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ABSTRACT

Home-to-school contact can reduce educational inequity. Yet, little research has examined how schools in low- and high-SES
neighborhoods engage only-German-speaking and multilingual families. Our mixed-methods study addressed this gap by: (1)
analyzing diversity-related codes of conduct and communication strategies, (2) comparing teachers', parents’, and students'
home-to-school contact perspectives (MANOVA), and (3) linking them to school belonging. Participants included 944 students
(Mge = 13.4; 64% multilingual), 28 classroom-teachers (Mge = 46.8), and 352 parents (Mage = 44.5; 40% multilingual). A content
analysis of school websites revealed similar diversity-related codes of conduct, focused on tolerance and inclusion. High-SES
neighborhoods displayed more customized home-to-school communication strategies. Teachers and parents reported more
contact in only-German-speaking families, and teachers reported more contact with multilingual families in high-SES neigh-
borhoods. All three contact perspectives predicted school belonging in high-SES neighborhoods, but only teacher and student-
reported contact showed effects in low-SES neighborhoods. Findings call for disentangling informant, SES, and migration

factors in diverse schools.

1 | Introduction

According to the Matthew Effect, wherein students with
greater initial resources accumulate more advantages over
time (Pfost et al. 2014), wealthy students tend to access more
learning resources and opportunities compared to their less
privileged peers. A parallel can be observed in the experiences
of ethnic majority in comparison to ethnic minority students,
not only because of a lack of resources, but also through
additional language barriers. As a result, systemic educational
disparities pervade today's schools. A central element
to bridge these gaps is increased home-to-school contact,
which can improve home-school interactions and a mutual
exchange of students’ needs and opportunities (Hill and
Tyson 2009). Frequent and supportive home-to-school con-
tact, however, is not a naturally occurring phenomenon.

Instead, it depends on structural opportunities of how schools
officially organize the contact, and individual perceptions of
the quality and quantity of mutual exchange. In addition, the
structural and individual levels of home-to-school contact often
differ depending on resources (the socioeconomic standing of
the neighborhood) and language barriers (the family language
may not be the language of the majority). How these factors are
intertwined and how these factors can explain the role of home-
to-school contact in students’ school adaptation is, however, not
fully understood.

This multi-informant mixed-methods study aims to deepen our
understanding of how schools can support the involvement of
parents in school activities by examining two aspects of home-
to-school contact: structural opportunities and individual per-
ceptions. Structurally, we analyze diversity-related codes of
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conduct and communication strategies of schools in low and
high socioeconomic status (SES) neighborhoods to assess the
opportunities available for teacher-parent contact. The
diversity-related code of conduct is an important part of a
school's equitable leadership and a first pre-requisite to enable
action and collaboration with families and improve students’
outcomes (Leithwood 2021; Moral et al. 2020). The diversity-
related code of conduct represents a structural opportunity for
home-to-school contact because it includes core values and
principles, which guide school leaders, educators, and all other
school members. As schools and families are becoming more
diverse, adopting a diversity-related code of conduct is a first
step forward because it encourages adopting culturally sensitive
ways to involve families. For example, a school whose core
value is to create intercultural interactions may be more
inclined to develop flexible activity formats so that parents and
teachers come together. Next to the diversity-related code of
conduct, communication strategies adopted by a school are a
structural opportunity for home-to-school contact because
they can ease and facilitate the frequency of contact. For ex-
ample, if various methods of communication (e.g., starting at
different hours, working one-to-one or in larger teams of par-
ents and teachers) are used, the probability of a high partici-
pation from parents increases. On the individual level, we
examined the frequency of contact from parents' and teachers’
perspectives and the quality of contact between parents and
teachers from students’ perspectives. The frequency of contact is
an assessment of opportunities for mutual exchange and offers a
more objective view of the relationship between parents and
teachers. Research has generally shown that when teachers and
parents constantly communicate with each other (i.e., contact
frequency), students show higher levels of school belonging,
school engagement, and obtain better academic results (Topor
et al. 2010). The students’ perspective gives insight into the
perceived quality of contact between parents and teachers,
which has been found to be critical for student outcomes
(Garbacz et al. 2021; Lasater 2016). For example, when students
view parents and teachers to maintain an open, respectful
communication, they tend to show improved school behavior
(e.g., following school rules) and increased engagement, as they
feel supported and motivated both at home and at school.
Hence, we assessed contact quality among students and contact
frequency among parents and teachers, as these focus on dif-
ferent aspects of the relationships between teachers, students,
and parents, yet work toward similar outcomes.

To achieve these aims, we conducted a qualitative analysis of
the diversity-related code of conduct and communication
strategies among schools in neighborhoods of varying SES
to understand structural opportunities for home-to-school
contact. Additionally, we used multi-informant questionnaires
to quantitatively investigate teachers’, parents’, and students’
perspectives of home-to-school contact, focusing on the effects
of SES and family language as indicators of migration back-
ground. Finally, we analyzed how home-to-school contact, in
conjunction with family language, correlates with students’
sense of school belonging across low- and high-SES neighbor-
hoods. By integrating these facets, this study offers a compre-
hensive view of the barriers and enablers of home-to-school
contact, with implications for reducing educational disparities
through diversity-based school practices.

1.1 | Home-to-School Contact

Drawing on Bronfenbrenner's bioecological model (1979), this
study looks at how students’ academic development is influ-
enced by the interaction of multiple interconnected systems.
Especially microsystems—such as the family, peer group,
school, neighborhood, and religious affiliations—play a direct
and immediate role in shaping an individual's growth. These
microsystems also constantly interact and form new contexts of
development called mesosystems, such as home-to-school in-
teractions or neighborhood-school interactions. In this study,
we focus specifically on how the extended mesosystem home-
school-neighborhood impacts students' development. We ex-
amine how the socioeconomic position of neighborhoods
shapes the frequency and quality of home-to-school contact,
which in turn influences students’ sense of school belonging, a
critical outcome for positive academic development.

Regarding home-to-school contact, a steady and trustworthy
interaction between parents and teachers does benefit students’
learning and social adjustment to school, for example, through
a timely flow of information that enables adequate support
(Garbacz et al. 2018; Smith et al. 2020). In this interaction,
home-to-school contact is particularly fruitful if it involves a
bidirectional exchange of information between parents and
teachers (Epstein and Sanders 2002). Home-to-school contact,
however, does not follow a linear trajectory from kindergarten
to high school but varies depending on age, transition phase,
and students’ needs. For instance, the contact between parents
and teachers is more intense when children transition from
preschool to primary school, as there are numerous structural
changes and behavioral expectations from the school system
that need to be learned (e.g., classroom rules; E. Murray
et al. 2015). Furthermore, it intensifies when students show
additional learning difficulties (e.g., reading and spelling diffi-
culties, ADHD; D. W. Murray et al. 2008).

During middle school, parents typically take on a more passive
role, participating less in school activities and rather focusing
on monitoring children's grades (Thomas et al. 2020). At the
same time, academic demands increase, and questions about
youths’ educational future and career path gain in importance.
During this phase, home-to-school contact is crucial to support
adolescents in navigating the complexity of the school system
(e.g., various expectations from multiple teachers; selecting a
practical training) and coping with academic challenges.
Moreover, teacher-parent contact has proven to be an impor-
tant predictor of home-based parental involvement among
adolescents (Paizan et al. 2022). Therefore, teacher—parent
contact does not lose importance during adolescence. On the
contrary, it remains an essential marker of students' thriving, as
both parents and teachers support students in managing school-
related and self-regulation tasks, though the nature and content
of interactions evolve over time.

Despite the benefits of an increased home-to-school contact, the
level can vary substantially, depending on both the structural
level (e.g., school guidelines for teachers on how to engage with
parents, school projects) and the individual level (e.g., how
often do parents and teachers communicate with each other,
how do students perceive this contact). On the structural level,
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home-to-school contact implies that “schools create opportu-
nities for teachers and parents to interact” (Serpell and
Mashburn 2012). Thus, the structural level refers to school-
initiated opportunities that facilitate teacher-parent interac-
tions, such as school policies, digital communication platforms,
or events aimed at parental engagement. These structures aim
to make it easier for families to connect with the school, though
they may not be equally accessible to all, especially when lan-
guage and socioeconomic disparities come into play (Serpell
and Mashburn 2012). Typical modes of home-to-school contact
on a structural level can either be digital (e.g., school websites,
school e-mail; Piller et al. 2023) or analog (parent-teacher
conferences, volunteering, or being a member of the Parent
Teacher Association; Gibbs et al. 2021; Munthe and Wester-
gard 2023). However, these types of home-to-school contact
may be somehow restrictive because they limit the engagement
of some parents (e.g., monolingual habitus of the school; limited
number of parents who can adopt a particular role in the Par-
ents’ Association; work time collides with volunteering hours).
Notably, a welcoming school environment and informative
communication strongly predicted parents’ school-based
involvement (Park and Holloway 2018). Research on the
structural level of home-to-school contact is, however, scarce
and does not investigate neighborhood-specific contact strate-
gies of schools.

Besides the structural level, with focus on the school as a whole,
there is also an individual level, because the home-to-school
contact, that is, the frequency of direct interactions between
parents and teachers and how the parent-teacher contact
quality is perceived by students often varies within the same
school.

Structural and individual levels on home-to-school contact,
while interrelated, address different aspects of the home-to-
school dynamic and require separate examinations to under-
stand how they contribute to home-to-school contact and,
eventually, to educational outcomes. For families from diverse
backgrounds, including variations in SES and linguistic back-
grounds, the structural and individual levels of home-to-school
contact are influenced by distinct challenges and opportunities.
When SES is studied, research has shown that migration history
often is a confounding variable, although SES usually shows
stronger effects for students’ outcomes than migration history
(Schofield 2006; Oppermann and Lazarides 2023). Our study
aimed at separately looking at these two social status char-
acteristics and examined how they relate to the contact between
schools and families. Migration history can be defined in dif-
ferent ways depending on the research of interest: length of
residence, citizenship, ethnic identity, or language. In this pa-
per, we define migration background through the family lan-
guage, because (majority) language skills are mostly mandatory
to achieve home-to-school contact in Germany. Neighborhood
SES is defined by means of the rent charges and population
characteristics in the specific area. Strengthening home-to-
school contact emerges as a promising approach for fostering
equity, as it can not only support academic success across
varied socioeconomic and linguistic backgrounds but can also
play a foundational role in mitigating educational inequity
(Barnard 2004). However, so far, elaborated studies on home-to-
school contact are missing (Park and Holloway 2018).

1.2 | Home-to-School Contact and
Neighborhood SES

Students’ experiences in school and educational disparities are
often closely associated with students’ socioeconomic back-
grounds (Bronfenbrenner 1979). The SES impacts access to
resources, opportunities, and school options, which in turn af-
fects the nature of contact between teachers and parents in
school-related matters (Skopek and Passaretta 2021). Across the
EU, nearly 25% of children and adolescents are at risk of pov-
erty (Statistisches Bundesamt 2024), and students from affluent
families are reportedly 3.4 times more likely to receive recom-
mendations for higher education compared to students from
low-income backgrounds with similar academic performance
(Hufimann et al. 2017). These disparities begin at home, even
before children enter the school system, and widen throughout
primary and secondary education, which does increase the gap
between high and low SES students over the educational course
(Skopek and Passaretta 2021). Families' financial circumstances
typically determine their place of residence, which can lead to
residential segregation and thus create neighborhood-based
differences in school resources and student body composition.
The resulting segregation further entrenches educational ineq-
uities and impacts parents’ involvement in school and students’
development.

At the structural level, home-to-school contact can be subs-
tantially and particularly impacted by neighborhood-related
aspects (Desforges and Abouchaar 2003). In high SES neigh-
borhoods, schools tend to have access to more resources,
stronger social networks, and often better-resourced commu-
nication structures that support home-to-school contact
(Desforges and Abouchaar 2003). On the contrary, low SES
neighborhoods are more often characterized by economic
stress, fewer resources, and weaker social networks, which can
negatively affect the home-to-school contact (Waanders
et al. 2007; Sime and Sheridan 2014). Moreover, typical struc-
tured engagement opportunities (i.e., parent-teacher meetings,
workshops, or volunteering programs) may sometimes inad-
vertently exclude parents with inflexible working hours or those
unfamiliar with certain school expectations, which is often the
case in low SES neighborhoods (Kohl et al. 2013). In sum, there
is a need to identify neighborhood-specific needs and oppor-
tunities for home-to-school contact, particularly by differenti-
ating how schools engage parents in schools from low- and
high-SES neighborhoods.

On the individual level, parents from low SES backgrounds may
face contact barriers, such as time constraints, job-related
pressures, and the system itself may not always be adequately
structured to be accessible or responsive to their diverse needs
and experiences. Moreover, the likelihood of a socio-cultural
mismatch between parents’ and teachers’ views in low SES
neighborhoods is often higher. Whereas parents in such
neighborhoods may have less direct experience with the school
system and report missing information about the school life, the
teachers are often less aware of the home realities and struggles
of low SES families, such as inflexible working hours, long
shifts, and childcare duties that cannot be delegated (Kohl
et al. 2013; Schneider and Arnot 2018). This may be one reason
why some school strategies to improve contact with parents in
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lower SES neighborhoods fail to reach all parents. Teachers in
low SES neighborhoods often report challenges in reaching
parents who may feel alienated by formal school structures or
perceive the school environment as unaccommodating of their
needs (Schneider and Arnot 2018). Thus, there is a heightened
need for schools to recognize the specific contact needs and
limitations of low SES families, which, if addressed, could
improve the frequency of parent-teacher interactions.

1.3 | Home-to-School Contact and Multilingual
Families

Beyond SES, migration history often plays a significant role in
shaping parent-school relationships and students’ educational
success. Language barriers of parents, in particular, create
additional challenges for engaging with schools, leading to a
reduced ability to support their children's education effectively.
The latest German National Education Report (2024) highlights
the compounded challenges faced by first- and second-
generation immigrant students, where 60% are affected by
education-related risk factors—such as low parental education,
financial strain, and language barriers—compared to only 20%
of nonimmigrant students. Language skills are essential for all
types of parental involvement, whether that involves supporting
children's learning at home (home-based parental involve-
ment), understanding school requirements (academic social-
ization), or communicating directly with teachers (school-based
parental involvement) (Hébert et al. 2024). This study employs
the terms “multilingual” and “only-German-speaking families”
to delineate the linguistic profiles of families. It defines multi-
lingualism as the use of multiple languages in diverse contexts,
including public and school settings as well as private and
family domains. It further delineates only-German-speaking
families as those in which German is the sole language used by
the family in all contexts. For multilingual families, imperfect
proficiency in the dominant school language can restrict their
ability to fully participate in school-related activities and to
engage effectively with teachers, resulting in reduced home-to-
school contact and limited access to school resources that
facilitate learning. Research has shown, for example, that
minority adolescents frequently act as language brokers for
their parents—also when they are second-generation immi-
grants (Cline et al. 2014), which shows parental insecurity in
parent-school communication. Language barriers can be asso-
ciated with missing knowledge about the school system and
different expectations identified as consequences (Hébert
et al. 2024; Kohl et al. 2013; Schneider and Arnot 2018).

On the structural level, schools can either facilitate or hinder
contact by providing support for multilingual families. Super-
ficial forms of home-to-school contact (e.g., international
meals), however, have been found to be less successful than an
investment in long-term, official school structures for parental
school participation (e.g., school councils; Diez et al. 2011),
probably also because they reinforce stereotypic images of some
groups. In contrast, schools that emphasize values of diversity
and cultural pluralism are more likely to adopt policies that
make contact accessible for diverse family communities (Haines
et al. 2015). A positive and inviting school vision of language
diversity may help create a welcoming environment for

multilingual parents and encourage engagement with school
life (McWayne et al. 2022). For example, some schools may
translate key documents into commonly spoken languages or
provide interpreters for parent-teacher meetings, while others
may overlook such needs, reducing opportunities for multi-
lingual families in the long term (Coady and Ankeny 2019;
Ulbricht et al. 2022). Without this accommodation, parents with
limited language skills may struggle to engage fully, which
could lead to misunderstandings or feelings of exclusion.
Schools in Germany follow public guidelines regarding their
work with families (KMK 2018), but they also have the possi-
bility to implement their own parent programs. Therefore, our
goal was to study how schools understand diversity and ex-
amine which specific lines of action schools adopt to promote
home-to-school contact.

At the individual level, language barriers also impact direct
interactions between parents and teachers. Parents who do not
speak the dominant language fluently may hesitate to reach out
to teachers, or they may avoid school functions altogether,
limiting opportunities for building trust and collaboration (Kohl
et al. 2013). Conversely, teachers may feel unprepared to com-
municate with parents who have limited proficiency in the
school language, which can lead to a reliance on superficial
interactions rather than meaningful engagement.

Thus, both structural accommodations, such as translation
services, and targeted teacher-parent contact efforts are essen-
tial for creating equitable home-to-school contact for multi-
lingual families. Nevertheless, there has been little investigation
of how schools address the home-to-school contact among
multilingual families to make it accessible for non-German
speaking parents, how parents and teachers communicate with
each other and how the parent-teacher contact may improve
students’ school belonging.

1.4 | Home-to-School Contact and School
Belonging

A key assumption for this study is that effective home-to-school
contact can enhance students’ sense of school belonging, which
refers to the feeling of being accepted, respected, included, and
supported within the school environment (Goodenow 1993).
School belonging has been shown to correlate with a range
of positive outcomes, including motivation, social-emotional
well-being, and academic success (Tillery et al. 2013; Allen
et al. 2018; Korpershoek et al. 2020). Thus, school belonging
serves as an important marker of educational equity and stu-
dent well-being, especially in diverse socioeconomic and lin-
guistic contexts. Therefore, in this study, we investigate school
belonging from students’ perspective as a marker for reducing
educational disparities.

Research has identified several factors that foster school
belonging, including peer support, positive teacher-student re-
lationships, and parental involvement (Uslu and Gizir 2017;
Ahmadi et al. 2020). However, prior studies have typically
investigated these factors in isolation—either from the per-
spective of teachers or parents alone, overlooking the combined
influence of both on students' school belonging (Haines

4 of 17

Journal of Community Psychology, 2025

8518017 SUOWILIOD BAIFeR1D 3[deot(dde 8Ly Aq pausenob aie S9|o1Le YO ‘88N JO S3|nJ 10} Akeiq T 3UIIUO A8|IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLBI LD A8 | 1M AeIq )RUIIUO//SAIY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiB | 8U1 89S *[S20z/2T/E0] Uo A%eiqi auliuo A8 |Im eyloliqigsielseAun Aq 99002 dool/z00T 0T/10pwo" A8 Arelqijeul|uo//Sdny Wwoiy papeojumoq ‘T ‘9202 ‘6299025T



et al. 2015). In addition, teachers, students, and parents have
been shown to report contrasting perceptions of various school
concepts (Paizan et al. 2024; Schneider and Arnot 2018). Hence,
in this study, we address this research gap and aim to examine
how different perspectives (teacher vs. parents vs. students)
on home-to-school contact contribute to student's sense of
belonging, and how these dynamics may differ across schools in
low- and high-SES neighborhoods.

2 | Current Study

In this mixed-methods study, we employ an embedded-
correlational design to gain a more comprehensive understanding
of the structural and individual levels of home-to-school contact,
with the qualitative component embedded within the larger
quantitative framework (Creswell and Clark 2017). Data collec-
tion occurred in two distinct study phases, involving two inde-
pendent strands: a quantitative survey and qualitative closed-
ended questions. The quantitative data comprises self-reported
ratings from students, parents, and teachers, while the qualitative
data includes organizational characteristics and website infor-
mation, coded into two main categories. Each data set was ana-
lyzed separately, and the findings were integrated into a joint
discussion.

The overall purpose was to comparatively examine home-to-
school contact in seven integrated comprehensive schools from
low and high SES neighborhoods in Germany and investigate
relations of home-to-school contact with students’ school
belonging, a well-known indicator of educational success. The
qualitative part focused on the first research aim (structural
level of home-to-school contact) and investigated the structural
opportunities of schools in low and high SES neighborhoods,
including diversity-related code of conduct and communication
strategies to involve parents in the school life (RQ1). The
quantitative part focused on the second research aim
(individual level of home-to-school contact) and investigated
teachers’, parents’ and students’ perspectives on home-to-school
contact. Moreover, it targeted to examine how these individual
perspectives relate to students’ sense of school belonging in low
and high SES neighborhoods. Based on theoretical considera-
tions (e.g., higher similarity between high SES families and
teachers' views), we expected more frequent contact between
parents and teachers in high SES as compared to low SES
neighborhoods (H1). Since language skills are a key factor for
home-to-school contact in (German) schools, we expected a
more frequent home-to-school contact with only-German-
speaking families in comparison to multilingual families (H2).
In addition, considering the long-term benefits of the home-to-
school contact on students' outcomes (Vaz et al. 2015; Smith
et al. 2019), we expected home-to-school contact (rated from all
three actors) to be positively related to students’ school
belonging (H3).

3 | Materials and Methods

All scales used in the study are validated and internationally
approved. Although all students reported very good German

language skills and were enrolled in German schools, it was
tested for measurement equivalence to eliminate cultural/con-
textual differences in the understanding of items. The parental
questionnaire was administered in German as the main lan-
guage and translated in five other most spoken languages for
our study's area: English, Turkish, Russian, Polish and Arabic.
However, only 23 out of 352 parents filled in questionnaires that
were not in German (most of them were Turkish). Analyzes
among youth from only-German-speaking and multilingual
families by using exploratory factor analyzes and congruence
coefficient Tucker's Phi (van de Vijver and Poortinga 2002)
showed a very good fit for all scales (¢ > 0.99). This ensured the
validity and reliability of the scales across diverse cultural
backgrounds within the sample.

3.1 | Sampling and Participants

The data used in this study originate from a larger German
project on the role of parent-teacher interactions in improving
academic achievement of ethnic minority and majority adoles-
cents (“LEITER”). Adolescents were recruited from integrated
comprehensive schools (Integrierte Gesamtschule; IGS). IGS are
state schools that offer vocational and higher education tracks
to students of all competence levels without any fees or entry
exams. These schools typically serve families from the local
neighborhood, who share similar socioeconomic backgrounds
(Baumert et al. 2003). The sample used in this study was drawn
from schools with high ethnic and cultural diversity (13.5%
ethnic minorities compared to 5.2% in other school types) in
and around Hanover, Germany. Hanover is a multicultural city
with 41.4% of its population reporting family migration history
and 52% of its children under 18 years holding dual citizenship
(i.e., German citizenship and another citizenship; Land-
eshauptstadt Hannover 2024). Data were collected from 944
students from grades 6th to 10th (M, =13.4, SD=1.4, 48%
female, 64% from multilingual families) from seven schools in
Hanover, their 28 classroom-teachers (M,g. =46.8, SD =10.7,
74% female) and 352 parents (Mg, = 44.5, SD = 6.4, 84% female,
40% multilingual). Multilingual parents (M = 3.58, SD =0.04)
showed significantly lower levels of German language skills
than only-German-speaking families (M = 3.96, SD = 0.03), F(1,
243) =53.43, p < 0.001, np2 =0.18, even if controlled for family
SES; which had no effect: F(1, 243) =0.039, p = 0.84, npz =0.00.
School-level demographic data were obtained from school
principals and school websites.

3.2 | Measures

3.21 | Frequency of Home-to-School Contact
(Teachers’ and Parents’ Perspective)

The frequency of home-to-school contact was measured with a
scale developed by Serpell and Mashburn (2012). This construct
captured the frequency of different types of contact, such as
phone contacts, voluntary contacts and parent-teacher confer-
ences. The scale comprised six items assessed from 1 to 7, where
1 means never and 7 always. The internal consistency was
a=0.70 for parents and a = 0.74 for teachers.
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3.2.2 | Quality of Home-to-School Contact (Students’
Perception)

Students were asked how positive they perceive the contact
between their parents and their teachers on a self-developed item,
with a scaling from 1 = (rather) negative to 7 = (rather) positive.

3.2.3 | School Belonging

Students’ school belonging was measured with the “Psycho-
logical Sense of School Membership Scale (PSSM)” by
Goodenow (1993). The scale comprised two items assessed from
1 to 7, where 1 means not applicable at all and 7 means fully
applicable. The internal consistency was a = 0.79.

3.24 | Family Language

Students were asked if they speak a language other than Ger-
man at home by answering yes or no and mentioning the spo-
ken language(s) if this was the case.

3.3 | Socioeconomic Status (SES)

The financial situation of the family and the socioeconomic
living context (low vs. high) of the students were assessed based
on the average rent in the neighborhood. The information on
the average rents of the neighborhoods is based on government
data and was compared with the information provided by the
youths and their parents on net income and financial situation.

3.4 | Study Procedure

The University's Ethics Committee, the regional school
authority, and school directors gave their consent to conduct
the study in schools. All participants were informed about the
study's purpose, voluntary participation, and the means of
withdrawal at any time without any consequences. Students
filled in the questionnaires in the classroom after receiving
consent from their parents, while teachers and school principals
were given the opportunity to either fill in the questionnaires in
the classroom or send them back by post. Parents were asked
through their children to fill in the questionnaires at home and
send them back by post. Teachers reported on the contact fre-
quency to one parent of each individual child in their classroom
and parents reported on the contact frequency to the classroom
teacher. All participants completed paper—pencil questionnaires
between June and October 2019 in the classroom accompanied
by a team of researchers with multicultural heritage. Students
and parents were offered a 10€ voucher for participation.

3.5 | Data Analysis
3.51 | Qualitative Part-Structural School Level

To investigate RQ1, we utilized a Qualitative Content Analysis
approach based on Mayring's (Mayring 2003) content

structuring methodology to systematically evaluate the struc-
tural characteristics of home-to-school contact of seven schools
in Germany. Data were collected through a comprehensive
review of the schools' official websites and questionnaires from
all seven school principals. The data were transcribed so that
all data is available in written form. The analysis followed a
deductive approach by applying two main categories: (a)
diversity-related code of conduct—how each school defines and
promotes diversity within its institutional framework and (b)
communication strategies on the structural level—the strategies
schools use to facilitate home-to-school contact, with a partic-
ular focus on families from ethnically diverse backgrounds. The
following steps were carried out one after the other:

1. Determination of the material (selection and marking of
website content for each school and questionnaire parts
regarding the two predefined categories).

2. Extraction and coding (text data was segmented and
assigned to the two categories).

3. Abstraction (each segment was analyzed to identify rele-
vant themes and patterns that represent the schools'
general approaches).

4. Interpretation (themes were interpreted in the broader
context of diversity-related code of conduct and communi-
cation strategies in schools, with an emphasis on compari-
sons between schools in low and high-SES neighborhoods).

3.5.2 | Quantitative Part-Individual Level

This study employed SPSS 29.0 and Mplus 8 software for data
management and analysis. First, we performed descriptive sta-
tistical analysis and correlation analysis of the study variables.
In a first step, to test hypotheses H1 and H2, we conducted a
multivariate  ANOVA with home-to-school contact from
parental, teacher and student views as dependent variables. To
test hypothesis H3, we utilized multi-group regression analyzes.

4 | Results

To analyze the structural characteristics facilitating or hinder-
ing home-to-school contact we investigated seven German
schools. Table 1 presents the structural characteristics of each
school separately. These schools were categorized based on
their neighborhoods' SES, with three schools located in low SES
neighborhoods (Schools A, B, and C) and four schools in high
SES neighborhoods (Schools D, E, F, and G).

The total number of students per school ranged from 500 to
1594. Schools in low SES neighborhoods reported a higher
percentage of students with migration history (M =70.0%,
SD =12.65) compared to schools in high SES neighborhoods
(M =30.3%, SD = 23.63). Similarly, the percentage of teachers
with migration history was higher in schools located in low SES
neighborhoods (M =27.3%, SD =11.09) compared to those in
high SES areas (M =8.3%, SD =4.16). Special needs support
also varied, with the number of special needs teachers per
school ranging from 1 to 14. Schools in low SES neighborhoods
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tended to have fewer students per special needs teacher
(M =100.5, SD =27.46) than schools in high SES neighbor-
hoods (M =245.3, SD=175.12). In terms of socioeconomic
background, schools in low SES neighborhoods reported lower
parental net monthly incomes (between €2000 and 3000) com-
pared to schools in high SES neighborhoods, where parental
income was generally higher (between €3000 and 4000).

4.1 | Qualitative Analysis on Structural School
Level

To investigate RQ1, we used Qualitative Content Analysis. Two
primary categories were explored: (1) diversity-related code of
conduct and (2) communication strategies on the structural
level. In terms of diversity-related code of conduct, the analysis
revealed differences between schools in low and high SES
neighborhoods (Table 2). Schools in low SES areas (e.g., Schools
A and C) emphasized diversity and equal opportunities. For
instance, School A portrayed itself as a student-focused space,
where students of diverse religions, nationalities, and talents
could interact and learn together. School C also underscored the
importance of respecting different cultures and lifestyles, pro-
moting a school environment where diversity is seen as integral
to the educational experience. For School B, there was no
information available on the schools’ website, and teachers and
the school principal mentioned no specific information re-
garding home-to-school contact.

In contrast, schools in high SES neighborhoods (e.g., Schools D
and G) adopted a more structured approach to diversity, often
linking their values to broader educational frameworks, such as
the UN-Charta on inclusion. School D's diversity approach, for
example, reflects a holistic perspective of the school system by
not just focusing on students but also on the family and com-
munity. This is mirrored especially in the communication
strategies with parents: thematic parent-teacher conferences,
the social worker in the school organizes projects specifically for
parents' needs and, students' learning progress is available for
students and parents.

Regarding communication strategies, the analysis showed no-
teworthy differences in how schools facilitated home-to-school
contact. In low SES neighborhoods, communication strategies
were designed to be accessible and supportive. For instance,
School A provided career counseling sessions involving parents
and offered various forms of parental support, such as financial
aid and parenting courses. School C also engaged parents
through parent-teacher conferences, and regular updates on the
school website, reflecting an understanding of the diverse needs
of their parent populations.

Schools in high SES neighborhoods (e.g., Schools D and E), on
the other hand, employed more robust and frequent (2 to 4
parent conferences per year) communication strategies tailored
to their parent communities. School D provided a dedicated
email address for parents, organized thematic parent-teacher
conferences, and facilitated regular school council meetings,
while school F created a special complaint approach for all
school parties involved. These schools also offered opportunities
for parents to be actively involved in school life, such as selling
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TABLE 2 | Structural Level of Home-to-School contact: diversity-related code of conduct and communication strategies.
School Diversity-related code of conduct Communication strategies
Schools in low SES A A school for all children: students of 1. Career counseling together with parents
neighborhood different religions, nationalities and (including a parents’ evening on the
talents interact with and from each other topic of job orientation)
on a daily basis. 2. Introduction days with parents at the
beginning of the school year (11th grade)

3. Counseling for parents (financial support,
parenting courses, school support, etc.)

4. School Parents' Council

B No information given regarding home-to- No information given regarding home-to-
school contact. school contact
C Our goal is to achieve equal opportunities 1. Newsletter
for each individual. Everyone respects the 2. Registration is possible over the phone
different cultures, religions, holidays and , . .
- 3. School Parents’ Council (meetings 4x per
lifestyles.
school year)

4. Parent-teacher conferences (meetings 4x
per school year)

5. Parents are encouraged to contact the
main teachers/parent representatives if
problems arise

6. Open house day

7. Information evenings for new students
and their parents

Schools in high SES D A school for all children, that 1. School Parents‘ Council (meetings 2x
neighborhoods understands the diversity of all as an per school year)
enriching basis for discussions in which 2. Special E-Mail address for parents
everyone can participate and grow on an hool ol b cular f
equal footing (following the 3. School's socia worl' asfa particu zjlr ocus
recommendations of the UN-Charta on on pkarents (cofunse ing for parents; parent
inclusion). work, events for parents)

4. Open house day (guided tours for
students and parents)

5. School program includes the
developmental goal “Cooperation with
people working at the school, parents and
extracurricular institutions/companies
will be intensified”

6. (Thematic) parent-teacher conferences

7. Learning plans and weekly overviews are
available for parents

8. Parents involved in break activities (e.g.
selling snacks)

9. Parent & student consultation days

E School values: student empowerment, 1. Newsletter
learning outside of the school, create 2. Open house day
intercultural interactions. L.

3. The mission statement “Open school”
includes the involvement of parents

4. School's social work has a particular focus
on parents

(Continues)
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TABLE 2 | (Continued)

School

Diversity-related code of conduct

Communication strategies

F We work together with patience,
composure, tolerance and humor.

G We keep our students’ school paths open
for a long time because the development
of the individual takes place at different P

speeds.

Other school values: responsibility for
each other, code of conduct, community

5. Psychological counseling services for
parents;

6. Several Parent project groups

N

School Parents' Council (meetings 4x
a year) & school board

Parent-teacher conferences
Newsletter

Counseling services for parents
Parent representatives

Open house day

Special complaints approach for parents

i o A

Project week including a presentation
for parents;

. Newsletter

3. School Parents' Council (2x per
school year);

learning, expert teams per classroom and 4. One task of the school is to support

school year to ensure the standards of
inclusion.

“qualified parent work”
5. Counseling of parents, events for parents
6. Parent & student consultation days

7. Registration is possible over the phone
(help with filling out the
registration form)

8. Online access to parents’ evening
presentations

9. Parent-teacher conferences: online access
to archived posts on school life

snacks during breaks or participating in school social work.
This proactive approach suggested that parents were not only
seen as passive recipients but also active participants within the
school.

Generally, all schools shared a commitment to promoting
diversity, with a common emphasis on engaging parents
through structured communication strategies and activities. All
schools except School B (we had no information from this
school), regardless of SES, implemented regular updates on
school life via their websites and organized open house days,
parent-teacher conferences, and meetings of the School Parents’
Council, indicating a shared recognition of the importance of
maintaining an open line of communication with parents.

4.2 | Quantitative Analysis on Individual Level

The descriptive statistics and correlations of the study variables
are shown in Table 3. The first hypothesis (H1) posited that
schools in high SES neighborhoods would exhibit more fre-
quent and positive contact between parents and teachers
compared to schools in low SES neighborhoods. The analysis

(MANOVA) revealed no significant differences in home-to-
school contact from all three perspectives (see Table 4), but it is
noteworthy that the effect for teachers and parents was in the
expected direction. Thus, H1 was not supported.

The second hypothesis (H2) suggested that home-to-school con-
tact would be more frequent with only-German-speaking families
compared to multilingual families. Results of the MANOVA
showed significant differences across multiple perspectives (see
Table 4). Teachers and parents agreed in their reports that only-
German-speaking families had significantly more frequent con-
tact than multilingual families (Teachers: M = 6.05, SD =0.12 vs.
M =5.13, SD=0.15; Parents: M =6.19, SD=0.14 vs. M =5.27,
SD = 0.18). However, the students’ perspective on teacher—parent
contact quality did not exhibit significant differences between
only-German and multilingual families. These findings largely
support H2, demonstrating more frequent contact in only-
German-speaking families from the perspectives of teachers and
parents, although the different frequency was not reflected in
differences in students’ perception of their contact quality.

In addition, as speaking other family languages and SES are
often associated, we wanted to differentiate effects of low versus
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high SES neighborhood (SES neighborhood) and only-German
speaking versus multilingual families (family language), using
moderation terms. Analyses revealed significant interaction ef-
fects for teachers' report on contact frequency (F=3.21,
p =0.05) and students’ perspective on the teacher-parent con-
tact quality (F=3.20, p=0.05). As illustrated in Figure 1, in
only-German speaking families no significant differences in
home-to-school contact between low and high SES neighbor-
hoods for both the teacher and student perspectives were
identified. In multilingual families, however, significant differ-
ences were found. Teachers reported more home-to-school
contact with multilingual families in high SES neighborhoods,
whereas students reported more positive contact quality in low
SES neighborhoods. The effect sizes for these interactions were,
however, rather low.

To test the third hypothesis (H3), a multigroup regression
analysis was conducted to examine predictors of students’ sense
of school belonging, separately in high and low SES neighbor-
hoods (Table 5). Predictors included the perspectives of parents,
teachers, and students on home-to-school contact, as well as the
only-German-speaking status of students. In high SES neigh-
borhoods, the regression model was significant, F(4,95) = 2.64,
p=0.05, and explained 10% of the variance in students’ school
belonging (R* = 0.10). The results indicated that home-to-school
contact from the parental and students’ perspectives were sig-
nificant positive predictors of students’ sense of school belong-
ing (parents: §=0.245, p = 0.04; students: §=0.228, p =0.05),
while teachers' perspective was a negative predictor (teachers:
B =-0.210, p=0.05). The status of being in an only-German-
speaking family did not significantly predict school belonging in
high SES schools (8 =—0.070, p =0.51).

In low SES neighborhoods, the regression model was also
significant, F(4,95)=2.68, p=0.05, accounting for 29% of the
variance in students' school belonging (R*=0.29). In these
schools, home-to-school quality of contact from students’ per-
spective was found to be a significant positive predictor, while
contact frequency from teachers' perspective was a negative
predictor (teachers: = —0.345, p=0.05; students: §=0.338,
p=0.05). In contrast, contact frequency from the parental

Teacher Perspective on Contact

perspective did not significantly predict school belonging
(8 =0.155, p = 0.40). Additionally, being only-German-speaking
was significantly negatively associated with students' sense of
school belonging in low-SES neighborhoods (= —0.567,
p =0.02). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was partly supported by the data.

5 | Discussion

The present mixed-methods study explored the home-to-school
contact across schools in low and high SES neighborhoods and
its association with students’ sense of school belonging. The
study demonstrated qualitative disparities in the provision of
structural support at the institutional level and quantitative
discrepancies in individual perceptions regarding home-to-
school contact at the individual level. The SES status of schools'
neighborhoods and the family language seemed to affect the
home-to-school contact opportunities. In combination, our
results show differences between schools in high and low SES
neighborhoods on both the structural and individual level, with
evident associations on students’ reported school belonging. In
addition, the study revealed that family language must be
considered when differences in home-to-school contact and
students’ school belonging are to be explained.

The qualitative findings on the structural level of home-to-
school contact revealed differences between schools in low- and
high-SES neighborhoods. Schools in low SES neighborhoods
treated diversity more often as a static concept, with efforts
focused on support for students and parents. These schools also
tend to have more formal structures for parent engagement,
such as career counseling and extensive parental support ser-
vices (e.g., financial assistance), which probably reflect the
greater needs of these communities. In contrast, schools in high
SES neighborhoods approached diversity dynamically, viewing
it as a factor that could be leveraged for educational enrichment
and personal growth. These schools offered more specialized
and diverse engagement opportunities, such as thematic parent-
teacher conferences and online resources, highlighting inno-
vative approaches leveraging their more abundant resources.
Nevertheless, there were also commonalities in the practices

Student Perspective on Contact

Frequency Quality
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FIGURE 1 | Interaction effects of SES neighborhood and family language for teachers’ and students’ perspective of Home-to-School contact.
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TABLE 5 | Multigroup regression on Students' School Belonging as Dependent Variable.
High SES neighborhoods Low SES neighborhoods
Variable B SE t p B SE t p
Constant 0.871 4.324  0.000 2.154 1.142  0.264
Home-to-School Parental Perspective on Contact 0.245 0.174 2.114 0.04* 0.155 0.198 0.848 0.40
Contact Frequency
Teachers’ Perspective on —0.210 0.173 -1.827 0.05* —-0.345 0.316 —-1.904 0.05*
Contact Frequency
Students’ Perspective on 0.228 0.174 1905 0.05* 0.338 0.190 1.901 0.05*
Contact Quality
Only-German-speaking —0.070 0.408 —0.665 0.51 —0.567 0.694 —2.583 0.02*
Families
F=2.64, p=0.05, R =0.10 F=2.68, p=0.05, R =0.29
*p £0.05.

adopted by schools regardless of neighborhood SES, such as
Open House Days or Parents' Councils. In general, all schools
showed extensive efforts to engage parents in school activities
but obviously developed slightly different contact strategies.
Unfortunately, the qualitative data cannot reveal why the
strategies differed. On one hand, it may well be the case that
schools in different neighborhoods adjust to the varied needs of
their parents. On the other hand, the different strategies may be
the result of differences in the endowment with resources that
allow schools in high SES areas to develop more sophisticated
contact strategies. Future research should focus on this
question.

Quantitative analyses on the individual level showed significant
differences in home-to-school contact depending on the family
language. Teachers and parents reported more frequent contact
in only-German-speaking families compared to multilingual
families, which is also underscored by the significant differ-
ences in language skills: In our sample, multilingual families
showed lower levels of German language skills than only-
German-speaking families. Language barriers can, therefore,
hinder effective home-to-school contact (Schneider and
Arnot 2018). Moreover, analyses revealed an interaction effect
of neighborhood SES and family language. From the teachers'
perspective, communication with families in lower SES neigh-
borhoods is often perceived as more challenging when families
speak other languages than the school's dominant language
(Goodall and Montgomery 2014; Turney and Kao 2009). The
finding that these schools tend to have a higher percentage of
teachers with migration history (Table 1) may indicate that
these schools make efforts to provide a more representative
teaching staff attuned to their linguistic diverse communities
(Guo 2012). Surprisingly, despite the fact that teachers reported
less contact with multilingual parents, students perceived this
contact as rather positive. One explanation for the students’
perspectives is associated with the potential role of students in
these contact situations. Students from immigrant background
often speak the dominant language better than their parents
and serve as language or culture brokers- even in second-
generation immigrant families and particularly in the commu-
nication with schools (Titzmann 2012; Weisskirch and
Alva 2002). In this role, students may have better insights into

the home-to-school contact and may realize that this commu-
nication is in their own interest and, hence, may value this
contact although it may occur less frequently as compared to
other families. This finding again highlights the active role
multilingual students play in navigating their own future.

Our study also explored the impact of home-to-school contact
on students’ sense of school belonging, hypothesizing that
increased contact would enhance the connectedness to school.
The results highlight distinct patterns in predictors of school
belonging between schools in high and low SES neighborhoods.
In high SES neighborhoods, parents’ contact frequency and
students’ contact quality reports on home-to-school contact
positively affected students’ sense of belonging, whereas
teachers' contact frequency reports had a negative effect. In low
SES neighborhoods, the effects for teachers and students reports
were the same as in high SES neighborhoods. The parental
perspective, however, was not associated with school belonging
in these schools. One explanation for the varying perspectives
may be that in schools from high SES neighborhoods parents
are able to rely on more personal and structural resources and
make a difference on students' outcomes, while in low SES
neighborhoods where parents dispose of less resources, teach-
ers' role becomes more important and can compensate for some
of the missing parental input. As our study suggests, there is a
need for more research that explores the teacher and parents’
role in different SES neighborhoods. Students’ perspective on
parent-teacher contact quality was an important predictor in
both types of schools indicating that students’ perceptions of
school belonging are salient across different contexts. Some-
what surprising was the finding that students from only-
German-speaking families reported lower levels of school
belonging, but only in low SES neighborhoods. This finding
requires more research, and we can only speculate on this
effect. Only-German-speaking students may perceive efforts to
include multilingual peers as a shift in attention, potentially
evoking discomfort or a perceived challenge to their linguistic
position. Another possible explanation relates to school selec-
tion processes. As previous research has shown, school choice
in Germany often involves strategic decision-making by families
aiming to place their children in schools with high academic
prospects (Riedel et al. 2010). Consequently, only-German-
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speaking students attending schools in lower SES neighbor-
hoods may disproportionately come from families with fewer
resources or different educational priorities, which could be
associated with lower levels of school bonding. A third ex-
planation why a diversity-friendly school climate (e.g., multiple
identities, multiple languages) is viewed as a challenge may be
that a climate of diversity contrasts the prevailing societal norm
to favor assimilation (Schachner et al. 2018; Verkuyten and
Thijs 2002). Future research will determine which explanation
holds true.

Overall, our findings complement existing research on the impact
of SES and linguistic diversity on parental school involvement
(Hill and Tyson 2009). One important implication is the necessity
for schools to implement diverse and multilingual communica-
tion strategies to ensure all families can participate fully in their
children’s education. Research has also shown that the use of
simple language in communicating with parents can be a step
forward (Horgan et al. 2022). The differentiated approaches
observed in low and high SES neighborhoods also reflect
broader socioeconomic disparities that influence resource alloca-
tion, communication strategies, and ultimately, student outcomes.
Families in higher SES contexts can leverage more resources and
networks than families in lower SES contexts, confirming the
Matthew Effect in education.

One of the key strengths of this study is the combination of
qualitative and quantitative methods, which provides new in-
sights and a comprehensive understanding of the structural and
individual levels of home-to-school contact. Qualitative data
highlighted the structural differences and specific strategies
employed by schools, while quantitative analysis allowed us to
draw conclusions about mechanisms for interindividual differ-
ences in perceptions. In terms of Bronfenbrenner's model
(1979), the qualitative and the quantitative part are intertwined
because both capture different characteristics of the mesosys-
tems home-school and school-neighborhood that shape student
development. Another strength is the use of multiple infor-
mants (classroom teachers, students and their parents) on
home-to-school contact, which comes with the opportunity to
examine matches and mismatches between perspectives on
home-to-school contact. The distinct findings on the multiple
perspectives also point out that home-to-school contact is not
only a bidirectional process, but a multidirectional process,
where contact takes place on different paths: school-home,
home-school, or school-home-school.

However, certain limitations of this study could be addressed in
future research. For example, future studies should consider
conducting in-depth interviews with the school personnel about
the school's diversity-related code of conduct and communica-
tion strategies. Information on the school's homepage offers
only one perspective about school life, while different teachers
and school staff may have additional or contradicting perspec-
tives. We also do not know to what extent homepage statements
are part of schools daily practice in communicating with par-
ents. Another limitation is the study's cross-sectional design,
which constrains the ability to draw causal conclusions
about the relationships between SES, language, communication
strategies, and student outcomes. Furthermore, the reliance on
self-reported data introduces potential bias, as participants’

responses may be shaped by perceptions or the desire to present
themselves favorably. Future research would benefit from using
longitudinal designs to track changes over time and incorpo-
rating objective measures of contact and engagement to com-
plement self-reports. A final limitation is that we used different
instruments to assess home-to-school contact-teachers and
parents answered the same items on contact frequency, while
students reported on the contact quality between their parents
and classroom teachers, which does not fully represent a triadic
perspective on the same construct. Nevertheless, even the same
scales may measure different aspects between different stake-
holders as they can focus on different aspects when answering
the same items (Paizan et al. 2024).

5.1 | Practical Implications

Our results suggest several practical implications, particularly
in the formulation of educational policies and practices aimed
at reducing educational disparities. The differences observed in
home-to-school contact across SES groups illustrate that edu-
cation requires more than recognizing diversity—it demands
proactive engagement with all students and their families,
regardless of their background. Schools must foster environ-
ments where parents feel welcomed and valued, thereby pro-
moting a stronger sense of belonging among students. This
entails creating easy-to-access services for diverse family com-
munities, accommodating different languages, and establishing
a strong network of institutions in the long term that supports
the community, such as migrant organizations, multicultural
professionals and other schools in the area. Especially schools
in low SES areas need targeted interventions that facilitate
better communication strategies with parents. Translating
school information in an easy-to-understand version of the
main language or preparing teachers and parents to work with
Al-assisted translation software may be first steps to ease the
contact between schools and families. Furthermore, offering
flexible meeting hours that consider the work schedules of
parents in less affluent neighborhoods or changing the com-
munication tools to an online platform are additional solutions
to improve home-to-school contact. Regarding teachers, there is
a need for professional teacher training that enhances their
skills in engaging with diverse families. Training should focus
on three dimensions (Ehrke et al. 2020): (1) awareness-
understanding the socioeconomic challenges faced by families,
(2) knowledge—intercultural competence and (3) action -
testing and developing effective communication strategies.
Overall, our study contributes to the understanding of how
structural and individual levels influence home-to-school con-
tact and emphasizes the need for context-specific strategies to
promote diverse and supportive school communities.

6 | Conclusion

Our study provides valuable insights into the complexities of
home-to-school contact in the German educational context,
particularly concerning SES and language. The findings suggest
that while schools in high SES neighborhoods exhibit more
robust communication strategies, there is a need for targeted
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support in schools in low SES neighborhoods to bridge the
communication gap and reduce educational disparities.
Addressing these disparities is crucial to improve home-to-
school contact on student outcomes and to foster a more
equitable educational environment in the long term.
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