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Abstract: This study explores homework practices and perceptions among Slovenian
fourth-grade students and their parents, using data from PIRLS 2021 and national additions.
Homework remains a contentious topic, often debated in terms of necessity and impact.
The study examines the degree of parental involvement in their children’s homework,
focusing on its association with family socioeconomic status (SES) and students’ reading
achievement, as well as the students’ attitudes towards homework. A mixed-methods
approach was employed, combining quantitative analyses from reading tests and contex-
tual questionnaires with qualitative insights from open-ended parental responses. The
results show that most Slovenian parents actively assist their children with homework, yet
frequent involvement correlates with lower reading scores, potentially reflecting increased
support for struggling students. Parental motivations emphasize educational purposes,
such as reinforcement of knowledge and monitoring progress, and developmental goals
like fostering work habits and confidence. Among students, attitudes towards homework
are generally positive, with many acknowledging its instructional benefits. However, a
significant portion find homework boring or excessive, which negatively correlates with
achievement. The study highlights disparities linked to SES, with students from higher SES
families demonstrating greater independence and more favorable attitudes. These findings
underscore the need for balanced homework practices that consider quality over quantity,
individualization in design, and collaborative communication with parents. Implications
for policy include fostering autonomy and reducing SES-based inequalities.

Keywords: homework; students; parents; reading literacy; PIRLS 2021

1. Introduction
Although homework plays a significant role in children’s learning environments

(especially for elementary school children) and studies have yielded even contradictory
findings regarding its effects, there is still a lack of research into pupils’ and parents’ views
on the purpose and practice of homework, indicating a clear need for further investigation
(Holte, 2016).

This study explored the role of homework in student achievement, student percep-
tions on its utility, and students’ attitudes towards homework, as well as the help they
receive from their parents/guardians in Slovenia, leveraging PIRLS 2021 data and national
additions. It provides insights regarding the multifaceted relationships between homework,
socioeconomic status (SES), academic achievement (reading literacy), and students’ and
parents attitudes towards homework. Understanding these relationships is crucial for edu-
cators, policymakers, and researchers, as they highlight the need for equitable educational
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practices and targeted interventions. Also, some literature suggests that when students’
learning preferences are acknowledged in homework, their performance, productivity, and
attitudes improve, highlighting the importance of teacher–student dialogue to enhance
homework effectiveness (Minotti, 2005; Khonamri & Pavlikova, 2020). However, home-
work is not only a matter between teacher and student. Parental involvement broadly
includes support for children’s social, emotional, and academic development, ranging
from homework help to school presence, though some aspects—like expectations—may
reflect underlying factors rather than directly influencing achievement (Castro et al., 2015).
While homework offers clear benefits for students within the educational system, research
presents mixed evidence concerning its impact on academic achievement (Cheraghi &
Rahimi, 2024). Research over recent decades highlights both positive and negative effects of
traditional homework. While it can enhance self-efficacy, planning skills, and school engage-
ment, it may also lead to stress, procrastination, and academic pressure—especially when
poorly balanced in amount or difficulty (Magalhães et al., 2020), including frequency of
homework. Stronger homework–achievement correlations were found in grades 7–12 and
when students reported time spent on homework compared to parents’ reports, while
no strong links were found based on outcome type or subject area (Cooper et al., 2006);
however, there are many different perspectives and attributes to homework that needs to
be considered when trying to assess its value. These include (i) exogenous factors, such as
students’ characteristics (ability, motivation, and study habits), subject matter, and grade
level; (ii) assignment characteristics (for example, amount, purpose, social context, skill
area, completion deadline, etc.); (iii) initial classroom factors; (iv) home community factors
(home environment and others’ involvement—including parents); (v) classroom follow-up
(e.g., feedback, use in class discussion); and (vi) outcomes or effects (including positive
academic effects and positive parental/family effects, but also negative effects, such as
cheating, parental interference, and many others) (Cooper et al., 2006). In addition, the
effects are most probably non-linear (non-causal). However, we can better understand these
relationships as part of a cycle, not as a linear process. For example, taking into considera-
tion two main perspectives of our study, namely, parental and student attitudes, Trautwein
et al.’s (2006) conceptualization of the model from these two perspectives—parental and
student (although there are several other perspectives in their model)—shows that the
role of parents in their homework model means academic expectations and interest in
school, parent–child communication about school, parental attitudes regarding homework,
quantity of homework help (frequency of help, frequency of control, time spent), and
quality of homework help (provision of help, unwanted help, content, and pedagogical
knowledge of parents), while in the same model, students’ characteristics (such as gender,
cognitive abilities, conscientiousness) as well as students’ level dimension (perception of
homework characteristics such as quality, control, adaptivity) are important. However,
there is very important interconnectedness between different parameters in the model. Dif-
ferent authors have already pointed out that their model is dynamic, incorporating feedback
mechanisms—such as the idea that greater homework effort boosts achievement, which
then likely influences parental support, teacher homework practices, students’ perception
of homework quality, and their motivation (ibid.). As another example, Valle et al. (2016)
explain that students who are motivated to learn tend to approach homework with greater
depth and manage their time effectively, which leads them to complete more homework
and achieve better results. We discuss the key findings and their possible implications
in our article, focusing on several, but not all dimensions, such as the role of parents in
homework assistance, the educational versus developmental (socialization) functions of
homework, students’ and parents/guardians’ general reports relating to homework, and
especially the association between those attitudes (co)related to reading achievements and
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the SES of the families of students. Therefore, these findings could enrich the understanding
that homework is not a neutral task but one deeply entangled with contextual, motivational,
and equity-related factors that is associated with learning outcomes. It needs to be noted
that our results are relevant for grade 4 students for homework that includes reading.
Homework is a much-discussed topic in Slovenia. If educators and researchers in the field
of education are convinced that the benefits of homework are obvious, in society or in
everyday debates we often question not only its function but also discuss that homework
may not even be needed, that families are too busy with it, that students are overwhelmed
by homework, etc. There are also frequent reports that successful education systems “do
not know” homework. The latter has been repeatedly proven to be a myth (Klemencic
Mirazchiyski, 2023). One of the large-scale student assessments that proves this myth is
actually the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), from which data are
used for our article, but we mainly use data from national additions.

Homework allows teachers to extend instruction and assess student learning. The
assignment of homework varies between and within countries. Teachers who assign
homework can discuss it in class and provide feedback. Since 2001, PIRLS has surveyed
teachers on how often they assign reading homework and the time expected for completion.
In 2011, PIRLS also began asking about how homework is used (Mullis et al., 2019).

The analysis within the European Union (EU) contexts of participating coun-
tries/educational systems in PIRLS 2021 shows that when asking teachers “How often do
children have to read something for homework (for any subject)?” and “How much time
do teachers generally expect students to spend on homework that involves reading (for
any subject) assigned by them?”, Slovenia does not deviate from the EU average, and this
refutes the statement that there is no homework in other educational systems in the EU
(Klemencic Mirazchiyski, 2023).

However, if we focus on the homework itself, we can identify four main dimensions—the
purpose, effect, characteristics (homework design), and homework evaluation—which repre-
sents also our analytical model for this article, including the point of parents’ and students’ at-
titudes toward the homework. Homework dimensions (adapted from Žakelj & Ivanuš-Grmek,
2010, pp. 86–96, 103–104 (except for the evaluation); Vatterott, 2018; Griffin & Townsley, 2022)
are therefore as follows:

1. Purpose—the purpose of homework can be divided into three main goals:

a. for strengthening knowledge, including repeating the learning unit, deepening
the knowledge, expanding knowledge, systematizing knowledge, knowledge
transfer, and applying knowledge in new situations;

b. to prepare for a new learning unit, such as engaging with new material before
it is taught in class;

c. for independent learning—when students work on part or all of a new learning
unit by themselves.

2. Effects—homework has several potential effects on students, including students’
achievement (improvements in academic performance); independence and responsi-
bility (development of self-discipline and accountability); participation in the learning
process (encouragement of active engagement); personal development (fostering
skills like time management and perseverance); and connecting school and family
(strengthening communication and involvement of families in learning).

3. Characteristics—the design of homework tasks includes time (how much time stu-
dents are expected to spend); frequency (how often homework is assigned per week);
help needed (whether assistance is required or the task is meant to be independent);
learning aids (tools or resources students may use); and the type of task determined
by the purpose (e.g., practice, exploration, preparation).
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4. Evaluation—the evaluation of homework involves feedback (providing students with
responses to their work); monitoring (tracking homework completion and effort); and
assessment (evaluating the quality or correctness of the homework) (ibid.).

This framework illustrates that homework is a multifaceted educational tool, impact-
ing not only academic outcomes but also students’ personal growth and the connection
between school and home environments. And all of this can be studied from four stake-
holder perspectives: national/school policies, teachers, pupils, and parents.

1.1. Purpose, Research Questions, and Contributions of the Article

The purpose of this article is to investigate fourth-grade student attitudes towards
reading homework and the help they receive from their parents or guardians. More
specifically, the aim of the article is to answer the following research questions:

• R1: How much do parents/guardians help with homework at grade 4 in Slovenia, and
does the amount of help correlate with the family socioeconomic status (SES) and why
they are helping their children?

• R2: What are the attitudes towards homework amongst fourth-grade students in
Slovenia and do these attitudes correlate with reading achievements and the student
family SES?

The article makes several significant contributions to the field of education research,
particularly in understanding attitudes toward homework and its impact in Slovenia,
as follows:

1. Insights into Parental Involvement and SES

The study examines how often parents or guardians help grade 4 students in Slovenia
with homework and how this relates to SES. It highlights potential SES-based disparities in
support, offering insights for policies and practices aimed at reducing educational inequality.

2. Students’ Attitudes Toward Homework

The study explores students’ attitudes toward homework and how these relate to
reading achievement and SES. This helps assess whether homework benefits are equitable
and informs better homework practices to enhance student achievement and satisfaction.

3. Representative Sample and New Insights

Using a representative sample, the study provides generalizable findings and sheds
light on understudied aspects of homework practices (in Slovenia), which can advance the
academic discourse and fill gaps in the literature.

4. Implications for Homework Policy and Practice

The findings can guide educators (practitioners) and policymakers in designing more
effective homework policies, such as providing guidance on how parents can support their
children. By addressing SES disparities, the article has the potential to inform targeted
interventions that support students and families from lower SES backgrounds, contributing
to educational equity.

Overall, this article’s significance lies in its ability to shed light on the nuanced re-
lationship between homework, student attitudes, parental involvement, socioeconomic
factors, and reading achievement.

1.2. Evidence from Other Studies on Homework—Including Students’ and Parents’ Attitudes

Literature reviews on homework reveal different dimensions and perceptions when
thinking about homework. One level is looking from the national or school’s point of
view—is there a common homework policy at the national or school level or is homework
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an individual tool of each teacher? Furthermore, we can look at homework from the
teachers’ perspective. Students’ attitude to homework is another important level that is
intricately connected to the fourth level—parents’ perception.

1.2.1. Homework Policy

Schools deal with homework in different ways. Principals can lead the common school
homework policy or introduce government policy if there is one prepared. However, such
a strategic approach is rare since research show that principals wish for the following:

- more education about the homework;
- having homework more often on the meeting agendas to talk about strategies;
- more cooperation between principals, so that cross-pollination of ideas may improve

homework policies;
- that principals should emphasize and ensure that the role of teachers, parents, and

learners promotes homework as an effective element in teaching and learning and
that all stakeholders should play their part in making learners benefit from homework
(Ndebele, 2018, p. 9).

Principals are expected to be not only managers but also pedagogical leaders or leaders
for learning. Therefore, their perception of homework is important for their school. In fact,
teachers also often report the lack of standardized practices for homework assignments
across schools. They felt free to assign homework as they wished, without any formal
guidelines or obligations from the school or the responsible ministry of education. This
leads to inconsistencies in how homework is assigned and managed (Syla, 2023, p. 4).

If a common homework policy is one approach to homework, some may even try to
defend the no-homework policy. The findings from a study by Pfeiffer (2018) suggest that
the no-homework policy had a beneficial impact on students’ emotional and academic
experiences and family dynamics. However, the same study also identified several po-
tential disadvantages (Pfeiffer, 2018), including concerns about academic rigor, parental
dissatisfaction, the need for teacher adaptation, limited evidence of long-term benefits, and
variability in student needs. If a school discards homework, it will not be using a powerful
instructional tool (Marzano & Pickering, 2007).

To improve homework practices on the policy level, it is necessary to pay attention to
the following:

- professional development for teachers on the design and implementation of effective
homework assignments, as well as the importance of feedback and collaboration
with parents;

- addressing classroom challenges, such as large class sizes and time constraints;
- the need for a common policy by policymakers, teachers, and parents that should

guide homework, based on the data about the perception of students, teachers, and
parents regarding homework;

- the need for established standards for homework, focusing on purpose, the time
students should spend on it, the creation of assignments, and the provision of feedback;

- genuine cooperation with parents regarding homework (Ambrose & Shahid, 2023,
p. 324; Syla, 2023, pp. 9–10).

Such steps toward a structured and supportive environment for homework can benefit
students, teachers, and parents. Furthermore, this support can be offered by schools, with
daily homework assistance being an extracurricular offer, which is even more effective if it
addresses the specific needs of students in order to complement it and compensate for it
(Lilla & Schüpbach, 2021).
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1.2.2. Teachers’ Perspective

Teacher perspectives on homework have been widely studied, revealing that teachers
view homework as serving multiple purposes: reviewing and reinforcing material, fos-
tering personal development and responsibility, supporting academic achievement, and
promoting school–parent cooperation (Buyukalan & Altinay, 2018; Davidovitch & Yavich,
2017; Yıldız & Kılıç, 2020).

Fitzmaurice et al. (2020) identified that professional identity, expectations of others
(parents, colleagues), school policy (institutional guidelines), and cultural values in the
community and society influence teachers’ homework practices.

Some teachers believe involving parents is important, but they also encounter instances
of too much involvement from parents or undesired parental involvement (Buyukalan &
Altinay, 2018; Davidovitch & Yavich, 2017). If parents are well informed about how they
can help their children with homework, some problems may be avoided.

1.2.3. Parents’/Guardians’ Perspective

Parents’ perspective is closely connected to an attitude that their children have to
do homework and vice versa, children’s attitudes are closely connected to the attitude,
help, and amount of time parents use to support them with homework. Some parents
invest time and urge their children to prepare their homework (Davidovitch & Yavich,
2017). Studies show that if parents have high expectations for their children to do their
homework, then the children will do their daily homework more willingly. Furthermore, if
a parent’s engagement in a child’s education process increases, the student’s success in their
lessons increases (Deringöl, 2019; Goulet et al., 2023). However, it was noted that parents of
elementary school students are more engaged in their children’s education compared to
parents of secondary school students. The decrease in higher grades could also be due to
the increasing complexity of subjects (Deringöl, 2019).

According to Goulet et al. (2023), the home-based involvement can include four di-
mensions: parental expectations, parent–child communication, homework supervision,
and school-based involvement. Studies show that parental involvement was positively
associated with later student engagement, specifically parent–child communication and
homework supervision. Additionally, students from higher SES families reported higher
levels of school-based involvement from their parents (ibid.). Webb et al. (2022) empha-
size that economic hardship is strongly associated with school engagement, showing that
students from lower SES backgrounds are less likely to complete homework and often
exhibit lower academic motivation. This observation is supported by Hartas (2011), who
argues that parental involvement in education (among seven-year-old students in UK) is
influenced by SES, with children from disadvantaged backgrounds frequently receiving
limited academic support at home—negatively impacting their language, literacy, and
social development. However, the same study from Hartas (2011) showed, for instance,
that homework support and book reading did not have a significant association with chil-
dren’s language and literacy outcomes, even though a large proportion of parents regularly
participated in home learning support (Hartas, 2011, 2012, 2014). While homework offers
clear benefits for students within the educational system, research presents mixed evidence
concerning its impact on academic achievement (Cheraghi & Rahimi, 2024). Also, parental
involvement in homework is widely debated—some studies link it to improved achieve-
ment, while others suggest it may have little or even a negative impact (Hunnell-Leigh,
2017). Another meta-analysis shows that parental training improves homework completion,
reduces problems, and may boost academic performance in elementary school students,
while overall parental involvement correlates positively with achievement in elementary
and high school, but negatively in middle school—especially benefiting verbal over math
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outcomes, with rule-setting being the most effective strategy (Patall et al., 2008). Given
these mixed findings, teachers should consider assigning homework that enables effective
parental support (ibid.).

However, in today’s multicultural and multinational world, schools face challenges
such as language barriers that affect communication between teachers and students, among
teachers themselves, and between teachers and parents. Studies show that migrant parents
can have poor relations with the school due to their inability to speak the language of
the country where they live. Furthermore, this affects parents’ help with homework or
engaging in school activities (Bolat, 2021). However, help is considered necessary because
teachers alone cannot do everything, especially in the early years of the student’s academic
life. They need to provide indirect (creating a supportive home environment) and direct
help to their children, although regarding direct help, parents need to be careful that it does
not lead to excessive assistance that could undermine the child’s independence in learning
(Mahmoud, 2018).

1.2.4. Students’ Perspective

Students around the world are assigned homework. In some countries, there is a
strong culture of assigning homework; in others, they can even try or at least discuss the
possibility of the no-homework policy as projects. For students, it is especially important
that the homework is well prepared, interesting, and relevant to their learning (Rosário
et al., 2018). To mitigate the feelings of boredom and enhance their engagement with the
task, it is important for students to receive support from adults, have a feeling of control,
receive appraisals, and that the tasks are not under- or over-challenging (Raccanello et al.,
2022). For this to happen, in some studies, personalized homework based on students’ per-
formance showed a higher level of knowledge than those who received non-personalized
assignments. In order for teachers to be able to give personalized homework, they must
perform formative monitoring (Rodríguez-Martínez et al., 2023). Furthermore, studies
show that time spent on homework is a strong predictor of high attainment in exams
(Sammons et al., 2015). “Spending time on homework is likely to reflect both student
motivation and engagement, school policies and the priority teachers attach to encouraging
students to study at home (or provide opportunities after school), and parental attitudes
and support” (Sammons et al., 2015, p. 22). Furthermore, students whose parents have a
higher SES tend to spend more time doing homework (OECD, 2014).

It is important that children get feedback about the homework. However, the inclusion
of homework can create disparities in grading outcomes, particularly for disadvantaged
students from minority backgrounds or lower SES. Therefore, Griffin and Townsley (2022)
suggest that excluding homework from final grades could lead to more equitable grading
outcomes. Li et al. (2019) proposed a self-assessment-based homework model that encour-
ages active student engagement, reflection on learning, and a deeper understanding of
course material. With such an approach, a lack of engagement in homework correction can
be avoided, as studies show that students do not reflect on their mistakes or take steps for
improvement, as they overlook the comments provided by teachers (Ma & Wei, 2023).

To conclude, looking from the perspective of teachers, students, and parents, the
findings show that the teachers’ attitude is the most positive, followed by the student’s
attitude, and finally the parents’ attitudes (Davidovitch & Yavich, 2017, p. 106). How-
ever, recognizing the influence of both teacher and parental expectations is essential in
understanding how students develop their attitudes toward assigned homework. Simpson
(2021) highlights that teachers’ homework practices are shaped by their perceptions of
parental aspirations, pointing to a triangular dynamic involving parental expectations,
teacher practices, and student engagement.
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2. Materials and Methods
The present study employs both quantitative and qualitative approaches. Details

about the sample, the instruments and data used, and the data collection and preparation,
as well as the analyses conducted, are described below. In addition to quantitative methods
(which are representative of the target population in Slovenia, namely, grade 4 students), the
study incorporates a qualitative component through the coding of open-ended questions
(from the parents/guardians of the sampled students).

2.1. Sample and Data Collection

The PIRLS study uses a two-stage cluster sampling design: first, schools are sampled;
then, whole intact classes (i.e., clusters) within those schools (grade 4) are selected, as the
study emphasizes students’ curricular and instructional experiences, which are typically
structured at the classroom level (Almaskut et al., 2023a). The international target popula-
tion coverage (grade 4) in Slovenia was 100%, and the overall rate of within-school student
participation (weighted percentage) was 95% (Almaskut et al., 2023b). The overall exclusion
rate (i.e., school, within-sample, and student exclusions) in Slovenia for PIRLS 2021 was
2.8% (Almaskut et al., 2023b; von Davier et al., 2023), which is within the limits set by the
IEA, and the sample is representative of the target population (fourth-graders) in Slovenia
(Klemencic Mirazchiyski & Mirazchiyski, 2023). The international student questionnaire
was supplemented with national additions, a set of questions from the national perspective
related to, among other things, homework. The data from these national additions used
for the present study (for its qualitative approach) were collected in parallel with the main
data collection, adding the national questions to the student questionnaire between 17th
March and 23rd June 2021 (most schools participated during two weeks in April and
May, while June was primarily reserved for repeat sessions). Overall, the study involved
students (fourth-graders, averaging 10 years old), their teachers, principals, and parents.
The collected data (for PIRLS Digital and Bridge) are as follows: 194 schools (332 classes),
163 principals, 6505 students (5096 PIRLS Digital, 1409 Bridge), 5974 parents (for each
student, 1 parent or guardian, answering for both parents/guardians if the student has
both parents), and 324 teachers (teaching the sampled fourth-grade classes) (Klemencic
Mirazchiyski & Mirazchiyski, 2023). However, in our study, we used data for PIRLS Digital
only, without the bridge module (and consequently the bridge sample), which were used
to facilitate linking with countries that conducted PIRLS only on paper. Regarding the
parents’ attitudes in our qualitative study, these were the attitudes of the parents of the
sampled students.

In all countries participating in PIRLS 2021, including Slovenia, the data were
anonymized during the data collection by using unique numerical identification num-
bers instead of respondents’ names, so the identity of any respondent (students, parents,
school principals, and teachers) was unknown. As PIRLS 2021 was conducted electronically,
all respondents received numerical IDs for login to the data collection platform. The match
between the actual person and his/her ID was known only to the school. In addition, after
the data were processed by the IEA, the school, class, and student unique identification
numbers were scrambled to add an extra layer of identity protection. This study uses
publicly available data which do not contain any stratification variables that can be used to
identify respondents. For more details, see Fishbein et al. (2023) and Cockle (2023). Finally,
PIRLS is an observational study and none of the participants was subjected to experimental
work or clinical trials.
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2.2. Data Preparation and (Quantitative and Qualitative) Analyses

In our analyses, we use data from two contextual questionnaires, namely, the stu-
dent questionnaire and the home questionnaire (also called Early Learning Survey or
Parent/Guardian questionnaire), in addition to a PIRLS assessment instrument (for read-
ing achievement).

The reading achievement is represented by five separate score variables. The student
test contains 363 items: no student can take all items, and no item can be taken by all the
students, as the number of items is too high. Thus, the items are distributed across 18
assessment blocks. Each block contains a text passage and a set of test items related to
it. A text passage and the items related to it appear only in one block, i.e., each block is
unique. The blocks are distributed in 18 booklets, where each booklet contains two blocks.
A block in one booklet also appears in the next booklet, so that all 18 booklets are connected
through common blocks (Martin et al., 2019). Each student takes two blocks of items in a
“booklet”; his or her responses for all other items are missing. The scaling methodology
for this kind of multiple matrix design begins with the estimation of the item parameters,
which are estimated through Item Response Theory (IRT). All the background variables
from all the instruments are then used in Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to reduce
their number by extracting the principal components that explain 90% of the variance in the
background variables. The item parameters and the principal components are then used in
latent regressions to obtain achievement scores. These are called “plausible values” (PVs),
which are random draws from distributions for students with similar characteristics formed
using the information from the background variables. As this methodology follows the
multiple imputation methodologies, to capture the uncertainty of the scores, five instead of
one achievement scores are drawn. The metric of the PVs was set to have an international
center point of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 (Bezirhan et al., 2023; Yin et al., 2023).
In any analysis involving PVs, computations must be carried out with each PV separately
and then summarized. The standard errors of the estimates are computed by combining
the imputation variance from the PVs and the sampling variance (Foy & Almaskut, 2023).

The SES measure we used in this study is the Home Socioeconomic Status (HSES)
scale in the PIRLS 2021 database. It is produced using IRT from four source variables:
(1) the number of books at home; (2) the number of children’s books at home; (3) the highest
education level of either parent; and (4) the highest occupational level of either parent.
All of these are categorical variables. The number of books at home has the following
categories: (1) 0–10; (2) 11–25; (3) 26–100; (4) 101–200; and (5) more than 200. Similarly,
the number of children’s books at home has the following categories: (1) 0–10; (2) 11–25;
(3) 26–50; (4) 51–100; and (5) more than 100. The highest educational level of either parent
has categories ranging from some primary education or did not go to school to finished
university or higher. The highest occupational level of either parent ranges from never
having worked to professional positions (Yin & Reynolds, 2023). The scale was composed
using a partial credit IRT model that relates to the probability that a particular response to
an item will be chosen given the location of the person on the latent construct. The item
parameters were estimated on the international level and then used to estimate the score
for each respondent on the latent construct. The raw scores were rescaled, so that on the
international level the scale has a center point of 10 and a standard deviation of 2 score
points (Yin & Reynolds, 2023).

The rest of the background variables used in the quantitative study are presented in
Table 1. The variables on homework from the student questionnaire are categorical with
the following categories: (1) “Agree a lot”; (2) “Agree a little”; (3) “Disagree a little”; and
(4) “Disagree a lot”. The categories of these variables were reversed, so that the higher
values show more agreement and vice versa. The variables from the home questionnaire
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have the following categories: (1) “My child does not have homework”; (2) “Less than
once a week”; (3) “Once to twice per week”; (4) “Three to four times per week”; and
(5) “Every day”.

Table 1. Variables used from contextual questionnaires (quantitative approach).

Instrument Variable Name Variable Label Question

ASGN ASXR11A READ\HOMEWORK\DO HOMEWORK AT
HOME I do my homework at home

ASGN ASXR11C READ\HOMEWORK\COPY HOMEWORK
FROM SCHOOLMATE

I often copy my homework from a
classmate

ASGN ASXR11D READ\HOMEWORK\PARENTS HELP ME
WITH HOMEWORK

My parents often help me to do
my homework

ASGN ASXR11E READ\HOMEWORK\ALWAYS FINISH MY
HOMEWORK

I always come to school with
finished homework

ASGN ASXR11F READ\HOMEWORK\HOMEWORK IS
BORING Homework is boring.

ASGN ASXR11G READ\HOMEWORK\HAPPY TO DO
HOMEWORK I do my homework with pleasure.

ASGN ASXR11H
READ\HOMEWORK\HOMEWORK HELPS
ME UNDERSTAND WHAT WE LEARNED

IN SCHOOL

Homework helps me to better
understand what we are doing in

school.

ASGN ASXR11I READ\HOMEWORK\I TRY TO DO
HOMEWORK CORRECTLY

I do my best to do my homework
correctly.

ASGN ASXR11J READ\HOMEWORK\HOMEWORK
SHOULD BE GRADED

Homework should be considered
as a part of grade.

ASGN ASXR11K READ\HOMEWORK\TEACHER CHECKS
HOMEWORK

The teacher always reviews
homework.

ASGN ASXR11L READ\HOMEWORK\DO HOMEWORK
NOT NECCESSARY Homework is not necessary.

ASGN ASXR11M READ\HOMEWORK\TO MUCH
HOMEWORK I have too much homework.

ASHN ASXH23A GEN\HOMEWORK\HOW OFTEN Approximately, how often does
your child do homework?

ASHN ASXH23BA GEN\HOMEWORK\ASK CHILD Ask if your child has done
his/her homework.

ASHN ASXH23BB GEN\HOMEWORK\ENCOURAGE CHILD Encourage your child to do
her/his homework.

ASHN ASXH23BC GEN\HOMEWORK\HELP CHILD Help your child with homework.

ASHN ASXH23BD GEN\HOMEWORK\CHECK HOMEWORK Review your child’s homework to
make sure it is correct.

Note: ASGN = International student questionnaire with national additions; ASHN = International home questionnaire.

All of the analyses for the quantitative part were carried out using the R Analyzer for
Large-Scale Assessments (RALSAs) package (Mirazchiyski, 2021).

The variable used for the qualitative approach (from the ASH questionnaire) was
“Please write the reason or reasons why you help your child with his/her homework?”
(for parents/guardians who answered that they are helping with homework) and was an
open-ended question. Reflective thematic analysis, introduced by Braun and Clarke in
2006 (Byrne, 2022), was conducted. We followed their six-phase approach, which includes
familiarization with the data; generating initial codes (using a mixed approach—both
deductive or theory-driven, and inductive or data-driven); generating and reviewing
themes (or categories in our case); defining and naming the categories/themes (where
we adopted a non-linear approach, revisiting and adjusting previously defined codes and
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renaming (in a meaning of shortening) some themes/categories); and finally, producing
the report. The process is described in more detail below.

The results were coded manually (with no specific software) but based on mainly
pre-established codes and categories (theory-driven approach) at the initial phase. We
assigned a broader code to the responses and then grouped them into categories/themes
(which were developed based on a review of the literature—see introduction section for
details). It needs to be noted that some parents’/guardians’ responses included more
than one code and category. The following 12 categories were established: we do not
help; consolidation; work habits; (mis)understanding; encouragement; request/needs
help; monitoring of schoolwork; supervision; explanation; confirmation of correctness;
socializing; occasionally helping. The cases where the parents did not provide answers
were coded as missing. A total of 3311 parents/guardians responded to our question. As
parents usually provided more than one reason for helping their child, this resulted in
7697 answers that were attributed to the 12 categories/themes.

Although in the introduction of this paper, we established four main categories related
to homework (for both the qualitative and quantitative part of our study; however, more
categories are actually mapped in our qualitative approach), these are further divided into
the following subcategories (not all were covered in the parents’/guardians’ responses):

- purpose: sharing knowledge (repeating the learning units, knowledge development
or expansion, systematization, transfer, application in new situations), to prepare for
new learning units, and student-led learning;

- effect: achievement, independence/responsibility, participation in the learning pro-
cess, personal development, and connection between the school and family;

- characteristics/design of homework: time, frequency, needing help, learning aid, type
of task;

- evaluation: feedback, monitoring, and assessment.

It is not surprising that not all of those subcategories were covered in the par-
ents’/guardians’ answers, as when reading and systemizing the functions of homework
we were not limited to the potential responses of parents alone, but instead systematically
organized the dimensions of homework according to four stakeholder perspectives: na-
tional/school policies, teachers, pupils, and parents. Nevertheless, our initial attempt at
categorization was based on these perspectives. Still, some of the subcategories from the
theoretical framework also included specific responses from parents, but due to a better
understanding, some categories had to be renamed. For example, from the previously es-
tablished category characteristics/design of the homework (which included a subcategory
“needing help”), we kept the category needed help (requested help, needs). From the pur-
pose category, we changed the name of the subcategory from “repeating the learning units”
to “consolidation” as it better fits the specific answers. On the contrary, the “connection
between school and family”, as one of the homework effects from the literature, was not
used in the actual parents’ responses, but it was rather used as an example of “cooperation
between parents and their child”, and therefore a new subcategory was established named
“socializing”. Based on these, 12 new categories were established, some of them covering
categories from the literature review, some of which were renamed as they fitted better
into another category. However, two categories did not actually explain why parents
helped children with the homework, namely, “we do not help” which was not meant to
be answered in an open-ended question (as this was a filter question with the same label)
and “occasionally helping”, as it did not provide an answer to the question. In the last
stage, we carried out further categorization of the subcategories into two main categories—
functions of why parents help their students with homework, namely, educational function
(consolidation, (mis)understanding, requested help/help needed, monitoring of school
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work, explanation, confirmation of correctness) and the developmental/socializing (or
upbringing) category, where answers from several categories fitted (namely, developing of
working habits, encouragement, supervision, socializing).

3. Results
This section is divided into two parts. First, we use a quantitative approach, followed

by a qualitative approach (Section 3.1) focused on the parents’/guardians’ involvement in
homework-related tasks (and if this correlates with SES or students’ reading literacy) and
then showing the results from our qualitative analyses of why parents actually help with
homework. In Section 3.2, we are interested in the results on students’ attitudes towards
the homework and if those attitudes are related to their SES or reading achievements.

3.1. Parents’ Involvement in Homework-Related Tasks

The results from parental responses on the homework items are presented in Table 2.
We were interested here in how often parents/guardians are involved in their child’s
homework, such as asking if their child has done their homework, encouraging them to do
their homework, helping with homework, or even reviewing their child’s homework to
make sure it is correct. As can be seen from the results in Table 2, all of these items are on
parental control over their child’s homework, encouragement, and the help parents give
for homework assignments.

Table 2. Parents’/guardians’ involvement in homework.

Items Categories Percentages (SE) Average
SES (SE) Average

Achievement (SE)

Ask if your child has
done their homework

Less than once a week 2.71 (0.32) 11.08 (0.16) 547.34 (7.91)
Once to twice a week 6.35 (0.54) 11.10 (0.11) 545.37 (5.52)
Three to four times a

week 10.76 (0.59) 11.05 (0.08) 543.27 (4.14)

Every day 80.19 (0.84) 10.65 (0.04) 518.06 (1.92)

Encourage your child
to do their homework

Less than once a week 13.93 (0.68) 11.16 (0.09) 551.91 (3.81)
Once to twice a week 11.13 (0.63) 11.02 (0.08) 537.12 (4.09)
Three to four times a

week 10.26 (0.70) 11.02 (0.07) 533.54 (3.23)

Every day 64.68 (1.15) 10.56 (0.04) 513.42 (2.07)

Help your child with
their homework

Less than once a week 37.30 (1.14) 11.17 (0.05) 551.44 (2.64)
Once to twice a week 29.35 (0.87) 10.76 (0.05) 526.39 (2.29)
Three to four times a

week 12.07 (0.56) 10.44 (0.06) 497.74 (3.62)

Every day 21.28 (0.80) 10.16 (0.05) 484.75 (2.76)

Review your child’s
homework to make

sure it is correct

Less than once a week 25.57 (0.87) 11.12 (0.06) 550.94 (2.45)
Once to twice a week 27.04 (0.87) 10.98 (0.06) 534.34 (2.90)
Three to four times a

week 16.92 (0.81) 10.67 (0.07) 512.78 (3.38)

Every day 30.46 (0.95) 10.27 (0.04) 496.95 (2.31)

The averages for family SES and student achievement per category in each variable
were computed (see Table 2). In general, parents tend to ask if their child has done their
homework, encourage them to do their homework, and review their homework with
high frequency—most of the parents do this every day (80%, 65%, and 30%, respectively).
Helping students with their homework shows the opposite pattern. The majority of
parents (37%) respond that they do this less than once a week. None of these activities is
related to the SES, as the average family SES is about the same across all the categories
of all the questions. This, however, is different for the average student’s achievement in
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reading. Students whose parents carry out any of these activities more often have lower
achievement and vice versa. For example, students who receive help from their parents
for their homework every day have 67 fewer score points than students who receive help
from their parents less than once a week. This is true for all the other statements. While
counterintuitive, this finding has a logical explanation—students who have lower academic
outcomes tend to receive more help with and attention to homework from their parents.

When presenting the results from the angle of parents on how often they are helping
with homework, it is relevant to see their responses to the question of why they are
helping with their child’s homework (for those parents who answered that they are helping
with homework).

From the 12 categories established based on the responses (Table 3), 4.9% of the parents
(377 responses) are in the category “we do not help” and an additional 12.8% (986 responses)
are in the category “occasionally helping”, from a total of 7697 responses. These two
categories do not fit into the question of why parents/guardians are helping students
with their homework. From the remaining 10 categories, the majority of the responses
fall into the category “(mis)understanding”—35.3% of the parents (1697 responses), e.g.,
when he/she “does not understand something”. This category actually goes well together
with the category “explanation” (with 15.2% or 724 responses), e.g., “needs explanation”.
There were also a lot of parents (27.4% or 1301 responses) in the category “requested
help/needs” with answers such as “He asks for help with tasks that he doesn’t know how
to solve”. In total, 4755 responses fall into the so-called educational function of homework,
where responses were also categorized as “consolidation” (reinforcement) of what has
been learned, “monitoring of schoolwork”, and “confirmation of correctness”. All of these
categories fall into the broader function of homework which is the educational function of
the homework. However, many of the parents’/guardians’ responses are still not attributed
to this function. Therefore we categorized them as a developmental/socialization (or
upbringing) function of the homework, with several categories, such as “work habits”
(parents saying that they are helping their child with homework “to establish routine”, “to
develop learning habits”, etc.); “encouragement”, with responses such as “to be confident”,
“to see that problems are solvable”, etc.; supervision (e.g., “need supervision”, “to keep me
up with school work”, etc.); and “socializing”, with responses such as “he feels better if
I sit next to him while his is doing homework”, “sometimes he needs cooperation”, and
“conversation, so we spend more time together.” While seeing responses divided into two
categories only, namely, educational function and developmental/socialization/upbringing
function of homework, it is evident from the results that the majority of parents/guardians’
responses on the question of why they help with homework belongs to the educational
function of homework.

3.2. Students’ Attitudes Towards Homework and Association with Their SES and
Reading Achievement

The results on student attitudes towards homework, along with their reading achieve-
ments and related to students’ reading achievements, are presented in Table 4, followed by
the results for students’ attitudes associated with their SES status.



Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 718 14 of 22

Table 3. Categorization and results of open-ended questions on why parents are helping with child’s homework.
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No. of answers 377
(4.9%)

307
(4.0%)

426
(5.5%)

1679
(21.8%)

386
(5.0%)

1301
(16.9%)

339
(4.4%)

594
(7.7%)

724
(9.4%)

405
(5.3%)

173
(2.2%)

986
(12.8%)

7697
(100.0%)

Further categorization—2 functions:

Educational 307
(6.5%)

1679
(35.3%)

1301
(27.4%)

339
(7.1%)

724
(15.2%)

405
(8.5%)

4755
(100.0%)

Developmental/socialization/upbringing 426
(27.0%)

386
(24.4%)

594
(37.6%)

173
(11.0%)

1579
(100.0%)

Table 4. Students’ attitudes toward homework and their associations with average reading achievements.

Items
I Do Not Agree at

All or I Do Not
Agree (%)

(SE)
Average
Reading

Achievement
(SE)

I Agree or I
Completely
Agree (%)

(SE)
Average
Reading

Achievement
(SE)

Difference in
Average
Reading

Achievement

p

I do my homework at home 15.67 (1.08) 526.63 (3.28) 84.33 (1.08) 520.26 (1.93) −6.37 0.057
I often copy my homework from a classmate 87.53 (0.69) 530.6 (1.77) 12.47 (0.69) 459.41 (3.40) −71.19 <0.001

My parents often help me to do my homework 62.06 (0.96) 539.93 (1.73) 37.94 (0.96) 491.47 (2.69) −48.46 <0.001
I always come to school with finished

homework 18.44 (0.88) 512.69 (3.02) 81.56 (0.88) 524.06 (1.89) 11.37 <0.001

Homework is boring 59.87 (0.97) 529.76 (1.79) 40.13 (0.97) 510.13 (2.77) −19.63 <0.001
I do my homework with pleasure 33.70 (1.02) 525.25 (2.91) 66.30 (1.02) 520.48 (1.80) −4.77 0.073

Homework helps me to better understand what
we are doing in school 10.06 (0.60) 525.80 (4.12) 89.94 (0.60) 520.25 (1.86) −5.55 0.163

I do my best to do homework correctly 2.80 (0.31) 481.41 (6.67) 97.20 (0.31) 522.79 (1.88) 41.38 <0.001
Homework should be considered as a part

of grade 62.54 (0.92) 530.53 (1.87) 37.46 (0.92) 506.96 (2.57) −23.57 <0.001

The teacher always reviews homework 15.15 (1.04) 520.08 (3.05) 84.85 (1.04) 521.93 (2.03) 1.85 0.573
Homework is not necessary 82.17 (0.64) 529.76 (1.85) 17.83 (0.64) 485.12 (3.45) −44.64 <0.001
I have too much homework 68.10 (0.91) 533.39 (1.71) 31.90 (0.91) 497.88 (2.94) −35.51 <0.001
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As seen from the results presented in Table 4, most (84.3%) of the students agree
or completely agree that they do their homework at home. However, almost 16% of the
fourth-grade students in Slovenia disagree or completely disagree with this statement and
the percentage is not low. Students who disagree with the statement that they do their
homework at school have more than a six percent lower achievement, although the differ-
ence is not statistically significant. Less than 13% of the students agree or completely agree
they copy their homework from a classmate. This can imply that copying homework might
be a symptom of broader issues—such as lack of understanding, low engagement, or poor
study habits. Therefore, linked this with are the purposes and effects of homework. These
students have a 71 score points lower achievement than those who disagree or completely
disagree (87.5%). The difference is large, almost three-quarters of the achievement scores’
standard deviation, and is statistically significant. A rather sizeable proportion of Slovenian
students (38%) state that their parents often help them with homework. These students
have a significantly lower achievement of 48.5 score points, which is almost half a standard
deviation of the achievement scale. A lot of students (18%) disagree or strongly disagree
they always come to school with finished homework. They have 11 score points of lower
achievement compared to those who agree or strongly agree, and although the difference is
not that big, it is statistically significant. However, it is notable that 60% of students are of
the opinion that homework is not boring. They also have an almost 20 score points higher
achievement than those who find homework boring and the difference is significant. It is
about the opposite when it comes to how pleasurable homework is as an activity. Almost
34% disagree or strongly disagree they do their homework with pleasure. They also have
a slightly higher achievement than those who agree or strongly agree they do homework
with pleasure, but the difference is small (less than five score points) and statistically in-
significant. Ninety percent of the students agree or strongly agree that homework helps
them better understand what they are doing at school but have a less than six score points
lower achievement than those who disagree. The difference is, however, insignificant. That
is, for this and the previous statement, the results are within the margin of error and there
are no differences between the groups of students. Less than 3% of students disagree with
the statement that they do their best in preparing their homework and their achievement
is significantly lower by 41 points than of those who agree or strongly agree. More than
62% of the students disagree or strongly disagree that homework should be considered as
part of the grades they receive. These students have a more than 23 score points higher
achievement than those who do agree or strongly agree and the difference is significant.
Most of the students (85%) responded that their teachers always review the homework.
However, their achievement is about the same as that of those who answer negatively with
no significant differences. Eighty-two percent of the students disagree or strongly disagree
that homework is unnecessary. Their achievement is close to half a standard deviation
(45 score points) higher than those who agree or strongly agree, and this difference is
statistically significant. One of the most important questions in this study is whether the
students are overwhelmed by the volume of homework they receive. Sixty-eight percent of
Slovenian students disagree or strongly disagree they receive too much homework. Their
achievement is also significantly higher compared to those who agree or strongly agree
with the statement by more than 35 score points.

The relationship between the above statements and student SES was also assessed and
the results are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Students’ attitudes towards homework and their associations with students’ SES.

Item Correlation p

I do my homework at home −0.01 0.590
I often copy my homework from a classmate −0.13 <0.001
My parents often help me to do my homework −0.16 <0.001
I always come to school with finished homework 0.04 0.086
Homework is boring 0.00 0.922
I do my homework with pleasure −0.09 <0.001
Homework helps me to better understand what we are doing in school −0.07 <0.001
I do my best to do homework correctly 0.03 0.072
Homework should be considered as a part of grade −0.07 <0.001
Teacher always reviews homework −0.07 <0.001
Homework is not necessary −0.06 <0.001
I have too much homework −0.06 0.001

Doing homework at home, the opinion that homework is boring, coming to school
with finished homework, and making the best effort to do the homework correctly are
unrelated to the student’s SES, as the Spearman correlation coefficients are close to zero,
and are even zero for homework being boring, and are insignificant (Table 5).

For the rest of the variables (Table 5) the correlation coefficients are statistically sig-
nificant (i.e., their relationship with the family SES is systematic). The coefficients are
negative because the categories of the variables on student homework range from “Strongly
disagree” to “Strongly agree” and higher values of the SES variable show higher family
SES. That is to say, the negative sign of the correlations shows that those who disagree more
tend to have a higher family SES. The strongest association with SES is for the help students
receive from their parents to do the homework (r = −0.16), followed by the statement on
copying homework from classmates (r = −0.13). The more strongly the students disagree
with these statements, the higher is their SES. The correlations of SES with doing home-
work with pleasure, the utility of homework to better understand the work done at school,
considering homework as part of the grades, the teacher always reviewing homework,
homework being unnecessary, and having too much work are all below 0.10 (as an absolute
value), although significant. That is, although the students who disagree more tend to have
a higher SES, the associations are weak.

4. Discussion
Our analysis revealed that the majority of parents/guardians actively assist their

grade 4 children in Slovenia with homework, with 80% asking about homework daily, 65%
encouraging their children to do homework, and 30% reviewing completed assignments
to make sure it is correct. However, frequent parental assistance correlates with lower
reading achievements among students. This finding can be interpreted from different
perspectives, such as that over-involvement in homework by parents/guardians might
undermine a child’s autonomy and, consequently, their academic performance or that over-
involvement for low achievers is more needed as they would need more help from parents.
Normally in the literature, we would find results suggesting that parental involvement
significantly enhances students’ behavioral, cognitive, and affective engagement, leading
to better school achievement and adjustment through improved effort, self-regulation,
and a greater interest in school (Goulet et al., 2023). Some studies showed the opposite,
such as Bacskai et al. (2024). Excessive parental involvement in homework negatively
impacts student achievement, as it often signals a lack of autonomy or academic difficulties,
increases pressure, and undermines motivation, while positive outcomes are linked to
autonomy-supportive, emotionally responsive, and non-controlling assistance (ibid.). The
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same authors also show that the positive impact of parental involvement on student
achievement is not universal, as certain forms may have less favorable effects (ibid.). Our
results are in line with those of some other studies, for example, Hampden-Thompson et al.
(2013), which was based on a study in 21 countries from the Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA) data and found out that more frequent parental help with
homework is significantly linked to lower student reading literacy, suggesting it may reflect
parental monitoring in response to academic struggles rather than support itself improving
performance, although those students were age 15 (i.e., in upper secondary schools). It
is also important how parents are involved in homework. The results of a meta-study
performed by Castro et al. (2015) indicate that parental models most strongly associated
with high achievement emphasize general oversight of children’s learning, particularly
when parents hold high academic expectations, maintain regular communication about
school, and support the development of reading habits. Targeted interventions for this
aspect could be that schools should provide parents with structured guidance on how to
support their children effectively. Research by Mahmoud (2018) supports the idea that
parents should create a supportive environment rather than excessively intervene in the
learning process. From the policy development angle, our recommendation suggests that
educational policies could include workshops for parents that focus on the importance of
fostering independence while offering appropriate support.

In our study, the parental/guardian responses regarding why they assist with home-
work emphasize two primary functions: educational (e.g., consolidation of knowledge,
monitoring schoolwork) and developmental (e.g., building work habits, providing encour-
agement). This division aligns with the Cooper (2001) definition, which identified four in-
structional purposes of homework—practice, preparation, extension, and integration—and
five non-instructional purposes, including parent–child communication, fulfilling direc-
tives, punishment, and community relations (Rosário et al., 2019). However, our study’s
results show the dominance of educational functions in responses, which is also expected
regarding the concept that homework can be viewed as an extension of schoolwork, es-
pecially when having in mind the main purposes of the homework. The main purposes
of the homework are as follows: strengthening knowledge (repeating the learning unit,
deepening the knowledge, expanding knowledge, knowledge systematization, knowledge
transfer, applying it in new situations), preparation for a new learning unit, and students
working by themselves (meaning without a teacher or official instruction) on part of a unit
or learning new units (Žakelj & Ivanuš-Grmek, 2010; Vatterott, 2018; Griffin & Townsley,
2022). When thinking about possible implications, we need to have in mind both the
so-called holistic homework design, but also parent–teacher collaboration. Homework
therefore should be designed to strike a balance between reinforcing academic content
(instructional purposes) and promoting developmental skills (non-instructional purposes).
This approach echoes recommendations by Rodríguez-Martínez et al. (2023), who found
that personalized and formative homework improves engagement and learning outcomes.
However, it is important that schools communicate the broader goals of homework to par-
ents, emphasizing its dual role in academic and personal development (which is important,
especially at the preliminary stages of learning).

Studies show that teachers’ views on parental involvement are limited and indirect
(Goulet et al., 2023) and parents report higher involvement than students perceive (Thomas
et al., 2020). This means that it is essential to consider students’ perceptions in order to
have a clearer understanding about the issues and challenges with homework.

The majority of students in our study expressed positive attitudes toward homework,
with 90% agreeing that it helps them understand what they are doing in school (related to
instruction that falls into our category regarding the educational function of homework),
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and 85% reporting that teachers always review their homework. It needs to be noted,
however, that while most of the students are of the opinion that homework helps them
with their academic performance (see above), nearly 40% of the students found home-
work boring, and 32% felt they received too much of it, which negatively correlated with
academic performance (reading literacy to be precise). These findings align with earlier
studies, such as those by Raccanello et al. (2022), which show that boredom and disen-
gagement are significant barriers to effective homework completion. This would require
that the amount and type of homework need to be more balanced. But these aspects (such
as boredom related to homework) can also affect not only the educational but also the
developmental function of homework, therefore affecting not only learning achievements
but also other outcomes. A quantitative study conducted by Holland et al. (2021) in grades
3–6 shows that homework has a modest impact on children’s well-being, affecting areas
such as sleep, emotional health, and parent–child relationships. There are several important
implications that can be drawn from this. These include focusing on homework quality
over quantity—teachers, when assigning homework, should prioritize meaningful, engag-
ing assignments over high volumes of work. Studies by Huang (2022) and Rosário et al.
(2018) suggest that well-designed tasks that are relevant to students’ lives foster greater
engagement and learning. Regular teacher feedback on homework is essential to maintain
student motivation and enhance the educational value of assignments. Research by Ma
and Wei (2023) highlights that feedback not only supports learning but also encourages
self-reflection and improvement.

As one of our research questions is targeted towards the relationship between attitudes
towards homework and the family SES, this study identified a weak but systematic corre-
lation between SES and certain aspects of homework, such as parental help and student
attitudes. Students from higher SES families were less likely to receive frequent parental
help or copy homework and reported slightly more positive attitudes towards its necessity
and benefits. This can be explained with the generally higher reading achievement of
higher SES students. Perhaps they are also more disciplined and motivated to achieve,
but also to do their homework. These are, however, questions that go beyond the scope
of this study and are of interest for future studies. The above findings are consistent with
studies such as those by the OECD (2014), which found that students from higher SES
families generally display greater independence and engagement in homework. At least
two implications emerge when considering homework in relation to SES: the potential to
reduce educational inequalities and the need to differentiate homework based on students’
needs. The latter means that homework should account for SES-related disparities, ensur-
ing that assignments are equitable and manageable for all students. As McCrory Calarco
(2020) pointed out, despite criticizing privileged “helicopter” parents, teachers may still
feel pressured to grant them and their children special allowances—particularly around
homework—revealing how institutional dynamics sustain inequality and emphasizing the
need for policies that limit the influence of privilege in education. The study conducted
by Holte (2016) finds that homework may undermine key aspects of childhood—such as
relationships, diversity, curiosity, optimism, and equity—highlighting the need for teachers
to reconsider homework practices in primary schools. It is crucial to take proactive steps to
prevent the reproduction of social inequality, given its far-reaching consequences (ibid),
and homework can play an important role in this. Also, a longitudinal ethnographic study
by McCrory Calarco et al. (2022) of elementary and middle school math classrooms shows
that, although teachers are aware of structural inequalities, they do not consistently inter-
pret homework through that lens. These, in turn, can legitimize homework practices that
perpetuate inequalities—such as assigning tasks beyond students’ independent capabilities
and using homework to reward or penalize them (ibid.). And this once again underscores
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the need to differentiate homework based on students’ individual needs, while also taking
their backgrounds into account, as these are often key to the learning opportunities students
have outside of school. As Posey-Maddox and Haley-Lock (2016) entitled their article,
“One Size Does Not Fit All”. This qualitative study explored how parents and educators at
a low-income school understand parental engagement and how work, school, and family
dynamics shape their practices. Interviews revealed that mothers use varied strategies
to balance responsibilities and involvement, often misaligned with school expectations.
The study underscores the need for engagement opportunities that reflect families’ unique
contexts and strengths (ibid.), which differ not only between SES categories, but also within
SES categories.

5. Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Research
The interplay between the home learning environment, socioeconomic factors, and

children’s educational outcomes reveals a complex picture of the persistent achievement
gap, despite broader social changes—particularly the rise in parental involvement in
children’s learning (Hartas, 2012).

The study revealed that further research on the topic is needed. Homework remains a
vital yet complex element of education in Slovenia. Its effectiveness should hinge on the
quality of assignments, the balance between academic and developmental objectives, and
collaboration among children and their parents/guardians. This study underscores the
need for nuanced and evidence-based homework practices that cater to diverse student
needs (considering the SES backgrounds of students), promoting both academic success and
personal growth. However, as noted by Marzano and Pickering (2007), the effectiveness of
homework depends on its design, purpose, and feedback mechanisms. So, also all these
mechanisms need to be considered, which are complex and interrelated.

This study does not come without limitations as all the measures used in the analyses
are self-reported and are not actually observed. And the qualitative part of our study also
does not allow generalization.

Future research could include in-depth interviews with students, parents, and teach-
ers to provide richer insights into their experiences with homework. Investigating how
attitudes and practices around homework evolve over time could reveal its long-term
impacts on student achievement and well-being. Comparing Slovenia’s findings with
other educational contexts could highlight cultural and systemic influences on homework
effectiveness.
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