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" of their children, and their contact with school personnel is rabﬁd]y

PARENT INVOLVEMENT TRAINING
FOR UNDERGRADUATE ELEMENTARY TEACHER PREPARATION

1. INTRODUCTION | -

In the last decade there has been increased emphasis upon 1nvd1v1n§
parents in the education of their children. Federal legislation nas man-
dated parent involvement in Title I, Head Stari, Title VII and other such
programs as well as requiring schools to. involve parents in the educationa]
planning for children in special education. Legislation in several states
has now provided fOr_parent invbivement,in the public schools by creating
Parent Advisery Committees for every school in the state. At the local
Jevel, there is an upward spiraling trend of schools beginning to require
formal parent/teacher conferences to discuss the progness of each child

enrolled. Parents are also taking on a more active roje in the education
.

)

-increasing. .

%

(]

From the teachers' perepective; this increased contact with parents

_}has added to the demands traditionally assoc1ated with the teacher ro]e

Teachers are now expected to develop skills in working with parents and

1eader;h1p in working with adv1sony groups, in addition to the sk1115 wh1ch

pertain to classroom 1nstruct1on A]though additional teacher competene1es

_ are needed due to the increase of parent involvement, the profess1ona1

tra1n1ng programs for teachers have gennrally remained unchanged. The

tra1n1ng for teachers has cont1nued to stress c]assroom teaching skills

and has not yet addressed tne new skills which teachirs may need to work

~with parents in the schoo]s.

\

N

\

Ja



o’

—tzr
Even though the curriculum of teacher trainin progFﬁm§Vhas not

changed; professors of educetion spou1d be aware o changing demands upon
e]ementary teachers and to what extent training eiberiedceerare being- ¥
provided to meetcthese demands within the context of existing courses.

In order to assess the extent to which parent involvement skill training
has been formally incorporated into the undergraduate teacher preparatioh
curricu1um and to measure the extent to which professors address these '
sk11]s in ex1st1ng courses, this project conducted a survey of teacher
educators at each of 133 teacher training 1nst1tut1ons in the Southwest

n

Educat1ona] Deve]opment Laboratory's six'state region (Arkansas, Lou1s1ana,
M1ss1ss1pp1, New Mex1co, Oklahoma, and Texas) ' \
This is the f1rst of a series of surveys designed to gather recom-

mendations for changnng the teacher preparation curriculum to include

parent invq]vementhtraining (PIT). Each of these surveys,focuses'dn one

of the-stakeholder groups which has specific knowladge about espects of

the changes i the curriculum: (a) teacher educators who wou]d’design and

implement changes needed for tra1n1ng teachers to work with parents, (b)

teachers in the e]ementary schoo]s who increasingly have to work with

parents, (c) elementary pr1nc1pals who have the respons1b1]1ty for work1ng

with both their own staff of teachers and with parents of children in the1r

schools, and (d) parents who are being asked to learn new ways of becoming
“involved in their children's education and schools. Each of these groups

has its own ideas about the goals of parent involvement and the most appro-

priate ways of meeting those goeis. The"pufpose of this series of surveys ‘is

to gather this information from each stakeholder group and tﬁen jdentify areas

of conSensus and areas of conflict by comparing the responses of each.
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Results from this comparison of responses will be used to develop specific
guidelines for training experiences which would enhance pareht invg]vement'

t for each group

I1. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

-« . - A, Introduction

In the mid-1960's social research provided new evidence concerning the
relative impact of the family and other institutions on child development.

. These studies suggested that fahi]y circumstances and the influence of the
family were strong enough to outwedgh the influence of the schools (B]oom,
1964; Coleman, 1966; Jehcks; 1972). As a'result of this evidence, new |
federal programs designed to ehhance equal educational oppottunity inc]uded

a mandate to involve parents in the schools (Head'Start; ESEA Title I;

Follow Through‘ Bi]ingua] Education) This move'toward parent involvement

\
has been augmented by the act1v1t1es ‘of var1ous advocacy groups seek1ng

greater parent 1nvo1vement in the educat1on of their ch11dren, such as the

Counc11 Jfor Except1ona1 Ch11dren and the Association for Children w1th

Learn1ng D1sab111t1es, and The Nat1ona1 Comm1ttee for C1t1zens 1n Educat1on.
w\The impact of soc1a1 research, federal program regu]at1ons or gu1de11nes

and commun1ty act1on or advocate groups began to break down the barriers

between home and school and to produce 1nnovat1ve 1deas about how these

two 1nst1tut1ons m1ght improve their 1nteract1on.

In 1975 the Congress passed the Educat1on for A1l Handicapped Children.

| Act (P.L. 94- 142) which required all pub11c schoo]s to prov1de a free and

appropr1ate.pub11c education to hand1capped children and to actively -involve

',parents in developing their 1nd1v1dua1 educational plans. This‘]egis]ation~

has produced state and local po]1c1es out11n1ng new procedures for ‘assuring’

{
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parent involvement in the schools. Although this 1égislation focused on~
hand1capped children, it has had a "spillover" effect on teachers and
administrators by increasing the sheel quant1ty of their contact w1th
parents. In addition, parents of non-hand1capped children have become
more'aware of their potential pdwer to affect school policy and have
demanded to have input into the education of the1r ch1]dren

As a means of ensuring parent involvement on a state-w1de ba51s,
three states have also passed legislation requiring(public schools to
have advisory councils which, for the most part are made up of parents
and/or other connmn1ty persons. - California, Florida, and South Carolina
have all passed 1eg1s]atuve mandates which describe the duties of such
advisory counc1ls as well as requiring that such persons be given a maJor
role. The purpose of th1s 1eg1s]at1on is to increase citizen part1c1pat1on
in education and to help schoo]s to improve educat1ona] services (Davies

1

and Zerchykov, 1980). ‘ y

.

B. The Goals of Parent Involvement

Recent educational research suggests that parent 1nvo]vement‘1n the

;choo]s may help parents by giving them a better understanding ‘ot school

problems (F111pczak, 1977;. Hubbell, 1979), more input into policy dec1s1ons

(Olmstead, et al, 1979), and new skills in teaching their childran (Alden,

1979; Fi]ipczak 1977, Olmstead 11979). Other articles suggest that parent

nvo]vement ‘may he]p teachers to raise ach1e/ement scores Dy us1nq parents

b

as home tutors (R1ch, et al, 1979) and by en11st1ng the1r cooperat10n w1th

behavior problems (Hobson, 1979). Still other art1c]es.suggest thet

administrators can use parent invo]vement to improve home/school relations .

(gchmdck, 1974), to set disciplinary standards (Parker, 1979), to wbtain
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greater community support for school programs (Hubbell, 1979; Fi]ipczak,

1977), and to gain ass1stance with the management of the school itself

“(Parker, 1979). In summary, there are a number of d1fferent goals which

may be served by involving parents in the%r’ch11dren s schools.

C. Barriers to Parent Invo]vement

In the last ten years 'a momentum has been building to encourage,

‘mandate and study parent 1nvo]vement yet th1s increased act1v1ty has

not produced widespread benefits for parents or schools. A var1ety of
explanations have ‘been offered for the limited success of parent involve-

' £ . .
ment in the schools: ‘ ; -

Explanations for Lack of Success . Categories
Limited time available to parents or teachers: I, II
Lack of parental interest - II
Teachers feel threatened . - : II
. Parents not taken seriously . ' Il -
. Lack of acceptance by teachers . . II
Lack of administrative welcome in school I
Lack of communication skills (par&nts and teachers). III
Parents feel inadequate _ II
Teachers already overburdened , _ I
Teachers see parents as unqua]ified ‘ II, III

N .o
This 1ist of exp]anat1ons comp11ed at a conference of parents,

teachers, and adm1n1strators (Sowers, et al, 1980), suggests that

the barriers to- parent involvement fall into three categor1es .The
first category_(t) is that of policies and prpcedures (federa],‘;tate, -
and ioca]) Which provide the‘context for understanding parent involve-
ment in any specific Setting. The second category {II) is that of -
emotiona]‘or attitudina] resistance}hy parents, tea;hers, and adminis- .
trators which shapes the character of comp1ianee'with po]icies and *

procedures and wh1ch must be addressed before examining the prob]ems in

the th1rd category The th1rd category (III) § that of spec1f1c skill

5.\4‘..,118 o S
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deficits on the part of parents, teachers, or administrators which prevent
'effect1ve parent 1nvo]vement This ca*egory 1s ment1oned last because it
would appear to be futile to attempt to teach these skills unless there was
u',f1rst administrative support for parent involvement and also motivation to
learn them. These three categories of problems all seem to be contributing
tacﬁbrs to the lack of success of parent involvement.

D.' Stakeho]ders Affected by Parent Invo]vement

In addition to the three types of problems fac1ng parent 1nvo]vement,

" there are also three Stakeholder groups who are primarily affected by it:
parents, teacher, -and adm1n1strators When families'and schools are viewed
yas a system of the two 1nst1tut1ons hav1ng major respons1b111ty for sociali-

_zat1on of ch11dren, it is clear that changes in the role of one group w111
necessar1ly affect the other (Le1chter, 1979). Within th1s system, the
three stakeho]der groups are necessarily interdependent.‘ Eor examp]e, if -
parents were to share in-teaching their children, teachers might have more
time for curriculum p]ann1ng or other activities; if teachers were to meet
w1th parents on advisory counc1ls, adm1n1strators might have more time for._.
p]an1n1ng “and management, and if adm1n1strators were to a]ter current
demandsLon teacher time, teachers m1ght have more time to meet w1th indi-
v1dua] parents.

- The interdependent: nature of the stakeholder groups suggests that the
prob]ems which impede parent 1nvo]vement 1n the schoo]s are system1c In
order to accurate]y assess a sysnem1c problem it is necessary to survey
"members of each stakeho]der group to determ1ne the1r part1cu1ar view of

- the prob]em CLe1chter, 1979). When 1nformat1on has been_ gathered from each

\L'of the groups,'a systemic'set of recommendat1ons may- be developed. which

-
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| that proyided-by the ]ate'Ira Gordon (Gordon and Breivoge]; 1976). He .

out]ines the specific changes necessary for the system and for each 1nd1-.

w
vidual group. Un]ess this systemic approach is usgd each of the stake- )
hoider groups will tend to see the other two groups as the real barriers
to more effective parent invo]vement | | A
E. Types of Parent Involvement Activitids _ Jfl ﬂ . /

F1na11y, there is a need to c]ear]y define what 1s‘meant by - parent 2/

V4

involvement in the schools (F111pczak 19777. Parents may take it to mean

e1ther participating in a, bake sale or obtaiping contro] of the curr1c-_7

~ulum, Teachers may env1s1on parents work1ng more with their ch11dren at '

home or ’parents vo]unteer1ng to help in the c]assroom Adm1n1strators may °

think of parent involvement as schools teaching them parenting sk1lls,
parents cooperating with the schoo] in d1sc1p]1n1ng the1r ch11dren or

parents part1c1pat1ng on school adv1sory comm1ttees In order to get an *

' accurate p1cture of the prob]ems facing parent involvement, it is f1rst

‘necessary to. separate these d1fferent def1n1t1ons of parent 1nvo]vement

in the schools.

One of}the more widely accepted definitions.of parent involvement was

def1ned parent 1nvo]vement as:

.a.form of c1t1zen participation where1n parents receive
and transmit information about their children,. augment and:
comp]ement the process of formal.education at home and/or
at school, contribute to decisien making on school related

issues and activities, and generally seek to ensure their
: ch11dren s well-being as they exper1ence formal education.

~He then d1scussed var1ous parent 1nvo]vement act1v1t1es accord1ng to three

" models: The Family Impact Mode] The Schoo] Impact Model, and The Commun1ty.

.Impact Model. The Fam - Impact Mode] 1nc1udes those activities for wh1ch

"the-major goal is to do someth1ng to or for the fam11y 1n ordir to he]p the

o 272 DR S o v
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child in school. Activities under this model are based upon she following
| assumptions' y - v
that thelfam11y wants to help, but doesn't know how ) ' “

that there are correct ways to raise children,
‘that educators know what these correct ways are -
‘that fami]y behavior will change with knowledge
The assumptions of the Famﬂy Impact Mddel are comp]ete]y consondfl‘t w1th
the assumptions which under11e our educationa] system as a who]e. The
School Impact Mode] inc]udes act1v1t1es where the.focus ﬁs upon chang1ng
the- school. Th1s model is based upon .an ent1re1y d1fferent set of assump-
tions, 1nc1ud1ng the fo]]owing o ' B "
that school personnel want to help, but aren 't sure how -
best to do it S
s that parents can be of assistance in school decisions , / ‘
DA that benefit to the children 1s the common goa] of - : T
‘ parents and schools o
that parents can learn sk1lls necessary 1n running
. the schools
. The assumpt1ons of th1s mode] begin_to i]]ustrate-the conflict. of interests

between the fam1]y and the schoo] in parent. 1nvo]vement The Sch601 Impact

- Mode] threatens the power which teadhers and adm1nistrators have tradition-

ally he]d Avth1rd mode] the Commun1ty Impact Mode] is emerg1ng to cope

with the 11m1tat1ons of the other two In th1s model the focus is upon

1ntegrat1ng the two subsystems.wh1ch "have the most 1mpact on ch1|d deve]op--

ment so that ‘their efforts are complementary ‘and integrated (Gorden, 1979).

This model is baséd upon -the work of Brim (1975) and Bronfenbrenner (1976)
¥
who suggest that both 1nst1tut1ons must be viewed w1th1n the larger context
9

‘of the commun1ty, as sybsystems rather than as separate entities. _The'
assumpt1ons of th1s modeT include the fo]]ow1ng _
: that tHe family is the primary influence on ch11d

- development
that the school is & maJor secondary 1nf]uence

-



.\‘programs wh1ch focus on chang1ng the\fam11y because they may disagree with

' assumpt1ons on which they are based. Teachers and adm1n1strators are more

v " . . '

that the common goal is to provide traininp which will -
enable children to become productive citizens 1in the
community
that the success of this'training depends uﬁon the con=
gruence of values, goals of the family, the school, .
and the larger community in which they exist : '

_The assumpt1ons of the Community Impact Model point up the importance of

parent 1nvolvement 1n the schoolsy but they avoid placing major responsi- 7

b111ty ‘for change on the: fami]y This model takes$ into account that

families and schoo]s are both affected by pressures of a changing society, .

and focuses on the 1mportance of deve]oping new ways to interact with each

+
1

~ other. .- :o

. This framework of parent nvo]vement'actiuities provides “several
insights about the field. Paren s are likely to resist. parent involvement ’

.

11ke1y to resist programs wh1ch 1mpact the school because of their d1sagree-

ment with the assumpt1ons of that mode] Parents and schoo] personne] may

res1st programs based upon the commun1ty mode] because of the1r d1sagreement

t-

W1th its assumptions o -_“ o _‘d AT

E. The Focus of This Study -

‘The purpose Of this study is to look at parent 1nvo]vement from the

'w1ewpo1nt of teacher educators and to use. th1s 1nfornat1on to deve]op

gu1de11nes wh1ch m1ght be used to mod1fy the curr1cu1um for tra1n1ng
elementary. educat1on teachers. Rutherford and Edgar (1979) have po1nted

out that paront teacher re]atgons are frequent]y m1ss1ng from the curr1cu1ar

of teacher tra1n1ng programs Conner and Sanders (1970) stress the 1mpor-

| 'tance of hav1ng teachers who are tra1ned to assist parents in becom1ng

5

: 1nvo]ved w1th the schoo]s, and Morr1son (1978) predicts the need for sugh :

4




teachers will continue to increase in the future. Safran (1979) agrees
with these authors, but goes a step further in stressing the importance of
providjng this parent invelvement training as part of the undergraduate
curricnlum rather than depending upon inservice training.
This survey is designed to ask teacher educators aboit their attitudes
toward parent»ipvo]vement and to ask them whether they also think it is -
- important enolgh to be included in the already crowded teacher training
curriculum.
III. METHODOLOGY .
A. The Survey Instrument o .

The parent invelvement training survey is a five-part instrument which |

S ] 3

explores the att1tudes and practices of teacher educators regard1ng parent
involvement tra1n1ng (Append1x A). Part I is a 46-item section which asks
for‘their-perceptions of (1) the current state of education, (2) appropriate
roles for parents in the schools, (3) the désirability of training teachers
Oin parent~inv01venent, and (4) the barriers to implementing parent i-volve-
ment or parent 1nvo]vement tra1n1ng for teachers. Part I1 consists of
seven add1t1ona1 statements, but these seven items all perta1n to actually
providing parent involvement training for undergraduates-in education. In
" Part 111 teacher educators were presented with 13 teaching activities used
- to teach students about parent 1nv0]vement ‘and they were asked to rate each
of the 13 on a scale from one to f1ve, w1th one indicating that the method
is less important and f1ve 1ndﬂcat1ng the method 1s very 1mportant.
_ In Part IV, the respondents are asked to look at the same 13 teach1ng
‘}act1v1t1es and to indicate which ones they have actua]]y used in the1r courses.

In Part v, respondents were presented with 19 common dec1s1on making issues

; . . k { .
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in the schools for which either parents, teachers, or administrators might
have responsibility. They were then asked to indicate which of these three
groups should have input into the decision, and which should have fiﬂél
authority for making the decision.

The last part of the gurvey-instrument requested demographic infor- ’~\\\\\
mation in seven areas: (1) number of years: teaching at the college level,
(2) number of years taught in public or private schools, (3) primary focus -
ofﬁaneduate training, (4)7approximate ennollment of bresent institution
where teaching, (5) extent to which parent-teacher relations are a part of
your teaching, (6) sex, and (7) ethnic background.

B. The Sample |
Using a nationa]rdirectory of’co]]eges and universities, a list was
“compiled of all the four-year coi]eges offering undergraduate prograss in
5 : e]ementary education in the six-state region. Each college was asked to
submit a list of professors or 1nstructoﬁ§ teaching elementary education
gourses at that institution A]together 133 colleges or univerSities met
the criteria and from these institutions a total of 980 eligible respondents
were identified for the survey. Each of the 980 potential respondents was
mailed a questionnaire and a self-addressed return envelope. A total of
575 comp]eted the instruments and returned them. The characteristics of
this group of resnondents are described in defai] in ‘the ResuIts section
of this report. : - - - ,h,,wwﬂa;ﬁﬂwfeﬂ,

IV.  DATA ANALYSIS

The first step in data analysis was to look at the response distri-
~bution and mean ratings for each item in Parts I-V and for each demographic

variab]e.' Because of the different formats used in each part of the question- )

11
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naire, subsequent analyses were slightly different for each section. For

Part I, the mean ratings of each item were used to rank order the items

in terms of the strength of response. The items were then grouped by
whether respondents generally égreed or disagreed with the Statement in
the item. For Part II,-the data analysis was similar to that used in
Part I as they both have the same format. In Part III, the mean scores
were used to rank order the thirteen (13) teaching activities used to
teach about parent involvement in terms of their perceived impdrtance.

In Part IV, where respondents indicated which of the activities they

aEtua]]y used in their teaching, the’gfoup responses were rank ordered

according to the frequency of respunse to each item. A visual comparison

was made to determine the extent to which the methods considered most
important corresponded to those'whicﬁ wére mosf used.‘ On Part V, a
frequency distribution was used to get an overall picture of whether
parents,ﬁteachers, or. pr1nc1pals shou]d have input or final author1ty
on each of 19 typical schoo] decisions. Means were also calculated for
each of the demographic items, and a frequency distribution was used to
describe the respondent group. |

V. Resu]ts |

This sect1on 1nc]udes a summary of the characteristics of respondents

in this study and a description of the1r responses to Part I through

Part V of the survey questionnaire. The results arg presented in tables

‘and discussed in the corresponding text.

A. Characteristics of ReSpondentS

Of the 575 respondents, 294 (51%) were teaching at teacher colleges

or universities in Texas, with about 10% from each of the other five states

12 ' 1= ) //
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(See Table 1).
TABLE 1 ¢
Number of Respondents by State |

State : N ' " Percent of Total
Arkansas 59 ' | 10.3%
Louisiana 68 ' 11.8%

NMissiesippi . 58 10.1%

New Mexico 8 : 6.6%
Oklahoma | 58 : 0 10.1%
Texas ; 294 | 51.1%
TOTAL : 575 Respondents 100.0%

The'S75‘respondents'1nd1cated_they had.been teaching coi]ege an average
of 3.90 years. They a]so'had taught in the §ch0015 anveverage of 3.76 years.
Their graduate training included Curricu]um and Instruction (35%) Elementary.
Education (33.2%), Educational Administration (8.7%), Preschool or Ear]y
Childhood Education (8.2%), and‘Special Education (5.0%). Other disciplines
represented in. this group included educationa] psycho]ogy, ph1losophy of
eduqet1on, music, 11brary science, ch11d deve]opment b111ngua1 educat1on,‘
and peyehology.v - i

Approx1mate1y two- thirds of the group (67%) 1nd1cated they current]y

were teaching at-a college with an- enro]]ment of less than 10,000 student'

' 0n1y about 9. 9% taught at co11eges or un1vers1t1es w1th student enrollments

Rl

- of more than 20 000

From th1s group, 55.5% of the respondents 1nd1cated they 1nc]uded some,

form of parent-teacher re]ations in their teaching of the 575. respondents,

13
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211 (36.7%) indicated they. taught at least one ciass on the topic; another
84 (14.6%) reported that they taught a module, and 24 (4.2%)_indicated
they taught a complete course on the topic (4.2%). A1l together, 55.5%
of respondents indicated they taught parent-teacher relations in their
courses. Approximately 30.3% of respondents indicated their courses
1nc]uded very little or no emphasis on parent-teacher relations.

In terms of ethnic background 81.4% 1nd1cated they were White, 7.9%
Black, 4.9% Hispanic, 1.7% American Indian and .3% Asian. Approximately
46.5% of those responding were male and 53.5% female.

B. Part I of the Questjonhiare

‘1. Factor Analysis .of Part I Items |
When the instrument was designed, the items in Part I were constructed |
osing the following domains: (a) respondents"attitudes oward parents,
(h) their perceptions of:role of teacher, (c) their impregsions regarding .
the need for tra1n1ng to work’ w1th parents, and (d) thei Views about’
whether or not this training shou]d become part of the eacher tra1n1ng
,curr1cu1um.ft
After'Collecting the data a factor_ana]ysis was oohe to look at .
response patterns on these 1tems ~Using a varihax rotation, response
rhpatterns emerged which para]]e]ed the 1tem doma1ns ;Nith regard to domain
j(a) respondents att1tudes toward parents were, descr1bed by a factor which
h1nc]uded Items 5 16, 23, 25 and 42.. Responses to these jtems were highly
“ corre]ated with each other, SO respondents who agreed with-Item 5 (that )
prob]ems in- schoo]s are more the fau]t of parents than teachers) also
'iagreed with the other 4 items (that parents are be1ng g1ven too many rights

over matters‘wh1eh are the concern of educators, that parents are not able
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to handle negative feedback aboot their chi]dren from teachers, that :
parents'are unwilling to take time for their children, and that education
has problems becaose parents are not doing their job).

Respondents' perceptions of the role of teachers (domain b) were
described by a second factor which included Items 17, 21, 22, and 30.
Responses to these items were highly correlated, which means that
respondents who agreed with Item 17 (that parenting and family life are
private matters, not the business of teachers) a]so agreed with the other
three items (that teachers should only be trained to teach that teachers
have enough to worry about without having to work with parents, and that
parent involvement is the responsibility of parents, not tea hers) Items o
10, 13, 14, 15, and 24 were related to this factor, but not as h1gh1y _[

1nterre1ated

A third factor seemed re]ated to both the perce1ved need for parent

.1nvo]vement tra1n1ng (doma1n ¢, above) and whether it should be 1nc1uded

in the teacher tra1n1ng curr1cu1um (doma1n d).  This factor 1nc1uded
Items 10, 15, 19, 33 and 40. . Those who agreed With Item 10 (that paren+ ("

1nvo]vement training shou]d not be a priority for undertraduage tra1n1ng)

-also tended to agree that parent'1nvolvement trainirg wa5-1mportant enough -~

tolallocate some undergraduate training time to it'(ItemIIS), that such

tra1n1ng wou]d be good if more t1me were ava11ab1e (Item 19), that.

: teachers need extra tra1n1ng to work with cu]tura]]y different parents ______ ,ﬂi_;j

| (Item 33) and that work1ng with parents: requ1res spec1f1c training (Item 40).

| Responses to Item 24 (that parent’ 1nvo]vement is another fad which shouid

not be taken ser1ous]y) were a]so pos1t1ve]y re]ated to the other items
and the responses to Item 45 (that parent 1nvo]vement training should be -
15
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required as'oart of continuing edocation) were negatively related to the
~ other items in this factor.

2. Respondents' Ratings of Items on Part I

As a group, teacher educators agreed most strongly with statements
that (1) teachers are underpaid, (2) parent participation in all school
matters should be increased, (3) teachers.need extra training to orepare . | .
them for working with parents of different cultural backgrounds, (4) -
ParentvInvolvement Training should be inc]ddedvin undergraduate'curricu]um,
(5) parents are usua]]y cooperat1ve with teachers, and (6)\oarents~wou1d |
help their children at home if they knew what to do. The items with wh1ch R
teacher educators agreed are shown in rank order in Table 2 with strongest

agreement at the top. .
‘ Respondents 1sagreed with statements that (1) parents should get more
“training if they want input into educat1on, (2) ]ow-income fami]ieé are,not

‘interested in the1r schools, (3) teachers have enough to do'without»working

- w1th parents, and (4) Parent Invo]vement Tra1ning 1s Just another fad in’
'Q educat1on. They also did not think that parents do more harm than good
by he]ping the1r chi]dren with honework The items with which they d1s- :

agreed are shown in rank order 1ﬁ Table 3 with the strongest d1sagreement

-2

| at the _top. |
. . _ The rema1n1ng 1tems on Part I rece1ved mean rat1ngs of between 2.0 and

- 2.99, ‘which e1ther 1nd1cated they were neutra] on,the 1tem_or~there was——~—~¥—~—*—¥?—

v____,___._._..__———————————————/’ N ”$ o

‘ s1mp1y no consensus. Secondary ana]ys1s of Part T responses prov1de more -

1nformat1on W1th which to 1nterpret these responses in the: middle range.

__However, a d1scussionvof these ana]y§es_1s not 1nc1uded in thls_report.
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TABLE 2

Teacher Educators Agree with these Items in Part I*

(n =575 | ,
Item X _Rating
2. ‘Public school teachers aré/underpaid. ' 1.44-
7. Parent participation in ail schooi related matters |
. should be increased. . - 171,

33. Teachers need extra training to prepare them for working
with parents of different cultural and ethnic backgrounds. 1.72

4. It is possibie to train teachers to manage the wide variety

of 'tudent abilities present in today's classroom.. 1.79
o 19. If more time were available, I would advocate Parent ' ,

T ‘ ~Involvement Training in undergraduate curricuium. | 1.84
\\29. ~It is appropriate for teachers ‘to confer with parents .

about-the chiid s home 1ife. : ) 1.86
27. More parents wouid heip chiidren at home if they knew S oo
what to do. T R 1.89

. — . e

1. Parents are usuaiiy cooperative with teachers.\ .7 1.90

—

15. Parent Involvement Training is important enough to '”T“jw%\e”M'
26. Teachers are having to absorb more and more of the -
responsibiiities that parents used to assume. T - Y

32. »Nhen given adequate information about their chiidren, e
parents can make rationai decisions., - IR 231 A

| . *These, itens received mean ratings of 1ess than 2. 0 on a scaie from 1 tod

where 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongiy disagree.

¢ . -

aiiocate undergraduate training time to it. . L 1,93



Crmees - 4

Teacher Educators Disagree with these 1:ius 6ﬁ”Partfi*;

(n = 575)

>

Item . | ‘ X Rating

12. If parents want to have more input into educational
policy and planning, they should go to college and

get a degree in education. . 3.33
14. Getting low.income families interested in their schools _
~ is an unreaiistic goal. , " - 3.18
22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having to |
work with parents, too. ) ' o 3.22
24. Parent Invo1vement'Tra1h1ng is another fad in education;
it should not be taken too seriously. . 3.15
' ‘ N S . _ '
10. Training teachers to work with parents should not be a ; .
) priority for undergraduate trafning. S : 3.11
~21. Teachers should be trained to teach; all“other school .
problems should-be handled by. other professionals. . 3.05.
36. Ihe aveéage~paréﬁt_doésimoréahann than goodgby,heIpinQ - s
a child with social’ work. = . ' o - 3.02

N

" *These items received mean ratings of more than 3.0 on-a scale from 1.to 4
-where 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree:'B = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
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3. Summarx_of Part I Resu]ts

. A, factor ana]ys1s of Part I items 1dent1f1ed three factors which
seemed to correSpond to the domains used to construct the questionna1re,
(a) attitude toward parents, (b) perception of teacher role, and (c) need

for parent involvement training in the undergraduate curriculum. The :
respondents .as a group indicated c]ear‘agreement with 11 of the 46 items

and clear disagreement with 7.

C. Respondents' Ratings of Items on Part II
._ In Part II the respondents were asked to assume that Parent Involve-
“ment Training-(PIT) had- been mandated for all undergraduates in education
. before rating seven statements about ways to prov1de such tra1n1ng These
'1tems use the same rat1ng scale as those in Part I. As shown in Tab]e 4,
dthe respondents as a-: group agreed that systemat1c 1nserv1ce on PIT shou]d
‘be ava1]ab1e for professors and that PIT shou]d be hand]ed by 1nserv1ce
tra1n1ng for teachers However, respondents disaggggg_w1th statements ‘that
'-dPIT shou]d be, hand]ed by another department, or that students m1ght be too

3 -1mmature to benef1t from 1t ';- p

. D.. Part III. of the Quest1onna1re

— 1. Resgondents' Rat1ngs of Part III Items ,~?

On Part III respondents were asked to rate each of. 13 teach1ng act1v1- ‘
t1es used to’ teach prospect1ve teachers about parents A f1ve po1nt sca]e ,

Ey

was used w1th a. rat1ng of 1 1nd1cat1ng Iow 1mportance and 5 1nd1cat1ng
. high 1mportance. The mean rat1ngs for a]I respondents are Shown 1n Tab]e 5 ?;
vwhere the act1vit1es are ranked w1th the most 1mportant at the top and the |
least 1mportant at the bottom The mean rat1ng for a]] 1tems was 3. 27

As shown in Tab]e 5, part1c1pat1on in panent teacher conferences was »

. cL . . . , 3
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TABLE:4 -

Respondents Ratings’ of Part 11 Statenents
About Prov1d1ng Parent Involvement Training*

1., Incorporating PIT into-an existing course | . g
would be more than adequate. . 2.45 (Neutral)

\\g&\ PIT should be presented as a core, “theory
. course. | T 2,78 (Neutral)

3. Student immaturity would prevent a PIT course

. from being significantly useful at any point S :
* in training. - «  2.99 (Neutral-
: = [ : _ - Disagree)
T 4. PIT shou]d be handled by another department. ' 3.21 (Disagree)

5. Providing a cannunication sk111s tra1n1ng or
: human relations ‘training would provide all

© that would be pertinent for PIT. 2,93 (Neutral) .
6. Systematic inservice on PIT should be available U
‘ . . .for professors. . . , . 1,95 (Agree)
i L@¢j7;f‘:PIT should be hand]ed by 1nservice training for e g e
L ~ % teachers. . - e ) | 2,24 (Neutral) =
- *] évstrong1ylagree,_4 = strongly disagree~ . .
, i SRS s
: Y
e = <o - :




TABLE 5

Importance Ratings of Various Parent Involvement Training* Activities

(n = 575)

b
e

Training-Activity

Mean Rating

c. Participation in parent-teacher conferences 3.75.
k. Interviewjng leadg} of\parent‘organizatiogﬁb 3.69
f. Role plays with teachers or parents 3.65
-~ - h. Bringing a teacher to spéak to c]aSs '3.54
j. - Bringing a parent to speak to class 354
g. Conducting a parent-teacher éonférente 3.21
L -'m.? .Students evaiuaﬁiﬁg parenting materials 3.18 ;
- b. Pairing students'with parent volunteers 3.17
4. Home visits . . 312
) 'e:f“.1n96i9ement in community organization ) - 3,09 - .
o 1.: 'éaéhvéfudent-coiieéﬁ?hgimAférials_abodt parenfs ,;" 2;98'
.a. ~ Invol vement 1n~pafeht prgaﬁization L o 2.90 |
f. * Writing the family history of a child 2.0
h “*Rating'on scaie of_l-S, 1= low_impdrpgncéfand 5§ = highnimportance.' .

v
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seen as thexmost important activity used to train teachers in parent
1nvo]vement The next most important activities included interviewing

[+

leaders of parent organ1zat1ons, role playing w1th parents or teachers,
hav1n; a. teacher speak to the class about parent involvement, having a
parent‘Speak to the class about parent involvement, and having the student
actually EOnduct a parent-teacher.eonference.- The least important parent
-1nv01vement tra1n1ng act1v1t1es “included student. 1nvo]vement 1n parent

organizations and having the student wr1te a family. h1story of the child.

- E. Part IV of “the Quest1onna1re _ ' - T

1. Responses to Part IV Items

In th1s sect1on reSpondents were asked to indicate which of the
teach1ng act1v1t1es 1n Part III they actua]]y.used in the1r teach1ng ;
Table 6 show% the act1v1t1es in rank order, from those wh1ch were most

_used to those wh1ch>were least used As shown 1n th1s tab]e, the most

(2) part1c}5at1ng 1n parent-teacher conferences, (3) pa1r1ng students w1th

parent vo]unteers, and (4) br1ng1ng in a teacher to speak about parent- |

o teacher re]at1ons The act1v1t1es least used by the teacher educators in

- this survey. 1nc]uded (1) f1e1d superv1sors observ1ng parent conferences
Jead by the student,\%z) students deve10p1ng a 11brary of mater1als about
parents, (3)° students mak1ng home’ v151ts wh11e student teach1ng, and (4)
*‘_students eva]uat1ng ava11ab1e parent1ng mater1als |

F - part V of the Quest1onna1re . o

(/
1, Resgpnses to Part V

S
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TABLE 6 - S ‘ Ta
RANK . ORDER OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT TRAINING R o | ':, -
- ACTIVITIES MOST ‘USED BY TEACHER E DUCATORS (PART-IV) [
,f'/// - (n = 575) ' .
- e ’ ‘ S Percent-who.Havee
Rank © o Item : Used this Activity
-& . ‘- . . ] . B N . -
1. f. Participation in role-plays, or . other A
’ laboratory exercises 1nvo]v1ng teachers . '
-and parents. _ ) c oo 38%
2 c. Mandatory part1c1pat1on in parent teacher
- _conferences 3%
.3 . b. Pairing student teachers w1th parent S T7Tf- -
"o .volunteeérs. LR S
~ h. - Bringing in a. pub11c schoo] teacher as a T S
speaker on parent-teacher re]at1ons. ; _ 2%
B 4 :‘1;,‘Requ1red wr1tten fam11y history of a ch11d." 2%,
5 j. Br1ng1ng in a parent(s) to class as experts' oy '
o - in parent-teacher re]at1ons - S 9% e
' 5. | e."Requ1red involvement in a conmun1ty organ1-" . o
: zat1on where student teach1ng occurs n 174 _
P70 ke Interv1ew1ng a parent leader -qf‘ : ."»“h--'f- f16% o
.8 a. Requiring student 1nvo]vement in a parent R o
=, . . -orgapization. - o DU |-/
9 -m. “Hav1ng students evaIUate parent1ng ‘materials . S
o . for content, top1c, target group, read1ng Lo n - s
.« level, etc . _ o > S ]3%-,_ e
'1flb o d.’ Mandatory home-v1s1ts wh11e student teach1ng a “111% <1t .\5\\§ pe
11": ‘ﬁ._'Hav1ng each student ‘develop a persona] B o e
o library for and about parents. - . o
2 g.':Hav1ng f1e1d supervisor observe at least o . - -
Tt two parent conferences 1ed by the student . T o
. - .." ~ ! \
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eoy0r pr1nc1pa]s should have 1nput or flnal author1ty for each dec1s1on

Tab]e 7 shows the op1n10n of the group. “In summary, over 50% of these

"teacher educafﬁFE—TETE”arents should have 1nput 1nto 16 of the 19
.dec1s1ons, but final author1ty on only one: fam11y prob]ems affect1ng '
student performance. The maJor1ty a]so fe]t teachers shou]d have 1nput
into 8 of these deeis1ons and f1na1 authority on 8 others (]6 out of 19
total) They indicated principals shou]d have'input on only 5 of the
-QE’ issues and f1na] authority on 5 others (10 out of 19 total). The pattern
oF‘these responses suggests the following: '_ ‘ o e

‘(1) Parentsc.should have input into curriculum and adm1n1sf¥at1ve
- ° decisions, but very little f1na1 authority. .

—  12) Teachers should have input 1nto administrative dec1s1ons and
final authority over most curr1cu1um dec1s1ons :

(3) Princ1pals should have input into curr1cu1um dec1s1ons and
final author1ty on adm1n1strat1ve’dec1s1ons.

7-'For.the‘respondents as a gnoup,-the consensus .seems to be that parents
shou]d be encouraged to participate more in their children's schools, bdt
———- —their-participation shou1d consist m;1n1y of prov1d1ng 1nput.for dec1s1ons
wh11e teachers and administrators retain final authority. Analysis of
variance-was performed for each of, the subgroups in the sample to determine
“whether there m1ght be reéponse patterns which . differed from the group as
a who]e, or patter s in speciic subgroups wh1ch differed s1gn1tlsant1y'
. from' the patterns ?;\Bthenfsubgroups “For this ana]ys1s a mean score for
each issue was derived by coding each "input“f;egsb€§e aé 1 and‘each/"final,
author1ty“ response as 2. Blank response§{EEre coded as 0. Thus, :ailow\» .

mean score for parents 1nd1cates that réfpondents fe]t they shodld have

~— )
litdNe reSpons1bT11ty in the decision. A high score 1ndjcates greater\_ )
- responsibility. T o o ;35
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TABLE 7

INPUT AND FINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISIONS

Decision-Making Issues -

Ability grouping for instruction.
Homewonk assignments.

Classroom discipline methods.
Pupil evaluation.

Teaching methods.

Selection of textbooks and other
learning materials.

'Degree of emphasis on social skills

vs.-,cognitive skills.

Placement into Special Education.

Emphasis in arts vs. basic skills.

Emphasis on science vs. socia]*
studies. .-

Hiring/firing schgo1 Staff.

Providing career information. *

Sex role/sex education 1nstruction,

Emphasis on multicuTtural education,

Promotion and retention standards
of ‘students.

Desegregation/1ntegrat1on plans.

Rotation/assionment of teachers

“within building.

Family probiems affecting student

performanca,

Evaluation of sch001 staff

- Inpdt and ReﬁpthibiTity D

for Decision

Parents Teachers Frinc1pal
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*Indicates that no group was seen as having final responsibility by 50% of
respondents.

Olndicates 50
responsibility.
Indicates. 50% or more
= daricinne . o

% or more of respondents felt- this group should have fina]

of respondents felt tnis groupvshoold have input to



-yl SUMMARY

. A. Conc]us1ons and Recommendat1ons .

| Both changes in the teacher preparat1on process and increased levels
of parent 1nvo]vement have been subject to cons1derab1e debate in edu-
cational c1rc1es during the past decade. Those who oppose these two
changes seem most concerned about ‘the increased demands both place upon
already overburdened teachers. Nhereas, those in support of expanding
teacher.responsibilttie; to meet the growing demands‘placed'on schools
appear to we]come innovative approaches to teacher preparation and to .
atcept parents as partners. in the educational process. Regardless of the
impact_that teacher preparation innovations and parent involvement can
have on improving education, effective implementation ‘is complex and
calls for a very.comprehensive approach. |

From the perspectives of teacher educators in the region, there appears

to be general support for the concept of parent,invo]vement at-the_e]ementary _

school level. This is evidenced by a- majority‘ot them_being in favor of

(1) increased participation of parents in all school matters, (2) prov1d1ng
vteachers with additional training to nork ‘with or involve parents, and
(3) including parent ‘involvement training as an integral part of ‘the
undergraduate elementary teacher educat1on curriculum. In add1t1on, the
general perceptions of teacher educators are that parents (1) do have
an interest in their ch11dren S schoo]s, (2) have the capability to teach
‘their chiidren at home, and (3) do cooperate with teachers. As might be
- ‘'expected though those teacher educators who actua]]y teach parent teacher

relations courses are consistent]y more pos1t1ve in their feelings about~

A the aforementioned findings than the total respondent group.

-
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." Based on these findings, it would eppeartthat teacher educators in
the region‘perceive both ‘the home.and school as importantqinstitutions in
ch1]dren s deve]opment Further, the implication seems to be that teacher

educators are willing to p]ay a major ro]e in lessening +he conflict,

\

d1strust, and mutual blaming for fa11ure, which has been part of the
re]at1onsh1p between these two institutions. Parent invo]vement training
'coul’ he]p teachers better understand the psychological needs of children
as well as the cultural context (fawily, home, community) w1thtn wh1ch

\ .
. \ :
‘these needs are met so that their efforts to create a learning environment
a

. are complementary and continuous .rather than contradictory and discontinuous
. , \

(Cardenas 'and Zamora, 1980).
. N

The o&erai] responses to Part V of the questjonnaire suggest teachér‘
educators Jiew as appropriate parent invo]vement that'which gives parents
\futhor1ty in making school dec1s1ons.' Instead, it appears they
prefer to a]]ow parents to have more 1nput into such dec1s1ons, but .not

\

- .any power n the dec151on-mak1ng process. The concept of shared decision

\

making in sichools cont1nues to be a provocative issue. However, increasingly

.very little

complex app!oaches to educat1ng ch11dren and changing family structures/

lifestyles present c]ear cha]]enges to the schoo] and home. In ‘order to
‘meet these ha]]enges and resolve their attendant problems, 1t seems that
more involvement and cooperat1on;1s necessary between parentsvand schools.
As Car enas and- Zamora (1980)\conc1ude; femi]ies end schools need

to heed the warnings, then accept the Challenge'to\work together in
T-creating com/atible envirohments where children may feel secure and ioved,

and where they can develop positive se]f concepts. Preparing elementary .

teachers for|this 1nd of involvement appears to be most appropriate during

27
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'their undergraduateftraining, when they form their professional identity

E N

" as. educators.

TeaCher‘educators‘jn the region appear to favor'the general concept
of parent involvement in the schools, but seem to prefer the type of

parent involvement which fits the Family Impact Model. The goal'of'this

type of parent involvement is to do something to or for the fam11y -as a
means of helping the ch11d at school. Spec1f1c obJect1ves which might be
subsumed under this broad goal include: (1) providing parent training}in
the areas of discipline or behavior management, (2) teaching parentS'to ‘
become home tutors with their children, (3) enlisting the support of
parents in seeing that homework is completed, and (4) teach1ng parents
about 1ssues of child deve]opment or menta] health. In each of these
act1v1t1es, the ro]e of the teacher is basica]]y to_inform parents about .

ways-they can 1mprove their parenting skills. - This appears to imply that

‘the teacher needs (T)-some skills in teaching or working with adults and

(2) some know]edge about. spec1f1c 1nstruct1ona1 mater1als

&

If the Fam11y Impact Model is used to guide parent involvement
[}
tra1n1ng for prospect1ve teachers, the implications appear to be re]at1ve1y

c]ear (1) prospect1ve teachers should have-some coursework re]ated to

work1ng with or invo]v1ng adults (1.e,,(parents), and (2) they should
have courses which provide know]edge, understanding'and expertise with
respect to the sk1lls parents need to work with their ch;]dren and other-
wise be 1nvo]veo in school matters. In order to. 1dent1fy these specific

skflls, there must be greater ciarity about the specific objectives desired

[y

in working with or Jnvolving parents

In a broader context, there seems to be severa] poss1b111t1es for .
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. including parent 1nvo]vement training as part of the undergraduate
curriculum for e]ementary teacher education maJors One of the more
innovative approaches appears to be offered by Friedman, Brin]ee and
Hayes (1980). They discuss eight new cognate areas, one 6f which is
‘entitied “Home-Schoo] Re]ations " Upon completion of this cognate area,
as proposed pr05pect1ve teachers will have become aware of family
dynamics and their 1nf1uence on children s deve]opment

One of the courses suggested was “Parental” Involvement in Education,"
which would examine various aspects of parent'involvement/education programs.
~This concept tends to be supported by teacher educators who most]y agree .
that. parent involvement tra1ning shou]d be presented as a core “theory"

course, if mandated for undergraduates in e]ementary education. Thus, it

would appear that wh11e there are few required experiences which promote

home-schoo] understanding and cooperation_ with- respect to educating ch11-.
- dren, the potential exists’ for providing meaningful experiences in under-
graduate tra1ning of e]ementary teachers . This potential is enhanced
further by what appears to be teacher educators recognition of the‘im-
portance of parent involvement training experiences for prospective teachers
and their willingness to provide them under the appropriate c1rcumstances.
fn order for schooling to become more relevant and effective, the

distance ‘that has deve]oped and now w1de1y exists between home and school
must be sharply reduced. . Given that teacher educators are aware of this

' prob]em and 1ndicate a wi]]ingness to he]p reso]ve it, the undergraduate
preparation of prospective teachers appears to be one- -of .the logical
- places. to intervene. The 1ntervention strategy wou]d take the form of

\,\.

parent involvement training coursework and re]ated field experiences




” One basic premise of such training.is that schoolsﬁwho<have major responsi-
b111ty for providing pr1mary and secondary educat1on for citizens of this

»‘nat1on, must prov1de exper1ences wh1ch are cogn1zant of and take into
account- the ledrners’ tota] 11fe Space“(1 e., home, fam11y, community,

'and school). A(second basic premise is that parents through a range of
involvement act1v1t1es can be very valuable and effective partners in
the education of children.

'Based upon results from this study, two general recommendations are

offen;d:' | ) . | o

1. That the base of knowledge regarding parent fnvo]vement
training for undergraduates in'elementary:educatfon be
expanded to include the perspectives of teachers,

'“pr1nc1pals and parents of e]ementary school students
This wou]d prov1de a more comp]ete descr1pt1on of how
such training cou]d be planned and jmplemented.

l 2. That pilot stud1es be undertaken wh1ch attempt to
exp]ore practica] methods and the feas1b111ty of ’
changing undergraduate curr1cu1um exper1ences to
-1nc1ude parent involvement tra1n1ng for prospect1ve

‘ teachers. This could help understand how.such changes _ '
in teacher preparat1on could be made and help break | ;

~ down the’resistance of teacher preparatiqn to_change, ‘
expecia]]y.that deemed relevant for meeting new challenges

to educat1on

B. A Framework for Future Research on Parent Invo]vement

. Th1s 1n1t1a1 survey of one of the stakeho]der groups affected by -
A | o . . o - X
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» paréntcinvolvement tends'to provide insignts“regarding the political
aspects. of tnvo]ving parents.fn the schools. As with any_other relation-
sh1p which involves_ shar1ng power, the participants 1nvo]ved must each
rece1ve some benef1t in exchange for some, of the1r power, When either’
feels their benefits are not adequate,4they can be expected to either

ask for more or togrednce their‘particfpation fn tne‘venture.

To .be most effective, parent involvement must be a joint venture
-that includeé'parents, teachers, and administrators, specifically; and
less directly--teacher eduoators. In order to assure full participation
of all groups, a clear definition of “parent~involvement“‘must'be agreed
upon and the specific ro]es of.each-group must be'spelled out.‘ Parent.
involvement in the schoo]s depends upon the participation of all three-of “;“—f“—‘—
the major groups ment1oned above, so the definition of parent 1nvo]vement
- must pe one which is acceptab]e'and benef1c1a1 to all three. Meaningful
' research in thie area must include the perspective of all three groupsﬂ
and must clearly define what is meant by "parent involvement."

" To'clarify future research 1n th1s area, a useful framework has been
deve]opedbby the Parent Involvement Project (Sowers, et al, 1980). The
framework indicates that parent 1nvo1vement can .mean parente participating_‘
as: |

an audience for schools

. home tutors
program supporters (vo]unteers)
paid staff '
co-learners (parent tra1n1ng, inservice) -
decision makers (instructional plans, school policy)
advocates (initiating system1c change)

Th1s framework views parent 1nvo]vement as a multi- level concept ~Involve- -

ment may range from signing a report card to making dec1s1ons about schoo]
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policy. The recent research 11terature suggests at least these seven
types of parent 1nvo]vement each of which d1ffers in terms of respons1e
bility and in terms of author1ty Thus, it is poss1b1e to favor parent
1nvolvement (mean1ng vo]unteers in the c]assroom) and at the same time to
'oppose parent 1nvo]vement (mean1ng parents mak1ng schoo] po]1cy dec1s1ons).
A framework such as th1s should be used to construct other survey instru- . | v
ments in study1ng parent 1nvo]vement

w1th1n each 1eve1 of parent 1nvo]vement in the framework there are
specific 1ssues wh1ch must be exp]ored in order to understand “how parent
involvaement works at that particular level. Many of these 1ssues are
relevant to one level but not to the others, so it is necessary to

| ceesornr s areet

exp]or@ each level 1nd1v1dua11y In add1t1on there are some. issues= T,
—_ - / o Nt
withir esach level which are more cr1t1ca1 than others, 30 these should be '

- exp]ored first; for example, if neither teachers nor the parents w1sh f
to have volunteers in the c]assroom, it is not necessary to determ1ne
whether or not the parents have the necessary sk1lls. Th1s log1ca1 order

: |
eof issues shou]d determ1ne the sequence in wh1ch they are studied.

I

[ By dec1d1ng the spec1f1c level- of parent 1ﬁ§t1vement to be studied,

ahd by sequencing the issues in terms of’ their pr1or1ty, one can modify

the frahework to look at any aspect of parent‘invoTVement.training}from

b : . .
" the perspective of each stakeholder group (parents, teachers, administrators,
| | o |

etc ).

C. | D1rect1ons for Future Research

‘I
|
teachers in e]ementary schools. : The next study in this ser1es will ask for

One of the most 1mportant stakeho]der groups to survey is that of

| the1r op1n1ons about the des1rab111ty of each level of parent 1nvo]vement

2. . .0F



_thiéir assessment of the extent to which their opinions about parent

~ - . 1

inVo]vement'are reflected in current practice, and their recommendations o
about the sk1lls teachers shou]d have to fac111tate parent 1nvo]vement at
the. various lever. This 1nformat1on will be compared with the information
from teacher educators to identify the issues on wh1ch there is consensus
between trainers and pract1t1oners These: areas of consensus w111 prov1de
clear 1mp11cat1ons for revising the teacher tra1n1ng curriculum w1th regard
to parent 1nvo]vement.‘ , ' ' N

‘ Another important stakeholder group is that.of elementary school
principals. A survey is being p]anned which. wi]] ask them also to identify. _.~‘
what _they think 1s des1rab1e in terms. of- parent 1nvo]vement, -to- 1nd1cate , ”L;“fW“WTT
the extent to wh1ch this is achieved in the1r schools, and to suggest
spec1f1c teacher competencies which would he]p attain that level of parent

1nvo]vement in the schools. - The1r responses will be compared to both the

reSponses of the teachers and to those of the teacher educators 1n ele-

_ mentary education to further descr1be the areas of consensus and of conf11ct

-As’ each new stakeho]der group is surveyed more 1nformat1on is avail-

" able with which to descr1be needed teacher competenc1es for working with and

1nvo]v1ng parents Each new- group should supply additional ideas about
the best ways to 1nc1ude these mpetencies.in teacher tra1n1ng In com-
par1ng the responses of the variou: groups, the areas of conf11ct serve to - e

indicate those areas in which the 0ppos1t;on of ¢ one group may effect1ve1y

~prevent the curr1cu1um changes others feel\ are needed In these areas,

some po]1t1ca] consensus bu11d1ng may have to\precede any attempt to ‘alter

' the training curricu]um Those areas on which t e stakeho]der groups agree

serve as 1nd1cators of areas where curr1cu1um chang s m1ght be p]anned and

e
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successfully implemented more immediately. These areas of consensys also
point out afeas in which members of'the stakeholder grdups might work "

-together to promote parent involvement in“the schools.

. , o _ )
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