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Assessing Parents’ Attitudes Toward School Effectiveness

Introduction

Research has identified several characteristics that
effective schools possess. These include characteristics such as
{a) safé and orderly environment, (b) ;lear school mﬁssion, (c)
home/school relationss (d) instructional leadership, (e) high
expectationss (f) opportunity to learn/time-on-task, and (g)
frequent monitoring of student progress (Connecticut State
Department of Education). Al though different states have
identified various charactéristics, the seven listed above are
repfeséntative of the factors thought to be related to school
effectiveness.

A crucial factor in a child’s schooling is the impact of the
parents’ attitudes toward school. The home environment has been
shown to have a direct influence on increasing affective,
behavioral, and cognitive learning (Wahlbevg, 1984). The home
has a significant impact on motivation, self-concept, and the use
of out-of-school time. .In addition, some researchers have found
that a broad set of parental activities linking school and home
are positively correlated with student achievement (Linny &
Nernberg, 1983).

Schools with effective p;rant involvement include parents in
the assessment of needs and resources (Burns, 1982). The Parent

Attitudes Toward School Effectiveness Survey (PATSE--see Appendix

A) contributes to the needs assessment process by determining
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parents attitudes on six different scales. The PATSE was
selected because of previous research found it to be a reliable
and valid instrument (Gable, Mu;phy, Hall, and Clark, 1986).
Information gathered from the PATSE can play a key role in the
formulation of.staff development plans.

The purpoée\ of this study was to (a) determine if there was
any significant difference in parents’ attitudes toward school
with respect to why and how often they came to the school, (b)
determine if there were any significant differences between Qhe
student achiévement scores of children whose parents indicated
high ;;titudes toward school and the student achievement scores
of children whose parents indicatad low attitudes toward school,
and (c) recommend any necessary revisions for the future use of
the Parent Attitudes Toward School Effectiveness Survey.

The following sections will present a review of relevant
research, description of the methodology, discussion of the

results, and implications for further research.

Review of Relevant Research

In effective home-school relations "parents understand and
support the basic mission of the school and are madé to fealythat
they have an important rolé in achieving this mission" (Gauthier,
Pecheone, & Shoemaker, 1983%). Several models of parental '
involvement have been developed to achieve this goal.

One such model, developed at the University of Houston-Clear
Lake, involved a collaborativc effort between the university and
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local school districts (Bermudez and Padron, 1988). Specific
objectives of the model included the following:

(1) Encourage parents to view the program as an opportunity

and not a requirement;

(2) Treat parents as interested members in the education of

their childrens .

(3) Provide parents with clear expectations of their

participation in the program;

(4) Give parents specific strategies and skills for social

‘and economic survivalj
(%) Praise and recognize pare&ts’ participations;
(&) Provide lectures/materials that do not need much
explanation.,
By training preservice and practicing teachers to work
effectively with minority parents, this model accomplished a dual
goal of increasing parental Jinvolvement in the local school
districts and developing. better teacher training and staff
development techniques-

In a statewide effort in Tennessee to increase and improve
parental involvement in the public schools,; a variety of models
were used, each tailored to the neéds of the individual districg.
The first phase of the models centered on schools with existing
parental involvement ' programs and sought to improve them. The

s@cond phase initiated three models—--Active Parenting, New

Parents as Teachers, and Operation Fail-Hafe-—in schools with no

parental involvement programs. The models attempted to fogter

6




4

parental involvement in a broad\range of educational concerns:
@arly intervention, public awareness, preschool readiness and
@nrichment, parenting skills, and raising student achievement
levels (Lueder, 1989).

The Accelerated School Project in California, in which
parental involvement is regarded as aé assential component.for
improved student achievement, involved all parents in the
educational process. The project helped to break down what
Seeley (1989) termed the "delegation model,” a characteristic of
bureaucratized schzol systems that delegate-different tasks to
parents and to schools, thus hindering cooperative effort between
the two. Seeley foupd that #his comprehensive cooperative
program did more to ensure studené sdccess becausa.tﬁe school was
seen as a "community learning center"” supported by a cooperative
team of teachers and parents.

Although these parental involvement models differ in
application and emphasis, they agree that the kind of pareantal
involvement needed in public schools is a working partnership of
parents, teachers, and administrators rather than an
intensification of separate, ¢traditional parental involvement
activities. ‘This team concept- is one of sevan essential
componenfs of strong parental involvement programs identified by
Wiliiams and Chavkin (1989). The other six include written
policies, administrative support, training of staff and parents,

two-way communication, networking with other programs,; and

e&valuation.




S

With the availability of successful parental involvement
models goes the responsibiiity of determining which model can
best meet the needs of a public school district. Districts in
urban areas or districts with a large  percentage of minority
students need to carefully evaluate their requirements and goals
before developing or adapting a program'for parental involvement.
Urban districts may have _ problems devgloping an effective
parental involvemept program because of the special demands
placed on single parents, teenaged parents, and parents whose
educational experiences have left them with a negative view of
the schools (Menacker et al., 1988). In such districts, Menacger
] believes that two steps—-—-assessing parents’ 'and teachers’
attitudes and developing a strategic plan--are neces;ary
prerequisites for implementing a successful p;rental involvament
program.

Other possible obstacles to parental involvement invclve the
different values and expec?ations of parents and the schools.
Chavkin and Williams (1987) surQeyed elementary administrators
and parents to determine what each group felt were the most and
least useful aspects of parental involvement. They found that
the two groups égreed an the usefulness of<p5renta1.involvement
in such matters as amount of homework, special pregram placement,
evaluating student achievement, and planning desegregation;
however, they disagreed markedly on the usefulness of parental
‘involvament in discipline methodss selecting materials, hiring

-and firing teachers, and budgetary priorities.

8.
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Another potential source of trouble for parental involvement
programs was pointed out by Lindle (1989), who reported that, in
addition to greater involvement with their children’s education,

parents also wanted to feel that they were part ef the “"team®

- helping their children to succeed at school. They did not want

‘o be part of a "professionai-client” relationship with the
school or to be patronized in any way.. It would appear;
therefore, that the manner in which a parental involvement
program is . introducgd to Parénts may be as important as the
program itself.

A;sessing parental attitudes appears to be a necessary %irst
step in involving parents 1in .the schoolg. Parents’ values,
responsibilities, and expectat;ong of the schools make it
imp;rative that parental attitudes be assessed priorf to the

initiation of & parental involvement program to ensure the

highest probability of success.

Methodoloqy

Data Source. All elementary students iﬁ grades K4 through 5
in eleven different buildings in an urban school district
(n=4,979) were given surveys to take home to their parents. A
total of 3,328 surveys ware returned, which yielded a 67% return
rate. For a parént survey in an urban school district, this
return rate was considered very high. A random sample of
children in grades 1-5 wag drawn and matched with the{r parents’

responses on tha Parent Attitudes Toward School Effectivenass

9




%

Survey for the student achievement analyses (n=2350).
Inst;umentation. The survey used in this study was the
Parent Attitudes Toward Séhool Effectiveness Survey developed by
the Bureau of Educational Research and Service at the University
of Connecticpt (Gables, Murphy: Hall, & Clark, 1986). The
instrument was designed to measure parental attitudes ;oward six
dimensions of school effectiveness: (1) Home/S&hool Relations,

(2) Clear School Mission, (3) High Expectations, (4) Safe and

Orderly Environment, (5) Instructional Leadership, and (6)

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress. A Spanish version of
the in;trument was used for parents of Spanish-speaking students
in the district’s bilingual education classes.

Parents were asked to rate each of the 47 items using ; S~
point Likert scale '(5=strongiy agree, 4=agree,- 3=undecided,
e2=disagree, l=strongly disagree).

ﬁng}xses. Means for each of the six scales were computed by
averaging the parents’ ratings on each item of 'the scale

(n=3,328) . T-tests were computed for each school effectiveness

scale. to determine if there were any significant differences

between the ratings of parents who did visit the school and those

who did not visit thz school for each of six reasons (i.e., (1)
volunteer, (2) attend an atirletic event, (3) attend an
academic/culiural event, (4) discuss a discipline problem, (3)
discuss their child(ren)’s progress, and (&) did not visit the
school for any reason).

Parents were asked to indicate how many visits they made to

10
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their child(ren)’s school during the school vyear. Based upon
their responses,; parents were separated into 3 groups—--Low
Visitation (0-1 visits per. year), Medium Visitation Group {(2-5.
visits per year), and High Visitation Group (More than 6 visits
per year). A one—w;§ analysis of.variance procedure was used to
determine if there were any significant differances among the
three groups with respect to parents’ attitudes toward school
effectiveness. In analyses where significant differences were
found, the_Scheffa’ post hoc test was used to determine ' which

groups were significantly different from each other.

A. randomly selected sample (n=250) of the 3,328 parent

_responses were matched- via code numbers with their children’s

student achievement scores on all subtests of the._lowa'Test of
Basic Skills. Parent attitude scales means were examined, and
parents whose scale means fell into the lowest 25% of the sample
were assigned to the Low _Attitude Group: parents whose scala
means fell into the highést 25%  of the sample were assigned to
the High Attitude Group. T-tests were then computed to determine
if there was any significant difference between the Low Attitude

Group and the High Attitude Group with respect to their

‘children’s student achievement scores.

Results
Demographic -
Respondents were requested .to provide demographic

information regarding sex, race, education level, and the number

11
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of parents living at home. Ninety percent of the respondents
were female. The sample was 67% black, 19% white, ii% Hispanic,
and 3% other races. The education level of the respondents was
as follows: 26% had no high schuwol diploma, 40% had a high scheool
diploma, 18% had 1 year of college or technical school, 10% had 2
years of college or technical school, 4% had a 4-~year ccllege
degree, and 2% had at‘ légst some graduate school. Fifty~three
percent of the householas had only one parent 1living at homes
forty-seven had two parents 1living at home. In addition,
respondents were asked how many‘times per year they visited their
child(;en)’s school and for what reason(s) were they most likely
to visit the school.
Reasons for Visiting School
" Table 1 displays the results of comparisons between parents
who reported they did or did no¥ visit school to (1) volunteer,
(2) attend an athletic event, (2) attend an academic/cultural
eventy (4) discuss a discipline ﬁroblem, (%) discuss their
child(ren)’s progress,s and (é6) did npt visit the schooi for any
reason. For each of the above six categories, scale means are
’displayed for eacp group--those éhat-repor@gd they did visit
school and éhose that reported they did not visit. T-tests were
computed to determine if there were any significant differences
between the two groups.
As can be seen in the 1last column of Table 1,-.parents who
vigited the schaols for more positivé reasons (i.e.y to

volunteer, attend an academic/cultural event, and to discuss

12
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{ Table 1

; Comparisons of Parent Perceptions of Effective

i Schools Characteristics by Reasons for

: Vigsiting the School

7 (n=2,93%9)

? : Means

; Reason/Scale R R

L ) : Did Not Did

g Visit Visit

? To Volunteer

: Home/School Relations 3.57 3.65

§ Clear School Mission 3.67 3.68

‘ High Expectations 3.61 - 3.64

P Safe & Orderly Environment 3.68 3.71

- E Instructional Leadership 3.47 3.57

o Frequent Monitoring of 3.76 3.85

: Student Prograess

3 TOTAL 3.64 3.71

: To Attend an Athletic Event

: Home/School Relations 3.58 3.5

: Clear School Mission 3.68 3.60

: High Expectations 3.61 3.60

: Safe & Orderly Environment 3.69 3.61

: Instructional Leadership 3.48 3.48

5 Frequent Monitoring of 3.78 3.74

b Student Progress

: TOTAL 3.65 . 3.62 .91

§~ Jo Attend an Academic/Cultural Event ;

P Home/School Relations 3.56 3.66 -4.33 *xx ;

P Clear School -Mission 3.66 3.71 -2.11 *

. ‘ High Expectations 3.99 3.70 «~5.07 ##%

.t ' Safe & Orderly Environment 3.65 3.78 -5.42 *#% .

S Instructional Leadership 3.46 3.95 =3.37 ** )

b Frequent Monitoring of 3.73 3.84 -3.66 *¥x :

; Student Prograss :

1 TOTAL ‘ 3.62 3.73 ~4.69 *xx i
(continued on next page...) ’




Table 1 (continued)

‘. Reason/Scale" _— - - - ar = = - t
Did No Did
Visit Visit

To Discgss a Discipline Problem

Home/School Relations 3.60 - 3.55 2.08 *

Clear School Mission 3.71 3.60 4,84 *ex

High Expectations : 3.64 3.56 3.76 %

Safe & Orderly Enviro-rent 3.71 - 3.62 4,30 #*% ;
: Instructional Leadersnip 3.50 3.43 2.90 %*%* ]
¥ Frequent Monitoring of 3.80 3.72 3.75 % :

Student Progress ‘ :

TOTAL 3.67 3.60 3.56 *w#

. Jo Discuss Child’s Progress

Hom&#/School Relations 3.51 3.60 =-3.86 #¥%

Clear School Mission 3.63 3.68 -2.10 %

High Expectations 3.58 3.42 -1.91 .o
Safe & Orderly Environment 3.64 3.69 -2.00 % :
Instructional Leadership 3.48 3.48 - .09

Frequent Monitoring of 3.76 3.79 - .94

: - Stud@nt Progress

TOTAL 3.63 3.65 - .65

Do_Not Visit School For Any Reason

. Home/School Relations 3.59 3.27 S.51 *#%
. ~ Clear_ School Mission N 3.68 3.47 3.52 ** S
s : High Expectations 3.62 3.47 2.85 * :
: Safe & Orderly Environment 3.69 3.43 4.56 %%
: Instructional Leadership 3.49 3.29 3.350 %*%
: Frequent Monitoring of 3.78 3.57 3.56 *#x 4
; Student Progress
f TOTAL 3.65 3.46 3.55 ** ;
i,,“, .*p(.os
9 *#% p<.01 ;
##% p<.001 14 ) -

j
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their child(ren)’s progress) tended to rate the effectiveness of the
school higher. Even where statistical significance was not indicated
on the six effective schouls scales, the means of parents who visited
schools for positive reasons tended to be higher on all scales.
Conversely, parents _who tended. to visit school for more negative
reasons (i.e., to discuss disciplineproblems) or did not visit school

for any reason tended to rate the school significantly lower on all

scales.

Freauency of Visits to School

Table 2 contains the means for each of the three visitation groups
for e;;h of the six scales on the instrument, the F-ratio, and tﬁg
results of the Scheffe’ post hoc test,,‘ The means for each scale
tended to incre;se as pargnt vigite to the school increased. A
significant F-ratio w;s found for all analyses.

The last column of Table 2 shows that all groups were
significantly different from each other for each scale except the

Clear School Mission scale. On this scale, the Low Visitation

Group was significantly different from the other two, but the

Medium and High Visitation Grouups were not significantly different

from each other.

Student Achjevement

A randomly seiected sample (n=230) of students were matchea
with their parents’ Parent Attitude Toward School scores. . For
@ach student selected, Iowa Test of Basic Skills scores were
ob%aincd. This resulted in having two types of scores for each
student in the sample~--student achievement scores and their

15
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Table 2

Comparison of Parent Perceptions of Effective Schools

Characteristics for Low, Medium, and High Visitition Groups
(n=2,959)
Scaie Group Mean F-ratio Differences
Homa/School {1) Low 3.45
Relations (2) Medium 3.58 u5.34 # 1 <23
(3) High 3.73 2<3
Ciear School (1) Low 3.5%
Mission (2) Medium 3.49 13.61 * 1 < 2,3
(3) High 3.73
High Expectations (1) Low 3.51
s (2) Medium 3.62 32.14 » 1 < 2,3
: (3) High 3.71 2 <3.
: Safe & Orderly (1) Low 3.97
: Environment (2) Medium 3.48 33.76 # 1 < 2,3
: (3) High 3.81 2<¢3
Instructional (1) Low 3.41
Lradership (2) Medium 3.46 23.44 * 1 <3
(3) High 3.61 2<¢3
" Frequent Monitoring (1) Low 3.48
of (2) Medium 3.77 21.91 » 1 < 2,3
Student Progress (3) High 3.87 2¢<3
TOTAL (A1l Items) (1) Low 3.54
(2) Madium 3.64 35.41 * 1 < 2,3
(3) High 3.76 2<¢3
Note: Group Sample Sizes: (1) 793 (2) 1439 (3) 707

p < .001

‘Low Visitation Group= 0 or 1 visits per year
Medium Visitation Group= 2 to 3§ visits per year
High Visitation Group= More than 6 visits per year

16
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parents’ Parent Attitude Toward School scores. Parent attitude
scales means were examined, and parents whose scale means fell
into the lowest 25% of the -sample were assigned to the Low

Attitude Group (n=52); parents whose scale means fell into the

% . highest 25% of the sample were assigned to the High Attitude Group
‘ (n=64). Using normal curv; equivalénts (NCE’s) for the student
achievement scores on all 20 sub-tests of the lowa Test of Basic
Skills, t-tesis were used to determine if there were any
significant differences in student achievement between students
with parents who had high attitudes toward school effectiveness
and ;;qdehts with parents who had 1low attitudes toward school
effectiveness. _ .

As- there wera 6 PATSé‘ scales and 20 iTBS scoreé, a total of
120 t-testé were computed. fable 3 presents tha results of a
comparison of ITBS scores (expressed as NCE’s) between children
with Low Attitude parents and children with High Attitude parents.
Only those comparisons with significant t-values are listed.

In examining Table 3y it is evident that the High
Expectations, Safe and Orderly Environment, and Frequent
Monitor.ing ;f Student Progress scales had the highest number of
significant differences with respect to student achievement
scores. In the High Expectations and Frequent Monitoring of
‘Student Prbgress scales, the ITBS scales of Vocabulary, Reading
Coﬁprehension, Capitalizations Punctuation, Usages Visual
Material, Reference Material, Word Study Skills Total, Math
Concepts, Math Computétion} Basic Composite, Compldtc Composite,

v .
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le 3

.AS

Comparisor of ITBS Student Achievement Scores (in NCE’s)
< Between Children of Parents with High Attitudes Toward School
S Effectiveness and Chilgren of Parents with Low Attitudes Towara
H - School Effectiveness

) PATSE Scale/ Low High t
: 1TBS Scale Attitude Attitude
! (n=52) (n=64)
Home/School Relations
‘Word Usage 40.70 50.97 2.61%
Clear School Mission
Math Concepts 35.79 44 .69 2.62%
Math Computation 37.09 45.66 2.5+
- High Expecéatiqns
Vocabulary 33.48 41.67 2.32%
i Reading Comprehension 39.09 48.09 2.73%*
Capitalization 40.01 48.13 2.16%
Punctuation 40.21 50.50 2.68%%
Word Usage 34.92 46.02 3.21%%
Visual Material 38.64% 45.98 2.45*
Reference Material 35.80 46.65 3.18%»
Word Study Skills 37.44 46.95 3.18%%
Math Concepts 35.67 45.93 2.93%%
Math Computation 37.64 48.06 2.51%
Basic Composite 33.46 42.40 2.60%
Conplete Composite 34.38 42.460 2.54%
Sccial Studies 39.97 90.61 2.67%
Science 41.63 S51.44 2.13%
: i Safe and Orderly Environment
: Vocabulary 33.02 41.75 2.54%
. Reading Comprehension 38.83 47 .56 2.75%%
3 Word Usage 36.44 446.08 2.77%%
’ Yisual Material 37.77 . 435.61 2.42%
3 Raference Material 37.46 47.75. 2.05%
g Word Study Skills 37.67 45.79 2.46%
: Basic Composite 32.47 41.86 2.69%%
i Complete Comdosite 32.43 41.98 2.76%%
(continued...¢.)
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Table 3 (continued)

% PATSE Scale/ Low High t
. ITBS Scale Attitude Attitude
‘ (n=52) (n=64)
: Instructional Leadership
§ Reading Comprehension 40 .52 47.45 2.29%
: Reference Material 35.54 44,49 2.58%
¢ Math Concepts 34.20 43.32 2.46%
E Complete Composite 34.56 40.98 2.11%
; Frequent Monitoring of Student Prograss
i Vocabulary 34,44 45.89 2.63%
: Reading Comprehension 36.81 30.09 3.36%%x%
P Capitalization 36.62 49.08 3.19%%
‘ Punctuation 37.38 48.27 2.17%
: Word Usage 33.74 48.97 3.8b%%%

Visual Material 33.73 49.23 3.90% %%
: Reference Material 21.37 47.4%0 4. 02%%%
. Word Study-Skills 31.86 49.02 4. 30%%%
. ‘Math Concepts 32.31 46,81 3.4 %%%
: Math Computation 26.38 68.44 2.54%
: Math Total 34.40 44 .69 2.67%%
; Basic -Composite 31.44 44 .54 3.17%%
: Complete Composite 33.03 44.31 3.5 %#*
. Social Studies 38.14" 49.64 2.10% .
; . Scierice 41.43 54.07 2.48%
: #* pg.0S
** p<.ot
D ###% p< .001
S
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Social Sciences and Social Studies were significantly differént
between children with High Attitude parents,; and children with Low

Attitude parents. The Safe and Orderly Environment scale had

:
i

significant differences between children with High and Low
Aéfitude.-parents on thé Vocabulary, Reéding Comprehension,
UsagesTotal Languages, Visual Material, Reference Material, ﬁord
i\ .. Study Skills Total, Basi; Composite, and Complete Composité ITBS
student achievement scales. The Home/School Relations, Clear : 'é
Scheol Mission, and Instructional. Leadership scales had,
respectively,'only ones twos; and four significantly different
compafisons.

It should be noted that in all cases,; including those that were
not statistically significant, tge mean for the High Attitude
group was higher th;n the mean for the L9w Attitude group. These

data indicate that children of parents who are more positive

toward school tend to have higher student achievement scores.

A RMAN Y e

The school effectiveness scales that seem to have the greatest
relationship to student achievement are the High Expectations and
Frequent Monitoripg of Student Progress scales. Parents who .;

- believe that the school has high expectations of their children |
; and frequently monitor their children’s pregress have children who
tend to be higher achievers.
- . Revisjons of Instrument

This section presents the results of the technical analyses of é
the Pargqt Qttitudss T.w r h Effectiv rvey, Alpha /

internal consistency reliability addresses the specific quecetion
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"To what extent are the respanses to the items assigned to each
scale internally consistent?" Low laveis of reliability would
suggest an 1nadequate sampling of itims from the targeted domain
of content and thus lead to inaccurate feedback to school district
personnel.
chge—leve}. The reliebility data for @ach scale are pfesented
in Table 4. The last column of Table & indicapes that the
reliabilities range from .77 (Instructiqnal Leadership) to .46
(High Expectations). Internal consistency reliabilities for an
affective measure are considered to be adequate if they are in
excesgiof .70 (Gable, 1986). As can be seen in Table 4, two of
the scales, Clear School Mission and High Expaectations, fall below

.70. The following item-level analysis will discuss' how the

reliabilities on these two scales in particular could be

‘strengthened.

ltem~Level. Table & also contains much item~level empirical
information perﬁfiniﬁg to how effective the items "work" on the
quaestionnaire. ﬂéggg and standard deviatjons are presented noting
that very high or low means along with 1low ;tandard deviations
would indicate an ineffective item. These items, where most
respondants give either very high or very low ratings, may be good
for feedback, but they would not correlate well with other items
on the scale and thus not contribute to the desired level of scale
reliability. The data in Table 4 -do not suggest any probiems in

this area.

The ggr:glagign_gi gach jtem with the scale to which it is
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3 Table 4

¢ Parent Attitudes Voward School Effectiveness Survey
t Scale ltem Analysis and Alpha Internal Consistency
Reliability Data-

; (r=2:539)
: . Item Standard Correlation Alpha if Scale :
’ Scale Number M2an Deviation with Scale Item Alpha :
. Delet-¢ ;
: Home/School 1 4,08 .96 .42 .74 i
: Relations 6 4.02 .84 .43 .73 ‘
: 1y 3.43 1.24 .41 2 7%
: 13 3.58. 1.03 .49 .72
16 3.51 .92 «34 .74 .
18 3.56 .92 «30 .73 76 ;
g a3 3.22 1.15 .36 .74 ,
28 3.82 .35 «30 .73 .
5 31 3.44 1.01 39 .74 :
L 34 3.92 .87 <44 «73. :
3 38 +2.81 "1.01 .21 .76 :
§ - Clear Schoecl 10 3.80 .99 .33 o951
i Mission 21 3.81 .87 .48 42
as 3.33 95 .09 b4 57
35 3.73 .89 41 Y
47 3.468 .88 .37 49
High . 4 3.38 1.09 .21, .43
Expectations 20 3.79 95 .31 »37
24 3.96 86 .38 34 4b
26 3.64 .21 ’ .22 42
29 3.593 97 .28 .38 .
E 36 3.92 1.0 .03 «33 i
P Safe & 2 3.66 .93 46 .68
¢ Orderly S 3.393 .97 G4 .49 p
' Environment 9 4.03 1.03 40 ' .70 j
: 17 3.7 .88 .36 .70 .72 :
. cly 4,00 .99 .48 .69 i
{ 32 3.58 .88 .39 .70 s
: 33 3.2% 1.02 .33 .71 :
: 41 3.70 .97 44 .89
: x ' (continued....) o
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Table 4 (continued)

i') ’ Item ' Standard Correlation Alpha if Scale
- Scale Number Mean Deviation with Scale Item Alpha
i : . - . Daleted

: Instructional ™ 7 3.42 .98 .56 .73 B
; Leadership - 12 3.59 .97 .36 .76 :
. 19 3.67 .91 .43 .75 :
: 27 3.42 .85 S .73 .77 ;
wo 37 3.18 .92 49 74 ;
N 42 3.38 94 -3 .71
y 46 3.71 .89 44 .75
: Frequent -3 . «85 .39 .70
f ' Monitoring of 8 . .85 J4b6 &9

" .
0 ] 3] 1]
sRBINERI

Student 14
Progress 15
. 22

.97 48 .68
1.02 .21 T .72 z
77 46 &9 ‘

WWWwwwwww

. 40 [] .99 043_ . .69 ’a
: . 43 . S50 «30 - ’ 2
1_ 45 [ 3 099 '."4 .69
-
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4
3

ExiAE

at

assigned and the scale alpha reliability if the item is deleted

from the scale are two important sources of information in Table

4, An' item that correlates poorly with its scale will not

contr%bute welil to the over-ll reliability of the scale. The data
in Table 4 were examined so that items could be identified for
deletion or review/revision in future ‘ editions of
thequestionﬁaife. On the basis of these data, along with other
data presented 1in T;ble 4, the following recommendations are
offered:

o Given the acceptable 1levels of reliability on the
Home/School Relations, Safe & Orderly Environment;
Instructional Leadershipy and Frequent Monitoring of
Student Progress scales,; no additioral . items -:are
nacessary. The Clear School Mission and High
Expectations’ scales are in need of additional items to
raise the reliability levels. .

o Based upon the correlations of the items with their
respective scale and the reliability levels if the items
were deleted, three items should be deleted from the
sCale. The deletion of Item 25 from the Clear School
Mission scale would raise the scale level alpha from .57
to .44. The deletion of 1Item 36 from the High
Expectations scale would raise the scale level alosha
from .46 to .53. Note that in both cases, the items
have low correlations with Tthe scale.

o] Based upon the correlations of items with their
respectiva scales, the items on the High Expectations
scale are not highly inter—correlated (.03 to .38).
Even with the deletion of Item 346 as suggestzd above,
the scale alpha would still be 1less than desired.
Hence, all items on this scale should be reviawed. In
addition, items 38 (Home/School Relations) and 15
(Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress) should be

. targeted for review and possible revision. While in
both cases the scale alpha is slightly improved if the
itam is deleted, review and revision of the item may be
more appropriate.

24
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Summary

This study identified some important indicators of parents’

attitudes toward school effectiveness as evidenced by responses on

.the Parent Attitudes Toward School Effectiveness GQuestionnaire.

In addition, some recommendations for future use of the inst}ument
were provided. - -

It is clear that involving parents in substantive ways in
their child(ren)’s schooling has a significant impact on the
parents’ attitudes toward school. Parents wha visited their
child(ren)’s school for positive reasons were more ‘likely to feel
that the school was doing a better job. Parents who tended to
visit school only to discuss a discipline problem or who did not
visit school at all tended to rate the school lower.

This study also determined that a relationship betwean
parents’ attitudes toward school effectiveness and student
achievement exists. The achievement scores of children who had
parents that had high attitudes toward school effectiveness were
higher than the achievement scores of children who had parents
with low atéitudeé toward school effectiveness.

Involving parents in substantive ways may result in more
positive attitudes toward the school on the part of the parenis.
While a causal link is not implied by these datas, it is apparent
that parental -involvement 'is related to increasaed student
achievement. It is evident that when parents and schools work

closely together, the children benefit.

25
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PARENT ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn more about the school your child (children) currently
attend(s). Your-experiences and attitudes are, therefore, very important. Please assist us by responding to
the following statements according to the directiods prcvided. There are no right or wrong answers. In order
to ensure confidentiality, please:do not write your name on the questionnaire.

INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY WRITING A NUMBER IN THE SPACE PROVIDED.
Approximately how many times do you visit your child's (children's) school in a year?
Approximately how many of these visits took pl'aco during school hours?

Approximately how many of these visits .took place afier school md/gr svening hours?

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY PLACING AN X
IN THE SPACE PROVIDED. PLEASE SELECT ONE ANSWER ONLY.

What -is the resson you would most likely visit your child's (children's) school?
-a. to-volunteer
b. — to watch an athletic event

. to observe an academic or cultural event
4. to discuss a discipline probles -

ne————————

.. ) to discuss my-child's progress.
£. I don't visit the school for any reason
g Other reasons (explein briefly)

~>

When you visit your child's (children’s) schc;ol for any reason, apptcxinto'ly how long is your visit?
a. less than 1 hour c. 3-5 hours )
b. 1-3 hours a. more than S hours

What is your level of educaticn?
a. did not complete high szlwool 4. completed 2 years of college or
technical training

b. completed high school .. completed 4 years of college

c. completed 1 year of college or ¢£. beyond 4 years of college
technical training

What is your sex?

a. male b. female

How many children are living at home?
a. c. three’

b. two da. - four

How many parents are living at home?

a. one b. two
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13.
14.

1s,
16.
17.

18.
19.

Part IT

INSTRUCTIONS: Please rnd each of the tollowing statements carsfully and indica.e the extent to which you

either agree or dingm with each one by circling the appropriate letters. The response
categories are:

SA = Strongly aqr‘c
A s Agree ]
U = Undecided (you neither agree nor disagres)
D = Disagree 7
SD = Strongly Disagree
For example, consider the following statement:

The school b:ilding. is. not clean. D u A SA
By circling SQ, you have indicated that you strongly dis with this statement. Again,
there ate no right or wrong answers. Thank you for your gcﬁ and please remember to

vespond to all statements.
EEEEEXENEEEERERE N,

Teachers in this school use either phone calls, newsletters, SO D u A SA
regular notes or parent conferences in addltion to report )
cards- to communicate my child's progress to me.

. Staff and students view this-school as a safe and securs place. s D u SA
This school uses student achievement tests to kecp track of ' SO D U A SA
students’ proqms. -

Most ‘teachers in this school do not hold students to high sic dards s D u A SA

‘of performance in-their school work.

‘The atmosphere in ‘iiis school is business-like and professional. s D U A SA

The school is open to puonts"'.suqqntions and invoIvement. $ D 0 A S

The princi.pd, leads frequent discussions about instruction and sD D u A SA
achievement witl’'parents and students.

Tuchoi't use many different methods (including samples of students’ sh D u A s
work and tests) to assess student progress.

The school building  is generally unpleasant, unkept, and s D u A SA
uncomfortable.

Instructional materials (such as paper, textbocks, etc.) are SO D u A SA
provided to students when needed.

Teachers do not eontact parents regularly to discuss studant SO 'D u A SA
progress.

it 'is difficult to make appointments wi.th ths principal to discuss sOD D u A SA
instructional izsues. _

Most of the teachers communicate regularly with parents. s D U A Sh

Teachers in this school are quick to identify problems whi.ch sb D u A SA
students are having in reading, writing or math.

There is no system.for assessing student learning on a regular . s . U A SA

basis in my-child's (children‘s) courses.

Thers is an active parent/school group in which many parents are sD D u A SA
involved.

There are written statements describing codes of conduct for s D U A 8
students- in this schocl.

Teachers. seek idezs and suggestions.from parents. S0 u SA
The principal is not available to discuse matters concerning SO D U SA
instruction. S .

All students are praised for their accomplishments, not just those s D U A SA

who accowush the. most.
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21.
22.

23.

- 24,

25..

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

7. .

38.
39.
40.

41.
42.
43.

45.
46.

47.

The general goals of this school are very clear.
stugcngs are given stat;dnzdiznd tests on a regular basis.

I know very little about the policies, academic programs, and
activities of the:school. ‘

‘Teachers try to help all students achieve.

Important decisions made in this school do not reflect the
general goals of the school.

Students are expected to master subject matter at each grade level.
Thers is strong leadership asbout insttuctionﬂl issues (such as
curriculum topics, improving teaching, etc.) from the principal

in this school.

In general, the staff is frank and open with parents and students.

Most of ‘the students in this school can be expacted to complete
high school. '

Students and teachers are not proud of their school, nor do they
help to keep it attractive.

It is difficult for parents to contribute to important decisions
‘made at this school. .

The atmosphere in this achool is student-oriented.

Gon;nuy, discipline is nct a problem in this school.

It is easy to make appointments. to meet with teachers.

Teachers -in this school feel responsible for student achievement.
Studonf:s do weil in t_his school without ha.vinq to work hard. °
Thé-principal raqularly brings instructional ismc; (sych as
m‘c:iom;‘:topiu; improving teaching, etc.) to parents for -~
Very few parents visit the school.

Students in this school are challenged to their capacity.

Homework is assigned on a reqular basis by my ctlild's (children's)
teachers.

Rules in this school are not clear or consistent.
The prihcipal communicates the mission of the school to parents.
Feedback on assignments is given to students regularly.

Teachers in this school do not hold consistently high expectations
for my child- (children).

Teachers send classwork home for me to look at on a regular basis.
The.principal is often seen at school activities.

School facilities are appropriate for the t.y.pu of programs
provided. .

THANK YOU FOR RETURNING ME

Developed by The University of Connecticut,
Bureau of Educational Research and Service ,
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