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The purpose of this study was to describe, from a superintendent’s perspective, 

the current status of school-family-community partnerships in North Texas school 

districts.   A secondary purpose of this study was to allow the superintendents to 

express themselves in an open-ended format regarding factors that encourage and limit 

the development of these partnerships, as well as their three-year goals for creating 

successful partnerships in their districts.    

A review of the literature revealed that very limited research exists regarding the 

relationship between the school superintendent and the school-family-community 

partnership.  This literature review focused on research related to the school-family-

community partnership including its place in federal legislation, and a historical and 

current perspective of the school superintendency.       

The target population for this study included 156 superintendents from the two 

educational service centers that make up the Dallas/Fort-Worth Metroplex. This 

research study employed an online survey research methodology.  The instrument used 

in this study was the Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships by Dr. 

Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins University.  Participants were asked to respond to fifty-

two items placed in the six categories that represent Dr. Epstein’s six types of 

involvement.  Superintendents were also asked to respond to open-ended questions 

regarding what they perceive to be major factors that contribute to and limit the success 

of their school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts and what their 



primary goals were for improving these partnerships over the next three years.  

An analysis of district size in relation to superintendent perceptions of their 

district’s school-family-partnership practices yielded no significant partnership practices.  

An analysis of district accountability ratings in relation to superintendent perceptions of 

their district’s school-family-partnership practices yielded seven significant partnership 

practices.   Finally, an analysis of superintendent experience yielded four significant 

superintendent partnership practices.    

The major factors superintendents perceive as not only contributing to, but 

limiting the success of their partnership programs revolved around parent involvement.  

The primary three-year goal that superintendent’s reported for improving their district 

partnership programs overwhelmingly involved enhancing parent involvement.  
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CHAPTER I 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 

 In the past 100 years, the value of a strong school-family-community partnership 

has been a recurring theme in educational policy and practice (Schlenker, 2003).  The 

importance of family and community involvement in a child’s schooling is evident in a 

growing research base, changing educational policies, and continued reform 

movements (Harvard Family Research Project, 2000; Konnert & Augenstein, 1990).  Dr. 

Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins University states that, “over the past decade, the field 

of school-family-community partnerships has been energized before our very eyes by 

activities in research, policy, and practice” (1996, p. 209). 

Barton and Coley (1992) feel that improving education in American society needs 

to begin with a national commitment to improve the family as an educational institution.  

Policy makers also see this as a priority; this theme has become increasingly evident in 

federal legislation over the last 20 years.  On January 8th, 2002, President George W. 

Bush signed into effect landmark legislation called the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

in an attempt to improve the quality of our public school system.  The themes of family-

school-community partnerships are intertwined among many of the initiatives included in 

this legislation.  Affording parents substantial and meaningful opportunities to participate 

in the education of their children is of the utmost importance (NCLB Executive 

Summary, 2004).  In the decade prior to NCLB, numerous pieces of federal legislation 

also emphasized the importance of family and community involvement in schools.  

Some of this legislation includes the Educate America Act of 2000, the Individuals with 
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Disabilities Education Act of 1997 (IDEA), and Improving America’s Schools Act of 

1994.  It is clear through each of these legislative acts that building support for and 

sustaining educational change involves parents, other family members, and the 

community as a whole (Goals 2000: Educate America Act).    Although recently schools 

and educational leaders have received criticism from the public, there is a renewed 

recognition of the necessary partnership between the family and schools (Konnert & 

Augenstein, 1990). 

 A number of current studies also corroborate the value of strong school-family-

community partnerships.  It has been proven that strong partnerships lead to improved 

student performance, improved student attitudes regarding school, and increased 

parental support of the education system (Bae, 2001; Smith, 2001; Demikat, 1999).  

Other studies offer suggestions to improve these partnerships and analyze feedback 

from the perspective of various stakeholders, including parents, teachers, students, and 

campus administrators.   

While at a 1995 Oklahoma administrators’ conference, Sandy Garrett, State 

Superintendent for Public Instruction in Oklahoma, identified five areas in which parents, 

not schools, have made a direct impact on student performance.  The four areas were 

as follows: days absent from school, hours in front of the television, quality/quantity of 

reading materials in the home, and the presence of two parents in the home (Garrett, 

1995).  Multiple facets of research support the fact that parents can have a tremendous 

impact on their students’ academic achievement, school attendance, adaptability, and 

classroom behavior (Title I in Perspective, 2004).  In fact, a study by James Coleman 

derived from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 found that parental 

 2



contact in their students’ lives rather than parental contact with the school provided the 

best predictor for test scores (Barton and Coley, 1992).   This is easy to understand 

when statistics show that schooling occupies only about 10-13% of the waking hours of 

a student in the first 18 years of life (Evans, 2004, p. 3). 

Parental involvement can be defined as a combination of commitment and active 

participation to both the school and the student.  By being involved in their children’s 

education, parents can increase academic success and reduce the risk of academic 

failure and dropout (Smith, 2001).  Unfortunately, many times parents are not able to 

maximize their effectiveness in their children’s lives due to multiple factors.  Obstacles 

to parent involvement can include culture, race, and economic differences.  Social 

issues such as work schedule, availability of childcare, and transportation will also alter 

school-family partnerships (Mapp, 1997).  Politis (2004) listed outside family 

responsibilities, stress, parental unawareness, and school intimidation as additional 

barriers to parent involvement.   

Mapp (1999) suggests that despite these barriers to parent involvement, parents 

want their children to be successful and, more likely than not, social and school factors 

influence why and how parents become involved in school.  In other words, many times 

parents want to be involved but do not know how to do it.  Educators must respect 

parental choices while providing opportunities for them to be involved.   Unfortunately, it 

has been shown that teachers and parents can often have very broad and different 

views on the various types of parental involvement (Bae, 2001).  While there might be 

widespread research and support regarding the idea of strong parent-school relations, 

there are insufficient practical and higher education opportunities in the area of teacher 
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education to enhance this partnership.  Teachers often expect student’s families to 

reflect their own family experiences and assume that these families automatically 

support the teachers’ work in the classroom.  Teacher education programs must provide 

opportunities for future educators to expand their backgrounds theoretically while also 

gaining practical work experience (Graue and Brown, 2002).   

In order for teachers to consider this a priority, it must become a priority for the 

school district and, ultimately, school administration.  As a result, administrators must 

take an active role in encouraging a link between the school and home.  

Superintendents play a large role in this.  Practicing superintendents must seek to stay 

current on governance issues at the federal, state, and local levels that specifically 

relate to school-family-community partnerships (Hayes, 2001).  “Superintendents must 

have knowledge of current judicial decisions along with a basic understanding of the law 

and regulations promulgated by their state and federal government” (Hayes, 2001).   

Once the laws and regulations are dissected and understood, it is the responsibility of 

superintendents to provide positive and firm leadership in establishing a vision for their 

districts and then to gain the ability to convert this vision into a set of goals and 

practices that will set the organization in a positive direction (Konnert & Augenstein, 

1990).  In summary, superintendents must play a significant role in empowering school 

leaders to actively initiate school-family-community programs and efforts (Konnert & 

Augenstein, 1990). 

“The field of school, family, and community partnerships is growing and 

improving with better questions, methods, and approaches.” (Epstein, 1996, p. 212)  It 

is the intent of this study to explore, in depth, ways in which the superintendent of 
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schools perceives how independent school districts interact with the families of school-

age children, as well as the surrounding community.  In order to set the stage for this 

discussion, a thorough background of school-family-community partnerships will be 

outlined.  This will be followed by a brief summary of current research in the field of 

school-family-community partnerships.  Recent federal legislation will be presented in 

chronological order in an effort to show a pattern and highlight the importance of the 

school-family-community partnership on the national education landscape.  Finally, the 

role of the superintendent will be discussed from both an historical and practical 

perspective.   

Statement of the Problem 

Very limited research exists regarding the relationship between the school 

superintendent and the school-family-community partnership.  Furthermore, the specific 

approaches that superintendents employ to increase the school-family-community 

partnership in a meaningful manner are unclear and not sufficiently documented.  Gaps 

in our understanding of the role that today’s superintendent plays in the school-family-

community partnership present a significant problem in a time of increased standards, 

higher accountability, and a vital need for strong school-family-community partnerships 

to support the ever-changing landscape of American education.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to describe, from a superintendent’s perspective, the 

current status of family-school-community partnerships in North Texas school districts.   

A secondary purpose of this study will be to allow the superintendents to express 

themselves in an open-ended format regarding factors that encourage and limit the 
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development of these partnerships, as well as their three-year goals for creating 

successful partnerships in their districts.   

Research Questions 

This study addressed the following research questions:  

1. How do North Texas school district superintendents rate their school districts’ 

current practices in developing school-family-community partnerships?   

2. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that contributed to the success 

of North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

3. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that limited the success of 

North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

4. What are the ten most frequently identified goals of North Texas superintendents 

for improving their school-family-community partnerships over the next three 

years? 

Research Hypotheses 

This study addressed the following research hypotheses: 

1.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district size.  

2.   There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district accountability rating. 

3.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and superintendent experience.   

 6



Significance of the Study 

This study is significant to the field of education administration in that it will add to 

a limited body of research regarding the relationship between the role of school district 

superintendents and the school-family-community partnerships within their respective 

districts.   This is particularly important considering the increased accountability in 

developing school-family-community partnerships as a result of federal education 

mandates over the past twenty years and, most recently, the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2002.  Findings will have direct implications for practicing superintendents, as well as 

aspiring superintendents and associated administrative personnel for North Texas 

school districts.  Findings may also impact the approach of parent education programs, 

teacher preparation programs, and superintendent preparation programs.   Information 

gleaned from this research will assist practicing superintendents in program 

implementation, organizational improvements, and general policymaking.    

Limitations of the Study 

This study may be limited by the following factors: 

1. The population validity or the extent to which the results of this experiment can 

be generalized beyond the North Texas school districts of Educational Service 

Centers for Region X and Region XI will be limited.   

2. Superintendents might be cautious with personal or sensitive information 

regarding their districts. 

3. Data collection via electronic survey was selected in an effort to simplify the 

response and submission process but could pose problems for superintendents 

with limited technological skills or technological resources. 
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Delimitations of the Study 

The following delimitations will be placed on this study: 

1. The population for this study will be limited to practicing superintendents that fall 

within the bounds of Educational Service Centers for Region X and Region XI. 

2. Participants will be asked to respond with regard to their professional perceptions 

regarding school-family partnership practices on behalf of their school districts.   

Definition of Terms 

Accountability rating:  School accountability ratings are based on the percent of 

students passing the TAKS, percent of SDAA tests that met ARD expectations, high 

school completion rate, and the annual dropout rate. Standards for TAKS, completion 

rates, and dropout rates must be met for all students as well as for student groups 

(African American, Hispanic, White, and Economically Disadvantaged). Performance on 

SDAA must be met for all students. (Texas Education Agency, 2006) 

Possible ratings are: 

• Exemplary: District scores of ≥ 90% for all tests taken. 

• Recognized:  District scores of ≥ 70% for all tests taken. 

• Academically Acceptable:  District scores of ≥ 50% for all tests taken. 

• Academically Unacceptable:  District scores of < 50% for all tests taken. 

• Not Rated: Indicates data integrity issues. 

 Community: A social group of any size whose members reside in a specific 

locality and share a common government. 

Educational service center:  Multipurpose educational facilities that provide 

cooperative services to school districts within a region. Typical services include 
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research, curriculum development, instructional materials, in-service training, data 

processing, legal and financial advice, psychological programs, and direct services to 

students.

Family:  A group of individuals related by blood, marriage, adoption, or 

cohabitation. 

Parent involvement:  Is a combination of a parent’s “commitment and active 

participation” to both the school and to his or her student(s).   

School:  An institution where instruction is given, especially to persons under 

college age. 

School district: Local administrative unit that operates schools or contracts for 

school services in specific geographic areas. 

School-family partnership: Collaborative arrangements and endeavors between 

and among schools and families designed to share resources, achieve common goals, 

and foster educational achievement, improvement, and reform. 

State-Developed Alternative Assessment (SDAA): This test assesses special 

education students in grades 3-8 who are receiving instruction in the Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) but for whom TAKS is not an appropriate measure of their 

academic progress. (Texas Education Agency, 2006) 

Superintendent: Administrators who coordinate and direct the operation of an 

institution, organization, or department.  In education, the administrators at the district, 

city, county, or state level who direct and coordinate the activities of school systems in 

accordance with school board standards. 
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The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS):  Standardized test that 

assesses the statewide curriculum, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). 

TAKS assesses students in ways that reflect sound classroom instruction. (Texas 

Education Agency, 2006) 

University Interscholastic League (UIL): The state-wide organization for public 

elementary and secondary interschool competition in Texas.  

UIL school size classifications:  Participating districts are divided into 

conferences for the 2004-06 school years according to enrollments represented in 

Table 1. (Section 351:  UIL Constitution) 

Table 1 
 
2004-2006 UIL Size Classifications  
Conference        Enrollment 
 
 Conference 5A       1,925 and up  
 
 Conference 4A       900-1924  
 
 Conference 3A       390-899  
 
 Conference 2A       190-389  
 
 Conference A       189 and below  
 

Overview 

 This study is organized into five chapters.  Chapter I, introduction to the study, 

includes a general background of school-family-community partnerships as well as a 

statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research questions, significance of 

the study, limitations of the study, delimitations of the study, definition of terms and a 

overview of the paper.  Chapter II, literature review, focuses on specifics related to 
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school-family-community partnerships, related research, parent involvement in federal 

legislation, and the role of the superintendent in American public education.  Chapter III 

highlights methodology and procedures and includes research design, population, 

instrumentation, and data collection and analysis techniques.  Chapter IV is a summary 

of the research data including response rate calculations and tables, descriptive and 

statistical analysis of the research survey, and a textual analysis and presentation of the 

open-ended research questions.  Finally, Chapter V, presents a summary of the findings 

coupled with conclusions drawn by myself, recommendations for further study, and 

implications for the field of education.    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 11



CHAPTER II 
 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Historically, schools, families and communities have served as the pillars of 

public education as it has evolved in the United States.  Schools transmit the knowledge 

that prepares children to be productive and functioning members of society while 

families and communities supply financial, moral and practical support to fulfill this 

mission (Decker, 2003).   

In this chapter a brief overview of the term school-family-community partnerships 

will be discussed.  Both benefits and limitations to obtaining these partnerships will be 

presented.  An overview of Dr. Joyce Epstein’s model of overlapping spheres of 

influence and subsequently six types of school, family, and community involvement will 

be reviewed.  It is within this framework that the importance of successful school-family-

community partnerships will be established as a building block for this study.  A review 

of recent research will be explored followed by a discussion of federal legislation and 

how it continues to be a driving factor in the creation of stronger school-family-

community partnerships.  Finally, the position of the school superintendent and its 

evolution of influence will be examined from both a historical and current perspective.   

The need for increased school-family-community partnerships is strongly laced 

throughout the literature.  The drive for more formalized approaches to achieving these 

partnerships is mandated in current federal legislation.  Therefore, it is incumbent on the 

school district superintendent to provide leadership and innovation in the area of school-

family-community partnerships in order to affect the changes necessary to increase the 

overall achievement and success of the American school-aged student.   
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The School-Family-Community Partnership 

The School-Family-Community Partnership Defined 

The term parent involvement can be defined in many ways.  For the purpose of 

this paper, parent involvement is defined as a combination of a parent’s “commitment 

and active participation” to both the school and the student (Ebscohost, 2006).   In the 

1980’s studies began to clarify the term parent involvement and move to a more specific 

term known as school-family-community partnerships in order to recognize the shared 

responsibilities for children within and across all contexts.  (Epstein, 1996).    Simon and 

Epstein (2001) believe the term parent involvement is too limited a label to completely 

encompass the dynamics of the concept so they use the term school-family-community 

partnerships to describe the broader teamwork necessary to assist children as students.  

School-family-community partnerships are defined as collaborative arrangements and 

endeavors between and among schools and families designed to share resources, 

achieve common goals, and foster educational achievement, improvement, and reform.   

Four general assumptions need to be drawn when considering school-family-

community partnerships:  (1) All families, schools, and communities care about children, 

(2) All families, schools, and communities want children to succeed and are eager to 

remain partners in children’s education, (3) All teachers and administrators would like to 

involve families and communities in building positive and productive programs, and (4) 

All levels of students want their families, schools, and communities to be more 

knowledgeable partners and willing to take more active roles. (Harvard Family Research 

Project, 2000)   
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This becomes a very important notion in a time when “schooling occupies only 

about 13% of the waking hours of the first 18 years of life” (Evans, 2004).  In other 

words, families, schools, and communities are responsible for joining together to ensure 

that the 87% of time spent outside of direct schooling is productive and conducive to 

student success.   Research and experience confirm what common sense already 

suggests, “what happens outside the classroom is every bit as important as what 

happens inside” (Decker, 2003).  It is for this reason that the term school-family-

community partnership is used as the focal point of this study.   

Limitations to School-Family-Community Partnerships 

In the past, schools have been less involved in facilitating school, family, and 

community partnerships despite their integral and strategic positions in the community. 

(Weiss et al., 2005).  Research shows that two major challenges exist in making these 

school, family and community partnerships a reality.  First, schools must be convinced 

that these partnerships can have a positive impact on student achievement and other 

school goals.  Second, schools need help in viewing these partnerships as integral to 

education rather than add-ons or secondary endeavors (Harvard Family Research 

Project, 2000).   

Obstacles for school-family-community partnerships are well defined in the 

research.  Crowson (2003) lists four perceptions that negatively impact the development 

of these partnerships.  First, family and community partnerships are often viewed as 

guided and manipulated by the local school.  This breeds a mistrust that in turn spreads 

among families, stakeholders, and the community as a whole.  Second, parent 

involvement has often been constrained to only acceptable roles within the school.  
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Although this may serve a protective function for the school as an organization it often 

puts limitations on the positive impact that can be realized when schools, families and 

communities are working together.  Third, educators perceive family and community 

involvement as representational rather than participatory.  This perception leads to 

miscommunication and misuse of potentially significant resources.  Finally, families and 

communities have been the passive recipients of information from the schools rather 

than active members of the teaching/learning community.  Without a stronger sense of 

stakeholder buy-in school-family-community partnerships are crippled before they even 

begin to develop.   

Specifically, families struggle with the concept of school partnerships for very 

realistic and systemic issues that have existed in this country since the inception of 

public education.   Regardless of the particular era of American public education that is 

studied common themes regarding limitations to stronger school-family-community 

partnerships permeate the educational landscape.   Some of these limitations include 

lack of time, lack of information or training, differences in perceptions or values, issues 

with school space and facilities, parental conflicts of interest, and procedural 

complexities of the various constituencies (US Department of Education, 2001; Evans, 

2004). 

In conclusion, the restructuring of school-family-community partnerships is only 

one piece of the overall partnership puzzle.  Elimination of ignorance, discrimination and 

an opportunity for all to participate meaningfully in a democratic school process will be 

necessary before schools can fully meet the challenges of the future.  (Berger, 2000)  
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Benefits to School-Family-Community Partnerships:  

 In contrast to the many limitations that prohibit successful school-family-

community partnerships, there also are many benefits that come to fruition when 

partnerships are realized in an efficient, effective, and focused manner.  In fact, the 

commonly held early 19th century view point that the school should be viewed as a 

“social institutions” and thus the center of the community is as important now than ever 

and is a vital aspect of successful school-family-community partnerships. (Crowson, 

2003). 

 It is noted throughout the research that the impact of family and community 

involvement increases student achievement and attendance while decreasing student 

drop-out rates.  It also contributes to increased positive interactions between schools, 

families and communities as well as increasing positive attitudes of educational 

personnel. (Rutherford et al., 1995)  A growing body of research continues to 

demonstrate that family and community involvement has a significant and long lasting 

impact on student achievement and success. (Gonzalez-DeHass  et al, 2005, Decker, 

2003). 

Interestingly enough, when the families impact is isolated from that of the 

community it is shown that “the most accurate predictor of a students success in school 

is not income or social status, but the extent to which the students family is able to (1) 

create a home environment that encourages learning; (2) communicate expectations for 

achievement; and (3) become more involved in their children’s education at school and 

in the community. (Decker, 2003). 
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 A very interesting study conducted by Gonzalez-DeHass, et al (2005) examined 

the relationship between parental involvement and student motivation.  The findings 

were significant in that they determined the following three ways in which parental 

involvement directly benefited the student: 

1. Parental involvement boosts students’ perceived control and competence. 

2. Parental involvement offers a sense of security and connectedness. 

3. Parental involvement helps students to internalize educational values. 

In addition to the ways that parent involvement benefits student outcomes it was also 

stated that student motivation has a reciprocal effect and encourages increased 

parental involvement. 

Gonzalez-DeHass, et al (2005) also derived useful information for practicing 

educators including that the most common and/or typical forms of parent involvement 

such as open houses and volunteering are not the most effective forms of parent 

involvement.  In fact, there are many things that parents can do without even crossing 

the school doors.  “This would be a refreshing realization for most teachers who seek to 

encourage parent involvement and are continually confronted with the reality of 

scheduling conflicts and transportation difficulties that arise for many parents”  

(Gonzalez-DeHass, et al, 2005, p 121). 

Given the widespread recognition in the research that improvement in our 

educational system is urgently needed, and that school-family-community partnerships 

in schools are important and directly related to improvements in children’s achievement, 

it is crucial that schools strongly explore and implement comprehensive school-family-

community partnership programs (Swap, 1993). 
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Joyce Epstein’s Spheres of Influence  

In the late 1980’s Dr. Joyce Epstein developed a model referred to as 

“overlapping spheres of influence,” made up of both external and internal structures.  “In 

a shared approach, the spheres overlap with one another through frequent interactions, 

and in doing so it increases the likelihood that students and those who influence their 

learning will receive common messages about school, working together and helping one 

another.” (Harvard Family Research Project, 2000,)  Overlapping spheres of influence 

(Epstein, 1987, 2001, 2002) is a model for viewing the partnerships that give children 

the best opportunity for success when they are working collaboratively.   

           Externally, the model of overlapping spheres of influence acknowledges the 

three major contexts that students need to grow – the family, the community, the school.  

Students are at the center of the model because they are the main factors in their 

education, development, and success at school (Epstein, 2002).  When examining the 

external spheres of influence, it is important to remember that the extent of overlap of 

each sphere is affected primarily by available time and the behavior of those involved.  

While some activities are conducted jointly and others are conducted separately, it is 

those that overlap that are most important for students.   

The internal model of the three spheres recognizes complex interpersonal 

relationships that occur between individuals at home, school, and in the community.  

The number of activities that are shared between the family, school, and community 

depends greatly on the perspectives of each entity.  The more positive connections that 

occur across these contexts the more likely the student will receive a united message 

regarding the importance of education in his or her life. (Epstein & Simon, 2001) 
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Joyce Epstein’s Six Types of Involvement  

Born from the model of “overlapping spheres of influence,” Epstein (2001) has 

developed a framework of six types of involvement to illustrate and organize ways in 

which educators can begin to conceptualize and implement partnership activities.  

These six major types of involvement have evolved from many studies and from many 

years of work by educators, families in schools and across all grade levels (Epstein, 

2002).  The six types of involvement are not hierarchical in nature but are essential for 

“strong, diverse and balanced partnership programs” that enable all families’ unique and 

meaningful ways to be involved in their children’s education at school, at home, and in 

the community.  (Epstein & Simon, 2001) 

The six types of family involvement are as follows (Epstein, 2006): 

1.  Parenting: Schools must assist families with parenting and child-rearing skills, 

understanding child and adolescent development, and setting home conditions that 

support children as students at each age and grade level. Assist schools in 

understanding families. 

2.  Communicating: Schools must communicate with families about school programs 

and student progress through effective school-to-home and home-to-school 

communications. 

3. Volunteering: Schools must improve recruitment, training, work, and schedules to 

involve families as volunteers and audiences at the school or in other locations to 

support students and school programs. 
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4. Learning at Home: Schools must involve families with their children in learning 

activities at home, including homework and other curriculum-linked activities and 

decisions. 

5. Decision Making: Schools must include families as participants in school decisions, 

governance, and advocacy through PTA/PTO, school councils, committees, and 

other parent organizations. 

6. Collaborating with the Community: Schools must coordinate resources and services 

for families, students, and the school with businesses, agencies, and other groups, 

and provide services to the community. 

 It is within these six types of school-family-community involvement that the basis of 

this study is founded.  By using these six types of involvement we can access the current 

state of our district level practices regarding building successful and strong school-family-

community partnerships in an effort to increase student achievement and student 

success.   

Summary 

There is growing recognition that all aspects of school improvement are more 

likely to succeed if families and communities are collectively involved (Simon & Epstein, 

2001).  If schools are to help students prepare for the future, Martin (2003) suggests 

that they broaden their view of accountability, noting that the school’s impact is more 

“modest than we would wish” while the families’ and communities impact on students is 

“more robust than we acknowledge.”   
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Parent Involvement in Federal Legislation 

 In the past 15 years policies and regulations that pertain to school-family-

community partnerships have become increasingly evident in federal legislation.  On 

January 8th, 2002, President George W. Bush signed into effect landmark legislation 

called the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in an attempt to improve the quality of the 

nation’s public school system.  In the decades prior to this, numerous pieces of federal 

legislation also extolled the importance of parental involvement in schools.  Some of this 

legislation includes the Educate America Act of 2000, the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act Amendments of 1997 (IDEA), and Improving America’s Schools Act of 

1994.  It is the intent of this section to briefly explore ways in which federal legislation 

has had a profound and direct impact on how independent school districts interact with 

the parents of school-age children.   

Individuals with Disabilities Act  

 American Education was not always readily accessible to the general population.  

In many cases schools were allowed to exclude students who did not fall into the 

mainstream leaving those with disabilities at the forefront of this injustice.  Public Law 

105-17, also known as the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA), is a law that 

mandates that eligible children with disabilities have special education and related 

services available to them in order to address their unique educational needs (The 

History of IDEA, 2004).  Many laws precipitated the Individuals with Disabilities Act.  

Most notably was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).  Since 

then laws that dictate how students with disabilities receive services have been 

debated, implemented, and refined.        
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 Prior to the 1970’s, few laws existed that were directly related to the educational 

benefits reserved for those with disabilities.  Millions of children were refused enrollment 

or inadequately served, frequently being deemed “uneducable” (Weiss, 2000).  The Civil 

Rights Movement and the 1954 Supreme Court case Brown V.  Board of Education both 

helped pave the way for equal protection for those with disabilities (Pardini, 2002).  

Formal federal statutes affecting special education services date back as early as 1967 

when congress added Title VI to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.  

This, in effect, created the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (now referred to as 

The Office of Special Education Programs).  Since then we have seen the creation of 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Education of the Handicapped Act 

(EHA) in 1974, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of 1974, and 

the Education for All Handicapped Children (EAHCA) in 1975.   

 The EHA of 1974 is referred to as the grandfather of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) while the EAHCA of 1975 is referred to as the parent 

of IDEA (Martin, 2002, pp. 1-3).  The passage of EAHCA in 1975, referred to today as 

IDEA (Public Law 94-142), is a “patchwork of programs for students with disabilities that 

began transformation into a national system of services” (Parrish, 1996, p. 1).   

  Public Law 94-142 or the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was 

signed into law in 1975 by President Gerald Ford and took effect October 1, 1977.   It 

required that all students with disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education 

and provided a funding mechanism to help with the excess costs of offering such 

programs.  To receive funds, the state departments of education and local school 

districts had to put in place a “child find” system to locate all students with disabilities.  
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This was accomplished by performing evaluations to determine the effect of varying 

disabilities on the educational performance.  Once identified, annual meetings were 

required for each identified child, which resulted in the creation of an individualized 

education program (IEP) for each student with a disability.  These plans were to be 

carried out in the least restrictive environment (LRE) available to the student and were 

monitored by local district and statewide authorities (Martin , 1996, pp 29-31).      

 Public Law 94-142 was amended in 1983 when state parent training and 

information centers were included (P.L. 98-199).  It was amended again in 1986 when 

services for preschoolers and early intervention centers were added as Part H (P.L. 99-

457).  In 1990, the law was officially renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (P.L. 101-476).  This amendment also mandated transition services, assistive 

technology services, and added autism and traumatic brain injury to the eligibility list 

(Martin 2003).  The final reauthorization of what was now referred to as IDEA was in 

1997.  This amendment made changes to the discipline sections and called for the use 

of positive behavior intervention to handle students with disabilities (Weiss, 2000).   

IDEA is currently being reviewed in our nation’s legislature.  Some of the aims of this 

new potential authorization will focus on reduced paperwork, alignment with the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001, and increased accountability for schools (Goldstien, 

2003).   

 It is important to remember that states are not required to participate in IDEA.  

The 1984 Supreme Court case of Smith v. Robinson (468 U.S. 992) held that IDEA is “a 

comprehensive scheme set up by Congress to assist the states in complying with their 

constitutional obligations to provide public education for all children with disabilities.”  In 
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other words, states may choose to participate if the want to receive the funds (Martin et 

al., 1996).   

 IDEA has had a tremendous impact on parent involvement especially as it 

pertains to a parent’s ability to advocate for their students with disabilities as well as the 

ability to have meaningful input on the course of their student’s education.  IDEA not 

only took a significant step in strengthening the role of parents in their child’s education, 

it encouraged parents and educators to work out differences through non-adversarial 

means (The History of IDEA, 2004).   

Improving America’s Schools Act  

 One significant piece of legislation for American public schools was the 

Elementary and Secondary Education act of 1965 (ESEA).  This Act was part of Lyndon 

B Johnson's War on Poverty and over the past three decades has set forth to reduce 

the impact of poverty on America's youth and to move towards a system of Educational 

Standards based reform (Title I in Perspective, 2004).  Under the original ESEA, Title I: 

Better Schooling for Educationally Deprived Children, marked a very aggressive 

campaign to focus specifically on helping students who are disadvantaged reach higher 

standards.  As a result, over 90% of schools nation-wide are impacted by this legislation 

(US Dept of Education, 2001).  The year 1994 marked the most recent reauthorization 

of ESEA in the form of the Improving Americas Schools Act of 1994 (IASA).   The 

Improving America's Schools Act set out to supplement the shortcomings of ESEA any 

the many reauthorizations that had occurred since its inception.  In 1993 the US 

Department of Education convened a panel to publish a report on the status of ESEA. 

 The report found that there was a great need for school-wide reform, higher academic 
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standards, increase in accountability, and more specific funding formulas (Department 

of Education, 2001).  The Improving America's Schools Act contained the following 

programmatic themes (Title I in Perspective, 2004). 

1. School-Wide Programs:  The poverty-rate threshold was dropped from 75% to 

50% and schools were encouraged to combine funding from multiple federal 

programs for the purpose of improving the quality of the entire school. 

2. Local Flexibility:  The 1994-reauthorization champions’ local control in the form 

of consolidation of applications, consolidation of funds, and new waiver 

provisions.  

 In addition to the above mentioned changes, the Improving America's Schools 

Act of 1994 also mandated significant changes in the way that schools are required to 

interact with the parents of school-age children.   Title I, Section 1118 entitled Parent 

Involvement specifically details some of these changes aimed at enhancing the 

partnerships between families and schools while also encouraging communities to work 

towards getting involved and improving schools.  This legislation offers the following 

three main provisions to accomplish these goals (Title I Parent Involvement, 2004). 

1. Jointly developed Title I polices:  Title I schools are required to develop parent 

involvement policies in conjunction with the parents who are affected by these 

services.   

2. Title I school parent compacts:  These school parent compacts are described 

within the legislation as agreements between school personnel and parents 

that accomplish the goal of increased student achievement.  Compacts are 

meant to introduce the concept of shared responsibility for learning between 
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parents and schools.  Teachers and administrators agree to provide high 

quality curriculum in safe and supportive learning environments where 

teachers have direct access to meaningful professional development that 

assists them in involving parents in the education of their children.  Families, 

on the other hand, are responsible for supporting the school district through 

monitoring student attendance, homework, and extraneous negative 

influences on their children.   

3. Training and assistance to build capacity for involvement:   

In order for schools to effectively build partnerships with parents they must 

train parents to understand the importance of academic standards, how to 

understand their students’ academic progress, and how to provide their 

students with the literacy skill to facilitate the process.  Schools, on the other 

hand, must provide administrators and teachers the capacity to encourage the 

parents and students through andragogy and pedagogy to reach them 

efficiently.  

Although schools can’t hope to change the extremely complex role of parenting, 

it can bring parents “into the educational process as partners with schools and 

teachers.” (Title I in Perspective, 2004). In an attempt to do this Title I legislation over 

the years has made very specific attempts at involving parents in education at various 

levels.   

Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

 In 1989, a group of state governors concerned about the future of American 

education proposed Goals 2000 (Special Report, 2000).  On March 21, 1994, President 
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Bill Clinton signed into effect Goals 2000: The Educate America Act Supporting 

systemic education reform nationwide.  Goals 2000, as it is commonly referred to, 

simply provides a variety of resources to individual states to facilitate the development 

and implementation of educational reforms aimed at raising the academic and 

occupational bar for American students (Goals 2000 Executive Summary, 2004).   Of 

the ten Titles that this act contains, Tile I and Title IV lay the foundation for increasing 

parent involvement in education nation-wide.  Although the original act contained six 

goals developed in 1994, two additional goals were added in 1996.  These goals, laid 

out in Title I, Section 102 of the Educate America Act, are as follows: 

1. School readiness:  By the year 2000, all children in America will start school 

ready to learn. 

2. School completion:  By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will 

increase to at least 90 percent. 

3. Student achievement and citizenship:  By the year 2000, all students will leave 

grades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated competency over challenging subject 

matter and every school in America will ensure that all students use their minds 

well, so that they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, 

and productive employment in our nation’s modern economy.   

4. Teacher education and professional development:  By the year 2000, the nation’s 

teaching force will have access to programs for the continued improvement of 

their professional skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills 

needed to instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. 
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5. Mathematics and Science:  By the year 2000, United States students will be first 

in the world in mathematics and science achievement.   

6. Adult literacy and lifelong learning:  By the year 2000, every adult American will 

be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills necessary to complete 

degrees in mathematics, science, and engineering.   

7. Safe, disciplined, and alcohol and drug-free schools:  By the year 2000, every 

school in the United States will be free of drugs, violence, and the unauthorized 

presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment 

conducive to learning. 

8. Parental participation:  By the year 2000, every school will promote partnerships 

that will increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the social, 

emotional, and academic growth of children.   

Of the eight goals included in this act, five of them specifically address parents and 

how their involvement is vital to the attainment of these goals as a whole.  In four of 

them parents are mentioned as supporting cast to the overall goal.  In the final goal, 

parents are lifted to the forefront and the goal is directly developed for the betterment of 

the parent-school partnership.            

Goal One, Section B, ii, states that “every parent in the United States will be a 

child’s first teacher and devote time each day to helping such parent’s preschool child 

learn” (Goals 2000 Executive Summary, 2004).  It goes on to say that in order for 

children to be ready for school, parents need to be supported by increasing access to 

training and supporting the parent’s unique needs.   
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Goal Four, Section B, iv, states that partnerships between many different facets 

of children’s lives need to be formed to provide for the professional development of 

educators (Goals 2000 Executive Summary, 2004).  Parents are lauded as key players 

among the many stakeholders that are mentioned.   

Goal Six, Section B, vi, examines parent involvement programs aimed at 

increasing literacy and life-long learners.    The sub-section also states that literacy, 

training, and continuing education opportunities for parents are important to improve the 

ties between home and school, and enhance parents’ work and home lives. (Goals 

2000 Executive Summary, 2004)   

Goal Seven, Section B, ii, parents are viewed as one of the many people 

responsible for ensuring that students are able to study in safe and secure 

environments that are free of violence and drugs.   

  Clearly, the role of parents in their children’s education has been highlighted and 

bolstered throughout this legislation.  In 1996 when goals seven and eight were added 

the role and value of the parents was magnified ten-fold as an individual goal that 

directly related to parental participation was added.  Section B of Goal Eight entitled 

Parental Participation contains the following objectives for accomplishing increased 

parental involvement (H.R. 1804, Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 2004) 

1. Every state will develop policies to assist local schools and local educational 

agencies to establish programs for increasing partnerships that respond to the 

varying needs of parents and the home, including parents of children who are 

disadvantaged or bilingual, or parents of children with disabilities. 
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2. Every school will actively engage parents and families in a partnership which 

supports the academic work of children at home and shared educational decision 

making at school.  

3. Parents and families will help to ensure that schools are adequately supported 

and will hold schools and teachers to high standards of accountability. 

 Much of the legislation mentioned in this paper to this point has discussed parents in 

one facet or another specifically in terms of assisting the parents and children of 

disadvantaged circumstances.  This act not only brings the value of increasing the 

relationship between educational agencies and the parents of disadvantaged students, 

but it also stresses the importance of all parents in the lives of all school-age children.  

 Also listed in Title IV, Section 401 of the Educate America Act, is the need for 

Parental Information and Resource Centers (PIRCs).  The purposes for these centers 

as listed in Title Four, Section A, are as follows: 

1. To increase parents’ knowledge of and confidence in child-rearing activities, such 

as teaching and nurturing their young children 

2. To strengthen partnerships between parents and professionals in meeting the 

educational needs of children age birth through five and the working relationship 

between home and school. 

3. To enhance the developmental progress of children assisted under this title. 

4. To fund at least 1 parental information and resource center in each State before 

September 30, 1998.   

Section 402 of Goals 2000 states that grants are authorized for organizations who 

submit application, that are able to develop resource centers that specifically provide 
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training and support for parents who have children age birth through five or parents who 

have children in elementary and secondary schools who are affected by low income, 

minority status, and ESOL learners.  Section 402 further delineates that the use of funds 

must be used to help parents better understand their child’s educational needs; promote 

communication between the parents and their student’s teachers, counselors, and 

administrators among other things.  Finally, Section 405 defines parent education as 

“parent support activities, the provision of resource materials on child development, 

parent-child learning activities, child rearing issues, private and group educational 

guidance, individual and group learning experiences for the parent and child, and other 

activities that enable the parent to improve learning at home.”   

 Despite the positive force that Goals 2000 had on the American Educational 

landscape, in November of 1999, the House of Representatives refused to refund and 

thus reauthorize it. Remaining funds were reallocated and placed back into the 

Education/Labor/HHS Appropriations Bill (Special Report, 2000).  An amendment was 

added to the bill that ended all future Goals 2000 funding.  With the federal funding cut 

off, Goals 2000 has withered away.  Fortunately, many of its principles have carried on 

in the form of other legislation and the impact it had in championing the role of the 

parent in American education was irrepressible.   

No Child Left Behind Act  

Three days after President George W. Bush took office in January 2001 he 

announced his plans for No Child Left Behind (NCLB).   Often referred to as the 

cornerstone of the Bush administration, NCLB is an attempt at bipartisan educational 

reform that is designed to provide a framework for improving the performance of 
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America’s schools while specifically helping some of America’s neediest children (NCLB 

Executive Summary, 2004).   Using the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 as a driving force, this act is based on four basic pillars.  These pillars include 

increased accountability, research-based decision, expanded parental options, and an 

increase in local control.  This legislation makes a clear statement that parents are vital 

in the education of their children and, ultimately, to the overall success of schooling in 

America.   The theme of parent involvement is common throughout this act and, in 

many cases; specific applications are mandated or suggested. 

In addition to the overall impact of the No Child Left Behind Act on the landscape 

of American education, it also represents a significant step for increasing parental 

involvement.  In general, NCLB provides more information for parents regarding their 

child’s individual progress, direct information regarding the performance of their child’s 

school, and serves as a lifeline for parents whose children attend low performing 

schools by ensuring children access to a high-quality education (NCLB Introduction, 

2004).   

 Title I of the NCLB provides the most significant portion of parent involvement 

legislation within the law itself.  Each school that receives Title I funds from the 

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 is required to develop a parent involvement 

policy in conjunction with the parents of children who participate in those Title I 

activities.  Districts must directly involve parents in the creation of this policy.  Parents 

must agree to the policy, and the district must communicate the policy to parents and 

the surrounding community.  Also listed under Title I of the NCLB is a school-parent 

compact.  This compact must be developed jointly with parents of children served by 
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Title I funds.  This compact is to outline how students, parents, and school employees 

will share the responsibility for student achievement and how parents and the school will 

specifically shoulder this responsibility.   Title I of NCLB also requires local school 

districts to “build capacity” for parent involvement.  Parents are required to have training 

in understanding state and local assessment, as well as support in improving their 

children’s achievement.  School districts are also required to train staff in the importance 

and techniques of reaching out to parents, to integrate these family involvement 

techniques, and to accomplish this in a format that is readily understandable to a large 

and diverse group of parents.  Finally, Title I of the NCLB provides for Parent 

Information and Resource Centers (PIRC’s) within the school district.  Parent 

Information and Resource Centers serve the purpose of organizing parents and serving 

as a resource for training, information, and support.    

 Title IV, Part A of the No Child Left Behind Act, otherwise known as Safe and 

Drug Free Schools, also specifically addresses parent involvement as it relates to 

combating violence and drug abuse on school campuses.  Schools that receive Title I 

funds are required to make parents aware of drug and violence intervention programs 

that are available to the students and families of the district.  Title IV also stipulates that 

districts must have “meaningful and ongoing” input from parents when developing, 

planning, and implementing drug and violence prevention programs.   In short, the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2002 clearly makes an important statement that parents are a 

necessary and vital component to the lives of American school children.   

 

 

 33



Summary 

 A parent’s involvement in his or her student’s education is vital both for the 

success of the student as an individual and for the success of the school and school 

district as a whole.  From the passage of the Family Educational Rights to Privacy Act, 

signed by President Gerald Ford in 1974, to the No Child Left Behind legislation, signed 

by President George W. Bush in 2002, the federal government of the United States has 

continually stressed the value of the school-home relationship through its legislation.  

While some legislation encourages parents to be more active and serve as advocates 

for their students’ education, other legislation recognizes the decline in family structure 

over the past two decades and attempts to rekindle the delicate balance between home 

and school from the ground up.  Regardless, for America to be prosperous in the future, 

parents and schools need to work together to make sure that the nation’s students 

achieve a higher level of success.   

The Superintendent in American Public Education 

 Since its inception over 150 years ago, the position of the school superintendent, 

along with its roles and responsibilities, has changed dramatically (Jackson, 1995).  In 

many ways, the role of the public school superintendent in America has paralleled the 

growth of the nation and reflected the changing social, economic, and political 

conditions of the time (Norton , 1996; Jackson, 1995).   In this portion of the literature 

review, the ever-changing roles and responsibilities of the superintendent will be 

highlighted.  Of these roles, one of the most complicated and difficult matters facing 

today’s superintendents is the involvement in school law and government regulations 

especially as it relates to creating school, family, and community partnerships (Hayes, 
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2001).   It is a primary responsibility of superintendents to understand federal legislation 

as it pertains to their districts and to provide positive and firm leadership in establishing 

a vision for their educational organizations.  It is then their responsibility to have the 

savvy to convert this vision into a set of goals and practices that will set the organization 

in a positive direction (Kannert & Augenstein, 1990).   As federal legislation continues to 

push towards the development and strengthening of school, family, and community 

partnerships it will be vital that the superintendent assume this responsibility with great 

vigor and focus to meet the needs of an ever-changing and dynamic educational 

landscape.   

Historical Information 

To a great extent, the quality of American schools depends on the effectiveness 

of American school superintendents (American Association of School Administrators, 

1993).  But public education did not always have the position of superintendent at its 

disposal.  Historians cite 1642 as the beginning of public education in America when 

schools were established in the town of Boston, Massachusetts (Jackson, 1995).  Early 

school leadership was provided by the general public in the form of town meetings 

(Norton, 1996).   It was not until 1837 that historians cite Buffalo, New York, as the first 

city to employ a superintendent.  (Jackson, 1995; Carter & Cunningham, 1997; Norton  , 

1996; Konnert & Augenstein, 1990).  Early school boards served both legislative and 

executive functions while the superintendents were relegated to school supervision and 

visitation responsibilities, as well as the day- to- day responsibilities involved with 

running schools. (Norton, 1996; Glass, 2000).  Despite these breakthroughs, the use of 

superintendents in large cities caught on very slowly.  For all intensive purposes, the 
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practice of using superintendents did not become popularized or truly take shape until 

the turn of the 20th century (Callahan, 1964).    

Kowalski (1999) notes four major time periods in the history of superintendents in 

American public education as the superintendency evolved from local initiatives and the 

pulse of American democracy to meet the local needs of schools (Kannert & 

Augenstein, 1990).  Kowalski refers to the period from 1865-1910 as a time where the 

primary function of the school superintendent was to be a “teacher of teachers” (2005).”  

These early superintendents were “true educational reformers” who advocated from the 

big cities to the rural communities in an effort to spread “free public education” (Glass, 

2000).   

The second major period in the development of the American superintendency 

occurred between 1910 and 1940 when the focus was on “superintendents as 

managers” (Kowalski, 1999; Glass, 2000).  By the early 1900s the businessmen who 

dominated the local school boards urged districts to apply business models to the 

operation of public schools (Norton, 1996).  This period was heavily influenced by the 

onset of the industrial revolution and the inception of scientific management and 

classical theory as a means to produce greater efficiency in the manufacturing of goods 

(Kowalski, 1999).   

Toward the end of this period, the economic crisis of the 1930s, starting with the 

stock market crash of 1929, highlighted the need for public schools to preserve, 

transmit, and model American democracy. Thus, a shift toward a more democratic style 

of administration in the superintendency needed to be practiced in schools (Norton, 

1996).  Kowalski (1999) refers to this time period as the era of the “superintendent as a 
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statesman.”  The aftermath of the depression and the onset of World War II led the way 

to a focus on democratic administration that was more “philosophical than substantive” 

(Kowalski,1999).  This period also marked what Glass (2000) refers to as the “period of 

professionalism” in which the American superintendency was marked by an increase in 

specialized university training in the field of education administration.   

At the end of World War II, the human relations movement started to impact the 

field of education administration and, specifically, the position of superintendent.  The 

new focus toward human interactions became vital to the success of superintendents 

and school boards (Norton, 1996).  It was during this period that Kowalski (1999) notes 

the “superintendents as applied social scientists era” in the history of the 

superintendency.   The 1960’s was a very tense time for American public education.  

Social tension, the notion of equal access to education, and the concept of 

desegregation made up a huge portion of the superintendent’s job responsibilities 

during this time (Glass, 2004).  The 1960s and 1970s also produced many of the “Great 

Society programs” that had a tremendous impact on education in this era.  

Superintendents were charged with overseeing billions of dollars infused into public 

education for the low socio-economic population that made up approximately 11% of all 

public school children (Hayes, 2001).   

Glass (2000) notes a fifth era in the development of the American 

superintendent.  The superintendent as an “educational expert” came under attack 

when school critics claimed that the position of the superintendent was primarily 

responsible for obstructing equal education opportunity and school reform (Glass, 

20004).   This was a time in American education when many stakeholders were 
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significantly displeased with the direction of the country’s educational system, and it was 

significant enough to trigger a nationwide reform movement.  After the 1983 publication, 

A Nation at Risk, American schools came under fire from the national media and 

politicians in an effort to improve student performance (Glass, 2000; Kowlaski, 1999; 

Norton et al, 1996).   Superintendents of this period were on the defensive, and the 

response lead to the reform movement of the late 1980s and early 1990s that saw the 

increase of state developed assessments created for the purpose of monitoring and 

tracking students.  This reform movement between 1986 and 1992 was directed 

primarily at the local level and focused directly on principals, teachers, and parents 

while superintendents focused on site- based management, teacher empowerment, and 

parental choice (Norton, 1996).  This “do or die” high stakes testing has changed what it 

means to be a superintendent (Glass, 2000).  The increase in conflict between 

superintendents and school boards to stabilize schools in such a fast changing time is 

still evident today (Kowalski, 1999).   

Legal Leadership 

During the second half of the 20th century, the federal government took a more 

active role in educational legislation (Hayes, 2001).  Jackson (1995) correctly predicted 

that legal forces would be a major factor in shaping the current superintendent’s role.  

“Local policies, state and federal laws and court decisions make up a huge body of 

information that is important in helping superintendents meet their professional 

responsibilities (Hayes, 2001).   

It is clear that in these times, the superintendent of schools must have more than 

just a cursory knowledge of federal, state, and local laws and regulations.  “Although it 
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is important for superintendents to know federal and state laws and court cases, the 

primary responsibility of the superintendent is to be a leader in the discussion 

concerning legal and policy matters” (Hayes, 2001).  Superintendents play a significant 

role in empowering school leaders to actively initiate parent/community programs and 

efforts that are born of federal legislation.  (Kannert & Augenstein, 1990) 

Summary 

Superintendents of the 21st century are very different from those of the 20th 

century due to changes in the functioning and development of school boards, increased 

community involvement, and increased media attention (Hayes, 2001).   Now, more 

than ever it is of the utmost importance that the school superintendent takes the lead in 

developing the programs necessary to ensure student achievement and success.   As 

noted in the previous sections, this includes the press towards family involvement in 

education, along with added attention to strengthen school community relations in 

school improvement (Wowsar, 2003).  In order to build theses partnerships, 

superintendents will be required to hold a bold, creative, energetic, and visionary 

perspective of education and of schools as “social institutions” and thus the center of 

our communities (American Association of School Administrators, 1993).    As the 

educational and institutional leader, the school superintendent must not only have a 

clear vision for the school district in this respect but he or she must be able to articulate 

these innovative and difficult ideas to the stakeholders.  “Relationship enhancing 

communication rather than top-down dicta” is necessary for advancing school, family 

and community partnerships (Kowlaski, 2005).   “For superintendents to flourish in the 

21st century they will need to serve as role models, demonstrating the high degree of 
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professionalism and expertise necessary to increase their influence in policy making at 

the local, state and federal levels” especially as it relates to developing and 

implementing strong school-family-community partnerships (Glass, 2000).   

“Accountability is just one aspect of the educational reform movement that schools 

continue to experience as we enter a new century.” (Hayes, 2001)  The superintendent 

must now expand the view of accountability to include school-family-community 

partnerships and have their district in the forefront of reform and change in this area.     

Related Research 

 The research regarding the superintendent’s impact on district policy or the 

superintendent’s impact on school-family-community partnerships is limited.  However, 

there have been some recent studies that touch on many of the aspects of this 

proposed study.   

 Kesslar-Sklar and Baker (2000) studied one hundred ninety-six school district 

superintendents in fifteen states using a parent involvement survey that covered what 

they considered to be six major types of parent involvement.  These types of parent 

involvement were similar to but not the same as Epstein’s six types of parental 

involvement that were referenced in this study.  Their study returned a 45% response 

rate.  This study noted that over 90% of the responding superintendents’ report having 

at least one district policy that supports parent involvement in their districts policy guide.  

Most frequently, these policies involved either communicating children’s specific 

academic progress or supporting parental participation in decision making capacities.  

Grossly underrepresented was district policies designed to assist staff in more 

effectively working with parents.   
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Kesslar-Sklar and Baker (2000) make it very clear that more research is needed 

to provide superintendents with the most up-to-date and accurate information on how 

parent involvement policies can assist in improving children’s academic outcomes.  

Their suggestions for current practice include superintendents and other district level 

leaders reexamining current district level policies in an attempt to enhance parent 

involvement.  Some of their specific suggestions include the following: examining the 

opportunities for parents to be involved in the district decision making process; 

examining the types and quality of parental communication; providing information for 

parents that details how parents can improve their children’s academic experience at 

home; and evaluating teacher training to support parent-school partnerships.      

Recent dissertations have also touched on the importance of the school-family-

community partnership.   Lovett (2003) determined that increased accountability and 

expectations have placed demands on districts and superintendents like never before in 

the history of education.  It is her opinion that the district superintendent is in a “key 

position” to influence parental involvement decisions made within their systems.   Her 

study returned a 41% response rate which included nine hundred eighty-seven of the 

one thousand, forty-six Texas school superintendents.   Among the study’s major 

finding was a focus on clear, condensed and concise research on parent involvement 

which can help alleviate the greatest barriers in implementing research.  These barriers 

were noted as lack of financial resources and time.  It was also stated that since the 

majority of school districts in Texas fall under the small, rural classification more 

research should exist to address the problems related to parental involvement in those 

districts.   
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Stewart (1999) conducted a study to discover the effectiveness of external public 

relations practices as perceived by school superintendents as compared to other 

external stakeholders.  The results of this study showed that superintendents viewed 

their effectiveness in communication to external stakeholders statistically lower than did 

the various external stakeholders.  In a sense, superintendents appeared to be “out of 

touch” with what the community believed were effective means of public 

communications.  A major recommendation of this study was that superintendents need 

to emphasize more communications with the community as a whole.   

Starr (1998) determined that current research does not provide direction for 

districts to determine what specific aspects of shared decision making should directly 

include parents.  The primary conclusion of this study reinforces the belief that 

superintendents have a tremendous impact on the overall acceptance and integration of 

parents in the district shared decision making process.   

Finally, Webb (1997) utilized a survey that incorporated Joyce Epstein’s six types 

of parent involvement.  One hundred thirty-nine superintendents representing the 

Tennessee public school system were studied.  Of Epstein’s six types of parental 

involvement, volunteering and participating in decision making were two areas that need 

to receive more superintendent consideration.  Communications, collaboration, 

parenting skills, and learning at home were the areas in which superintendents and 

school districts were doing the most to increase the school-family partnership.   

Considering these five studies, it is clear that the superintendent’s role as an 

agent of change and innovation in the field of school-family-community partnerships is 

an important topic and one that deserves greater attention and more specific research.   
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One area that requires more individual attention is an analysis of those things that 

promote and inhibit successful partnerships.  Another area that is lacking in the 

research is a study of the practical first steps that need to be implemented when 

considering comprehensive school-family-community partnerships. 

Summary of the Literature Review 
 

The review of the literature indicated that the value of a strong school-family-

community partnership continues to be a priority in educational policy and practice.   Dr. 

Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins University even went as far as to state that recent 

years have energized the field of school-family-community partnerships in the form of 

innovations in research, policy, and practice (1996).  And while these innovations in this 

field continue to flourish, still limited research exists regarding how school district 

leadership interrelates with the school-family-community partnership.  Specific 

approaches in district leadership, particularly from the office of the school 

superintendent, are unclear and not sufficiently documented in the research.  Given that 

research indicates that improvement in our educational system is urgently needed, and 

that school-family-community partnerships in schools are important and directly related 

to improvements in children’s achievement; it is crucial that schools strongly explore 

and implement comprehensive school-family-community involvement programs. (Swap, 

1993). 

The literature review provided a historical glimpse that shows evidence that 

schools, families, and communities have always served as the basic building blocks to 

public education in the United States.  School-family-community partnerships were 

defined as the collaborative arrangements and endeavors between and among schools, 
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families, and communities designed to share resources, achieve common goals, and 

foster educational achievement, improvement, and reform.   This definition was born of 

the notion that simply using the term parent involvement inadequately encompasses 

what is truly needed and that the term school-family-community partnerships better 

describes the broader collaboration necessary to assist children as students (Simon and 

Epstein, 2001).  In short, the need for increased school-family-community partnerships 

was strongly laced throughout the literature review.   

Also presented in the literature review was the statistic that “schooling occupies 

only about 13% of the waking hours of the first 18 years of life” (Evans, 2004).  This 

leaves the monumental task of providing for this nation’s students for the 87% of time 

that they are not in educational institutions to schools, families, and communities.  

Decker suggests, what happens outside the classroom is every bit as important as what 

happens inside. (2003)  

 Limitations for school-family-community partnerships were also defined in the 

literature review.  The struggle with the concept of partnerships often occurs for very 

realistic and systemic issues that have existed in this country since the inception of 

public education.   Regardless of the particular era of American public education that is 

studied, common themes regarding obstacles to stronger school-family-community 

partnerships permeate the educational landscape.    

Benefits that are realized when partnerships are maximized in an efficient, 

effective, and focused manner were also highlighted in the literature review.  An idea 

that has existed since the 18th century that the school house should be viewed as a 

social institution and the center of the community is a concept that holds more 
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importance now than ever. (Crowson, 2003)  It is noted in this literature review that that 

the impact of school-family-community involvement increases student achievement, 

improves student attendance, and decreases student attrition while increasing positive 

interactions between schools, families, and communities, and increasing positive 

attitudes of those in the field of education. (Rutherford et al, 1995)   

Epstein’s (2006) six types of involvement illustrate and organize the ways in 

which educators can begin to conceptualize and implement partnership activities.  The 

six types of family involvement used as a basis for the study are as follows: 

1.  Parenting: Schools must assist families with parenting and child-rearing skills, 

understanding child and adolescent development, and setting home conditions that 

support children as students at each age and grade level.  

2.  Communicating: Schools must communicate with families about school programs 

and student progress through effective school-to-home and home-to-school 

communications. 

3. Volunteering: Schools must improve recruitment, training, work, and schedules to 

involve families as volunteers and audiences at the school or in other locations to 

support students and school programs. 

4. Learning at home: Schools must involve families with their children in learning 

activities at home, including homework and other curriculum-linked activities and 

decisions. 

5. Decision making: Schools must include families as participants in school decisions, 

governance, and advocacy through PTA/PTO, school councils, committees, and 

other parent organizations. 
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6. Collaborating with the community: Schools must coordinate resources and services 

for families, students, and the school with businesses, agencies, and other groups, 

and provide services to the community. 

 By using these six types of involvement as a baseline, we assessed the 

perceptions of superintendents regarding the current state of their district level practices 

regarding building successful and strong school-family-community partnerships.   

 Federal legislation has also reflected the need for stronger school-family-

community partnerships as this term has become increasingly evident in federal 

legislation in the last twenty years.  President George W. Bush’s No Child Left Behind 

Act (NCLB) is a perfect example of the government making attempts to strengthen 

these partnerships.  In addition to this piece of legislation other instances of federal 

legislation also reflected the need for stronger school-family-community partnerships.  

Some of this legislation includes the Educate America Act of 2000, the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 (IDEA), and Improving America’s 

Schools Act of 1994.   Clearly, for America to be prosperous in the future, schools, 

families, and communities need to work together to make sure that the nation’s students 

achieve a higher level of success.   

Finally, it was clear in the review of the literature that school superintendents 

need to take the lead in developing the programs necessary to ensure the development 

of these school-family-community partnerships.  As the educational and institutional 

leader, the school superintendent must not only have a clear vision for the school 

district in this respect but he or she must be able to articulate these innovative and 

difficult ideas to all stakeholders.  The superintendent must expand their view of 
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accountability to include school, family, and community partnerships and lead their 

district in the forefront of reform and change in this area. 
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CHAPTER III 
 
 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
 

 The importance of school-family-community partnerships in American education 

is evident in a growing base of educational research, policies, and reform movements 

(Harvard Family Research Project, 2000).   However, while the literature is very clear as 

to both the benefits and the complications of school-family-community partnerships, a 

gap exists in the literature as to how these relate to the unique leadership perspective of 

the school district superintendent.    

This study focused on Dr. Joyce Epstein’s framework of six major types of 

involvement (2005) as the basis for measuring the superintendent’s perception of his or 

her district’s current level of progress in developing school-family-community 

partnerships.   This study sought also to determine the superintendent’s perception of 

factors that encourage and limit the development of these partnerships, as well as 

ascertain the superintendent’s future goals for creating successful partnerships within 

his or her school district over the next three years.      

The methodology and procedures used within this chapter include the following 

sections: research design, a description of the proposed population, instrumentation, 

data collection, and data analysis.   

Research Design 

The research study employed a survey research methodology.   The primary 

goal of this study was to describe, from a superintendent’s perspective, the current 

status of family-school-community partnerships in North Texas school districts.   A 

secondary goal of this study was to allow the superintendents the opportunity to express 
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themselves in an open-ended format regarding factors that encourage and limit the 

development of these partnerships, as well as their three-year goals for creating 

successful partnerships in their districts.  A descriptive survey research design was 

chosen for this exploratory study.  It was used given the lack of baseline information in 

the area of superintendent impact on school-family-community partnerships.   

Population 

The target population for this study included 80 superintendents from the 

independent school districts that make up Region X Educational Service Center and the 

76 superintendents from the independent school districts that make up Region XI 

Educational Service Center, with a total of 156 total participants.  These are the two 

Educational Service Centers that make up the Dallas/Fort-Worth Metroplex and 

ultimately the North Texas area.  This cluster sampling utilized Educational Service 

Centers because they form naturally occurring groups of the target population.  All 

necessary contact information for the research population was compiled from 

information derived from the Texas Education Agency, the executive directors of Region 

X and Region XI, Region X and Region XI Internet home pages, and the Internet home 

pages for the individual districts in this study.   

Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study was the Measure of School, Family, and 

Community Partnerships based on the six types of involvement by Joyce Epstein of 

Johns Hopkins University with permission for use granted by co-author Karen Salinas, 

also of Johns Hopkins University (2002).  (Appendix A) 
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Participants were asked to respond to fifty-two items that were placed in the six 

categories that represent Dr. Joyce Epstein’s six types of involvement.  This structured 

survey instrument contained a five-point Likert scale.  The Likert scale included the 

options (1) never: strategy does not happen in our district; (2) rarely: clearly not 

emphasized in this district’s parental involvement plan; (3) sometimes: not a prevalent 

component of this district’s parental involvement plan; (4) often: a prevalent component 

of this district’s parental involvement plan; and (5) frequently: a highly prevalent 

component of this district’s parental involvement plan.  Superintendents were asked to 

respond to two open-ended questions regarding what they perceive to be major factors 

that contribute to and limit the success of their North Texas school districts’ school-

family-community partnership efforts and a single open-ended question that provided 

insight about their primary goals for improving their school-family-community 

partnerships in their districts over the next three years.  A copy of this survey instrument 

is included in Appendix B.   

Input from Dr. Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins University, practicing North Texas 

superintendents and the executive directors of both Region X and Region XI 

Educational Service Centers were obtained while developing the instrumentation for this 

study.   All parties suggested that the survey must be efficient and not time-consuming.  

It was recommended that an online survey might be the best vehicle to accomplish this.  

In addition, Dr. Joyce Epstein recommended that the online survey be followed up with 

a telephone communication encouraging participation for those who do not respond 

initially if response rate is low (J. Epstein, personal communication, August 15, 2005).    
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Data Collection 

Data for this study was collected via electronic survey under the guidance of the 

Center for Interdisciplinary Research and Analysis at the University of North Texas.  

The superintendents were contacted by myself through an introductory letter sent 

through electronic mail that explains the research premise and requests participation in 

the study (Appendix C).  That initial e-mail was then followed up with an additional e-

mail from the executive directors of both Region X and Region XI Educational Service 

Centers (Appendix D & E).  They both sent an electronic communication, on my behalf, 

encouraging the superintendents in their regions to participate in the study.  

Immediately following the letters from the ESC directors, the superintendents received 

an e-mail from myself  with specific directions for the study and a link and password to 

the online survey (Appendix F).  

The online service chosen for this study was Survey Monkey.  This service was 

chosen for its cost, simplicity, professional appearance and for its data collection and 

analysis tools.   Although all specific superintendent responses were and will continue to 

be kept anonymous, specific superintendent participation demographics were able to be 

tracked while using the online service.   

A follow-up e-mail reminder was sent out to those who had not responded to the 

study two weeks after the initial e-mail is sent (Appendix G).  Two weeks after that point, 

superintendents who still had not responded were personally contacted via phone and I 

provided further encouragement to complete the on-line survey (Appendix H).     
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Data Analysis 

I analyzed the survey data using three main methods.  First, a comprehensive 

analysis of response rate and participation rate was highlighted in both general terms 

and as it related to participant demographics using descriptive statistical analysis 

including mean and standard deviation.   Second, the Pearson-Chi Square statistical 

test was used to determine if there was a significant relationship between the 

independent variable (district size, accountability rating, and superintendent experience) 

and the dependent variable (Likert item responses).  Pearson's chi-square is used to 

establish whether or not an observed frequency distribution differs from a theoretical 

distribution.  The object of this analysis was to obtain the test statistic and its associated 

p-value.  P-values that are less than or equal to .05 are significant.  The Fisher's exact 

test was used in instances where one or more of the data cells had an expected 

frequency of five or less. Whereas the chi-square test assumes that each cell has an 

expected frequency of five or more, the Fisher's exact test does not hold the same 

assumption and can be used regardless of how small the expected frequency is. (Gall 

et al, 1996)  Finally, the qualitative data obtained from the open-ended responses was 

evaluated using categorical and interpretational analysis.   

Collapsing of Dependent Variables 

As previously stated, the survey instrument contained a five-point Likert scale.  

The Likert scale included the options (1) never: strategy does not happen in our district; 

(2) rarely: clearly not emphasized in this district’s parental involvement plan; (3) 

sometimes: not a prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan; (4) 
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often: a prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan; and (5) 

frequently: a highly prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan. 

 Likert responses one through three were aggregated into one category to include 

superintendents who were less likely to engage in these practices in their districts.  

Likert Responses four and five were aggregated into another category to include 

superintendents who were more likely to engage in these practices. 

Summary 

In summary, very limited research exists regarding the relationship between the 

school superintendent and the school-family-community partnership.  In addition, the 

specific approaches school superintendents employ to increase the school-family-

community partnership are unclear and not sufficiently documented.  The purpose of 

this study is for North Texas superintendents, representing the school districts of Region 

X and XI Educational Service Centers, to collectively describe their current school 

district practices regarding specific approaches to increase the school-family-community 

partnership.   
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CHAPTER IV 
 
 

RESULTS 
 

In this chapter, I report the participant response rate for this study and a 

statistical analysis of superintendent’s perspectives on the current status of school-

family-community partnerships in North Texas school districts.   I  also reports 

superintendents’ responses regarding factors that encourage and limit the development 

of these partnerships, as well as their three-year goals for creating successful 

partnerships in their districts.   

The following research questions guided the study:  

1.  How do North Texas school district superintendents rate their school districts’ 

current practices in developing school-family-community partnerships?   

2. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that contributed to the success 

of North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

3. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that limited the success of 

North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

4. What are the ten most frequently identified goals of North Texas superintendents 

for improving their school-family-community partnerships over the next three 

years? 

Using these research questions as the premise for this study, this chapter is divided 

into three sections.  First, a comprehensive analysis of response rate and participation 

rate are highlighted in both general terms and as it relates to participant demographics.  
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The second section provides both a descriptive and statistical analysis of the 

superintendent responses to the survey used in this study.  Finally, a summary of the 

text analysis conducted on the three open-ended survey responses is reported.   

Participation Rate 

A total of 156 electronic surveys were e-mailed to the superintendents who make up 

both Region X and Region IX Educational Service Centers in the North Texas Area.  Of 

the 156 surveys, a total of 104 Reponses were received.  This represents an overall 

response rate of 66.7%.  Of the 104 total responses, 5 respondents elected to decline 

participation in the survey resulting in a 63.5% participation rate.   Table 2 summarizes 

the overall response rate and participation rate. 

Table 2 

Overall Survey Response and Participation Rate 

 Surveys   
Sent 

Surveys 
Returned 

Surveys 
Declined 

Surveys 
Completed 

Response   
Rate 

Participation 
Rate 

Total 156 104 5 99 66.7% 63.5% 

 

Superintendents from 5A school districts returned 18 of the 32 surveys sent 

resulting in a return rate of 56.3%.   Three of the 5A respondents responded by 

declining participation in the survey, resulting in a participation rate of 46.9%.  

Superintendents from 4A school districts returned 21 of the 36 surveys sent a return 

rate of 58.3%.   One of the 4A respondents responded by declining participation in the 

survey, resulting in a participation rate of 55.6%.   Superintendents from 3A school 

districts returned 19 of the 29 surveys sent with none declining participation, a return 

and a completion rate of 65.5%.   Superintendents from 2A school districts returned 20 

 55



of the 26 surveys sent, resulting in a return rate of 76.9%.   One of the 2A respondents, 

one responded by declining participation in the survey, resulting in a participation rate of 

73.1%.   Superintendents from 1A school districts returned 26 of the 33 surveys sent 

with none declining participation, a return and completion rate of 78.8%.  These 

observations are summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Response and Participation Percentages by District Classification 

District 
Size 

Surveys   
Sent 

Surveys 
Returned 

Surveys 
Marked 
Declined 

Surveys 
Completed 

Return     
% 

Participation 
% 

1A 33 26 0 26 78.8% 78.8% 

2A 26 20 1 19 76.9% 73.1% 

3A 29 19 0 19 65.5% 65.5% 

4A 36 21 1 20 58.3% 55.6% 

5A 32 18 3 15 56.3% 46.9% 

  

Of the 156 total surveys, 80 of them were sent to superintendents representing 

Region X schools.   A total of 48 of the 80 surveys sent to Region X were returned 

reflecting a 60.0% completion rate within that region.  Region X responses comprised of 

48.5% of the total 156 surveys sent in the study.  Region XI superintendents were sent 

76 of the 156 total surveys.  A total of 51 of the 76 Region X surveys were returned 

reflecting a 67.1% return rate within that region.  Region X responses comprised of 

51.5% of the total 156 Surveys sent in the study.   These observations are summarized 

in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Response and Participation Percentages by Educational Service Center 

Educational 
Service Center 

Surveys     
Sent 

Surveys 
Completed 

Region 
Completion % 

Total  
Completion % 

Region X 80 48 60.0% 48.5% 

Region XI 76 51 67.1% 51.5% 

 

Superintendents reporting one year of experience or less were responsible for 9 

of the 99 total surveys completed; this represents a rate of 9.0%.   Superintendents 

reporting two to five years of experience were responsible for 21 of the 99 total surveys 

completed; this represents a rate of 21.2%.  Superintendents reporting five to seven 

years of experience were responsible for 14 of the 99 total surveys completed; this 

represents a rate of 14.1%.  Superintendents reporting seven to ten years of experience 

were responsible for 18 of the 99 total surveys completed; this represents a rate of 

18.2%.  Finally, superintendents reporting ten year of experience or more were 

responsible for 38 of the 99 total surveys completed; this represents a rate of 37.3%.  

These observations are summarized in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Return and Completion Percentages using Superintendent Experience 

Superintendent Experience Surveys Completed Completion % 

1 9 9.0% 

2-5 21 21.2% 

5-7 14 14.1% 

7-10 18 18.2% 

10+ 37 37.3% 

 

Nine first year superintendents responded to this survey.  That represents 9%, a 

small percentage of the total respondents.  In order to draw conclusions regarding their 

survey responses in later chapters it is important to take a closer look at the 

demographics of these nine superintendents.  Of the nine superintendents that 

responded to the survey, six reported being from 1A school districts or districts with a 

total enrollment of 189 students or less.   One superintendent reported being from a 2A 

school district or a district with a total enrollment of between 190-389 students.  One 

superintendent reported being from a 3A school district or a district with a total 

enrollment of between 390-899 students.  No first year superintendents from 4A districts 

responded to this survey.  Finally, one superintendent reported being from a 5A school 

district or a district with a total enrollment of 1,925 or more students.  These 

observations are summarized in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

First Year Superintendents and District Size 

First Year Superintendent Responses District Size 

1 5A 

0 4A 

1 3A 

1 2A 

6 1A 

 

Superintendents representing exemplary school districts were responsible for 2 

of the 99 surveys returned, accounting for 2.0% of the total responses.   

Superintendents representing recognized school districts were responsible for 36 of the 

99 surveys returned, an accounting for 36.4% of the total responses.  Superintendents 

representing academically acceptable school districts were responsible for 61 of the 99 

total surveys returned, accounting for 61.6% of the total responses.  No superintendents 

representing academically unacceptable school districts responded to this survey.   

These observations are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

Return and Completion Percentages using Accountability Rating 

Accountability Rating Surveys Completed Completion % 

Exemplary 2 2.0% 

Recognized 36 36.4% 

Academically Acceptable 61 61.6% 

Academically Unacceptable 0 0% 

 

Survey Response Analysis 

 The instrument used for this study was the Measure of School, Family, and 

Community Partnerships based on the six types of involvement by Joyce Epstein of 

Johns Hopkins University with permission for use granted by co-author Karen Salinas, 

also of Johns Hopkins University (2002).  Participants were asked to respond to fifty-two 

items that were placed in the six categories that represent Dr. Joyce Epstein’s six types 

of involvement. 

  A Likert type scale was used.  The Likert scale included the options (1) never: 

strategy does not happen in our district; (2) rarely: clearly not emphasized in this 

district’s parental involvement plan; (3) sometimes: not a prevalent component of this 

district’s parental involvement plan; (4) often: a prevalent component of this district’s 

parental involvement plan; and (5) frequently: a highly prevalent component of this 

district’s parental involvement plan.   This data was collected to answer Research 

Question 1: How do North Texas school district superintendents rate their school 

districts’ current practices in developing school-family-community partnerships?  Data 

collected from the survey was analyzed using descriptive statistics including averages, 
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percentages, mean and standard deviation.  It was also analyzed using the Pearson-Chi 

Square statistical test.  

 The Pearson-Chi Square statistical test was used to determine if there was a 

significant relationship between the independent variable (district size, accountability 

rating, and superintendent experience) and the dependent variable (Likert item 

responses).  The object of this analysis was to obtain the test statistic and its associated 

p-value.  P-values that are less than or equal to .05 are significant.  The Fisher's exact 

test was used in instances where one or more of the data cells had an expected 

frequency of five or less.  

Descriptive Analysis of Survey Results 

  The Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships consists of fifty-

two items that are organized in the six categories that represent Dr. Joyce Epstein’s six 

types of involvement.  These items are parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning 

at home, decision making, and collaborating with the community.   The following section 

will contain a brief description of each category in addition to the average response for 

each category.   The average response from each category will be a calculation of the 

mean and standard deviation of all superintendent responses for all practices within that 

category.  Also included in this section is the practice that superintendents collectively 

perceived as participating in least often as well as the practice that superintendents 

perceived as participating in most frequently.  This data is summarized in Table 8.   
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Table 8 

Mean Response by Type of Involvement  
Epstein's 6 

types of 
Involvement 

Brief Description Mean 
Response 

Standard 
Deviation 

Parenting 
Practices that help all families establish 
home environments to support children as 
students. 

3.23 0.59 

Communicating 

Practices promote effective forms of 
school-to-home and home-to-school 
communications about school programs 
and children’s progress. 

4.07 0.34 

Volunteering Recruiting and organize parent help and 
support. 3.49 0.46 

Learning 

Providing information to families about how 
to help students at home with homework 
and other curriculum related activities and 
decisions. 

3.71 0.34 

Decision 
Making 

Including parents in school decisions to 
develop leaders and representatives. 4.04 0.68 

Collaborating 
with the 
Community 

The practice of identification and 
integration of resources and services from 
the community to strengthen school 
programs, family practices, and student 
learning and development. 

3.44 0.52 

 

Parenting 

 The parenting category was defined as practices that help all families establish 

home environments to support children as students.  The average response of all 

individual practices within this category was 3.23 (SD=0.59).  This indicates an average 

Likert response for all practices in between sometimes and often.  The practice that 
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received the lowest overall Likert average involved providing information, training, and 

assistance to all families who want it or who need it, not just to the few who can attend 

workshops or meetings at the school building.  The mean for this practice was 2.96 or 

the equivalent of sometimes on the Likert scale.  The practice that received the highest 

overall Likert average involved respecting the different cultures represented in the 

student population.  The mean for this practice was 4.30 and indicates an average 

Likert response in between often and frequently. 

Communicating  

The communicating category was defined as practices that promote effective 

forms of school-to-home and home-to-school communications about school programs 

and children’s progress.  The average response of all individual practices within this 

category was 4.07 (SD=0.34).  This indicates an average Likert response of often.  The 

practice that received the lowest overall Likert average involved conducting annual 

surveys for families to share information and concerns about student needs and 

reactions to school programs, and their satisfaction with their involvement in school.  

The mean for this practice was 3.41 or an average Likert response in between 

sometimes and often.  The practice that received the highest overall Likert average 

involved contacting families of students having academic or behavior problems.  The 

mean for this practice was 4.59 and indicates an average Likert response in between 

often and frequently. 

Volunteering  

The volunteering category was defined as recruiting and organizing parent help 

and support.  The average response of all individual practices within this category was 
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3.71 (SD=0.46).  This indicates an average Likert response of between sometimes and 

often.  The practice that received the lowest overall Likert average involved providing a 

parent/family room for volunteers and family members to work, meet, and access 

resources about parenting, childcare, tutoring, and other things that effect their children.  

The mean for this practice was 2.97 or an average Likert response of sometimes.  The 

practice that received the highest overall Likert average involved recognizing volunteers 

for their time and efforts.  The mean for this practice was 4.10 and indicates an average 

Likert response in between often and frequently. 

Learning at Home 

The learning at home category was defined as providing information to families 

about how to help students at home with homework and other curriculum related 

activities and decisions.   The average response of all individual practices within this 

category was 3.71 (SD=0.34).  This indicates an average Likert response for all 

practices in between sometimes and often.  The practice that received the lowest 

overall Likert average involved scheduling regular interactive homework that requires 

students to demonstrate and discuss what they are learning with a family member.  The 

mean for this practice was 3.34 or the equivalent in between sometimes and often on 

the Likert scale.  The practice that received the highest overall Likert average involved 

making parents aware of the importance of reading at home, and asks parents to listen 

to their child read or read aloud with their child.  The mean for this practice was 4.26 

and indicates an average Likert response in between often and frequently. 
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Decision Making   

The decision making category was defined as including parents in school 

decisions to develop leaders and representatives.   Incidentally, this was the only one of 

Epstein’s six categories to not yield a significant finding in the comprehensive statistical 

analysis reported later in this chapter.  The average response of all individual practices 

within this category was 4.04 (SD=0.68).  This indicates an average Likert response for 

all practices close to often.  The practice that received the lowest overall Likert average 

involved developing formal networks to link all families with their parent representatives.  

The mean for this practice was 3.06 or the equivalent average response of often on the 

Likert scale.  The practice that received the highest overall Likert average involved 

including parent representatives on the school’s advisory council, improvement team, or 

other committees.  The mean for this practice was 4.81 and was the highest average 

Likert response in the entire survey.  This indicates an average Likert response very 

close to frequently. 

Collaborating with the Community 

The collaborating with the community category was defined as the practice of 

identification and integration of resources and services from the community to 

strengthen school programs, family practices, and student learning and development.   

The average response of all individual practices within this category was 3.44 

(SD=0.52).  This indicates an average Likert response for all practices in between 

sometimes and often.  The practice that received the lowest overall Likert average 

involved providing “one stop” shopping for family services through partnership of school, 

counseling, health, recreation, job training, and other agencies.  The mean for this 
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practice was 2.61 and was the lowest average Likert response per any practice in the 

entire survey.  It represents an average Likert score of in between rarely and 

sometimes.  The practice that received the highest overall Likert average involved 

opening buildings for community use after school hours.  The mean for this practice was 

4.33 and indicates an average Likert response in between often and frequently. 

Pearson-Chi Square Analysis 

A Pearson-Chi Square analysis was run for all independent variables (district 

size, accountability rating, and superintendent experience) as compared to the 

dependent variables (Likert item responses).  The following null hypotheses guided this 

portion of the study: 

1.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district size.  

2.   There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district accountability rating. 

3.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and superintendent experience. 

Research Hypothesis Number One: District Size  

Research hypothesis number one stated that there are no significant differences 

between individual superintendent practices in school-family-community partnerships 

and overall district size.  Research hypothesis one was accepted.   

The Pearson-Chi Square analysis of district size and superintendent perceptions 

yielded no significant results using a .05 level of significance.  In this analysis, district 

size was evaluated using the original survey size classification indicators.  The analysis 
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was also conducted by aggregating the original survey size classification indicators to 

represent large schools and small schools.  Regardless of how the independent variable 

was manipulated, no significant findings were discovered.     

Research Hypothesis Number Two: Accountability Ratings 
 

Research hypothesis number two stated there are no significant differences 

between individual superintendent practices in school-family-community partnerships 

and overall district accountability rating.   Person-Chi Square statistical analysis 

revealed that there are significant differences between individual superintendent’s 

practices in school-family-community partnerships and a district’s accountability rating.  

Research hypothesis two was rejected.   

Within this particular independent variable only the academically acceptable and 

recognized districts were used for the analysis.  Only two exemplary districts responded 

to the survey and no academically unacceptable districts responded to the survey 

making any meaningful analysis of theses indicators impossible.   In addition, Likert 

responses one through three were aggregated to include superintendents who 

described engaging in the various district practices as sometimes, rarely, or never.  In 

other words, superintendents who perceived these practices in their districts as not 

being prevalent were collapsed into one category.  Likert responses four and five were 

aggregated to include superintendents who described engaging in the various district 

practices as often or frequently.  In this case superintendents who perceived these 

practices in their districts as being prevalent were collapsed into the other category.   

Does a difference exist between superintendents of recognized and academically 

acceptable rated districts in the proportion of superintendents who report their districts 
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produce information for families that is clear, usable, and linked to children's success in 

school?  The frequencies in Table 9 show the number of recognized superintendents 

and academically acceptable superintendents who report their district never, rarely, or 

sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently (Prevalent)  produce information for 

families that is clear, usable, and linked to children's success in school.    

Table 9 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 3  
Cross Tab (Accountability Rating) 

Produces information for families that is clear, usable,  
and linked to children's success in school. 

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 18 18 36 
Recognized 17 42 59 
Total 35 60 95 

 

The chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s response) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 9).  A Pearson Chi-Square 

value less than or equal to .05 suggests that a relationship exists (alternate hypothesis) 

between the independent variable (rating) and the dependent variable (item response).  
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Table 10 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 3  
Chi Square (Accountability Rating) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.313 1 .038     
Continuity Correction 3.45 1 .063     
Likelihood Ratio 4.278 1 .039     
Fisher's Exact Test       .049 .032
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.268 1 .039     
N of Valid Cases 95         

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.26. 

Table 10 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district and the frequency in which information is produced for families 

that is clear, usable, and linked to children's success in school (chi-square with one 

degree of freedom = 4.313, p = 0.038).    

Does a difference exist between superintendents of recognized and academically 

acceptable rated districts in the proportion of superintendents who report their districts 

develop communication for parents who do not speak English well, read well, or need 

large type?  The frequencies in Table 11 show the number of recognized 

superintendents and academically acceptable superintendents who report their districts 

never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently (Prevalent) develop 

communication for parents who do not speak English well, read well, or need large type.    
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Table 11 

Communicating: Superintendent Practice 2  
Cross Tab (Accountability Rating) 

Develops communication for parents who do not speak  
English well, read well, or need large type.   

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 11 24 35 
Recognized 7 51 58 
Total 18 75 93 

 

The chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s response) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 11). A Pearson Chi-Square 

value less than or equal to .05 suggests that a relationship exists (alternate hypothesis) 

between the independent variable (rating) and the dependent variable (item response).  

Table 12 

Communicating: Superintendent Practice 2  
Chi Square (Accountability Rating) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.24 1 .022     
Continuity Correction 4.074 1 .044     
Likelihood Ratio 5.090 1 .024     
Fisher's Exact Test       .030 .023
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 5.185 1 .023     
N of Valid Cases 93         

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.77. 
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Table 12 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district and the frequency in which communication is developed for 

parents who do not speak English well, read well, or need large type (chi-square with 

one degree of freedom = 5.24, p = 0.022).    

Does a difference exist between superintendents of recognized and academically 

acceptable rated districts in the proportion of superintendents who report their districts 

build policies that encourage all teachers to communicate frequently with parents about 

their curriculum plans, expectations for homework, and how parents can help?   The 

frequencies in Table 13 show the number of recognized superintendents and 

academically acceptable superintendents who report their districts never, rarely, or 

sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently (Prevalent) build policies that 

encourage all teachers to communicate frequently with parents about their curriculum 

plans, expectations for homework, and how parents can help.     

Table 13 
 
Communicating: Superintendent Practice 12  
Cross Tab (Accountability Rating) 

Builds policies that encourage all teachers to communicate frequently  
with parents about their curriculum plans, expectations for  

homework, and how parents can help.   
  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 12 23 35 
Recognized 9 49 58 
Total 21 72 93 

 

The chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s response) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 13). A Pearson Chi-Square 
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value less than or equal to .05 suggests that a relationship exists (alternate hypothesis) 

between the independent variable (rating) and the dependent variable (item response).  

Table 14 
 
Communicating: Superintendent Practice 12  
Chi Square (Accountability Rating) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.398 1 .036   
Continuity Correction 3.390 1 .066   
Likelihood Ratio 4.287 1 .038   
Fisher's Exact Test    .044 .034
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.351 1 .037   
N of Valid Cases 93     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.90. 
 

Table 14 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district and the frequency in which policies are built that encourage all 

teachers to communicate frequently with parents about their curriculum plans, 

expectations for homework, and how parents can help (chi-square with one degree of 

freedom = 4.398, p = 0.036).    

Does a difference exist between superintendents of recognized and academically 

acceptable rated districts in the proportion of superintendents who report their districts 

provide information to families about how to help students at home with homework?  

The frequencies in Table 15 show the number of recognized superintendents and 

academically acceptable superintendents who report their districts never, rarely, or 

sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently (Prevalent) provide information to 

families about how to help students at home with homework.     
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Table 15 
 
Learning at Home: Superintendent Practice 1  
Cross Tab (Accountability Rating) 

Provides information to families on how to monitor  
and discuss schoolwork at home. 

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 12 24 36 
Recognized 34 27 61 
Total 46 51 97 

 

The chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s response) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 15). A Pearson Chi-Square 

value less than or equal to .05 suggests that a relationship exists (alternate hypothesis) 

between the independent variable (rating) and the dependent variable (item response). 

Table 16 
 
Learning at Home: Superintendent Practice 1  
Chi Square (Accountability Rating) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.558 1 .033   
Continuity Correction  3.703 1 .054   
Likelihood Ratio 4.625 1 .032   
Fisher's Exact Test    .038 .027
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.511 1 .034   
N of Valid Cases 97     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.07. 

 

Table 16 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district and the frequency in which information is provided to families 

 73



on how to monitor and discuss schoolwork at home (chi-square with one degree of 

freedom = 4.558, p = 0.033).    

Does a difference exist between superintendents of recognized and academically 

acceptable rated districts in the proportion of superintendents who report their districts 

open district buildings for community use after school hours?  The frequencies in Table 

17 show the number of recognized superintendents and academically acceptable 

superintendents who report their districts never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or 

often or frequently (Prevalent) open its building for community use after school hours.     

Table 17 

Collaborating with Community: Superintendent Practice 5  
Cross Tab (Accountability Rating) 

Opens its building for community use after school hours. 

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 2 32 34 
Recognized 16 41 57 
Total 18 73 91 

 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s response) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 17), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are only two 

academically acceptable districts that never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) open 

its buildings for community use after school hours, the Fisher Exact Test is used to test 

the null hypothesis. 
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Table 18 

Collaborating with Community: Superintendent Practice 5  
Chi Square (Accountability Rating) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.607 1 .010   
Continuity Correction  5.283 1 .022   
Likelihood Ratio 7.631 1 .006   
Fisher's Exact Test    .013 .008
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 6.535 1 .011   
N of Valid Cases 91     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (.25%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.73. 

Table 18 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district and the frequency in which it opens its buildings for community 

use after school hours (Fisher Exact Test p = 0.008).    

Accountability and experienced superintendents. 

In this analysis, the original five survey responses related to superintendent 

experience were aggregated to consider only the population of superintendents who 

had five or more years of experience (survey indicators 3-5).   Using only this 

superintendent population, their item response was compared with their district 

accountability rating.  Likert responses one through three were aggregated to include 

superintendents who described engaging in the various district practices as sometimes, 

rarely, or never.  Likert responses four and five were aggregated to include 

superintendents who described engaging in the various district practices as often or 

frequently.  In this analysis two district practices were considered to be statistically 

significant.  
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Does a difference exist between academically acceptable and recognized 

districts in the proportion of superintendents with five years or more of experience who 

report their districts conduct workshops or provide information for parents on child 

development?  The frequencies in Table 19 show the number of recognized 

superintendents and academically acceptable superintendents with five years or more 

of experience who report their districts never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or 

often or frequently (Prevalent) conduct workshops or provides information for parents on 

child development.     

Table 19 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 1  
Cross Tab (Greater than five Years Experience) 

Conducts workshops or provides information for parents on child development. 

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 12 3 15 
Recognized 9 12 21 
Total 21 15 36 

 
 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 19), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are only three 

academically acceptable districts that often or frequently (Prevalent) conduct workshops 

or provides information for parents on child development, the Fisher Exact Test is used 

to test the null hypothesis. 
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Table 20 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 1 
Chi Square (Greater than five Years Experience) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.967 1 .026   
Continuity Correction  3.556 1 .059   
Likelihood Ratio 5.208 1 .022   
Fisher's Exact Test    .041 .028
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.829 1 .028   
N of Valid Cases 36     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (.25%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.25. 

Table 20 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district among superintendents with five years of experience or 

greater when it comes to conducting workshops or provides information for parents on 

child development (Fisher Exact Test p = 0.028).    

Does a difference exist between academically acceptable and recognized 

districts in the proportion of superintendents with five years or more of experience who 

report their districts provide information to families on how to monitor and discuss 

schoolwork at home?  The frequencies in Table 21 show the number of recognized 

superintendents and academically acceptable superintendents with five years or more 

of experience who report their districts never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or 

often or frequently (Prevalent) provide information to families on how to monitor and 

discuss school work at home.     
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Table 21 
 
Learning at Home: Superintendent Practice 1  
Cross Tab (Greater than five Years Experience) 

Provides information to families on how to monitor and  
discuss school work at home.   

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
Academically Acceptable 2 13 15 
Recognized 11 11 22 
Total 13 24 37 

 
 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 21), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are only two 

academically acceptable districts that never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) 

provide information to families on how to monitor and discuss school work at home, the 

Fisher Exact Test is used to test the null hypothesis. 

Table 22 
 
Learning at Home: Superintendent Practice 1  
Chi Square (Greater or Less than five Years Experience) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.261 1 .022   
Continuity Correction  3.776 1 .052   
Likelihood Ratio 5.694 1 .017   
Fisher's Exact Test    .035 .024
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 5.119 1 .024   
N of Valid Cases 37     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (.25%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.27. 
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Table 22 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between the 

rating of a school district among superintendents with five years of experience or 

greater when it comes to  providing information to families on how to monitor and 

discuss schoolwork at home (Fisher Exact Test p = 0.024).    

Research Hypothesis Number Three: Superintendent Experience 

Research hypothesis number three stated there are no significant differences 

between individual superintendent practices in school-family-community partnerships 

and superintendent experience.   Person-Chi Square statistical analysis reveled that 

there are significant differences between individual superintendent’s practices in school-

family-community partnerships and a superintendent’s experience.  Research 

hypothesis three was rejected. 

In this analysis, the original five responses related to superintendent experience 

were aggregated to compare superintendents who were new (or reported one year or 

less of experience on the initial survey) with superintendents who were not new (or 

reported two or more years of experience on the initial survey).  Likert responses one 

through three were aggregated to include superintendents who described engaging in 

the various district practices as sometimes, rarely, or never.  Likert responses four and 

five were aggregated to include superintendents who described engaging in the various 

district practices as often or frequently.  In this analysis four district practices were 

considered to be statistically significant.   

New and non-new superintendents. 

Does a difference exist between new and experienced superintendents in the 

proportion of superintendents who report their districts provide information, training, and 
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assistance to all families who want it or who need it, not just the few who can attend 

workshops or meetings at the school building?  The frequencies in Table 23 show the 

number of new (1 year or less) and experienced superintendents (2 years or more) who 

report their districts never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently 

(Prevalent) provides information, training, and assistance to all families who want it or 

who need it, not just the few who can attend workshops or meetings at the school 

building. 

Table 23 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 2  
Cross Tab (New and Non-new Superintendents) 
Provides information, training, and assistance to all families who want it or who need 

it, not just the few who can attend workshops or meetings at the school building. 

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
New Superintendents 9 0 9 
Experienced Superintendents 56 32 88 
Total 65 32 97 

 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent’s experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 23), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are no new 

superintendents who report that their district often or frequently (Prevalent) provide 

information, training, and assistance to all families who want it or who need it, not just 

the few who can attend workshops or meetings at the school building, the Fisher Exact 

Test is used to test the null hypothesis. 
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Table 24 
 
Parenting: Superintendent Practice 2  
Chi Square (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.884 1 .027   
Continuity Correction  3.377 1 .066   
Likelihood Ratio 7.652 1 .006   
Fisher's Exact Test    .028 .022
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.834 1 .028   
N of Valid Cases 97     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (.25%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.97. 

Table 24 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent experience and the frequency in which the superintendents district  

provides information, training, and assistance to all families who want it or who need it, 

not just the few who can attend workshops or meetings at the school building (Fisher 

Exact Test p = 0.022).    

Does a difference exist between new and experienced superintendents in the 

proportion of superintendents who report their districts develop communication for 

parents who do not speak English well, read well, or need large type?  The frequencies 

in Table 25 show the number of new (1 year or less) and experienced superintendents 

(2 years or more) who never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently 

(Prevalent) develop communication for parents who do not speak English well, read 

well, or need large type. 
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Table 25 
 
Communication: Superintendent Practice 2  
Cross Tab (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

Develops communication for parents who do not speak English well, read well, or 
need large type.   

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
New Superintendents 5 3 8 
Experienced Superintendents 15 72 87 
Total 20 75 95 

 
 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 25), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are five new 

superintendents who report that their district sometimes, rarely, or never (Not Prevalent) 

and three new superintendents who report that their district often or frequently 

(Prevalent) develop communication for parents who do not speak English well, read 

well, or need large type, the Fisher Exact Test is used to test the null hypothesis. 

Table 26 
 
Communication: Superintendent Practice 2  
Chi Square (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.029 1 .003   
Continuity Correction  6.511 1 .011   
Likelihood Ratio 7.213 1 .007   
Fisher's Exact Test    .010 .010
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 8.934 1 .003   
N of Valid Cases 95     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 2 cells (50%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.68. 
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Table 26 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent experience and the frequency in which the superintendents district  

develops communication for parents who do not speak English well, read well, or need 

large type (Fisher Exact Test p = 0.010).    

Does a difference exist between new and experienced superintendents in the 

proportion of superintendents who report their districts train volunteers so they use their 

time productively?  The frequencies in Table 27 show the number of new (1 year or 

less) and experienced superintendents (2 years or more) who report their districts 

never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently (Prevalent) trains 

volunteers so they use their time productively. 

Table 27 
 
Volunteering: Superintendent Practice 4  
Cross Tab (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

Trains volunteers so they use their time productively.   

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
New Superintendents 7 1 8 
Experienced Superintendents 43 44 87 
Total 50 45 95 

 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 27), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there is one new 

superintendent who reports that their district often or frequently (Prevalent) trains 

volunteers so they use their time productively, the Fisher Exact Test is used to test the 

null hypothesis. 
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Table 28 

Volunteering: Superintendent Practice 4  
Chi Square (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.260 1 .039   
Continuity Correction  2.870 1 .090   
Likelihood Ratio 4.810 1 .028   
Fisher's Exact Test    .062 .041
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.215 1 .040   
N of Valid Cases 95     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (25.0%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.79. 

Table 28 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent experience and the frequency in which the superintendents district trains 

volunteers so they use their time productively (Fisher Exact Test p = 0.041).    

Does a difference exist between new and experienced superintendents in the 

proportion of superintendents who report their districts reduces barriers to parent 

participation by providing transportation, childcare, flexible schedules, and addresses 

the needs of English language learners?  The frequencies in Table 29 show the number 

of new (1 year or less) and experienced superintendents (2 years or more) who report 

their districts never, rarely, or sometimes (Not Prevalent) or often or frequently 

(Prevalent) reduce barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, childcare, 

flexible schedules, and addresses the needs of English language learners. 
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Table 29 
 
Volunteering: Superintendent Practice 7  
Cross Tab (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

Reduces barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, childcare, 
flexible schedules, and addresses the needs of English language learners.   

  Not Prevalent Prevalent Total 
New Superintendents 8 0 8 
Experienced Superintendents 57 30 87 
Total 65 30 95 

 

While the chi-square test evaluates the null hypothesis (no relationship between 

district rating and superintendent experience) by comparing the expected frequency in 

each cell with the observed frequency in each cell (Table 29), this test is valid only if the 

individual cell frequencies count at least five observations.  Since there are no new 

superintendents who report that their districts often or frequently (Prevalent) reduce 

barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, childcare, flexible schedules, 

and addresses the needs of English language learners, the Fisher Exact Test is used.  

Table 30 
 
Volunteering: Superintendent Practice 7  
Chi Square (New and Non-new Superintendents) 

  Value df 

Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 

Exact 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.032 1 .045   
Continuity Correction  2.594 1 .107   
Likelihood Ratio 6.406 1 .011   
Fisher's Exact Test    .053 .042
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 3.989 1 .046   
N of Valid Cases 95     

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b. 1 cell (25.0%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.53. 
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Table 30 shows that there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent experience and the frequency in which the superintendents district 

reduces barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, childcare, flexible 

schedules, and addresses the needs of English language learners (Fisher Exact Test p 

= 0.042).    

Open Ended Responses 

Research questions two through four provided participants the opportunity to 

elaborate on three factors: 1) the ten most frequently identified factors that contributed 

to the success of North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership 

efforts this year;  2) the ten most frequently identified factors that limited the success of 

North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this year; and 

3) the ten most frequently identified goals of North Texas superintendents for improving 

their school-family-community partnerships over the next three years.  A text analysis of 

common themes was conducted using each superintendent’s response to the three 

open ended questions. 

Factors Contributing to the Success of S-F-C Partnerships: 

Of the 99 superintendents who participated in this study 84 elected to respond to 

the first open ended question which sought to discover the ten most frequently identified 

factors that contributed to the success of North Texas school districts’ school-family-

community partnership efforts this year.    This represents a response rate of 84.8%.     

“Focused communication”, “parent involvement/organizations”, and “district climate and 

vision” emerged as the preeminent factors.  “Focused communication” was referenced 
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22 times, “parent involvement/parent organizations” were referenced 21 times, and 

“district climate and vision” was references 18 times.   

The next tier in responses included “staff dedication and training”, “community 

dedication to the school district”, and “small school enrollment”.   “Staff dedication and 

training” was referenced 15 times while responses that related to “community dedication 

to the school district” were referenced 11 times and responses that related to “small 

school size and enrollment” were referenced 10 times.   

The bottom tier of factors included “district outreach and programming,” 

“volunteering”, “assigned central office administrator”, and “federal, state, local 

programming and funding.”    “District outreach and programming,” was referenced 9 

times.  The factor “volunteering” was referenced 8 times while responses that related to 

“assigned central office administrator” and “federal, state, local programming and 

funding” were both referenced 7 times.  The top ten factors as well as the number each 

factor was referenced is represented in Table 31. 
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Table 31 
 
Ten Factors that Contributed to Success 
Factor         Occurrence 

 
Focused communication 22 

Parent involvement/parent organizations 21 

District climate and vision 18 

Staff dedication and training 15 

Community dedication to the school district 11 

Small school enrollment 10  

District outreach and programming 9 

Volunteering 8 

Assigned central office administrator 7 

Federal, state, local programming and funding 7 
 

Within these factors, responses ranged from generic references to specific 

interventions employed to accomplish this.  Examples of superintendent responses for 

each factor that contributed to the success of North Texas school districts’ school-

family-community partnership efforts this year are listed in Appendix I.   

Factors Limiting the Success of S-F-C Partnerships: 

Of the 99 superintendents who participated in this study 81 elected to respond to 

the second open ended question which sought to discover the ten most frequently 

identified factors that limited success of North Texas school districts’ school-family-

community partnership efforts this year.  This represents a response rate of 81.8%.   
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“Insufficient parental involvement”, “parental schedules”, and “money/funding” 

emerged as the major factors that limited the success of school districts’ school-family-

community partnership efforts.  “Insufficient parental involvement” was referenced 18 

times, “parental schedules” 15 times, and “money/funding” was 14 times.   

The next tier in responses included “district size issues”, “language”, “staffing 

issues” and “time.”   “District size issues”, “language”, and “staffing issues” were all 

referenced 9 times.  “Time” was referenced 8 times.    

The bottom tier of factors included “lack of community resources,” “parental 

resources”, and “single parent homes.”    The factors “lack of community resources” and 

“parental resources” were both referenced 5 times.  “Single parent homes” was 

referenced 3 times.  The top ten factors as well as the number each factor were 

referenced is represented in Table 32.   
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Table 32 
 
Ten Factors that Limited Success 
Factor         Occurrence 
 
Insufficient parental involvement 18   

Parental schedules 15 

Money/funding 14 

District size issues 9 

Language 9 

Staffing issues 9 

Time 8 

Lack of community resources 5 

Parental resources 5 

Single parent homes 3 

 

Within these factors, responses also ranged from generic limitations to specific 

limitations that inhibited the school-family-community partnerships.  Examples of 

superintendent responses for each factor that limited the success of North Texas school 

districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this year are listed in Appendix J.   

Goals for Improving S-F-C Partnerships over the Next Three Years: 

Of the 99 superintendents who participated in this study, 85 elected to respond to 

the third open ended question which sought to discover superintendent’s goals for 

improving school-family-community partnerships over the next three years in their 

respective North Texas school districts.  This represents a response rate of 85.8%.   
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“Enhancing parent involvement emerged as the clear area of focus for 

superintendents to improve their school-family-community partnerships in the next three 

years.  It was referenced 24 times or ten more times than the next factor on the list.     

The next tier of goals included “enhanced communication”, “expanding 

community partnerships”, “outreach programs”, and a “focus on diversity.”    “Enhanced 

communication” and “expanding community partnerships” were both referenced 14 

times.  Goals that focused on “outreach programs” were referenced 12 times.  Goals 

that focused on “diversity” were referenced 10 times. 

The Bottom tier of goals included “revisiting mission and vision”, “increasing 

volunteering programming”, “technology”, developing an “administrative position at 

district level and “increasing staffing and staff development.”    Goals dealing with 

“revisiting mission and vision” and “increasing volunteering programming” were both 

referenced 6 times.  Goals that revolved around “technology” were referenced 3 times 

while goals that related to developing an “administrative position at district level and 

“increasing staffing and staff development” were both referenced 2 times.  The top ten 

factors as well as the number each factor was referenced is represented in Table 33.  
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Table 33 
 
Ten Identified Goals for Improvement 
Factor         Occurrence 
 
Enhancing parent involvement 24 

Enhanced communication 14   

Expanding community partnerships 14 

Outreach programs 12   

Focus on diversity 10 

Revisiting mission and vision 6 

Increase volunteering programming 6 

Technology 3 

Administrative position at the district level 2   

Increase staffing and staff development 2 

 

Within these three year goals, responses ranged from general goals to specific 

interventions employed to accomplish improved school-family-community partnerships 

over the next three years.  Examples of superintendent goals to improve North Texas 

school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this year are listed in 

Appendix K.   

Summary 

The participant response rate for this study was 63.5%. Participant responses 

were analyzed using descriptive statistics in the form of means and standard deviations.   

The Pearson-Chi Square statistical test was also used to analyze participants’ 

responses.  This test was used to determine if there was a significant relationship 
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between the independent variable (district size, accountability rating, and 

superintendent experience) and the dependent variable (Likert item responses).  There 

are three research hypotheses for this study. Research hypothesis one was accepted 

while research hypothesis two and three were rejected.    

I also reported on superintendents’ responses to open-ended questions 

regarding factors that encourage and limit the development of these partnerships, as 

well as their three-year goals for creating successful partnerships in their districts.  A 

more detailed summary and a discussion of the findings are presented in the next 

chapter, 
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CHAPTER V 
 

SUMMARY 
 

Statement of the Problem 
 

The purpose of this study was to describe, from a superintendent’s perspective, 

the current status of school-family-community partnerships in North Texas school 

districts.   A secondary purpose of this study was to allow the superintendents the 

opportunity to express themselves in an open-ended format regarding factors that 

encourage and limit the development of these partnerships, as well as their three-year 

goals for creating successful partnerships in their districts.   

This study was guided by the following research questions:  

1.  How do North Texas school district superintendents rate their school districts’ 

current practices in developing school-family-community partnerships?   

2. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that contributed to the success 

of North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

3. What are the ten most frequently identified factors that limited the success of 

North Texas school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts this 

year? 

4. What are the ten most frequently identified goals of North Texas superintendents 

for improving their school-family-community partnerships over the next three 

years? 

 The remainder of this chapter will include a synopsis of the methodology followed 

by a brief summary of the results.  Next, a comprehensive discussion of the results 
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including interpretations and conclusions will be reported.  Finally, recommendations for 

further studies in this field, relationship to current literature, suggestions for additional 

research and recommendations for educators will all be reviewed.     

Review of the Methodology 

The target population for this study included 80 superintendents from the 

independent school districts that make up Region X Educational Service Center and 76 

superintendents from the independent school districts that make up Region XI 

Educational Service Center, totaling 156 participants.  The research instrument used in 

this study was the Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships based on 

the six types of involvement by Joyce Epstein of Johns Hopkins University.  Data for this 

study was collected via electronic survey.   The qualitative survey data was analyzed 

using descriptive analysis including mean and standard deviation, as well as the 

Person-Chi Square statistical analysis.  Qualitative data was evaluated using 

categorical and interpretational analysis.   

Summary of the Results 
 

The following three research hypotheses guided this portion of the study: 

1.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district size.  

2.   There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and overall district accountability rating. 

3.  There are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices 

in school-family-community partnerships and superintendent experience.   
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District Size 

An analysis of district size in relation to superintendent perceptions of their district’s 

school-family-partnership practices yielded no significant findings.  Research hypothesis 

number one stating there are no significant differences between individual 

superintendent practices in school-family-community partnerships and overall district 

size was accepted.   

District Accountability Rating 

 An analysis of district accountability ratings in relation to superintendent 

perceptions of their district’s school-family-partnership practices yielded seven 

significant findings. Research hypothesis number two stating there are no significant 

differences between individual superintendent practices in school-family-community 

partnerships and overall district accountability rating was rejected. 

The parenting category in Epstein’s Measure of School, Family, and Community 

Partnerships contained seven practices that help all families establish home 

environments to support children as students.  Practice number three in this category 

asked superintendents to state to what degree their district produces information for 

families that is clear, usable, and linked to children’s success in school.  It was 

determined that there is a statistically significant relationship between superintendent’s 

perceptions of this practice and the rating of their school districts.  While 

superintendents from academically acceptable districts did not show any variation in the 

way they perceived their districts engagement in this practice, a significant amount of 

superintendents from recognized districts stated that they perceived their district as 

participating in this practice often or frequently.     
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The communicating category in Epstein’s Measure of School, Family, and 

Community Partnerships contained fourteen practices regarding effective forms of 

school-to-home and home-to-school communications about school programs and 

children’s progress.   Practice number two in this category asked superintendents to 

state to what degree their district develops communication for parents who do not speak 

English well, read well, or need large type.  It was determined that there is a statistically 

significant relationship between superintendent’s perceptions of this practice and the 

rating of their school districts.   Although superintendents from academically acceptable 

districts did perceive that their district engaged in this practice, there were a larger 

number of superintendents from recognized districts that perceived their district as 

participating in this practice often or frequently.   

Practice number twelve within the same category was also determined to show 

statistical significance.  This practice asked superintendents to state to what degree 

their district builds policies that encourage all teachers to communicate frequently with 

parents about their curriculum plans, expectations for homework, and how parents can 

help.  Once again, while superintendents from academically acceptable school districts 

did report participating in this practice, a large number of superintendents from 

recognized districts perceived their district as participating in this practice as often or 

frequently at higher ratio. 

The learning at home category in Epstein’s Measure of School, Family, and 

Community Partnerships contained five practices that dealt with providing information to 

families about how to help students at home with homework and other curriculum 

related activities and decisions.  Practice number one in this category asked 
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superintendents to state to what degree their district provides information to families on 

how to monitor and discuss schoolwork at home.   It was determined that there is a 

statistically significant relationship between superintendent’s perceptions of this practice 

and the rating of their school districts.  More recognized superintendents reported 

perceptions that their district never, rarely, or sometimes participated in this practice 

than those who reported their district often or frequently participated in this practice.  

Even more surprising is that superintendents from academically acceptable districts 

perceived that their district participated in this partnership practice often or frequently at 

a ratio of 2-1 over colleagues in the academically acceptable rating who perceived their 

district as never, rarely, or sometimes using this practice.   

The collaborating with the community category in Epstein’s Measure of School, 

Family, and Community Partnerships contained eight practices that related to 

identification and integration of resources and services from the community to 

strengthen school programs, family practices, and student learning and development.  

Practice number five in this category asked superintendents to state to what degree 

their district opens its buildings for community use after school hours.  It was 

determined that there is a statistically significant relationship between superintendent’s 

perceptions of this practice and the rating of their school districts.  In total, seventy-three 

superintendents compared to eighteen reported that they perceived this practice as 

occurring often or frequently in their districts.  There is a strong emphasis put on this 

practice by all superintendents.    
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Superintendents with Five or More Years of Experience 

Superintendents with five or more years of experience were isolated and examined 

to see if, within this population, there was a significant difference between district 

accountability ratings and superintendent’s perceptions of their districts school-family-

partnership practices.  This analysis revealed two significant superintendent practices.      

Practice number one within the parenting category asked superintendents to state to 

what degree their district conducting workshops or provides information for parents on 

child development.  It was determined that among superintendents with five or more 

years of experience there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent’s perceptions of this practice and the rating of their school districts.  The 

majority of superintendents from academically acceptable districts reported the 

perception that their districts never, rarely, or sometimes engage in this practice.  On 

the other hand, a slight majority of superintendents from recognized districts reported 

the perception that their district often or frequently engages in this practice.   

Practice number one within the learning at home category asked superintendents to 

state to what degree their district provides information to families on how to monitor and 

discuss schoolwork at home.   It was determined that amongst superintendents with five 

or more years of experience there is a statistically significant relationship between 

superintendent’s perceptions of this practice and the rating of their school districts.    

Superintendents from academically acceptable campuses reported perceptions that 

indicated their district engages in this practice often or frequently at a 6:1 ratio.  

Superintendents from recognized district reported a 1:1 ratio reflecting equal 

perceptions of both high and low levels of engagement in this practice.   
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New and Non-new Superintendents 

 In this analysis, superintendents who reported one year or less of experience  

(new superintendents) were compared with superintendents who reported  two to  ten 

plus years of experience (non-new superintendents).   Four significant superintendent 

practices emerged from this analysis.  Research hypothesis number three stating there 

are no significant differences between individual superintendent practices in school-

family-community partnerships and overall district accountability rating was rejected.     

Practice number two within the parenting category asked superintendents to state to 

what degree their district provides information, training, and assistance to all families 

who want it or who need it, not just the few who can attend workshops or meetings at 

the school buildings.  It was determined there is a statistically significant relationship 

between superintendent’s perceptions of this practice and superintendent experience.   

No new superintendents reported a perception that their districts engage in this practice 

often or frequently.  In addition, a larger number of experienced superintendents 

reported engaging in this activity never, rarely, or sometimes than the experienced 

superintendents who engage in this practice often or frequently.   

Practice number two within the communicating category asked superintendents to 

state to what degree their district develops communication for parents who do not speak 

English well, read well, or need large type.  It was determined there is a statistically 

significant relationship between superintendent’s perceptions of this practice and 

superintendent experience.  Non-new superintendents reported the perception that their 

district engages in this practice often or frequently at a ratio of 5:1 over their colleges 

who reported never, rarely, or sometimes engaging in this practice.  In other words, 
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superintendents with experience are highly engaged in this school-family-community 

partnership practice.   New superintendents were more likely to respond that their 

district never, rarely, or sometimes engaging in this practice.   

The volunteering category in Epstein’s Measure of School, Family, and Community 

Partnerships contained eight practices regarding recruiting and organizing parent help 

and support.  Practice number four within this category asked superintendents to state 

to what degree their district trains volunteers so they use their time productively.  It was 

determined there is a statistically significant relationship between superintendent’s 

perceptions of this practice and superintendent experience.    While the ratio of 

experienced superintendents perceptions remained fairly even it was clear that new 

superintendents do not perceive their districts as being engaged in this practice.   

Practice number seven within this category asked superintendents to state to what 

degree their district reduces barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, 

childcare, flexible schedules, and addresses the needs of English language learners.  It 

was determined there is a statistically significant relationship between superintendent’s 

perceptions of this practice and superintendent experience.   It is clear that 

superintendent as a whole report that they are not engaging in this practice but once 

again, new superintendents do not report that their districts engage in this practice at all.   

Factors Contributing to the Success of School-Family-Community Partnerships 

Focused communication, parent involvement/organizations, and district climate and 

vision emerged as the preeminent factors that according to the superintendents who 

responded attributed the success of their school districts’ school-family-community 

partnership efforts.   Also receiving some credit for contributing to school-family-
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community partnership practices were staff dedication, training, and community 

dedication to the school district.  

Factors Limiting the Success of School-Family-Community Partnerships 

The themes of insufficient parental involvement, parental schedules, and 

money/funding emerged as the major factors that were reported as limiting the success 

of school districts’ school-family-community partnership efforts.  Other issues seen as 

limiting partnership efforts include district size issues, language, staffing issues and 

time.    

Goals for Improving School-Family-Community Partnerships  

Enhancing parent involvement emerged as the clear area of focus for 

superintendents to improve their school-family-community partnerships in the next three 

years.  It was referenced ten times more than the next factor on the list.    Other goals 

for improving partnerships included enhancing communication, expanding community 

partnerships, creating outreach programs, and a focus on diversity.     

Discussion of the Results 

 The results of this study yielded some interesting and specific insights into the 

position of the North Texas Independent School District Superintendent.  And while 

eleven of the fifty-two specific school-family-community partnership practices were 

found to be statistically significant, what was not found to be statistically significant was 

equally as informative.    

The research instrument used in this study was the Measure of School, Family, 

and Community Partnerships based on the six types of involvement by Joyce Epstein of 

Johns Hopkins University.  When each of the fifty-two practices listed in this survey 
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were evaluated using the overall response mean the following patterns occurred.  

Superintendents perceived that seventeen of the practices were occurring, on average, 

frequently in their districts.  Superintendents perceived that thirteen of the practices 

were perceived as occurring, on average, often in their districts.  A total of twenty 

practices were perceived by superintendents as occurring, on average, sometimes in 

their districts.  Superintendents perceived two practices as occurring, on average, rarely 

in their districts.  Finally no practices were perceived on average as occurring never in 

their districts.  Utilizing the overall response means of the individual partnership 

practices, fifty of the fifty-two practices were reported as occurring sometimes, often or 

frequently.  This is an indication that the majority of practices listed in this instrument are 

perceived as prevalent in the school districts of the superintendents who responded to 

this survey.    

It is my belief that the fifty-two practices listed in this survey are important and 

necessary for all district’s school-family-community partnership programs and the 

superintendent responses confirm that they are occurring as a whole in their districts.    

While individual impact and significance of each practice can be debated and ranked, it 

is safe to say that all practices are beneficial and even represent a necessary baseline 

of activities for improving school-family-community partnerships.   

Because this study was based on superintendent perception it makes the results 

of this survey highly intriguing.  Throughout the literature review it was shown that 

school-family-community partnerships are important and can have vitally effective 

benefits on a school district’s success, student achievement, families’ connectedness to 

schools, and an overall positive impact on the community.  If it can be assumed that 
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superintendents are responsible for the leadership of their district and that all fifty-two 

practices on this survey are at a minimum considered good practice; then for a 

superintendent to acknowledge that their district never, rarely, or sometimes engages in 

these practices is a critical self reflection of their own district leadership.  And while as 

expected, a lot of the responses were skewed towards the often or frequently indicators, 

there were a number of instances where superintendents acknowledged deficiencies in 

their school-family-community partnership practices.  It is because of the North Texas 

superintendent’s ability to critically self reflect on their own practices that this study was 

able to develop significance and meaning.   

Interpretation of the Findings 

District Size 

It was determined that there were no significant differences among individual 

superintendent practice in school-family-community partnerships and district size.  In 

other words, district size does not impact the way in which superintendents utilize and 

implement school-family-community partnerships practices.  This finding came as a 

significant surprise to me.  In the analysis of open ended responses there were ten 

instances in which small school size was mentioned as a benefit to school-family-

community partnerships.  In addition, large district size was mentioned nine times as a 

limitation to establishing school-family-community partnerships.    

It might appear that small schools have a significant advantage in establishing 

partnerships due to smaller populations and tighter bonded communities.  In actuality, 

smaller populations can often equal fewer resources.  Also, smaller districts often tend 

to sprawl out over larger areas further diluting resources and forcing them to struggle 
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with their partnership practices.  It is my belief that no variability was found in this 

analysis because, regardless of district size, superintendents aspire to and value 

engaging in school-family-community practices to an equal degree.  Thus, regardless of 

size, superintendents perceive relatively similar advances and deficiencies in how they 

build their districts school-family-community partnerships.   

District Accountability Ratings 

 Accountability ratings have become increasingly important in Texas over the past 

decade and have been a major focal point on the American educational landscape 

since the inception of the No Child Left Behind Act.  School districts and individual 

campuses are constantly looking for innovations and techniques to give them an 

advantage in the state and federal accountability systems.  This study was able to 

provide some insights into the position of the school district superintendent and the 

potential connection their school-family-community partnerships may have on 

accountability ratings.   These connections are discussed for the remainder of this 

section.   

 Superintendents from recognized districts report perceptions that their district 

produces information for families that is clear, usable, and linked to children’s success 

in school.   It is my belief that the phrase “linked to children’s’ success in school” is what 

separates recognized from academically acceptable school districts.   School districts 

that are recognized have a clear understanding that general information sent to families 

represents a minimal and necessary action but information that leads to increased 

student performance is unique and a best practice.  As stated in the literature review, 

parents are eager to help but often do not understand or know the steps to take to 
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increase their student’s performance.  Higher order information provided by the district 

that is linked to a child’s success provides parents with dynamic information that they 

can respond to and act on.    

In Texas, ever-changing demographics pose major barriers to districts especially 

in the illiterate populations or populations that speak a language other than English.  In 

the open-ended responses superintendents listed language issues nine times as limiting 

to their school-family-community practices.  It was determined in this study that 

recognized districts overwhelmingly develop communication for parents who do not 

speak English or are not able to read at all.  It is clear that for districts to continue to 

make progress in student achievement parents must be provided information in a format 

that overcomes these barriers.  These districts are able to accomplish this by 

conducting massive parent literacy efforts and by using multiple innovations in 

communicating with parents who do not speak English.   

Also discussed in the literature review was the lack of teacher efficacy as it 

relates to parent communication. The parent-teacher communication component is 

often is overlooked in teacher preparation programs.  Recognized districts report 

building policies that encourage all teachers to communicate frequently with parents 

about their curriculum plans, expectations for homework, and how parents can help.  

Once again, when teachers are required and trained to provide this higher order 

information, parents are equipped with dynamic information that they can respond to 

and act on.  Technology has played a major role in this.  Innovations such as online 

access to student grades, lesson plans, and tutorial schedules allow parents to become 
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interactive partners in their children’s education and, in the long run, alleviate many of 

the barriers that teachers encounter in their relationships with parents.   

The notion that schools should be viewed as a “social institutions” and thus the 

center of the community is crucial.  It was evident in this study that this is a practice that 

is valued in both academically acceptable and recognized school districts alike.  It only 

stands to reason that when the community is allowed access to district buildings outside 

of school hours it increases familiarity with the school system and decreases the 

anxieties that the community might harbor.   If, as stated in the literature review,   

schooling occupies approximately 13% of a students waking hours from birth to age 

eighteen, then opening district buildings to the community outside of the school day is a 

significant step in controlling the 87% of the time students spend outside of school in a 

controlled and positive atmosphere.   

Significant differences were also found when superintendents with five or more 

years of experience were isolated and studied.  These superintendents who were at 

recognized campuses felt that their districts engage in conducting workshops and/or 

providing information for parents on child development at a higher rate than their 

colleagues from academically acceptable campuses.  Perhaps, superintendents who 

are five or more years into their superintendency begin the act of branching out to a 

higher level of school-family-community partnership intervention strategies that helps a 

district achieve recognized accountability ratings.   

Out of the fifty-two practices listed in the survey, these five practices can be 

considered unique to recognized campuses and thus “best practices” for 

superintendents to implement as part of their school-family-community partnership 
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plans.   Clearly, informing families with information linked to student success, 

developing communication for parents who are difficult to communicate with, 

encouraging meaningful teacher dialogue with parents, and using district buildings to 

promote community involvement are vital and should be at the core of district school-

family-community partnership plans.   In addition, district outreach in the form of parent 

workshops appears to be a practice that is prevalent in districts where superintendents 

have had at least five years on the job.  This school-family-community partnership 

should also be considered best practice.   

Interestingly enough, when superintendents with five or more years of experience 

were isolated and studied, the practice of providing information on how to monitor and 

discuss school work at home occurred more on academically acceptable campuses 

than it occurred on recognized campuses.  Although that might seem contrary to 

conventional thought, it might have been perceived to occur on academically acceptable 

campuses more than on recognized campuses out of necessity.   In other words, 

providing information to families on how to monitor and discuss schoolwork at home 

might be an intervention needed on academically acceptable campuses aimed at 

increasing student achievement that might not need to be as formalized in recognized 

campuses.   

Superintendent Experience 

When experience was analyzed using  superintendents who reported one year or 

less of experience  (new superintendents) and superintendents who reported between 

two to ten plus years of experience (non-new superintendents) an interesting trend 

emerged.  In the four significant findings that occurred using this age distribution, new 
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superintendents perceived very low frequencies of activity in their school-family-

community partnerships.  This might have a great deal to do with the pressure and the 

overwhelming responsibilities facing new superintendents.  Superintendents who have 

served one year or less perceived very little engagement when it came to the following 

practices: 

1. Providing information, training, and assistance to all families who want it or who 

need it, not just the few who can attend workshops or meetings at the school 

buildings.   

2. Developing communication for parents who do not speak English well, read well, 

or need large type.  

3. Reducing barriers to parent participation by providing transportation, childcare, 

flexible schedules, and addresses the needs of English language learners.  

4. Training volunteers so they use their time productively. 

Instead of providing speculation as to why each individual superintendent practice was 

rated low in frequency among new superintendents, I believe it is more valuable to look 

at the etiology of these new superintendents and their perceptions as a whole.   

It is important to remember that nine first year superintendents responded to this 

survey.  That represents 9% or a relatively small percentage of the total respondents.  

Of the nine superintendents that responded to the survey, six reported being from 1A 

school districts, one reported being from a 2A school district, one reported being from a 

3A school district, none reported being from 4A school districts and one reported being 

from a 5A school district.  It stands to reason that new superintendents are more likely 
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to obtain their first superintendency in smaller school districts while larger school 

districts tend to attract superintendents with more years of experience.   

It could be argued that nine new superintendent responses do not represent a 

significant enough number of responses to attempt to draw conclusions about new 

superintendents.  I decided to include the first year superintendent responses for two 

reasons.  First, new superintendents reported overwhelmingly low frequencies of 

engagement in the four superintendent responses found to be significant.  For this 

reason, this deserves further conversation or explanation.  Second, given the lack of 

baseline research in the area of new superintendents and the school-family-community 

partnership, it is important to include this data and draw possible conclusions to spark 

dialogue and possibly serve as a springboard for further research.   

Having completed coursework towards a doctoral degree in education 

administration aimed at preparing administrators to apply for superintendent 

certification, I can attest first hand to some potential deficiencies in superintendent 

preparation programs.   After forty-eight hours of course work, in my perspective, there 

was minimal to no emphasis specifically related to school-family-community 

partnerships in the formal training received as part of this degree.  Although there were 

classes that explored the politics of administration, instructional program, and even a 

class that explored the superintendency, it was my  independent study and passion for 

school-family-community partnerships born from a masters degree in Family 

Psychology that lead me to study this phenomenon.   

In short, this I believe there is insufficient attention focused on school-family-

community partnerships in superintendent preparation programs that represents a 
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deficiency in overall training.  It is my belief, in light of increasing state and federal 

standards, training in school-family-community partnerships warrants more focused 

attention in these programs.  It is not inconceivable to go as far as to say that it might 

even deserve its own individual curriculum as required coursework.   This would provide 

superintendents with the tools necessary to address partnership issues early into their 

superintendency.    

In addition to formalized university training there are other interventions that 

should be created for new superintendents that will assist in developing these 

partnerships.  These interventions could be designed and implemented by state school 

board associations, educational service centers, and with state education agencies.  

Specific examples of these interventions may include a comprehensive mentoring 

program for new superintendents or intensive on the job training in the first few years of 

the superintendency.  Regardless, it is clear to me that school-family-community 

partnerships need to become a priority in the development of new superintendents.   

Factors that Contribute, Factors that Limit, and Goals for Improving 

In this study, the major factors superintendents perceive as not only contributing 

to, but also limiting the success of their school-family-community partnership programs 

revolved around parent involvement.  In other words, the superintendents who 

responded to this survey believed, when done correctly and proactively, there was no 

greater asset in developing these school-family-community partnerships.  Unfortunately 

the opposite is also true.  When parents are not involved or the involvement is 

unproductive (possibly even counter productive) the superintendents reported that this 

was among their greatest limitations in school-family-community partnerships.  It should 
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then come as no surprise that the primary goal superintendents in this survey report that 

needs to be addressed in their three year plan to develop school-family-community-

partnerships overwhelmingly fell under the category of enhancing parent involvement.  

In addition, focused communication was touted as being among the major factors that 

contributed to school districts school-family-community partnerships.  It was also 

mentioned as one of the most common goals for superintendents to improve upon in the 

next three years.   

 The ten main categories in which superintendents reported their three year goals 

were all very pertinent and vital to the success of the districts school-family-community 

partnership programs.  Unfortunately, establishing, maintaining, and improving school-

family-community partnership is just one aspect of the modern day superintendent’s job 

description.  Many of the goals that superintendents stated, although relevant and 

necessary were time intensive and require focused attention from qualified personnel.  

Although seven districts reported that a designated central office administrator assigned 

to over see school-family-community partnership programs was beneficial to their 

districts, only two superintendents listed the creation of such a position as a priority in 

their three year plans.   It is my belief that the creation of a school-family-community 

partnership district level advisor would be beneficial in implementing those practices 

that contribute to the success of these partnerships.  In addition to personal, funds and 

resources need to be allocated in order to make these partnerships a reality.   As a 

result, the factors that limit partnerships can be summarily eradicated.    
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Relationship of this Study to Previous Research 

This study is significant to the field of education administration in that it will adds 

to a limited body of research regarding the relationship between the role of school 

district superintendents and the school-family-community partnerships within their 

respective districts.   This is particularly important in this era of American education 

considering the increased accountability in developing school-family-community 

partnerships as a result of federal education mandates over the past twenty years and, 

most recently, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002.   It is also important in an era 

where our students are being distracted by a multitude of issues ranging from family 

issues, destructive influences, and an increased sense of internal conflict.  This study 

begins to address interventions that need to occur outside of the 13% of their lives that 

are spent in formal education.  This study produces literature that should lead to 

practices that seek to maximize the 87% of their lives that are conducted outside of the 

school house.  It is my opinion that then and only then can we start to make significant 

impact in the lives of our students.   

Suggestions for Additional Research 

Based on the results of this study and the review of the related literature, the 

following recommendations for further study are presented concerning the impact of 

superintendent actions on the school-family-community partnerships: 

1. Since the current state assessment, Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

Skills (TAKS), is only in its third year of implementation it would be 

advantageous to replicate this study in a few years.  A naturally occurring 

increase for districts that perform at the exemplary level would allow for more 
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diversified comparison of district accountability ratings on superintendent 

school-family-community partnership practices.   

2. This study could be replicated as it is currently in an effort to gain a larger 

sampling, thus increasing the number and diversity of the independent 

variables used in this study.  Especially in an effort to gain more exemplary and 

academically unacceptable district’s superintendent responses.  Having a 

greater number of district accountability will give us a broader understanding on 

superintendent practice and its impact on district accountability rating.   

3. Follow-up studies could be conducted with superintendents who participated in 

this study to measure possible changes in perceptions and practice as a result 

of exposure to this survey and increased awareness of the impact of school-

family-community partnerships on their districts overall success.  

4. A follow up study could be conducted with the superintendents who reported 

less than one year of experience in an effort to see if superintendent 

perceptions of their district’s school-family-community partnerships become 

increasingly more positive and proactive as a result of professional experience. 

5. The final open-ended question asked, “What are the ten most frequently 

identified goals of North Texas superintendents for improving their school-

family-community partnerships over the next three years?”  A qualitative study 

that focused on specific districts and their three year plans for increasing 

school-family-community partnerships would be incredibly helpful.  It could 

provide a road map of best practices to those districts that are interested in 

improving their partnership efforts but are not sure where to begin.   
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Recommendations for Educators 

This study is significant to the field of education administration primarily in that it 

adds to a very limited body of research regarding the relationship between the school 

district superintendent and the school-family-community partnerships within their 

respective districts.    In particular, superintendent experience, demographics, and 

individual school-family-community partnership practices that were identified as having 

significant impact on district accountability ratings will have direct implications for 

practicing superintendents, as well as aspiring superintendents and associated 

administrative personnel for North Texas school districts.   

These findings should impact the approach of universities and superintendent 

preparation programs.   It should also impact the ways in which state agencies for 

education, school board associations and educational service centers interact with 

practicing superintendents.   

Information gleaned from this research will assist practicing superintendents in 

program implementation, organizational improvements, and general policymaking.   

Superintendents can not do this by themselves.  These research stresses need to 

develop a school-family-community partnership culture and enlist their administration, 

teachers, and staff to carry this culture forward.   
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APPENDIX A 

PERMISSION TO USE THE SURVEY:  

MEASURE OF SCHOOL, FAMILY, COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS



 
October 11, 2005 
 
 
To: Brant Perry 

From: Karen Clark Salinas 

Re: Permission to use Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships 

 
This letter grants you permission to use, adapt, or reprint the survey noted above in 
your study, with the understanding that UMI may make copies upon demand. 
 
We ask only that you include appropriate references to the survey and authors in the 
text and bibliography of your reports and publications. 
 
Best of luck with our work. 
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APPENDIX B 

MEASURE OF SCHOOL, FAMILY, COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS SURVEY



Measure of School, Family, and Community Partnerships 
 
Introduction: 
Superintendents, 
Thank you for taking the time to answer the questions to this short but important survey.  
This survey is part of my doctoral research on the state of school-family partnerships in 
North Texas.  It was designed to collect maximum information in minimal time and 
should take no longer than 20 minutes to complete.  Information will be compiled in an 
anonymous fashion so please feel free to take a critical look at your district's current 
school-family-community partnership programs and policies.   
 
Once again thank you for your time, 
Brant Perry 
 
University of North Texas Institutional Review board Informed Consent Form: 
Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and 
understand the following explanation of the purpose and benefits of the study and how it 
will be conducted.   
 
Title of Study:   
The School-Family-Community Partnership: A Superintendent's Perspective 
 
Principal Investigator:   
Brant Perry, a graduate student in the University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 
Education Administration.  
 
Purpose of the Study: 
This study will measure superintendent’s perception of their district’s current level of 
progress in developing family, school, and community partnerships.         
 
Study Procedures:  
Participants will be asked to respond to fifty-one Likert-scale items and three open 
ended questions.  The average survey completion time should be approximately 20 
minutes or less. 
   
Foreseeable Risks:  
No foreseeable risks are involved in this study. 
 
Benefits to the Subjects or Others: 
The results of this study will assist practicing superintendents in program 
implementation, organizational improvements, and general policymaking regarding 
family-school-community partnerships.    
 
Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: 
All individual Reponses and participants will be kept confidential and that confidentiality 
will be maintained in any future publications or presentations regarding this study.  
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Questions about the Study: 
If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Brant Perry at telephone 
number 469-752-5611 or Dr. Johnetta Hudson, UNT Department of Educational 
Administration, at telephone number 940-565-2030.   
 
Review for the Protection of Participants: 
This research study has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review 
Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any questions 
regarding the rights of research subjects.  
 
Research Participants’ Rights: 
By checking the box below you are indicating that you have read all of the above and 
that you confirm all of the following:  
• Brant Perry has explained the study to you and answered all of your questions. You 
have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or discomforts of the 
study.  
• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your refusal to 
participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of rights or 
benefits. The study personnel may choose to stop your participation at any time.  
• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be performed.  
• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily consent to 
participate in this study.  
• You understand that you may print a copy of this screen to retain for your records. 
 
I Understand and accept the terms and conditions of this study. 
Yes  No 
 
Superintendent Information: 
Please circle the number that best reflect your experience as a superintendent. 
1  2-5  5-7  7-10  10+ 
 
District Demographics:  
Circle the size classifications that best describes your district. 
1A  2A  3A  4A  5A 
 
District Accountability Rating 
Circle the state accountability rating your district received for the 04-05 school year. 
Exemplary Recognized Academically Acceptable Academically 
Unacceptable 
 
Directions:  
Directions: Carefully examine the scoring rubric below before rating your school district 
on the six types of involvement proposed by Dr. Joyce Epstein. As you review each 
item, please click on the response that comes closest to describing your school district. 
A score of 4 or 5 indicates that the activity or approach is strong and prominent. A score 
of 1, 2, or 3 indicates that the activity is not yet part of the school’s program or needs 
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improvement. The results provide information on the strength of current practices of 
partnership and insights about possible future directions or needed improvements in 
your school district’s school-family-community partnership program. 
Scoring Rubric: 
1 – Never: Strategy does not happen in our district. 
2 – Rarely: Clearly not emphasized in this district’s parental involvement plan. 
3 – Sometimes: Not a prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan. 
4 – Often: A prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan. 
5 – Frequently: A highly prevalent component of this district’s parental involvement plan.  
 

Statement 

N
ever 

R
arely 

Som
etim

es 

O
ften 

Frequently 

 
I. Parenting: Help all families establish home environments to support children as 
students. 
Our District... 
Conducts workshops or provides 
information for parents on child 
development. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides information, training, and 
assistance to all families who want it 
or who need it, not just to the few who 
can attend workshops or meetings at 
the school building. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Produces information for families that 
is clear, usable, and linked to 
children’s success in school. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Asks families for information about 
children’s goals, strengths & talents. 1 2 3 4 5 

Sponsors home visiting programs or 
neighborhood meetings to help 
families understand schools & to help 
schools to understand families. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides families with 
information/training on developing 
home conditions or environments that 
support learning. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Respects the different cultures 
represented in our student population. 1 2 3 4 5 
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II. Communicating: Design effective forms of school-to-home and home–to-school 
communications about school programs and children’s progress. 
Our District... 
Reviews the readability, clarity, form, 
and frequency of all memos, notices, 
and other print and non-print 
communications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Develops communication for parents 
who do not speak English well, read 
well, or need large type. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Has clear two-way channels for 
communications from home to school 
and from school to home. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Conducts a formal conference with 
every parent at least once a year. 1 2 3 4 5 

Conducts annual survey for families to 
share information and concerns about 
student needs & reactions to school 
programs, and their satisfaction with 
their involvement in school. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Conducts an orientation for new 
parents. 1 2 3 4 5 

Sends home folders of student work 
weekly or monthly for parent review 
and comment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides clear information about the 
curriculum, assessments, 
achievement levels, and report cards. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Contacts families of students having 
academic or behavior problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

Develops school’s plan and program 
of family and community involvement 
with input from educators, parents, 
and others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Trains teachers, staff, and principals 
on the value and utility of contributions 
of parents and ways to build ties 
between school and home. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Builds policies that encourage all 
teachers to communicate frequently 
with parents about their curriculum 
plans, expectations for homework, 
and how parents can help. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Produces a regular school newsletter 
with up-to-date information about the 
school, special events, organizations, 
meetings, and parenting tips. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides written communication in the 
language of the parents. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
III. Volunteering: Recruit and organize parent help and support. 
Our District... 
Conducts an annual survey to identify 
interests, talents, and availability of 
parent volunteers, in order to match 
their skills/talents with school and 
classroom needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides a parent/family room for 
volunteers and family members to 
work, meet, and access resources 
about parenting, childcare, tutoring, 
and other things that effect their 
children. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Creates flexible volunteering and 
school events schedules, enabling 
parents who work to participate. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Trains volunteers so they use their 
time productively. 1 2 3 4 5 

Recognizes volunteers for their time 
and efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 

Schedules school events at different 
times during the day and evening so 
that all families can attend. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Reduces barriers to parent 
participation by providing 
transportation, childcare, flexible 
schedules, and addresses the needs 
of English language learners. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Encourages families and the 
community to be involved with the 
school in a variety of ways (assisting 
in classroom, giving talks, monitoring 
halls, leading activities, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 
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IV. Learning at home: Provided information to families about how to help students at 
home with homework and other curriculum-related activities, decisions. 
Our District... 
Provides information to families on 
how to monitor and discuss 
schoolwork at home. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides ongoing and specific 
information to parents on how to 
assist students with skills that they 
need to improve. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Makes parents aware of the 
importance of reading at home, and 
asks parents to listen to their child 
read or read aloud with their child. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Assists families in helping students set 
academic goals, select courses, and 
programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Schedules regular interactive 
homework that requires students to 
demonstrate and discuss what they 
are learning with a family member. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
V. Decision making: Include parents in school decisions to develop leaders and 
representatives. 
Our District... 
Has active PTA, PTO, or other parent 
organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

Includes parent representatives on the 
school’s advisory council, 
improvement team, or other 
committees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Has parents represented on district-
level advisory council and committees. 1 2 3 4 5 

Involves parents in an organized, 
ongoing, and timely way in the 
planning, review, and improvement of 
programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Involves parents in revising the 
school/district curricula. 1 2 3 4 5 

Includes parent leaders from all racial, 
ethnic, socioeconomic, and other 
groups in the school. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Develops formal networks to link all 
families with their parent 
representatives. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Includes students (with parents) in 
decision-making groups. 1 2 3 4 5 

Deals with conflict openly and 
respectfully. 1 2 3 4 5 

Asks involved parents to make contact 
with parents who are less involved to 
solicit their ideas, and report back to 
them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
VI. Collaborating with the community: Identify and integrate resources and services 
from the community to strengthen school programs, family practices, and student 
learning and development. 
Our District... 
Provides a community resource 
directory for parents and students with 
information on community services, 
programs, and agencies. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Involves families in locating and using 
community resources. 1 2 3 4 5 

Works with local businesses, 
industries, and organizations on 
programs to enhance student skills 
and learning. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Provides “one-stop” shopping for 
family services through partnership of 
school, counseling, health, recreation, 
job training, and other agencies. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Opens its building for community use 
after school hours. 1 2 3 4 5 

Offers after-school programs for 
students with support from community 
businesses, agencies, and volunteers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Solves turf problems of 
responsibilities, funds, staff, and 
locations for collaborative activities to 
occur. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Utilizes community resources, such as 
businesses, libraries, parks, and 
museums, to enhance the learning 
environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 125



VII. Follow-up Questions:  
What major factors have contributed to the 
success of your district’s family and 
community involvement efforts? 

_____________________________________
_____________________________________
_____________________________________
_____________________________________ 

What major factors have limited the 
success of your district’s family and 
community involvement efforts? 

_____________________________________
_____________________________________
_____________________________________ 

What is one of your district’s major goals 
for improving its program of school, family, 
and community partnerships over the next 
three years? 

_____________________________________
_____________________________________
_____________________________________ 

 
Reference: 
This survey is an existing work entitled "Measure of School, Family, and Community 
Partnerships."  Permission to use, adapt, or reprint the survey, "Measure of School, 
Family, and Community Partnerships," was granted by Karen Clark Salinas of Johns 
Hopkins University on behalf of Joyce L. Epstein & Mavis G. Sanders, Johns Hopkins 
University, Deborah Davis & Inge Aldersbaes, Northwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory. 
 
Epstein, J. L., Sanders, M. G., Simon, B. S., Salinas, K. C., Jansorn, N. R., & Van 
Voorhis, F. L. (2002). School, family, and community partnerships: Your handbook for 
action, second edition. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Corwin Press. 
 
Superintendents, 
 
Thank you for participating in this study and helping me take this very challenging step 
in my doctoral work. If you are interested in the results a summary can be requested 
using the contact information below. If you have any questions or comments please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brant Perry, MA 
Hendrick Middle School 
Assistant Principal 
7400 Red River Drive 
Plano, Texas 75025 
(469) 752-5611 
Fax:(469) 752-5601 
bperry@pisd.edu 
 

 126



 127

APPENDIX C 

INTRODUCTORY E-MAIL TO SUPERINTENDENTS



Introductory E-mail to Superintendents  

Regarding Online Survey 

 

Superintendents, 
 
My name is Brant Perry and I am a doctoral student in the Education Administration 
Department at the University of North Texas.  For my dissertation I am conducting an 
online study about School-Family-Community Partnerships from the perspective of 
district superintendents.  This study has received support by the executive directors of 
both Region X and Region XI Educational Service Centers. 
 
If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey. 
An official survey invitation e-mail will be sent on May 19 at 8:00 am.  This e-mail will 
contain simple instructions, an electronic link, and a password to take the survey.  It will 
take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  
 
The results of this study will be shared with region X and XI ESC's to assist practicing 
superintendents in program implementation, organizational improvements, and general 
policymaking regarding school-family-community partnerships.  All research records will 
be kept confidential by the principal investigator. No individual responses will be 
disclosed to anyone because all data will be reported on a group basis.  
 
If you have any questions about the study, you may contact me using the contact 
information listed below.  Thank you for taking the time to be part of this research and 
for helping me to further my education.   
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM REGION X EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR



Region X and XI Executive Director‘s 
E-mail to Superintendents 

 
To: Region XI Superintendents 

From: Richard Ownby 

Date: 12/8/2006 

Re: Dissertation Survey 

Those of you that have doctorates and those who are working on one certainly know 
how important and how difficult it can be to get surveys back. Brant Perry, a candidate 
at UNT has contacted me asking assistance to use our email database to access you 
with his survey. As you know I protect this list for your benefit so that you do not get any 
more unsolicited emails than you already do. 

 
I have granted Mr. Perry access as has Region X. Therefore within a short period of 
time you will be receiving an on line survey from Brant Perry, a doctoral student in the 
Education Administration Department at the University of North Texas.  He will be 
conducting an online study regarding School-Family-Community Partnerships from the 
perspective of district superintendents.  I have reviewed this study and have given this 
student permission to send it to the superintendents in our region. 
 
The survey only takes about 20 minutes to complete.  
 
I will be given access to the results of this study and these findings could be shared 
within our region to assist our superintendents in program implementation, 
organizational improvements, and general policymaking regarding school-family-
community partnerships.  I have been assured that all research records will be kept 
confidential by the researcher and that all data will be reported on a group basis.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to be part of this research and for helping a fellow 
administrator that is furthering his education.   
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APPENDIX E 

LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM REGION X EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR



DATE: May 18, 2006 
 
TO: Superintendents of Region X 
  
FROM: Dr. Jill Shugart  

 Executive Director  
 Region X Education Service Center 
  
RE:  Doctoral Research Study for University of North Texas Student 
  
Within the next 48 hours you will be receiving an on line survey from Brant Perry, a 
doctoral student in the Education Administration Department at the University of North 
Texas. He will be conducting an online study regarding School-Family-Community 
Partnerships from the perspective of district superintendents. I have reviewed this study 
and have given this student permission to send it to the superintendents in our region.  
 
The survey only takes about 20 minutes to complete. Obviously, your participation is 
entirely optional. 
 
I will be given access to the results of this study and these findings could be shared 
within our region to assist our superintendents in program implementation, 
organizational improvements, and general policymaking regarding school-family-
community partnerships. I have been assured that all research records will be kept 
confidential by the researcher and that all data will be reported on a group basis.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to be part of this research and for helping a fellow 
administrator who is furthering his education. 
 
JS:kb 
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APPENDIX F 

OFFICIAL SURVEY INVITATION E-MAIL



Official Survey Invitation E-mail to Superintendents  
 
Superintendents, 
 
This e-mail is an official invitation an online survey.  As presented in my earlier e-mail, I 
am conducting this online study about School-Family-Community Partnerships from the 
perspective of district superintendents.  The study population will include 
superintendents from both Region X and Region XI Educational Service Centers. 
 
This survey will take only 20 minutes to complete. It is my goals to have all 
superintendents participate and complete the survey before [two weeks after the date 
this e-mail is sent].   
 
Here is a link to the survey: 
[SurveyLink] 
 
Here is the survey password: 
[SurveyPassword] 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation.  Not only does your participation add to a 
body of literature that directly impacts the field of education administration, your 
participation also is impacting my personal education.    
 
 
Thank you for your participation, 
 
Brant Perry 
Graduate Student 
University of North Texas 
(469) 752-5611 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 
[RemoveLink] 
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APPENDIX G 

FOLLOW UP E-MAIL TO SUPERINTENDENTS



Follow Up E-mail to Superintendents  
Regarding Online Survey 

 
 
Superintendents, 
 
If you are receiving this e-mail you have not yet taken the opportunity to complete my 
online survey entitled School-Family-Community Partnerships: A Superintendent’s 
Perspective.  Fortunately, it is not too late.  I have decided to extend on-line survey 
submissions for one additional week.   
 
This survey will take only 20 minutes to complete.  
 
Here is a link to the survey: 
[SurveyLink] 
 
Here is the survey password: 
[SurveyPassword] 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation.  Not only does your participation add to a 
body of literature that directly impacts the field of education, your participation also is 
impacting my personal education.     
 
 
Thank you for your participation, 
 
Brant Perry 
Graduate Student 
University of North Texas 
(469) 752-5611 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link 
below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 
[RemoveLink] 
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APPENDIX H 

SCRIPT FOR SUPERINTENDENT TELEPHONE REMINDER



Approximate Script for Superintendent Telephone Reminder 
 
[Superintendent name] 
 
This is Brant Perry and I am a doctoral student in the Education Administration 
Department at the University of North Texas.  Earlier this month you received two 
invitations to participate in my online survey entitled School-Family-Community 
Partnerships: A Superintendent’s Perspective.  The purpose for me calling is three-fold:   
 

1. To confirm that you have received the invitation and to ensure that there are no 
technical issues keeping you from completing this survey. 

2. To address any questions, comments or concerns that may be prohibiting you 
from completing the survey.   

3. To encourage participation in the survey.    
 
 
If the superintendent expresses interest in completing the survey: 
Instructions will be given that explain how to access the online survey and how long the 
survey will take to complete.   
 
If the superintendent expresses that they wish to not participate in the survey: 
They will be thanked for their time and consideration.   
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APPENDIX I 

SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE SUCCESS OF 

SCHOOL-FAMILY-COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS



Factors Contributing to Success Examples 
 

Focused communication - Increased use of technology 

 - Use of colleges for interpreters  

Parent involvement/parent organizations - PTA, PTO and Boosters 

 - Parent involvement in DBIC 

District climate and vision - Open environment in schools 

 - Enthusiasm of key leaders 

Staff dedication and training - Teachers trained in involvement 

 - Principals trained in involvement 

Community dedication to the school district - Partnering with city leadership 

 - Town Hall Meetings 

Small school enrollment - Everything revolves around school 

 - Focus on individual relationships  

District outreach and programming - Family nights and weekend events 

 - Flexible hours and child care  

Volunteering - Parent involvement programming 

 - University student volunteers 

Assigned central office administrator - Full-time district coordinator 

 - Parent Liaison position 

Federal, state, local programming and - Colin Powell‘s America's Promise  
funding 

                                       - Head Start and Title I  
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APPENDIX J 

FACTORS LIMITING THE SUCCESS OF SCOOL-FAMILY-COMMUNITY 

PARTNERSHIPS



Factors Limiting Success    Example 
 

Insufficient parental involvement - Lack of parent interest 

 - Parents feeling shut of schools 

Parental obligations - Parent work schedules 

 - Other family obligations 

Money/funding - Limited financial resources 

 - Lack of programming resources 

District size issues - District sprawl 

 - Rural community 

Language/cultural barriers - Spanish language barriers 

 - Cultural barriers 

Staffing issues - More personnel/support services 

 - Campus administrator turnover 

Time - Lack of time (in general) 

 - Lack of time for staff development 

Lack of community resources - Limited community businesses 

 - Few arts and cultural experiences 

Parental resources - Telephone and mobility of families 

 - Social economically disadvantages 

Single parent homes - Single parent, multiple jobs 

                                                                 - Amount of single parent families 
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APPENDIX K 

GOALS FOR IMPROVING SCHOOL-FAMILY-COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 



Goals for Improving Partnerships   Example 
 

Enhancing parent involvement - Parent education programs 

 - Improve PTA/PTO participation 

Enhancing communication - Annual parent satisfaction surveys 

 - New communication mediums  

Expanding community partnerships - School and business partnerships 

 - Joint use on community facilities  

Developing outreach programs - School-based health clinic 

 - District wide mentoring program  

Focus on diversity - Continue to have staff development 

 - More bilingual staff members 

Revisiting mission and vision - Develop more specific goals 

 - Plan to handle rapid growth 

Increase volunteering programming - Create a volunteer program 

 - Active recruiting of volunteers 

Technology - Re-developing our website 

 - Computer based information sites 

Parent position at district level - Create community liaison position 

 - Create parent liaison position  

Increase staffing and staff development - Include more staffing on campuses 

                                                                 - Train staff to incorporate parents  
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