Teacher and School Variables that Impact Special Education PreschdotiFEamily

Involvement Behaviors

by

Louise Marchini

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty in Educational Psychologyiah fodfitiment
of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, The City of New York

2011



© 2011
LOUISE MARCHINI

All Rights Reserved



This manuscript has been read and accepted for the
Graduate Faculty in Educational Psychology in satisfaction of the
dissertation requirement for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Marian C. Fish, Ph.D.

Date Chair of Examining Committee

Mario Antonio Kelly Ed.D.

Date Executive Officer

Georgiana Shick Tryon, Ph.D.

Jay Verkuilen, Ph.D.

Supervisory Committee

THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK



Abstract
Teacher and School Variables that Impact Special Education Preschool Treatligr
Involvement Behaviors
by

Louise Marchini

Advisor: Professor Marian Fish

The present study examined teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/ttaschgr
experience, and school support and their relationship to reported family involvemenotsha
using the Epstein framework as a six part definition for family involvement.cipariis
included 283 teachers in 20 different special education preschool progrémmstiagt New York
City area. Four measures were used, the FITS-P that measures reqamited attitudes, the
FITPQ that measures reported teacher family involvement behaviors t@ooaise that
measures reported teacher experience and teacher preparation/taaditigg Program Self-
Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide (Section 3) that measuresdegbidol support
for family involvement. A multilevel survey data set was collected frontipielteachers within
multiple schools. Correlational analyses were conducted to assess thierdaiad strength of
variable relationships among three predictors: years of teaching exqegrieacher
preparation/training, and teacher attitudes. The data were also analymetiesarchical linear
modeling (HLM). This was conducted in order to determine if teacher attitudebete
preparation/training, years of teaching experience impact teachiéy flmavolvement behavior
differently across schools. Further, it was investigated whether degree of sgpport

contributes to this difference across schools.



In general, the hypotheses in this study were supported by the results and provide
preschool educators with valuable information to help develop strategies idaciitators and
obstacles, and improve the working partnership between schools and famihes goal of
increasing family involvement. One of the clearest findings was thatteattitude was
predictive of reported teacher family involvement behaviors. Teachers whoteghimre
positive family involvement attitudes actually reported using more familyivement practices
in their classrooms. A second finding was that only one of the three typestadrtea
preparation/training, in-service training, was predictive of reportethéedamily involvement
behaviors. Also, teachers who had taken a course primarily focused on family involiement
their pre-service training had more positive reported attitudes towandy favolvement.
Teachers who reported not attending a course dedicated to family involvamesther had
family involvement integrated or embedded throughout a number of courses repodedrfew
less frequent family involvement behaviors. Teacher experience wasveggatiated to
teacher attitude towards family involvement; however, it was not deemed aqredlieacher
family involvement behaviors. In this study, the degree of school support as measiived b
SED/VESID was positively correlated and significantly predictiveepbrted teacher family
involvement behaviors. In this study, principals who reported to offer more adatinest
support for family involvement in their schools did have teachers who reportedigdffere
positive attitudes and applied more family involvement practices in thesrotass.

Implications of these findings are discussed.



Vi

Acknowledgements

It would be impossible for me to thank all of the people who contributed to the
completion of this doctorate. First and foremost, | cannot find words to expressnky thany
Committee Chair, Dr. Marian Fish. Her encouragement and faith in me was whatekept m
working hard until completion of this dissertation. | am forever indebted for herstaneing
and patience.

I would like to extend my sincere gratitude to the individuals who served on my
dissertation committee. | thank Dr. Georgiana Tryon for her support and menterieayiy on
with my research project. | would also like to thank Dr. Jay Verkuilen, who willingtame
my committee member, always showed kindness and introduced me to Nancy Andiloro, my
HLM specialist. Also, thanks to Dr. Joseph LiPuma who honored me as one of my outside
readers.

Special thanks goes to Teresa DelPriore, the New York City NAEYC €odent and
Principal of an AHRC Preschool, who worked late nights providing me with a quiet but
supportive environment to work on my literature review. | would also like to thank Ghristi
Muccioli and Madelin Rivera, the Director and Associate Director of the AHB@ation
Department. They believed in my work and in me.

This dissertation would never have been complete without the support of my fagnily; m
grandmother, mother, father and brother. My parents Flora and Remo always encoarémed m
continue my education and were proud of any even minor accomplishment. Thanks to my
grandmother for her continuous prayers, enabling me to continue my study and workmiMy fa
always believed that | was capable of anything and were unwaveringfidence, which

carried me through those moments of doubt and uncertainty.



Vii

Finally, | am also very thankful for my friends and fellow work colleagues, edlyec
Chapman Wong who was always there to lend a hand when | had formatting issues ang Dr. Ma
Donahue who always lent a sympathetic ear and honored me by accepting to balan outsi
reader. As well as, fellow school psychologists from AHRC and St. John’s Utyyeesnely
Susan Kondoff, Dr. Andrew Livanis for all his advice and help, and Irene Cypruis-&os for

her spirit which still lives on.



viii

Table of Contents

CHAPTER |
1 0T (3 ox 1o o 1A |
CHAPTER I
Literature REVIEW ... ... .o it e e e e e e e e neeeendD)
Family Involvement in Education..............ccoiii i, 9
ThePreschool Years. ..o 14
Legislation, Policy and Trends in Family Involvement
Theoretical Perspectives of Family Involvement............................... 24
Definitions of Family Involvement.................cccooiiiiiiiiii . 26
Teacher, School, and Parent Variables that Affect Family Involvement... 31
Teacher attitude............ooiiii i, 32
Teacher preparation/training..........coccvevieiie et ieiiens 34
Teacher eXPerienCe........cooviiiiiiii i i eeeee. 38
School support
School logistical variables.............cooo i 40
Parent efficacy.......ccoooveiiiiii 41
Parent cultural differences...........ccocciiiiii L 44
Parent logistical ISSUES.........ccuiviiiii i, 45
SUMMAIY ... e et e e e e e e e e et e et ee e e aeaen e 46
Rationale...... ..o . AT

HYPOthesSesS. ... e, 48



CHAPTER 1l
METNOA. .. ..o 51
Participants.........cooii i e DD
MEBASUIES ... ...ttt et e e e e e e et e ete e e e e e e DO
Family Involvement Teacher Scale- Preschool (FITS-P)....... 56
Teacher Information Sheet................ccoii it iiiiemeceeeeee. 70
Family Involvement Teacher Practice Questionnaire (FITPQ).71..
“Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide”
(The University of the State of New York (SED) and The Office
of Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals
with Disabilities (VESID))......ooe i v e 71
PrOCEAUIE. .. e e e e e e e 72
HYPOTNESES. ... e 74
Data ANalYSIS. .. ...ttt e e e ee e 1O
CHAPTER IV
RESUIS. ..ot e a8
DeSCrPtive STatiSTICS. .. ...ttt it it 81
Results of Hypothesis Testing..........oovi i, 82
HLM Fitted Models...........ccooiiiii i, 89
MOdel Ao 89
MOEI B... oo 89
Model C...oe 89

MOl D ... e e . 89



Final ModelS. ... 89
Models Predicting Teacher Family Involvement Behavior............... 90
Additional Analyses..........cooviiiiiiiiiii e 96
CHAPTER V
3 o U7 o] [ POV ©
Educational Implications..............coiviiiiiiii 104
Study Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research............... 105
CONCIUSION.....o i e e e e e e e e eeeeens 107
APPENAICES ... ettt et et e e e e 110

Y (=] (=] (o = T 134



List of Appendices
Appendix A. Family Involvement Teacher Scale- Preschool (FITS-P) ........ 110
Appendix B. Teacher Information Sheet
Appendix C. Family Involvement Teacher Practice Questionnaire (BITRPQ. 116
Appendix D. Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide”

(The University of the State of New York (SED) and The Office of Vocational

and Educational Services for Individuals with Disabilities (VESID).............120
APPENIX E: SCIPL. .. ettt e e e e e e ne e 124
Appendix F: Administrator Consent FOrm ... 126

Appendix G: Teacher Consent Form

Xi



List of Tables

Table 1: The EpStein TYPOIOGY.....cooiii it e e e e

Table 2: PartiCipants.........coiou it e e e e 52

Table 3: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample............................
Table 4: Original 35 Items of the FITS-P..........ccoiviieiiiiii . 58
Table 5: FITS-P Experts Item % Agreement on Item Categoth&Pilot Study
(First Round of 35 It€MS).......ivvieiieii i i ee e ee e . B0
Table 6: Second Round 38 Items of the FITS-P..........ccooooiiiii i, 62
Table 7: FITS-P Experts Item % Agreement on Item Categorth&Pilot Study
(SECONd ROUN)... . et e e e e e e e 64
Table 8: FITS-P Means and Standard Deviations for Subscales and Total

Y o0 (= 66

Y o0 (= 67

Yol 0] (PP 69
Table 11: HLM Variables Included in the Model by Level......................
Table 12: Equations for a Two-Level Random Intercepts HLM Model........
Table 13: Descriptive Statistics for Teacher and School Variables...............
Table 14: Correlations between FITS-P and FITPQ..............coooiiiiiiin i,
Table 15: Correlations between Number of Months Teaching Preschool
Experience, Preparation/Training, FITS-P and FITPQ..................oovieeee . 87

Table 16: Structure of Fitted Models for FITPQ Practice as Outcome..........

55

Xii



Xiii

Table 17: HLM Estimates with Standard Errors for Practice FITPQuasome.. 92
Table 18: Overview of Study Hypotheses.............cccoviiiiiiiiicinneenn .94

Table 19: Iltem-Total Statistics for the 28 Item FITPQ and FITS-P.............97.
Table 20: Iltem-Total Statistics for the 28 Item SED/VESID School

SUPPOI MBASUIE. .. ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 98



CHAPTER |
Introduction
This chapter explains the importance of family involvement with schools and its

effectiveness in improving student learning. This is followed by discussion op#rational
definitions of family involvement that have been used in the literature and thblearthat
impact involvement. A description of the study examining the relationships anzmhgte
attitudes, teacher preparation/training, teacher experience, and schoot sagpacher family
involvement behaviors using the Epstein typology as a definition for family involvesnent
presented.

In recent years much attention has been centered on family involvement inaguca
primarily because of its links to improvement in student learning. Thereeissext evidence
that family involvement in the education of children is critical to effectib®@asling. Research
reviews show that family involvement improves student achievement, attituded teasning,
and self-esteem (Fan & Chen, 2001; Fehrmann, Keith, & Reimers, 1987; Henderson 1987;
Henderson & Berla 1994; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Jeynes, 2005; Soucy & Larose, 2000; Swap
1993). Schools that work well with families have shown better teacher morale, faityhgs of
teachers by parents, and better reputations and linkages to resources in the go(Epstein
& Dauber, 1991; Henderson & Berla, 1994; Swap, 1993).

The importance of involvement applies to all parents including those with low iscome
less formal education, and those who do not speak English or read it well (Adger, 2001;
Collignon, Men, & Tan, 2001; Dearing, Kreider, Simpkins, & Weiss, 2006; Hill, Ciaste
Lansford, Nowlin, Dodge, & Bates 2004). This research on involvement reports $érafit

include higher grades and test scores, better school attendance, hagliatign rates, greater



enrollment in post-secondary education, and more positive attitudes about schoat,(ES&:
Henderson & Berla, 1994). All of these variables can be positively influenceddrytpar
teachers, and others in the community (Epstein, 2001).

The preschool years provide a critical foundation for later learning ancbgevent
(Guralnick, 1998; Ramey & Ramey, 1998). The importance of families in their ctiddre
schooling has been acknowledged by early intervention professionals for esasyRreschool
children are especially vulnerable due to their dependence on the adults around them, and
families have the opportunity to provide the greatest influence on a child’s developing
competence. Given the greater educational risks that face young childrdy ri&oivement in
preschool is especially important (National Research Council, 2001). Although théaingeor
of family involvement is widely accepted and acknowledged by early educatoesisthe
substantially less research, involving preschool populations than school-age populatiotts (
Zeljo, Doctoroff, & Ortiz, 2008).

There are many operational definitions of family involvement used in thatliter
(Baker & Soden, 1998; Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Epstein & Dauber 1991; Epstein 1992;
Jeynes, 2005) with little consistency. There are also a number of terms ussttiteedbe
relationship between the home and school, including; family involvement, parent inealyem
home-school collaboration, family-school involvement, home-school relationship, fechiby!
relation, and home-school partnerships (Baker & Soden 1998; Brantlinger 1991; Cbnigens
Sheridan, 2001; Epstein & Dauber 1991; Epstein 1992; Hansen 1986; Jeynes, 2005; Stevenson &
Baker 1987). Fan and Chen (2001) noted that family involvement is thought of simpjisticall
perceived in one dimension, when in reality it is multi-faceted in nature. foherdifferent

dimensions of family involvement should be measured separately as well ascdsupnmi a



general composite. Epstein (1995) presented a well-founded typology haming penithelat
types of parent involvement that ideally would occur in a school setting: a) pardti
communication, c) volunteering, d) learning at home, e) decision-making, anthBorating
with the community.

While the importance of family involvement is clear, there are a number ablewithat
may affect the development of family involvement and collaboration between homehaind s
that can be organized in three domains: teacher, school, and parent. Variables tffgcheay a
teachers’ ability to facilitate family involvement include teachetuates, teacher
preparation/training, and teacher experience. School variables thanpest facilitation of
family involvement include school support and school logistical variables. Téspéxially true
in early childhood when family involvement is often highest (Epstein, 1992) as welspscial
education where family involvement is essential. Parent variables migidenzarent efficacy,
parent cultural differences, and parent logistical issues.

When comparing early childhood programs, preschool special education prograines are
most family-allied in their orientation (Dunst, 2002). The earlier paresitsrgolved in their
children’s educational process, the better students tend to do in their overathpader
(Shepard & Rose, 1995). This suggests the importance of a research focus orclio®lpres
population when family involvement is most critical.

In order to improve our understanding of teachers’ involvement with parents, this study
used data from preschool special education teachers and administrators tedkami
relationships among teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/trainifggrteaperience, and
school support on teacher family involvement behaviors using the Epstein typolngy as

definition for family involvement. Three measures were used. The first, thiéyHavolvement



Teacher Survey —Preschool (FITS-P, Marchini & Fish, 2005), is based on the Bpgxitgyt
and developed and pilot-tested for identifying preschool teachers’ attitudesreaptioas of
their knowledge and competency in family involvement and measured teathdeatand
perceptions. Using the FITS-P captures the multidimensional nature of famalvement by
measuring the six areas of the Epstein framework. Second, the Familyelmearit Teacher
Practice Questionnaire (FITPQ) measuring reported teacher famwvilyement behaviors, was
used as an outcome measure. Third, the Program Self-Assessment and Qoiaitgment
Guide (Section 3) by The University of the State of New York (SED) and Thhee@ff
Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals with DisabilitiesSNZE measuring the
reported preschool administrator’s level of support towards family involvemassess school
support.
Based on the above discussion, this study proposed to answer the following research
guestions.
1. Do teachers who report more positive family involvement attitudes report more
family involvement practices in their classrooms?
2. Do teachers with less teaching experience report more positive atande
report more family involvement practices in their classrooms?
3. Do teachers who receive more prior preparation/training report more positive
attitudes and report more family involvement practices in their classrooms?
4. Do teachers with more administrative support for family involvement report
more positive attitudes and report more family involvement practices in their

classrooms?



Data were collected from 283 teachers from 20 different special ealugaéschool
programs in the New York City area. Consent and ethical approval was obtaingtidrom
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Graduate Center of the City of X&rk. Consents and
written approval were obtained from all 20 school administrators and from 283 teachers

This study used data from preschool teachers and administrators ioexaen
relationships among teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/trainifggrteaperience, and
school support on teacher-family involvement behaviors across the Epstein typbhagthree
measures described above were used.

Data Analysis

A multilevel survey data set was collected from multiple teachersnamultiple
schools. First, using SPSS/PASW 18.0 program, data were double-entered tchasladbisity
of the data entry. The investigator used several procedures to analyze theodd¢a io answer
this study’s research questions. In the first stages of analysis, aly sulv&cales, as well as
teacher and school demographics were analyzed via descriptive statmséiddition,
correlational analyses were conducted to assess the direction and streng#blef va
relationships among three predictors: years of teaching experiencertpeggtaration/training,
and teacher attitudes. In the second stage of analysis, the data weralgisslarsing
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). This was conducted in order to determieadher
attitudes, teacher preparation/training, and years of teaching exqeeimepact teacher family
involvement behavior differently across schools. Further, it was investigatédendegree of

school support contributes to this difference across schools.



Results

Using SPSS/PASW 18.0, Pearsarorrelations were calculated to analyze the direction
and degree of relations identified in HO1. As expected, in line with the study’s (M@dihesis,
the total FITS-P scores for attitude toward family involvement and all slédsseere
significantly positively related to teacher family involvement behavioneasured by the
FITPQ.

As expected with the HO2, teacher experience was significantly nelgatorrelated
with total teacher attitude toward family involvement as measured by ti®eREIRegarding
HO3, the correlation between the level of teacher experience and the FITPQcdtavas not
statistically significant, which does not support the hypothesis. As exgemtetH04 and HO5,
prior preparation/training in family involvement was positively correlate teacher attitude
and teacher family involvement behavior toward family involvement as measutied BITS-P
and FITPQ. There was a significant positive relationship (H04) betweertuhdr
Preparation/Training question 1 scores, indicating that as the TeachaaRoefaaining (one
or more prior courses in family involvement) increases the FITS-P Totabsasteincreases.
There was a significant positive relationship HO5 between the Teacherd@i@paraining
scores on the Teacher Information Sheet Question 3 (regarding in-sexincggtand the Total
FITPQ, indicating that as the Teacher Preparation/training in-sdraining increases, reported
practice behavior also increases.

The final hypotheses addressed the relationship between school variablas. withi
HO6, the level of school support measured by the Program Self-Assessment and Quality
Improvement Guide was significantly positively correlated with teaatidude toward family

involvement measured by the FITS-P, indicating that as the level of school SnppEases, the



FITS-P Total scores also increase. In support of HO7, the level of school support was
significantly positively correlated with teacher family involvemerttadaor, indicating that as
the level of school support increases, the FITPQ Total scores also increases.

In order to assess how teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/trgaairsypf experience,
and level of school support impact family involvement behaviors and how they diffes acros
school environments, multiple analyses were conducted to predict the dependerd (@gabl
FITPQ). Due to the nested structure of the data (teachers within schoots)alyses used
hierarchical linear regression (HLM). In support of HO8, higher scores on th&/EEID which
measures degree of school support, significantly predicts reported higiresrtezanily
involvement behavior (FITPQ). In support of H09, higher scores on the FITS-P (attitude
predicted higher scores on the FITPQ (teacher practice). All other telshegraphics
(including number of months teachers have taught preschool) HO10 were not found to
significantly predict the outcome. In partial support of HO11, prior teach@ruice training
was found to be a significant positive predictor of teacher practice.

This study focused on the special education preschool population where teachers can
work with families in a positive way to create a foundation that may carntlogepositive
perception throughout the family/student’s school career. Using the Epataework as a six
part definition for family involvement, this study examined teacher attituelasher
preparation/training, teacher experience, and school support and their relationshgrtedr
family involvement behaviors. In general, the hypotheses in this study were sdappthe
results and provide preschool educators with valuable information to help develegisstat
identify facilitators and obstacles, and improve the working partnership éresebools and

families, with a goal of increasing family involvement. Knowledge et#f variables



associated with teacher attitudes and family involvement practice beheaiobe beneficial to

universities training teachers and also to the agencies employing them.



CHAPTER I
Literature Review

This chapter consists of eight sections. The first section examines théaincpanf
family involvement and its indirect effects across a student’s lifespandreschool through
high school. In this section, the preschool period as well as preschool special edsication
reviewed and prior research conducted with this population is described. The sstmmd s
involves legislation, policy, and trends in family involvement since the 1970'sthadresent
day. Section three describes the theoretical perspectives of familyamait including
transactional theory of development, family systems theory, and ecoldgroay bf human
development. The fourth section describes the operational definitions of familyamaentt.
Two major frameworks based on the work of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) are
presented.

The fifth section consists of three subsections that explore teacher, school, ahd pare
variables that affect family involvement. The first subsection exploresrggearch that
focuses on teacher variables namely: teacher attitudes, teachertpefteaiming, and teacher
experience. The second subsection explores prior research that focuses ovesizines
namely: school support and school logistical variables. Although not included as aeviariabl
this study, the third subsection involves parent variables that can affect iiavoillyement.
Examples of these variables are; parent efficacy, cultural differesmgparent logistical issues.
Sections six through eight present the summary, rationale, and the hypothbsestudy.
Family Involvement in Education

In recent years much attention has been centered on family involvement in@ducati

primarily because of its links to improvement in student learning. As the Nafdoahtion
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Goals panel states, “research on the impact of parental involvement on a chdéwiaoaell-
being is conclusive: Students whose parents are involved in school have higher achievement,
better behavior, and more motivation than other students” (National Education Godls Pane
1998, p. 1). There is extensive evidence that family involvement in the education of children is
critical to effective schooling. Research reviews show that family invaaéimproves student
achievement, attitudes toward learning, and self-esteem (Fan & Chen, 2001;rfreteith, &
Reimers, 1987; Henderson, 1987; Henderson & Berla, 1994; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Jeynes,
2005; Soucy & Larose, 2000; Swap, 1993). This evidence of the positive impact of family
involvement persists in longitudinal studies as well (Epstein, 1991; Epstein, Simohn&Sa
Simon, 2001; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1991; Van Voorhis, 2001). Schools
that work well with families report better teacher morale, highergaf teachers by parents,
and better reputations and linkages to resources in the community (Epstein &, D88ker
Henderson & Berla, 1994; Swap, 1993).

Family involvement is central to most public efforts aimed at the reduction of the
achievement gap between children living in low-income families and higher incamie$a
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2005). The importance of involvemest appl
to all parents including those with low incomes, less formal education, and thosowot
speak English or read it well (Adger, 2001; Collignon, Men, & Tan, 2001; Dearingldfrei
Simpkins, & Weiss, 2006; Hill, Castellino, Lansford, Nowlin, Dodge, & Bates 2004&)sambis
(1998), using the Epstein family involvement typology, found that family involvememeskto
benefit the achievement levels of both high and low-achieving twelfth gtadents.

In a study by Hill, Baker, and Marjoribanks (2004), they reported that parental

involvement in seventh grade was positively associated with students’ educattnal an
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occupational goals in eleventh grade across socio-economic status€@&Hs) For lower SES
families, there was a strong, direct relation between family involvemdrgdurcational and
occupational goals. Family involvement, however, was not associated widnacdzehavior or
achievement. Findings suggest that while parents from all backgrounds mastamadiéne
importance of involvement, and may be involved, the effectiveness of the involvemenranypay v
across SES. Bemak and Cornely (2002) also noted that behaviors of children at risk may be
exacerbated by the lack of family involvement in the educational process. rédearch

indicates that parent participation leads to a host of positive outcomes for chiittrepecial
needs, including greater generalization and maintenance of treatmen(kgeagsl, Koegel, &
Schreibman, 1991).

Henderson and Berla (1994) identify three key predictors of student sumcstgients’
families create an environment that encourages student learning, b) sttataiitss express
high expectations for children’s achievement and future careers, and cjtstiaailies
become involved in their children’s education in school and in their lives in the community.

Adger (2001) reports that student attendance, homework completion, report card grades
leadership skills, course credits, and post-secondary educational plansralieatbrs of
student success. All of these variables can be positively influenced by pasaftergeand
others in the community (Epstein 2001).

Family members are the most constant, influential, and valuable people in a child’s
environment (Dunlap, 1999Epstein and Sheldon (2002) have reported that family involvement
behaviors are associated with improvements in school attendance. In this loaggtdiy,
data were collected on daily student school attendance, chronic absenteeism, andion specif

family-school-community partnership practices that were implementedpanicecsase or
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sustain student attendance. Results indicated that several partnershipppaeticcted an
increase in daily attendance, a decrease in chronic absenteeism, or bodlatalheggest that
schools may be able to increase student attendance in elementary schqoébeiming
specific family and community involvement activities such as conducting workstioparents,
making home visits, and calling parents when students are absent.

Fehrman, Keith, and Reimers (1987) investigated the direct effects ibf famolvement
on grades and the indirect effects of family involvement on grades through homewoX and T
time. Results suggest a direct effect on grades but an indirectaffgcades through
homework and TV was negligible. They report that parents may help tgeis¢hool students
achieve higher grades through monitoring daily activities, keeping track ofhtegvare doing in
school, and working closely with students concerning post high school pursuits and planning.

Using longitudinal data from elementary and secondary schools, Sheldon and Epstei
(2005) examined family and community involvement and connections with student achievement
in mathematics. Findings suggest that subject-specific practices of schaly, éand
community partnerships may help educators improve students’ mathematicarskills
achievement. Griffith (2001) presents data on parent perception and structaelesisics of
42 elementary schools. The author examined the relationship of parental involaechent
empowerment to student academic performance. Positive relationshipsrbptvental
involvement and student test performance were unaffected by school clistiest&SES, race
and ethnic composition of students. Secondary analyses of this relationshgbseneed even
when school-level resources and the composition of the school’s student population were
controlled. In a meta-analysis by Jeynes (2005), parent involvement was forarstend

SES, race, and other factors with urban elementary school students. Feldman (2003afound th
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high school students are three times more likely to complete a bachelor's dbxgre their

parents talk with teachers, monitor homework, and help with post-high school planningrdBarn
(2004) found that parental involvement in elementary school years is associateéangased
probability of high school drop out rates and an increased probability of on time high school
completion.

It is important to recognize that family involvement in school often decreasessdhe
middle and high school years for middle-income families (Adams & Christenson, 260Q7,S
2004). Hansen (1986) concluded that the number and strength of school-family partnerships
actually declines with each grade level, beginning with kindergarten and shows the most
dramatic decrease at the point of transition into the middle grades and intiogh sSerpell,
Baker, and Sonnenschein (2005) also indicate that family involvement beginsdasgeacross
the early school years for many low-income families. Nearly half dfatindies in the Dearing
et al. (2006) study displayed declines over time in their school involvement between
kindergarten and fifth grade. In a longitudinal study by Izzo, Weissbergrt{asand Fendrich
(1999), researchers studied over 1200 urban kindergarten through third grade studeets for thr
years. Researchers found that the frequency of parent-teacher contditysofquarent-teacher
interactions, and parent participation at school declined from years 1 to 3 afdje $hus, the
child’s transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school consistettgases
parent involvement over time. This decline may be associated with the gnedetunities for
involvement during the earlier years (Epstein & Dauber, 1991), as well adgfeeling less
competent to help their children with more advanced instruction during the late(lzeeles &
Harold, 1996). Another point may also be made in that teachers’ efforts to work veittispar

also tends to decline as children get older (Becker & Epstein, 1982).



14

The Preschool Years

The importance of family involvement during the preschool period has been
acknowledged by early childhood educators for many years since those yeats prontical
foundation for later learning and development (Guralnick, 1998; Ramey & Ramey, 1T9&8)
earlier parents get involved in their children’s educational process, thedtettents tend to do
in their overall academic performance (Shepard & Rose, 1995). For exanplsay
communication between home and school is encouraged by professional organizati@ss suc
the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), as wellasepvice
and in service teaching programs (Brededkamp & Copple, 1997). The National Research
Council (2001) recommends that early childhood programs develop quality relationships wit
parents in their programs. When this partnership is formed, continual communication is
established, an understanding of role expectations and preferences is acmd\mtental
involvement is maintained (Gettinger & Guetschow, 1998).

In 1985, the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), one of
the largest nationwide organizations for early childhood practitioners andotessa
established a voluntary, evidence-based national early childhood accreditatean.sFamily
involvement is listed as one of the five key factors that determine the quadityeairly care and
education program. The importance of high-quality early childhood educatioarisrelgearch
links it to better cognitive function, language development, higher rates of atteraddoge
year colleges and rates of employment (NICHD, 2006; Ramey et al., 1999). fitreaNa
Institute of Child Health and Human Development Early Childhood Research netwGH DN
2006) found that the majority of the programs in their study were only of fairyaatitonly

nine percent of the programs were rated as excellent quality. In anothebgtddgdell and
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Pierre (2003), the majority of care for older preschoolers was only of megliality. Family
involvement is one of five factors that may possibly improve this quality. The othearfour
child to staff ratio, caregiver education, learning experiences and astioftthe care
environment.

Preschool children are especially vulnerable due to their age and dependdrece on t
adults around them. Parents of preschoolers, therefore, are naturally going to be/ohoed
due to this dependency at this early developmental level. Families have theoipptot
provide the greatest influence on a child’s developing competence via opportoinftiedeling,
guiding, and nurturance. Given the greater educational risks that face yddngnctiamily
involvement in preschool is especially important (NRC, 2001). In recent yeaeshisebeen an
increasing demand for preschool opportunities for children; many caregiverstoetuork and
they want their children to gain from positive educational and social experi¢htask,

1988). In 2004, 62% of married mothers with children under age six were in the laleoafuic
53% of married mothers with infants under age one were in the labor force. Imiheegeort,
the workforce participation rate for single mothers with children under six mshegker; 77% of
these mothers work outside the home (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005).

Although the importance of family involvement is widely accepted and acknowlegiged b
early educators, there is substantially less research involving preschatatmos than school
age populations (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff, & Ortiz, 2008). Developing a better foundation
parent-family involvement, may provide a more positive outcome in the long terme Whil
Rimm-Kaufmann and Pianta (1999) report a decrease in teacher-famégtcaschildren make
the transition from preschool to kindergarten, parents who stayed involved beyondythe ear

years helped students make better transitions and stay in school. Rimm-Kauntindhang
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(2005) found that two-thirds of fathers had contact with their child’s preschool teaohaver,
less than half of fathers had contact with kindergarten teachers. Marcon (189®)exkthe
parents of 708 low-income preschoolers. Involvement levels were found to be relatedhés te
ratings of language development and emergent academic skills. Specifiedlynd increased
parent-school involvement and more active types of parent involvement were bothtedsocia
with more positive development in adaptive behavior and greater mastery ofasaclgdhool
skills in all subject areas. Although girls outperformed boys, increasedtgnhool
involvement was associated with especially positive development and acaddorim@ece in
preschool boys. Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff and Ortiz (2008) studied the parents of 163 low-
income preschoolers. Results of this study also indicate that parentgmiesefolvement is
related to children’s preliteracy development.

Additional studies support the benefit of parent involvement in early childhood programs.
Senachal and LeFevre (2002) asserted that family involvement behaviassaceated with
improvements in language and early literacy skills. The findings of thigdiaelongitudinal
study suggest links from home experiences, through early literacy skiligent reading. In
this study, early home experiences were indirectly related to éstding performance. The
pattern of results suggested that children’s exposure to books at home played amimporta
indirect role in the development of reading skills. Parent involvement in teadhildgen about
reading and writing words was related to the development of early litekdlsy Miedel and
Reynolds (1999) posited that increased family involvement was related to oeduntgrade
retention and special education referrals. This study investigated thteidtomg association
between parent involvement in early intervention and children’s later school emnoget

Results indicated that even after controlling for family background, the nwhhetivities in
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which parents participated in preschool and kindergarten was significarttyeded with higher
reading achievement, lower rates of grade retention at age 14 (eigieh, gad fewer years in
special education.

Fantuzzo, McWayne, Perry, and Childs (2004), using a sample of Head Start preschool
children, report that home-based involvement (e.g., parents reading to theimglutdreding a
place for educational activities, asking a child about school) showed a strongéaton with
children’s classroom competence than school-based involvement (e.g., going ommpslass
volunteering in the classroom) or home-school conferencing (e.qg., talkingheiteacher about
children’s competencies or problems). They also found a strong correlatiorebdtorae-
based involvement strategies and children’s receptive vocabulary skiieaasired by the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test —Third Edition. Taylor and Machida (19@4¢&hmined
teacher ratings of Head Start children. They found a moderate relatiteshigen
developmental indicators and teacher ratings of parental participation. idd@otzios (1997)
also assessed Head Start children with the Kaufman Assessment @att@nijidren (K-ABC).
She found, however, that scores were not related to teacher ratings of pavehtament.

Simpkins, Weiss, McCartney, Kreider, and Dearing (2006) suggested thaaigsasc
between family involvement in children’s education and children’s achievemmgrivased on
the mother-child relationship of kindergarteners. These findings suggestftint to increase
parental involvement in schools are most likely to improve child achievement if ttedl ove
quality of the parent-child interactions are also addressed. Kreider (2002)that parents
who were involved in early education programs read to their children more, weré&kalyréeo
visit their children’s kindergarten classrooms, and were more likely to netwibrlotlier

parents than those not involved in early childhood programs. In an early interventionriiong-te
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7 year study by Kagitcibasi, Sunar, and Bekman (2001), children of “trained sidtadr
longer-lasting and greater effects on achievement 7 years laterediathtional preschool and
the mother trained programs had a positive effect on cognitive outcomes on 280 children.

Early childhood special education has long recognized the importance of the role of
families. In the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, parents were seen as potemtgg agants for
their young children in the first early intervention programs (Tharp &#/e1969). These early
intervention programs had a parent training component to teach parents how to cduey out
interventions with the child. According to McLean and Odom (1993), the 1980’s led the way to
family-focused intervention. Family-focused services incorporated aspfdeisily systems
theory, focusing concern from the child to the mother-child dyad of the family uaiéer, the
1990’s led to family-centered intervention in early childhood special educatiomp@@idm
Strickland, & LaForme, 1992). This placed the family in the center of thesassesand
intervention process. Over the years, perception of a parent’s role has movedoassive to
active trainer to parents becoming their own directors of the interventioesgtoc

When comparing early childhood programs, preschool special education progranes are th
most family-allied in their orientation (Dunst, 2002). McWilliam et al. (1996Yyeyed over 500
parents of children receiving early intervention and preschool services. They fé&éraf 70
parents of children ages birth to 3 years indicated that practitioners tridg tbdrma with what
the family considered its needs, which is one characteristic of thky feenitered approach.
However, 45% of parents of children ages 3 to 5 reported this as the case. Earnest, Sexton,
Stricklin, Thompson, and Jardine (1997) also found that families of children in preschodl specia
education programs rated practices they had encountered as legsctntered when compared

with families of children in early intervention programs. Burton (1992) also texptivat Head
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Start programs were more family-centered than typical public school prejantn and
kindergarten programs. Early intervention and to a lesser degree presch@bleshesation
programs have been shaped and influenced longer by the family-centered apg@odave
school age programs. Surprisingly, little is known about the characteristics arqueamses of
family-centeredness in early childhood compared with the school years (Dunst, 2002)

Thus, the research indicates the importance of family involvement and its maiblgos
positive academic outcomes at the preschool level as well as in K-12. These sut@yme
include: student achievement, attitudes toward learning, self-esteem, driathes, test scores,
better school attendance, higher graduation rates, greater enrollmentseqmsdary education,
higher student educational and occupational goals, positive attitudes about schoehterd gr
generalization and maintenance of treatment gains in special education, (Z@{ife Barnard,
2004; Epstein, 2001; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Fan & Chen, 2001; Fehrmann, Keith, & Reimers,
1987; Feldman, 2003; Griffith, 2001; Henderson, 1987; Henderson & Berla, 1994; Henderson &
Mapp, 2002; Jeynes, 2005; Koegel, Koegel, & Schreibman, 1991; Soucy & Larose, 2000; Swap,
1993). Although the importance of family involvement is widely accepted and acknedlbgg
early educators, there is substantially less research on this topic involesap@ol populations
than school age populations (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff, & Ortiz, 2008). Also, the eauhelids
can get involved and collaborate with the school, the better the results (Shepasée,& 895).
This suggests the importance of a research focus on the preschool population villgen fam
involvement is at its highest point (Dearing et al., 2006; Epstein & Dauber, 1991niGkral
1998; Hansen, 1986; Ramey & Ramey, 1998; Rimm-Kaufmann and Pianta, 1999). Schools can
impact families in a positive way to create a foundation that may carryloeeighout the

family/student’s school career (Gettinger & Guetschow, 1988jirectly, this positive
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relationship could influence that student into adulthood, facilitating a positiveonslaip in
future generations. Surprisingly, little is known about the factors thaemie these early
stages of family involvement (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff & Ortiz, 2008), and evenfteghe
preschool special education population.
Legislation, Policy, and Trends in Family Involvement

Federal and State legislation and policy initiatives all include spéatificnation
encouraging teachers to participate in parent involvement programs and to ehbance t
relationships with students, families, and the community. In the Goals 2000: EducaieaAm
Act (1994)parental participation is one of eight goals. The United States Congress esspgnd
formalizing parent and family involvement and by recognizing this goal aalgait of national
education reform. The National Board of Professional Teaching Standards hidesnc
standards for family involvement as does the national PTA (Shartrand¥33d). The
National PTA (1997) developed the National Standards for Parent/Family Invetv&rograms
to help schools, communities, and parenting groups implement parent involvement program
with the aim of improving students’ academic performance. The standardsatietrdain
practices that were shown to lead to success and high quality parent involvemearhprog

Prior to the 1980’s, many parents were reliant on professionals for traininghatidreal
support (Turnbull & Turnbull, 2001). The impetus for parent participation in the schools began
with political advocacy of parents with exceptional children (Fish, 2002)otttiatly, parents
were often blamed for their children’s educational problems and isolatedHeodetision
making process (Pugach & Johnson, 1995). IDEA (Public Law 94-142, 1975) guathatees
right to a free and appropriate education for all learners with disabiliti@éso ensures

continuous involvement of parents in educational planning, decision making, and
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implementation as one of its six principles. Prior to its passage, Congress found thaneip t
million of the estimated eight million children with disabilities in the Whi&tates were
excluded from public school services. Another three million children were beiregiser
improperly (Smith, 2005). In the last three decades, special educatioatiegilas included
the family’s perspective and input as critical legal components of instnatplanning. IDEA
was further strengthened in P.L. 101-476 (1990) and in the reauthorization of P.L. 105-17 (1997)
and lastly P.L. 108-446 (2004). Current policies and practices encourage parentstinreuca
matters.

Since 1975, Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) had been a mandated program
only for 6 to 18 year old students with disabilities. In 1986, the United StateseGspgissed
“The Preschool Law” Public Law 99-457 (Education of Handicapped ChildrerPact)B that
provided incentives for states to extend the law for 3 to 5 year old children vathlitiess.
Preschoolers were now also provided with rights to access a free anpregdenoublic
education. In P.L 99-457 section 619 Part H also established a program for inthtaddiers
from birth through 3 years of age and their families. This law contained provisiosignificant
involvement of families.

Thus partnerships at the early childhood level received attention. An exampk of thi
specific attention is the implementation of the IFSP, Individualized F&®eiltyice Plan, created
for children under 3 years of age, qualifying for developmentally delgagédg Intervention
programs. P.L. 99-457 stipulates that a multidisciplinary team that includes ¢né qar
guardian develop an IFSP that has a statement of the family’s strengjtheeals in enhancing
the development of the disabled infant or toddler. Thus, the family is the focus of service

delivery. This legislation strengthens the commitment to family involveneembith in P.L 94-
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142, the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. This law mandates parents to
participate with professionals when creating an Individualized Educatitara(IEP), for their
special education children, ages three and up to address their strengths asd Q&giain,
Slade, Bechtel & Anderson, 1992). The law also enables parents to initiate g tiehag do
not agree with the diagnosis of the child, the placement, and/or the IEP. Becahmsegifig
federal legislation, parents are now equal partners with school personnighgetitem to access
children’s school records and participate in the design and evaluation of sgaceti@n
services.

In 2002 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was signed ira® law
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). It was created with the goal of improeithgcation
through a system of accountability plans for schools and school districts (S23E).
Although NCLB has brought public attention to annual achievement tests and higki-qualit
teachers, it also includes important requirements for family involvement. Seliowh includes
requirements for schools, districts, and states to promote school, family, amdicibyn
partnerships and to communicate with families and the public about student achievedrtart a
guality of each school (Epstein, 2005). Federal funding for Comprehensive School Reform
(CSR), Title | Part F specifies that all programs provide for the meanimgblvement of
parents. Title | was reauthorized in 1994, which placed a greater emphasis on parent
involvement, than its predecessor Chapter 1. Title | provisions emphasize policy meotuzy
parents at the school and district level; shared school-family respogdtnilitigh academic
performance expressed as school-parent compacts; and parent capaacityuotiye mutual
collaboration. Title | also requires schools to develop a written parent involveoieytas

well as the school-parent compacts that describe the responsibilities of bethdbéand
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parents to achieve high standards. Federal policies such as these recogmiperthecde of
family involvement as an effort to improve the quality of schools and the educatidmechi
receive (Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004).

Parents are not always invited to participate as partners with schoolrdrsSpann,
Kohler, and Soenksen (2003) surveyed 45 families of 6 counties in a mid-easteratsbut
their knowledge and involvement in their child’s IEP process. Fifty-six peotehe
participants reported moderate involvement, whereas 33% and 11% indicatedchigtv a
involvement, respectively. Interestingly, 44% of parents also indidaadhey believed that
schools were doing little or nothing to address their child’s most pressing neetsasv2@%
and 27% believed that schools were expending moderate and high degrees. oSeffdarly,
Able-Boone, Goodwin, Sandall, Gordon, and Martin (1992) surveyed 290 parents about their
involvement in early intervention services. They concluded that many paneottedethat IFSP
plans were not developed jointly or failed to reflect families’ existiegvsiand priorities.

Through Federal and State legislation and policy initiatives, it is evidanparent
involvement is strongly supported in our nation’s judicial and educational reformilidsaare
indispensable partners in education planning and delivery of supports and servicesomduca
practices and strategies have an improved chance of effectiveriressafé implemented and
generalized across all settings, (i.e., home and community) (KoegegleK&eSchreibman,
1991, Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Simpson, de Boer-Ott, Smith-Myles, 2003; Spitser, 2007).
The consideration of family participation should include determining the besbledesiel of
participation based on family characteristics, stressors affecerfghily, and the individual
needs of the child (lovannone, Dunlap, Huber, & Kincaid, 2003). Although there are laws,

policies, and initiatives put in place to include families in their child’s educatbonpts and
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families still struggle to maintain collaborative relationships (Sheldon, 20@8¥t schools
leave parent involvement in the schools up to the individual families themselves (Sheldon &
Voorhis, 2004). Some schools, however, are working to develop comprehensive plans for
partnerships to turns their goals of family involvement into positive resultsd@h&l Van
Voorhis, 2004).
Theoretical Perspectives of Family Involvement

Schools, families, and children are interconnected in many wayght and Wadsworth
(1999) identified three theoretical bases for promoting active familyvewoént: transactional
theory of development, family systems theory, and ecological theory of humalogleent. In
transactional theory of development, there are changes in an individual that cacasal$ of
the interactions between genetics and environment, (Sameroff & Fiese, th@d6)can include
the child and his or her family. In family systems theory, there is importangelerstanding
the various aspects of the family and how the members interact in order tivelffeneet the
needs of both the child and the other family members (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1990). Ecological
theory places the family within its own microsystem, interacting contislyavith many other
systems (Bronfenbrenner, 1989). Therefore, it is important to understand the inflkeoites
systems on the child and family (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). The ecological model dsbased
in this study as the family and school systems are continuously influeheistudent and the
student continuously influencing with the school and family.

According to Bronfenbrenner’s (1999) ecological model, human development is shaped
by various interacting systems. These systems include the microsystamgdosystem, the
exosystem, and the macrosystem. The core theoretical premise is thatdewalopment is a

function of the forces from all the various systems. The microsystem is teheeat by direct,
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intimate and interactional processes such as familial relationshipsserfaendships. As itis
the layer closest to the child, it encompasses the relationship and interactddshas on
his/her immediate surroundings. These structures include family, school dzacéil
environments (Berk, 2000). Bronfenbrenner hypothesized that significant othersiathyti
influence individual developmentAt this level, relationships have impact in two directions,
away and towards the child. An example would include sibling relationships thatact iom
the child’s behavior; however, the child also affects the behavior of his/h@&gsiblihe
mesosystem is characterized by the processes that occur between tve settings. This is
the layer that provides the connections between the structures of the child'systiem (Berk,
2000). Children are impacted in various ways by the functioning of the mesosystem. An
example is the connection between the child’s teacher and his/her parent, suchragythe f
involvement partnership, which is the focus of this study. The exosystem is ehaeacby the
processes that occur between two or more settings, at least one of which does imotheonta
individual. For example, a parent works for a company without a flexible tineglsle and the
child becomes ill. Unfortunately, this parent cannot come home and care for the child.

Children’s development can be influenced by policies made by school boards and
employment policies set by parents’ employers. The macrosystenstsarfgpatterns that can
be found in a given culture. These patterns can be ideologies, activities, worldanevioelief
systems. For example, our economic system and the values and customs of tharsociet
ideologies or values that are shared in a society. Bronfenbrenner (1989)thkgqubthat these
four systems are bi-directional and are continuously influencing the individudle andividual
is continuously influencing the systems. It is the ecological systanboth explicitly and

implicitly endows meaning to social networks, institutions, roles, actiydies their
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interrelations. An alteration within one system also has the potential to afeey level of
systemic functioning. Each level is interrelated and children’s opportuarititesisks depend on
how these systems work together for the education of children. This ecologicalattenhglts
to incorporate characteristics of the family, school, and the community irofe of study, thus
promoting interaction between home and school to affect child development.
Definitions of Family Involvement

Crozier (1999) shows that family involvement is beset with problems of definition. He is
critical and believes that family involvement initiatives presume thetas, parents, and pupils
are relatively homogeneous, equally willing and capable of developing parsaiaement
schemes, and all agree on what constitutes and what should be the aims of familynerblve
There are many operational definitions of family involvement used in theuiterdBaker &
Soden, 1998; Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Epstein & Dauber, 1991; Epstein, 1992; Jeynes,
2005) with little consistency. The definitions range from parental aspisagapectations,
interests, and attitudes and beliefs regarding education to more activalgaaettipation in
specific activities in the home or at school (Hong & Ho, 2005). There are alsaldevwas
used to describe the relationship between the home and school, namely; family invglvement
parent involvement, home-school collaboration, family-school involvement, home-school
relationship, family-school relation and home-school partnerships (Baker & Soden 1998;
Brantlinger 1991; Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Epstein & Dauber 1991; Epstein 1992; Hansen
1986; Jeynes, 2005; Stevenson & Baker 1987).

Brain and Reid (2003) reported that some of the school administrators surveyed in their
study believed that family involvement included parents ensuring thatcthkeiren attended

school, behaved properly, and supported the aims and goals of the school. Other schosl official
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in their survey regarded family involvement as anything that involved contactiegtpaln a
study by Scribner, Young, and Pedroza (1999) teachers defined parent involversesnttiff
than parents. Teachers viewed a parent’s primary role as one of suppcatiEmac
achievement, while parents viewed it as supporting a child’s well-being. 1988)(stated that
a parent’s role in the eyes of school personnel must go beyond signing permission slips,
volunteering for bake sales, and crisis intervention for behavior issues. HpoRegén (1993)
broadly defined school involvement as positive actions by family members to suppdibise e
of the school by performing these positive acts in the school, in the home, or in the community
Ratelle, Larose, Guay, and Senecal (2005) defined parental involvement adifygrogsources
to their child and being interested and attentive to the child, as well as provictigreah
resources” (p. 286). All parents cannot be involved to the same degree, but they should all be
invited to participate in a range of different school activities.

Baker and Soden (1998) reviewed the challenges of parent involvement research by
critically evaluating over 200 parent involvement research studies. They foumhtleamost
practitioners and researchers supported the policy direction of increasetiparkyement, few
agreed about what is effective involvement or what defines involvement. They alsoléousd f
in existing research regarding inconsistent definitions of parent involvemesetlass flaws in
use of non-experimental designs, lack of isolation of parent involvement gffiedtaon-
objective measures of parent involvement. They found that few studies operatebtiadize
definition of family involvement in the same way. Some researchers focustadia#i
components, or behavioral aspects, or conceptualize it as parenting styletiarigratterns.
These differences therefore, make it difficult to assess cumulativddohgsvacross the different

studies.
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DesJardin (2003) determined that there were no studies that have defined parental
involvement in terms of following through with prescribed interventions at home tveith t
child. Baker and Soden (1998) also posited that in studies thus far, definitions of parental
involvement varied widely, included parental aspirations and expectationsrafttie’s
educational success, and included behavioral aspects and parenting styles. 2B0@)earn(d
Fan and Chen (2001) noted that differences in definitions and measurements of parental
involvement make it difficult to assess cumulative knowledge across diffeneligstmay
inhibit any replication efforts, and could create a research-to-pragejce

Fan and Chen (2001) reviewed the voluminous body of literature of family involvement
in their meta-analysis and discuss some promising frameworks thainégiiae involvement.
In one framework Epstein (1987) identified four types of parental involvement in schol
basic obligations, b) school to home communications, c¢) parent involvement at school, and d)
parent involvement in learning activities at home. After further study, iB4@92, 1994)
expanded the typology to six types of parent involvement. She views this issug froamihe
perspective of schools, and her research is usually concerned with what schaladaa
stimulate more active parental involvement. Epstein (1995) presented a wellgdypolegy
naming six independent types of parent involvement, which ideally occur in a sctiogt $9
parenting, b) communication, c) volunteering, d) learning at home, ejateanaking, and f)
collaborating with the community. In 2002, Epstein clearly defined each of thesethat can

be found in Table 1.
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Section Type

Description

A  Parenting

B  Communicating

C Volunteering

D Learning at
Home

E Decision

Making

F  Collaborating
with the

Community

Assist families with parenting skills, family support, urideding
child and adolescent development, and setting home conditions to
support learning at each age and grade level. Assist schools in
understanding families’ backgrounds, cultures, and goals for children.

Communicate with families about school programs and student
progress. Create two-way communication channels between school and
home.

Improve recruitment, training, activities, and schedules to/évol
families as volunteers and as audiences at the school or in other
locations. Enable educators to work with volunteers who support
students and the school.

Involve families with their children in academic learning at home,
including homework, goal setting, and other curriculum-related
activities. Encourage teachers to design homework that enables

students to share and discuss interesting tasks.

Include families as participants in school decisions, governance, and
advocacy activities through school councils or improvement teams,
committees, and parent organizations.

Coordinate resources and services for families, students, and the school
with community groups, including businesses, agencies, cultural, and
civic organizations, and colleges or universities. Enable all to

contribute service to the community.

Note From Epstein, J.L., Sanders, M.G., Simon, B.8lings, K.C., Jansorn, N.R., & VanVoorhis, F.L. @2}

School, family, and community partnerships: Yourdizok for actior(2" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:Corwin.
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Epstein directs the National Network of Partnership Schools (NNPS) teastablished
in the mid-1990’s. It is based on research conducted in collaboration with the céitiofdse,
other cities across the United States as well as Canada, EnglandKétandg?oland, and
Australia to implement family involvement programs. The guidance foryamiblvement for
all the NNPS programs is based on Epstein’s theory and framework for involvgpstsin,
2001). The National Parent Teacher Association (1997) has also developetidhalNa
Standards for Parent/Family Involvement programs that are based on the Epstemyt

Another framework is based on the work of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995). Their
work focuses on three main issues: a) why parents become involved in their childreatsoedu
b) how parents choose specific types of involvement, and c¢) why parental involvement has
positive influence on students’ education outcomes. According to Fan and Chen (2001), this
promises to be more than a typology for parent involvement because it deals wfth spes
of involvement, and it attempts to explain why parents choose to be involved, as wadtas w
mechanisms occur through which parental involvement exerts positive inffuemstudents’
educational outcomes. It is still unclear, however, how the major elements mdtiel: a)
parents’ role construction, b) parents’ sense of self-efficacy and c) benetetions, demands,
and opportunities for involvement, can be operationally defined and measured emfaally
& Chen 2001). They noted that family involvement is thought of simplistically, peccgivane
dimension, when in fact in reality it is multi-faceted in nature. Therefoifereint dimensions of
family involvement should be measured separately as well as summed up intcah gener
composite.

For example, Jeynes (2005) defined parental involvement as parental gastidipshe

educational processes and experiences of their children. He further anl@eshecific variables
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of general, specific, communication, homework, expectations, reading, attendance and
participation, and parenting style supporting the multi-dimensionality ofyfanviolvement.
Baker and Soden (1998) discussed using the Epstein typology to aid in clarification of the
definition. According to Hong and Ho (2005), there is a need to consider the
multidimensionality of the construct and specify the components of family invelvgand
their study supported this aspect as well. The Epstein typology attemptsfyotictar
complexity of the multi-faceted aspects of involvement. Baker and Soden alsoteddat
this might prove useful in developing a measurement, as it provides a widelyeddypaiogy
of parent involvement. The NCLB Act now includes this definition of parental involvement;
therefore, this study used the current Epstein framework as a definiti@mfity involvement.
This typology of involvement provides a structure around which a school can organize and
evaluate its efforts to involve parents in their children’s education, thus redheidgscord
between the home, school, and community (Epstein et al., 2002). A questionnaire, Family
Involvement Teacher Survey —Preschool, (FITS-P), based on the Epstein typology and
developed and pilot-tested for identifying preschool teachers’ attitudes aegi@ns of their
knowledge and competency in family involvement (Marchini & Fish, 2005) was used. bsing t
FITS-P in this study captured the multidimensional nature of family involvemagibyg the
Epstein framework. In this study, | used the Epstein typology to cledmedamily
involvement and used the term family involvement.
Teacher, School, and Parent Variables that Affect Family Involvement

In reviewing the literature, variables that affect the developwfeiamily involvement
and collaboration between home and school can be organized in three domains: teacher, school,

and parent (Fan & Chen. 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995;
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Jeynes, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Swap, 1990). Several variables that may affect
teachers’ ability to facilitate family involvement are: teachtuales, teacher
preparation/training, and teacher experience (Shartrand, Kreidercl&s&n-Warfield, 1994).
School variables that may impact facilitation of family involvement enesl support and
school logistical variables. There are other parent variables that feat/fatilitation of family-
school involvement such as parent efficacy variables, parents’ cultiieaédces and logistical
variables (Fan & Chen. 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995;
Jeynes, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Soodak & Erwin, 2000). This review will focus on
teacher and school variables which will be used in the study.

Teacher attitudeslChe attitudes of a child’s teacher toward family involvement can be a
facilitator or barrier to family involvement. Attitudes can influencer@ipés wish to participate
in the school or classroom. A teacher’s attitude can be defined as a “tearhetional response
in support of or against family involvement practices” or “one’s perception andabeasthe
effectiveness of parents’ instructional support of their children at home."s(Jfgte, Aeby, &
Benson, 1997, pp. 154). Jones et al. (1997) conducted a study that focused on student and
teacher characteristics affecting teacher attitudes toward darsaig@ement in elementary and
middle school. Results of this study that used a parent and teacher intervieangaéest
indicated that teacher attitudes are affected by ability level afttlients and by teacher race.
Teachers who taught large proportions of higher ability students had a more paosvtived a
family’s strengths than those who taught lower ability students. Fortiner African American
teachers had a more positive attitude towards parental involvement than Europemammer

teachers.
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In other research an unspoken negative bias toward family involvement is commonly
held by teachers. Epstein (1991) found that even though teachers thought that family
involvement would improve student achievement, they still had reservations aboutnineyhe
could motivate the parents to become more involved. At times, teachers may oéee theit
parents are neither interested in participating in their children's estucat are they trained to
teach (Soodak & Erwin, 2000). Attitudes are difficult to teach and changagH#80). It is
true that teachers have knowledge and expertise about effective te#&akiafso true that
families have information to offer about their unique situation, their child’s compess and
the activities they participate in and learn through (Bruder,2000; Soodak i&,2@00). In the
Shartrand et al. (1997) study, respondents reported that schools had blamingtiyjes at
toward families or we-are-the-experts approach. Comparably, parentsnsesieel
intimidated by school administrators, staff, and teachers, and feel thdat¢kdiie knowledge
and skills to help educate their children (Fish 1990; Riley 1994). This myth of parental
indifference, however, has been deflated in study after study (Chavkin, 1993n EBpStnders
1998). Positive attitudes, however, are embraced and reflected byesgenganizations,
communities, and those conducting research, training, and service delivery (Bruder, 2000).

According to Hilliard and Pelo (2001), some teachers are fearful of panegiag their
teaching style or methods and may construct boundaries to protect their clastametey while
other teachers may regard themselves as the experts and do not respect taraenpbthe
family. One preschool teacher in this study explained that she formerlytexplee families to
“check themselves at the door,” but has since changed her philosophy to work witsfeim
fully know a child (Hilliard & Pelo, 2001, p. 49.). The Pena (2000) study explored parents’

views in one urban elementary school in Texas. Her study found that parent involwesent
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influenced by attitudes of school staff. Parents emphasized that school statikauke time

to gain the trust of parents and inform them of how they can be involved. In her studis pare
indicated that they would like the attitudes of school staff to change, suggbsit they
recognized the advantages of teachers and parents working together.

In order for family involvement practices to improve, teachers will neegj¢ot the
family deficit model and embrace a view that includes parent participatidicollaboration.
Mapp (2002) professed that when school staff engage in caring and trusting relationtships w
parents, these relationships enhance family involvement. Parents can notdaetbmit
volunteering and sponsoring events but must be an integral part of the curriculwfo(G&
Zygouris-Coe, 2006). For example, Crawford and Zygouris-Coe (2006) sugges$iaantiaay
teachers can initiate a number of strategies to bridge the home-school gage.cdmeclude but
are not limited to home visits, school-based meetings, and parent newsl¢teisipbrtant to
examine how teacher attitudes impact their family involvement behaviors.

Teacher preparation/trainingdnother teacher variable impacting effective family
involvement, is teacher pre-service and in-service training and ptigwainvolving family
members in schools. According to Chavkin (1991), teacher education in family involvement i
one of the most potentially effective methods of reducing almost all bawistong home-
school partnerships. Approved teacher education programs, therefore, hold the potential for
providing student teachers with the strategies, general knowledge, and attéaded to
achieve increased family involvement. The Specialty Area Studies BoardNétioaal Council
for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) endorsed the Council fepEsnal

Children’s (CEC) guidelines for pre-service training of special educaWihin these
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guidelines are principles advocating the development of skills to collabatht@amilies and
emphasizing the benefits of positive relationships with them (Swan & Sirvis, 1992).

Teachers need concrete strategies, general knowledge, and positidesattbout family
involvement in order to collaborate effectively with families (Burton 199 E990).

DeAcosta (1996) studied teacher preparation programs, and she suggestadtibed t&ill need
both theoretical and experiential knowledge of families, homes, and communitie®t this
objective. In a study by Houston and Williamson (1990), elementary teachers etivaly
during their education, they had received little or no training in conducting pardetences,
communicating with, or building a positive relationship with parents of their studanisng
the teacher education programs surveyed in Shartrand et al. (1997), more famignrerd!
training exists at the early childhood level than at any of the other |éMe¢s, concluded that
early childhood programs had more fully required courses addressing favalyement,
offered more hours of family involvement training, used guest speakersdbingdamily
involvement more frequently, and had more courses addressing an understanding otharent
did K-12 programs. They also found that the quality of family involvement in adaocat
appeared to be higher at the early childhood level than at the K-12 levels.

In a study by Knight and Wadsworth (1999), the authors sent questionnaires to
chairpersons of special education departments of 146 university/colleges, and found that 83%
addressed family issugdowever, for undergraduates, it was only 1 to 2 hours per semester. A
separate family issues course is only required and is typically plaeegtaduate level of study.
This is a disservice for undergraduate teachers who are teaching and ponaste@igdegrees in
their first classrooms, who start with a lack of knowledge about familyedgartnerships. This

knowledge needs to be a required component for those already in field in-serviesenbet
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school districts and their local teacher training institutions (Knight & Wadk, 1999;
Shartrand et al., 1997).

Evidence suggests that parent-teacher contact tends to be a function oi@oadem
behavioral problems rather than used to provide helpful hints or invitations to becomednvolve
in the educational process (Dornbusch & Glasgow, 1996). According to the recomarendat
made by Swan and Sirvis (1992), this type of interaction would not typicallytdeeibositive
parent- teacher relationships. Based on their research evidence, teaeldeis be educated to
promote better family involvement prior to problem situations. Teaching andigatmould
move toward experiential methods that are more likely to equip teachers wittokhem-
solving, communication, and collaboration skills needed to create meaningfioinggis with
students and families (Swan & Sirvis, 1992).

According to the U.S. Department of Education (1997), 48 % of principals in Title |
schools believe that lack of staff training in how to work with families posegiarbafeachers
must also learn new ways to involve parents in the learning process. After§0rgsearch
tells us that the starting point of putting children on the road to excellencensabare
involvement (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). Despite this, research has also shown that pee-servi
teacher education programs often do not adequately prepare teachers to involge parent
(Chavkin, 1991). Surveys of teacher educators, teachers, and administratorgrap&har
Kreider, and Erickson-Warfield (1994) support the conclusion that programs foeteac
education neither provide student teachers with information about and supervised expanienc
working with families, nor expect them to demonstrate relevant competearaeskills for

certification.
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There is also a minimal amount of training provided in pre-service teaahendr
programs regarding communication and collaboration skills with families {B&lmeonsson,
Yoder, & Huntington, 1990). Brantlinger (1991) found an absence of pre-service traiding a
course work in family-related topics within teacher preparation progtaahfas possibly
contributed to the reticence of special educators to embrace famigggpiarial collaboration.
Unfortunately, as important as family involvement is, it is rarely adddeissteacher training or
professional development.

Thus, a serious discrepancy exists between pre-service preparation gpshof
family involvement activities that teachers are increasingly beipgated to perform in schools.
Therefore, changes made at the pre-service level, quite possibly walidhreayreatest number
of future teachers. This could raise the quality of home-school partnerships.| Sediergs
listed in the International Reading Association (2002) statement also a@at®lhis
information.

Mohlman, Kierstead, and Gundlach (1982) identified three common barriers to teacher
implementation of training techniques: a) not believing in the program’s philosoptmnking
change will cost too much or require too much effort, and c) inability to apply theorgdiicpt
situations. According to Swan and Sirvis (1992), all three of these barrier®erdikely to be
overcome, if programs incorporate a practicum component. Trainees caut testv techniques
for themselves, getting direct proof of the program'’s efficacy, detamgpmnhow costly and
difficult implementation would be, and generating their own practical applrsatinder a
trainer’'s supervision (Burton, 1992).

Researchers are beginning to insist that practicum components arekssé&dcher

training programs (Mesibov, Shea, & Schopler, 2004). Lectures, manuals, and demosstrat
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require only passive receipt of training. Allowing trainees to practice thbgthave learned
from other methods makes them more active learners. Showers (1990) assettedeha
researchers who make the effort to investigate often find that skill-bassddrprograms result
in absolutely no implementation once teachers return to their classrooms. Shecledstimai
even if teachers enthusiastically practice the skills during trainingferasfdraining to the
classroom is not automatic. Because of this phenomenon, it is clear that thehavgigoals of
training programs should be implementation and maintenance. Unless theseegoadt Hie
impact of any training program on students in classrooms or with their familideg limited.

It is important to examine how teacher preparation and training impact tmdy fiavolvement
behaviors.

Teacher experienc®esearch has shown some critical distinctions between novice and
more experienced teachers with regard to content and pedagogical kregwladgroom
management skills, problem solving skills, and decision making (Berliner, 1994;rPStoegh
Burdenski, & Gonzales, 2005). Teachers with more experience are likely to haverdiff
attitudes about their students and think and behave differently as compared to @ohiesste
(Palmer et al., 2005). Although teacher experience is not often listed as aeviariahtion to
family involvement, teachers can quite possibly become complacent as theimgezareers
progress. Ramirez (2001) interviewed many teachers, but several with ozes &fye
experience indicated a loss of enthusiasm with regard to involving the familresraftudents
as they continued in their teaching careers. Teachers focused instead o tbechstudents
alone. This under-researched variable, therefore, needs to be further explored

Research evaluating the relations between teaching experiencedratdesense of self

efficacy has produced mixed results. Some studies (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993, Rosq$C&usi
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Gadalla, 1996), have associated increased teacher experience with highef leacher self-
efficacy. Ross et al. (1996) found evidence in their study with 92 high school te&eters t
greater years of teaching experience was associated with highlsrdéteachers’ sense of
efficacy. In contrast, however, this positive association was not found in oth@sstudi
(Brousseau, Book, & Byers, 1988; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Greenwood, Olejnik, & Parkay, 1990;
Guskey, 1987). According to Wolters and Daugherty (2007), however, many of thesg studie
had small sample sizes and a restricted range of teaching experience.

School supportDespite some promising models and growing evidence of the benefits of
connections, policymakers, funding agencies, school systems, and stateadgmicies are
still not demonstrating maximum support for connection-building practice (JordarcoC&0z
Averett 2001). According to Shartrand et al. (1997), there are a number of vahablaeect
family involvement that seem to exist in schools. The first, the schoolmsgldiscourage
family involvement. According to the National Task Force on School Readiness (1991is there
a lack of adequate time and training of teachers and administrators. Thehef@ehool culture
places little value on the views and participation of parents, particularlysetaere are
pressing demands on teachers' time and energy. There may be a lack of suppbet from
administration that inhibits family involvement. Teachers often need incestietsas
recognition or encouragement in order to extend themselves to the families efutieits
(Swick & McKnight, 1989).In recent years, legislators are attempting to make policy chémges
increase teacher accountability (Juhasz, 2004). Forcing teachers totesastrable
standards reduces valuable instructional and interactive time with studdntsea families

(Juhasz, 2004) thereby possibly discouraging the development of family involveme
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In a study by Kessler-Sklar and Baker (2000), the authors surveyed 200isunuiEmts
in 15 American states concerning their districts’ parent involvementigohnd programs.
More than 90% of the school districts responding to the survey indicated having ahkeas
policy in place that addresses parent involvement. These same districtgehoveze least
likely to indicate that they had policies to train teachers to work with ifssnil

School logistical variablesTwo variables specific to the special education preschool
population are a) limited face-to-face contact between teachers andpanehb) extensive
paperwork (Smith, 2005; Walton, 1999). In typical preschools, communication is schabl-base
and/or casual. For example, parents converse freely with preschool $eaictherp-off and
dismissal times. Also, phone calls and notes are exchanged more in preschool than in
kindergarten (Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2005). Services to preschool students waitifitchs
are generally provided for in center-based programs (Fantuzzo, McWayng,&Childs,
2004). The passage of the Federal Handicapped Act, Public Law 94-142, and Section 504 of the
Federal Rehabilitation Act changed the ways schools provide educatied edatsportation for
children with disabilities. Transportation via bus is provided through a financiabochtion
with the local school district and the department of transportation. Therpfesehoolers with
disabilities family members will have less face to face contabttivé school and more
telephone and written communication, since they do not physically drop off and pick up their
child from the local school. Conversely, parents of preschool children with disab#quire
regular contact with their children’s teachers and other therapy providerddar to monitor
their progress, discuss on-going problems, or simply inform each other of issdeger a

relating to the children (Soodak & Erwin, 2000).
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Secondly, Smith (2005) reported that special education teachers must spend extensive
time on paperwork as well as lesson plans such as, updating progress reports, amsjamdpo
renewing IEP goals. Excessive paperwork has been cited by somesesectiegir primary
reason for leaving the teaching profession (Smith, 2005). The reauthorizatidbf,RID4 has
made some changes in the reduction of paperwork, but this reduction did not occur at the
preschool level. Thus, the use of time for administrative duties and activitteaspaperwork
and the lack of regular family contact may impact family-school involvenpecifecally for
families of children with disabilities. Measures of school support are in@igabin this study
with the Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide (2003 éhatdasure
indicating administrative school support.

Parent efficacy.While this study focused on teacher and school variables, parent
variables have also been found to impact family involvement (Fan & Chen. 2001; Henglers
Mapp, 2002; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995; Jeynes, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004;
Soodak & Erwin, 2000). Examples of these variables include parent efficacyalkultur
differences, and parent logistical issues.

Regardless of the evidence of the positive effects of family involvemepttéstial is
still largely ignored in schools. Teachers do not regularly develop familywenant in their
classrooms, and parents do not always involve themselves even when they are et¢olrag
involved (Shartrand et al., 1997). According to Hoover Dempsey and Sandler (1995), parents’
decisions to become involved are based on three factors: the belief that they slhoubii/bd,
the belief that their involvement will make a difference in their childredisation, and the
existence of opportunities for involvement. They suggest that schools and comnuamities

better engage families by working actively to invite and welcome parent imrehiteby
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developing programs that support and enhance parents’ efficacy for involvememt in the
children’s schooling.

Research has shown that parent efficacy about school achievement can be another
variable affecting parents’ views of their ability to be involved with thieildts education
Some parents may feel a sense of omission, hopelessness, or even low selirestie¢ion to
involvement in the school and as a result, are less likely to involve themselves ahilldegan’s
education (Eccles & Harold, 1996). Parents who possess higher degrees of educatieemave
found to be more involved in their child’s education (Coleman & Churchill, 1997; Sheldon,
2002). The parental efficacy, or their belief about whether or not they possessityéoabil
make an impact on their child’s education, may be related to their previous ledeloaftion
and previous educational experiences (Sheldon, 2002).

Fine (1993) identified several obstacles that stand in the way of parents helping the
children and participating in the schools. In her work with three urban school gjsthetfound
that parents feel they do not know enough to be helpful, cannot ask the “right” questions, are
blamed for their children’s problems at school, and/or their collaboration is notepede
Parents can possibly fear retaliation from teachers against theiecdhildney are too vocal,
express criticism, or make suggestions (Levine & Trickett, 2000). In this sadyeLevine and
Trickett (2000) found that parents who perceived discrimination from school personnel,
indicated that they felt resentfulness and distrust, however, also felt hétpé=saplain.

Bemak and Cornely (2002) worked with school counselors and coined thenéegimalized
familiesfor those families who are difficult for schools to reach and who are not partigijpat
their children’s psychological and academic development. They also coinedrihetégrated

familiesfor those who feel comfortable in schools and regularly participate in PTA and Booste
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club type activities. Many marginalized families have had negatperences with schools and
are reluctant to reenter these settings (Eccles & Harold, 1996), ofteamgaektain interpersonal
skills to effectively advocate for their children or themselves in a scetoigand frequently
misunderstood by school staff who do not appreciate or even understand their lifestruggl
(Bemak & Cornely, 2002).

Shumow and Lomax (2001) used a national sample of 900 families with children aged
10-17 to examine parents’ feelings of success in guiding their children. fowakthat parents
who had a high sense of efficacy believed that they could help their children do sefbol,
be happy and be safe. They also believed they could overcome negative influencepand ke
their children away from trouble makers, illegal drugs, or alcohol. Lastly bileeved they
could have a positive impact such as improving quality of the school and making the
neighborhood a better place.

As technology progresses, schools progress and are able to reach parents anshvice ver
via e-mail services. Lower SES families may not have the availabilibternet access, making
families acutely aware of limitations for communication. The changegihads of
communication may add to the difficulty of parent efficacy, leaving technalbgdeprived
populations behind (Walton, 1999).

Not all types of family involvement are equally acceptable to both parentsaaets.
Parents may be more interested in advocacy and decision making, whereas tead
administrators seem to be more comfortable with traditional family inva@weactivities, such
as parents' supporting school programs and attending school meetings. (Natfred 7).
These different expectations, therefore, can inhibit home-school partnershigsa(&her al.,

1997). Soodak and Erwin (2000) suggest that mere participation in their young children’s



44

education does not ensure parents’ membership in the school. Rather, when parentsiparceive t
schools fully support the inclusion of their children and their participation in théfschpecial
education, they feel like valued and respected members of the school community. Most
importantly, when parents believed that they and their children were welcomecapted
members of the school and classroom community, effective parent-professiomatgbéaps
were possible.

Parent cultural differencesAs the population becomes more ethnically diverse, teachers
and parents will likely come from different cultural, racial, and economikgoaands, leading
at times to contrasting values and beliefs (Murphy, 1991). In a study by AlrHasd&ardner
(2002), however, they found that minority cultures represented among studengscaléytyot
reflected in teachers, who most often come from the majority culture. Tieecertain cultures
which believe it to be disrespectful to communicate with teachers, fearingpthenunication
sends a message of second guessing a teacher. The expectations, cystosces, and
values of the schools are very different from the children’s homes and parents maylloggun
or unaware of how to integrate these two environments (Coleman & Churchill, 1997). This is
expressed in many studies that suggest that family involvement varies bispeutural
background (Sheldon, 2002). Parents who are immigrants with a limited proficienaylishEn
may also have an added obstacle such as a fear of discovery of undocumentdcesiagi& (
Trickett, 2000). Parents who speak minimal to no English may not be able to understand
information sent home and may not be able to respond to requests, information or suggestions for
involvement at home (Al-Hassan & Gardner, 2002). As discussed in Keyser (2001), plesse ty
of parents may refrain from involving themselves because they feel infeteachers and

intimidated by teachers’ expertise.
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Families of all backgrounds are active in their children’s education, batrcbse
demonstrates that they are active in slightly different ways. Ho Sui-Chu #ints\{1996)
found some variation by ethnicity in that African American parents repbiger involvement
than whites reported in all types of involvement at home. Asian and Hispanic papsanted
slightly higher levels of home supervision than whites did. Asian parents als@depoending
less time discussing school, communicating with school staff, volunteering, endiagt PTO
meetings than white families.

Parents from diverse cultures and backgrounds can make better choices for what to do t
help children learn if they have an understanding of home factors that contritedeniod.
Programs designed to assist parents to support and encourage their children have proved
beneficial in promoting children’s learning at school (Kellaghan, Sloaneredyé& Bloom,

1993).

Parent logistical issues€Changing employment patterns and demographics may make it
more difficult to develop family involvement. The nuclear families of the 195@8's@atonger
the norm in the United States. The rise in the number of dual-worker families czrttadfe
overall family involvement in a child's education because dual-worker é&mhifive less time to
spend on family involvement (Swap, 1990). Research by Sheldon (2002) found that mothers
who work full-time tend to be less involved in schools than other mothers. In another study by
Turbiville, Umbarger, and Guthrie (2000), fathers expressed frustration la¢ingtable to
participate in weekday activities at their children’s schools due to condjiatork schedules.
When combined with teachers' time-consuming responsibilities that oftertiemitvailability
to meet with family members outside of the school day, this becomes anotheribaheer

development of increased family involvement (Swap, 199h)ese changing demographics
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have created a situation in which fostering that involvement requires arsingreéort on the
part of schools. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005), more chitainenflom
families where two parents work, more come from single-parent faalrel more come from a
wider variety of cultural and economic backgrounds than ever before. Resasusiolvn that
traditional families in which both parents are present in the home are more involved in the
children’s education than non-traditional families (Sheldon, 2002).

In a study by Nord and West (2001), biological two-parent families were foumelthe
most likely to be highly involved in their children’s education. This was followed by hezlbg
single-parent mothers, and biological mothers with step-fathers. Rerdathe highest level of
involvement was found to be biological single-parent fathers, followed by bioldgibars with
step-mothers, biological fathers in two-parent biological families, astly lstepfathers.
Summary

While the importance of family involvement is clear and the literature providesroum
studies identifying variables that impact this family-school relatign@an & Chen. 2001;
Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Hill, Baker, & Marjoribanks, 2004; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler,
1995; Jeynes, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Swap, 1990), there are no empirical studies
that examine the relationship among variables such as teacher attitypde®ree, training and
school support on actual teacher behaviors used in schiduksis especially true in early
childhood when family involvement is often highest (Epstein, 1992) as well as in special
education where family involvement is essential. In order to improve our undergtahdin
teachers’ involvement with parents, this study looked at variables that iprpachool special
education teacher behaviors. It is important for future interventions to ineomdly f

involvement outreach, a successful approach that will implement changes iaytkeashers
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perceive and enact strategies to involve parents. This study would enabh®glresc
administrators to focus on facilitators and obstacles, increase stsategl improve the working
partnership between schools and families, thereby increasing family imete
Rationale

An ecological model attempts to incorporate characteristics ofrhi/ fachool, and the
community in its scope of study, thus promoting interaction between microsystémse and
school to affect child development in this mesosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1999).isT¢less
evidence that family involvement with schools impacts children on all lepdin, 1991;
Epstein, Simon, & Salinas; Fan & Chen, 2001; Fehrmann, Keith, & Reimers, 1987; Henderson,
1987; Henderson & Berla, 1994; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Jeynes, 2005; Simon, 2001; Soucy
& Larose, 2000; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1991; Swap, 1993; Van Voorhis,
2001). Specifically, involvement of families of preschool children is espgciatical due to
their dependency at this developmental level. Developing an early foundatiomilgr fa
involvement may provide a more positive outcome in the long term (Guralnick, 1998; Ramey &
Ramey, 1998). Undoubtedly, the sooner families get involved and collaborate withdbg sc
the better the results in their overall academic performance (Sheparce&IR8s). Of
particular importance is family-school collaboration when children have blissb{Soodak &
Erwin, 2000; Simpson, de Boer-Ott, & Smith-Myles 2003). This study focused on th& spec
education preschool population where teachers can work with families in a pasifite create
a foundation that may carry over this positive perception throughout the family/stusigmol
career. Few can agree on what is effective involvement or what defuodgeiment (Baker &
Soden, 1998; Hong & Ho, 2005), however, the Epstein typology (1995) attempts to clarify the

complexity of the multi-faceted aspects of family involvement that igeaduld occur in a
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school setting. This study used the current Epstein framework as a sixfipgtioddor family
involvement. While the importance of family involvement is clear, there are hanwhschool
and teacher variables that may impact the development of a family-sclatiohship and
include; teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/training, teachereexggerand level of school
support. This study examined teacher and school variables, specifically, tatides,
teacher preparation/training, teacher experience, and school support thatictpadamily
involvement behaviors.
Hypotheses

The hypotheses focus on how teacher attitudes, teacher preparatiowyirgairs of
experience, and level of school support impacted family involvement behaviors asldteyor
the six-part framework outlined by Epstein (1995). Family involvement attituelesmeasured
using the FITS-P, an attitude scale developed based on the six part framewaik. Fam
involvement behaviors were measured using the FITPQ, a teacher pracsitenmagre also
developed based on the six part framework. Specifically, it was hypothesized that:

HO 1: Total FITS-P scores for reported attitude toward family involvemenbwill

positively related to reported teacher family involvement behavior asuneedsy the

FITPQ. Further, it is expected that each of the 6 subscales would be positatelg tel

reported teacher family involvement behavior.

HO 2: Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reported tezttihede

toward family involvement as measured by the FITS-P total score.

HO 3: Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reportekdetetamily

involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ total score.
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HO 4: Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positively redati

reported teacher attitude toward family involvement as measured by the

FITS-P composite.

HO5: Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positively relaizd

reported family involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ composite.

School support was measured using the Program Self-Assessment and Quality
Improvement Guide by VESID and SED (2003), an assessment scale disar@sehe preschool
administrator’s level of support for increasing family involvement. The fipabtiheses address
the relationship among school variables as well as possible predictors of faauhe
involvement behavior:

HO 6: The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-Assessment

and Quality Improvement Guide, will be positively related to reportezhégattitude

toward family involvement, as measured by the FITS-P.

HO 7: The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-Assessment

and Quality Improvement Guide, will be positively related to reportedyfam

involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ.

HO 8: The reported level of school support as measured by the Program Self-Asgessm

and Quality Improvement Guide will be a significant positive predictorpdrted family

involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ.

HO 9: The reported attitude toward family involvement will be a significant positive

predictor of reported family involvement behavior.

HO 10: Teacher experience, as measured by total months teaching preschdoa,awill

significant negative predictor of reported family involvement behavior.
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HO 11: Prior preparation/training will be a significant positive predictor of reported

family involvement behavior.
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CHAPTER Il
Method

This chapter presents the methodology used to address the research questions and
hypotheses. The chapter describes the study’s participants, measur@sdigestedures. In
addition, the investigator presents the study’s design and methods for datasanalysi
Participants

Data were collected from 283 teachers in 20 different special educatsuhpoé
programs within the New York City area. Following suggestions by Cohen (18%2ydr to
obtain a medium effect size, a minimum of 84 teachers was needed.udeth¢bachers who
are part of agencies that serve preschool children with special needs. Thessagenc
contracted with the NYC Department of Education, under the auspices of educat®Aa4aw
and serve children from three to five years of age. A listing of the boroughuamaer of
teachers in each program can be found in Table 2 below. Teachers were reumiitgial €ach
New York City borough’s public monthly Children’s Committee meetings for ah@ftpecial
education programs in the 5 boroughs. Ninety-nine percent of all the teachatsaddor the
study participated. Eight programs in Brooklyn participated in the studyjtregrd5% @ =
126) of total teacher participants; 4 programs in Manhattan, recruitingr2£%9) of the total
sample; 4 programs in the Bronx, recruiting 209 66) of the total sample; 3 programs in
Queens, with 7%n(= 21) of the total sample; and 1 program in Staten Island, resulting in 7% (

= 21) of the total teacher sample.
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Table 2

Participants

School Borough Number of Teachers/Surveys
A Queens 5
B Brooklyn
C Brooklyn 20
D Brooklyn 22
E Brooklyn 11
F Brooklyn 20
G Manhattan 21
H Manhattan 17
I Brooklyn 17
J Bronx 15
K Brooklyn 20
L Queens 6
M Queens 10
N Bronx 19
O Manhattan 15
P Bronx 9
Q Staten Island 21
S Bronx 13
T Brooklyn 10
U Manhattan 6
Total 20 283

Participant demographics are presented in detail in Table 3. The sampléedorfs33
teachers from 20 different schools. Participants identified themselVeloass 57.24% White
not Hispanic i = 162), 20.49% Hispanic or Latino € 58), 10.25% Black or African-American

(n=29), 6.71% Asian or Pacific Islander%£ 19), 3.53% Multi-Racial not Hispaniao € 10),
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and 1.78% as Othen € 5). In a survey study involving 2,727 early childhood teachers by the
NYC Early Childhood Professional Development Institute and Cornell Univeraity E
Childhood Program (2007), ethnicity demographics were similar; respectively 608, \b2%
Latino, 15% Black, 8%Asian, 1% Multi-Racial, and 3% Other.

The majority of the sample, 85.16% had obtained their Master’s degree24(Q). A
smaller percentage 10.60% were currently enrolled in a program to obtaster’'Mdegreen(=
30) and a smaller group 4.24% had only obtained their Bachelor's degree].

Most teachers, 80.21% indicated that they took one or more courses with prantamyt
on families f = 227), while 19.79%n(= 56) did not. A majority of teachers, 95.41% indicated
that they took courses which included or addressed family issue270), while 4.59%rn(= 13)
did not. A little over half of the teachers, 54.77% indicated that they received anigese
training regarding family involvement during their teaching canmeer155), while 45.23%
(n=128) did not. Of the 283 teachers, teacher experience ranged from 1 month to 408 months
or 34 years experienc8D = 69.85mean= 76.56). There were 15.89% teachers with 1 year or
less of experiencen(= 45), 24.74% of the teachers had experience ranging from more than 1
year to 3 yearq(= 70), 25.44% of the teachers had experience between 3 years and @ years (
72), 18.37% of the teachers had 7 to 12 years teaching expenené) and 15.56% of the
teachers had 13 to 34 years of experience44).

Overall types of disabilities serviced in their classrooms were 16.83% ABD{
4.98% Physically Impaired, 3.44% Emotional/Behavioral, 13.92% Cognitive Disability, 47.25%
Speech/Language Impaired, 9.29% Typical Developing and 5.62% were Visuallyddapair
Percentages were requested from teachers; therefore, sample sezestvadrtained. The

majority of teachers in the sample indicated that family involvement wasstadge their
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program (84.81%n = 240), a minority felt it was mandatory (11.3184; 32) and a small
number felt it was neither suggested nor mandatory (3.8894,1).

The school sample consisted of 20 programs and the entire sample of adimigistrat
indicated family involvement was occurring in their schoot 20). School administrators
indicated that the families they served were on average 41.44% Hispantmor B8.51%

White not Hispanic,18.53% Black or African American, 6.15% Multi-Racial not Hispantt
3.52% Asian or Pacific Islander,. The sample of school administrators indicatéuetéat 72%
of families they served were primarily families who had completad it Diploma/GED,
17.10% with some college, 14.65% graduated college and 4.11% attended/completed Graduate
School. School Administrators indicated that the students in their programs weaglpifrom
families of a socio-economic status as follows 45.52% Low Income, 30.59%icktke/Low
Income, 16.08% Middle Income, 6.10% Middle/High Income and 1.75% from High Income.
Overall types of disabilities serviced in their programs were 17.52% A&i3bBy/4.08%
Physically Impaired, 4.29% Emotional/Behavioral, 16.11% Cognitive Disability, 38.42%
Speech/Language Impaired, 13.61% Typically Developing, and 5.97% Visually Impaired.
Percentages were requested from school administrators; therefore, Saagoleese not

obtained.



Table 3

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristic

Total Sample

Teacher Ethnicity
White not Hispanic
Hispanic or Latino
Black or African American
Asian or Pacific Islander
Multi-Racial not Hispanic
Other

Teacher Educational Level
Master's Degree
Enrolled in Master’'s Program
Bachelor's Degree

Family Involvement Course
Yes
No

Family Involvement Issued included in Coursework
Yes
No

Family Involvement In-service
Yes
No

Teacher Experience (1month — 34 years)
1 year or less
> 1 year — 3 years
> 3 years — 6 years
7 —12 years
13 - 34 years

n

162
58
29
19
10

241
30
12

227
56

270
13

155
128

45
70
72
52
44

%

57.2
20.5
10.2
6.7
3.5
1.8

85.2
10.6
4.2

80.2
19.8

95.4
4.6

54.8
45.2

15.9
24.7
25.5
18.4
15.5
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Table 3 (continued)

Characteristic n %

Teacher indicated Family Involvement was

Suggested 240 84.8
Mandatory 32 11.3
Neither 11 3.9

Administrator indicated Family Involvement was

Suggested 20 100.0
Mandatory 0.0
Neither 0.0

Consent and ethical approval was obtained from the Institutional Review BoandaflRB
the Graduate Center of the City University of New York. Consents arténvapproval were
obtained from all 20 school administrators and from 283 teachers.

Measures

This study used data from preschool special education teachers and iagtoigito
examine the relationships among teacher attitudes, teacher prepaeatimgyt teacher
experience, and school support on teacher-family involvement behaviors acrosdeire Eps
typology (1995). Four measures were used; the FITS-P that measuresdrépacher attitudes,
the FITPQ that measures reported teacher family involvement behaviorstiarqaase that
measures reported teacher experience and teacher preparation/teanditige (SED/VESID)
Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide (Section 3ndhatires reported
school support.

Family Involvement Teacher Scale- Preschool (FITS-P) (Marchini & 26805). This
multidimensional rating scale is based on the six areas of the Epstein {{E@9&york that asks

teachers of preschool children to indicate their perception and attitudes towaitgs fa
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involvement. Item development adhered to Smith and Kendall's (1963) critical ircident
analysis method for developing psychometrically sound behavior ratings. Taightytems
were developed by the authors that illustrate each of the six types bf ilavnivement.
Definitions for the six areas from the final instrument can be found previou$hble 1.

The FITS-P was pilot-tested with a sample of 50 preschool teachers who did not
participate in the final study. Response format consists of a four point tdede (1 =
“disagree” to 4 = “agree”). The first step in item development was theglisfibehaviors that
reflected each of the 6 areas described by Epstein. Thirty-five iterasdeeecloped by the
authors that illustrated each of the six types of family involvement. Samplke five the
original FITS-P can be found in Table & he items were randomly listed and sent to a group of
31 experts including school psychologists, social workers, and preschool adhoirsstidese
experts were asked to review the definitions of the 6 areas and then to sedeeattheat was
illustrated by each of the 35 items. If an item illustrated more than eagaasecond choice
column was provided. If there was not an appropriate definition relating to anntbunluials

were asked to check “none.”



Table 4

Original 35 Items of the FITS-P

ltem Number Item Content

1 Ifeel confident in encouraging parents to seek assistance from theindyn

2 | make an effort to learn about my students’ families.

3 | support families in investigating services made availabldéontin the community.

4 | feel confident in my ability to involve my students’ families in tleild’s education.

5 | encourage parents to be a part of the decision-making processngd¢faed child’s learning.
6 Iregularly invite parents/families to attend class events.

7 linclude parents in making decisions regarding their child’s learning

8 I regularly find ways that students and their families work togetharmet

9 If available, | accept parent donations of materials not supplied édédén the classroom.
10 | provide parents with information in their preferred language.

11 | encourage parents to assist with fundraising events for the school.

12 | provide opportunities for parents to get involved.

13 | send home class assignments which involve the parents in their tdaldigg.

14 | feel secure in my ability to make parents feel welcome when theg tmsthool.

15 | encourage parents to seek assistance from local parent centers\begacation programs.
16 | spotlight the accomplishments of my students to their families.

17 | refer parents for extra help and community resources.

18 | regularly communicate with my students’ families.

19 | am comfortable referring parents to our school’s social services.

20 | felt prepared to collaborate with parents during my first year of teg.ch

21 | encourage parents to be active in the school’s parent organization. (continued)
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Table 4 (continued)

Item Number Item Content

22 Though some parents are not comfortable talking with their child’s ted@mcourage them to
speak with me.

23 | ask parents to participate on school trips and class activities.

24 | collect my students’ outstanding class work, assignments and artworlerahthem home
periodically.

25 |If available, | always work with parent volunteers.

26 | use open-ended conversation and actively listen to my students’ parents.

27 | use clarifying statements to clear up ambiguity when speaking to parent

28 | currently feel prepared to work with parents.

29 linvolve parents when creating IEP goals.

30 | easily establish a friendship and rapport with parents.

31 | encourage parents to advocate for their children.

32 | consider cultural differences knowing their may be a bridgeable divideebathome and school
rules, expectations, and styles.

33 | provide families with information regarding the benefits of farmilyolvement.

34 | optimistically put problems in perspective.

35 | personally promote the benefits of and positive attitudes toward involvimitiefa.

Note.Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ petioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&aster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Acaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

When 75% of the experts agreed that an item represented only one area, thasitem wa

retained for further review. If an item represented two dimensions, thes itawised to be in

line with one dimension. If an item represented more than two dimensions or none then it was

eliminated. Approximately 1/A(= 9) of the items were eliminated, 1/2< 19) revised, and %

(n=7) retained, during the first round (Table 5).
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Table 5

FITS-P Experts Item % Agreement on Item Category for the Pilot StudyR6eund of 35 Items)

Item Number Category Choice # of Experts % of Agreement
16 Retained A 31 100%
26 Retained F 28 90%
27 Retained F 28 90%
20 Retained E 25 81%
1 Retained A 24 7%
9 Retained B 24 77%
34 Retained F 24 7%
18 Revised A 23 74%
11 Revised B 22 71%
12 Revised B 22 71%
31 Revised C 22 71%
28 Revised F 22 71%
35 Revised F 22 71%
22 Revised B 20 65%
30 Revised C 20 65%
29 Revised D 19 61%
33 Revised E 19 61%
8 Revised B 18 58%

19 Revised A 17 55%
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Table 5 (continued)

Iltem Number Category Choice # of Experts % of Agreement
5 Revised A 17 55%
13 Revised B 16 52%
21 Revised E 16 52%
32 Revised E 15 48%
10 Revised A 14 45%
15 Revised B 14 45%
24 Revised C 14 45%
7 Eliminated A 12 39%
4 Eliminated B 12 39%
2 Eliminated D 11 35%
25 Eliminated E 11 35%
14 Eliminated A 10 32%
3 Eliminated C 10 32%
17 Eliminated NONE 10 32%
6 Eliminated D 9 29%
23 Eliminated C 9 29%

Note.A = Parenting, B = Communicating, C = Volunteeribgz Learning at Home, E = Decision Making,
F = Collaborating with the Community

Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ petioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&uster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Agaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

Additional items were created by the authors and 38 items were randontalis¢éeond

time, andsent to the same group of 31 experts. These are included in Table 6 below.
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Table 6

Second Round 38 Items of the FITS-P

[tem Number Item Content

1 | respect family culture and its impact on children’s lives.
2 | encourage parents to volunteer in the classroom or at school.
3 I feel knowledgeable about the importance of collaborating with parents

4 | consider cultural differences knowing their may be a bridgeable divided® home and school
rules, expectations, and styles.

5 lask parents to participate on school trips and class activities.

6 | feel confident in encouraging parents to seek assistance fromntineuaity.

7 | provide parents with information in their preferred language or usmaslator over the phone.
8 | support families in investigating services made availablénéntin the community.
9 | make an effort to learn about my students’ families.

10 | accept that family lifestyles may be different from mine.

11 | encourage parents to read to their children at night.

12 | respect that there are many types of families.

13 | encourage parents to serve as models by reading while at home.

14 | believe that family involvement is essential.

15 | provide opportunities for parents to get involved in school projects a&.hom

16 | share the accomplishments of my students with their families.

17 | encourage parents to assist with fundraising events for the school.

18 I regularly invite parents/families to share their expertigbenclassroom.

19 | provide families with information regarding the benefits of farimlyolvement.

20 |try to create some class assignments which involve parents icchiidis learning.

21 | collect my students’ outstanding class work, assignments and artworlerahthem home
periodically.
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Table 6 (continued)

[tem Number Item Content

22 |If available, | accept parent donations of materials not supplied bdedéethe classroom.

23 | regularly communicate with my students’ families.

24 | am comfortable referring parents to our school’s social services.

25 | try to overcome barriers to family involvement.

26 | encourage parents to advocate for their children.

27 | encourage parents to participate in school programming.

28 | support parent decision-making whenever possible.

29 | encourage parents to speak to me in person, or via email, notes or telephone.
30 | encourage parents to set up a quiet space for working on school assigrrhents.a
31 Before a parent meeting, | think about what | want to say and how | want to say it.
32 | support and involve parents in developing IEP goals.

33 | personally promote the benefits of and positive attitudes toward involvimges.

34 | refer parents for extra help and to community resources.

35 | use open-ended conversation and actively listen to my students’ parents.

36 | encourage parents to seek assistance from local parent centerqibegacation programs.
37 | easily establish good rapport with the parents of my students.

38 | encourage parents to participate/attend school policy/decision-makietngs.

Note.Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ petioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&uster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Agaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

In a second round, when a minimum of 70% of the experts agreed that an item
represented only one area, it was retained (TablEh.two-step process assured that items

were accurately assigned to dimensions and were to be understandabtecipapts.
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FITS-P Experts Item % Agreement on Item Category for the Pilot Study (Second Round)

Item Number Category Choice # of Experts % of Agreement
8 Retained F 30 97%
34 Retained F 30 97%
1 Retained A 30 97%
6 Retained F 29 94%
36 Retained F 29 94%
30 Retained D 29 94%
23 Retained B 29 94%
29 Retained B 29 94%
38 Retained E 28 90%
5 Retained C 28 90%
4 Retained A 28 90%
10 Retained A 28 90%
26 Retained E 27 87%
24 Retained F 27 87%
17 Retained C 27 87%
11 Retained D 27 87%
35 Retained B 27 87%
12 Retained A 27 87%
22 Retained C 26 84%



Table 7 (continued)

Iltem Number Category Choice # of Experts % of Agreement
13 Retained D 26 84%
2 Retained C 25 81%
16 Retained B 24 77%
28 Retained E 23 74%
18 Retained C 23 74%
15 Retained D 23 74%
32 Retained E 22 71%
21 Retained B 22 71%
27 Retained E 22 71%
37 Eliminated B 21 68%
33 Eliminated E 20 65%
25 Eliminated A 20 65%
20 Eliminated D 19 61%
7 Eliminated B 19 61%
9 Eliminated A 19 61%
14 Eliminated A 15 48%
3 Eliminated A 12 39%
31 Eliminated B 11 35%
19 Eliminated A 10 32%

Note.A = Parenting, B = Communicating, C = Volunteeribgz Learning at Home, E = Decision Making,
F = Collaborating with the Community

Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ patic@s of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&uster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Agaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.
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Twenty-eight items were retained for use in the final scale. Testtmrediability is the
indicator of stability of an instrument over time (Portney & Watkins, 2000). -Hueyteachers
and assistant teachers who were not solicited for the final study weunged for test-retest
reliability information in a pilot study (Marchini & Fish, 2005). The particizawere asked to
complete the FITS-P survey twice, two weeks apart. Sixty-four partisigampleted and
returned the FITS-P on two occasions at approximately a two week intervl.8ljaresents
mean and standard deviations for the FITS-P total and subscale scores on thesasiaosocc
The test-retest data for the FITS-P total and subscale scores argqut@sd able 9.

Table 8

FITS-P Means and Standard Deviations for Subscales and Total Score

FITS-P Scale First Rating Second Rating
M SD M SD
FITS- P Total Score (28 items) 104.33 6.688 104.92 6.257
Parenting Subscale 15.80 .568 15.80 .647
Communicating Subscale 19.22 1.327 19.34 1.211
Learning at Home Subscale 15.06 1.511 15.13 1.579
Volunteering Subscale 17.19 2.416 17.34 2.304
Collaborating with the Community 18.36 2.111 18.59 1.841
Decision Making Subscale 18.70 1.550 18.92 1.325

Note.Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ petioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvem@&aster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Acaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

N = 65.
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Table 9

FITS-P Test-Retest Stability Coefficients for Subscales and Total Score

FITS-P Scale
FITS- P Total Score 946 **
Parenting Subscale 749 **
Communicating Subscale 950 **
Learning at Home Subscale 935 **
Volunteering Subscale .938 **
Collaborating with the Community 900 **
Decision Making Subscale .800 **

Note.Significant at thep < 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ pgtioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&uster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Agaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

The test-retest reliabilities for the total score and 6 subscalgss@éom .749 to .950 and
all stability coefficients were significant at the p < .01 level (2d) Although all test-retest
correlations were significant at the p < .01 level, the test-retestatanefor both the Parenting
subscale and Decision Making subscale produced lower correlations than thelmhates.

All other test-retest stability coefficients for the subscales lamdFETS-P Total were in the .90s.
Four items that fall in the Parenting subscale (Item1, ltem 7, Item 1318ghad stability
coefficients ranging from .652 to 1.00. Five items that fall in the Communicatingadeljtem
2, Item 8, Item 14, Item 20, Iltem 25) had stability coefficients rangorg {689 to .919. Four
items that fall in the Learning at Home subscale (Item 3, Item 9, Iltemebb 2it) had stability

coefficients ranging from .870 to .918. Five items that fall in the Volunteering del{iea 4,
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Item 10, Item 16, Item 22, Item 26) had stability coefficients rangiomg {656 to .918. Five
items that fall in the Collaborating with the Community subscale (Iltemr§,1fe Item 17, Item
23, Item 27) had stability coefficients ranging from .640 to .933. Five items thattfae last
Decision Making subscale (Item 6, Item 12, Item 18, Item 24, Iltem 28) hadtgtebéfficients
ranging from .646 to .716.

Internal consistency of the instrument will indicate the extent to whicteaikiin the
scale uniformly measure the same attribute (Nunnaly & Berstein, 1083H)bach’s alpha
reliability coefficient normally ranges between 0 and 1. The closer theooeet is to 1.0 the
greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale. UsingFs%38/18.0 item analysis
program to determine the scale’s internal consistency, it was determaneletl28-item FITS-P
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .851 in both test administrations. George and Mallery (2003) provide
the following rules of thumb “>.9 Excellent, > .8 Good, >.7 Acceptable, >.6 Questiondble, >
Poor, and <.5 Unacceptable” (p. 231). When determining the internal consistency of each of the
Subscales the results were somewhat poor. This is to be expected, as the nuerheriof it
each subscale decreases, which decrease reliability. Four iterfadl timathe Parenting subscale
(Iteml, Item 7, Item 13, and Item 19) had a Cronbach’s alpha of .278 firstaatin§08 second
rating. Five items that fall in the Communicating subscale (Item 2, Itélen8.14, Item 20,

Item 25) had a Cronbach’s alpha of .682 first rating and .697 second rating. Four itefalk that
in the Learning at Home subscale (Item 3, Item 9, Item 15, Item 21) had a €rsrddaha of
597 first rating and .700 second rating. Five items that fall in the Volunteriosgale (Item 4,
Item 10, Item 16, Iltem 22, Item 26) had a Cronbach’s alpha of .676 first rating and .688 sec
rating. Five items that fall in the Collaborating with the Community subsitate b, Iltem 11,

Item 17, Iltem 23, Item 27) had Cronbach’s alpha of .790 first rating and .733 secogdriain
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items that fall in the last Decision Making subscale (Item 6, ltem 12,1&rtem 24, ltem 28)
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .526 first rating and .498 second rating. The Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficients for the FITS-P total and subscale scoreprasented in Table 10.
Table 10

FITS-P Coefficient Alpha Reliabilities for Subscales and Total Score

FITS-P Scale Coefficient Alpha
First Rating Second Rating
FITS- P Total Scoren(= 28) .851 .851
Parenting Subscalen € 4) 278 .508
Communicating Subscale € 5) .682 .697
Learning at Home Subscal@ £ 4) 579 .700
Volunteering SubscalenE 5) .676 .698
Collaborating with the CommunitpE 5)  .790 .733
Decision Making Subscalen € 5) 526 498

Note.Marchini, L., & Fish, M. (2005, Augustpevelopment of a scale to identify teachers’ pgtioas of their
knowledge and competency in family involvemé@&uster presented at the Annual Meeting of the Agaer
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

Using the FITS-P captures the multidimensional nature of family involvelnyent
continuing to encompass the Epstein framework. The final scale has 4 to 5 items on 6
dimensions, namely Parenting, Communicating, Learning At Home, Volunteeohgh&ating
with the Community and Decision Making. Scores for the total scale canfrany@8 to 112,
with each subscale score ranging as follows; Parenting 4 to 16, Communictiiag, Learning

at Home 4 to 16, Volunteering 5 to 20, Collaborating with the Community 5 to 20, and Decision
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Making 5 to 20. Higher scores on the FITS-P would indicate a higher incidenceeimamt (1
disagree to 4 agree) with the statements on the attitude scale and a mare @ibisitde towards
family involvement. Item scores are added together for each of the sulzstwhkesotal score is
obtained from adding the subscores together. The FITS-P can be viewed in Agpendix
Teacher Information Sheéthere are 8 questions that request information on teacher
experience as well as the types of training the teacher has recethedgaird to family issues
or the focus on familiesFirst, teachers provided the highest level of education attained,;
respectively BA/BS, MA/MS enrolled # of credits, MA/MS, and other on a continuowasbleri
Next, the number of years of experience were requested. Prior trainirgparagiion in working
with families used a yes/no format for 3 items. They were “While obtayongteaching
degree, did you take one or more courses with a primary content or focus on Parfiliede
obtaining your teaching degree, did other courses include or address family’iSkiza® you
ever received an in-service training regarding family involvement duoogtgaching career?”
Each “yes” is scored as a 1 and each “no” is scored as a 0. Finally, parsicyeaatasked
ethnic/racial identification. In order to determine the level of diggl@hch teacher had enrolled
in their classroom, a percentage was requested of each of the follonasgfygisabilities;
Autism/PDD, Physically Impaired, Emotional/Behavioral, Cognitive Diigg,
Speech/Language Impaired and Other. Last, teachers were requested &bediéliamily
involvement was suggested, mandatory, or neither in their program. The Teacher loformat

Sheet can be viewed in Appendix B.
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Family Involvement Teacher Practice Questionnaire (FITPQ)is checklist measures
self-reported teacher behavior practices employed in the classroomeiasiméamily
involvement. The items of the FITS-P were used to create this questionnaiiéfas nrg
study, however, the response format consists of a four point Likert scaleedddifil = “never”
to 4 = “always”) This was suggested by Dr. Joyce Epstein, an expert ielthefffamily
involvement (J. Epstein, personal communication on 6/18/07). This teacher practice
guestionnaire was completed and collected from teachers to assessegdamaily involvement
behaviors. Using the FITPQ also captures the multidimensional nature of fiavoilyement by
continuing to encompass the Epstein framework. The final scale has 4 to 5 items on 6
dimensions, namely Parenting, Communicating, Learning At Home, Volunteeohghb&@ating
with the Community and Decision Making. Scores for the total scale canfrang@8 to 112,
with each subscale score ranging as follows; Parenting 4 to 16, Communicedi@g, Learning
at Home 4 to 16, Volunteering 5 to 20, Collaborating with the Community 5 to 20, and Decision
Making 5 to 20. Higher scores on the FITPQ indicate a higher incidence of repocteel tea
practice towards family involvement behaviors (1 = “no parents yet” to 4 ar‘aflost parents”)
with the statements on the behavior scale. Item scores are added together tdrtke
subscales and a total score is obtained from adding the subscores togetherPThedfibe
viewed in Appendix C.

“Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide” (The University Statee
of New York (SED) and The Office of Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals with
Disabilities (VESID)).This assessment is distributed by The University of the State of New
York (SED) and The Office of Vocational and Educational Services for Indiaduh

Disabilities (VESID). The measure was designed using researel-faality indicators to
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provide early childhood special education agencies a better understanding afrtieat
program functioning and to identify areas of strength, as well as areas in negtoyement
related to program quality. The entire measure consists of sevenmatadsg; Program
Administration, Personnel, Family Relationships, Teaching and LearningaRr&mnvironment,
Stakeholders/Partners, and Program Evaluation. The original instrumesgntas 258
preschool special education programs, representing 70 percent of the total nundervadrkl
State funded programs at the time in 1996 (State Education Department, 2003).

In this study, school administrators completed Section Three of this ass¢ssited
“Family Relationships” that measures the preschool’s level of support dy farnolvement.
Section three, includes 28 items focusing on family involvement, family educatidrdiversity.
Each item with a yes/no format are then scored as 1 or 0O, respectivetgs &ao range from O
to 28 with higher scores indicating greater school support of family involvemenpriflegals
also filled out a separate demographic section for the entire school. Theeremadapted and
used in this study can be viewed in Appendix D or is also available on the web at

www.vesid.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/home.lmints entirety.

Procedure

In each borough within New York City, there are monthly public Children’s Conenitte
Meetings for all of the special education preschool programs. At each of taesegs, the
principal investigator presented the study using a script that can be viewed in Adperdir
script introduced the purpose of the study and asked for involvement of the “4410”
Administrators (agencies are contracted with the NYC Department oafwlucunder the
auspices of education law 8§ 4410 and serve special education children froro fivegears of

age) who attended the meeting. The principal investigator then scheduledna nvébteach
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individual principal who expressed an interest in participating. Once the agpeogwnsent
form was signed and permission granted by the Administrator/Principal, theistdsator was
given the Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide” dikerkity of the
State of New York (SED) and The Office of Vocational and Educational Sereicesifviduals
with Disabilities (VESID) measure and school demographic questions. Theoguases took
approximately 10 minutes to complete. The official, approved, and stamped Adnonistrat
Consent form by Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Graduate Centlee @ity of New
York is located in Appendix F.

An appointment was set up with the administrator to meet with the teachers dfdbke sc
This usually was a regularly scheduled school teacher meeting or one ¥eagtse purpose of
the study. Attendance at school-wide teacher meetings, were used toteachers using the
same script for the study. In each school, the principal investigatedsas the study
coordinator and obtained all the necessary forms from all participants. apfieopriate
permission and consents was obtained from the teacher, the appropriate sereajistwbuted
at the same teachers’ meeting. The official, approved, and stamped T€@ankent form by
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Graduate Center of the City of Xark is located in
Appendix G. A coded Teacher Information Sheet as well as either the FITEBFPR was
hand distributed to each teacher who submitted a signed consent form. Teacher fnathamne
the schools were administered the FITS-P first and teachers from théalfrefrthe schools
were administered the FITPQ first.

Teachers’ names were coded by the principal investigator at edwhmeschools when
distributing the surveys so that no administrator could know any personal commeeitsooral

responses of any of the participants. The actual FITS-P or FITPQ alibnitnevTeacher
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Information Sheet took approximately 15 minutes to complete. Due to their siontant
items, in order to have sufficient time between administrations of thes statbat teachers did
not recall responses from the first survey to the second, a minimum of a ékonterval was
established. After a two week period of time, a third measure the FITPI P was
distributed. This was distributed in a ready to seal envelope via teachleoxeaibr in person to
the same teachers using the same codes. Periodic visits were madehodhargd all possible
surveys were collected from an assigned mailbox or collected diremthytfre teachers
themselves. It is important to note, all three measures were coded and norieastewere
associated with any forms.
Hypotheses
Based on the above discussion, this study proposed to answer the following reseaimmsquest
1. Do teachers who report more positive family involvement attitudes report more
family involvement practices in their classrooms?
2. Do teachers with less teaching experience report more positive atande
report more family involvement practices in their classrooms?
3. Do teachers who receive more prior preparation/training report more positive
attitudes and report more family involvement practices in their classrooms?
4. Do teachers with more administrative support for family involvement report
more positive attitudes and report more family involvement practices m thei
classrooms?
The hypotheses looked at how teacher attitudes, teacher preparatimyrgears of
experience, and level of school support impacted family involvement behaviors aslaheyor

the six-part framework outlined by Epstein (1995). Family involvement attituelesmeasured
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using the FITS-P, an attitude scale developed based on the six part framewaik. Fam
involvement behaviors were measured using the FITPQ, a teacher pracsitenmagre also
developed based on the six part framework. Specifically, it was hypothesized that:

HO 1: Total FITS-P scores for reported attitude toward family involvemehbwil

positively related to reported teacher family involvement behavior asured by the

FITPQ. Further, it is expected that each of the 6 subscales would be positately te

reported teacher family involvement behavior.

HO 2: Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reportedeeattitude

toward family involvement as measured by the FITS-P total score.

HO 3: Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reportedgefamily

involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ total score.

HO 4: Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positively redati®

reported teacher attitude toward family involvement as measured by the

FITS-P.

HO5: Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positively relaizd

reported family involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ.

School support was measured using the Program Self-Assessment and Quality
Improvement Guide by VESID and SED (2003), an assessment scale disar@sehe preschool
administrator’s level of support for increasing family involvement. The fipabtiheses address
the relationship among school variables as well as possible predictors gfifaraivement

behavior:
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HO 6: The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-Assessm
and Quality Improvement Guide, will be positively related to reportezhégattitude
toward family involvement, as measured by the FITS-P.
HO 7: The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-Assessment
and Quality Improvement Guide, will be positively related to reportedyfam
involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ.
HO 8: The reported level of school support as measured by the Program Self-Asgessm
and Quality Improvement Guide will be a significant positive predictoejpbrted family
involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ.
HO 9: The reported attitude toward family involvement will be a significant pesit
predictor of reported family involvement behavior.
HO 10: Teacher experience, as measured by total months teaching preschdoa,awill
significant negative predictor of reported family involvement behavior.
HO 11: Prior preparation/training will be a significant positive predictor of redorte
family involvement behavior.
Data Analysis
A multilevel survey data set was collected from multiple teachdhsnamultiple
schools. First, using SPSS/PASW 18.0 program, data were double-entered ishastizdbility
of the data entry. The investigator used several procedures to analyze theoddea to answer
this study’s research questions. In the first stages of analysisval/suwbscales, as well as
teacher and school demographics were analyzed via descriptive stdhstiddition,
correlational analyses were conducted to assess the direction and strengdblef va

relationships among three predictors: years of teaching experiencertpegtaration/training,
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and teacher attitudes. In the second stage of analysis, the data wenalgisedausing
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). This was conducted in order to deternirtizacher
attitudes, teacher preparation/training, years of teaching expemnmepaeted teacher family
involvement behavior differently across schools. Further, it was investigateldendegree of
school support contributes to this difference across schools.

The basic concept of HLM is similar to regular regression. At the individuabhoher
level (Level 1), an outcome variable is predicted from a set of predictors. #¢hbel level
(Level 2), Level 1 slopes and intercepts become dependent variables beinggredm Level
2 variables. Following this, one can model the effects of Level 1 variables on thenewtnd
the effects of Level 2 on the outcome. Table 11 presents the teacher and schoebuas&bin
the analyses in this study. Teacher level variables included teachayrdeimo characteristics,
FITS-P scores, and training/preparation information. School level variablededcschool

demographic information as well as the SED/VESID School Support scores.

Table 11

HLM Variables Included in the Model by Level

Teacher Level Variables School Level Variables

Teacher Demographics School Demographics
Highest education level achieved Percent African-American within school
Number of months teaching preschool Percent Autism within school
Teacher ethnicity Borough

FITS-P (Attitude) SED/VESID School Support

Training/Preparation (separately)
Primary Course in Family Involvement
Multiple Courses included

In-service Training
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Table 12 highlights corresponding Level 1 and Level 2 equations for a two level random
intercepts HLM model, employed for the current study.
Table 12

Equations for a Two-Level Random Intercepts HLM Model
Symbol Meaning

Level 1 Equation | ¥i; = By; + By ;X +n; where 5, ~N(0,0?)

¥i; Value of the DV at Level 1 for teacher i in school j

Xi Level 1 predictor

B Intercept for DV in school j

Bi; Slope for the relationship in school j between the DV and Level 1
predictor; change in DV with 1 unit increase in Level 1 predictor in
school j

i Random error of prediction for teacher i in school j

[~

Variance of Level 1 random errors

Level 2 Equations | By = Yoo T¥p:W; + 18y

By =¥

w; Level 2 predictor

Yoo Overall intercept; grand mean of the DV scores across all schools
when all predictors are equal to zero

Yoi Overall regression coefficient for the relationship between a Level 2

predictor and the DV

0F Random error for the deviation of the intercept of a school from the
overall intercept; the unique effect of school j on the intercept

Yio Overall regression coefficient for the relationship between a Level 1
predictor and the DV when the Level 2 predictor is equal to zero

. o
o Variance of ;.

Combined
Equation

Raudenbush and Byrk (2002) suggest a build-up strategy for HLM analyses, whereby t
first model run is the unconditional model, equivalent to a one-way ANOVA model widloma
coefficients added for each teacher. The unconditional model provides informgtoaimg

variation of family involvement behavior within and between schools, not conditional on any
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predictors. This also provides evidence of the reliability of each school’s saraale as an
estimate of the population mean. The second series of analyses include models obthe outc
conditional on certain predictors, and thereby gives one an indication of how much of the
variation within and across can be accounted for by these predictors. Presficttesest added
in the more complex models include FITS-P scores, months teaching preschool, laad teac
preparation/training at Level 1 as teacher covariates, and degree of sgipmt $SED/VESID)
as Level 2 school covariates.

An intraclass correlation was calculated to assess the amount ofoveirateacher
outcome that is attributed to school-level characteristics in the unconditioeafibasodel.

The intraclass correlation was calculated using the equation below:

Wheret,, is the total variation at Level 2 (school level), d@dis the total variance in outcomes
at Level 1 within schools (teacher level). The percent variance aedoiantat Level 1 can be
calculated using 1. It is common practice, and considered appropriate to use HLM, when the
amount of variance accounted for at Level 2 exceeds 10%.

Snijders and Bosker (1994) suggest evaluating psBstatues at both Level 1 and
Level 2 in order to fully assess the variance attributed by the tworexdtls. The process
evaluating the psued&? begins with the unconditional model and compared with the final
model to determine the percent reduction in variation at both levels. This detettmeipescent
of variance explained by the predictors included in the final model. The percectiordu

variation at Level 2 is calculated using the following equation (Raudenbush & Bk, 204):
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R -
Tgpl(mull) @)

[

The percent reduction in variation at Level 1 is calculated using the following:

&% (null) — &*( final)

RZ =
c t? 2 [null] (3)

wheret,, and&? are noted above. The pseuis not identical to the interpretation that can
be made with th& statistic used in OLS multiple linear regression analyses, which directly
represents the percent variance accounted for by the model, but it does provide ahlaccepta
alternative in determining the proportion reduction in mean squared error at bésghofethe
analysis.

When centering predictor variables in HLM analyses, model interceptstiakenore
meaningful interpretation. Centering variables involves calculating davistiores from a
mean instead of using raw scores. Scores can either be group mean centered,oegna
centered. The decision about which centering method should be used depends on the research
guestions and past theories (Kreft, Leeuw, & Aiken, 1995). For purposes of this Iséutbat
scores from the FITS-P in Level 1 (teachers) and SED/VESID (schodlsyet 2 were grand

mean centered.
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Results
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This chapter presents the descriptive statistics and the results @itistecat tests

performed to test the current study’s hypotheses.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 13 presents descriptive statistic for teacher and school variables.

Table 13

Descriptive Statistics for Teacher and School Variables

Variable N M SD Min  Max
Teacher Level Variables

FITS-P Total Score (Attitude) 283 105.94 6.033 77 112
Parenting Subscale 283 15.80 .586 12 16
Communicating Subscale 283 19.72 746 14 20
Learning at Home Subscale 283 15.35 1.146 8 16
Volunteering Subscale 283 17.52 2.139 9 20
Collaborating with the Community
Subscale 283 18.78 1.980 6 20
Decision Making Subscale 283 18.75 1.651 11 20

FITPQ Total Score (Practice) 283 89.84 13.363 54 112
Parenting Subscale 283 15.47 .997 10 16
Communicating Subscale 283 19.41 1.018 14 20
Learning at Home Subscale 283 12.45 2.879 4 16
Volunteering Subscale 283 13.16 4.418 5 20
Collaborating with the Community
Subscale 283 12.89 4.481 5 20
Decision-Making Subscale 283 16.43 3.579 5 20

Preparation/Training 283 2.30 .673 0 3

Number of Months Teaching 283 76.56 69.849 1 408
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Table 13 (continued) N M SD Min Max

School Variables

VESID/SED (School Support) 20 23.39  2.982 17 28

The FITS-P Total score measuring reported teacher attitudegitéamaity involvement
averaged 16.1 points higher than the FITPQ Total score measuring reported taadger f
involvement practice behaviors. For the majority of the responses to thdPRiiT e FITPQ,
participants varied across items scoring from 1 to 4. Of the 283 teachers takig3He, 16
of the 28 questions (57.14%) varied in response from 1 = “no parents yet” to 4 = “all or most
parents”, 6 of the 28 questions (21.43%) varied in response from 2 = “few parents” tth dr= “a
most parents”, 6 of the 28 questions (21.43%) varied in response from 3 = “Some parents” to 4 =
“all or most parents”. Of the 283 teachers taking the FITPQ 24 of the 28 que8&orikX)
varied in response from 1 = “no parents yet” to 4 = “all or most parents”, 3 of the 2B®nsies
(10.71%) varied in response from 2 = “few parents” to 4 = “all or most parents”, 128 the
qguestions (3.57%) varied in response from 3 = “Some parents” to 4 = “all or most’p&énts
the 20 administrators who took the Program Self-Assessment and Qualibyémant Guide”

The University of the State of New York (SED) and The Office of VocatiandlEducational
Services for Individuals with Disabilities (VESID) measure, 17 of the 28 ignest60.71%)

varied in response from 0 = “no” to 1 = “yes” and 11 of the 28 questions (39.29%) did not vary
and responded 1 = “yes”.

Results of Hypothesis Testing

Using SPSS/PASW 18.0, Pearsatorrelations were calculated to analyze the direction
and degree of relations identified in HO1. Table 14 shows correlations among $: &id

FITPQ. As expected, in line with the study’s (HO1) hypothesis, the totalFI3&res for
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attitude toward family involvement was significantly positively relateteacher family
involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQS81) = .433p <.01. As the FITS-P total
score increases, the total score of the FITPQ also increases. ThenBaa@nscale scores on the
FITS-P were significantly positively related to teacher fanmiyolvement behavior as measured
by the FITPQr (281) =.328p < .01. As the FITS-P Parenting subscale increases, the FITPQ
Parenting subscale also increases. The Communication subscale scores on-khe/élgdS
significantly positively related to teacher family involvement behawsanaasured by the
FITPQ,r (281) = .495p < .01. As the FITS-P Communication subscale increases, the FITPQ
Communication subscale also increases. The Volunteering subscale scoreBld8Ravere
significantly positively related to teacher family involvement behawsanaasured by the
FITPQ,r (281) = .324p < .01. As the FITS-P Volunteering subscale increases, the FITPQ
Volunteering subscale also increases. The Learning at Home subscake@tthe FITS-P were
significantly positively related to teacher family involvement behawsanaasured by the
FITPQ,r (281) = .284p < .01. As the FITS-P Learning at Home subscale increases, the FITPQ
Learning at Home subscale also increases or vice versa. The Decigiog-subscale scores

on the FITS-P were significantly positively related to teacher famiglvement behavior as
measured by the FITP@(281) = .413p < .01. As the FITS-P Decision-making subscale
increases, the FITPQ Decision-making subscale also increases. Hsaxesignificant positive
relationship between the Community subscale scores on the FITS-P and tQe F2ZBR) =

.272,p < .01, indicating that as the FITS-P Community subscale increases the FITPQ

Community subscale also increases. Thus, HO1 was supported.



Table 14

Correlations between FITS-P and FITRR=283)

FITSP Parent Commun Learning Volunteer Collabor Decision FITPQ Parent Commu Learning Voluntee Collabo Decision
Total ing icating at Home ing ating Making Total ing nicating at Home ring rating Making

FITS-P

Total 1

Parenting 525+ 1

Comm-

unicating .394* .198* 1

Learning

at Home .714»  28g* 247 1

Volunt-

eering .836*  .328** .258** 494** 1

Collab-

orating 766* . 333** 127+ .507** .536** 1

Decision

Making 769*  456** .265** A27+* .530** 462** 1

FITPQ

Total A33% 174%* .146* 314 .335** .324** .381** 1

Parenting .286* .328* .095 .086 .250%* .209** .245%* .391* 1

Comm-

unicating .182** .046 495 .084 .103 .070 .130* A47F* .284 1

Learning

at Home 335 .137* .090 284 294 217 .263** .868* .332** .383** 1

Volunt-

eering .315% 113 113 .228%* .324% .238** .183** .809** .303** .252%* T49%* 1

Collab-

orating .351% .089 .076 .245%* 247% 272 371 .805* . 201* .264** .589** A51* 1

Decision

Making .388* [ 179** .065 . 299** .209** .322** A13* .803* .225** 372** .609** 482** .607** 1

Note. *p< .05, ** p< .01

8
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As expected with the HO2, teacher experience was significantly ndgatreclated
with total teacher attitude toward family involvement as measured by TiseR-composite,
(281) =-.307p < .01. Asteachers’ level of experience increases, the FITS-P Totl scor
decreases. Regarding HO3, the correlation between the level of teachexregand the
FITPQ Total score was not statistically significan281) = - .039,p = .51, which does not
support the hypothesis.

As expected from HO4 and HO5, prior preparation/training in family involvemast w
positively correlated with teacher attitude and teacher family invawélrehavior toward
family involvement as measured by the FITS-P and FITPQ. Prior teadpargation/training
was obtained from three questions in the Teacher Information sheet. Thegmgquesluded
prior training or preparation in working with families in a yes/no format. @aredt= “While
obtaining your teaching degree, did you take one or more courses with a primant cont
focus on families?” question 2 = “While obtaining your teaching degree, did other courses
include or address family issues?” and question 3 = “Have you ever receivedeamice
training regarding family involvement during your teaching career?h Bags” was scored as a
1 and each “no” was scored as a 0.

There was a significant positive relationship (HO4) between the Teacher
Preparation/Training question 1 scores on the Teacher Information Sheet anthtHdTS-Pr
(281) = .220p < .01, indicating that as the Teacher Preparation/training (one or more prior
courses in family involvement) increases the FITS-P Total scores ateases. The correlations
between prior teacher preparation/training questions 2 and 3 and FITS-P riedif Statistical

significancey (281) =.101 and -.046) = .09 and .44.
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There was a significant positive relationship (HO5) between the Teacher
Preparation/Training scores on the Teacher Information Sheet Questigar8lifrg in-service
training and the Total FITP€Q(281) = .241p<.01, indicating that as the Teacher
Preparation/training in-service training increases the FIT8BQincreases or reported practice
behavior. The correlations between prior teacher preparation/trainingogsels and 2 and the
total FITPQ fell short of statistical significanag(281) = .097 and -.039,= .10 and .51.

School support was measured using the Program Self-Assessment and Quality
Improvement Guide by VESID and SED (2003), an assessment scale thatesdasyreschool
administrator’s level of support for increasing family involvement. The fipabtheses address
the relationship between school variables. In line with HO6, the level of school support
measured by the Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvementvasigenificantly
positively correlated with teacher attitude toward family involvemerasmesd by the FITS-P,
(281) =.131p<.05. As the level of school support increases, the FITS-P Total scores also
increase.

In support of HO7, the level of school support was significantly positively comlelatie
teacher family involvement behavior(281) = .253p < .01. As the level of school support
increases, the FITPQ Total scores also increases.

Table 15 shows correlations among teachers’ teaching experience, prepeaatiog/t

and the composite FITS-P and FITPQ scores.
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Table 15

Correlations between Number of Months Teaching Preschool Experience, Preparatiang,r
FITS-P and FITPQ@N=283)

# of Months Preparation/Training

FITPQ Total FITS-P Total Experience 1 2 3
FITPQ Total 1
FITS-P Total A433** 1
# of Month Experience -.039 -.307** 1
Preparation Training 1 .097 220** -.221%* 1
2 -.039 101 -.073 .188** 1
3 241 -.046 .366** -.059 -.030 1

Note * p< .05, ** p< .01
Preparation/Training
1 = pre-service: one or more courses with a primary content/focus on families
2 = pre-service: various courses included or addressed family issues
3 =in-service training

In order to assess how teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/trgaairsypf experience,
and level of school support impact family involvement behaviors and how they diffes acros
school environments, multiple analyses were conducted to predict the depenidéie Y.,
FITPQ). Due to the nested structure of the data (teachers within schoots)alyses used
hierarchical linear regression (HLM).

A series of separate HLM analyses, or sequential modeling, were conducteeritoor
evaluate the most important predictors for the dependent variable of intesekertfamily

involvement behavior (i.e., FITPQ). Table 16 depicts the structure, or sequerneefitéd

models (Model A through D).
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Table 16

Structure of Fitted Models for FITPQ Practice as Outcome

Model Covariates included in Level 1 Covariates included in Level 2

Model A None None

Model B Teacher Demographics School Demographics
Highest Education level achieved Percent African American
Number of Months Experience Percent Autism
Teacher ethnicity Borough

Model C Teacher Demographics School Demographics
Highest Education level achieved Percent African American
Number of Months Experience Percent Autism
Teacher ethnicity Borough

FITS-P (Attitude)
Training/Preparation
Question 1 Primary Course(s) in Family
Involvement
Question 2 Various courses included content
in Family Involvement

Question 3 In-service Training

Model D Teacher Demographics School Demographics
Highest Education level achieved Percent African American
Number of Months Experience Percent Autism
Teacher ethnicity — African American Borough
FITS-P (Attitude) SED/VESID School Support

Training/Preparation (separately)
Primary Course in Family Involvement
Multiple Courses included

In-service Training
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HLM Fitted Models

Model A. Model A reflected an unconditional model that did not include any predictors. One can
think this model to be equivalent to an ANOVA model. The unconditional model yields a
decomposition of the total variance into within and between school components. This isnuseful
calculating the amount of variance accounted for when adding Level 1 (teactid@vel 2

(school) variables.

Model B. Model B controlled for teacher demographics at Level 1, including highest exhadati
level attained, number of months teaching preschool, and teacher ethnicity. Madel B
controlled for school demographics at Level 2, which included the percent Akioanican

within each school, the percent of students diagnosed with Autism within dexdi and the
borough in which each school was located.

Model C. Model C retains both teacher and school control variables at Level 1 and 2
respectively, but the FITS-P and Teacher Preparation/training were. dduze were three

yes/no questions which were included separately in the analysis. The cormposateof the

FITS-P were grand mean centered, or centered on the overall mean of @theedeFITS-P
scores.

Model D. Model D included both teacher and school control variables at Levels 1 and 2, FITS-P,
Teacher Preparation/training (3 questions) at Level 1, and VESID/SiDIsupport scores at
Level 2.

Final Models. For practice outcome variables, final models were chosen using model fit
statistics (-2 residual log likelihood). The full maximum likelihood estiomaFML) was used

in HLM to compare models that vary by both fixed and random effects. Using FMbaésti

provides an advantage by allowing comparison of models changing in both fixezhdodr
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effect. Therefore, a likelihood-ratio test was used for comparing two modelsieviance
statistic is equal to the -2 log likelihood for a particular model; the diffenendeviance
statistics of the two models corresponds to a chi-square distribution wittedegjrfreedom
equal to the difference in the number of parameters estimated.

Models Predicting Teacher Family Involvement Behavior

HLM analyses were conducted using models A through D. As was delineated thieove
unconditional model was entered as the first model to determine the proportion ofamithin-
between school variances when no predictors are included. The intraclassiaomelat
calculated using Equation 1. The results from the unconditional model (Model Alectaea
within-school variance of? = 161.12 and a between-school variancéef 20.02, and an ICC
=.122. There is substantially more within-school variance than between-schoolgfotive
amount of variance that needs to be accounted for at Level 2 is signiff¢a8),= 53.03p <
.001, indicating that there are significant differences in teacher practicss schools, and
supports the use of HLM.

Table 17 reports the results of Models A through D. Neither the teachegdgrhics
included in Level 1 nor the school demographics in Level 2 have a significant impaetchert
practice behavior.

Results reveal that for both Models C and D, teacher attitudes measured-by3te
had a significant positive impact on teacher family involvement behavior. Furthas found
that teacher participation in an in-service training also has a saifiositive effect on teacher
family involvement. Teacher African American ethnicity is also revetdde a significant
predictor of teacher practice, which may have something to do with an assowidttianother

variable where, once the variable is controlled, the unique effect of ethrainityecrevealed.
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Results from Model D reveal that, overall, the degree of school support measured by the
SED/VESID is significantly predictive of teacher practicél5) = 2.27p = .04.

Based on the likelihood ratio tests, Model D was chosen as the final model. While Model
C predicts the data better than the unconditional model (Modef £)0) = 96.20p < .001,
Model D is significantly better fit than Model & (1) = 4.88p = .03. Model D included
controls at the teacher and school levels, teacher FITS-P scorek1(l,egacher
preparation/training (Level 1), and school SED/VESID scores (Level 2). Hsgbees on the
FITS-P (attitude) predict higher scores on the FITPQ (teacherqgapt({271) = 8.48p < .001,
which supports HO9. In partial support of HO11, prior teacher in-service trainingpwas to be
a significant positive predictor of teacher practice. Those teachersramgwes to having taken
in-service training predicted higher scores on the FITREY 1) = 5.33p < .001. Contrary to
what was expected, teachers affirming that family involvement wasdedlin other prior
courses they have taken predicted lower scores on the HTPIL,) = -1.97p = .05. As for
teacher demographics, teacher ethnicity of African-American owaslfto be a significant
positive predictor of FITS-P scordq271) = 2.17p = .03. All other teacher demographics
(including number of months teachers have taught preschool) HO10 were found to have
nonsignificant effects on the outcome. All school demographic variables ovgre fo be
nonsignificant. However, as reported above, and in support of HO8, higher scores on the
SED/VESID, which measures degree of school support, significantly predicts taghker

family involvement behavior.
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HLM Estimates with Standard Errors for Practice FITPQ as Outcome

Fixed Effects Model A Model B Model C Model D
Intercept 89.37 ** (1.28) 87.29** (5.18) 77.12** (5.52) 75.16** (5.43)
Highest Education Level Attained 1.67 (1.67) 2.35(1.42) 2.48 (1.41)
Number of Months Teaching Experience -0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Teacher Ethnicity 0.51 (0.72) 1.38 (0.64) 1.29* (0.64)
FITS-P 0.99** (0.12) 0.98** (0.12)
Teacher Prep/ Training Course 1.05 (1.74) 0.71 (1.74)
Courses -5.941 (3.23) -5.57* (3.22)
In-Service 9.03** (1.69) 7.89** (1.74)
Percent African-American -0.15 (0.11) -0.11 (0.09) -0.08 (0.08)
Percent diagnosed with Autism -0.02 (0.08) 0.02 (0.07) 0.01 (0.06)
Borough 0.38 (1.24) 1.86 (0.10) 2.74* (1.00)
School Support (SED/VESID) 0.85* (0.37)

Random Effects

Intercept 20.02** (10.27) 18.72* (9.81) 9.50** (5.78) 6.46** (4.74)
Residual 161.12 (14.03) 159.48 (13.89) 116.62 (10.15) 116.08 (10.10)
Model Fit Statistics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Deviance 2259.08 2255.51 2162.88 2158.01

*p <.05.*p<.001. T Approaches Significance.

¢6



Table 18 presents this study’s hypotheses and each hypothesis tested wasptitéed,

partially supported, or not supported.
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Table 18

Overview of Study Hypotheses

Supported/
HO Not
Number Study Hypothesis Supported
Total FITS-P scores for reported attitude toward family involveméhbe positively related to reported teacher Supported
HO1 family involvement behavior as measured by the FITPQ. Furtheexpiscted that each of the 6 subscales would PP
be positively related to reported teacher family involvement behavior
HO2 Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reporteteeattitude toward family involvement as Supported
measured by the FITS-P total score.
HO3 Teacher experience will be negatively related to total reportedaeéamily involvement behavior as measured by Not
the FITPQ total score. Supported
Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positiveliated to reported teacher attitude toward family Partiall
HO4  involvement as measured by the FITS-P. S tyd
Finding: Question 1 (one or more prior courses in family involvement) nekied to teacher attitude. upporte
Prior preparation/training in family involvement will be positiveliated to reported family involvement behavior Partially
Hos &S measured by the FITPQ. Supported
Finding: Question 3 (only in-service training was significant andipesi related to family involvement behavior; PP
Question 1 (course) and 2 (embedded in course(s)) were not.
HO6 The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-AsseaathQuality Improvement Guide, Supported
will be positively related to reported teacher attitude towandilf involvement, as measured by the FITS-P.
The reported level of school support, as measured by Program Self-AsseaathQuality Improvement Guide, Supported
HO7  will be positively related to reported family involvement behaveomeasured by the FITPQ. P
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Table 18 (continued)

Supported/
HO Not
Number Study Hypothesis Supported

HO8 The reported level of school support as measured by the Program Salémaeseand Quality Improvement Guide Supported
will be a significant positive predictor of reported family involvermieehavior as measured by the FITPQ.

HO9 The reported attitude toward family involvement will be a significasttjye predictor of reported family Supported
involvement behavior.

Teacher experience, as measured by total months teaching prescho@ arsibhificant negative predictor of Not
HO10 o .

reported family involvement behavior. Supported

Prior preparation/training will be a significant positive preatictf reported family involvement behavior. Partially

HO11l Finding: Question 3 (in-service training) predicted higher scores on TR Question 1 (course) was not; and  Supported
Question 2 (embedded in course(s)) predicted lower scores on the.FITPQ
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Additional Analyses

Internal reliability (Inter-item) refers to the extent to which a meas consistent within
itself. The inter-item reliability of the FITPQ, FITS-P and the Schoppsrt measure were
assessed using SPSS/PASW 18.0. It was determined that the 28 item FITPQ hadaBronba
alpha of .901. and the 28 item FITS-P had a Cronbach’s alpha of .869. The high Cronbach’s
alphas are a good indication that the items of each measure correlatéhvehavanother.
Item-total statistics are included in Table 19 for the FITPQ and FITi&die 20 includes the
item-total statistics for the SED/VESID measure. Tables 19 and 2@fundicate that all items

should be included in each of the measures.



Table 19

Item-Total Statistics for the 28 Item FITPQ and FITS-P

ltem FITPQ FITPQ FITS-P FITS-P
Corrected Cronbach’'s  Corrected Item- Cronbach’s
Item-Total Alpha if ltem Total Correlation Alpha if Item
Correlation Deleted Deleted
Iltem 1 144 .902 .259 .868
Item 2 .336 .900 234 .869
Item 3 529 .896 .348 .867
Item 4 .583 .895 400 .865
Item 5 .640 .894 487 .863
Item 6 519 .897 417 .865
Item 7 .289 .900 Al17 .866
Item 8 .185 901 213 .869
Item 9 .608 .895 321 .867
Item 10 425 .899 462 .864
Item 11 .657 .893 547 .861
Item 12 529 .897 .342 .867
Item 13 A77 901 .334 .867
Item 14 143 .902 .304 .868
Item 15 .595 .895 AT5 .863
Item 16 457 .898 453 .865
Item 17 .661 .893 .619 .858
Item 18 428 .898 .500 .862
Item 19 .255 901 167 .869
Item 20 291 901 A11 .870
Item 21 .608 .895 AT72 .863
Item 22 577 .895 .546 .860
Item 23 571 .895 611 .859
Item 24 571 .895 430 .864
Item 25 279 901 214 .869
Item 26 .590 .895 525 .861
Item 27 .506 .897 534 .861
Item 28 577 .895 527 .861

It was determined that the 28 item SED/VESID School Support measure had a
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Cronbach’s alpha of .758. The high Cronbach’s alpha is a good indication that the items

correlate well with one another. Inspection of the inter-item correlatiomxnsabwed positive
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correlations among the 28 items. Items 4, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28 had a zero
variance and were removed from the analysis.
Table 20

Item-Total Statistics for the 28 Item SED/VESID School Support Measure

Item School Support CorrectedSchool Support
Item-Total Correlation Cronbach’s Alpha if Item
Deleted
ltem 1 234 .759
Item 2 .183 .759
Item 3 776 .703
Item 5 445 737
Item 6 235 .758
Item 7 .020 763
Item 8 .020 .763
Item 9 448 .738
Item 10 -.185 .782
Item 12 .397 743
Item 14 373 745
Item 17 453 .736
Item 19 248 754
Item 20 .626 721
ltem 21 447 737
Item 22 -.057 T73

ltem 23 (78 .702
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CHAPTER V
Discussion

This section summarizes and discusses the results of the study. It adstspties
implications of this research for school psychologists, administratorsdacdtenal
institutions. In this section, | also discuss the limitations of the preseht ahd make
suggestions for future research.

This study focused on the special education preschool population where teachers can
work with families in a positive way to create a foundation that may carntlogepositive
perception throughout the family/student’s school career. Using the Epataework as a six
part definition for family involvement, this study examined teacher attituelasher
preparation/training, teacher experience, and school support and their relationsphagtedr
family involvement behaviors. In general, the hypotheses in this study were sddppthe
results and provide preschool educators with valuable information to help develegiss;at
identify facilitators and obstacles, and improve the working partnership déresebools and
families, with a goal of increasing family involvement. Knowledge ot#igevariables
associated with teacher attitudes and family involvement practice beheaiobe beneficial to
universities training teachers and agencies employing them as well.

One of the clearest findings was that teacher attitude was predictiy@odiekteacher
family involvement behaviors. Teachers who exhibited more positive famijyvement
attitudes actually reported using more family involvement practicesimcthesrooms. Thus,
attitudes of a child’s teacher toward family involvement can be a fémiliba barrier to family
involvement. Some studies (e.g., Shartrand et al., 1997) have shown that teachezpartiesh

having negative blaming-type attitudes toward families or having tedke-experts”
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approaches. This study supports the development of positive family involvattikewtes as a
desirable outcome and is consistent with other prior research showing tingpodite/e
attitudes are embraced, they are then reflected by agencies, atigaisizcommunities, and
those conducting research, training, and service delivery (Bruder, 2000).

Using parent and teacher interviews focused on student and teacher chacacterist
affecting teacher attitudes toward parental involvement in elementaryiddi ischool, Jones
et al. (1997) found that teacher attitudes were affected by ability lewet students and by
teacher race. African American teachers had a more positive attitudesqueaental
involvement than European American teachers in the Jones et al. study. In this stetly a
teacher ethnicity (i.e., African-American teachers) was afgignt positive predictor of FITS-P
scores, measuring reported attitudes towards family involvement.

A second finding indicates that one of the three types of teacher prepamtiorgt in-
service training, was predictive of reported teacher family involvement lmebaWnleither type
of preservice training preparation (specific courses or integration withrsesjyredicted
teacher family involvement. Research has shown that teacher educatiomgrofjean do not
adequately prepare teachers to involve parents (Chavkin, 1991). There is also a moomdl a
of training provided in teacher training programs regarding communicattoalaboration
skills with families (Bailey, Simeonsson, Yoder, & Huntington, 1990). Despite ¢tkeofa
formal pre-service training, however, the results of this study suggest-fexvice training can
be effective in improving reported family involvement behaviors. Additional in-setkaning
while teachers are working in the field was a positive predictor of famiblvement behaviors.
Agencies employing teachers can encourage change in their emplaytest sfamily

involvement behaviors and attitudes by providing in-service training on this tdpis
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contradicts Showers (1990) assertion that often skill-based trainirkghvags in schools do not
result in implementation once teachers return to their classrooms.

Study results are consistent with the National Parent Teacher Agso(1®97)
recommendations that parents, educators and community leaders work togethememnple
their standards to improve family involvement. The steps that were outlined asssgooce
improving parent and family involvement included: a) creating an action team,rbjnéxa
current practice, c) developing a plan for improvement, d) developing a writter/fzandgt
involvement policy, e) securing support, f) providing professional development for sthibol/s
and g) the evaluation and revision of the plan. They, too, see the merit of school-diagegl tw
improve family involvement.

The in-service professional development could specifically include seategeach of
the 6 areas of the Epstein framework, enabling teachers to foster invohiartieese areas: a)
Parenting:helping all families establish supportive home environments for children, b)
Communicatingestablishing two-way exchanges about school programs and children’s
progress, cyolunteering:recruiting and organizing parent help at school, home or other
locations, dlLearning at home:providing information and ideas to families about how to help
students with homework and other curriculum-related materiaBe@&@yion makinghaving
parents from all backgrounds serve as representatives and leaders ircentoahities, and f)
Collaborating with the communitgollaborating, identifying and integrating resources and
services from the community.

Also related to prior preparation/training were the findings that teaaherdiad taken a
course primarily focused on family involvement in their pre-service trginad more positive

reported attitudes towards family involvement. Therefore, this study lepgs to the
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recommendations made by Swan and Sirvis (1992) that teachers need to bel édycataote
better family involvement prior to entering the classrooltalso lends support to Knight and
Wadsworth (1999) recommendations that all special education programs plan tedapaha
course, providing soon to be teachers with the knowledge of “best practices’ngdiachilies
in the educational process. Teachers who reported not attending a courseditrfeatdy
involvement but rather had family involvement integrated or embedded throughout a number of
courses reported fewer or less frequent family involvement behaviors. Tindiag$ support
Brantlinger (1991) who reported that an absence of pre-service trainirngarsg work in
family-related topics within teacher preparation programs has possibigbuted to the
reticence of special educators to embrace family/professional coli@mordhis study,
however, suggests that rather than embedding diluted content into multiple conesggecific
family involvement focused course might be more beneficial.

The premise that teachers with less teaching experience would exhibitamoly
involvement practices in their classrooms was not supported. While teacheemcgpavas
negatively related to teacher attitude towards family involvement, it wiaess predictor of
teacher family involvement behaviors. Research has shown some criticaltiiss between
novice and more experienced teachers (Berliner, 1994; Palmer, et.al, 2005).eRaim@005)
indicated that teachers with more experience are likely to have diflgtgaties about their
students and think and behave differently as compared to novice teachers. Ramirez (2001)
proposed that teachers can quite possibly become complacent as their teac@ngprogress.
He interviewed many teachers, but several with over 8 years of exgemelcated a loss of
enthusiasm with regard to involving the families of their students as they continbed in t

teaching careers. Teachers focused instead on teaching their students ladofedig in this
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study may be related to the complacency Ramirez (2001) reported as wedichAerseprogress
in their experience, they may lose their enthusiasm for working with fanadiehey continue to
grow in their position.

Despite some promising models and growing evidence of the benefits of connections,
policymakers, funding agencies, school systems, and state education agentiesare s
demonstrating maximum support for connection-building practice (Jordan, Orozoger&tA
2001). In this study, the degree of school support as measured by the SEDIVESSID
positively correlated and significantly predictive of reported tea@mily involvement
behaviors. This supports the suggestion by Swick and McKnight (1989) that a lack of support
from the administration may inhibit family involvement. They also suggestetktaters often
need incentives such as recognition or encouragement in order to extend therosblves t
families of their student&Swick & McKnight, 1989). In this study, principals who reported to
offer more administrative support for family involvement in their schools did haveaisawho
reported more positive attitudes and reported more family involvement practibeg in t
classrooms.

Schools can impact families in a positive way to create a foundation thaamgyweer
throughout the family/student’s school career (Gettinger & Guetschow,.1298podak and
Erwin (2000) suggest, parents of preschool children with disabilities requirareguatact with
their children’s teachers and other therapy providers in order to monitor thgiegs, discuss
on-going problems, or simply inform each other of issues or advice relating to thermchilThe
findings in this study support the importance of school agencies supporting speciéibaduca
preschool teachers in their family involvement quality indicators as measutied by

SED/VESID. These indicators include but are not limited to; communicatioagtst program
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opportunities, systems, resources, informational strategies, skill developnaedit/ersity to

impact family school involvement from a top down approach. This will impact family
involvement from the bottom up as well. School principals and school psychologists can use a
collaborative strategic planning approach to create system organitatiange in their school
buildings. School agencies can create a strategic planning team composedabdetinadtrs
(teachers and parents), identify improvement areas and goals, then devatbpraplan for

change and improvement according to the resources they are given (Lewier £&010).

This study makes an additional important contribution to the family involvement
literature through the development of two scales based on a well respectedesmdired model
of family involvement. The literature on family involvement has not provided dkfanitions
of involvement which results in outcomes that may not be comparable. Fan and Chen (2001)
noted these differences in definitions and measurements of parental involvement artégurpor
that this resulted in leading to difficulties in assessing cumulative knowéemlgss different
studies, inhibiting replication efforts, and creating a research-toiqEayap. These are the first
scales, empirically developed, to measure these constructs. The meabilesfocused on a
preschool teaching population have the potential to be adapted and used with school-age
populations to provide the same benefits to school psychologists and principals wotking wi
older populations as well.

Educational Implications

As mentioned above, the FITS-P and FITPQ measures can be used as pre and post
measures for in-service trainings in family involvement. Either could lkktasgetermine if the
in-service trainings have made a positive impact on teacher attitude prasfices towards

family involvement. Expanding teacher knowledge in the six different areas ibf fam
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involvement as defined by Epstein (1995), suggest new ways to reach out to theitsstudent
families or re-energize their beliefs in partnering with familiasservice training workshops for
teachers to develop collaborative skills and strategies can be important inize@pthat family
involvement does not always occur “in the school” is critical. Possibly the Fifi@a3ure could
assist one in studying the longitudinal effects of such in-service tgailhicould determine if
practices towards family involvement remain at a level equal to what theyafter a successful
in-service. It is important for special education teachers to reacim@wak with parents as
learning partners. Anything we as educators can do to help train teackenk collaboratively
is essential. Further, from an ecological perspective, the importangst@iswide values and
beliefs is important. Again, a collaborative strategic planning team consi$tiegchers, school
psychologists and parents can make systemic organizational change iaatic &éine better.
Study Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

There are several limitations to the current study, which attempted tondetéhnow
teacher attitudes, teacher preparation/training, years of expeiencieyvel of school support
impact family involvement behaviors as they relate to the six-part frarkewtimed by Epstein
(1995). One weakness of the study was the limited geographic sampling.tilppats and
schools were in the New York City metro area. According to New York Sthteaion
Department, there are approximately 213 approved “4410” special education presch@whprog
in the 5 boroughs (retrieved from http://www.vesid.nysed.gov). This study @assed only 20
such programs in an urban setting. The “4410” preschool community is a relativély sma
community. It would be important to determine if the findings of this study wouldrgkze to
suburban or rural communities. It was difficult to obtain permission from aggeand

preschool administrators to even enter and recruit teachers for the stoelydafdite at each of
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the public Children’s Committee meetings throughout the city enabled me todnesistrators
and speak about my study; however, many agencies have restricted raselesHrom their
programs.

Even though my study did not include children, only teaching and administrative staff, it
was restricted nonetheless. My previous 13 years of experience in dhevbeking in a school
in Brooklyn, enabled me to have a prior relationship with many administratorgghout the
city. This allowed me the foot-in-the-door to enter many of these programe. Waee 8
schools of the 20 with 45% of the teacher sample who worked in Brooklyn schools. The larger
number of schools in Brooklyn can possibly be attributed to my prior working relationship and
collegial support as a prior member of that community. Only one program frdooregh of
Staten Island participated. There was not a random selection processelcomds. Because of
my prior relationship with administrators throughout the city, the schools that veledteere
not random.

An additional limitation to mention regards the social desirability of ¢ffereport
measures of the FITS-P and FITPQ. There was concern that because theglin@port
response measures, teachers could answer the FITS-P and FITPQ meauaes way as to
cast themselves in a favorable light. Principals/administrators lofseaool could also answer
more favorably when responding to the level of school support for family involvement. sResult
indicated that of the teachers who took the FITPQ, the majority of the teachedsthair
responses from favorable to unfavorable; it seems they were truthful in howgpewpded.
Also, for teachers who took the FITS-P, a percentage of the questions hadyaofagsponses
from favorable to unfavorable suggesting that they were not neceseapbnding in a socially

desirable manner.
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Future studies may address the geographical limitation, sampling bias pand &x
state-wide or multiple states. It would, however, necessitate colledyovéth the State
Education Department or some other agency body overseeing such programs tolalgein a
sampling of schools. Social desirability and validity of the FITPQ could beeiutésted using
observer ratings to determine if family involvement behaviors have been isgksin

Another area to study is the type, length, and quality of in-service trassnpey vary
in different schools. If schools employ a practice-test approach, didactpooemt, and/or
simple lecture, these training variables may also impact family invarmebehaviors in some
way.

Although this study found that neither type of pre-service training preparapiecif(s
courses or integration within courses) predicted teacher family involvemeawstpathat may
have impacted this was teacher recall of what they had taken in thegecotlersework. Future
studies may use information from actual college teaching programs to obtane acaurate
representation of this information.

There were also a number of parent variables included in the review of thelddera
Although this study did not include parent information, a future study could be conducted
focusing on parent variables that impact family involvement behaviors of teacher
Conclusion

This study focused on the special education preschool population where teachers can
work with families in a positive way to create a foundation that may carntlogepositive
perception throughout the family/student’s school career. Using the Epataework as a six
part definition for family involvement, this study examined teacher attituelasher

preparation/training, teacher experience, and school support and their relationshgrtedr
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family involvement behaviors. In general, the hypotheses in this study were sddppthe
results and provide preschool educators with valuable information to help develegiass;a
identify facilitators and obstacles, and improve the working partnership déresebools and
families, with a goal of increasing family involvement. Knowledge ot#igevariables
associated with teacher attitudes and family involvement practice beheaiobe beneficial to
universities training teachers and agencies employing them as well.

One of the clearest findings was that teacher attitude was predictiydiekteacher
family involvement behaviors. Teachers who exhibited more positive fanvibhMement
attitudes actually reported using more family involvement practicesimctassrooms. A
second finding was only one of the three types of teacher preparation/trairsegyice
training, was predictive of reported teacher family involvement behaviagendles employing
teachers can encourage change in their employed teachers family involbetmaibrs and
attitudes by focusing in-service training on family involvement. Al$ated to prior
preparation/training were the findings that teachers who had taken a coursdypfooased on
family involvement in their pre-service training had more positive redattitudes towards
family involvement. Teachers who reported not attending a course dedicaaedlto f
involvement but rather had family involvement integrated or embedded throughout a number of
courses reported fewer or less frequent family involvement behaviors. tadysssiggests that
rather than embedding diluted content into multiple courses, one specific fanolyament
focused course might be more beneficial. In this study, the degree of school ssppeasared
by the SED/VESID was positively correlated and significantly ptedi of reported teacher
family involvement behaviors. In this study, principals who reported to offer more

administrative support for family involvement in their schools did have teacherepttadly
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offered more positive attitudes and applied more family involvement praati¢cbeir
classrooms.

School principals and school psychologists can use a collaborative strateginglanni
approach to create system organizational change in their school buildirgstuity makes an
additional important contribution to the family involvement literature through thdafeuent
of two scales based on a well respected and researched model of family innlvéhese are

the first scales, empirically developed, to measure these constructs.



110

Appendix A

¥
2040y

¢ c b
2aibBy jeymawiog  assbesi( leymawiog saibesig

‘auoyda|a] Jo S3J0U ‘Jlewe BIA 4O ‘Uosiad ul
S1E2IUNWIWOY 0] Ssjuated afeinosus o} Juepodws st| g

291By 1eUMBLLIOS  93JBESI(] JBUMBIIOG saiBesiq pua)e/aedioiied 0} sjusied afeinosus o} Juepodw sl 9

Iy 2 i sBunaa Bupjewt-uolsioap/ionod jooyss

€ 4 1 "SalJIAOR SSE[D pue
2alby 1eymawiog  saibesi] 1eumswios aalbesig sduy [ooyos uo ajedioiped o} syuaied yse o) Juepoduwl s1 )|

€ Z : ‘saljiure)
2a1By jeymaliog  saibesi(] leymawios saibesiq spuapnys yiim APioam JSes| je SJEDIUNWIWOD o} juepodull ST 2

ISNOJSIY W3t

‘WY Yoee o) JOMSUE aleLIdoldde JSOW By 824D aSES]d SUORINHSUf

aeQ #9po)

atd YSi W 8 S o 1 Ag

(d-S1]4) jooyasaigd-Aaaing 1oysea | JusawWdaA[oAU] Ajiwe )

WO SHLL NO JHIAAANY HNYNHA0A L LON O HSYH T




111

14 € [4 } ‘gqissod
mm:m< mE@ﬁmEsmEommwamm_ogm:\smEom mm_mmw_o E>wcwc>>mc_me-co_m_umﬁEEmatoga:mo:cmtanmm:_.m_‘

¥ o) 4 3 "WoISSEID BU} Ul papasu Ing paljddns jou sjeusiew
291By oa.By Jeymewos saibesi(] 1IBYMBWOS ealbesig Jo suoneuop Juarzed 1deooe o) wepodws si ) gl

SIS
o Aw%u ﬁwywwww S

i
V3
o

¥ ¢ z L ‘sjusted sjuspnis 0} uasi Ajaaoe
salby saify jeymawog eaibesiq jeumsuwios aaibesig PUE UDHESISAUOD Papua-uado ssn o} juepodult st)

¥ ¢ 4 L "UBIp[IY2 vyl
mmcm< mmgm<ﬁc>>wEommmhmmméumc\smrcom wo&mm_o _&mymoo%mouﬂcﬁmammm;:oocootcmtoae_m:_.Nw

4 € 4 L ‘looyos ay) 1o} sjuaae Buisiespuny
mm;m( oEm{ﬁ;ngowwmgmmm_oﬁsawc._om mm:mmm_o U Jsisse o) sjusied abemnoosus o) Jueuodwi 1Y 0L

WAOE STHE NO A ANY




112

4 £ 4 ) ‘BunuwiesBoud jooyos
2a.By aaiBy leymoliog oaibesi] leymawog aalbesiy ui sjediviped o) sjuaied abeinoous o) Juepodw 1 )} g7

14 £ [4 2 "WOOISSBD 38U Ut 9sitadxe

s01by s01bYy leymaliog  salbesig leymawiog sa1besIg 118y 218Ys o} sayiieysiuated ayaur o} Juepoduil si Y| 9z

14 € < l "sjeob 43|
aa1by a0.BYy 1eymaLLog  saifiesig leymawog sa.Besig Buidojaaap ui sjusied aajoaul pue poddns o) juepodwt st )| b2

SN

4 S Z 1 ‘|O0YSS e J0 WOOUSSeD
mm;m< mm;m<um;>>m_towmm;mmmﬁumc\smr:ow m&mmm_a mE:CmEcz_gBmEEmmmmm;:oucwo:cmtoa_t_m_x.NN

4 € 4 i ‘salje; 19U} UM
oauby 22.By leymawiog aaibesig jleymewog aaibesiq sjuspn)s jo sjuswiysldwiosoe sy} ateys o} wepodwi si ) 07




113

0¢/ 0z / 0c / ot/
8¢ 1z 9¢
¥e £C [44 iZ
81 Ll 91 Gl
Zl Li 01 6
9 g 4 €
dnununuo)
surynpy 2y Y
nOISII3(Y Suyvioqopo) Susaaunyo 4 FUIOL] 11 SHIia |

ONIHOOIS

= 8102S UBD|\]

0c / 91/

cik |/ 9109s |ejo]
o4

0¢ 6l

4" el

8 L

Z L

Sunpopimuioy Sunuaang

quQ 2s7) YO 404

UIMIODE YD) ‘SRO puesnoy], (p2 Emv UO11IP 10f YOOGPUDY 4RO

WEO STHL NO ETHAANY JWVN HN0A LDd JON OC

ssdiysapupapd Aponaos pup Guanf o0y (7007) 14 SII00AUBA 79 “Y'N Wosue[ “yy ‘seul[eg <S¢l ‘UOWS “OTA ‘stopues T f usdy

(s661) ursdy ue paseq AdojodL],

Hld




Appendix B

PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM

Gode # . Date

TEACHER INFORMATION SHEET

Instructions: Please circle the most appropriate answer for each item.

A) Education Level: Highest level of education attained:
Piease chack off one of the following:

BA/BS

o

MAIMS enrolled # of credits

MAMS

s

Gther__

r—

B) Preschool experience: Number of years teaching Year(s)

C) While obtaining your teaching degree, did you take one or more courses with a primary
content or focus on families? ......... Yes Neo

D} While obtaining your teaching degree, did other courses include or address family
ISSUBS P s s nsesannesserens nse ransany Yes Ne

E) Have you ever received an in-service training regarding family involvement during your
teaching career?.....ccccoecvvnens ernnrnnans Yes No

F} Please check off one of the following:
American Indian or Alaska Native
Black or African American

Asian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic or Latino

White {not Hispanic origin)
Multl-Racial (not Hispanic origin)

Gther specify

G) Although preschoolers are labeled Preschoolers with a Disability, to the best of your

114
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PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM

ability, please indicate the percentages of the types of disabilities serviced in your
clagsroom:

% Autism/PDD

% Physically Impaired
] Emotional/Behavioral
% Cognitive Disability

% SpeechfLanguage Impaired

% Other

H) is Family involvement in your program ....
{Please check one)

o Suggested

Mandatory

Neither
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Appendix C

PLEASE DO NGT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM
Family Involvement Teacher Practice Questionnaire

Code # Date

Instructions: Think about your teaching practices in the last six months, then please check one of the
following categories (All or most parents, Some parents, Few parents or No parents yet) to the following
teacher practices regarding Parenting, Communicating, Volunteering, Learning At Home, Decision-Making,
and Collaborating with the Community.

ITEM RESPONSE (Check One)

1. Did you show respect to family culture
and its impact on children’s lives? 03 All or most parents T Some parents {3 Few parents (3 No parents yet

2. Did you communicate at least weekly
with your students’ families?

o]

All or most parents O Some parents O Few parents 3 No parents yet

3. Did you encourage any parents to set
up a quiet space for working on school
assignments at home?

a

All or most parents 1 Some parents {1 Few parents [J No parents yet

4. Did you ask parents to participate on
school trips and class activities? 3 All or most parents (1 Some parents £ Few parents {1 No parents yet

5. Did you refer parents for extra help
or to community resources?

a

All or most parents 3 Some parents {1 Few parents [ No parents yet

6. Did you encourage parents o
participate/attend school policy/
decision-making meetings?

=]

All or most parents 1 Some parents {1 Few parents {3 No parents yet

7. Did you consider cultural differences
between school and family?

Q

All or most parents 3 Some parents O Few parents 0 No parents yet

8. Did you encourage parents to speak
to you either in person, via email, notes
or telephone?

=]

All or most parents T3 Some parents 3 Few parents {1 No parents yet

9. Did you encourage parents to read to
their children at night?

o

All or most parents ©1 Some parents {1 Few parents 03 No parents yet

10. Did you encourage parents to assist
with fundraising events for the school? T All or most parents T Some parents 1 Few parents {1 No parents yet
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PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM

. Did you support families by investigating
services available for them in the
community? £1 All or most parents (3 Some parents (O Few parents {3 No parents yet

. Did you encourage parents to advocate
for their children? 1 All or most parents (3 Some parents  Few parents () No parents yet

. Did you accept that family lifestyles
may be different from your own? T Allor most parents £3 Some parents [ Few parents 3 No parents yet

. Did you use open-ended conversation
and actively listen to students’ parents? 03 All or most parents (3 Some parents (J Few parents {3 No parents yet

. Did you encourage parents to serve
as models by reading while at home? 0 All or most parents (3 Some parents {1 Few parents O No parents yet

. Did you accept parent donations
of materials not supplied but needed
in the classroom? O Allor most parents (3 Some parents [ Few parents 0 No parents yet

. Did you, if needed, encourage
parents to seek assistance from local
parent centers or parent education
programs? O All or most parents 3 Some parents 0 Few parents O No parents yet

. Did you support parent decision-making
whenever possible? 01 All or most parents (1 Some parents [J Few parents (0 No parents yet

. Did you respect and work with many
different types of families (e.g., same
sex, single parent)? T Allor most parents 01 Some parents {7 Few parents (3 No parents yet

. Did you share the accomplishments
of students with their families? 01 All or most parents (1 Some parents [ Few parents (3 No parents yet

. Did you provide opportunities for
parents to get involved in school
projects at home? 3 All or most parents £ Some parents [ Few parents {1 No parents yet

. Did you encourage parents to volunteer
in the classroom or at school? T All or most parents £ Some parents 0 Few parents 1 No parents yet

2
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PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM

23. Did you encourage parents to seek
assistance from the community? 0 All or most parents 3 Some parents 0 Few parents 0 No parents yet

24. Did you support and involve parents
in developing IEP goals? T3 All or most parents O Some parents 0 Few parents 0 No parents yet

25. Did you collect students’ class work,
assignments and artwork, and send them
home periodically? {3 Allor most parents 0 Some parents () Few parents [ No parents yet

26. Did you invite parents/families to share
their expertise in the classroom? {3 Allor most parents 1 Some parents 0 Few parents 1 No parents yet

27. Did you refer parents to your school’s
social services? 0 Allor most parents £ Some parents (3 Few parents [ No parents yet

28. Did you encourage parents to participate
in school programming? &1 All or most parents [J Some parents [ Few parents 3 No parents yet

Please give examples of other family involvement practices that you have engaged in during the last six

months:

Typology based on Epstein (1995)

Epstein, J.L., Sanders, M.G., Simon, B.S., Salinas, K.C., Jansorn, N.R., & VanVoorhis, F.L. (2002). School,
Samily, and community parinerships: Your handbook for action (2™ ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:Corwin.



PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS FORM

For Official Use Only: SCORING

Parenting Communicating Learning at Home Volunteering Collaborating Decision Making
with the
Community

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10 Lk 12

13 14 15 16 17 18

18 20 21 22 23 24

25 26 27 28
Total score = [ 112
/1 120 _ 118 120 _ 120 _ 120

Mean score =

119
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Job Title:

Program Self Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide Questionnaire
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Piease indicate the demographic percentages of the students at your school:

%

%

fr—

%

P

%

[r—

%

%

American Indian or Alagka Native
Black or African American

Asian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic or Latino

White (not Hispanic origin)

Muiti-Racial (not Hispanic origin)

Please indicate the dernographic percentages of the educational level of the student’s parents in your

school:

%

%

%

‘%

Graduate School
Graduated College
Some College

H$ Diploma / GED

Please indicate the demographic percentages of the Socio-Economic Status level of the parents in your

school:

%

%

%

%

%

High Income
Middle/High Income
Middie Income
Middle/Low Income

Low Income
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Although preschoolers are labeled Preschoolers with a Disability, to the best of your ability, please indicate
the percentages of the types of disabilities serviced in your program:

% Autism/PDD

S

% Physically Impaired

% Emotional/Behavioral

% Cognitive Disability

% SpeechiLanguage Impaired

Y Other

Is Family involvement in your program ....
{Please check one)

Suggested
Mandatory

Neither




Place a checkmark in the yes or no column, depending if your program has implemented the indicator.

FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS: The program values and respects families as the primary decision-makers for their

children and provides family-focused, culturally sensitive services.

both the program and their child’s activities:

2,

% membership on decision-making and advisory committees

Y

% classroom observation and/or volunteer work

% information-sharing with staff
% family workshops/family group meetings

% child assessment, program planning, IEP déQeldpméﬁt

& development, implementation and evaluation of program
evaluation/quality improvement activities

. The program includes families as full
Family Involvement >, : N
partners in the education of their children,
Quality Indicators: Check & ves orno
I. A variety of opportunities exist for families to become involved in YES

OCoOoocoo z

Systems and resources are in place that support family participation in

the program, such as:

4 orientation programs

% written information on program phiioébpﬁy, goals, policies,
procedures and practices

* meals, transportation, child care

* an opén-doof policy that allows families to feel welcome while
maintaining student safety

4 materials in the preferred language of families

% flexible options for participation (e.g., flexible times and sites;
opportunities for those with limited time) )

% informal opportunities for sharing of family successes and
concerns

D00COU00g 0O000COo

S

O

00O0CO0OO0O0 gz

Staff and families regularly exchange (jargon-free) information
about the program and children’s development. Communication
strategies include the following:

4 regular mailings or newsletters about the program

< regular progress briefs on children

< regular meetings and family conferences

% home visits to promote school-family collaboration

% informal telephone or face-to-face conversations or notes in
families’ preferred language

YES

Z

0

Staff and families share information about how to promote and
extend child learning, social and physical development at home.

Procedures are in place to address families’ concerns about the
program, These procedures are available in written form and
distributed to the families.

L0 Ccooog

O 0 0000

122



Family Education
educator,

The program provides families with information to
enhance thelr skills as their child's principal

Quality Indicators:

Check A7 yes or no

1. A variety of opportunities exist to promote and support family skill

development including:
... Training (PET), Parent and Child Together (PACT))
% linkages to accessible programs and resources within the
community

< family—to-family networking

4 opportunities for informal conversation about p'éréntin'g and
other issues

4+ special training programs for families (¢.g., Parent Effectiveness |

YES

2. Programs and services are based on families’ identified needs,
resources, priorities and concerns,

O oog o

O ooo g

iversity .
Diversity and values their strength.

The program recognizes the cultural/linguistic diversity of families

opportunities built on the family's strengths and differences.

Check & yes or no
Quality Indicators: YES NO
1. Staff members communicate in the preferred language of 0 0
Families and/or seek out specialized resources as needed,
2. Staff members demonstrate sensitivity to differences in family 0 a
cture, social, religious and cultural backgrounds.
Family needs are addressed through diverse and flexible Q 0

Adapted from August 2003 Preschool Special Education:Program Self-Assessment and Quality Improvement Guide
Office of Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals with Disabilities and the University of the State of New
York the State Education Department hitp.//www.vesid.nysed.gov
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Appendix E

SCRIFY

(Good Morning Committee Members and Attendees,

My name is Louise Marchini and ! am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.I3.
program at the Graduate Center of the City of New York (CUNY). I am here to share
with you my dissertation study. It is entitled “Teacher and Schoo! Variables that Impact
Special Education Preschoo! Teacher-Family Involvement Behaviors”. This is a rescarch
study focusing on what teachers believe and practice regarding family involvement. This
study will require the completion of various questionnaires to learn more about teacher
beliefs and specific things teachers do as well as the school support they receive to
involve the families of their students. What I would like to do today is ask for your
participation in the study which would allow me to conduct the study with teachers in
your school. The results of this study will help to improve teacher- family collaboration

and involvement,

The questionnaires for your staff will take about 15 minutes each to complete. The first
questionnaire can be completed and collected by me. In two wecks, I will ask them to
complete another questionnaire which again only takes approximately 15 minutes to
complete. The questionnaire for the school administrator (yourselves) will take less than
10 minutes to complete. All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential. To
ensure confidentiality, all questionnaires are coded and teachers/administrators names are
not included anywhere. I will distribute, collect, and code all forms. Your participation
is entirely voluntary and you may withdraw consent and terminate participation without
consequence. The risk involved in this study, is that it may make you question your
family involvement practices and beliefs, however, it is also an opportunity to reflect on
the family involvement practices and support you currently use. I may publish results of
the study, but names of people, settings, or any identifying characteristics, will not be

used in any of the publications.
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At this point, I would like to circulate a sign in sheet for those of you who may be

interested. Please include your name, school, email address or phone number.

Thank you for your time this morning and I look forward to working with you in the near

future.
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Appendix F

CONSENT FORM

Dear Administrator

My name is Louise Marchini and [ am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.D.
Program at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and
Principal Investigator of this project, entitled “Teacher and School Variables that Impact
Special Education Preschool Teacher-Family Involvement Behaviors™, This is a research
study focusing on what teachers believe and practice regarding family involvement. We
are using questionnaires to learn more about teacher beliefs and specific things they do as
well as the school support they receive to involve the families of your students. I would
like your permission to conduct the study with teachers in your school prior to filling out
the questionnaires so I can use them in my research as well as a questionnaire from you

regarding school support.

The questionnaires for your staff will take about 15 minutes each to complete, The first
questionnaire can be completed and returned to your school social worker. In two weeks,
the teachers will be asked to complete another questionnaire also to be given to them by
the same person. The questionnaire for the school administrator will take less than 10
minutes to complete. Feel free to write comments on the questionnaire to let us know, for
example, if you have any reactions to the questionnaire’s content or format, or think some

questions are not clear or are not relevant. There is an area for comments.

All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential. To ensure confidentiality, all
questionnaires are coded and teachers/administrators names are not included anywhere.
Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw consent and terminate
participation without consequence. The risk involved in this study, is that it may make
you question your family involvement practices and beliefs, however, it is also an

opportunity to reflect on the family involvement practices and support you currently use,

i
THE CRADGATE SEHTERES g@i
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['may publish results of the study, but names of people, or any identifying characteristics,
will not be used in any of the publications. If you would like a copy of the study, please

provide me with your address and [ will send you a copy in the future.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me at 917-686-9572 or

Imarchini@nye.gr.com, or my advisor Dr. Marian Fish at (212) 817-8290 or

mfishige.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this
study, you can contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center/City
University of New York, (212) 817-7525, kpowelliwge.cunv.edy .

Thank you for your participation in the study. I will give you a copy of this form to take

with you,

“Thave been fully informed of the above-described procedure, its possible benefits and

risks, and give my permission to be included in the study.”

Administrator’s Signature  Date Investigator’s Signature Date

Jﬁk{) 7

Administrator’s Title

~,
[

Approved
OP-06-17)y &

sl é’,’Z}Q/
7

T

é’.‘»‘«w
=

A

/(::e

YHE SRAEATE CewtER S [
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CONSENT FORM

Dear Administrator

My name is Louise Marchini and I am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.D.
Program at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and
Principal Investigator of this project, entitled “Teacher and School Variables that Tmpact
Special Education Preschool Teacher-Family Involvement Behaviors™. This is a research
study focusing on what teachers believe and practice regarding family involvement. We
are using questionnaires to learn more about teacher beliefs and specific things they do as
well as the school support they receive to involve the families of your students. I would
like your permission to conduct the study with teachers in your school prior to filling out
the questionnaires so I can use them in my research as well as a questionnaire from you

regarding school support.

The questionnaires for your staff will take about 15 minutes each to complete. The first
guestionnaire can be completed and returned to your school social worker. In two weeks,
the teachers will be asked to complete another questionnaire also to be given to them by
the same person. The questionnaire for the school administrator will take less than 10
minutes to complete. Feel free to write comments on the questionnaire to let us know, for
example, if you have any reactions to the questionnaire’s content or format, or think some

questions are not clear or are not relevant. There is an area for comments.

All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential. To ensure confidentiality, all
questionnaires are coded and teachers/administrators names are not included anywhere.
Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw consent and terminate
participation without consequence. The risk involved in this study, is that it may make
you question your family involvement practices and beliefs, however, it is also an

opportunity to reflect on the family involvement practices and support you currently use.
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I may publish results of the stady, but sames of people, or any identifying characteristics,
will not be used in any of the publications. If you would like a copy of the study, please
provide me with your address and [ will send you a copy in the future.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me at 917-686-9572 or
hndgnyesn.oom, or my advisor Dr. Marian Fish at (212) 817-8290 or

. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this

S S

study, you can contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center/City
University of New York, (212) 817-7525, koo ' :

Thank you for your participation in the study. I will give you a copy of this form to take

with you.

“I have been fully informed of the above-described procedure, its possible benefits and
risks, and give my permission to be included in the study.”

Administrator’s Signature Date Investigator’s Signature Date

Administrator’s Title

[
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Appendix G

CONSENT FORM

Dear Teacher

My name is Louise Marchini and | am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.D.
Program at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and
Principal [nvestigator of this project, entitled “Teacher and School Variables that Impact
Special Education Preschool Teacher-Family Involvement Behaviors™. This is a research
study focusing on what you believe and practice regarding family involvement. We are
using questionnaires to learn more about your beliefs and specific things you do to
involve the families of your students. | would like your permission prior to filling out the

questionnaires so I can use them in my research.

The questionnaires will take about 15 minutes each to complete. The first questionnaire
can be completed now and returned to the person who distributed it to you. In two weeks
you will be asked to complete another questionnaire also to be given to you by the same
person. Feel free to write comments on the questionnaire to let us know, for example, if
you have any reactions to the questionnaire’s content or format, or think some questions

are not clear or are not relevant. There is an area for comments.

All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential. To ensure confidentiality,
questionnaires are coded and your name is not included anywhere, Your participation is
entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw consent and terminate participation without

consequence.

The risk involved in this study, is that it may make you question your family involvement
practices and beliefs, however, it is also an opportunity to reflect on the family

involvement practices you currently use.

THE GRAGUATE CERIER
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I may publish results of the study, but names of people, or any identifying characteristics,
will not be used in any of the publications. If you would like a copy of the study results,

please provide me with your address and I will send you a copy in the future.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me at 917-686-9572 or

Imarchini@inve.rr.com, or my advisor Dr. Marian Fish at (212) 817-8290 or

e L T

study, you can contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center/City
University of New York, (212) 817-7525, kpowelliwge.cuny.edu .

Thank you for your participation in the study. [will give you a copy of this form to take

with you.

“I have been fully informed of the above-described procedure, its possible benefits and

risks, and give my permission to be included in the study.”

Participant’s Signature Date Investigator’s Signature  Date

1
THE BRAUATE SENTERES ﬁg Cifagg Lo
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CONSENT FORM

Diear Teacher

My name is Louise Marchini and [ am a student in the Educational Pyychology Ph.D.
Program at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York {CUNY), and
Principal Investigator of this project, entitled “Teacher and School Variables that Impact
Special Education Preschool Teacher-Family Involvement Behaviors”. This is a research
study focusing on what you believe and practice regarding family involvement. We are
using questionnaires to learn more about your beliefs and specific things you do to
involve the families of your students. T would like your permission prior to filling out the

questionnaires so [ can use them in my research.

The questionnaires will take about 15 minutes each to complete. The first questionnaire
can be completed now and returned to the person who distributed it to you. In two weeks
you will be asked to complete another questionnaire also to be given to you by the same
person. Feel free to write comments on the questionnaire to let us know, for example, if
you have any reactions to the questionnaire’s content or format, or think some guestions

are not clear or are not relevant. There is an area for comments.

Al information gathered will be kept strictly confidential. To ensure confidentiality,
questionnaires are coded and your name is not included anywhere. Your participation is
entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw consent and terminate participation without

consequence.

The risk involved in this study, is that it may make you question your family involvement
practices and beliefs, however, it is also an opportunity to reflect on the family

involvement practices you currently use.

THE SRADUATE CERTER 1S TR
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I may publish results of the study, but names of people, or any identifying characteristics,
will not be used in any of the publications. If you would like a copy of the study results,

please provide me with your address and I will send you a copy in the future.

if you have any questions about this research, you can contact me at 917-686-9572 or
f s, or my advisor Dr. Marian Fish at (212) 817-8290 or

li. If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this
study, you can contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Center/City
University of New York, (212) 817-7525, !

Thank you for your participation in the study. [ will give you a copy of this form to take

with you

“I have been fully informed of the above-described procedure, its possible benefits and

risks, and give my permission to be included in the study.”

Participant’s Signature Date Investigator’s Signature  Date
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