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The problem with which this investigation was concerned 

was that of surveying the attitudes of parents, teachers, and 

principals toward parental involvement in school activities. 

The study had a threefold purpose. The first was to determine 

the attitudes of parents toward involvement in school activ-

ities. The second was to determine the attitudes of teachers 

and principals toward parental involvement in schools. The 

third was ̂ to identify attitudes of parents, teachers, and 

principals toward various methods of involvement. 

The subjects of the survey included parents of four- and 

five-year-old children enrolled in programs within the Fort 

Worth Independent School District, and teachers of twenty 

classes of four- and five-year-old children and principals of 

the schools involved in the study. Ten of the twenty classes 

were state-supported kindergarten classrooms in which parental 

involvement was not required and the remaining ten classes 

were federally supported programs which required parental 

involvement. 

The instrument used to measure attitudes toward parental 

involvement in the school was a five-point bi-polar adjec-

tival scale, semantic differential. The data were treated 



by a principal-axis factor analysis followed by a Varimax ro-

tation. The results were treated by an analysis of variance 

for one-way design followed by the Scheffe multiple comparison 

test for statistical comparison of the groups. The data from 

the parents were subjected to the t-test to determine if the 

observed difference between the means of the groups could have 

occurred as a result of sampling variation. 

There was a significant difference between the two groups 

of parents on the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by 

Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small Group Meetings for 

Parents, and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The parents 

of children attending schools requiring the parental involve-

ment component had a higher mean attitude toward each concept 

than did the parents of children attending schools without the 

parental involvement component. There were no significant dif-

ferences between the two groups of parents on the concepts 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom and Parent Participation in 

School Decisions. 

The attitudes of the parents and educators were positive 

toward the concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher 

Conference, Parent Participation in School Decisions, Parents 

Assisting in the Classroom, Large Group Meetings for Parents, 

and Small Group Meetings for Parents. The attitudes of the 

parents and educators were most favorable toward the concept 

Parent-Teacher Conference. 



On four concepts, Home Visit by Teacher, Parents As-

sisting in the Classroom, Small Group Meetings for Parents, 

and Large Group Meetings for Parents the differences between 

the attitudes of teachers and parents were significant at the 

.05 level. 

It was concluded that parents have positive attitudes 

toward the poncepts surveyed. Parents of children attending 

schools requiring the parental involvement component have a 

significant better attitude toward the concepts Parents at 

School, Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small 

Group Meeting for Parents and Large Group Meeting for Parents 

than do parents of children attending schools not requiring 

the parental involvement component. 

Parents have a significantly better attitude toward Home 

Visit by Teacher, Parents Assisting in the Classroom, Small 

Group Meeting and Large Group Meeting than do the teachers. 

Parents and educators have the most favorable attitude 

toward Parent-Teacher Conference of all the methods of parent 

involvement surveyed in this study. 



A STUDY OF THE ATTITUDES OF PARENTS, TEACHERS 

AND PRINCIPALS TOWARD PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 

IN SCHOOL ACTIVITIES 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

North Texas State University in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

By 

Jeroline Ann Baker, B. A., M. A., M. R. E. 

Denton, Texas 

May, 1973 



Copyright by 

Jeroline Ann Baker 

1973 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES iv 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION X 
Statement of the Problem 
Purposes of the Study 
Background and Significance of the Study 
Definition of Terms 
Limitations 
Basic Assumptions 

II. SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE '14 

Attitudes of Parents Toward the School 
Attitudes of Educators Toward Parents 
Attitudes of Parents Toward Methods of 

Involvement 

III. PROCEDURES OF THE SURVEY 36 

Subjects of the Study 
Instrument 
Procedures Used in Collecting Data 
Procedures for Analysis of Data 

IV. THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEY 48 

Factor Analyses of the Semantic 
Differential Data Received 
from Parents 

Factor Analyses of the Semantic 
Differential Data Received 
from Educators 

Findings Related to Attitudes Toward 
the Seven Concepts 

Results of the Fact Finding Sheets 
An Analysis of the Findings 

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . . 95 

APPENDIX 102 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 136 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

XI, 

XII. 

Page 

Subjects of the Survey 37 

Reliability Data on Each Concept 41 

Questionnaires Returned by the Subjects « • « 44 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Seal® 
Ratings of the Concepts Summed of All 
Parents . « , « « 50 

Rotated Factor Loading of the Scales for 
the Concept Parents at School by the * 
Parents of the Study , , , SI 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Home Visit by Teacher 
by the Parents of theStudy 52 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parent-Teacher Conference 
by the Parents of tKe Study 53 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parents Assisting in 
Classroom by the Parents of the Study . , 54 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parent Participation in 
School Decisions by the Parents olT" 
the Study 55 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Small Group Meetings for 
Parents by the Parents of the Study , , , 55 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Large Group Meetings for 
Parents by the Parents of the Study , , . 56 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Scale 
Ratings of the Concepts Summed of All 
Teachers and Principals 58 

iv 



Table 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI. 

XVII. 

Page 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

xx. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 

XXV. 

XXVI. 

XXVII. 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parents at School 
Received from Kducators 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Home Visit by Teacher 
Received from Educators 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parent-Teacher Conference 
Received from Educators 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parents Assisting in 
Classroom Received from Educators . , 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Parent Participation in 
School Decisions Received from 

59 

60 

61 

62 

Educators 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Small Group Meetings for 
Parents ReceiveS"from Educators . . , 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Scales for 
the Concept Large Group Meetings for 
Parents Received from Educators . . . 

Analysis of Variance for Parents 
at School 

The Scheffe Test on Parents at School 

Analysis of Variance for Home Visit by 
Teacher 

The Scheffe Test on Home Visit by Teacher 

Analysis of Variance for Parent-Teacher 
Conference 

Analysis of Variance for Parents Assisting 
in the Classroom 

The Scheffe Test on Parents Assisting in 
the Classroom 

Analysis of Variance for Parent Participation 
in School Decisions . . . . . , 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

67 

68 

69 

70 

70 



Table 

XXVIII. 

XXIX. 

XXX. 

XXXI. 

XXXII. 

XXXIII. 

XXXIV. 

XXXV. 

XXXVI. 

XXXVII. 

XXXVIII. 

XXXIX. 

XL. 

Analysis of Variance for Small Group 
Meetings for Parents , 

The Scheffe Test on Small Group Meetings 
for Parents 

Analysis of Variance for Large Group 
Meetings for Parents 

The Scheffe Test on Large Group Meetings 
for Parents 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Parents at School 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Home Visit by Teacher 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Parent-Teacher Conference . . , 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Parents Assisting in the Classroom 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Parent Participation in School 
Decisions 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Small Group Meetings for Parents . . 

Analysis of Variance for the Concept 
Large Group Meetings for Parents . . 

Percentage of Parents Involved in School 
Activities During the Year 1971-72 , 

The F-Level and t-Score for Each Concept 

Page 

71 

72 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

85 

vi 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Educators for many years have used words such as teach-

er-parent cooperation, home-school relationships, and parent 

involvement. The continual use of phrases suggesting cooper-

ative relationships between the home and school which hav© 

appeared in educational literature and which have been heard 

at national and state professional meetings is one indication 

of interest and concern. Although the idea of parents being 

involved in the school is not a new one, implementation of 

parental involvement has been slow. 

During the 1960's the nation focused its attention upon 

the needs of children and families of low socio-economic com-

munities. Federal funds were appropriated for the initiation 

of intervention programs for the disadvantaged child. Pro-

ject Head Start and Project Follow Through both required 

parental involvement in order for parents to understand the 

program and recognize the needs of their children since the 

home-family influence is important and is a key factor in the 

development and learning of the young child. Research indi-

cated that the home is an influential factor upon the intel-

lectual and emotional development of young children (7), 

Parents are the child's first teachers and the home is his 

first school., The home and school must be jointly responsible 



for providing superior education and background necessary for 

adequate development of young children. "Parent involvement 

can make the child*s school and home life more integrated and 

provide the home with a model of participation and control" 

(16, p. 30). 

The importance of parent involvement in school activ-

ities is accepted but little attempt has been made to inves-

tigate how parents feel toward involvement in the school. 

For effective home-school relationships, it is important to 

find out how parents feel toward parent involvement and what 

types of activities will be beneficial to them and to their 

children. 

It is assumed that teachers and principals are willing 

for parents to be in the school buildings and to be involved 

in school activities because of the benefit it can be to the 

child. Absence of research indicates there has been little 

effort to understand what parents, teachers, and principals 

desire in way of parental involvement in the school. The 

emphasis of the past has been to change the attitudes of the 

parents toward the school but it is possible that the atti-

tudes of teachers and principals toward parents will also 

need to be.changed in order to provide a better working rela-

tionship between the home and the school. Attitudes of 

parents, teachers, and principals must be determined and 

understood in order to plan effective parent involvement in 

public schools. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to survey the attitudes 

of parents, teachers, and principals toward parental involve-

ment in school activities. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study were 

1. to determine the attitudes of parents toward in-

volvement in school activities. 

2. to determine the attitudes of teachers and princi-

pals toward parental involvement in schools. * 

3. to identify attitudes of parents, teachers, and 

principals toward various methods of involvement. 

To fulfill the purposes of the study, the answers to 

the following questions were sought by use of a fact finding 

sheet and an instrument for measurement of attitudes. 

1. Attitude of parents toward involvement 

a. Do parents feel that they should be involved in activ-

ities at school? 

b. In what areas have parents been involved since the 

beginning of the present school year? 

c. Do parents have a negative or positive attitude toward 

involvement in school activities? 

d. Is there a difference in the attitudes of parents of 

children who attend preschool programs that require 

parent involvement from the attitudes of parents whose 

children are' enrolled in regular classroom programs? 



2. Attitudes of teacher and principal toward parental in-

volvement in schools. 

a. Do teachers feel parents should be involved in school 

activities? 

b. Do teachers feel that parents want to be involved in 

school activities? 

c. Do principals feel parents should be involved in 

school activities? 

d. Do principals feel parents want to be involved in 

school activities? 

e. In what ways do teachers and principals believe 

parents could be involved in school activities? 

3. Attitudes of parents, teachers, and principals toward 

various types of involvement. 

a. What are attitudes of parents toward the following: 

Home visits by teacher 
Parent-teacher conferences 
Parent participation in school decisions 
Parents assisting in classroom 
Large group meetings 
Small group meetings 

b. What are the attitudes of teachers and principals 

toward the following: 

Home visit by teacher 
Parent-teacher conferences 
Parent participation in school decisions 
Parents assisting in classroom 
Large group meetings 
Small group meetings 
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Background and Significance of the Study 

Emphasis on parental involvement in public schools has 

recently appeared in literature as an innovation but, in 

reality, it is not new. From the beginning of public educa-

tion in America parents have shown an interest in their chil-

dren's schools and have assisted in various activities. The 

National Congress of Mothers was established in Washington, 

D. C. on February 17, 1897, to involve mothers in a discus-

sion about the care and training of children. The interest 

expressed about the child in the home was expanded to include 

the child in the school and in the community. In 1924 the 

title was changed to the National Congress of Parents and 

Teachers to include teachers and fathers (18, p. 14). 

Throughout the years there has been interest in and re-

search into the improvement of school-home relationships in 

the public school. As early as the 1930's Baldwin and 

Osborne (2) sought to determine the philosophy and purpose 

of home-school relations through encouraging a cooperative 

relationship between home and school. By the latter part of 

the 1940's numerous periodical articles and books were written 

pertaining to parents and teachers working together. Authors 

placed emphasis on how to recognize good home-school relation-

ships. Ojemann (20) presented a plan by which to check pro-

posed home-school cooperation. Seyler (25) developed a check 

list to be used by elementary schools to appraise home-school 

relationships. The twenty-first yearbook of the California 



Elementary School Administrators Association entitled Home 

and School Work Together for Children gave detailed informa-

tion and ideas for parent involvement in the schools (4). 

During the 1950's came an awareness that a cooperative 

working relationship between the home and the school was a 

necessity in providing an educational environment that would 

benefit the child (8; 11, p. 29; 21). Brown, typical of the 

authors of that period, stated, "The foundation on which all 

programs of education must be built is the network of indi-

vidual, human relationships between the fathers and mothers, 

and teachers and children" (3, p. 7). School personnel soon 

found that a cooperative working relationship between parents 

and teachers was difficult to achieve (3, 5, 12, 21). Because 

of the tensions and problems that resulted, several studies ex-

plored how parents and teachers viewed each other. Jenkins 

and Lippitt (13) found that students did not realize the 

interest that parents and teachers had in their activities, 

nor did students or parents seem aware that the teacher wanted 

to be friendly and was truly concerned. Kaplan (14) dis-

covered that conflicts and misunderstandings had been caused 

by the invasion into the home by the teachers and the invasion 

into the school by parents. Stendler (27) , in a study of how 

parents of different socio-economic background viewed the 

school, found no difference in criticism directed toward the 

school by parents of first grade children could be attributed 

to social economic background. 



During the 1960's there was a continued interest by 

teachers and parents concerning parent-teacher conferences 

(9, 15), reporting systems (17), and home visits (19). 

Recent studies have shown a concern for the effect of parental 

participation in the academic achievement of young children, 

Heisler (10) found the effect of parental participation to be 

beneficial on the achievement of first grade children from'a 

depressed area, but noted that the benefit was discernible 

only after several years of concerted effort. 

With the establishment of Project Head Start under the 
\ 

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, emphasis was given to edu-

cational programs for children from low socio-economic fami-

lies. Federal funds were also made available for Project 

Follow Through and for the establishment of the Parent-Child 

Center Program. Each of these federal programs required par-

ental involvement (6, p. 26; 7, p. 64; 23, 26). An awakening 

of the public to the special educational needs of young chil-

dren from the low socio-economic areas placed additional em-

phasis on parental involvement. It was hoped that with 

increased emphasis on parental involvement the education of 

children would be more effective as parents became familiar 

with the program and lines of communication were opened. 

This interest in working with parents stimulated by the 

federal programs has continued as part of the current educa-

tional scene. The professional associations have indicated 

the importance of home-school cooperation. The American 
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Association of Elementary-Kindergarten-Nursery Educatorsf 

National Education Association (NEA) in its recent publication 

Parents; Active Partners in Education (24) , the Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA, with a chapter 

on parent programs in the pamphlet Early Childhood Education 

Today, (6) and Association for Childhood Education Inter"" 

national in the publication Parents-Children-Teachers: Com" 

munication (1) have included a discussion of home-school 

cooperation. Sayler's statement indicated the importance of 

parental involvement programs today. 

Parent involvement programs can turn the tide in th© 
opposite direction. They have the potential to develop 
close, intimate relationships between parents and chil-
dren, between teachers and some parents, between the 
principal and members of the community. The time to act 
is now (24, p. 29). 

There is no indication in research that an effort has 

been made to study the attitudes of parents, teachers, or 

principals toward parental involvement. The early studies 

of Jenkins and Lippitt (13), Stendler (27) and Kaplan (14) 

gave attention to the way in which parents and teachers viewed 

each other. The problem for this study was selected because 

of the importance of parental involvement and the lack of 

studies and information on the attitudes of parents, teachers, 

and principals toward parental involvement in the schools. 

With a more detailed understanding of the attitudes of parents, 

teachers, and principals toward parental involvement a mora 

cooperative relationship could be achieved between the home 

and the school. 



Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study the following terms have 

been defined: 

Attitudes.—Evaluative reactions learned and implicit, 

based on a bipolar continuum with a neutral reference point 

(22) . 

Central Cities Education Development Center.—Fort Worth# 

Texas. One of twenty-six Central Cities projects for disad-* 

vantaged preschoolers in the United States, supported by 

congressional appropriations. 
\ 

Parent Involvement.—The physical and emotional inclusion 

of parents in the educational process of their children. 

Parent Involvement Component.—Parent involvement planned 

as an integral part in the organization of a program. 

Project Follow Through.—Fort Worth, Texas. A Federal 

program designed to carry benefits of Head Start into the 

early elementary grades. 

Limitations 

This study included parents of the following: 

1. Four-year-old children from five classrooms at the 

Central Cities Education Development Center. 

2. Four- and five-year-old children from five classrooms 

of Project Follow Through using the Tucson Early 

Education Model. 

3. Five-year-old children from ten classrooms of the 

state-supported kindergarten program. 
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The study also included teachers of the classes listed 

and the principals of the schools involved. All of the 

classrooms were located in the Fort Worth Independent School 

District. 

The study was further limited by the educational back-

ground of the parents and preconceived prejudices concerning 

the school program and staff. Low socio-economic families 

from several different ethnic groups were included in the 

study; however, no attempt was made to report the findings 

by ethnic groups. The instrument used to measure the attitudes 

of parents, teachers,and principals was a semantic differential, 

Basic Assumptions 

It- was assumed that the subjects responded honestly to 

the instrument used to measure the attitudes of parents, 

teachers, and principals toward parental involvement in the 

school. 

Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to state the problem 

and to present the purposes of this investigation. Research 

questions formulated to implement the study were listed. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 

The relevant research was organized into three categories 

to present a comprehensive study of the literature related to 

the problem of isolating the attitudes of parents, teachers 

and principals toward parental involvement in school activ-

ities (1) attitudes of parents toward the school (2) attitudes 

of educators toward parents and (3) attitudes of parents,toward 

methods of involvement. It was the intent of this chapter to 

present a reference basis for the study of the attitudes of 

parents, teachers, and principals toward parental involvement 

in school activities. 

Attitudes of Parents Toward the School 

A thorough review of the literature indicated a lack of 

research concerning the attitudes of parents toward involve-

ment in school activities. A review of research that examined 

attitudes of parents toward educational practices, teachers, 

and the teaching profession may be beneficial in helping under-

stand how parents feel about the school in general and what 

factors affect their attitudes. Investigations have been made 

to determine the effect of the distance lived from school, of 

graded or ungraded organization, of socio-economic levels, and 

of race on the attitudes of parents toward the school. 

14 
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Capra (6) conducted a study in a Midwestern community of 

45,000 to determine how parents of elementary school children 

viewed the educational practices of discipline, individual 

differences, and the teaching of fundamentals. A ninety-item 

attitude scale was developed which used thirty items in each 

of the three areas. Several observations were made from the 

study: (1) PTA members attained higher total scores than non-

PTA members; and (2) parents of the upper socio-economic group 

attained higher scores than did parents of the lower socio-

economic group. The greatest satisfaction was recoqnized in 

the way the school handled discipline whereas the greatest 

dissatisfaction was found with the teaching techniques. Parents 

from the upper socio-economic class generally expressed the 

same opinions toward the school as the parents of the lower 

socio-economic class; however, the upper class parents ex-

pressed their opinions more strongly. 

An indication of how parents view teachers and the teaching 

profession was described in two studies conducted by Lowery 

(20) and Anderson (4). Lowery (20) studied the attitudes of 

parents toward teachers. His subjects were 216 parents from a 

middle socio-economic area. A word association test, a thematic 

apperception test, and a sentence completion test were adminis-

tered to the subjects. The results indicated that when parents 

thought of teachers as being female, the attitudes tended to be 

negative. When parents thought of teachers as being male, the 

attitudes tended to be positive. Anderson (4) investigated 
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the relationship between socio-economic status and parental 

attitudes toward the teaching profession. Expressions of 

attitudes were obtained by asking parents of selected high 

school students to rank teaching occupations with other occu-

pations. The rank assigned to the teacher occupation was 

accepted as a measure of attitude. In the rating of occu-

pations as to prestige, all social classes gave a high rating 

to the teaching profession. Parents of the upper two classes 

rated teaching more suitable for their sons and daughters than 

did the parents of the two lower classes. 

Several studies endeavored to determine the effect of 

different factors on the attitudes of parents toward the 

school. Groshong (13), in an exploratory study, sought to 

determine whether graded or ungraded organizations of the ele-

mentary school contributed to the attitudes of the parents. 

The subjects of the study were 293 families with children in 

the third and fourth year at the Uplands Elementary School 

and the Palisades Elementary School in Lake Oswego, Oregon. 

Palisades School was organized with graded classrooms, whereas 

the Uplands School was using the non-graded organization. The 

instrument used in the study was a thirteen item scaled re-

sponse Likert-type opinionnaire. The findings from the 70 

per cent return indicated that the attitudes of the parents 

did not seem to be influenced by the school organization. It 

appeared that the teacher competency and behavior were in-

strumental in influencing parents' attitudes toward the school. 
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The relationship between parental attitude? tov?S¥-€ 

school and the distance they lived from the school was 

ied in a two-phase study. The design of th€ twc> §tudie§ 

identical except that Smith (25) used white parents ir\ thf* 

first phase of the study, whereas King (17) vised Negro parens 

in the second phase of the study. Smith (25) conclude?! 

the distance white parents lived from the school sigoif 

influenced their attitudes toward the elementary schoolt 

findings indicated that there was a significant tendency f@f 

people with a higher socio-economic status to have a m©r@ 

favorable attitude toward the school. Mother? ha^ signifi.'® 

cantly warmer feelings toward the school than did the father?, 

King (17) concluded that the distance people lived front 

school did not significantly influence Negro parents in 

attitudes toward the school. Neither did the combined effeq% 

of socio-economic status, the sex of the respondent, <31? the 

length of residence in the school community influence th§ 

attitude of Negro parents. 

Stendler (26) studied the social class differences i# 

parental attitudes toward school at grade one. The study 

an attempt to see if there were class differences in pare^%§l 

belief in, and support of, the school in the following area§i 

(1) preschool attendance, (2) parental aspirations for i;h@ 

child, (3) preparation for school, (4) parental criticism of 

the school, and (5) parental reception of the report card, 

Two interviews were .conducted with mothers of first grade 
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children; one interview was conducted prior to the child's 

entrance to first grade and the second after the child had been 

in school about two months. The sample included 250 parents. 

The results showed that almost 100 per cent of the upper-and 

upper-middle socio-economic group sent their children to pre-

school, whereas only about 14 per cent of the lower socio-

economic group sent their children to preschool. The parental 

expectations for children were less as one descended the social 

ladder. There were no social class differences in the parental 

criticism of the school. Lower-class parents indicated that 
% 

they attached little importance to the report card, whereas the 

upper-class families were more likely to accept the report card 

as being important. 

Results from the research described in this section of 

the review of literature indicated that the attitudes of 

parents toward the school may be influenced by the teacher, 

according to studies conducted by Groshong (13) and Anderson 

(4). Smith (25) indicated that the distance lived from school 

has an effect on the attitudes of white parents but King (17) 

discovered that the distance lived from school did not signif-

icantly influence attitudes of Negro parents. Stendler (26) 

found there were no social class differences in parental 

criticism of the school. Capra (6) indicated that parents 

from the upper socio-economic class generally expressed the 

same opinion toward the school as the parents of the lower 
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socio-economic class. School organization did not seem to 

influence the attitudes of parents (13). 

Attitudes of Educators Toward Parents-

In the book Introduction to Early Childhood Education, 

Nixon (22) stated that the problem of home-school relations 

was "that of finding effective ways of communicating and coop-

erating in order to combine parent and teacher power on behalf 

of children" (22, p. 230). To find effective ways of communi-

cation and cooperation between the home and school, the attitudes 

of parents toward the school must be investigated, but equally 

important was the attitudes of educators toward parents. 

The National Parent Teacher, official periodical of the 

National Congress of Parents and Teachers, conducted a study 

to investigate how parents and teachers feel about each other. 

A questionnaire was distributed to parents and teachers in 

forty-eight states, Hawaii and the District of Columbia. Of 

the 5000 replies received, 82 per cent felt that they had 

ample opportunity to communicate with their children's parents 

or teachers; 87 per cent of the parents and teachers felt that 

their local schools were eager for cooperation. In reply to 

the question: "what five qualities would you say are most im-

portant in a good teacher?" patience was listed first with 

sense of humor, understanding and love of children, fairness 

and kindness, teaching skill, knowledge and training, neatness 

and good health were rated high. The qualities that teachers 
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listed as most important in parents were fairness, firmness, 

patience, cheerfulness and the ability to cooperate (11). 

In a study of infant teachers for the National Foundation 

for Educational Research in England and Wales, Goodacre found 

"that authoritorian teachers were more likely to hold unfa-

vorable attitudes to parents . . ." (9, p. 67). In the same 

study it was indicated that "teachers who like group in-

struction best were more likely to have unfavorable attitudes 

to pupils' parents . . ." (9, p. 67). 

Allison (2) compared the concepts of actual and ideal 

roles of parents in activities of the elementary schools as 

held by parents and teachers. The subjects were forty-eight 

parents of children enrolled in twelve elementary schools 

located in the state of Missouri. He concluded that parents 

did not indicate a high degree of satisfaction with the present 

role they had in the elementary schools and teachers seemed to 

be less satisfied with the roles of the parents in the ele-

mentary school. According to Biber (5): 

It is the professional's job not only to understand 
the parents' perspective and deep feelings embedded 
in it but also to train himself to communicate to the 
parents, in understandable language, a vista of education 
they may never have encountered or imagined (5, p. 40). 

Positive attitudes of educators toward parents are im-

portant in effective home-school communication. In a survey 

teachers indicated that they felt the qualities of fairness, 

firmness, patience,' cheerfulness and the ability to cooperate 

were important characteristics of parents (11). 
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In summary, Allison (2) indicated that teachers seemed 

dissatisfied with the roles of parents in the elementary 

schools. Goodacre (9) indicated that the way teachers felt 

about classroom experiences influenced their attitudes toward 

parents of the children they taught. There is a need for 

more research in the area of the attitudes of educators toward 

parents. 

Attitudes of Parents Toward Methods 
of Involvement 

A survey of the literature indicated that a variety of 

methods for encouraging parental involvement and improving 

home-school relationships have been used throughout the United 

States. In order to present a comprehensive review of re-

search concerning methods of parental involvement this section 

of literature was organized into three categories: (1) parent-

teacher conferences/ (2) home visit and communication, (3) and 

parent participation in school activities. 

Parent-Teacher Conference 

The parent-teacher conference has been examined from 

many perspectives. However, the studies reported in this 

section of the review of the literature were limited to those 

associated with attitudes of parents toward the parent-

teacher conference or the use of the conference to change the 

attitudes of parents toward the school. Kitchens (18) con-

ducted a study to determine if the parent-teacher conference 

was an instrument for changing parent perceptions of and 
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attitudes toward schools and teachers. He concluded that 

there was evidence to indicate that the traditional type 

conference might do more harm as far as favorable parent 

perceptions and attitudes were concerned than if parents and 

teachers had no conference at all. In a study of effectiveness-

of structured parent-teacher conference on parental attitudes 

toward the school, Grant (12) found that the parent-teacher 

conference per se did not significantly change parental 

attitudes, because the teacher variable influenced the result 

of the conference. 

• Gerdes (8) posed the question of association between at-

titudes of parents and teachers and the success of conferences 

between teachers and parents. He chose twenty-two teachers 

from grades one to three. Each teacher selected one parent 

whom she considered to be a good conferee and bad conferee to 

represent successful and unsuccessful conferences. It was 

concluded that agreement was not the primary factor in a suc-

cessful parent-teacher conference. There was a slight trend 

toward a more successful conference when parent and teacher 

agreed with and understood each other's attitudes. 

Jones (16) sought to determine the relationship between 

the success of parent-teacher conferences and (1) the number 

of children in the family, (2) the sex of the child, (3) the 

presence of one or both at the conference, (4) the economic 

standing of the school, (5) the academic level of the school, 
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(6) the administrative organization of the school, and (7) the 

reporting period preferred for the conference. Parents of 

children enrolled in the second, fourth,and sixth grades of 

nine randomly chosen schools in Des Moines, Iowa, public 

schools during the 1964-65 school year were used in the study. 

The teachers of the selected classrooms as well as parents 

were involved in the study. Parent-teacher questionnaires and 

personal interviews were used to secure the information. The 

investigator concluded that parents with children attending 

schools of higher economic standing seemed to be more critical 

of the school program and expected more from the conference 

period. Parents with children attending schools of lower 

economic standing expressed more satisfaction with the con-

ference. The success of the conference related to the organi-

zation of the school. There was no relationship to conference 

success and (1) the number of children in the family, (2) the 

sex of the child, (3) the parent who attended the conference 

or (4) the academic level of the school. Teachers evaluated 

the conference at the same level of success regardless of the 

socio-economic standing, academic level of the school, or 

organization of the school. 

The personnel of Lincoln School in Wauwatosa, Wisconsin, 

made an evaluation of the attitudes of parents toward the con-

ference plan. Each parent was given a questionnaire. There 

was a 35 per cent return. Parents agreed that after the con-

ference they had a batter understanding of the work of the 
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school and the nature of the child and that there was a closer 

relationship between parent and the teacher (28). 

Home Visit and Communication 

Another area of research has been the effect of home 

visits on the attitudes of parents toward the school. 

McCutcheon (21) investigated whether a program of home visit-

ation, designed especially to improve communication between 

home and school staff, would result in positive attitude 

changes toward the school and in improved attendance, achieve-

ment, and citizenship rating on the part of the students.' The 

results of this study did not show significant differences 

between any of the experimental or control groups on student 

achievement, citizenship,or attendance. The experimental 

group tended to have a more favorable attitude toward the 

school than the control group. 

In a study oriented to economically deprived communities, 

Anderson (3) hypothesized that basic psychological principles 

of interpersonal interaction would have a facilitating effect 

on increased appearance of parental supported behavior. The 

design of his study included thirteen pairs of teachers in 

thirteen elementary schools. Each member of the teacher pair 

was chosen as either a visiting teacher or a control teacher. 

The control teacher employed traditional parent-teacher con-

ference techniques and the visiting teacher requested parents' 

permission to visit the home and then attempted to establish 
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communication for further interaction. The results indicated 

a high significant difference between the parents of visiting 

teachers and the control teachers. The visiting teachers were 

able to elicit a significantly higher proportion of parental 

supportive behavior than were the control teachers. It was 

recommended that the experimental methodology be extended to 

additional teachers and schools• 

Parent-teacher conferences and home visits have not been 

the only methods of parental involvement researched concerning 

effects on the attitudes of parents toward involvement in school, 

Pino (23) designed a study to test the impact of a specific 

communication system on the attitudes of the parents toward 

the schools. The method employed was a before-and-after study 

of two experimental groups and a control group. An attitude 

scale was administered before and after a twenty-day treatment 

period to a selected sample of 440 parents of students enrolled 

in grades one to six in the Reed Union School District, 

Belvedere-Tiburon, California. Parents who received the struc-

tured messages during the treatment period had a significantly 

higher level of information about the school program and had 

modified their attitudes more than the parents who received no 

structured messages. 

Parent Participation in School Activities 

In a review of the literature concerning the attitudes 

of parents toward methods of involvement it is important that 

attention be given to parental participation in school 
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activities and in the ways it is beneficial to the parents 

and the child. Sacramento City Unified School District of 

California developed a questionnaire to study how parents 

were affected by their participation in the preschool program. 

Of the questionnaires returned, 82 per cent of the parents 

reported that the program had helped thera in understanding ways 

that they could help their children at home and 75 per cent 

felt that the program had helped them to understand more about 

growth and development of their children. In response to other 

questions, 75.5 per cent of the parents stated that the program 

had helped them in understanding their duties and responsibil-

ities as parents and 45.2 per cent replied that the program had 

helped them to be more comfortable with teachers, principals, 

and school related people. Of the total responding, 43.6 per 

cent of the parents felt that participation had helped them be 

aware of needs of family members and 42 per cent stated that ^ 

participation helped them feel better about the school (1). 

The importance of parental participation was emphasized 

in the guidelines published by the Office of Economic Opportu-

nity for the Head Start and Follow Through programs. Head 

Start and Follow Through programs each "allows for and encour-

ages parental involvement at all levels" (10, p. 68). A lon-

gitudinal study of the Follow Through program included an 

evaluation of attitudes of parents of children enrolled in 

the Follow Through programs. The study included over 14,000 

interviews with parents of children tested in Follow Through 

and comparison classes January-March 1970. The interviews 
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were conducted in forty-nine communities and in a total of 

sixty-five Follow Through projects. The results indicated that 

parents of Follow Through children were more aware of activ-

ities within the classroom than were parents of non-Follow 

Through children. The parents of Follow Through children had 

more contacts with the school personnel than did non-Follow 

Through parents. The parents of Follow Through children were 

more likely to visit in the classroom, work in the classroom, 

and talk with the teacher than the parents of non-Follow 

Through children. There was little difference between the par-

ents of Follow Through and non-Follow Through children con-

cerning aspirations for the children during and following school, 

parent confidence and optimism in school matters, and the par-

ents* sense of helplessness in school matters (19). 

Jacobs (15) attempted to assess the impact of Project 

Head Start on the parents of children who participated in a 

six-month Head Start intervention program in Austin, Texas. 

The mother of each child was interviewed before and after the 

child was enrolled in the program. There were fifty-seven 

Negro and fifty-one Latin American parents who participated 

in the study. A comparison was made of the parents who were 

active participants in the program with those who were not 

active participants. Scales were constructed to measure the 

level of general optimism, aspiration level for the child and 

child rearing practices. There was no significant change from 

the first parent interviews to the second interview. The 
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parents who were active participants in the program obtained 

a higher mean score on both administrations of the instrument* 

In addition to the benefits of participation in school 

activities to the parents the effect on the achievement of the 

child has been investigated. The results of a study of parent 

participation in the school program conducted by Conner (7) in 

the early fifties remains applicable to the study of parent 

participation in our schools today. The subjects were 2000 

elementary school children and their parents in seven ele-

mentary schools in San Diego, California. There were experi-

mental and control groups with matched pairs of students,' 

The experimental group provided for parents to spend two hours 

a week at the school. One hour was spent in classroom pro-

cedures and one hour in discussion and planning with the 

teacher. The control group had no planned parent partici-

pation. Achievement tests were given to the children at the 

beginning of the twenty week experimental period and at the 

end of that time. It was concluded that the experimental 

group had made significantly greater gains in the achievement 

of their regular subject matter than did the control group. 

Pupils of the experimental group consistently exceeded pupils 

of the matched control group in such areas as friendship, 

attention, work habits, and class participation. It was also 

observed in this study that a majority of the parents were 

willing to cooperate with the school. 

Leler (14) investigated the relationship of mothers 
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participating in a planned program to the achievement of the 

child. Mothers were identified who were willing to partici-

pate in the program; then the amount of time for participation 

was controlled. One group of mothers was highly involved in 

school activities several days a week, whereas the other group 

met only once a week. The results showed that the children 

whose mothers were in the highly involved groups did signifi-

cantly better on the tests of achievement and development than 

did the children whose mothers were in the low participation 

group. Willmon (29) concluded that highly active parental 

involvement in a Head Start Program did influence academic 

achievement as measured by the reading readiness test. The 

study was designed to examine the effects of parental partic-

ipation in the Head Start Program on student achievement as 

measured by the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test. The 

subjects were 485 Negro children and fifty-six white children 

of similar mental ability and socio-economic background from 

the Tallahassee, Florida, area. The subjects were divided 

into three groups according to the parents' participation and 

involvement in the Head Start Program. 

Concerning the relationship of parent participation in 

school activities and achievement of the child, Stern stated: 

Where parent programs provide specific training in 
instructional techniques for the utilization of mate-
rials and events to foster cognitive development, chil-
dren have been shown to improve significantly in these 
areas (27, p. 5). • • • • • • • * • • • • • • * * • • • • • • • • • • # # 

There is no doubt that the involvement of parents in 
their children's educational program at school and at 
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home is highly critical in the child's development. 
However, it seems to be . . . one of the most diffi-
cult fields of educational research (27, p. 25)• 

( Schiff (24) conducted an experimental investigation to 

see what effect personal contactual relationships with the 

school personnel had on parents1 attitudes toward the school 

and parental participation and cooperation in school affairs. 

There were two groups, a control and experimental. Each group 

consisted of seventy-five fifth grade pupils and parents. An 

attitude inventory was adapted from the semantic differential. 

It was hypothesized that parents who had more interaction with 
% 

school personnel would have a more favorable attitude toward 

the school than those parents who had less interaction. 

Apparently contacts with the school personnel were not ef-

fective in changing attitudes of parents; however, there was 

no evidence to indicate that contacts with the school personnel 

were detrimental to parents' attitudes toward the school. 

Personal contacts with the school personnel did help to in-v 

crease parental acts of participation and cooperation. 

In summary, the 1960's placed a greater emphasis on 

parental involvement in school activities. Some research had 

been conducted in previous years but a new interest developed 

as the parental component became part of the federal Head 

Start and Follow Through programs. The parent-teacher con-

ference was investigated as an aid for changing attitudes of 

parents toward the school. According to Kitchens (18) , the 

traditional type conference may do more harm than having no 
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conference at all. The parent-teacher conference did not sig-

nificantly change the parental attitudes because the teacher 

variable entered into the results of the conference (12). 

There was an indication that after parent-teacher conferences 

there was a better understanding of the work of the school and 

a closer relationship between the parents and the teacher. 

A recent area of study has been the relationship of parent 

participation in school activities to the academic achievement 

of the child. Studies by Conner (7), Leler (14),and Willmon 

(29) indicated that when parents were highly involved in school 
\ 

activities the academic achievement of the child was influenced. 

Summary 

The research reviewed in this chapter has been an attempt 

to present a reference basis for the study of attitudes of 

parents, teachers, and principals toward parental involvement 

in school activities. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES OF THE SURVEY 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the procedures 

for this study. The chapter is divided into four sections: 

(1) the description of the subjects involved in the investi-

gation, (2) the instrument utilized to evaluate the attitudes 

of parents, teachers, and principals toward parental involve-

ment in school activities, (3) procedures used in collecting 

data and (4) the report of the statistical treatment given 

the data. 

Subjects of the Study 

A survey of attitudes toward parental involvement in 

school activities was conducted in Fort Worth, Texas, 1972. 

The subjects of the survey included parents of four- and five-

year-old children enrolled in programs within the Fort Worth 

Independent School District, teachers of twenty classes of ' 

four- and five-year-old children and principals of the schools 

involved in the study. Of the total number of 446 parents, 

the children of 106 parents were enrolled in the Central Cities 

Development Center; 100, in Project Follow Through kindergarten 

classrooms; and 240, in state-supported kindergartens. Some 

classrooms included two teachers; others had one teacher for 

the morning and afternoon session. The study included n to* 
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of twenty-four teachers of four- and five-year-old classes. 

Ten teachers were from the Central Cities Development Center, 

four teachers from the Follow Through Kindergartens and ten 

teachers from the state-supported kindergartens. The study 

included nine principals. One principal from the school in 

which the Central Cities Development Center classrooms were 

located, three from schools with Follow Through classrooms, 

and five from schools with state-supported kindergartens. 

TABLE I 

SUBJECTS OF THE SURVEY 

Type of Number of Number of Number of Number oF 
Classrooms Classes Teachers Principals Parents 

Central Cities 
Development 
Center 5 10 1 106 

Project Follow 
Through 5 4 3 100 

State-Supported 
Kindergartens 10 10 5 240 

Total 20 24 9 446 

Table I indicates the number of subjects from each type of 

classroom. 

There was a total of twenty classes of four- and five-

year-old children. Ten state-supported kindergarten class-

rooms where the parental involvement component was not required 
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and ten classrooms which required parental involvement because 

of federal guidelines. 

Instrument 

The instrument used to measure attitudes toward parental 

involvement in the school was the semantic differential. 

Charles E. Osgood, George J. Suci, and Percy H. Tannenbaum 

developed the semantic differential as an instrument to meas-

ure "connotative" meanings of concepts held by individuals 

toward objects, events, or ideas (6). 

The semantic differential is not a test with a definite 

set of items and a specific score, but a technique of meas-

urement which must be adapted to each individual research 

problem. Gage (2) contended that the semantic differential 

technique "appears to be a widely useful research instrument 

that can be utilized in a variety of circumstances." According 

to Sax, the semantic differential is a "technique extremely 

flexible and simple to construct, administer and score" 

(7, p. 273). 

The semantic differential is a rating scale consisting 

of one concept which is rated in terms of several criteria. 

The criteria are pairs of bipolar adjectives at opposite ends 

of a five-or seven-point scale. The subject is asked to rate 

a concept somewhere on the scale between the two bipolar 

adjectives. Thus: 
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School 

good: : : :_ : : : : bad 

fair: : : : : : : unfair 

In developing the semantic differential scales, Osgood, 

Suci, and Tannenbaum (6) used intercorrelations and factorial 

analysis procedures to establish three general factors: 

Evaluation, Potency, and Activity. According to Osgood, "the 

concepts and scales used in a particular study depend upon 

the purposes of the research" (6, p. 76). The researcher's 

good judgment determines the adjective to be selected and which 

adjectives are considered to be positive or negative. 

Discussion and use of the semantic differential as a mea-

surement of attitudes has been widespread in the field of 

research (2, 4, 5, 6, 7). The semantic differential has been 

considered to be reliable and valid in the measurement of 

attitudes. Tannenbaum obtained test-retest reliability data 

on six concepts, judged against six evaluative scales, after 

realignment according to constant evaluative direction yielded 

coefficients ranging from .87 to .93 with a mean r of .91 

(6, p. 192). 

Osgood (6) found the correlation between the semantic 

differential attitude score and the Thurstone scale scores on 

the test-retest to be .74 and .76 for the concept The Church, 

.81 and .77 for Capital Punishment, and .82 and .81 for The 

Negro. Osgood stated "It is apparent, then, that whatever the 
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Thurstone scales measure, the evaluative factor of the semantic 

differential measures just about as well" (6, p. 194). 

In a study comparing the semantic differential and a 14-

item Guttman type scale Osgood (6) found the rank order corre-

lation to be highly significant (rho = .78; p = .01). 

For the purpose of the study of attitudes of parents, 

teachers, and principals toward parental involvement in school 

activities the following concepts were used: Parents at School, 

Home Visit by the Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Parents 

Assisting in the Classroom, Parent Participation in School 

Decisions, Small Group Meetings for Parents, and Large Group 

Meetings for Parents. 

The scales used for each concept were 

good: 

worthless: 

pleasant: 

relaxed: 

annoying: 

interesting: 

practical: 

successful: 

wonderful: 

important: 

: bad 

: valuable 

: unpleasant 

: tense 

: pleasing 

: boring 

: impractical 

: unsuccessful 

: terrible 

: unimportant 

A tentative instrument for this particular study was con-

structed and administered to parents of children enrolled in a 

school outside of the Fort Worth Independent School District. 
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After analyzing the results of the tentative instrument, re-

visions were made. 

Reliability of the instrument used in the study was estab-

lished by test-re test, using a group of twenty parents whose 

children were enrolled in the Project Follow Through classrooms 

not selected for the study. The parents were of similar back-

grounds and ethnic groups as those used in the study. The 

Pearson Product moment correlation (r) was computed on the 

pair of scores (1). The results are reported on Table II. 

The instrument proved to be reliable for the concepts used 

and for the people whose attitudes would be surveyed. 

TABLE II 

RELIABILITY DATA ON 
EACH CONCEPT 

Concept Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation 

Score 

Parents at School 92 

Home Visit by the Teacher 95 

Parent-Teacher Conference 97 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom 95 

Parent Participation in 

School Decisions 91 

Small Group Meetings for Parents 86 

Large Group Meetings for Parents 86 

The highest correlation was .97 on the concept Parent-

Teacher Conference. The lowest was .86 on Small Group 
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Meetings for Parents arid .86 for Large Group Meetings for 

Parents. The final form of the instrument that was adminis-

tered to parents appears in Appendix A. The instrument that 

was administered to the teachers and principals appears in 

Appendix B. 

Procedures Used in Collecting Data 

Permission for the study was given by the research office 

of the Fort Worth Independent School District, the directors 

of Central Cities Development Center and Project Follow Through, 

and the principal of each school. 
\ 

The semantic differential was printed and assembled in 

booklet form. The instructions and a fact-finding sheet for 

parents or principals and teachers were included in the book-

let. 

The semantic differential, color coded to distinguish 

those completed by parents, teachers, and principals; a set 

of instructions; a fact-finding sheet and a stamped self-

addressed envelope for the return of the completed forms was 

sent from the school to each family of four and five-year-

old children enrolled in the classrooms selected from the 

Central Cities Development Center, Project Follow Through, and 

the state-supported kindergartens. 

An envelope containing the semantic differential, a set 

of instructions, a fact-finding sheet and a stamped self-

addressed envelope for the return of the completed forms was 

given to each principal of the schools involved in the study 



43 

and to each teacher of the classrooms selected from the Central 

Cities Development Center, Project Follow Through and the state-

supported kindergartens. 

Four days after the initial distribution of the forms, a 

reminder was sent to the parents, teachers, and principals 

In an attempt to attain an acceptable percentage of return, 

follow-up contacts were made. Personal letters, phone calls,, 

and visits were made to the subjects involved in the study. 

A total of 349 questionnaires (78.25 per cent) was 

returned by parents involved in the survey. Parents of chil-
\ 

dren in the classrooms of the Central Cities Development Center 

and Project Follow Through returned 159 questionnaires (77.18 

per cent). Parents of children enrolled in state-supported 

kindergartens returned 192 questionnaires (79.16 per cent). 

The number and percentages of questionnaires returned by 

parents, teachers and principals are shown on Table XXI. 

Of the total received, ten questionnaires were not counted 

in the results of the study because three were incomplete and 

seven were received after the results were processed. 

In the final tabulation of 339 questionnaires (76.21 per 

cent) completed by parents, 157 questionnaires (76.21 per cent) 

were from parents whose children attended the Central Cities 

Development Center and Project Follow Through kindergartens. 

Parents whose children attended state-supported kindergartens 

returned 182 questionnaires (75.83 per cent). 
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TABLE III 

QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED 
BY THE SUBJECTS 

Subjects 
Number 
Sent 

Number 
Returned 

Percentage 
Returned 

Parents 
Parental involvement 
required 

206 159 77.18 

Parental involvement 
not required 

240 190 79.16 

Teachers 24 19 79.16 

Principals 9 9 100. 
\ 

A total of nineteen questionnaires (79.16 per cent) was 

returned by the teachers of the selected classrooms and nine 

questionnaires (100 per cent) were returned by the principals 

of the schools involved in the study. 

After the questionnaires were returned, the information 

was transferred to data processing sheets for the analysis of 

data. 

Procedure for Analysis of Data 

The instrument used to define the level of attitude held 

by parents involved in the school was a five-point semantic 

differential. Each scale position was assigned a number. The 

favorable pole was assigned "5", the unfavorable pole "1" and 

the neutral or middle scale assigned "3". Scores of all sub-

jects were summed, and the means and standard deviations com-

puted for each of the scales for each concept. A Pearson 
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product-moment correlation was calculated, yielding a 10 X 10 

intercorrelation matrix of every scale with every other scale. 

In order to find the factor loading on each scale, the inter-

correlation matrix was subjected to principal axis factor 

analysis followed by the varimax rotation technique (3). Those 

scales having factor loading of .50 or higher on the evaluative 

factor were used as measures of attitudes. The data were treated 

by a single analysis of variance for one-way design. The 

Scheffe Multiple Comparison Test was used for the statistical 

comparison of the groups (8). The data from the parents were 
\ 

subjected to the t-test to see if the observed difference be-

tween the means of the groups could have occurred as a result 

of sampling variation. 

Answers to the research questions concerning ways parents 

were involved during the current school year were computed in 

percentages from data given on the fact finding sheets com-

pleted by the parents. Answers to questions concerning ways 

teachers and principals believed parents could be involved in 

schools were listed from the data collected by use of the fact 

finding sheets completed by teachers and principals. All of 

the computations were performed by the Data Processing Center 

of North Texas State University. 

Summary 

A survey of attitudes toward parental involvement in 

school activities was conducted in Fort Worth, Texas. The 
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subjects of the survey included parents of four- and five-

year-old children enrolled in programs within the Fort Worth 

Independent School District, teachers of twenty classes of 

four- and five-year-old children and principals of the schools 

involved in the study. 

The instrument used to measure attitudes toward parental 

involvement in the school was a five-point semantic differ-

ential. The data received on the seven concepts using a ten 

scale semantic differential instrument were treated by a 

principal axis factor analysis followed by a varimax rotation. 
\ 

The results were treated by an analysis of variance for one-

way design followed by the Scheffe' Multiple Comparison Test 

for statistical comparison of the groups. All computations 

were performed by the Data Processing Center of North Texas 

State University. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEY 

This study was conducted to determine the attitudes of 

parents, teachers, and principals toward parental involvement 

in school activities and to identify their attitudes toward 

various methods of involvement. The subjects of the survey 

included parents of four-and five-year-old children enrolled 

in programs within the Fort Worth Independent School District, 

teachers of twenty classes of four-and five-year-old children 

and principals of the schools involved in the study. The 

instrument used to measure the attitudes was a semantic dif-

ferential composed of ten bi-polar adjectival scales. 

The purpose of this chapter is to report and analyze the 

data collected in order to determine the attitudes of parents, 

teachers, and principals toward involvement in school activities. 

In addition the attitudes of parents, teachers, and principals 

were determined toward the concepts Parents at School, Home 

Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Parents Assisting 

in Classroom, Parent Participation in School Decisions, Small 

Group Meetings for Parents, and Large Group Meetings for Parents. 

To accomplish this purpose the chapter is divided into 

five parts: 

1. A presentation of the results of a factor analysis 

of the semantic differential data from the parents. 

48 
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2. A presentation of the results of a factor analysis 

of the semantic differential data from teachers and principals. 

3. A presentation of the findings related to the statis-

tical testing concerning attitudes of parents, teachers, and 

principals toward the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit 

by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Parents Assisting in 

Classroom, Parent Participation in School Decisions, Small 

Group Meetings for Parents, and Large Group Meetings for 

Parents. 

4. A presentation of the results of the fact finding 

sheets completed by parents, teachers, and principals. N 

5. An analyses of the findings with respect to the re-

search questions. 

Factor Analyses of the Semantic 
Dif ferential Data Received... 

from Parents 

The semantic differential scale rating of the seven con-

cepts were summed for all parents involved in the study. Means 

and standard deviations for each of the scales were computed 

for each concept. 

Each pair of adjectives was scored on a five-point bi-

polar scale where the favorable pole was assigned "5" indi-

cating a highly favorable response and "1" indicating a highly 

unfavorable response, with "3" indicating a neutral position. 

The results are given in Table IV. 
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Pearson product moment coefficients of correlation were 

computed for the ten scales used in the evaluation of each 

concept, yielding intercorrelation matrices which appear in 

Appendix C. Each 10 X 10 matrix of intercorrelations was sub-

jected to a principal-axes factor analysis. 

Under the concept Parents at School one factor emerged 

with eigenvalues greater than oner totaling 61.3 per cent of the 

variance, and was rotated by the varimax technique. Of the ten 

scales, seven showed high loadings on factor one. The scale 

with the heaviest loading was important-unimportant (.79) . 

According to Osgood, bad-good is a pivotal bi-polar scale'for 

the evaluative factor; this factor was, therefore, designated 

the evaluative factor. The results of the rotated factor 

loading on the concept Parents at School are given in Table V. 

TABLE V 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADING OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT PARENTS AT SCHOOL 
BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Good-Bad 61 
Worthless-Valuable 59 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 44 
Relaxed-Tense 21 
Annoying-Pleasing .33 
Interesting-Boring 74 
Practical-Impractical 76 
Successful-Unsuccessful 70 
Wonderful-Terrible 70 
Important-Unimportant 79 
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The concept Home Visit by Teacher had one factor with 

eigenvalues greater than one, representing 64.4 per cent of the 

variance. A varimax rotation yielded seven scales, with the 

highest loading on factor one. All of the scales listed as 

evaluative under Parents at School were included as well as 

pleasant-unpleasant. Results of the rotated loadings of the 

scales for concept Home Visit by Teacher are shown on Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Important-Unimportant 79 
Wonderful-Terrible 70— 
Successful-Unsuccessful 78 
Practical-Impractical 75 
Interesting-Boring . .76 
Annoying-Pleasing 24 
Relaxed-TenSe .42 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 63 
Worthless-Valuable 31 
Good-Bad 71 

Two factors had eigenvalues greater than one, repre-

senting 69.5 per cent of the variance relative to the concept 

Parent-Teacher Conferences. A Varimax rotation yielded six 

scales that had the highest loading on factor one. They in-

cluded important-unimportant (.83), interesting-boring (.81), 

worthless-valuable (.77) , good-bad (.76) , practical-impractical 

(.76), successful-unsuccessful (.69). According to Osgood, bad-

good is a pivotal bi-polar scale for the evaluative factor; 



TABLE VII 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT PARENT-TEACHER CONFERENCE 

BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

53 

Scales 
Factors 

Scales I II 
Pleasant-Unpleasant .47 -.73 
Relaxed-Tense .10 -.84 
Annoying-Pleasing .40 -.52 
Interesting-Boring .81 -.40 
Practical-Impractical .76 -.26 
Successful-Unsuccessful .69 -.45 
Wonderful-Terrible .30 -.80 
Important-Unimportant .83 -.40 
Good-Bad .76 -.37 
Worthless-Valuable .77 -.06 

> 

therefore, factor one was designated as the evaluative factor, 

Four scales relaxed-tense (.84), wonderful-terrible (.80)> 

pleasant-unpleasant (.73) and annoying-pleasing (.54) were 

most heavily loaded on factor two. Factor two was designated 

as the activity factor. Results of the Varimax rotation of 

the factors for the concept Parent-Teacher Conference are 

given on Table VII. 

In the concept Parents Assisting in Classroom one factor 

emerged with eigenvalues greater than one,totaling 71.4 per 

cent of the variance and was rotated by the Varimax technique. 

The six scales having the highest loading on factor one in-

cluded all the scales listed under concept Parent-Teacher 

Conference as well as annoying-pleasing, wonderful-terrible, 

and pleasant-unpleasant. Complete results of the rotated 
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TABLE VIII 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR THE 
CONCEPT PARENTS ASSISTING IN CLASSROOM 

BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Relaxed-Tense .18 
Annoying-Pleasing . . . . . .68 
Boring-Interesting . . . . . . . . .73 
Practical-Impractical .76 
Successful-Unsuccessful . . . .. .69 
Wonderful-Terrible . 72 
Important-Unimportant .79 
Pleasant-Unpleasant . .70 
Good-Bad .75 
Worthiess-Valuable . . . . . . .80 

loadings of the scale for the concept Parents Assisting in 

the Classroom are given in Table VIII. 

Concept five, Parent Participation in School Decisions, 

yielded one factor with eigenvalues greater than one, totaling 

72.4 per cent of the variance,and was rotated by the Varimax 

method. Eight scales with the highest loadings were eval-

uative in nature. The scales annoying-pleasing and worthless-

valuable had low factor loadings and were not considered as 

evaluative scales. Results of the Varimax rotating of factor 

one for the concept Parent Participation in School Decisions 

a: pear in Table IX. 

One factor had eigenvalues greater than one, representing 

70.3 per cent of the variance relative to the concept Small 

Group Meetings for Parents. A Varimax rotation yielded a 

factor structure in which seven scales had the highest loading. 
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TABLE IX 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR . 
> THE CONCEPT PARENT PARTICIPATION IN 

SCHOOL DECISIONS BY THE PARENTS 
OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Interesting-Boring 63 
Annoying-Pleasing 36 
Relaxed-Tense 76 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 80 
Worthless-Valuable 20 
Good-Bad 67 
Practical-Impractical 66 
Successful-Unsuccessful 70 
Wonderful-Terrible 76 
Important-Unimportant 65 

The seven scales included all of the scales except boring-

interesting listed as evaluative under the concept Parent 

Participation in School Decisions. Complete results of the 

rotated loadings of the scales for the concept Small Group 

Meetings for Parents are given in Table X. 

TABLE X 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT SMALL GROUP MEETINGS FOR 
PARENTS BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Successful-Unsuccessful 79 
Wonderful-Terrible .75 
Important-Unimportant 71 
Practical-Impractical 74 
Boring-Interesting 28 
Annoying-Pleasing 38 
Relaxed-Tense .70 
Pleasant-Unpleasant . . . . . . . . . . .69 
Worthless-Valuable 37 
Good-Bad 69 
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The last concept, Large Group Meetings for Parents, yielded 

one factor with eigenvalues greater than one, representing 70,2 

per cent of the variance. A Varimax rotation yielded a factor 

structure of eight scales, all of which were listed as eval-

uative under the concept Small Group Meetings for Parents» 

Boring-interesting was also listed as evaluative under the 

concept Large Group Meetings for Parents* Complete results 

of the rotated loadings of the scales for Large Group Meetings 

for Parents are given in Table XX. 

TABLE XI x 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT LARGE GROUP MEETINGS FOR 
PARENTS BY THE PARENTS OF THE STUDY 

Scales Factor I 

Worthless-Valuable 22 
Good-Bad 55 
Important-Unimportant 54 
Wonderful-Terrible . . . . .64 
Successful-Unsuccessful 75 
Practical-Impractical . . . . .77 
Interesting-Boring 62 
Annoying-Pleasing 45 
Relaxed-Tense 77 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 78 

Each of the seven concepts was evaluated by the parents 

in the survey. A common set of evaluative scales were used 

as a measure of attitude toward the concepts. The scales good-

bad, practical-impractical, and successful-unsuccessful had 

the highest loading on the evaluative factor on all seven 

concepts. Three additional scales had the highest loading 
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on the evaluative factor on six of the seven concepts: in— 

teres tinq-boring., wonderful-^terrible, and important-unimportant. 

These three scales were included in the set of evaluative 

scales used in the study. The scale pleasant-unpleasant had 

a high factor loading on five of the seven concepts and was 

included on the set of evaluative scales since .44 and .47 

were near to the required .50 factor. Mean ratings for each 

of the seven scales were taken as the attitude measure for each 

of the concepts. 

Factor Analysis of the Semantic 
Differential Data Received 

from Educators 

The semantic differential scale ratings of the seven 

concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-

Teacher Conferences, Parents Assisting in Classroom, Parent 

Participation in School Decisions, Small Group Meetings for 

Parents, and Large Group Meetings for Parents were summed for 

teachers and principals involved in the study. Means and 

standard deviations for each of the scales were computed for 

each concept. Each adjectival pair was on a five-point bi-

polar scale, where "1" indicated a highly unfavorable response 

and "5" indicated a highly favorable response. A neutral pos-

ition was indicated by "3." The results are given in Table XII. 

Pearson product moment coefficients of correlations were 

computed for the ten scales used in the evaluation of each 

concept. The resulting intercorrelation matrices appear in 
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Appendix D. The 10 X 10 intercorrelation matrix was subjected 

to a principal-axes factor analysis. 

Under the concept Parents at School one factor emerged 

with eigenvalues greater than one, totaling 80.53 per cent of 

the variance, and was rotated by the Varimax technique. 

Eight scales had the highest loading on factor one. Two 

scales, pleasant-unpleasant and relaxed-tense, had factor 

loadings under .50 and were not considered evaluative scales. 

The factor was designated evaluative because of the nature of 

the adjectival pairs. Table XIII indicates the factor loadings 

of each of the ten scales for the concept Parents at School. 

TABLE XIII 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

RECEIVED FROM EDUCATORS 

Scales Factor I 

Good-Bad 78 
Worthless-Valuable 90 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 41 
Relaxed-Tense .27 
Annoying-Pleasing 77 
Interesting-Boring 87 
Practical-Impractical 59 
Successful-Unsuccessful 74 
Wonderful-Terrible 59 
Important-Unimportant 53 

The concept Home Visit by Teacher yielded two factors 

with eigenvalues greater than one,totaling 79.53 per cent of 

the variance, and was rotated by the Varimax technique. Six 

scales had the highest loadings on factor one. Bad-good is 

a pivotal bi-polar scale for the evaluative factor and, 



TABLE XIV 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

RECEIVED FROM EDUCATORS 
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Scales 
Factors 

Scales I II 
Important-Unimportant .91 .25 
Wonderful-Terrible .77 .45 
Successful-Unsuccessful .58 .57 
Practical-Impractical .49 .59 
Interesting-Boring .87 .31 
Annoying-Pleasing .40 .78 
Relaxed-Tense .17 .90 
Pleasant-Unpleasant .37 .82 
Worthiess-Valuable .88 .37 
Good-Bad .85 .37 

therefore, this factor was designated the evaluative factor. 

The six scales included important-unimportant (.91), worth-

less-valuable (.88), interesting-boring (.87), good-bad (.85), 

wonderful-terrible (.77) and successful-unsuccessful (.58). 

Factor two designating the activity factor, contained 

five scales with high loadings. Complete results of the ro-

tated loadings of the scales for the concept Home Visit by 

Teacher is shown in Table XIV. 

Concept three, Parent-Teacher Conference yielded factors 

with eigenvalues greater than one, totaling 74.81 per cent of 

the variance, and were rotated by the Varimax method. Six 

scales under factor one were evaluative in nature. Factor two 

designated the activity factory, yielding five scales with 

high loadings. For a complete result of the rotated loadings 

of the scale Parent Teacher Conference see Table XV. 
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ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT PARENT-TEACHER CONFERENCE 

RECEIVED FROM "EDUCATORS 
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Scales 

Pleasant-Unpleasant 
Relaxed-Tense 
Annoying-Pleasing 
Interesting-Boring 
Practical-Impractical 
Successful-Unsuccessful 
Wonderful-Terrible 
Important-Unimportant 
Good-Bad 
Worthless-Valuable 

Under the concept Parents Assisting in Classroom one 

factor emerged with eigenvalues greater than one, totaling 79.25 

per cent of the variance, and was rotated by the Varimax technique. 

Factor one had successful-unsuccessful (.86) , wonderful-terrible 

(.81), worthless-valuable (.81), important-unimportant (.72), 

boring-interesting (.69), and pleasant-unpleasant (.58). Table 

XVI indicates the factor loading of each of the ten scales for 

the concept Parents Assisting in Classroom. 

One factor had eigenvalues greater than one, representing 

76.27 per cent of the variance relative to the concept Parent 

Participation in School Decisions. A Varimax rotation yielded 

a factor structure in which seven scales had the highest 

loading on factor one. This factor was classified as evaluative 
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TABLE XVI 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR THE 
CONCEPT PARENTS ASSISTING IN CLASSROOM 

RECEIVED FROM EDUCATORS 

Scales Factor I 

Relaxed-Tense .35 
Annoying-Pleasing 48 
Boring-Interesting 69 
Practical-Impractical 44 
Successful-Unsuccessful 86 
Wonderful-Terrible 81 
Important-Unimportant 72 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 58 
Good-Bad 38 
Worthless-Valuable 81 

because of the nature of the scale. Complete results of the 

rotated loadings of the scales for the concept Parent Partici-

pation in School Decisions are given in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT PARENT PARTICIPATION IN 

SCHOOL DECISIONS RECEIVED FROM 
EDUCATORS 

Scales Factor I 

Interesting-Boring 54 
Annoying-Pleasing 63 
Relaxed-Tense 28 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 48 
Worthless-Valuable 79 
Good-Bad .87 
Practical-Impractical . 82 
Successful-Unsuccessful . . . . .67 
Wonderful-Terrible 30 
Important-Unimportant . . . .88 
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Concept six. Small Group Meetings for Parents, yielded 

one factor with eigenvalues greater than one, totaling 83.91 

per cent of the variance and was rotated by the Varimax 

method. Nine scales with highest loadings under factor one 

were evaluative in nature: successful-unsuccessful (.50) , 

important-unimportant (.68), practical-impractical (.87), 

boring-interesting (.82), annoying-pleasing (.81), relaxed-

tense (.79) , pleasant-unpleasant (.85) , worthless-valuable 

(.83) and good-bad (.55). Results of the Varimax rotation 

of the factors for the concept Small Group Meetings for 

Parents appear in Table XVIII. 

TABLE XVIII 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT SMALL GROUP MEETINGS FOR 

PARENTS RECEIVED FROM EDUCATORS 

Scales Factor I 

Successful-Unsuccessful 50 
Wonderful-Terrible 24 
Important-Unimportant 68 
Practical-Impractical 87 
Boring-Interesting 82 
Annoying-Pleasing . .81 
Relaxed-Tense 79 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 85 
Worthless-Valuable 83 
Good-Bad . 55 

The concept Large Group Meetings for Parents had one 

factor with eigenvalues greater than one, representing 84.13 

per cent of the variance. A varimax rotation yielded a factor 

structure in which nine scales had the highest on the evaluative 
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TABLE XIX 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE SCALES FOR 
THE CONCEPT LARGE GROUP MEETINGS FOR 
PARENTS RECEIVED FROM EDUCATORS 

Scales Factor I 

Worthless-Valuable 81 
Good-Bad .85 
Important-Unimportant 90 
Wonderful-Terrible . . . . . .80 
Successful-Unsuccessful 85 
Practical-Impractical 76 
Interesting-Boring . . . . . . .88 
Annoying-Pleasing 71 
Relaxed-Tense 21 
Pleasant-Unpleasant 6b 

x 

factor. Table XIX indicates the factor loadings of each of 

the ten scales for the concept Large Group Meetings for 

Parents. 

Each of the seven concepts was evaluated by the teachers 

and principals in the survey; a common set of evaluative 

scales was used as a measure of attitudes toward the concepts. 

The scales worthless-valuable and important-unimportant had the 

highest loading on the evaluative factor on all seven concepts. 

An additional three scales had the highest loading on the 

evaluative scales on six of the seven concepts, good-bad, 

successful-unsuccessful and interesting-boring. These three 

scales were included in the set of evaluative scales used in 

the study. The scale annoying-pleasing had high factor loading 

on six of the seven concepts and was included in the set of 

evaluative scales, since .48 and .40 were near the required 

.50 factor loadings. Mean ratings for each of the five scales 
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were taken as the attitude measure for each of the concepts. 

The Findings Related to Attitudes 
Toward the Seven concepts 

For the purpose of the following discussion the scores 

for each subject on each concept were summed. Means and 

standard deviations were computed on the total scores for 

each subject on each concept. The score 50 indicates a highly, 

favorable response and 30 a neutral position. 

Relative to the concept Parents at School, the parents 

scored a mean of 45.04 with standard deviation of 7.60. The 

mean of the teachers was 36.95 with a standard deviation of 

10.99. The principals had a mean attitude score of 44.29 and 

a standard deviation of 6.34. Table XX indicates the results 

of the analysis of variance for one-*way design performed on 

the means of the three groups. 

TABLE XX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
F 

Between 1177.6488 2 588.8244 9.7127* 

Within 21945.9512 362 60,6242 

Total 23123.6000 364 

*Significant at the .05 level. 
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The F-level (9.7127) was significant at the .05 level. 

In order to find the differences between the three groups, the 

data were subjected to the Scheffe Multiple Comparison Test. 

The F-value obtained between the parents and teachers on the 

concept Parents at School was significant at the .05 level. 

The results appear on Table XXI. 

TABLE XXI 
J 

THE SCHEFFE TEST ON 
PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

Group 
Compared Parents Teachers Principals 

Parents 

o
 • 

o
 9.7069 0.0318 

Teachers 9.7069* 0.0- 2.2720 

Principals 0.0318 2.2720 0.0 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

On concept two, Home Visit by Teacher, the parents scored 

a mean of 44.05 with a standard deviation of 8.30. The mean 

of the teachers was 38.95, with a standard deviation of 9.30. 

The principals had a mean of 41.33 and a standard deviation 

of 3.16. The group means were subjected to an analysis of 

variance for one-way design and yielded an F-ratio of 3.8126 

which was significant at the .05 level. The results are in-

dicated in Table XXII. 
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TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

Source 
Sura of 
Sauares df 

Mean 
Sauares F 

Between 521.6596 2 260.8298 3.8126* 

Within 24901.9916 364 68.4121 

Total 25423.6512 366 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

The Scheffe test was performed to locate the significance 

of the difference between the three groups. The F-value (3.4279) 

between teachers and parents was significant at the .05 level. 

TABLE XXIII 

THE SCHEFFE TEST ON HOME 
VISIT BY TEACHER 

Group 
Compared Parents Teachers Principals 

Parents 

O
 • 
o
 3.4279 0.4740 

Teachers 3.4279* 

o
 •
 

o
 0.2541 

Principals 0.4740 0.2541 

o
 • 
o
 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

The results are indicated on Table XXIII. The difference in 

attitude of teachers and principals as well as between 
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principals and parents was not significant. : 

The means and standard deviations obtained from the three 

groups concerning attitude toward the concept Parent-Teacher 

Conference are as follows: Parents, means 46.58, standard 

deviation 6.11; teachers, mean 47.79, standard deviation 6.90, 

and the principals, mean 44.33, standard deviation 5.54. An 

analysis of variance of the difference between the means is 

included in Table XXIV. The F-ratio of 2.3738 was not signif-

icant at the .05 level. 

On the concept, Parents Assisting in the Classroom, the 

mean for the parents was 43.25 with a standard deviation "of 

TABLE XXIV -

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENT-
TEACHER CONFERENCE 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 178.9169 2 89.4585 2.3738* 

Within 13717.6771 364 37.6859 

Total 13896.5940 366 

*Not significant at the .05 level. 

9.30. The mean for the teachers was 37.68 with the standard 

deviation 10.92. The principals had a mean score 42.44 and 

a standard deviation of 6.62. Table XXV indicates the results 

of an analysis of variance for one-way design performed on the 
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means of the three groups. The F-level (3.2078) was signif-

icant at the .05 level. The differences among the means were 

analyzed by the Scheffe Test. The F-value (3.1948) between 

teachers and parents was significant at the .05 level. There 

was no significant difference between the parents and prin-

cipals or between the teachers and principals. The results 

are indicated in Table XXVI. 

TABLE XXV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENTS 
ASSISTING IN THE CLASSROOM 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 559.1679 2 279.5839 3.2078* 

Within 31725.5133 364 87.1580 

Total 32284.6812 366 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

Relative to the concept Parent Participation in School 

Decisions, the parents scored a mean of 43.64 with a standard 

deviation 8.66. The mean scored by the teachers was 40.11 

with a standard deviation of 9.47. The principals had a mean 

of 38.33 and a standard deviation of 7.26. The results of an 
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TABLE XXVI 

THE SCHEFFE TEST ON PAPENTS ASSISTING 
IN THE CLASSROOM 

Groups 
Compared Parents Teachers Principals 

Parents 0 . 0 3 .1948* 0 .0325 

Teachers 3.1948 o • o 0 .7939 

Principals 0.0325 0 .7939 0 . 0 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

analysis of variance for one-way design performed on the means 

of the three groups are indicated on Table XXVII. 

TABLE XXVII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENT PARTICIPATION 
IN SCHOOL DECISIONS 

Source 
ljum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 453.9272 2 226.9636 3.0196* 

Within 27284.0291 363 75.1626 

Total 27737.9563 365 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

Since the F-value 3.0196 was significant at the .05 level, 

the difference among the means was analyzed by the Scheffe 

Test. The F-values between the parents, teachers, and principals 
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were not significant at the .05 level, indicating no signif-

icant differences between the means of the three groups. 

On the concept Small Group Meetings for Parents, the mean 

score for the parent group was 44.60 with standard deviation 

8.13. The teachers had a mean score of 39.74 with a standard 

deviation of 12.50, The mean score for the group of principals 

was 44.11 with a standard deviation of 5.58. The results of 

an analysis of variance for one-way design performed on the 

means of the three groups are indicated on Table XXVIII. The 

F-ratio (3.0514) was significant at the .05 level. 

TABLE XXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SMALL 
GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 426.2915 2 213.1458 3.0514* 

Within 25425.8120 364 69.8511 

Total 25852.1035 366 

•Significant at the ,05 level. 

The differences among the means were analyzed by the 

Scheffe Test. The F-value (3.0480) between teachers and parents 

was significant at the ,05 level. The difference between 

parents and principals or between principals and teachers was 

not significant. The results are indicated on Table XXIX. 
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TABLE XXIX 

THE SCHEFFE TEST ON SMALL GROUP 
MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Group 
Compared Parents Teachers Principals 

Parents 

o
 • 
o
 3.0480* 0.0151 

Teachers 3.0480 
o
 • 
o
 0.8365 

Principals 0.0151 0.8365 0.0 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

On the final concept, Large Group Meetings for Parents, 

the mean score for parents was 44.58 with a standard deviation 

of 8.06. The teachers had a mean score of 39.84 with a stand-

ard deviation of 10.82. The principals had a mean score of 

41.44 and a standard deviation of 7.68. The group means were 

subjected to an analysis of variance for one-way design. The 

F-ratio (3.5396) was significant at the .05 level. The results 

appear in Table XXX. 

TABLE XXX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR LARGE 
GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 476.7662 2 238.3831 3.5396* 

Within 24447.0917 363 67.3474 

Total 24923.8579 365 

•Significant at the .05 level, 
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The Scheffe Test was performed to find the significant 

differences among the three groups. The F-value 2.9978 in-

dicates that the difference between the teachers and parents 

was significant at the .05 level. The differences between the 

TABLE XXXI 
/ 

THE SCHEFFE TEST ON LARGE GROUP 
MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Group 
Compared Parents Teachers Principals 

Parents 0.0 2.9978 0.6398 

Teachers 2.9978* 0.0 0.1164 * 

Principals 0.6398 0.1164 

o
 • 
o
 

•Significant at the .05 level. 

teachers and principals were not significant, nor was the 

difference between principals and parents. The results are 

indicated on Table XXXI. 

The total group of parents included parents of children 

from ten state-supported kindergarten classrooms in which the 

parental involvement component was not required and parents 

of children from ten classrooms in which parental involve-

ment was required by the federal guidelines. 

In order to determine if there was a difference in the 

attitudes of parents of children who attended preschool 

programs that required parental involvement from the attitudes 

of parents whose children were enrolled in regular classroom 



74 

programs, the statistical treatment is discussed in detail. 

The scores for each subject on each concept were summed* 

Means and standard deviations were computed on total scores 

for each subject on each concept. The score 50 indicated a 

highly favorable response and 30 a neutral position. 

Relative to the concept Parents at School, the parents 

from schools having required parental involvement scored a 

mean of 46.50 with a standard deviation of 5.46. The parents 

from schools not having required parental involvement scored 

a mean of 43.76 with a standard deviation of 8.89. Table XXXII 

indicates the results of an analysis of variance for one-way 

design performed on the means of the two groups. The F-levels 

(11.3227) were significant at beyond the .001 level. The data 

TABLE XXXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 634.7714 1 634.7714 11.3227* 

Within 18892.8039 337 56.0617 

Total 19527.5753 338 

•Significant beyond the .001 level. 

were subjected to a t-test in order to determine if the observed 

difference between the means of the two groups could have 
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occurred as a result of sampling variation. The t-ratio 

(3.3649) for the concept Parents at School was significant 

beyond the ,01 level. The difference between the two groups 

of parents was too large to be attributable to sampling vari-

ations. 

On concept two, Home Visit by Teacher, the parents from 

classrooms in which parental involvement was required had a 

mean score of 45.32 with a standard deviation of 6.91. The 

parents from classrooms in which parental involvement was not 

required had a mean of 42.96 with a standard deviation of 

9.22. The means of the two groups were subjected to an * 

analysis of variance for one-way design and yielded a F-ratio 

of 6.9834 which was significant beyond the .01 level. The re-

sults are indicated in Table XXXIII. The t-ratio (2.6426) on 

TABLE XXXIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 
HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

Source 
Sum oTT 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 472.3145 1 472.3145 6.9834* 

Within 22792.7297 337 67.6342 

Total 23265.0442 338 

*Significant beyond the .01 level, 
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the concept Home Visit by Teacher indicated that the differ-

ence between the two groups was significant at the .01 level. 

. On concept three, Parent-Teacher Conference, the parents 

from schools having required parental involvement had a mean 

TABLE XXXIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENT-
TEACHER CONFERENCE 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 337.9001 1 337.9001 9.2755* 

Within 12276.6191 337 36.4291 

Total 126.14.5192 338 

•Significant beyond the .01 level. 

score of 47.66 with a standard deviation of 4.13. The parents 

not having required parental involvement had a mean of 45.65 

and a standard deviation of 7.29. The means of the two groups 

of parents were subjected to an analysis of variance. The F-

ratio (9.2755) was significant beyond the .01 level. The 

results are indicated on Table XXXIV. The t-ratio (3.0456) 

on the concept Parent-Teacher Conference indicated that the 

difference between the two groups was significant beyond the 

.01 level. 

On the concept Parents Assisting in the Classroom, the 

mean for the parents from schools having required parental 
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involvement was 43.92 with a standard deviation of 9.33. Th« 

mean score for the group of parents in schools not having 

TABLE XXXV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENTS 
ASSISTING IN THE CLASSROOM 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 133.5481 1 133.5481 1.5469* 

Within 29093.6377 337 86.3316 

Total 29227.1858 338 -

*Not significant at .05 level. 

required parental involvement was 42.66 with a standard de-

viation of 9.26. Table XXXV indicates the results of an 

analysis of variance for one-way design performed on the means 

of the two groups. The F-level (1.5469) was not significant 

at the .05 level. 

On the fifth concept, Parent Participation in School De-

cisions, the parents with children in schools in which parental 

involvement was required had a mean score of 44.38 with a 

standard deviation of 8.25. The group of parents with chil-

dren in schools without required parental involvement had a 

mean score of 42.99 and a standard deviation of 8.97. Table 

XXXVI indicates the results of an analysis of variance for 

one-way design performed on the means of the two groups of 
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parents. The F-level (2.1486) was not significant at the .05 

level, 

TABLE XXXVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PARENT PARTICIPATION 
IN SCHOOL DECISIONS' " 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 160.4171 1 160.4171 2.1486* 

Within 25085.8225 336 74.6602 

Total 25246.2396 337 -

*Not significant at .05 level. 

On the concept Small Group Meetings for Parents, the 

parents from schools with the required parental involvement 

component had a mean score of 46.64 with a standard deviation 

of 5.11. The parents from schools without the required 

parental involvement component had a mean score of 42.84 and 

a standard deviation of 9.71. Table XXXVII indicates the 

results of an analysis of variance for one-way design performed 

on the means of the two groups. The F-level (19.4258) was 

significant at beyond the .001 level. The data were subjected 

a OE'der to see if the observed difference between 

the means of the two groups could have occurred as a result of 

sampling variation. The t-ratio (4.4075) for the concept Small 

Group Meetings for Parents was significant beyond the .001 
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level. The difference between the attitudes of the two groups 

of parents was too large to be caused by sampling variation. 

TABLE XXXVII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SMALL GROUP 
MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 1218.8343 1 1218.8343 19.4258* 

Within 21144.4046 337 62.7430 

Total 22363.2389 338 
-

•Significant beyond the .001 level. 

On the final concept, Large Group Meetings for Parents, 

the parents with children in a school with the required 

parental involvement component had a mean score of 45.69 with 

a standard deviation of 7.72. The parents with children in 

a school without the required parental involvement component 

had a mean score of 43.61 and a standard deviation of 8.24. 

Table XXXVIII indicates the results of an analysis of variance 

for one-way design performed on the means of the two groups. 

The F-level (5.6888) was significant at the .05 level. The 

data were subjected to a t~test in order to see if the ob-

served difference between the mean of the two groups could 

have occurred as a result of sampling variation. The t-ratio 

(2.3851) was significant at the .05 level. The difference 
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between the two groups of parents was too large to be caused 

by sampling variation. 

TABLE XXXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR LARGE GROUP 
MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Between 364.0902 1 364.0902 5.6888* 

Within 21504.2530 336 64.0008 

Total 21868.3432 337 
-

•Significant at the .05 level. 

Results of the Fact Finding Sheets 

A fact-finding sheet was attached to the instrument and 

was sent to parents participating in the study. The purpose 

of the fact-finding sheet was to determine the methods in 

which parents had been involved in school activities during 

the school year. 

Of the total number of parents replying, 69.88 per cent 

had a conference with the teacher during the school year. 

Open house or social affairs at the school were attended by 

59.65 per cent of the parents. The third highest activity 

was participation in large group meetings by 38.89 per cent 

of the parents. Table XXXIX indicates ways parents have been 

involved in school activities during the school year. 
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Parents were asked to list additional ways in which they 

were involved in school activities during the year. The fol-

lowing is a compilation of the results: 

1. Parents were involved in the classroom 

helped with parties 
served as room mother 
provided special materials 

2. General ways parents were involved 

participated in Parent-Teacher Association activities 
attended special programs and activities 
helped with school carnival 
helped on the playground 

To the question "Do you feel that parents should be ̂ in-

volved in school activities?" an affirmative reply was given-— 

by 94.74 per cent of the parents whereas only 4.09 per cent 

gave a negative reply. The question was not answered by 1.17 

per cent of the parents. A fact finding sheet was also given 

with the instrument to the teachers and principals involved 

in the study. 

TABLE XXXIX 

PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS INVOLVED IN SCHOOL 
ACTIVITIES DURING THE YEAR 1971-72 

Ways parents have 
been involved 

Percentage replying Ways parents have 
been involved Yes NO 
Conference with teacher 69.88 30.12 
Helped in classroom 26.02 73.98 
Attended large group meeting 38.89 61.11 
Attended small group meeting 

or study group 28.36 71.64 
Participation in field trip 23.68 76.32 
Worked on a committee 12.28 87.72 
Attended open house or social affair 59.65 40.35 
Helped in cafeteria,, library or office 7.89 92.11 
Aide 5.26 94.74 
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To the question "Do you feel that parents should be in-

volved in school activities?" an affirmative reply was given 

by 85.71 per cent of the educators whereas 3.57 per cent gave 

a negative reply. No answer was given by 10.71 per cent of 

the educators. When asked "Do you feel that parents want to 

be involved in school activities?" 75 per cent answered in the 

affirmative whereas 17.86 per cent of the answers were negative. 

The question was not answered by 7.14 per cent of the educators, 

The educators, teachers and principals, were asked to list 

ways they thought parents could be involved in school activ-

ities. The replies of the educators were tallied, grouped 

under general topics, and placed in sequence according to the 

number of times listed. The following is a compilation of the 

results: 

1. Parents can help in the classroom 

help with small groups 
help individual children 
serve as an aide 
prepare materials for art projects 
help with parties on holidays 
help make costumes for dramatic play 
tell about the work they do 
assemble materials for group work 
read stories 
make name tags 
teach children to sew 
share talent 
help display children's work 
assist in giving tests 
buy supplies for room 
share in cultural activity 
help with audio visual materials 



83 

2, Parents can help in the school 

assist in library 
assist in lunch room 
help with physical education 
take materials to the classroom 
help run off mimeograph materials 

3. General ways parents can help 

help with field trips 
attend parent-teacher meetings 
attend parent-teacher conferences. 
visit school 
help get stage ready for assembly programs 
call parents to see why children are absent 
go with teachers to visit other parents 
organize room mothers 

An Analysis of the Findings 

To fulfill the purposes of the study, research questions 

were formulated and answers were sought by use of a fact-finding 

sheet and an instrument for measurement of attitudes toward 

parental involvement in school activities. The questions were 

divided into three major areas: attitudes of parents toward 

involvement; attitudes of teachers and principals toward par-

ental involvement in schools; attitudes of parents, teachers, 

and principals toward various types of involvement. 

The first group of questions was concerned with the atti-

tude of parents toward involvement. The questions were as 

follows: 

a. Do parents feel that they should be involved in 

activities at school? 

b. In what areas have parents been involved since the 

beginning of the present year? 
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c. Do parents have a negative or positive attitude 

toward involvement in school activities? 

d. Is there a difference in the attitudes of parents of 

children who attend preschool programs that require 

parent involvement from the attitude of parents whose 

children are enrolled in regular classroom programs? 

There was a 94.74 per cent affirmative reply by parents 

to the question "Do you feel that parents should be involved 

in school activities?" Parents do feel that they should be 

involved in school activities. They had been involved during 

the school year in a number of ways. There were 69.88 per 

cent of the parents who had a conference with the teacher; 

59.65 per cent attended open house or a social affair; and 

38.89 per cent attended small group meetings or study groups. 

A discussion and listing of ways parents were involved during 

the school year appears on page eighty-two. 

The mean scores for the parents indicated a positive 

attitude toward parental involvement in school activities. A 

score of fifty indicated a highly favorable response with 

thirty being a neutral position. The concept Parent-Teacher 

Conference received the highest mean score (45.58) by parents 

whereas the concept Parents Assisting in the Classroom received 

the lowest (43.25). The mean scores for the other concepts 

fell within the range of 46.58 and 43.25. All scores were 

favorable. 

There was a significant difference on five of the seven 

concepts in the attitudes of parents of children who attended 
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preschool programs that require parental involvement as com-

pared with the attitudes of parents whose children were 

enrolled in regular kindergarten classrooms. 

On the concept Parents at School, a significant F-ratio 

was obtained. The data were subjected to a t-test in order to 

determine if the difference between the two groups of parents 

could be attributed to sampling variation. The t-ratio was 

significant. The F-level and the t-score for each concept 

are shown on Table XL. The mean attitude (46.50) of the 

TABLE XL 

THE F-LEVEL AND t-SCORE FOR EACH CONCEPT 

Concept F-level t-score 
Parents at School 11.3227 3.3649 
Home Visit by Teacher 6.9834 2.6426 
Parent-Teacher Conference 9.2755 3.0456 
Parents Assisting in Classroom 1.5469* 1.2438* 
Parent Participation in 

School Decisions 2.1486* 1.4658* 
Small Group Meetings for Parents 19.4258 4.4075 
Large Group Meetings for Parents 5.6888 2.3851 

*Not significant at .05 level. 

parents of children attending schools having the parental in-

volvement component was higher than the mean attitude (43.76) 

for parents of children attending regular classrooms. 

On the concept Home Visit by Teacher, the F-ratio in-

dicated a significant difference between the two groups. The 

parents of children attending schools requiring the parental 

involvement component had a higher mean score (45.32) than 
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the parents of children attending schools without the parental 

involvement component (42.96). 

There was a significant difference between the two groups 

of parents on the concept Parent-Teacher Conference. The mean 

score (47.66) for parents of children enrolled in schools with 

the parental involvement component was higher than the mean 

score (45.65) for the parents of children enrolled in schools 

without the parental involvement component. 

On the concept Small Group Meetings, the F-ratio was highly 

significant. The difference between the means of the two 

groups was 3.80. The parents of children attending schools 

with the parental involvement component had a higher mean score 

(46.64) than the mean (42.84) of the parents who had children 

enrolled in regular classrooms. The differences between the 

two groups of parents was too large to be caused by sampling 

variation. 

On the concept Large Group Meetings, there was a signif-

icant difference between the two groups of parents. The mean 

score (45.69) for parents of children attending schools with 

parental involvement component was higher than the mean (43.61) 

of the parents of children attending regular classrooms. 

There was a significant difference between the two groups 

of parents on the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by 

Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small Group Meetings 

for Parents and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The parents 

of children attending schools requiring the parental involvement 
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component had a higher mean attitude toward each concept than 

did the parents of children attending schools without the 

parental involvement component. There were no significant 

differences between the two groups of parents on the concepts 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom and Parent Participation 

in School Decisions. 

The second group of questions was concerned with the 

attitudes of teachers and principals toward parental involve-

ment in schools. The questions were stated as follows: 

a. Do teachers feel parents should be involved in school 

activities? 

b. Do teachers feel that parents want to be involved in 

school activities? 

c. Do principals feel parents should be involved in 

school activities? 

d. Do principals feel parents want to be involved in 

school activities? 

e. In what ways do teachers and principals believe 

parents could be involved in school activities? 

A high per cent of the teachers (78.94) indicated that 

they felt parents should be involved in school activities. 

Only 5.26 per cent of the teachers indicated that parents 

should not be involved in school activities. The question 

was not answered by 15.79 per cent of the teachers. Whereas 

the teachers felt parents should be involved in school activ-

ities there was a greater percentage of teachers (68.42) who 
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felt that parents wanted to be involved in school activities. 

Some teachers, (21.05) per cent,indicated they felt that parents 

did not want to be involved in school activities. 

Almost all, eight of the nine, principals indicated that 

parents should be, and wanted to be, involved in school activ-

ities. One principal did not respond to either question. 

The teachers and principals listed ways they believed 

parents could be involved in school activities. The ways 

parents could be involved were divided into three categories: 

assisting in a variety of ways within the classroom; helping 

in the school, such as in the library and lunch room; and 

general ways of being involved in school activities. No major 

differences appeared in the way teachers and principals felt 

parents could be involved in school activities. A complete 

listing of ways teachers and principals felt parents could be 

involved was indicated on page eighty-two. 

The final group of questions was concerned with the atti-

tudes of parents, teachers, and principals toward various types 

of involvement. The questions were stated as follows: 

a. What are attitudes of parents toward the following? 

Home visit by teacher 
Parent-teacher conference 
Parent participation in school decisions 
Parents assisting in the classroom 
Large group meetings 

Small group meetings 

b. What are the attitudes of teachers and principals 

toward the following: 
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Home visit by teacher 
Parent-teacher conference 
Parent participation in school decisions 
Parents assisting in classroom 
Large group meetings 

Small group meetings 

The mean scores for the parents indicated a positive 

attitude toward various types of involvement. A score of 

five indicated a highly favorable response with three being 

a neutral position. The parents responded that Home Visit by 

Teacher was important (4.50), wonderful (4.41), successful 

(4.44), practical (4.39), interesting (4.53), pleasant (4.43) 

and good (4.61). 

Parents indicated Parent-Teacher Conference to be very 

pleasant (4.72), interesting (4.79), practical (4.71), im-

portant (4.80) and good (4.79). A parent-teacher conference 

was successful (4.66) and wonderful (4.54). 

The attitude of the parents toward the concept Parent 

Participation in School Decisions was slightly interesting 

(3.90), but pleasant (4.32), good (4.35), practical (4.43), 

successful (4.39), wonderful (4.45), and important (4.37) to 

help make decisions about the school. 

Parents have a favorable feeling toward the concept 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom. They indicated that 

helping in the classroom was interesting (4.53), wonderful 

(4.66), important (4.53), very practical (4.79), successful 

(4.71), good (4.79) and pleasant (4.80). 

The parents felt that Large Group Meetings for Parents 

were good (4.61), important (4.55), wonderful (4.42), 
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successful (4„42), practical (4.47), interesting (4.54), and 

pleasant (4.47). 

The attitude of the parents indicated a similar feeling 

toward the Small Group Meetings for Parents. The small group 

meetings were described as successful (4.45), wonderful (4.43), 

important (4.57), practical (4.43), interesting (4.54), 

pleasant (4.47) and good (4.57). 

In summary, the attitudes of the parents were positive 

toward the concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher 

Conference, Parent Participation in School Decisions, Parents 

Assisting in the Classroom, Large Group Meetings for Parents 

and Small Group Meetings for Parents. The attitude of the 

parents was most favorable toward the concept Parent-Teacher 

Conference, with Parents Assisting in the Classroom being 

second and Small Group Meetings for Parents placing third. 

Analysis of variance for one-way design was performed 

on the data and a Scheffe multiple comparison test was used 

to see if the difference between parents and teachers; teachers 

and principals; or parents and principals was significant. 

On four concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parents Assisting 

in the Classroom, Small Group Meetings and Large Group Meetings 

the differences in attitude were significant at the .05 level. 

There were no significant differences between parents and 

principals or between teachers and principals. 

The mean scores for the educators indicated a positive 

attitude toward various types of involvement. A score of five 
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indicated a highly favorable response with three being a neutral 

position. On the concept Home Visit by Teacher the educators 

felt that teachers visiting in the home of parents was slightly 

important (4.29) , successful (4.00) , interesting (4.18) , pleasing 

(3.89), good (4.12) and valuable (4.25). 

Educators felt that the Parent-Teacher Conference was 

pleasing (4.32), interesting (4.53), successful (4.21), very 

important (4.71), good (4.61) and valuable (4.64). 

The attitude of the educators toward Parent Participation 

in School Decisions was interesting (4.18) , slightly pleasing 

(3.89), valuable (4.00) , good (4.18) , slightly successful 

(3.64), and important (4.04). 

Relative to the concept Parents Assisting in the Classroom, 

the educators felt it slightly pleasing (3.79), interesting 

(4.14), successful (3.86), important (4.00), good (4.11), and 

valuable (4.14) to have parents helping in the classroom. 

Educators felt the Large Group Meetings for Parents to 

be valuable (4.43), good (4.60) , important (4.55), successful 

(4.42), interesting (4.54), and pleasing (4.39). 

Small Group Meetings for Parents were found to be successful 

(4.27), important (4.31) , slightly interesting (4.04) , pleasing 

(4.12), valuable (4.31) and good (4.50) by the educators. 

In summary, the attitude of teachers and principals toward 

all of the concepts were positive. The most favorable atti-

tudes were expressed toward the concepts Parent-Teacher Conf-

erence and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The educators 
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expressed slightly favorable attitudes toward the concepts 

Small Group Meetings for Parents, Parents Assisting in the 

Classroom, Home Visit by Teacher, and Parent Participation 

in School Decisions. 

Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to present the results 

of the survey of attitudes of parents, teachers, and prin-

cipals toward parental involvement in school activities. 

Ten five-point bi-polar scales comprised the semantic 

differential instrument which was administered to all subjects. 

Scores were summed over subjects and concepts and a Pearson 

product-moment correlation was calculated, yielding a 10 X 10 

intercorrelation matrix on every scale with every other scale. 

The intercorrelation matrix was subjected to a principal-axis 

factor analysis followed by a Varimax rotation,revealing, the 

factor structure and factor loading on each scale. Seven 

scales were determined to have high loading on the evaluative 

factor and were taken as a measure of attitudes for the parents, 

Six scales were determined to have high loadings on the eval-

uative factor and were taken as measures of attitudes for the 

educators. 

The data were treated by a simple analysis of variance. 

The Scheffe multiple comparison test was used to locate the 

significant differences among the parents, teachers, and prin-

cipals. The data from the parent group were subjected to the 

t-test to see if the observed difference between the mean of 



the parents of children attending schools with the required 

parental involvement component and the mean of the parents of 

children attending schools where the parental involvement com-

ponent was not required could have occurred as a result of 

sampling variation. 

There was a significant difference between the two groups 

of parents on the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by 

Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small Group Meetings 

for Parents and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The parents 

of children attending schools requiring the parental involve-

ment component had a higher mean attitude toward each concept 

than did the parents of children attending schools without the 

parental involvement component. There were no significant dif-

ferences between the two groups of parents on the concepts 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom and Parent Participation 

in School Decisions. 

The attitudes of the parents and educators were positive 

toward the concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Con-

ference , Parent Participation in School Decisions, Parents 

Assisting in the Classroom, Large Group Meetings for Parents, 

and Small Group Meetings for Parents. The attitudes of the 

parents and educators were most favorable toward the concept 

Parent-Teacher Conference. 

On four concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parents Assisting 

in the Classroom, Small Group Meetings for Parents, and 

Large Group Meetings for Parents the differences between the 
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attitudes of teachers and parents were significant at the .05 

level. There were no significant differences between parents 

and principals or between teachers and principals. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem of this study was to survey the attitudes 

of parents, teachers, and principals toward parental in-

volvement in school activities. The purpose of the study 

was to determine the attitudes of parents, teachers, and 

principals toward parental involvement in school activities. 

The subjects of the survey included parents of four-

and five-year-old children enrolled in programs within the 

Fort Worth Independent School District, teachers of twenty 

classes of four- and five-year-old children and principals of 

the schools involved in the study. 

There was a total of twenty classes of four- and five-

year-old children, ten state-supported kindergarten classrooms 

where the parental involvement component was not required and 

ten classrooms requiring parental involvement because of 

federal guidelines. 

The criterion measure used to determine the attitudes of 

parents, teachers, and principals toward the seven concepts 

Parents at School, Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Con-

ference.' Parents Assisting in the Classroom, Parent Participation 

in School Decisions, Small Group Meetings for Parents, and 

Large Group Meetings for Parents was a five-point bi-polar 
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adjectival scale, semantic differential instrument. 

The factor structure and factor loading on each scale 

were determined and those scales having high loading on the 

evaluative factor were taken as a measure of attitudes toward 

the concepts. 

Seven scales were determined to have high loading on the 

evaluative factor and were taken as measures of attitudes for 

the parents. Six scales were determined to have high loadings 

on the evaluative factor and taken as measures of attitudes 

for the educators. 

A simple analysis of variance for one-way design was 

performed to test for significance between group means on 

each of the concepts. The Scheffe' multiple comparison test 

was used to locate the significant differences among the 

parents, teachers, and principals. 

The data from the parent group were subjected to the t-test 

to see if the observed difference between the mean of the 

parents of children attending schools where the parental in-

volvement component was not required could have occurred as 

a result of sampling variation. 

To fulfill the purposes of the study, research questions 

were formulated and answers sought by use of a fact-finding 

sheet and an instrument for measurement of attitudes toward 

parental involvement in school activities. The questions 

were divided into three major areas: attitudes of parents 

toward involvement; attitudes of teachers and principals toward 
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parental involvement in schools; and attitudes of parents, 

teachers, and principals toward various types of involvement* 

The first group of questions was concerned with the atti-

tudes of parents toward involvement. Parents indicated from 

their responses on the fact finding sheets that they felt 

parents should be involved in school activities. The mean 

scores for the parents indicated a positive attitude toward 

parental involvement in school activities.. 

There was a significant difference between the two groups 

of parents on the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by 

Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small Group Meetings "for 

Parents and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The parents of 

children attending schools requiring the parental involvement 

component had a higher mean attitude toward each concept than 

did the parents of children attending schools without the 

parental involvement component. There were no significant 

differences between the two groups of parents on the concepts 

Parents Assisting in the Classroom and Parent Participation 

in School Decisions. 

The second group of questions was concerned with the 

attitudes of teachers and principals toward parental involve-

ment in schools. There were 78.94 per cent of the teachers 

who indicated they felt that parents should be involved. 

Only 68.42 per cent of the teachers indicated that they thought 

parents wanted to be involved in school activities. The prin-

cipals felt that parents should be, and wanted to be, involved 
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in school activities. 

The final group of questions was concerned with the atti-

tudes of parents, teachers, and principals toward various types 

of involvement. 

The attitudes of the parents were positive toward all 

seven concepts; however, the parents were most favorable toward 

the concepts Parent-Teacher Conference, Parents Assisting in 

the Classroom and Small Group Meetings for Parents. On four 

concepts Home Visit by Teacher, Parents Assisting in the 

Classroom, Small Group Meetings and Large Group Meetings the 

differences in attitude between teachers and parents were 

significant at the .05 level. The parents had a more favorable 

attitude than the teachers. There were no significant differ-

ences between parents and principals or between teachers and 

principals. 

The attitude of the teachers and principals toward all 

of the concepts was positive. The most favorable attitudes 

were expressed toward the concepts Parent-Teacher Conference 

and Large Group Meetings for Parents. The educators expressed 

a slightly favorable attitude toward the concepts Small Group 

Meetings for Parents, Parents Assisting in the Classroom, Home 

Visit by Teacher and Parent Participation in School Decisions. 

Conclusions 

Consistent with the purposes of this study and based on 

the analysis of the results of the survey, certain conclusions 

are offered with reference to the population studied: 
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1. Parents feel that they should be involved in school 

activities. 

2. Parents of children attending schools requiring the 

parental involvement component have a significantly better 

attitude toward the concepts Parents at School, Home Visit by 

Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Small Group Meetings for 

Parents and Large Group Meetings for Parents than do parents 

of children attending schools not requiring the parental in-

volvement component. 

3. Parents and educators have positive attitudes toward 

Home Visit by Teacher, Parent-Teacher Conference, Parent"Partic-

ipation in School Decisions, Parents Assisting in the Classroom, 

Large Group Meetings for Parents and Small Group Meetings for 

Parents. 

4. Parents have a significantly better attitude toward 

Home Visits by Teacher, Parents Assisting in the Classroom, 

Small Group Meetings and Large Group Meetings than do the 

teachers. 

5. The differences between the attitude of parents and 

principals or between teachers and principals on the seven 

concepts are not significant. 

6. Parents and educators have a more favorable attitude 

toward Parent-Teacher Conference than toward the other types of 

involvement listed in the survey. 

7. The actual participation of parents in schools is 

minimal even though their attitudes toward parental involve-

ment are positive. 
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Recommendations 

Further research is recommended in several areas relative 

to parental involvement in school activities. A further exam-

ination should be made to indicate how parents feel about being 

involved in school activities and what they desire in their 

relationship with the school. Because of a difference in the 

data concerning favorable attitudes of the parents toward 

parental involvement in school and actual participation during 

the school year, it is recommended that an effort be made by 

school personnel to determine the reasons parents do not 

participate in a greater variety of school activities. It is 

suggested that the method of involvement in which parents have 

the most positive attitudes become strong areas of emphasis. 

The three methods of involvement toward which parents have the 

most positive attitudes are parent-teacher conferences, parents 

assisting in the classrooms, and small group meetings. It is 

recommended that teachers and principals be trained in public 

relations and communication skills to implement these methods. 

A second area for need of research indicated by the 

present study involves measurement and comparison of attitudes 

toward parental involvement. There appears to be a need for 

further investigation into the following: 

1. The comparison of parental attitudes at the beginning 

and the end of the school year toward parental involvement in 

school activities. 

2. A comparison of the changes in parents' and teachers' 

attitudes concerning a variety of school activities. 
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3. A comparison of the attitudes of teachers who teach 

in schools that require parental involvement with teachers 

who teach in schools that do not require parental involvement. 

4. A comparison of the attitudes of parents from di£-

ferent ethnic groups toward parental involvement* 

5. A comparison of attitudes of parents from low socio- . 

economic backgrounds with parents from higher socio-economic 

backgrounds toward parental involvement. 

It is further recommended that teacher education programs 

in colleges give greater emphasis to the study and preparation 

of prospective teachers in the areas of public relations-and 

communication with parents. 

It is suggested that teachers and principals plan and . 

implement ways in which parents can become actively involved 

in the education of their children for the benefit of the 

children and their development. 



APPENDIX A 

ATTITUDE INSTRUMENT 

(Parents) 

Instructions; The purpose of this study is to find out 

how you feel about parents being involved in school activ-

ities . At the top of the following pages you will find 

listed some ways that parents might be involved. Below each 

topic are pairs of words which are exactly opposite in mean-

ing. The opposites are separated by five spaces. For ex-

ample, at the top of the first page are the words "Parents 

at School" below the words are the first two opposites 

"good" and "bad." 

If you think the words "Parents at School" are very 

closely related to the word "good" or "bad" place your mark 

as follows: 

good: X : : : : : bad 

or 

good: : : : : X : bad 

If you think the words "Parents at School" are only 

slightly related to the word "good" or "bad" place your mark 

as follows: 
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good; : X s : t bad 

or 

good: : : : X : bad 

If you think that the words "Parents at School" are 

not at all related or equally related to the words "good" 

and "bad," place your mark as follows: 

good: : : X : : bad 

Put only one mark on one of the five spaces separating 

each set of opposite words. 

Do not go back and change the marks once you have made 

a choice. 

Place your "X" in the middle of the spaces, 

good: : X : X : bad 

LIKE NOT 
THIS THIS 
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PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

How do you feel about parents being at school? 

good: : : : ; : bad 

worthless: : : : : valuable 

pleasant: : : : : unpleasant 

relaxed: : : ___!_ : : tense 

annoying: : : pleasing 

interesting: : : : : : boring 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

successful: _: : : : _: unsuccessful 

wonderful: : : jt : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 
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HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

How do you feel about teachers visiting in the home 

of parents? 

important; ; ; : : unimportant 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible 

successful: t : ; ; : unsuccessful 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

interesting : : : : : boring 

annoying: : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed: : : : : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 

good: : : : : : bad 
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PARENT-TEACHER CONFERENCE 

How do you feel about parent-teacher conferences? 

(A time when parents and teachers meet to discuss progress 

and problems of the child.) 

pleasant 

relaxed 

annoying 

interesting: 

practical 

successful: 

wonderful: 

important: 

good: 

worthless: 

: unpleasant 

: tense 

: pleasing 

: boring 

: impractical 

: unsuccessful 

_: terrible 

_: unimportant 

bad 

: valuable 
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PARENTS ASSISTING IN CLASSROOM 

How do you feel about parents helping in the classroom? 
- _ —- ^ -

relaxed: : _: : : : tense 

annoying: : : : : pleasing 

interesting; : ; ; : boring 

practical: :_ : : : : impractical 

successful: : : : : unsuccessful 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

good:_ : : : : : bad 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 
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PARENT PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL DECISIONS 

How do you feel about parents helping to make decisions 

about the school? 

interesting: : : : : : boring 

annoying: : : : : ' pleasing 

relaxed: : : : : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

worthless: : : : : _: valuable -

good: : : : : : bad 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

successful: : : : : unsuccessful 

wonderful: _: : : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 
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SMALL GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

How do you feel about small group meetings for parents? 

(A meeting where a few parents discuss general topics such 

as: child development, how to help their children in school 

and similar topics.) 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

wonderful: : : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

interesting: : : : : : boring 

annoying: : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed: : : : : : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

worthless: : : :_ : _: valuable 

good: : : : : : bad 
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LARGE GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

How do you feel about large group meetings for parents? 

(Meetings where many parents meet together to see a film, 

hear a speaker, panel discussion and others.) 

worthless: : : : valuable 

good; : ; ; t : bad 

important: : : ; : : unimportant 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible _ 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

interesting: : : : : boring 

annoying : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed:_ : : : : : tense 

pleasant : : : : : unpleasant 
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FACT FINDING SHEET FOR PARENTS 

How many children do you have? 

What are the ages of your children? 

Do you feel that parents should be involved in school 

activities? (Yes) (No) 

Please check the way in which you have been involved in 

school activities during this school year. 

Conference with teacher. 

Helped in classroom. 

Attended large group meeting. 

Attended small group meeting or study group. 

Participation in field trip. 

Worked on a committee. 

Attended open house or social affair. 

_Helped in cafeteria, library, office. 

Aide. 

Other, please list 



APPENDIX B -

ATTITUDE INSTRUMENT 

(Educators) 

Instructions: The purpose of this study is to find out 

how you feel about parents being involved in school activ-

ities. At the top of the following pages you will find 

listed some ways that parents might be involved. Below each 

topic are pairs of words which are exactly opposite in mean-

ing. The opposites are separated by five spaces. For ex-

ample, at the top of the first page are the words "Parents 

at School" below the words are the first two opposites 

"good" and "bad." 

If you think the words "Parents at School" are very 

closely related to the word "good" or "bad" place your mark 

as follows: 

good: X : : : : : bad 

or 

good: : : : : X : bad 

If you think the words "Parents at School" are only 

slightly related to the word "good" or "bad" place your mark 

as follows: 

i n 
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good: : X : ; ; i bad 

or 

good: : : X : : bad 

If you think that the words "Parents at School" are 

not at all related or equally related to the words "good" 

and "bad," place your mark as follows: 

good: : : X : : : bad 

Put only one mark on one of the five spaces separating 

each set of opposite words. 

Do not go back and change the marks once you have made 

a choice. 

Place your "X" in the middle of the spaces, 

good: : X : x : bad 

LIKE NOT 
THIS THIS 
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PARENTS AT SCHOOL 

How do you feel about parents being at school? 

good: 

worthless: 

pleasant: 

relaxed: 

annoying: 

interesting: 

practical: 

successful: 

wonderful: 

: bad 

: valuable 

: unpleasant 

tense 

: pleasing 

_: boring 

i impractical 

: unsuccessful 

: terrible 

important: : unimportant 



115 

HOME VISIT BY TEACHER 

How do you feel about teachers visiting in the home 

of parents? 

important; : : : ; : unimportant 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible 

successful: : : ; : : unsuccessful 

practical: : : : s : impractical 

interesting: : : : : boring 

annoying: : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed: : : : : : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 

good: : : : : : bad 
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PARENT-TEACHER CONFERENCE 

How do you feel about parent-teacher conferences? 

(A time when parents and teachers meet to discuss progress 

and problems of the child.) 

pleasant: : unpleasant 

relaxed: 

annoying: 

interesting: 

practical: 

: tense 

: pleasing 

: boring 
* 

: impractical 

successful: : unsuccessful 

wonderful: 

important: 

good: 

: terrible 

: unimportant 

: bad 

worthless: : valuable 
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PARENTS ASSISTING IN CLASSROOM 

How do you feel about parents helping in the classroom? 

relaxed: : : ; : tense 

annoying : : : : : pleasing 

interesting: : : : : : boring 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

* 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

good: : : :_ : : bad 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 
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PARENT PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL DECISIONS 

How do you feel about parents helping to make decisions 

about the school? 

interesting: : : : : : boring 

annoying: : : ; ; : pleasing 

relaxed; : : : ; : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 

good: : : ; ; : bad 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

wonderful: : :_ : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 
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SMALL GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

How do you feel about small group meetings for parents? 

(A meeting where a few parents discuss general topics such 

as: child development, how to help their children in school 

and similar topics.) 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

wonderful : : : : : terrible 

important: : : : : : unimportant 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

interesting:_ : : : : : boring 

annoying:_ : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed: : : :_ : tense 

pleasant: _: : :_ _: : unpleasant 

worthless: : : : : : valuable 

good: : : : : : bad 
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LARGE GROUP MEETINGS FOR PARENTS 

How do you feel about large group meetings for parents? 

(Meetings where many parents meet together to see a film, 

hear a speaker, panel discussion and others.) 

worthless: ; ; : : : valuable 

good:__ : : ; bad 

important: : : : : unimportant 

wonderful: : : : : : terrible 

successful: : : : : : unsuccessful 

practical: : : : : : impractical 

interesting: : : : _: : boring 

annoying: : : : : : pleasing 

relaxed: : : : : : tense 

pleasant: : : : : : unpleasant 



FACT FINDING SHEET FOR TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 

Do you feel that parents want to be involved in school 

activities? (Yes) (No) 

Do you feel that parents should be involved in school 

activities? (Yes) (No) 

Please list ways in which you think parents could be 

involved in school activities. 

121 
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O rH (N o 
in C\ rH o 
in in VO o 
• • 9 • 

in vo o o o o o 
r* o 
• • • 

CO o 
co o 
o o 
00 o 

* • 

o 
o 

fO 
m 
oo 

VO 
oo 
oo 

CO 
o 
VO 

00 
co 

vo 
<N 

VO 

O o 
o 
o 

co 
00 
Oft 
VO 

in 
VO 

in 
HI 
O 
00 

CO 
rH 
VO 

O o 
o 
o 

CO m 
ro 

CO 
00 
vo 

CO 
«H 
r-
r-

o 
o 
o 
o 

co 

VO 
VO 

00 
r-* 
oo 
vo 

o 
o 
o 
o 

00 

o 
Q\ 

O o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

-p c 
•P fd 
£ -P 
rd to 
-P o 
to O4 o e 
O r H 
£ g 

•H 0 

iH 

0) P 
MH 
to Xk 
O *H 
*d to 
a to 
o 0) 
& 4J 

2 
rH «N 
0 CO 
MH W 
CO 0) 
CO Q 
a> a 
o p 
o w 
0 c 
m 0 

rH 
ed 

r-i 
(ts 
o 
•H 

0 4J 
•H O 
-P (d 
O to 
m ex 
to g 
Oi'H 

ro 

d 
•H 
«P 
CO 
a> tr> 
to a 
Q) -H 
*P to 
c o 

•H .Q 

in 

a a 
•H -H <D 
>1 CO X 0) o id fd CO 
a 0) rH a a H a) a) 
04 to 4J 

9 • 

VO 

•P 
-P <d 
a co 
$ ?a 
CO (t) 
nj rH 
0) 04 
rH C 
04 0 

00 

CO 
CO (!) 
<D rH 
rH & 
SX ?d 
•P 0 
to rH 
o m & > 

0̂  

*0 
O »d 
o m 
tn,o 



131 

<D 
CA U & a 
O 0) 
Ej M 

0) a iM 
o « 
a o 
w o 

i M 
0) x JCJ 

H u 
0J fd 

<D 
S3 EH 

1 
•P 

525 a 
O 0) 
H M 
£H rd 
*c (U 
Hi pa 
2 <* co 
o 

4J 
P. Qi 
w <D 
EH O a £ 
H 0 u 

co VD r«"t rH o vD in P-» 0C» 
«H CO o rH G\ w VD in r̂  • A • • 

co VD CO 00 c% in vd <«* r̂  w cy» iH fl in r* in 
• » • « 

CO rH m 
00 rH rH ?H r* w CM VD in ro in in 

• • » • 

o CO 00 CN| r- VD rH CI 
m in r -
in vo VD VD 

• • • • 

00 CM CM CM 
VD o 00 m ro 

CO rH o in m r* r-
• • • • 

00 O *H m VD m w o O CO Ch CO in r-
• • • • 

ON r- o 
<y* C7> (T* o 
as rsj in o 

VD o 
• • • • 

o 
CO VD o 
w rH VD o 

00 VD o 
• • • 

•#»>* rH O 
CM vd o 

o 
VD o 

• - • 

O 

in 
o 
co 

G\ 
iH 
CO 

in 
co 

m 

co 
VD 
CO 
VD 

00 
in 
o\ 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
in 
o 
in 

CM 
00 
o 

o 
CM 
m 
KJ* 

VD 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
cn 

Ch 
in 
m 

in 
o 
cr> 

o 
o 
o 
o 

oo 
r̂  
co 
vd 

cn 

VD 

O 
O 
O 
O 

co 
o 
in 
va 

o 
o 
o 
o 

-o 
o 
o 
o % 

o 
o 
o 

4J 
£ 

4J fd 
a w nd 
cd fd a> 
W 0) X 0) 
cd H id CD 
0) 04 <H a 

*H C <D CP 
04 P U 4J 

• • 

»H CM 

tn tn 
a a 
•H -H 
> i CO 
o m 
a <p 
a rH 
® p4 

co 

a 
-H 
•P 
W 
<D tn 
U 
0) 
•P 
a 

•H 

«H 
rH 
fd iH m 

•h a ^ W rH 
fd -h Mh r/) P 0) 
U 4J W} a) M-4 rH 
•H O to a M A 4J rd a) o <D • H 
O U D P fQ M 
fd a a w £ U 
U S p a 0 Q) 
CU*H to p & 4J 

• • • 

i n VD |N* 

•p a 
•P fd 
a 4-> 
fd M 
4J 0 
u Ck 
o e 
04-H 
s S 
•H P 

00 

0Hd 
o m 
tr>& 

c* 

w 
w a? 
CD H 
H .£5 
JZ cd 
•P P 
U *H 
8 > 

O 
H 



132 

s 
0 
0 
u 

CO 
CO 

m 
& H 
o u 
< a) O .c 
D •P Q 
W £ 

i •H 
• 

X a 
H & •P 

CO 
•H S to 
CO £3 < a 

H CO E~J < a 
HJ <D w U S fd « & o 
o i « 
w 

4J 
H 04 

<D 
O d 
0 o 

CO o r̂  CM o o Q'\ co 10 r̂  rH in m in <NS 
%x> !> r̂  00 « • * • * 

as 00 r>- as 
OS n m CO 00 x-x r- H o o 00 r- 00 MD r- r̂  • » » • * 

4S**y^ CSj CN rH rH CO in <J> CN as KO 
a\ rH as 

CD r%. cn r̂  • » • • • 

oi rH r- C*1 in o Csl CN as 

v-f as G\ o rH CN i> r* 00 00 • » • • • 

«>*">•> s> cq CN o 
VD vo r- 00 G\ co o rH 00 r- r- r- r- r-

• • • • • 

oo as r- 00 o 
in 00 t> 00 as o 

> ***... ov rH r̂  o 
VD CO 00 r- o 
• • • • • 

VD <T\ o 
rH CM 00 o w oo as o 
00 00 r- o 
• m • • 

<N 00 o 
co rH C4 o 
w r** CO o 

•<o o 
• • • 

co o 
CN o o 

CO o 
00 o 
• • 

o 
rH o 

o 

CN 
in 
c* 

o CO 
CO 
LO 

CO 
in 
oo 

r** 

o 
o 
o 
o 

r̂  
o 
CO 

as 
P>1 
00 
r-

00 
KO 

r** 

o 
o 
o 
o 

to 
U") 

o 
v© 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

CO 
f> 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

d* rH a cd 
•H rH O 

13 tr> «P fd *H 13 a c CO o 4̂  0) •H -H 0) -H O x a) >i CO 4J fd ft* CO O fd •H <D O M rH £ a <D M 4J m a, 
a) a) d rH o a u s 
U «P <0 .a Xi H Cli*H 

3 H M-l 3 CO 
*w co co o> 
CO o 

04 CO m 

D 3 CO 
a 
3 

fH 2 0) IH H 
U ,0 OJ -H *d M 
a M O <D £ V 

V£> 

4J 
C 4J +•> d c 

a »P -M fd rd M a co 
f» 0 rd (d M 04 CO Q) 0 g (d rH 04 *H <D 04 0 U £ S rH £ o «d •H ^ 04 2 tPrQ 
• • • 

r- CO 

CO 
CO CD 
a) H 
rH ,Q 

fd •M £ M r~i 
0 cd 
3: > 



133 

03 
0 
•H 
CO 
•H 
O 
<D a 

t/3 
& rH o 0 

0 .c 
u o 
D 
P 
W a 

«H 

X 0 
H •*~f OS 4J 
Ej fd < a 
2 •H 

O 
53 •H o «M 
H M 
6j fd < A* 
ptj •P 
& 

a 
& 0) o U 
u fd 
Ph £X. w 
EH 1 
S3 
H m 

4J 
04 
0) o 
G 
0 
O 

o 
*H 

on 

00 

VD 

to 

CM 

a? o CO V0 r- on CM co o r-> VD 
00 00 in r* • • • • 

m H o 
on o CO vo rH CM CM r* r- VO 00 • • • • 

o in 
a\ o ro 00 CO m VO on 
KD r- VO vo 

• • • • 

as VO on CO as H CO CM o 00 vo CO 
00 in r* • • • • 

rH in on 
ui r- H rH 
rH in VO m 
VO r- vo 

• • • • 

O in m 
a\ on CO in on vo r- CM 

00 in CO • • • • 

CM CO rH o 
00 VO 00 o 
on rH as o 
r* 00 vo o 

• » • • 

CO in o 
CO rH vo o 

rH r- o 
VO vo o 
• • • 

CM 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

r-
fH 
on 

as 

on 
VO 

in 
r-

o 
On 

on 
oo 

o 
o 
o 
o 

in in in VO o 
r- vo o r- in rH CM o 

00 on 00 VO o 
• • • • • 

CM 
o 
r* 

00 
CO 
VO 

ro 
o 
00 

o 
o 
o 
o 

CO 
VO 
VO 
VO 

O r̂  
co 
oo 

o 
o 
o 
o 

in 
oo 
on 
in 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

dn a -P 
-H a CO 4J fd CO CP CO ^ a 'd £ CO CD «H a) dn •H -H 0) fd fd rH XI M a >i CO X <D to 0) ,a fd <y «H o cd rd co fd rH •P 3 <P M a CD H a 0) 04 M rH a o £* <H 0) <1> •H CI 0 fd •H jQ fd M 4J 04 3 s > 

• rH • 
<N 

• 

co 
• 

XT 
• 

m 

•"3 
0 *d 
0 <d 

vo 

fd 
o 
•H 
«P 
o 

rH 
fd 
o 
•H 
4-» 
O 
fd 
M 

« 04 
M g 

rH 
P m 

rH P 
M-4 
CO 
CO 

CO <t) 
CO O 
<U o 
o co 
$ C 

0<*H CO zt 

CO 

0 Q) 
IM H 
U & 
d) 
r0 & 
0 
£ 

on 

H 
U 
U 

-0 

«P 
c 
(d 
4i 
0 

4-» 
a 
rd 
M 
o 
a* g 

Pi *H 
s S 
-H 53 

O 
FH 



134 

m 
-P 
a 
0) 
M 

CA fd 
& Hi 
O 
£1 M 

0 
u 
D 
a CO 
w d* 

a 
i •H 

0) 
M 
& s 
£j 
*5 a 

P 
0 
u 

o o 
H 
EH H 
#< rH 

<d 

9 6 
S 
& 
o l 
a 
& VD 
w 
B 
525 0* 
H (D 

O 
a 
0 
u 

as ro o VD 
o a i> cr» iH 
iH vo o CM r* 

CO 03 GO 
• « • 

VD o 00 
as in fH r* *3* 

VD O rH VD 
CO a\ 
• • « # 

**** co r- CM o 
00 00 VD r* in 
w rH o o r-

00 r* a\ as 
• • • m 

CO m o CO 
s> ro H as m 
w HI CM o m 

r* VD 05 CO 
• • • t 

<r* as r* m 
vo CM VD as 

00 o 00 
00 r- 00 as 
• • • • 

*-% VD rH r* in 
in 00 00 H o 
*w CM CO 00 

VD m 
• • * • 

in CO o 
in «H 00 o 

w CO 00 CO o 
00 VD Cts o 
• • • • 

CM o 
CO CO rH o 

O V0 o 
as r* o 
• • • 

« « - * rH o 
CM o 
w m o 

00 o 
• • 

co 
m 

VD 

VD 
r* 
V 0 

r*> 

CNi 
in 
ro 
VD 

r* 
CO 
in 

o 
o 
o 
o 

00 
*H 
CO 

o 
CO 
CO 
a\ 

as 
oo 
ro 
as 

co 
00 
CM 
00 

o 
o 
o 
o 

VD 
vo 
VD 

m 
m 
in 
oo 

CM 
CM 
r^ 
00 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
00 
fO 
00 

00 
as 
m 
Ch 

o 
o 
o 
o 

r** 
ro 

00 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

0 
rH 
3 to 
M~l 05 
CO 0) 
CO O 
0) o 
O 0 
O 
0 
m 

0 0) 
*w H 
U ,Q 
(D -H 
rd U 
a m 
o CD £ -p 

<M 

4J rH 
G A3 a 

-P d rH O •H 
Q 4-* fd "H 4J 
rd M U -P CO 
4J 0 *H O d^ a) 
U & 4J fd a u 
o s O M •H 0) 

m 04 M 4J 
B S M 6 0 « 
•H P O,.H X3 -H 

• • « 

CO 

d> 
& a 
•H -H 
>i CO 
0 <d 
a <D 
£ 2 H 
<d a» 

vo 

*d 
0) 
x 0) 
fd co 
*H £ 
a) <u 
U 4J 

4i 
a CO 

«P cd to a> 
a CO <D rH 
cd (d rH ,0 
CO 0) ^ fd 
(d *H 4J P 
a> Oi M rH 
rH G o fd 
04 P & > 

• 9 
00 o\ 

0 Tf 
o *d 
d^jQ 



135 

U) & 

i 
o 
D 
Q 
m 

x 
s 
EH 

O 
H 

3 
& 
o 

w 
& 

< * * * »H r* U5 in a as CO c\ CM a 
o CO CM H in CM CM vo r» o 
rH VD »H CO CO CO CM tp? o 

CD cr% CO CO 00 J> ec 00 r- o 
« « • *> • • • • « ft 

rH CM rH ON CM o 00 o 
ON r* as *£» <*$* CO H m o 

o CO co KQ CO 00 CO o 
KO KO in VO in KQ in r* o 
• # * • • • • • « 

£N V£> «s* T rH o 
CO CM CM «$! rH CO CO o 

m in O r* m CO as o 
r** 00 <J> 00 00 as 00 o 
• • • • • • • » 

CM rH 00 o in 00 o 
(0 r** IA vH CO V0 as o 
4J w m CM o 00 r* CO o 
a CO m CPi CO CO 00 o 
(!) • ® • • • • ft 
U 
<d 
04 in rH V0 OS o 

V.O m o CO KO o 
CO *3* V0 r- CM o 

0 00 00 00 CO o 
0 • « • • 

£ o <n rH m o 
•H in VD CO as rH o 
-M w vo CO o 
$ l> CO 00 CO o 

• • • • • 

2 
a KO in OH o 
0 CM CO rH o 
0 w 01 Ch CO o 
U 00 CD 00 o 
o * « * • 

0) 
tn cr\ VD O 
M <o o 
id «w as lA o 
H? CO a> o 

I 
• • 

00 o 
CM CM o 

«P w o 
a as o 
<D * • 

O 
a 
o < — * o 
u r-( o 

O o 

H 
4J d rH dt 
£ rH <d a 

to 4J fd »H 0 Cfl rH O •H 
to <u a -M d (1) M-l W id -h tr> Cr* 
0) rH IH h W 0) U 4J w a c 
rH JQ 4J 0 w o •H O 0) tn »H -H 0) 

m U P.4 0) -H CD U (d M d >t CO x a> 
4J d *0 0 g M o d a m (S) -H o fd <d 03 
M »H 0 u 04 *H a n o w fd Qi 4J M a a) «H a 
9 S? o fd S C 0 0) d a M g d 0 £ rH 0) 0 5 > JQ •H & .p CO 53 p4*H •H rQ ?d Pu 

• • • • * • • • 

rH CM CO 'jn KO r- CO as 

«M 
4J rd 
C CO 
fd <d 
co 0) 
id *H 
0) o* 
h d 
Of £ 

o 
H 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books 

Bruning, James L. and B. L. Kintz, Computational Handbook 
of Statistics, Glenview, Illinois, Scott, Foresman and 
'Company, 1968. 

Gordon, Ira J., Parent Involvement in Compensatory Education, 
ERIC No. Ed~~039-95T7 Gainsville: University of Florida, 
College of Education, 1970. 

Grant, Eva H., Parents and Teachers as Partners, Chicago 
Science Research Associates,' Tnc7, l5"52. 

Harmon, Harry H., Modern Factor Analysis, Chicago, The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1960. 

Hymes, James L., Jr., Effective Home-School Relations, New 
York, Prentice-Hair, Inc., 1953. 

Kerlinger, Fred N., Foundations of Behavioral Research, 
New York, Holt,~RThehart "and WinstonInc. , 1964.' 

Mason, Martha Sprague, Parents and Teachers, New York, 
Girrn and Company, 1928. 

Nixon,. Ruth H. and Clifford L. Nixon, Introduction to Early 
Childhood Education, New York, Random House, "lWl. 

Osborne, Ernest Glenn, The Parent-Teacher Partnership, 
New York, Teachers College Press, Columbia University, 
1959. 

Osgood, Charles E., George J. Suci, and Percy H. Tannenbaum, 
The Measurement of Meaning, Urbana, Illinois, University 
of Illinois Press, 1957. 

Sax, Gilbert, Empirical Foundations of Educational Research, 
Englewood~Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968. 

Spence, Janet T., Benton J. Underwood, Carl P. Duncan and 
John W. Cotton, Elementary Statistics 2nd ed., New York, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts oTvlsTon of "Meredith Corporation, 
1968. 

136 



Articles 

./ Anderson./ William F, , "Attitudes of Parents of Differing 
Socio-economic Status Toward the Teaching Profession," 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 45 (October, 1954), 
3l~5-52. * * ~ 

t Casey, Veronica and Stephen Corey, "Parents and Teachers 
Practice Action Research to Cope with Mutual Problems," 
Educational Administration and Supervision, XXXVIII 
"(October, 1952) , 333-341. 

Conner, Jay Davis, "Parent Participation Pays Dividends," 
California Journal of Elementary Education, 14 (February, 
T^rrrrjsr-^:— — - — — 

Hendrickson, Norejane Johnson, "Parent Education Practices 
in Ohio's Public Elementary Schools," Educational 
Research Bulletin, 38 (February, 1959)29-38. 

Hoover, K. H, and R. E. Schultz, "Student Attitude Change 
in an Introductory Educational Course," Journal of 
Educational Research, 41 (March, 1968) , 300-30J. 

Kaplan, Louis, "Tensions in Parent-Teacher Relationships," 
Elementary School Journal, LI (December, 1950), 190-195. 

, Lowery, Lawrence, "A Study of the Attitudes of Parents Toward 
Teachers," The Journal of Educational Research, LXII 
(January, 1"5W)7~"2T^30T 

Mann, Lester and Others, "A Comparison of Formal and In-
formal Reporting Systems in First Grade Population," 
Journal of Educational Research, 60 (October, 1966), 
TS=77T ~~ — 

vOjemann, Ralph H. and Luella Fatland, "Parents and Teachers 
as Partners," National Parent-Teacher Magazine, 40 
(September, 1945) , 20-23. 

Stendler, Celia B., "Social Class Difference in Parental 
Attitudes Toward School at Grade I Level," Child 
Development, 22 (March, 1951), 37-46. 

^ Walecka, John A., "Improving Pupil-Teacher and Parent-Teacher 
Relationships," The Elementary School Journal, XLIII 
(September, 1942), 23-28. 

Willmon, Betty, "Parent Participation as a Factor in the 
Effectiveness of Head Start Programs," The Journal of 
Educational Research, LXII (May-June, 196?) , 406-~4l0. 



138 

Reports 

A Report on the l_9j57~_6_8 Program for Preschool Children and 
Their "Parenti-Research^ Report Series 1968-69, No.~T~ 
ERIC No. Ed 029-"7l3 California: Sacramento City Unified 
School District 1968. 

Heisler, Florence, and Francis Crowley, Parental Partici-
pation: Its Effect on the First Grade Achievemant""of 
Cfiil'dren in Depressed Area's, ERIC NoT Ecf 039-265, 
Wyandanch, Union Free School District 9, New York, 1969. 

Jacobs, Sylvia H,; Pierce-Jones, John, Parental Involvement 
in Project Head Start, Part of Final "Report on Head~ 
Start Evaluation~~and "Research 1968-69 to the Office of 
Economic Opportunity, ERIC No. Ed 037-244, Texas: Austin, 
University of Texas, October, 1969. 

Longitudinal Evaluation of Selected Features of the National 
Follow Through Program, ERIC No. Ed 057-3HT6, Stanford 
Research InstitutforT, Menlo Park, California. 

Weikart, David P., editor, Preschool Intervention: A Pre-
liminary Report of_ the_ Perry PrescHooimFoJect, ERIC 
Tn~Early Chi'ldKood Ps 000-304, Ann ArEor: Campus 
Publishers, 1967. 

Publications of Learned Organizations 

Association for Childhood Education International, Parents-
Children-Teachers: Communication, Washington, dT C., 
Association for Childhood Education International, 1969. 

Baldwin, Sara E. and E. G. Osborne, Home-School Relations, 
Philosophy and Practice, n.p., Progressive Education 
Association7 T933". 

Biber, Barbara, Challenges Ahead for Early Childhood 
Education, National Association for the Education of 
Young CETldren, Washington, D. C., 1969. 

Brown, Muriel W., Partners in Education, Association for 
Childhood Education International, Washington, D. C., 
1950. 

California Elementary School Administrators Association, 
Home and School Work Together for Children, 21st Year-
book, The"Association, "n.p., 15T5-. 



139 

Frazier, Alexander, editor, Early Childhood Education Today, 
Association for Supervision and CurricuTar Development, 
National Education Association, Washington, D. C., 1968. 

Gage, N. L., editor, Handbook of Research on Teachings a 
project of the AmericanEducational Researcn Association 
a Department of the National Education Association, 
Chicago, Rand McNally and Co., 1963. 

Jenkins, David A. and Ronald Lippitt, Interpersonal Perceptions 
of Teachers, Students and Parents", National Education 
Association, Wasiilngton, D*. C*., ~X951. 

Sayler, Mary Lou, Parents: Active Partners in Education, 
American Association of Elementa'ry-Kindergarten-Nursery 
Educators, National Education Association, Washington, 
D. C., 1971. 

Public Documents 

Goodacre, Elizabeth J,, School and Home, National Foundation 
for Educational Research in England and Wales, The Mere, 
Upton Park, Slough, Bucks, 1970. 

Grotberg, Edith H., Review of Research 1965-1969, Washington, 
United States Department of Kealth, Education and Welfare, 
Office of Child Development. 

, Carol and Others, Some Effects of Parent and Community 
Participation on Publie Education, ERIC No. Ed 027-359, 

Lopate 
P 
New York: Columbia" University, i969. 

Project Head Start Parent Involvement 10A, United States 
" ~ Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Washington, 

D. C., n.d. 

"So They Do Not Fail," Project Follow Through a Cooperative 
project of the U. S. Office of Education and the Office 
of Economic Opportunity, Washington, D. C., February, 1968. 

Unpublished Materials 

Allison, William Lawson, "A Comparison of Concepts of the 
Role of Parents in the Activities of the Elementary School," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, 
University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri, as abstracted 
in Dissertation Abstracts, 22 (November, 1961), 1474. 



Anderson, James Robert, "Some Behavioral Effects of a 
Methodological Change in Home-School Communication," un-
published doctoral dissertation, School of Education, 
Stanford University, Stanford, California, as abstracted 
in Dissertatxon Abstracts, 29 (August, 1963) , 427-A. 

Capra, James, "A Study of the Attitudes of Parents Toward 
Current Educational Practices in the Elementary Schools 
and Some Influencing Factors," unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, School of Education, Boston University, 
Boston, Massachusetts, as abstracted in Dissertation 
Abstracts, 15 (December, 1955), 2447. 

Gerdes, Bernhard William, "The Parent-Teacher Conference: 
Attitudes of Parents and Teachers as Associated with 
Success in Conference," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, Stanford University, Stanford, 
California, as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 
17 (January, 1957), 92. 

Grant, Robert Truman, "The Effectiveness of Structured 
Parent-Teacher Conferences on Parental Attitudes Toward 
Schools," unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of 
Education, Stanford University, Stanford, California, 
as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 24 (August, 1963) , 
584. ~ " 

Groshong, Roderick Bruce, "An Exploratory Study of Factors 
Contributing to Parent Attitude in a Graded and Ungraded 
Elementary School," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 
as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 28 (March, 1968) , 
3416-A. — 

Jones, Jack Richard, "Parent-Teacher Conference as a 
Reporting Technique," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, University of Nebraska Teachers 
College, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1965, as abstracted in 
Dissertation Abstracts, 26 (April, 1966), 5787. 

King, Maxwell Clark, "The Relationship Between Parental 
Attitude Toward the School and Distance Lived from the 
School, Phase II," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, University of Florida, Gainesville, 
Florida, as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 17 
(February, 1957), 290. 



141 

Kitchens, Claud Estes, Jr., "The Parent-Teacher Conference 
as an Instrument for Changing Parent Perceptions of and 
Attitudes Toward Schools and Teachers," unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, School of Education, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina, 1961, as 
abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 22 (February, 1962), 
2634. 

McCutcheon, David E,, "An Investigation of the Effect of a 
Planned Program of Home Visitation by Teachers on Student 
Attitudes, Attendance and Achievement of Selected Groups 
of Students in School," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, University of Kansas, Lawrence, 
Kansas, 1965, as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 26 
(December, 1965), 3128. 

Pino, Edward Charles, "The Relative Effect of Structured 
Messages on the Attitudes of Parents Toward Schools," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, 
Stanford University, Stanford, California, 1965, as 
abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 26 (July, 1965), 
175. 

Schiff, Herbert Jerome, "The Effect of Personal Contractual 
Relationships on Parents' Attitudes Toward Participation 
in Local School Affairs," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, Northwestern University, 1963, as 
abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 25 (July, 1964), 
202. 

Seyler, Louise W., A Tentative Check List for School-Home 
Relationships, Doctor's Theses, School of Education, 
University"of California, Berkeley, California, 1944. 

Smith, Laurence Everett, "The Relationship Between Parental 
Attitude Toward the School and Distance Lived from the 
School, Phase I," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
School of Education, University of Florida, Gainesville, 
Florida, as abstracted in Dissertation Abstracts, 20 
(September, 1959), 941. ~ ~ 

Stern, Carolyn and others, Increasing the Effectiveness of 
Parents as Teachers, ERIC No. Ed 048-939, Los Ang'eles, 
California, University of California, 1970. 


