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W E L C O M EGreetings! Please accept my heartfelt thanks for agreeing to participate in an 

important initiative focused on advancing the scientific foundation for family-school 

partnerships.  This working meeting, Research on Family-School Partnerships: 

An Interdisciplinary Examination of the State of the Science and Critical Needs, 

is sponsored by the Nebraska Center for Research on Children, Youth, Families 

and Schools (CYFS), with partial support through a grant awarded by the National 

Science Foundation. CYFS is particularly proud to welcome you to Omaha, 

Nebraska for what will be an intensive and provocative working meeting on 

research issues and agendas.  Collectively, the group convening in Omaha on 

September 20 and 21 represents some of the most prolific, influential researchers 

in the field, and we anticipate a rich and meaningful discussion culminating in the 

articulation of an important research agenda and plans for continued dialogue, 

dissemination, and research productivity.

In the following pages you will find material intended to orient you to the work we 

will begin together on September 20. Please review this information carefully as it 

will help to introduce our goals, plans, and framework.  Importantly, please read 

the enclosed thematic paper, Future Directions for Family-School Partnerships 

Research, as it represents both the excellent contributions already made by some 

of you, and the structural framework by which the meeting will be organized.  

Please also take some time to think about (and even respond to) the thought 

questions interspersed throughout the paper.  In part, these questions will guide 

the discussions at the meeting.  Considering the issues in advance and taking the 

opportunity to form initial thoughts and opinions, will ensure that your best thinking 

will become part of the agenda.

 

Given the complex needs and issues associated with advancing a new research 

agenda for the field, we envision this time together not as a static and time-limited 

meeting, but rather the beginning of collaborative, dynamic partnerships.  We 

W E L C O M E

propose the development of an interdisciplinary working group, the Interdisciplinary 

Alliance for Partnerships Research (IAPR), to define the energy and synergy that our 

work will create and the products (e.g., edited texts, chapters and papers, symposia, 

grant proposals, research studies) that will surely result.  We look forward to your ideas 

and input about the form and direction for this group in the future. 

To say that I am excited to begin this work with you would be an understatement.  

Please join me in thinking big and envisioning an exciting future for research on family-

school partnerships, and their potential to make a significant difference in the lives of the 

children and youth about whom we all care deeply. 

 						                        Sue Sheridan
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This working meeting is intended to launch numerous important and meaningful 
collaborative activities to advance the scientific foundation (both conceptual and 
empirical) related to family-school partnerships. As such, the meeting is the first of 
several events and opportunities for researchers to work together in new and exciting 
ways through the generation and execution of innovative research lines. The specific 
purposes of this interdisciplinary meeting are to foster linkages among researchers, 
identify what is known and not known in the field of family-school partnerships, create 
common understandings, and explore areas that are impeding progress in the field. 

The central goals of this working meeting and associated activities are numerous and 
ambitious.  The choice to focus on the issues below was made in response to a series 
of telephone interviews conducted with leaders in the field of family-school partnerships 
(see the thematic paper, Future Directions for Family-School Partnerships Research, for 
a summary).  At the meeting, we will act on the following issues through presentations, 
discussions, and focused questions:

This meeting represents a dynamic, interactive forum for creating new directions in 
the area of family-school partnerships research.  Thus, the best outcomes will be 
achieved when all participants contribute freely, openly, and critically.  Many of us 
have thought for a long time – over a career – about challenges and opportunities 
to advance the scientific bases for this line of work.  This working meeting is the 
starting place for specifying important conceptual, structural, procedural, and 
methodological needs and directions.  To fully advantage ourselves and maximize 
our time together, it will be essential that participants be willing to think about 
issues in advance, vocalize their best ideas, and make thoughtful contributions 
regarding important next steps that will formulate a research agenda for the field.  

Beyond time at the meeting, to fully experience the power and potential of our 
collective knowledge, wisdom, and expertise, we will benefit from ongoing dialogue 
and action.  We envision the publication of edited proceedings, presentations of 
papers or symposia, and research grant proposals and studies conducted by 
interdisciplinary, nationally defined teams.  We hope you will join us in these 
ambitious, achievable goals. 

P U R P O S E

P U R P O S E ,  G O A L S  A N D  E X P E C TAT I O N S

I N T E R D I S C I P L I N A R Y  A L L I A N C E  F O R  P A R T N E R S H I P S  R E S E A R C H

G O A L S

What are family-school partnerships?

How do family-school partnerships 
work?

Under what conditions do family-school 
partnerships work?

How do we put research-based family-
school partnerships into practice?

How do we best capture family-school 
partnerships and how they work?

What do we need to do next?
 

How do we carry this research agenda 
forward?

CENTRAL ISSUES TO ADDRESS         ACTION PLAN FOR WORKING MEETING

E X P E C TAT I O N S

Move toward developing an agreed upon definition of 
family-school partnerships.

Delineate a preliminary framework outlining the 
processes by which family-school partnerships affect 
children’s academic and social-emotional functioning.

Explore the influence of contextual variables (e.g., 
culture, geography) on family-school partnerships 
and the process by which they operate.

Identify research needs and challenges associated 
with the translation of evidence-based partnership 
models to field settings.

Highlight methods for measuring and modeling the 
effects of family-school partnerships.

Form a national research agenda to enhance 
empirical and scientific understandings of variables 
and outcomes associated with family-school 
partnerships.

Establish the Interdisciplinary Alliance for 
Partnerships Research (IAPR) to unite researchers 
from diverse disciplines to carry the goals of this 
meeting into the future.
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Future Directions for Family-School Partnerships Research: 
A Synopsis from Interviews with Experts

Compiled by Carrie Semke, Elizabeth A. Moorman, and Susan M. Sheridan

What are the important next steps that need to be taken to advance research in 
the area of family-school partnerships?  What are the challenges associated with 
this area of research?  These questions weighed on our minds as we began to 
organize this working meeting on family-school partnerships.  As we pondered 
these issues, we realized that the best place to seek answers to these questions 
was from individuals grappling with these concerns every day in their own research.  
Thus, we conducted telephone interviews with eight prominent scholars in the field 
of family-school partnerships: Sandra Christenson, University of Minnesota; Eric 
Dearing, Boston College; Joyce Epstein, Johns Hopkins University; Nancy Hill, 
Harvard University; Kathleen Hoover-Dempsey, Vanderbilt University; Karen Mapp, 
Harvard University; Brent McBride, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; and 
Robert Pianta, University of Virginia.  In addition to the questions listed above, we 
asked what these researchers viewed as the central issues or topics in family-
school partnerships research, contextual issues in need of more attention, and 
challenges associated with translating research on family-school partnerships into 
policy and practice.

Not surprisingly, there was substantial overlap among the issues these scholars 
raised.  Although there was variability as well, three central themes emerged from 
these discussions.  First, researchers expressed a need to arrive at a consensus 
definition of family-school partnerships.  Second, processes or pathways by 
which family-school partnerships contribute to student growth and learning were 
identified as in need of study.  Finally, scholars expressed needs and challenges 
associated with intervention research aimed at putting family-school partnerships 
research into practice.  Each of these themes was infused with an emphasis on the 
need for advances in measurement and development of advanced statistical and 
methodological techniques to capture the complexity of family-school partnership 
processes and outcomes, as well as the importance of issues of context (e.g., 
culture, development, setting, and systems).

In order to identify research themes and advance further work in the field 

of family-school partnerships, we interviewed eight prominent researchers 

who have made substantial theoretical and empirical contributions on 

family-school partnerships. These scholars generously donated their time 

to offer their thoughts on research needs and challenges associated with 

this area.  As a first step toward preparing for the working meeting, we 

ask that you read this article and contemplate the corresponding 

thought questions before you arrive. There is space to jot down ideas 

that resonate as you read this piece. A central ingredient to the success 

of this meeting will be the thoughts that you bring with you, particularly as 

they relate to the identified thematic issues. We hope this article will aid 

you in that process.

THEMATIC PAPER & THOUGHT QUESTIONS
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We took each of these themes and translated them into a structure for the meet-
ing. Below we discuss the most consistent and salient ideas put forth during the 
interviews. Please use these summaries as an opportunity to reflect on your own 
views of these issues and as a starting point for our discussions at the upcoming 
working meeting.

What are family-school partnerships? 

The majority of interviewees mentioned that there is a lack of consensus among 
scholars regarding the definition of family-school partnerships.  “If you talk about 
family-school partnerships and put 20 people around the table, you get 20 different 
definitions and you get 20 different things that ought to be in the same definition,” 
said Robert Pianta.  Similarly, Kathleen Hoover-Dempsey stated, “Parent involve-
ment that makes a difference comes in many forms.”  Indeed, the diversity of ways 
that individuals conceptualize family-school partnerships is reflected in the many 
terms that the interviewees used to refer to these notions: school-family partner-
ships, family involvement, home-school collaboration, parental involvement, etc.  
Many scholars voiced the need to find common ground in our definitions in order 
to move the field forward.  Sandra Christenson, in response to what she views 
as the central issues in family-school partnerships research, noted that, “We are 
plagued by lack of consensus on a definition.” Brent McBride seconded that notion 
by stating, “There needs to be a more consistent way in which we conceptualize 
partnerships and define it.” 

Some individuals went further to advocate a move toward relational definitions of 
family-school partnerships.  “Parent involvement is far more than having an open 
house and sending home report cards and periodically doing conferences.  A part-
nership involves a relationship,” said Hoover-Dempsey.  She added, “Family-school 
relationships are really something where we have to emphasize the relationships 
factor and the creation of partnerships.  In the true meaning of the word ‘partner-
ship’ you have two participatory, co-controlling partners.” Christenson hearkened 
back to ecological models, referring to family-school relationships as “the best il-
lustration that we have right now, probably, of really using systems theory, of really 
going back to Bronfenbrenner then and really saying, ‘Hey, wait a minute, we have 
a mesosystem.  The relationship’s there.  This is a very important relationship.’”
Scholars further indicated the ways in which a lack of agreement on how to con-

ceptualize family-school partnerships is limiting our progress.  First, a 
lack of consensus on a definition makes it challenging to synthesize 
what we know from existing research.  “It is very difficult to compare find-
ings across different studies when they have been using different ways 
to operationalize what they mean when they are talking about partner-
ship activities” said McBride.  Second, this lack of consensus can get in 
the way of translating research to practice. For instance, Christenson 
indicated that “Different studies define it so differently and until we can 
get some clarity, how can we expect our parents and teachers to even 
define it.” Third, lack of consensus on a definition leads to measurement 
problems.  For example, family-school partnerships may not look the 
same across development, and, therefore, may be difficult to concep-
tualize at different points in development.  “A highly involved parent in 
elementary, then middle, and then high school may look very different 
even though there is an underlying continuity in being highly involved.  
It is difficult to capture that while the actual observable construct of how 
they are involved changes” said Eric Dearing.  

So then, how do we measure partnerships? As McBride noted, “We 
need to move away from just these simple clicks-and-ticks approaches 
to measuring partnership activities, like how many conferences did you 
go to with the child’s teacher? Or, how many school-based activities did 
you attend in the past? That is a very limited way of assessing partner-
ships and I think we need to push the field to go into more depth as to 
what is really going on with these activities.” Pianta further noted the 
“need to define real concrete examples of activities and then be able 
to put those on some kind of metric, in a sense, so you can see where 
there’s progress and traction.” Indeed, such “traction” is necessary, as 
Joyce Epstein pointed out, “Family involvement is a really vast topic.  
When people talk about school improvement, child development, and 
student learning, there is a family involvement and community connec-
tion component hiding in these and every aspect of school life, school 
work, school improvement, and children’s development.”

“IF YOU TALK ABOUT 

FAMILY-SCHOOL 

PARTNERSHIPS AND PUT 

20 PEOPLE AROUND 

THE TABLE, YOU GET 20 

DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS 

AND YOU GET 20 

DIFFERENT THINGS THAT 

OUGHT TO BE IN THE 

SAME DEFINITION,” SAID 

ROBERT PIANTA.
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Thought Questions:

(a)  How are family-school partnerships conceptualized at various points in 
development? In other words, how do we best capture differences in family-school 
partnerships across development?

(b)  How does the construct of relationship (mesosystem) contribute to our 
understanding of family-school partnerships? How is the dyadic relationship 
conceptualized in family-school partnerships?

(c)  How can we utilize the most innovative methodological techniques to improve 
our measurement of family-school partnerships?

(d)  What are one to two issues that still need to be explored or refined in our 
attempt to define the construct of family-school partnerships?

How do family-school partnerships contribute to children’s growth and 
learning?

Interviewees also addressed the need to identify the processes by which family-school 
partnerships operate to create important child outcomes.  Scholars voiced the importance 
of understanding more fully why families and schools choose to partner.  Hoover-Dempsey 
stressed the need for “accessing some of the psychological mechanisms that help explain 
why parents are involved or not involved.” Dearing further highlighted this gap by stating 
“We still know very little about how those thoughts, and beliefs, and internal psychological 
variables that parents have are translated or not translated into behavior within the home or 
outside of the home.” He went on to say, “This is a black box issue between the ways parents 
think and feel about education, their children, and their own abilities to be involved, and how 
that gets translated into action.” In addition, interviewees highlighted the need to understand 
how the benefits of family-school partnerships are transmitted to children.  Hoover-Dempsey 
stated, “What’s really important in parent involvement is not so much the specific activity 
that the parents are engaging with the student, but rather… How does the involvement get 
into the kid?  How does it happen that the parents’ involvement has some impact on the 
students’ learning?” She went on to add, “We need to understand how kids are processing 
what parents are doing before you can fully understand how and why it is having an impact 
on their learning – or why it’s not having an impact on their learning.”

However, uncovering these pathways can be challenging due to their complexity.  For 
instance, interviewees were unanimous in their assessment of the importance of context.  
“Context is huge.  Context matters a lot and I think this is the whole debate around the impact 
of context.  That is something that definitely has to be discussed or considered,” said Karen 
Mapp.  Similarly, Dearing stated, “The contexts that homes and schools are embedded in 
are critically important to understanding the role of family educational involvement.  Context 
is a critical piece of the story.” What also emerged from the interviews was the multi-faceted 
nature of context.  As Epstein expressed, “You can talk about this topic by grade level.  We 
must understand what involvement activities are appropriate for children’s learning and 
development in infancy, preschool, elementary, middle, and high school.  You can talk 
about it by family background.  We must understand what involvement activities will assist 
parents with very little formal education, a fair amount of formal education, advanced formal 
education, and those who do and do not speak English at home.  There are many ways to 
understand, study, and implement family and community involvement.”  

T H E M AT I C  P A P E R  &  T H O U G H T  Q U E S T I O N S 
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Several influential aspects of context emerged from the interviews.  Pianta stressed the 
importance of culture in these processes, stating “Partnerships have to be very, very 
embedded in the culture.  Whether it’s urban, whether it’s rural, or whether it’s suburban.  
These things drive off of culture.  They operate within the culture, they try to steer the culture, 
they try to organize cultures together.” Several scholars touched on the developmental 
context within which partnership activities take place.  “Sometimes people have trouble 
shifting how our families and schools should interact as a function of students’ development.  
So you can get to middle school and we’re still treating kids like they’re in elementary school 
when in fact we probably should be very concerned at that point about the choices kids 
are making and giving the students some autonomy,” said Christenson about family-school 
partnerships across development.  Epstein pointed out the need for future research in this 
area, particularly at transitional points in development, “When kids move from preschool to 
elementary, elementary to middle, middle to high – those are danger points for family and 
community involvement to decline.” Several researchers also emphasized the importance 
of neighborhood and community context.  Nancy Hill stated, “Neighborhood context and the 
extent to which schools are part of a community and the extent to which families feel that the 
school is part of their community [are important contextual influences].  So, for example, we 
think about policies to assure diversity of various types in schools, tend to use bussing and 
other kinds of districting to create these diverse schools, but it often advantages some groups 
and disadvantages other groups in terms of feeling like they’re going to a neighborhood 
school.  And that’s going to have an impact on how welcome parents feel, how easy it is for 
parents to access the school and access the teachers.”  

The complexity of process issues also emerged via methodological considerations.  Many 
scholars noted the need to advance our methods to match the intricacy of these processes.  
“What we need to do is examine some of these things over time, and not satisfy yourself 
with those things that we have been able to do so far which are, perhaps, short-term or 
cross-sectional comparisons, but pretty much correlational with a little bit looking towards 
mediational analyses to see how some variables in the model mediate the impact of others,” 
noted Hoover-Dempsey.  Dearing also commented, “Where do we go in terms of trying to 
understand the really complex reciprocal processes, not just between parents and children, 
but when we add the triangle of the school? And understanding what economists call positive 
and negative feedback loops that we hope are occurring to promote achievement?  But I 
don’t think that, even with some of the more sophisticated path analyses, that we are really 
able to demonstrate that yet.”

Thought Questions:

(a)  Where do geography (urban, rural issues) and culture fit in conceptual 
frameworks for researching family-school partnerships?

(b)  How can we utilize the most innovative methodological techniques to better 
understand these complex processes and influences?

(c)  What are one to two issues that still need to be explored or refined in efforts to 
discern/uncover mechanisms of effects?

(d)  What are one to two issues that still need to be explored or refined in efforts to 
understand the role of context? 

T H E M AT I C  P A P E R  &  T H O U G H T  Q U E S T I O N S 

I N T E R D I S C I P L I N A R Y  A L L I A N C E  F O R  P A R T N E R S H I P S  R E S E A R C H

11 | 12



What are needs and challenges associated with translating evidence-based 
practices into applied field settings?

Interviewees also stressed the importance of more intervention work in this area.  As 
Christenson stated, “We simply need more intervention studies.” Such research is often 
quite complicated, given that family-school partnerships are often embedded among other 
components of intervention programs, frequently making it difficult to determine the unique 
effect of partnership activities.  As Christenson stated, “I think we have lots of discrete 
programs that have a family involvement component and we can’t isolate the effect of the 
family involvement.  I think that’s a critical point that plagues the research base in this field.” 
Mapp added, “We know a lot about the impact of family engagement on development, but in 
terms of looking at practices and initiatives and [their] impact on student outcomes and other 
things, we don’t have as much current data as we’d like.”

In addition to the need for more intervention research, interviewees highlighted the 
challenges associated with putting such programs in place.  “Implementation is everything,” 
stated Epstein as she expressed the importance of applying research findings on school-
family-community partnerships to real-world settings.  Many interviewees identified multiple 
implementation challenges associated with effective translation from research to practice, 
including school culture and system readiness, fidelity, and sustainability.  For example, 
Mapp touched on systemic challenges, “I do think that we have to start to present the data 
or talk about this as a systemic reform.  One of the sayings that our group [National Family, 
School, and Community Engagement Working Group] has picked up on is we sometimes 
study random acts of family engagement; we’re not really looking at systemic strategies.  
To move this agenda forward we’re going to have to be pushing a more systemic look at 
family and community engagement, district-level, system-level strategies.” Epstein pointed 
out concerns about the sustainability of partnership programs, “Sustainability is a huge 
challenge.  The organization of schools and districts in the real world is in constant flux.  
People leave, people move, people get promoted, people retire.  Just as they are building 
expertise, they may disappear from view.  Consequently, the sustainability of partnership 
programs is difficult.  Good research and well-implemented practice isn’t enough.  It really 
takes persistent attention and investments on both sides.  On the research side, it is always 
about picking the right next question, and on the practical side it is about intentional leaders 
who say, ‘Yes, we want this to be a sustainable program.’”

It was also clear that there are multiple issues that still need to be explored or refined in  
understanding how to move research into practice.  For example, Mapp shared, “I think 

the biggest challenge is that in many cases in our research institutions we don’t 
value the voice of practitioners.  So unless we put together more sort of cross-role, 
cross-functional teams when we do this research we’ll continue to report it in a way 
that it doesn’t ever reach the field.” Pianta called for a set of clear, research-based 
indicators to improve family-school partnerships, “We haven’t got a very clearly 
defined set of indicators and evidence of traction in ways that actually translates 
into better outcomes for kids.  We all say this stuff works and I think we do that with 
a fair amount of confidence in the fact that there is evidence for that in cases and 
communities and centered around individuals who are good at this.  But I think in 
terms of translating that into a real science that then says, ‘Hey look, we know these 
things from these studies and these are the five key indicators and you can do these 
things to make progress on this stuff.’  We don’t have that.” 

Research-based methods to train school personnel were also identified as an area of 
future need to effectively and sustainably translate research to practice.  Christenson 
discussed this issue from a systemic perspective, “Family-school partnerships, that’s 
not owned by school psychology or it’s not owned by principals, or it’s not owned by 
teachers.  It truly is all of the personnel and if we’re going to impact training efforts, 
which is something that is tremendously needed.  People believe in these, and they 
want to partner with families but they don’t necessarily know how and we don’t have 
a good infrastructure for training.  If we want to have a major impact we have to 
be working, I believe, at our state departments of education and then somehow 
we have to interface back at the federal level.  And the more we can be doing at 
the federal level the better.”  Similarly, McBride commented on training programs 
for teachers, “Teacher education, or teacher prep programs, there is so much that 
most state boards of education try to cram into them, and there is limited flexibility 
on how you can help prepare future educators to work with families.  As we think 
about better preparing teachers for facilitating home-school partnerships, we have 
to educate future teachers about what families really look like, how do they function, 
what roles do members of the family play, how do you establish relationships and 
communication patterns with families?”
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Thought Questions:

(a)  What are research needs related to school culture and system readiness, fidelity, and 
sustainability?

(b)  How do we isolate the effects of family-school partnerships from other aspects of 
intervention programs?

(c)  What methods do we have or new techniques do we need to address translation and 
scale up?

(d)  What are one to two issues that still need to be explored or refined in understanding 
how to move research on family-school partnerships into practice?

What Next?

Each of us may have an individual answer to the question of “what next” and we 
hope this working meeting will provide the context for leading researchers in the 
field to develop a cohesive agenda setting forth next steps for research in the area 
of family-school partnerships.  We expect these interviews will provide a common 
frame for our discussions at the working meeting.  It is clear from these interviews 
that we know a great deal about family-school partnerships, but that there is much 
more to learn.  We look forward to your attendance and participation at the meeting 
and thank you for your commitment to advancing the research in this field.
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The working meeting is hosted and sponsored in large part by the Nebraska Center for 
Research on Children, Youth, Families and Schools (CYFS).  CYFS is housed within 
the College of Education & Human Sciences at the University of Nebraska – Lincoln and 
recognized as a Program of Excellence by the University. Its mission is to advance the 
conduct of high quality interdisciplinary research to promote the intellectual, behavioral, 
and social-emotional development and functioning of individuals across educational, 
familial, and community contexts. Central to its mission are research efforts aimed at 
enhancing our understanding of how complex ecological systems work together to 
support the future of our nation. 

The goals of CYFS are to (1) build intellectual capital by contributing to the development, 
dissemination, and integration of the scientific knowledge base across research 
and applied settings; (2) facilitate the transfer of research findings into school and 
community settings to produce meaningful outcomes; (3) create, nurture, and develop 
an environment that will build capacity of researchers to conduct novel research; and (4) 
enhance the scope, quality, and impact of grant-supported interdisciplinary research.  

CYFS research infrastructure is well established to support the interdisciplinary 
research activities that define its scope and purpose.  Particularly noteworthy is the 
Statistics and Research Methods (SRM) Support Unit (J. Bovaird, Director).  The 
SRM Unit is designed to enhance the research capacity of social, behavioral, and 
educational scientists through the proliferation and utilization of cutting-edge statistical 
and methodological techniques as they relate to research on children, youth, families 
and schools.

Since its inception in 2003, CYFS researchers have received more than $40 million 
in extramural grants (with funding from agencies such as NIH, IES, NSF, and ACF).  
To date 49% of federal grants for which affiliates have applied have been funded, with 
approximately $23 returned to the University for every dollar it has invested. For more 
information and a synopsis of CYFS research activities, please visit cyfs.unl.edu.

We are very proud to welcome you to Omaha, Nebraska for this working meeting. 
Omaha is an exciting and dynamic city that will be an excellent backdrop to our 
work together. For more information on Omaha, please visit the Omaha Convention 
and Visitors website: www.visitomaha.com.

This working meeting is sponsored in part by a grant awarded to Drs. Sheridan, 
Kunz, Nugent, and Bovaird by the National Science Foundation (#0921266). The 
opinions expressed herein belong to the grantees and do not reflect those of the 
funding agency. 
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SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 2010

6:30 – 8:30 p.m.	 Pre-Conference Kick-off Dinner
		  Welcome Remarks, Dr. Susan Sheridan
		  Opening Comments, Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik			 
		  Embassy Suites, Council Bluffs A

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 2010

8:30 – 9:00 a.m.	 Welcome, Overview, and Introductions
		  Dr. Susan Sheridan
		  Embassy Suites, Riverfront Ballroom – Elkhorn A and B

Session 1: Conceptualizing and Defining Family-School Partnerships for Research
	 Embassy Suites, Riverfront Ballroom Elkhorn A and B

	 Goal: Gain clarity around a definitional and conceptual framework for family-	
	 school partnerships and identify gaps in research that preclude the scientific 	
	 advancement for research on family-school partnerships.

9:00 – 10:45 a.m.	 Panel Presentations
	 	 Dr. Joyce Epstein, Johns Hopkins University
		  Dr. Carl Dunst, Orelena Hawks Puckett Institute
		  Dr. John Fantuzzo, University of Pennsylvania
		  Discussant, Dr. Robert Crosnoe, University of Texas at Austin

10:45 – 11:30 a.m.	 Small group discussion

11:30 – 12:15 p.m.	 Reporting out and facilitated discussion

12:15 – 1:00 p.m. 	 Luncheon
		  Embassy Suites, Riverfront Ballroom – Elkhorn A and B

Session 2: Researching Salient Pathways and Contexts for Family-School Partnerships
	 Embassy Suites, Riverfront Ballroom Elkhorn A and B 

	 Goal: To identify potential process and contextual variables by which family-	
	 school partnerships operate to create important child outcomes.

1:00 – 2:45 p.m.	 Panel Presentations
	 	 Dr. Kathleen Hoover-Dempsey, Vanderbilt University
		  Dr. Eva Pomerantz, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
		  Dr. Nancy Hill, Harvard University
		  Dr. Deborah Bandalos, James Madison University
		  Discussant, Dr. Eric Dearing, Boston College

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 2010 CONTINUED

2:45 – 3:30 p.m.	 Small group discussion

3:30 – 4:15 p.m.	 Reporting out and facilitated discussion

4:15 – 4:45 p.m.	 Summary and Review of Plans for Day 2
		  Dr. Susan Sheridan

5:00 p.m.		 Dinner on your own

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2010

Session 3: Understanding Translation of Research to Practice
	 Embassy Suites, Riverfront Ballroom – Elkhorn A and B

	 Goal: To identify research needs and challenges associated with the 		
	 translation of evidence-based partnership models to field settings.

8:00 – 9:45 a.m.	 Panel Presentations
		  Dr. Susan Sheridan, University of Nebraska – Lincoln
		  Dr. Steven Sheldon, Johns Hopkins University
		  Dr. Elizabeth Stormshak, University of Oregon			 
		  Dr. James Bovaird, University of Nebraska – Lincoln
		  Discussant, Dr. Ann Kaiser, Vanderbilt University

9:45 – 10:30 a.m.	 Small group discussion

10:30 – 11:15 a.m.	 Reporting out and facilitated discussion

11:15 – 12:30 p.m.	 Summary of Meeting and Next Steps 

12:30 p.m. 	 Farewells and Adjourn	
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