but continuity
matters. Dahl-Leonard et al. (2025) reported benefits for code-focused and meaning-focused
skills, while Fikrat-Wevers et al. (2021) found that follow-up effects may be smaller than
immediate effects. The present findings similarly suggest that shared reading and related
practices are more likely to continue when schools provide clear models, feasible activities, and
regular feedback.

Cross-case variation reflected family context rather than different management models

Both schools used face-to-face meetings and online communication to reach parents, yet
the cross-case analysis showed variation in parental access, regularity of home support, and
reliance on online channels. These differences help explain why the same program structure did
not produce equally consistent enactment across families. Limited time, low parental confidence,
lack of reading materials, and established family routines constrained continuity even when
information was available.

Bronfenbrenner's (1986) ecological perspective helps explain this variation. The school-
family connection at the mesosystem level becomes meaningful when communication can be
translated into workable routines in the home microsystem. The finding also supports
partnership approaches that respond to family circumstances (Epstein et al., 2018). Focused
activities, sustained collaboration, and flexible forms of participation are therefore important
when families differ in resources, experience, and available time (Fikrat-Wevers et al., 2021; Traga
Philippakos et al., 2023).

The practical implication is not to standardize every family's participation, but to preserve
common literacy goals while allowing manageable routes to enactment. Brief activities, flexible
timing, accessible materials, and simple feedback channels can help schools support parents as
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learners and partners rather than treating them only as instruments for improving children's
outcomes (Clymer et al., 2024).
Interpreting evidence of literacy change

The study found indications of more regular reading, greater confidence, stronger interest
in reading materials, and better understanding of simple texts. These indications came from
observations, interviews, reading records, authentic assessments, and portfolios. Triangulation
strengthened interpretation because interviews described experiences, observations documented
practice, and school records provided evidence of activities and development (Carter et al., 2014).

However, the study did not use a comparison group or standardized pretest and posttest
measures. It therefore cannot claim that the parenting programs caused literacy improvement or
produced statistically significant effects. Classroom instruction, students' initial abilities, peer
support, and access to reading materials may also have contributed. The appropriate conclusion
is that reading-related developments were observed alongside program implementation.

This caution is consistent with the broader literature. Home literacy environments are
associated with reading comprehension, but individual components and indirect pathways
differ, and family characteristics may partly account for observed associations (Claes et al., 2024;
Dong et al., 2020; Puglisi et al.,, 2017). Unlike experimental studies and meta-analyses that
estimate effects (Dahl-Leonard et al., 2025; Fikrat-Wevers et al., 2021; van Steensel et al., 2011),
the present study contributes an explanation of how schools managed activities, how families
encountered barriers to enactment, and how follow-up accompanied the observed changes.

Implications for school management

The findings offer five practical implications. First, schools should begin with data on
students' needs and family circumstances. Second, they should document responsibilities,
communication schedules, and follow-up procedures. Third, teachers should demonstrate short,
concrete, age-appropriate literacy activities. Fourth, schools should distinguish indicators of
program delivery, receipt, and enactment. Fifth, evaluation should combine indicators of family
participation with indicators of student development.

Schools can use reading logs, family activity choices, brief conversations about texts, and
portfolios as monitoring tools. These tools should remain simple so that they do not place
excessive demands on parents and teachers. Evidence on implementation quality shows that
attendance records alone cannot explain how a program works (de la Rie et al., 2017). Schools
need to know which activities families use, which barriers they experience, and which forms of
support they need.

Schools should also provide additional support to families with limited time, reading
materials, or confidence in supporting children. Programs can offer a choice of texts, sample
questions, short audio or video guidance, book lending, and flexible activity times. Such
adaptations do not lower program standards. They help families work toward the same goals in
ways that fit their circumstances.

Limitations and directions for future research

This study was limited to two schools and focused on program management processes.
The findings cannot be generalized statistically. The data did not support detailed comparisons
by grade level, socioeconomic conditions, parental education, or intensity of participation. In
addition, the study inferred literacy development from qualitative evidence and school
documents rather than from an impact evaluation design.

Future research could use a mixed-methods design. A qualitative phase could explain
processes, while a quantitative phase could measure changes in reading, motivation, and literacy
frequency. Studies should also compare program variations across socioeconomic conditions and
levels of digital access. A longitudinal design could show whether reading habits continue after
the program ends.
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'?% Conclusion (k)

Four management practices characterized both cases: needs-based planning using
evidence of students' reading needs and family circumstances; distribution of roles among
principals, teachers, school committees, and parents; implementation through parent education
and concrete literacy activities at home; and monitoring that connected reading records,
portfolios, parent feedback, and follow-up action. Cross-case differences concerned parental
access, consistency of home support, and reliance on online communication rather than the
overall management structure.

Practically, schools should treat parenting as a continuous management cycle rather than
a one-off meeting. They should formalize coordination, provide short and feasible home literacy
activities, monitor enactment rather than attendance alone, and offer additional support to
families with limited time or resources. Observations, interviews, and documents indicated
stronger parental engagement and reading-related development, but the study does not establish
causal or statistically measured effects. Its main contribution is showing how a connected POAC
cycle can sustain school-family literacy partnerships under differing family conditions.
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