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Abstract

The paper presents the main findings of a survey conducted in eight
South East European countries to learn about school principals’
attitudes and beliefs in what concerns the engagement of pupils’
parents in school life for primary schools. We introduce a model that
tries to capture the possible relationships between the satisfaction of
school principals with parental engagement in school life and the
characteristics of school principals, the characteristics of schools,
schools’ efforts to foster parental participation and the actual practice
of parental participation. These possible relationships are theorized to
occur through several pathways. Beside the direction of the statistical
procedure, the model also tests whether the paths are statistically
significant. As hypothesized, a positive correlation could be identified
between the personal perceptions of school principals regarding the
benefits of parental engagement in school life and the extent of
satisfaction with Parents’ Council performance, the importance of
parental participation and the belief in the importance of parental voice
in school matters.
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1. Introduction

School leadership plays a crucial role in fostering a welcoming
participatory environment, which — besides facilitating the engagement of
parents in school life — increases inclusiveness ensuring that parents
belonging to socio-economic groups less likely to engage are also
engaged (Bradshaw et al., 2004; Hallam et al., 2006; Lupton, 2006).
Parental involvement in the education of children has been studied
extensively and there is compelling evidence of a systematic and positive
relation between the levels of parental engagement and the
developmental and educational outcome of pupils (Okpala et al., 2001;
Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; Barnard, 2004; Moran &al., 2004; Harris &
Chrispeels, 2006; Hartas, 2008). Evidence also shows (e.g. Sacker et al.,
2002) that parents who are economically less well off and those with lower
levels of educational attainment are less likely to be meaningfully engaged
in the education of their children compared to those who have higher
socio-economic status (Waanders et al., 2007).

The relevance of the role played by school leadership in influencing the
developmental and educational outcome of pupils by fostering an inclusive
home-school partnership is further emphasized by the increasing
decentralization of the responsibilities related to school governance and
the adaptation of innovative methods of management, e.g. distributed
leadership (Spillane, 2005), evidence-based leadership (Lewis and
Cardwell, 2005), turnaround leadership (Fullan, 2005), educational
leadership (Hoyle and Wallace, 2006), etc. Nonetheless, there is only
limited systematic knowledge of the attitudes and beliefs of school
principals regarding the implementation of the newly adopted participatory
regulations in the case of countries that have recently introduced reforms
in view of enhancing school level governance.

To have a better insight into the possible outcomes of strengthening the
role of school leadership, we carried out an exploratory survey in eight
South-East European countries that have recently adopted reforms
institutionalizing parental participation in school governance, and
decentralized considerable decision-making authority to school level. The
survey of school principals investigates the role of school principals’
attitudes and beliefs in fostering parental participation (in decision-making,
in extracurricular activities, and in the education of one’s own children) in
public elementary schools.

This paper presents the main findings of the above mentioned survey,

modeling the relationship between the satisfaction of school principals with
parental engagement in school life and the characteristics of school
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principals, the characteristics of schools, schools’ efforts to foster parental
participation and the actual practice of parental participation in school life.

The paper is structured in four sections. In the first section we introduce
the topic addressed in the paper. The second section presents the
theoretical model for the analysis with a discussion of the different
pathways that are hypothesized to exist among variables. The third
section details the methods used, and includes a presentation of the
cross-country survey of school principals, the measures of the key
variables and the statistical analysis used. In the forth section we present
the main findings of the analysis also pointing out the main limitations of
the study.

2. Theoretical model

Our theoretical model captures the extent to which the attitudes and
beliefs of school principals concerning the utility of parental engagement in
school life affect the extent of parental engagement. This relationship is
studied through a number of possible pathways, which are presented in
figure 1.

Figure 1 Path diagram on school principals’ attitudes and beliefs about parental
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We suggest that the personal perceptions of school principals regarding
the benefits of parental engagement in school life — which is mediated by
the perception of the importance of home-school partnership and the
share of time spent teaching — may influence the extent of satisfaction with
Parents’ Council performance, the importance of parental participation and
the belief in the importance of parental voice in school matters. These
possible relationships are theorized to occur through several pathways
that were grouped in: the characteristics of the school, the efforts
undertaken by the school to engage parents in school life, and the practice
of parental participation in school life. Considering the multidimensional
nature of the possible activities seeking to engage parents and the
methods or strategies adopted by parents to engage in school life, each
mediating factor consists of a number of composite indicators that each
capture a given dimension of the concept.

The model also includes a series of possible interactions among the
mediating factors. For instance, the frequency with which parents are
invited to participate in school activities is likely to influence the practice of
participation. Similarly, the frequency of school communication with
parents may influence both the frequency of parental participation in
school activities and the share of parents that engage.

It is important to recall that the paths in this diagram were developed
based primarily on theory and plausibility. However, once designed, the
model (i.e. the network of paths) was specified using a special notation,
which was then formally tested using software for structural equation
modeling. Firstly and most importantly, the model was tested to see
whether it fits the data, i.e. whether the observed questionnaire data would
be likely were the model true. Besides the direction of the statistical
procedure the model also estimates the strengths of the hypothesized
connections (it also tests whether the paths are statistically significant).
The model is certainly not the only one that fits the data, but probably most
models which fit the data would have very many similarities with this one.
Another important thing to note is that lines which are not in the diagram
are assumed not to exist, and as the model fits the data, we can assume
that the connection does not exist in reality either.

3. Methods

3.1. Population under study

The data on the attitudes and beliefs of school principals regarding
parental participation in school life used in this paper was collected as part

of the initiative “Advancing Educational Inclusion and Quality in South East
Europe” funded by the Education Support Program of the Open Society
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Institute and jointly implemented with the Centre for Educational Policy
Studies (University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Education). The survey of
school principals was carried out simultaneously in Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Romania, and
Serbia.

The data was collected using two-stage random sampling. In the first
stage, in each country, we identified the relevant strata, namely urban vs.
rural, and distribution by region. In the second stage, to ensure equal
probability of selection of schools within each stratum, random sampling
was applied. In the case of school stratification by region the aim was to
reflect regional distribution in the population of schools. In the case of
urban/rural distribution to correct for the mismatch between the school
population and pupil population, country specific urban/rural population
size weighting was used. To ensure the minimum required sample size,
two additional samples were drawn using the same procedures as in the
case of the original sample. Country specific sample design and
confidence levels are reported in the table below.

Table 1 Sample design and confidence

Country Sample design

Albania Stratification by region reflects regional distribution in the population | CL:
of schools. Urban/rural distribution in the sample is proportional to | 95%
the distribution of schools in the population. The schools were | Cl:
chosen randomly according to the distribution in the territory | £5.06
proportionally. The schools were grouped also according to the
urban/rural distribution.

Bosnia and | Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. | CL:
Herzegovin | The sample is disproportional due to the specific characteristics of | 95%.
a the educational system, which differs among entities, in order to | Cl:
include a sufficient number of schools with Croatian NPP (national | +5.69
group of subjects/ curriculum). Urban/rural school distribution in the
sample is 65:35, while in the total population it is the other way
around.

Kosovo The sample is two-staged, stratified into three regions. Stratification | CL:

by region was done to reflect regional distribution in the population | 95%

of schools. Urban/rural distribution in the sample is proportional to | Cl: £5.0
the distribution of schools in the population. Within each region the
survey was conducted in a number of municipalities that are
representative for primary school population. At the municipality
level (and depending on rural/urban) random sampling of schools
was applied.

Macedonia | Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. | CL:
Schools’ stratification by region was done proportionally to total | 95%.

population distribution. Cl:
+4.61
Republic of | Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. | CL:
Moldova Schools’ stratification by region and type of settlement was done | 95%
proportionally to total population distribution. Cl: £3
Romania Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. | CL:

Schools’ stratification by region and type of settlement was done | 95%
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proportionally to total population distribution. Cl: £3

Serbia Sample stratification was done by region (four regions) and type of | CL:

regional distribution in the population of schools. The urban/rural | CI:

population of schools.

settlement. Schools’ stratification by region was done to reflect | 95%.

distribution in the sample is proportional to the distribution in the | £6.33.

As part of the survey instrument development process, upon the
completion of a literature review, we organized a series of focus group
meetings with school principals in all eight countries and we also pre-
tested the survey instrument in each country. As part of the survey, in
each selected school the principal was contacted and interviewed face-to-
face. Nonetheless, there were schools in which the principal position was
vacant. In such cases, the person temporarily fulfilling the responsibilities
of the school principal was interviewed. For instance, in Romania of the
670 completed interviews, 88.21% (591) were conducted with principals,
while 11.79% (79) were realized with persons that temporarily filled the
position of school principal. At the other end, in the Republic of Moldova
over 99% of interviews were conducted with principals.

Table 2 School distribution in SEE countries

Country/ regions | Schools | % | Sample Urban Rural
Albania
North 445 30% 89 77 12
Center 324 22% 66 54 12
South 569 38% 116 94 22
Tirane 146 10% 29 9 20
Total Albania 1,484 100% 300 234 66
Bosnia and Herzegovina1
NPP — Serbian entity 205 34% 60 21 39
NPP — Bosnian entity 338 55% 100 35 65
NPP — Croatian entity 69 11% 40 14 26
Total Bosnia and Herzegovina 612 100% 200 70 130
Kosovo?
Center 128 24% 53 10 43
South-East 105 19% 44 7 37
West 306 57% 128 22 106
Total Kosovo 539 100% 225 39 186
Macedonia
Skopje 150 29% 58 45 13
North-East 114 22% 44 26 18
South-East 65 13% 25 15 10
South-West 67 13% 26 15 11
North-West 122 24% 47 19 28
Total Macedonia 518 100% 200 120 80
Moldova® 661 100% 296 31 265
Romania® 6,135 100% 670 169 501
Serbia
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Grad Beograd 190 16% 35 28 7

Vojvodina 376 31% 60 28 32

Istocna Srbija 337 28% 55 26 29

Zapadna Srbija 306 25% 50 23 27

Total Serbia 1,209 100% 200 105 95
Notes:

1. In Bosnia and Herzegovina the sample is unbalanced.
In Kosovo the sample was limited to Albanian schools.

2.
3. Inthe cases of Moldova and Romania school districts were used instead of regions.
4.

In Montenegro a census was carried out.

With the exception of Albania and Serbia, the response rate from the initial
sample was above 90% in all countries. In the case of the above
mentioned two countries, where the response rate was lower, the issue of
non-respondent bias needed to be addressed. Given the low level of
refusals in the case of the other six countries, we can assume that the
effect of a possible systematic difference between those responding and

those refusing to respond is marginal.

The low levels of non-responses in the original sample, with the exception
of Albania, indicate a high level of reliability of the survey data. The main
reasons for refusals include exceptional instances that limited the extent of

Table 3 Response rate by country

Sample from which school was

Qountry in _ chosen from
which school is Additiona | Additiona
located Original | | Sample | | Sample
Sample 1 2 Total
) 199 69 32 300
Alb
ania 66.3% | 23.0% 10.7% 100%
Bosnia 224 13 0 237
Herzegovina 94.5% 5.5% 0% 100%
220 5 0 225
K
osovo 97.8% 2.2% 0% 100%
) 187 13 0 200
Maced
acedonia 93.5% 6.5% 0% 100%
Republic of 292 4 0 296
Moldova 98.6% 1.4% 0% 100%
omania 641 26 3 670
95.7% 3.9% 4% 100%
) 162 30 8 200
Serb
erbia 81.0% |  15.0% 4.0% 100%

systematic non-respondent bias.
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3.2 Measures

Considering the multi-dimensional nature of school principals’ attitudes
and beliefs related to the engagement of parents in school life, the
outcome variables were grouped into three main composite indicators,
namely: (1) the principal’s belief in the importance of parental voice in
school life, (2) the principal’s satisfaction with Parents’ Council meetings,
and (3) the principal’'s satisfaction with the individual contribution of
Parents’ Council members. The explanatory variables were grouped in
four main clusters, following the path of the hypothesised course of
relationship. The four groups include: (1) the characteristics of the school
principal, (2) the characteristics of the school, (3) the efforts by the school
to foster parental participation and (4) the actual practice of parental
participation in school life. In the following we will discuss each separately.

The characteristics of the school principal include the perceptions
(attitudes and beliefs) of school principals concerning the utility of parental
engagement in school life. These are measured along ten variables that
are grouped in two composite indicators, namely (1) the perceptions of
school principals regarding the benefits of parental participation (four
variables), and (2) the perceived importance of home-school activities (six
variables). We also included a variable to capture the share of work time
dedicated to management activities, by inquiring about school principals’
teaching load.

The characteristics of the school include geographic location (urban or
rural), the number of pupils enrolled (the log is used), the number of
professional staff, and the existing home-school activities. For the latter we
asked respondents to report on the extent to which in the last academic
year the following activities were carried out at their school: sessions to
help parents assist their children with homework, providing parents with
materials helping to assist their children with homework, providing parents
with materials helping to monitor their children's homework, providing
parents with information on creating a home learning environment,
providing counselling service to parents by school, and providing support
groups for parents.

School efforts to engage parents in school life include three composite
measures, i.e. (1) Parents’ Council participation in school decision-making
(five variables), (2) invitation of parents to engage in school related
activities (eight variables), and (3) school-home communication (nine
variables).

Four composite measures were used to assess the practice of parental
participation in school life: (1) the perception of the school principal
concerning the influence of parents on school life, (2) the influence of the

8|Page



Parents’ Council, (3) parental participation in school decision-making, and
(4) the share of parents that engage in school related activities.

All composite measures used in the analysis were standardised, ensuring
that items are in numerical agreement within the other attributes of the
variable (e.g. by eliminating non-responses and refusals). The detailed
description of the variables under each composite is included in Appendix
1.

3.3 Statistical analysis

We carried out univariate and composite scale reliability analysis of the
variables that were planned for the modeling procedures. For the analysis
of variance in the case of path analysis we used the pathreg command
developed by Ender (2005), which allows the simultaneous analysis of all
pathways of influence using the same number of observations. The key
variables used in the model are presented in table 4. The analysis of
composite indicators was carried out using country weights, so that the
difference in country sample size would not influence the results of the
analysis.

This paper focuses on the main indicators only, the full analysis being
presented in the Survey Research Report (available upon request). At the
level of school characteristics we observe that there are differences in
terms of the average number of children enrolled in schools, with urban
schools being larger than those in rural areas. The country with the largest
mean is Bosnia and Herzegovina (681), and the one with the lowest mean
is Moldova (159).

As for the characteristics of school principals, it is worth pointing out that
there are important variations across the countries under study in terms of
the share of time dedicated to teaching activities. In Montenegro 86.2%
and in Serbia 85.5% of principals reported of not having any teaching
obligations while being a school principal. In contrast, in Romania 51.8%
and in Moldova 41.5% of principals reported about dedicating at least 50%
of their time to teaching related activities.

Table 4 Characteristics of schools and school principals

Albania | Bosniaand | Kosovo | Mace- | Moldova | Monte- | Romania | Serbia
Herzegovina donia negro
Area, urban, % 23.7 60.8 17.3 60.5 10.5 38.6 25.2 49.5
Number of pupils (mean) 449 681 648 729 159 514 274 450
Number of pupils (log) 5.79 6.34 6.19 6.38 4.94 5.61 5.18 5.86
School principals’ share of
time spent teaching
No teaching obligations at all 11,0 59.1 711 58.0 1.7 86.2 11.8 85.5
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Less than 25 percent 39,3 17.3 71 7.0 17.6 9.0 14.0 5.5

At least 25 but less than 50 5.0
percent 31.3 15.6 7.6 17.0 38.2 41 21.5

At least 50 but less than 75 1.5
percent 10.3 5.9 8.0 11.0 331 7 24.5

Over 75 percent 7.7 2.1 6.2 7.0 8.4 .0 27.3 .5

The remaining variables in the theoretical model are composites and
therefore we report results at this level (and not at the level of individual
items). We carried out an analysis of scale reliability of composite
indicators using a measure of internal consistency estimator of items.
Cronbach’s alpha measures the portion of total variability of the items
given their correlation. In this way, it assesses the extent to which a set of
given items measure a single unidimensional object. The coefficient
ranges from O to 1, where the maximum value indicates that the items
measure the given object. There is no theoretical standard for a level from
which the score should be considered acceptable. Nonetheless, according
to DeVellis (2003: pp. 94-96), the accepted norm in most fields for a cut-off
point is .70 (the so called Nunnally cut-off value).

The scores are presented for each composite indicator and country in
table 5. Furthermore, we have included a column that reports Cronbach’s
alpha for the whole dataset. In this case, country weights were used to
ensure that observations in each country had the same weight in the
analysis.

Table 5 indicates high levels of consistency for all countries and
composites. Nonetheless, we observe two composite indicators (barriers
to parental participation in school life and the proportion of parental
participation in school decision-making) that under-perform and fall below
the cut-off point. The lowest consistency was measured in the case of
barriers to parental participation in school life indicator, with the exception
of Montenegro (.713), and the composite measuring the proportion of
parental participation in school decision-making. The latter composite
underperforms in the cases of Albania (.699), Bosnia and Herzegovina
(.580), Macedonia (.674), and Serbia (.644).

In the case of seven composite indicators the scores of all countries were
above the cut-off points, with very good results in the case of the two
composites capturing the perceptions of school principals concerning the
benefits of parental participation in school life. Very good internal
consistency scores can be observed in the case of the whole dataset
analysis (which includes the country weighted values of items), where —
with the exception of the composite barriers to parental participation in
school life — all others are above the cut-off point. The number of effective
observations for each composite i reported in Appendix 2.
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Considering that Cronbach’s alpha is sensitive to the number of items in a
scale (we used fewer than ten items in all cases), the above scores are
important, so we did not report the mean inter-item correlation for items
(internal consistency of the scales are available upon request). All in all,
with the noted exceptions, the reported results for the proposed composite
indicators suggest good and very good internal consistency for the scale
with these samples.
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Table 5 Reliability analysis (Cronbach’ Alpha) by composite and country

Albania | Bosniaand | Kosovo | Macedonia | Moldova | Montenegro | Romania | Serbia | All
Herzegovina

Principal’s satisfaction with parental

participation
Principal’s belief in the importance of
parental voice in school life (8) 770 .818 .836 .837 .792 .829 .851 .844 | .849
Principal’'s satisfaction with Parents’
Council meetings (2) .785 .639 .664 .800 .843 .799 .863 .789 | .819
Principal’'s  satisfaction with the
individual contribution of Parents’ .671 .761 .609 .865 .812 .821 .870 .814 | .863
Council members (2)
Barriers to parental participation in 687 645 697 675 555 713 671 684 | 670
schooal life (7) ) ) ) ) ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Characteristics of the school principal
School principal’s perceptions of the
benefits of parental participation (4) .810 .827 .873 .883 .891 .947 .895 .906 | .896
Perceived importance of home-school
activities (6) .814 .819 .884 .874 772 .854 .846 .862 | .857
Characteristics of the school
The existing home-school activities 765 765 832 836 756 800 839 827 .836
(6) . . . . . . . .
School efforts to engage parents in school life
Participation of Parents’ Council in
school decision-making (5) .845 .733 .795 .800 .832 .831 .832 .797 | .825
Invitation of parents to engage in
school related activities (8) .736 .780 .826 .866 .765 .804 .764 .827 | .849
School-home communication (9) .736 .822 .818 .854 .768 .926 .828 .623 | .788
Practice of parental participation in school life
School - principal's perception of | 794 779 861 872 837 814 845 | .783 | .845
parents’ general influence on school ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
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life (8)

Perception about the influence of the
Parents’ Council (6)

711

.699

.861

.749

.793

.868

.786

.651

.808

Parental participation in  school
decision-making (3)

.699

.580

.755

.674

.843

.803

.861

.644

.788
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4. Findings

4.1. Descriptive analysis

The descriptive analysis of the key variables and composite indices
indicate that in general school principals across all eight countries share
similar perceptions regarding the benefits of parental engagement in
school life. Thus, the engagement of parents is seen to have a direct and
significant contribution to the improvement of pupils’ school attainment and
the overall improvement of school climate. Participation is also viewed to
be leading to the enrooting of a more positive attitude of parents towards
school and to more support to school by parents. This suggests that
principals in the countries under focus are not, at least in principle, against
parental engagement in school life. That is relevant in the context of
increasing decentralization of managerial and decision-making
responsibilities to school level.

Figure 2 The impact of parental engagement in school life

Mean scores, by country

Despite the perceived relevance and usefulness of parental engagement
in school life, principals report that in the last school year parents were on
average invited to participate at school activities once a semester.
Furthermore, parents are on average invited to formal school meetings
once a quarter. As for formal meetings, principals report that in over 75%
of the cases less than one forth of parents participate at meetings
organized at the school. Thus, not only that the occurrence of participation
is limited, but the coverage of the parent body in such activities is limited,
too.
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Similarly, while virtually all schools report to have a Parents’ Council at
school level, which is a legal provision in all countries, the extent of
satisfaction with the activities of the Parents’ Councils is limited. School
principals report only limited levels of satisfaction with both the
performance of the Council and that of individual members.

Figure 4 School principals’ satisfaction with contribution of Parents’ Council

School Principals’ satisfaction with the individual contribution of Parents’ Council members School Principals’ satisfaction with Parents’ Council meetings

Percent
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Level of satisfaction with the individual contribution of Parents’ Council members Level of satisfaction with Parents’ Council meetings

What factors limit parental participation? We inquired about both school
and parent related ones. We have found that school principals identify
parent related factors as being the most important barriers to a meaningful
engagement of parents in school life. These factors, in order of importance,
as reported by school principals, include parents’ limited interest, time and
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communication skills. Teacher related factors are perceived as a barrier to
parental participation to a smaller extent.

School principals in all countries agree that the Parents’ Council should
participate in school decision-making only when invited to do so.

Table 6 indicates that in what concerns the parenting services offered by
schools in the eight countries we there are important variations both in
regarding of different services within and between countries. In the case of
each service we observe that a considerable share of schools continue not
to offer such services. The schools that are more likely not to offer such
services are those located in rural areas and those that report to have
larger shares of pupils with a vulnerable social background (e.g. single
parent household, low income family, etc.).

Table 6 Parenting services offered by schools in the last school year

%, schools that offered no service at all

Albania | Bosnia and | Kosovo | Macedonia | Moldova | Montenegro | Romania | Serbia
Herzegovina

School sessions to help
parents assist their children 18,4% 6.4% 29.9% 24.7% 3.4% 17.9% 13.3% | 38.6%
with homework
Materials  provided  for
arents to help their | 42.4% 31.2% 73.3% 47.2% 13.7% 32.4% 26.6% | 54.4%
p
children with homework
Materials provided to
monitor children’s | 49.5% 36.3% 71.3% 46.9% 16.4% 33.1% 35.4% | 57.2%
homework
Information  provided to
parents on creating a home 29.2% 6.4% 34.0% 16.2% 3.1% 41% 6.4% | 16.3%
learning environment
g:r‘g:ft:“”g service 10 | 35 49, 8% | 31.0% 13.7% | 3.7% 15.9% |  24.3% | 32.7%
Support groups for parents. 20.4% 14.9% 37.8% 26.5% 15.3% 8.3% 31.2% | 20.7%
pp

4.2. Structural equation modeling

The regression model indicates that the attitudes and beliefs of school
principals, the characteristics of schools, the efforts by schools to foster
parental participation and the actual practice of parental participation are
significant predictors of school principals’ levels of satisfaction with the
extent of parental participation in school life in their respective schools.
The model was trimmed and the statistically non-significant (cut-off value
.95) interactions were deleted, the final path model is presented in Figure
5. From the figure we observe that two composite indicators, the
proportion of parents’ participation and barriers to parental participation,
were deleted. The latter was not included in the regression analysis as low
levels of internal consistency were observed, which implies low levels of
reliability of the measure. The values represented along the paths are
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statistically significant and represent the standardised regression
coefficients.
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Figure 5. Results path diagram on school principals’ attitudes and beliefs about parental participation
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To ensure coherence in interpretation, all variables in the model were
standardised, higher variable scores representing more favourable
attitudes, beliefs, higher occurrence of participation or influence of parents
and Parents’ Council. Also, to ensure numerical agreement within the
attributes of every variable, non-responses and refusals were eliminated.
As hypothesised, we identified a positive correlation between school
principals’ levels of satisfaction with the extent of parental participation and
the variable attitudes and beliefs of school principals.

Standardized regression coefficients indicate that school size, measured
as the number of pupils enrolled in the given academic year, is associated
positively with school principals’ perception regarding the benefits of
parental participation. Yet, we observe that there is an indirect path
between the location of the school and the perceptions of school principals.
More precisely, urban schools are systematically larger (.56, p<.001)
compared to schools in rural areas, which is associated with a more
favorable perception about the benefits of parental participation. Besides,
more positive perceptions about parental participation are also directly and
positively associated with the perception about the importance of home-
school activities (.30, p<.001). We could not identify a systematic
relationship between the teaching load of school principals, their
perception regarding the benefits of parental participation and the
perceived importance of home-school activities.

Surprisingly, no direct relationship was identified between the perception
of the benefits of parental participation and home-school activities, this
relationship being mediated through the perceived importance of home-
school activities. This implies that there are two main indirect pathways of
influence. The first one links school principals’ perceptions about the
benefits of parental participation to principals’ belief in the importance of
parental voice in school life through the Parents’ Council participation in
school decision-making and the perception about the extent of parental
influence. The second main path links the perception of the importance of
home-school activities to all three outcome variables under overall
satisfaction with parental engagement in school life through the set of
variables under school efforts to engage parents and those under the
practice of parental participation in school life.

The presence of home-school activities were related to Parents’ Council
participation in school-decision-making, invitation of parents to engage in
school related activities, and sustained home-school communication. In
turn, each of these variables is significantly related to variables under the
practice of parental participation in school life. These relations indicate a
number of pathways, of which the main ones are described in what
follows.
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Home-school activities are related to the invitation of the Parents’ Council
to participate in school decision-making, which is positively related to the
principal’s perception related to parents’ general influence in school life
and, finally, in the principal’s belief in the importance of parental voice.

Alternatively, home-school activities are associated with the invitation of
parents to engage in school related activities, and the frequency of home-
school communication. The frequency of invitation of parents to engage in
school related activities is associated with the principal’s perception
related to the general influence of both parents and the Parents’ Council,
which are related to all three outcome variables. Furthermore, as
expected, home-school activities are related to home-school
communication and direct parental participation in school decision-making,
which in turn is associated with the principal’s satisfaction with the
performance of individual members of the Parents’ Council and that of the
Council as a whole.

Another important path links the school principal's perception of the
Parents’ Council to the satisfaction with parental engagement in school
life. At the same time, however, home-school communication is negatively
related to the perceived influence of the Parents’ Council.

4.3. Limitations

Before drawing conclusions based on these results, we need to address
the main limitations that are related to these findings. One limitation of the
analysis concerns the item selection of the composite indicators and the
robustness of the scores resulted from the reliability analysis. The
composites were built based on theory and prior research, but also using
face validity. Considering that the same composites were tested on
independent datasets collected in eight countries with similar results, the
measures are robust. Nevertheless, the limited variation of scores, the
non-normal and the skewed distribution in the case of composites point to
the possibility of heteroskedasticity and the presence of influential cases
(outliers or highly influential cases). The second main limitation relates to
the selection of the method for the aggregation of the indicators at the
composite level.

20



5. Bibliography

Barnard, Wendy Miedel (2004). “Parent involvement in elementary school
and educational attainment”, Children and Youth Services Review, Vol. 26,
Issue 1, pp. 39-62.

Bradshaw, Jonathan; Peter Kamp; Sally Baldwin and Abigail Rowe (2004).
The Drivers of Social Exclusion, A Review of the Literature for the Social
Exclusion Unit in the Breaking the Cycle Series, Social Exclusion Unit,
available at: http://www.york.ac.uk/inst/spru/research/pdf/drivers.pdf,
accessed September 10, 2008.

Bray, M. and R.M. Thomas (1992). “Faculty trust of colleagues: Linking the
School Principal with School Effectiveness” Journal of Research and
Development in Education, Vol. 26, No. 1, pp. 38-45.

Denis, Daniel J., Legerski, Joanna (2006). “Origins of Path Analysis:
Causal Modeling and the Origins of Path Analysis”, Theory & Science, Vol.
7,No. 1, p. 2.

Desforges, Charles.; Abouchaar, Alberto (2003). The impact of parental
involvement, parental support and family education on pupil achievement
and adjustment: A literature review, London, UK: Department for
Education and Skills.

DeVellis, Robert F. (2003). Scale development, Theory and Practice,
SAGE.

Fullan, Michael (2003). The Moral Imperative of School leadership,

Fullan, Michael (2005). “Turnaround Leadership”. The Education Forum,
Vol. 69, Iss. 2, pp. 174-181.

Hallam, Susan; Lynne Rogers and Jacquelene Shaw (2006). “Improving
children's behaviour and attendance through the use of parenting
programmes: an examination of practice in five case study local
authorities”, British Journal of Special Education, Vol. 33, Iss. 3, pp.107-
113.

Hartas, Dimitra (2008). “Practices of parental participation: a case study”
Educational Psychology in Practice, Vol. 24, iss. 2, pp. 139-153.

Harris, Alma (2006). “Leading Change in Schools in Difficulty” Journal of
Educational Change, Vol. 7 Issue 1/2, pp. 9-18.

Harris, A. and Chrispeels, J. H., Ed. (2006). “Improving Schools and
Educational Systems”, International Perspectives. London, Routledge.

Hoyle, Eric and Mike Wallace (2005). Educational Leadership, Sage.

Kruger, Meta L.; Witziers, Bob; Sleegers, Peter (2007). “The Impact of
school leadership on school level factors” School Effectiveness & School
Improvement, Vol. 18 Issue 1, pp. 1-20.

21



Lewis, Jenny and Brian J. Caldwell (2005). “Evidence-Based leadership”, ”.
The Educational Forum, Vol. 69, Iss. 2, pp.. 182-190.

Lupton, R. (2006). How does place affect education? London, Institute for
Public Policy Research.

McDonald, Roderick P. (1996). “Path Analysis with Composite Variable”
Multivariate Behavioral Research, Vol. 31, No. 2, pp. 239-270.

Moran, Patricia; Ghate, Deborah; van der Merwe, Amelia (2004). What
works in parenting support? A review of the international evidence.
London: Department for Education and Skills.

Muijs, Daniel; Harris, Alma; Chapman, Christopher; Stoll, Louise; Russ,
Jennifer (2004). “Improving Schools in Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
Areas — A review of the Research Evidence” School Effectiveness &
School Improvement, Vol. 15 Issue 2, pp. 149-175.

Okpala, C. O., Okpala, A. O. and Smith, F. E. (2001). "Parental
involvement, instructional expenditures, family socioeconomic attributes,
and student achievement." The Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 95,
Iss. 2, pp. 110-115.

Sacker, A., Schoon, I. and Bartley, M. (2002). "Social inequality in
educational achievement and psychological adjustment throughout
childhood: magnitude and mechanisms." Social Science and Medicine, Vol.
55, pp. 863-880.

Spillane, James S. (2005). “Distributed Leadership”. The Educational
Forum, Vol. 69, Iss. 2, pp.. 143-150.

Waanders, Christine; Julia L. Mendez, and Jason T. Downer (2007).
“Parent characteristics, economic stress and neighborhood context as
predictors of parent involvement in preschool children's education: Journal
of School Psychology, Volume 45, Issue 6, pp. 619-636

22



6. Appendices
Appendix 1 — Composite indicators used in the analysis

The composite indicators used in the analysis are divided in two groups, which a
re school actions to engage parents in school life and the school principals
attitudes on the utility of parental engagement in school life. Under each category
a number of four composite indicators were identified with a total number of 58
items. There are:

School-parent communication — an indicator of the forms of communication
undertaken by school in order to ensure information exchange between school
and parents. This composite includes the following:

school director—parents meetings

written evaluation of pupil’'s performance sent to parents
information on curriculum sent to parents

information on school events and activities sent to parents
information on school policies and regulations sent to parents
school newsletter sent to parents

home visits of teachers or professional support personnel

surveys are carried out to find out the opinions/attitudes of parents
“Open doors” days

Parental involvement — captures the instances in which opportunities for
parents to engage in different school activities were created by school. Includes:

participate in organizing school/classroom ceremonies
participate in organizing social activities at school/class level
provide teaching assistance to teachers

organize a school/classroom support group

sponsor activities carried out at school/classroom level
fund-raise for school

help other parents with supporting their children’s education
represent the school at different events

Support for parents— an indicator of the actions and support services
provided by school to support parents to help their children in education.
Includes:

e organized sessions to help parents assist their children with homework

e provided parents with materials helping to assist their children with
homework

e provided parents with materials helping to monitor their children’s
homework

e provided parents with information on creating a home learning
environment
provided counseling service to parents
parent issue-based support groups e.g. on violence, behavioral
problems.

Parental involvement in school governance — and indicator of the degree
at which members of the Parents’ Council can influence decision-making at the
school level. Includes:

o Pedagogical methods used by teachers
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Content of lessons

The planning of extracurricular activities

The planning of school infrastructure development
Helping pupils to value education

Facilitating increased involvement of parents in school life

Parental influence — an indicator of the degree at which school principals
feel that parents have an influence on school life in the case of their school.

Includes (Q26):

Evaluation of teachers’ performance

Hiring and firing of teachers

Selection of textbooks and other teaching materials used in class
Setting priorities for the school budget

Social activity planning

Development or up-dating of school policies and regulations
Decisions taken at classroom level

Decisions taken at school level

Support for parents in general — an indicator of the perception of school
principals on the importance of school support services for parents to help their
children on the improvement of pupils’ performance (achievement and behavior).

Includes (Q19):

organized sessions to help parents assist their children with homework
provided parents with materials helping to assist their children with
homework

provided parents with materials helping to monitor their children’s
homework

provided parents with information on creating a home learning
environment

provided counseling service to parents

parent issue-based support groups e.g. on violence, behavioral
problems.

Barriers to provide support for parents — an indicator of the degree to
which school principals feel that actions and support services provided by school
in order to support parents to help their children in education are hindered by
institutional factors, teachers and parents interests and skills. Includes :

Insufficient school resources to develop and run the services

Lack of parents’ interest in engaging in school based support services
Parents too busy to be involved in school based support services to
them

Teachers are to busy to run support services to parents

Teachers lack necessary skills to offer support services to parents
Lack of methodology to develop support services to parents

Conflict between teachers and parents

Barriers to school-parent communication — captures the degree to which
school principals feel that communication efforts are hindered by parents —
teachers interest and skills to engage in meaningful communication. Includes:

Lack of parents’ interest in communicating with school
Parents’ limited time to get informed about school issues
Lack of parents’ communication skills
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Lack of teachers’ interest in communicating with parents
Teachers’ workload

Parents and teachers do not speak the same language
Overall conflictual atmosphere between school and parents
Lack of training of teachers for engagement with parents
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Appendix 2 — Composite indicators’ reliability analysis (Cronbach’ Alpha) missing
values by composite and country

Albania | Bosniaand | Kosovo | Mace- | Moldova | Monte- | Romania | Serbia
Herzegovina donia negro

Satisfaction with members of

parents
Principal’s belief in the 12 3 12 13 20 4 19 2
importance  of parental 4.0% 1.3% 53% | 6.5% 6.8% | 2.8% 28% | 1.0%
voice in school life (8)
Principal’s satisfaction with 3 1 4 19 6 0 12 6
Parents’ Council meetings 1.0% 4.6% 1.8% | 9.5% 2.0% 0% 1.8% | 3.0%
The principal’s satisfaction 2 2 0 1 35 2 47 2
with the individual T% 8% .0% 5% 11.8% | 1.4% 7.0% | 1.0%
contribution of Parents’
Council members (2)
Barriers to parental 1 21 9 28 28 8 38 5
engagement in school life 3.7% 8.9% 4.0% | 14.0% 9.5% | 5.5% 57| 2.5%
(7)

The characteristics of the school

principal
School principals 2 2 0 3 6 0 5 0
perceptions of the benefits T% 8% 0% | 1.5% 2.0% 0% T% 0%
of parental participation (4)
The perceived importance 14 2 2 2 18 2 9 2
of home-school activities 4.7% 8% 9% | 1.0% 6.1% 1.4% 1.3% | 1.0%
(6)

The characteristics of the

school
The existing home-school 28 7 17 7 9 0 8 1
activities (6) 9.3% 3.0% 76% | 3.5% 3.0% 0% 1.2% | 5.5%

School efforts to engage parents in

school life
Parent Council participation 17 15 19 12 19 4 40 6
in school decision-making 5.3% 6.3% 8.4% | 6.0% 6.4% | 2.8% 6.0% | 3.0%
School invitation of parents 269 21 14 19 35 9 52 30
to engage in school related | 89.7% 8.9% 6.2% | 9.5% 11.8% | 6.2% 7.8% | 15.0%
activities
The measure of school- 51 24 27 28 38 8 65 22
home communication (9) 17.0% 10.1% | 12.0% | 14.0% 12.8% | 5.5% 9.7% | 11.0%

The practice of parental participation in
school life

School principals 16 6 1 10 21 6 16 4
perception of pare-nts 5.3% 2.5% 49 | 5.0% 71% | 41% 24% | 2.0%
general influence on school
life (8)
The perception of the 10 3 7 6 25 0 22 1
influence of the Parent 3.3% 1.3% 31% | 3.0% 8.4% 0% 3.3% 5%
Council
Parental participation in 22 14 2 5 1 0 9 5
school decision-making 7.3% 5.9 9% | 2.5% 3% .0% 1.3% | 2.5%
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Appendix 3 — Inter-correlation matrix of variable used in the structural equation modeling

area iq01 iq02 ig28 iq19 iq05 ig20 ig24 iq15 iq8 ig26 925 ig10 ig22 iq9 iq07
+

area | 1.0000

ig01 | 0.5526 1.0000

ig02 | 0.1408 0.1157 1.0000

ig28 | 0.0193 0.1249-0.0150 1.0000

iq19| 0.0479 0.1990-0.0191 0.2914 1.0000

ig05 | -0.0460-0.0710-0.0074 -0.0325-0.0531 1.0000

ig20 | 0.0652 0.0116 0.0318 0.0347 0.0965 0.0548 1.0000

ig24 | -0.0006 -0.0041-0.0226 0.1570 0.0802 0.0167 0.1681 1.0000

iq15| -0.0055 0.0807 -0.0050 0.0966 0.1740 -0.0208 0.2237 0.0970 1.0000

ig08 | -0.0387-0.0828 0.0068 0.0435 0.0348 0.0870 0.4203 0.1039 0.3834 1.0000

ig26 | 0.0771 0.2302-0.0129 0.2761 0.2574 -0.0668 0.1193 0.1760 0.3457 0.1654 1.0000

ig25| 0.0470 0.2331-0.0308 0.2914 0.2940 -0.0727 0.1075 0.1333 0.3007 0.0492 0.6387 1.0000

iq10 | 0.0477-0.0251-0.0129 0.0112-0.0018-0.0102 0.1557 0.0909 0.0673 0.1171 0.0264 0.0679 1.0000

ig22 | 0.0823 0.2433-0.0364 0.2591 0.3070 -0.0690 0.0894 0.1846 0.2343 0.1127 0.5562 0.4653 -0.0219 1.0000

ig09 | 0.0677 0.0721 0.0008 0.1359 0.0898 -0.0307 0.0884 0.0455 0.1477 0.09750.1750 0.2429 0.2785 0.1154 1.0000

ig07 | 0.1806 0.2581 0.0034 0.1571 0.1787 -0.0970 0.0058 0.0416 0.0803 -0.0546 0.2241 0.2896 0.1968 0.2262 0.3225 1.0000
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