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This study explores the preparation of future teachers and administrators to
conduct school, family, and community partnerships. Based on a sample of
161 schools, colleges, and departments of education (SCDE) in the United
States, the survey examined not only the courses and content presently
offered to prospective educators, but also leaders’ perspectives and projec-
tions for the future. The results extend previous studies by identifying struc-
tural, organizational, and attitudinal factors associated with differences in
SCDEs’ coverage of partnership topics, preparedness of graduates to conduct
family and community involvement activities, and prospects for change.
Specifically, SCDE leaders’ beliefs that partnership skills were important,
required by accreditation organizations, and preferred by school districts
hiring new teachers and administrators were significantly associated with
more content covered on partnerships, better preparation of graduates, and
future plans to require courses on partnerships for undergraduate and grad-
uate students. SCDE leaders pointed to factors that may limit program
change including faculty attitudes, university procedures, and state restric-
tions on additions to graduation requirements. The data suggest that SCDE
leaders must be active change agents and team builders to guide their
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institutions to prepare future educators to conduct effective family and
community involvement programs and practices.

For many years, researchers and educators have been discussing
whether and how teachers, principals, and counselors are prepared to
work with students’ families, with the public, and with organizations in
the community. Despite persistent calls for new directions in teacher and
administrator education to include courses on parent education, parent
involvement, school and family partnerships, and community relations,
most colleges and universities need to do more to prepare teachers and
administrators to understand and work with students’ families and
communities (Epstein, 2001; Garcia, 2004; Greenwood & Hickman, 1991;
Jordan, Orozco, & Averett, 2001; Kaplan, 1992; Katz & Bauch, 1999).

The lack of attention in higher education to educators’ skills in con-
ducting family and community involvement activities is puzzling
because major directives for school improvement, comprehensive school
reform, and district leadership call for this component of school organiza-
tion (Boyer, 1995; Herman et al., 1999; U.S. Department of Education,
2002). Indeed, new federal policies require every school, district, and state
department of education to communicate effectively with all parents and
the public about students’ achievement test scores and the quality of
teachers and schools (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002). The same legisla-
tion requires schools to organize and implement programs and practices
to involve families in their children’s education in ways that help students
improve skills and achievements. It is becoming clear that educators need
to know more about how to communicate effectively, share ideas, solve
problems, and work together as members of teams with other educators,
parents, and community members (Achinstein, 2002; Bryk & Schneider,
2002; Jones, 2003; Lawson, 2003; Murphy, 2002; Pounder, Reitzug, & Young,
2002; Sanders, Jones, & Abel, 2002). Still, most teachers and administrators
are educated to think of themselves as individual leaders of classrooms,
schools, or districts, with little attention to the importance of teamwork
and collaborations with parents, community partners, and others inter-
ested in students’ success in school.

Background

There are long-standing facts about the lack of educators’ preparation
to work with students’ families. A southwest regional survey of 133
colleges and universities in six states conducted in 1980 found that, across
states, between 4% and 15% of teacher educators taught a full course or
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part of a course on parent involvement (Chavkin & Williams, 1988).
About 37% of teacher educators surveyed taught at least one class period
on the topic, almost exclusively for students taking special education and
early childhood education courses. In the same study, just about all of the
practicing teachers and administrators who also were surveyed recog-
nized a gap in their education and agreed that better preparation was
needed in order for all educators to understand and work with families.
Over 70% of these educators thought there should be a required course on
parent involvement in undergraduate education.

A survey of elementary school teachers in the state of Maryland revealed
that few teachers attributed their practices of parent involvement to knowl-
edge gained in formal education courses (Becker & Epstein, 1982). As in the
earlier studies, most teachers who had even one class period on the topic of
parent involvement specialized in early childhood or special education or
took administrative or other courses for an advanced degree. Topics often
were limited to the legal requirements or rights of families to be involved in
specific decisions about children with special needs.

Change over the past 2 decades in the preparation of educators to under-
stand and work with families and communities to support their children’s
education has been slow. An informal survey of six University of California
campuses that prepared new teachers found that few courses or classes
within courses were offered on family and school partnerships (Ammon,
1990). A study of 271 undergraduate early childhood education majors in a
large southeastern university indicated that the students had positive atti-
tudes about all types of parental involvement but felt minimally prepared
to conduct partnerships (McBride, 1991). About 60% of these future teachers
reported that they had no more than one class session on the topic. Fully
76% of the sample recommended that a full course on parental involvement
be required at the undergraduate level.

In Minnesota, more than half of the 27 colleges and universities with
degree granting undergraduate education programs offered no course
related to parent involvement for prospective teachers of grades K-12
(Hinz, Clarke, & Nathan, 1992). Only 1 college had even one required
course, and only 6 of 1,300 course listings prepared educators to under-
stand or develop comprehensive programs of school, family, and commu-
nity partnerships.

A study of the 50 states indicated that no state required a full course on
family involvement for the certification or licensing of teachers (Radcliffe,
Malone, & Nathan, 1994). Eleven states required coverage of some topics of
family involvement for teachers of early childhood and 15 states required
coverage for special education teachers. About one fourth required
elementary educators to show competence, however obtained, in school,
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family, and community partnerships. Fewer states expected middle or
high school educators to have competence in family involvement. Only 7
states required principals or central office administrators to study parent
involvement or demonstrate proficiency in promoting parent involve-
ment in their schools. None included this competency in requirements for
recertification or renewal of certification, thereby reducing the likelihood
that practicing educators would develop or update skills to work well
with families and communities.

A study of 1,992 official certification materials from all states concluded
that parent involvement was not yet a high priority in state certification
(Shartrand, Weiss, Kreider, & Lopez, 1997). That study examined about 60
teacher education programs in 22 states that mentioned family involvement
among state requirements. Results suggested that teacher education
programs responded to state policies about partnerships by offering the topic
in some courses, but only 9 programs reported having even one required
course on family involvement, usually for future teachers of young children.

Evidence of Progress

Although change has been slow, some progress is evident. In the late
1980s, deans of education and other curriculum leaders at California
campuses attended a conference on the need to add topics of school, family,
and community partnerships to teacher education. They generated many
ideas about how to integrate topics of parental involvement in their
required and elective courses for prospective teachers and administrators.
Some took action quickly. Representatives from five of the eight campuses
at the conference reported making at least one change within 1 year in the
content of courses and assignments, such as adding readings about parent
involvement to existing courses and adding practical activities with fami-
lies to supervised student teaching. On one campus, discussions on part-
nership topics were added to a program that supported 1st-year teachers
who had graduated from the university (Ammon, 1990).

Positive actions have been taken by individual professors at various
colleges and universities who, independently, designed courses on school,
family, and community partnerships or added readings to existing courses
in education, sociology, psychology, and social work. For example,
Bermudez and Padron (1988) developed a graduate level course at the
University of Houston—Clear Lake that included classwork and fieldwork
to help educators learn to communicate better with families who spoke
Spanish at home. Evans-Shilling (1996) organized a field-based course at
California State University—Fresno to provide educators with experiences
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in family-school relations. At the University of Georgia, Allexsaht-Snider
and colleagues initiated a required 30-session, 45-hr course in early child-
hood education including understanding family—-school relations, working
with families at home and school, and connecting schools, families, and
communities (Allexsaht-Snider, Phtiaka, & Gonzalez, 1996). She and her
colleagues also infused topics on partnerships in other elementary educa-
tion courses, field experiences, and school internships. C. Riehl (personal
communication, April 2004) incorporated readings and discussions of part-
nerships in a course in the area of Educational Leadership and Cultural
Foundations at the University of North Carolina-Greensboro.

Morris and her colleagues studied the effects on students of a full-semester
course on school and community relations at the University of Memphis
(Morris & Taylor, 1998; Morris, Taylor, & Knight, 1998). They reported that,
over several semesters, students who took the course improved their atti-
tudes about partnerships, gained confidence in working with families, and
recognized the need for educators to conduct programs that enable families
to become involved in their children’s formal education. Other professors
in various locations also have increased their undergraduate and/or gradu-
ate students’ understanding of partnerships as one of the essential compo-
nents of school and classroom organization and as a major influence on
student learning and development (deAcosta, 1996; Graue & Brown, 2003;
Katz & Bauch, 1999; Shartrand et al., 1997).

Key education reform groups, such as the National Council for Accredi-
tation of Teacher Education (NCATE; 2002), the Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), and the Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), are encouraging coursework on
partnerships. These groups have identified comprehensive and practical
knowledge of school, family, and community partnerships as essential for
teacher and administrator professional preparation. For example, in its
standard for content knowledge for teacher candidates, NCATE empha-
sized that teacher candidates should understand principles and strategies
for school, family, and community partnerships to support students’
learning. In 1992, INTASC established 10 principles that all teachers should
master, regardless of the subject or grade level they teach. According to
Principle 10, teachers are expected to foster relationships with school col-
leagues, parents, and agencies in the larger community to support
students’ learning and well being. Also, Standard 4 of the six ISLLC
Standards for School Leaders states: “A school administrator is an educa-
tional leader who promotes the success of all students by collaborating
with families and community members, responding to diverse community
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources” (Council of
Chief State School Officers, 1996, p. 16).
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In addition, national teacher examinations for new teachers and
national assessments for highly accomplished teachers include questions
about skills and activities for working with families and communities
(National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 1994).

Research and practical knowledge also has advanced on the structure
of school, family, and community partnerships and on how to organize
and implement more comprehensive programs in elementary, middle,
and high schools (Epstein, Sanders, et al., 2002). Results from longitudinal
studies revealed “essential elements” for developing high-quality part-
nership programs in schools (Sanders, 1999; Sanders & Simon, 2002;
Sheldon, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Van Voorhis & Sheldon,
2004) and school districts (Epstein, Williams, & Jansorn, 2004; Epstein,
Williams, & Lewis, 2002).

Other research, including longitudinal studies, found effects of part-
nership practices on student achievement, attendance, and other indi-
cators of school success (Catsambis, 2002; Catsambis & Beveridge, 2001;
Christenson, 2004; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Epstein, Simon, & Salinas,
1997; Ho & Willis, 1996; Lee, 1994; Sanders, 1998; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon &
Epstein, 2002; Simon, 2004; Van Voorhis, 2003). Discussions and designs of
full-service schools (Dryfoos, 1994; Dryfoos & Maguire, 2002) and
school-community connections (Sanders, 2001a, 2001b, 2003; Sanders &
Harvey, 2002) have helped educators learn how community resources
may be tapped to improve school programs and services to students and
families.

Texts and books of readings on partnerships have become available for
course and content coverage (Booth & Dunn, 1995; Edwards, 2004;
Epstein, 2001; Hiatt-Michaels, 2001; Ryan, Adams, Gullotta, Weissberg, &
Hampton, 1995), and texts for educational leadership and educational
psychology, among others, have added topics of family and community
involvement (Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2003; Woolfolk, 2004). Some
resources include topics for debates and class discussions, ideas for pro-
jects, and examples of exemplary practices for preservice and advanced
courses on family and community involvement.

The advances in knowledge about partnerships, examples of college
courses created by professors in various locations, national policies on part-
nerships, and recommendations of national and state accrediting organiza-
tions suggest that more schools, colleges, and departments of education
(SCDEs) may be ready to add topics on school, family, and community
partnerships to their curricula. Indicators of readiness to change have not
been well documented, however. Most previous studies of college and
university offerings on partnerships included select samples and limited
analytic models that could not reveal factors that affected the design,
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development, or changes in programs to prepare educators to work
effectively with students’ families. This study includes a larger and more
diverse sample of SCDEs than in prior research to learn whether leaders in
these institutions were aware of the growing importance of and require-
ments for education on partnerships and the factors that may affect the like-
lihood of change in the content of courses at their institutions.

Conceptual Framework

The theory of overlapping spheres of influence provides the conceptual
framework for this study (Epstein, 1987, 2001). It asserts that students
learn more and succeed at higher levels when home, school, and commu-
nity work together to support students’ learning and development. In
studies of school-based partnership programs, the model of overlapping
spheres of influence has been used to explain how educators, families,
and communities may connect to support student learning and success in
school. Pictorially, an external structure depicts home, school, and commu-
nity as dynamic contexts, which can, by design, be pushed together or
pulled apart to increase or decrease communication and collaboration.
The model also specifies an internal structure of interpersonal relation-
ships and exchanges of information between and among parents,
children, educators, and members of the community. Key intersecting
forces are identified that affect the nature and extent of connections,
including students’ age and grade levels, and family, school, and commu-
nity backgrounds, philosophies, experiences, and opportunities.

In school settings, the theory has been activated by an Action Team for
Partnerships of teachers, administrators, parents, and community part-
ners who work together to design and implement involvement activities
linked to school improvement goals. For example, the team writes annual
action plans to involve families and the community in ways that help
improve student achievement in math, reading, language arts, or to reach
other school goals for student attendance, behavior, and a welcoming cli-
mate of partnership. The action plans must include activities for six types
of involvement (parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at
home, decision making, and collaborating with the community), which
prior studies show help parents and community partners become
engaged in productive ways (Epstein, 1995; Epstein, Sanders, et al., 2002).

The six types of involvement may be operationalized by hundreds of
partnership practices. Each type poses specific challenges that must be
addressed for schools to reach out to and become partners with all families,
including those whose first language is not English, single-parent
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families, low-income families, and other families with whom schools
traditionally have had limited interaction. Activities for the six types of
involvement lead to different results for students as well as resuits for
families, schools, and the community. By understanding the types, chal-
lenges, and results of partnerships, educators, parents, and others may
plan and implement activities to help students reach specific goals. The
work of schools on partnerships has important implications for the educa-
tion of future teachers and administrators.

In this study, the theory of overlapping spheres of influence is used as
a lens through which to examine how teachers and administrators are
prepared to think about how students learn and how to organize effective
schools and classrooms. Specifically, educators in elementary and secondary
schools may hold different attitudes and take different actions if they believe
that they should work alone or with others to improve their schools and to
help students learn. They may teach differently if they believe that they,
alone, are responsible for student learning or that they share responsibilities
with educators, parents, and others in the community for student success
(Blackwell, Futrell, & Imig, 2003; Epstein, 2001). They may organize their
work to collaborate with others if they believe that school improvement is a
team effort characterized by shared leadership (Achinstein, 2002; Firestone &
Fisler, 2002; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999; Pounder et al., 2002).

Researchers and policy analysts are seriously questioning the useful-
ness of traditional training of school administrators (Fullan, 2001; Goldring
& Greenfeld, 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Murphy, 2002), teachers.
(Smylie, Conely, & Marks, 2002), and other school leaders (Leithwood &
Prestine, 2002; Senge, 1999). There is a growing consensus that future edu-
cators need competencies in working as team members, sharing responsi-
bilities for leadership, and working as partners with families in diverse
communities. In their courses, college professors may emphasize whether
teachers and administrators work alone or as a team to promote student
learning and success. The design and content of coursework, fieldwork,
and student teaching will determine how future educators view the inde-
pendent and overlapping roles of schools, families, and communities in
students’ learning.

Interestingly, many professors of education have expressed “serious
doubts” about whether they are adequately preparing teachers to succeed in
21st century schools (Public Agenda, 1997; Yinger & Nolen, 2003). Their con-
cerns may reflect an awareness of new federal, state, and local policies and
professional standards that emphasize the need for teamwork in schools and
for educators to connect with tamilies and communities in planned, goal-
oriented partnership programs. To begin to understand these theoretical,
policy, and practical issues, this study explored five research questions:
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1. According to SCDE leaders, how important is it for future
teachers, principals, and counselors to be prepared to work collab-
oratively with families and communities to help students succeed
in school?

2. How aware are SCDE leaders of the recommendations, guidelines,
and preferences of external organizations concerning the prepara-
tion of educators for school, family, and community partnerships?

3. How do SCDE leaders rate their graduates’ preparedness to
understand and conduct partnership practices and programs?

4. How do SCDE leaders assess the likelihood that their institutions
will change the curriculum to include topics of school, family, and
community partnerships in the preparation of educators?

5. Which structural, organizational, and attitudinal factors affect
SCDE reports on the coverage of partnership topics, preparedness
of graduates to conduct family and community involvement activ-
ities, and prospects for change?

Answers to these questions should reveal whether and how SCDEs are
incorporating conceptual understanding of the overlapping influence of
schools, families, and communities on student learning in the preparation
of future teachers and administrators. The answers have implications for
whether new educators will succeed in promoting student learning in
increasingly diverse classrooms (Darling-Hammond, Chung, & Frelow,
2002).

Methods

To address the research questions, we conducted a survey of deans of
education in SCDE in the United States (Epstein, Sanders, & Clark, 1998).12
In the survey, we used the term school, family, and community partnerships to
represent the theory of overlapping spheres of influence and its principle

!This study was supported by the U.S. Department of Education. The analyses and opin-
ions are ours and do not necessarily reflect the policies or positions of the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement.

?We thank the deans, chairpersons, and professors who participated in this study. We
appreciate the comments and suggestions on earlier versions of the study design and survey
questionnaire from Andrea Bermudez, Nancy Feyl Chavkin, Don Davies, Carolyn Evertson,
Ellen Goldring, David G. Imig, Barbara Jackson, Oliver Moles, Joella Gipson-Simpson, Sau-
Fong Siu, Margaret Spencer, J. Joseph Whelan, and Arthur E. Wise. We are grateful for the
assistance from Laurel Clark and Kenyatta Williams with data management for this study.
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that educators, parents, and others in the community share responsibility
for socializing and educating students. Respondents were alerted that the
term included “topics and activities of parent involvement, home-school
relations, community relations, business partnerships, school-linked social
services, and other connections of families and communities.”

Sample

Surveys were sent to a random sample of 500 deans in colleges and
universities in the United States that grant degrees in education, drawn
from the Quality Education Data (QED) list of Deans of Education in 1997.
The sample was stratified by sector to ensure a representative sample of
public and private institutions. The initial mailing yielded returns from
126 institutions (25%). Follow-up surveys were mailed to a random one-
fourth sample of nonrespondents and 24 (26%) were returned. Finally,
telephone calls were made to a random sample of 25 leaders at nonre-
sponding institutions and 11 (44%) were reached and surveys completed.
Follow-up calls revealed that there were some changes in leaders from the
time the QED lists were compiled. Some surveys were passed along to
department chairs and other SCDE leaders. Some surveys did not reach
the intended parties for varied reasons (e.g., secretarial decisions, retire-
ments, death, changed addresses, reorganized departments), resulting in
a net sample (or reachable participants; Babbie, 1990) of about 350 and
final response rate of 46%. The three-stage random sampling procedures
described previously resulted in a sample that more closely approximated
the characteristics of the full sample.

The 161 SCDEs were largely representative of the institutions that
grant education degrees in the United States. The final sample included
one response per institution from 71 deans or associate deans of education
(44.1%), 20 chairs of teacher education (12.4%), 6 chairs of educational
administration (3.7%), 48 other SCDE chairs or administrators (29.8%),
and 16 other SCDE faculty (9.9%). Analyses indicated that the leadership
positions of the respondents were not significantly correlated with
responses on the key independent or dependent variables in the analyses.

The sample is not without problems. For example, respondents may
have been more aware of and attuned to topics of family and community
involvement than were nonrespondents. Nevertheless, the diversity in
respondents’ geography, institutions, and opinions suggest that the
sample is an important one for increasing an understanding of the issues
underlying potential changes and improvements in preparing educators
to conduct effective partnership programs.
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Variables

Data were collected on demographic characteristics of the SCDEs;
program structure and present course offerings; external guidelines for
preparing educators to conduct partnership activities; leaders’ attitudes
and beliefs about school, family, and community partnerships; graduates’
preparedness to conduct partnership activities; and the prospects for
change in programs to prepare teachers, administrators, and counselors
on partnerships.?

Demographics

Information on the SCDEs included sector (private = 0, public = 1),
region, degrees offered (bachelor’s, master’s, doctorate), size of faculty
and student body, race of students (percentage African American, Asian
American, Latino/Hispanic, and White/Non-Hispanic), and gender of
students (percentage male and female).

Current Programs and Present Practices

Data were collected on the number and nature of full, required, and
elective courses on partnerships (percentage offering full, required, and
elective courses and course titles); percentage covering 15 specific topics
on school-family—community connection in existing courses or stating
the topics should be added in the future; placements of graduates (per-
centage placed in inner city, other urban, suburban, and rural schools and
percentage placed in or out of state); and percentage stating that master’s
and doctoral theses were written on school, family, and community part-
nerships in recent years.

Attitudes, Graduates’ Preparedness, External Guidelines,
and Readiness for Change

Respondents were asked for their beliefs about the importance of
knowledge and skills on family and community involvement for students
at different stages of preparation (e.g., in developing resource notebooks,
student teaching, writing course papers, for certification). These items
were coded on a 3-point scale from 0 (not important) to 2 (very important).

3The survey instrument, list of participating SCDEs, and lists of titles of required and
elective courses on partnerships and courses that cover partnership topics are in Epstein
etal. (1998).
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Respondents also noted whether they agreed or disagreed about the
importance of partnership topics for educators preparing for different
degrees and professional specialties (i.e., teaching, administration, and
counseling). These items were coded on a 4-point scale from 0 (strongly dis-
agree) to 3 (strongly agree). Using the same 4-point scale, respondents also
rated the preparedness of the new teachers, administrators, and counselors
who graduate from their SCDE to work effectively with all students’ fami-
lies and communities. They noted, too, how they thought their graduates
would describe their own readiness for partnerships with families and
communities (0 = unprepared, 1 = tentative, 2= competent, or 3 = expert).

The SCDE leaders estimated the potential for changes in courses and
content at their SCDEs for graduate and undergraduate students prepar-
ing for different education degrees (0 = no need for change; 1 = need for
change and for which students, graduate/undergraduate courses, for
teachers, administrators, counselors, and in required, elective, or targeted
infusion in other courses).

A measure of pressures from external organizations to prepare new
teachers for partnerships was based on respondents’ awareness of state
laws (0 = no, 1 = yes) for initial certification or license, renewal, and
specific competencies or standards for teachers, administrators, and coun-
selors. They also identified the major accreditation organizations for their
SCDEs and whether these organizations “have standards or guidelines
for preparing teachers to work with families and communities” (yes, no,
or do not know). Finally, they reported whether principals want to hire
teachers who know how to work well with all families coded from 0
(strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree).

Three open-ended questions obtained respondents’ insights into
changes needed in their SCDE programs to include topics of school,
family, and community partnerships, the likelihood of change over the
next few years, and other comments on the preparation of educators to
conduct partnerships. The mix of closed- and open-ended survey ques-
tions aimed to increase the depth of answers to the five research questions
that guided the study.

Results

How Representative Was the Sample of SCDEs?

The iterative random sampling procedures yielded a study sample of
101 public (62.7%) and 60 private (37.3%) SCDEs located in 37 states in the
northeast (23.7%), south (27.6%), midwest (25.0%), and west (23.7%). The
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SCDE:s ranged in size from 3 faculty members in a small department to over
350 faculty in a large school of education and from fewer than 50 under-
graduate students to over 5,000 undergraduate and 1,000 graduate
students. The distribution of SCDEs in this sample reflects well the pro-
portions of students enrolled in public and private SCDEs (see Snyder &
Hoffman, 2001, Table 260).

Over 80% of the SCDEs enrolled 10% or fewer African American,
Hispanic, or Asian American students, and many served no students from
racial minority groups. Fully 76.3% of the colleges and universities reported
more than 75% White/nonhispanic students. On average, 70% of the
students in SCDEs were women and 30% were men. Thus, students
preparing to be teachers, administrators, and counselors in these SCDEs
were predominately White and female. This distribution matches the
national pattern and historic underrepresentation of men and minority
groups in education (National Education Association, 2003; and see
Snyder & Hoffman, 2001, Table 10).

What Courses and Content Were Offered?

Courses offered. Over half of the 161 respondents (59.6%) reported that
their SCDE:s offered a full course on parent involvement or school, family,
and community partnerships. Surprisingly, most of these were full
required courses (67.5%), half of which at about 30 SCDEs were targeted
for graduate students. Few SCDEs (8.7%) offered more than two full
required or elective courses for graduate or undergraduate students.

Topics or strands in other courses. Almost all respondents (91.8%)
reported that their SCDEs offered at least one education course that
included a few sessions on topics of parent involvement or partnerships.
Only 35.6% reported that topics on parent involvement were covered in
more than two required courses, and even fewer (12.8%) reported that
partnership topics were covered in more than two elective courses.

Content covered. Respondents reported that topics of family and com-
munity involvement were most commonly covered in full courses or as
components of courses in early childhood education (89.6%) and special
education (93.6%). This has been the historic pattern reported in all previ-
ous surveys on parent involvement of teacher educators and practicing
teachers. Data from this study indicate, however, that topics on school,
family, and community partnerships were being added to other courses
preparing teachers, administrators, and counselors to work at all school
levels. At more than half of the SCDEs, at least one general education
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course included some coverage of theories of partnerships (74%), research
(568.9%), and practical activities such as how to conduct a parent-teacher
conference (90.4%), how to organize and involve volunteers (69.1%), and
how to work with parents on school decision-making teams (55.8%).

Other skills and practices were less prominent in current courses, such
as how to design interactive homework for students to share with parents
(48.7%), how to conduct parent workshops (48.6%), how to design and
produce school or class newsletters (46.2%), how to develop school-linked
social service programs (45.9%), how to coordinate community resources
(40.3%), and how to plan and implement a yearlong program of school,
family, and community partnerships (24.1%). Overall, the SCDEs ranged
from covering none of these topics (2.5%) to covering all 15 of the topics
listed in the survey (6.2%), with an average of 8.3 topics covered.

The responses about content covered should be put in perspective. Most
SCDEs covered a few topics of partnerships in one or more class periods of
one course. More complex topics (such as how to organize comprehensive
partnership programs or how to evaluate effects of family and community
involvement) were rarely offered to future teachers and administrators. The
few SCDEs that covered all of the basic, research, practical, and advanced
topics did not necessarily do so in a full course on home—school-community
connections. However, having a full course on partnerships was correlated
with covering more of the 15 topics (r =.244, p < .01).

How Did SCDE Leaders View the Importance of
Knowledge and Skills on Partnerships?

The survey respondents strongly agreed (69.8%) or agreed (26.4%) that
“all teachers should know how to conduct practices of school, family, and
community partnerships with all families.” Even more dramatically,
respondents strongly agreed that all school principals (89.2%) and coun-
selors (85.3%) should have these competencies.

Knowledge and practical skills in school, family, and community part-
nerships were deemed “very important” for student teaching by 58.4%
of respondents, with another 40.3% saying “somewhat important.” Only
1.3% suggested that student teachers did not need to know about partner-
ships. Similarly, knowledge and skills of partnerships were considered
very important by 49.7% for resource notebooks, 48.3% for certification,
28.8% for teaching exams, and 27% for course papers. More respondents
believed that knowledge of partnerships was very important for teachers’
placed in Title I schools serving poor students (52.5%) compared to those
placed in non-Title I schools (39.3%). It should be noted that only 7.4%
said such knowledge was “not important” for teachers.
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How Aware Were SCDE Leaders of External Guidelines
for Preparing Educators to Conduct Partnerships?

School and district hiring preferences. Most graduates of the participat-
ing SCDEs were hired in suburban settings. About two thirds (64%) of the
SCDEs placed fewer than 5% of their graduates in central city schools or
other urban areas. Leaders in SCDEs were aware that schools and districts
hiring their graduates valued educators with competencies in school,
family, and community partnerships. For example, 55.1% strongly agreed
and 39.7% agreed that school principals wanted to hire teachers who
knew how to communicate and work well with all families.

State laws. About 82.8% of the respondents reported that they placed
their graduates in schools and districts in their respective states. About 40%
of survey respondents acknowledged that there were laws or guidelines in
their states that required educators to be prepared to work with families and
communities to obtain professional certificates or licenses. These institutions
reported an average of 2.3 state laws or guidelines on partnerships, mainly
related to initial certification and required competencies for new teachers.

Accrediting organizations. Almost all respondents (92.9%) reported
that their SCDEs were accredited by one or more national and/or state
organizations (e.g., NCATE and National Association of State Directors of
Teacher Education and Certification [NASDTEC]). Over half (57.6%)
stated that at least one of their accrediting agencies had “standards or
guidelines for preparing teachers to work with families and communi-
ties.” A few institutions (6%) were guided by three or more accrediting
organizations with standards or guidelines on partnerships.

More important, over one-in-ten respondents (13.2%) did not know if
their states had laws or recommendations about partnerships for state
credentials, and about one fourth (23.5%) did not know if their main accred-
iting organization had standards or guidelines on partnerships. The figures
suggest that in some SCDEs state regulations and accreditation guidelines
to improve courses and coverage on home-school-community connec-
tions were unclear or easy to ignore among other recommendations for
new curricula for future teachers and administrators.

How Well Were Recent Graduates Prepared to Conduct Partnerships?

Most SCDE leaders reported that their recent graduates were not
well prepared to conduct programs and practices of school, family, and
community partnerships. Figure 1 shows that although most respondents

95



J. L. Epstein and M. G. Sanders

100
80 o 8 85
Q
&
70
P 60
2
&
o 40 4
E=
7]
=
S 20 4 27
19
0 7 |
@ 3 % ~ @ o
o o 0
2 E $ &
s o 2 5 & 5
g & g & 5 &
=1 %) e %) 154
o« e — —_ 53 4]
~ 7} = o —= ]
e c & = =
o Q 5
= g ] g 5 g
5 2 : £ S
A= = g _D‘ =] o
1] < £ = 5} —
=9 c e b= -
g a, !?L <
=

Figure 1. Importance versus preparation of graduates to conduct home-school-
" community connections. n =161.

believed this competence was important, only 7.2% strongly agreed that
the new teachers who graduated from their programs were prepared
to work with all students’ families and communities. Only 19.1% and 27%
strongly agreed that the new principals and counselors, respectively,
graduating from their SCDEs were well prepared to conduct partnership
programs. According to these education leaders, their current courses and
content coverage were not adequately preparing new professional educa-
tors to work with students’ families and communities.

How Did SCDEs Plan to Improve Courses and Coverage on Partnerships?

The leaders from about two thirds (63.9%) of the SCDEs agreed that
“school, family, and community partnerships should be more prominent”
in their curricula and suggested several improvements. Most said that
they needed to increase required courses on school, family, and community
partnerships at the graduate level for administrators and counselors
(70%) and at the graduate (50%) and undergraduate (40%) levels for those
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preparing to be teachers. Others thought they should increase coverage of
partnership topics as strands in other courses for undergraduates preparing
to teach preschool, elementary, middle, and high school. Only a few sug-
gested adding elective courses on partnerships for undergraduate
students preparing for teaching.

Most respondents whose SCDEs were not covering diverse topics on
school, family, and community partnerships said that they should do so.
The top panel of Figure 2 illustrates the percentage of SCDE leaders who
reported that they already covered (and, presumably, would continue to
cover) topics and competencies on school, family, and community part-
nerships. The bottom panel shows the percentage who said they should
cover these topics in the future, including aspects of theory, research,
and practical skills. The survey respondents recommended that their
SCDEs add an average of 4.9 more topics about partnerships to their
present coverage. Notably, over 60% of the SCDE reported that they
needed to prepare future teachers or administrators to plan and imple-
ment full programs of partnership—presently the competency covered
least often.

The two panels of Figure 2 are not fully dependent. By adding responses
in the two panels, we can see which topics are recognized as important by
all SCDE leaders and which topics are not yet on some leaders’ agendas.
For example, there was nearly full agreement (93% to 97%) that the his-
toric and basic topics of family involvement in special education, early
childhood education, and conducting parent conferences are important
for future educators and should be continued or added to SCDE courses.
Other topics elicited more varied opinions. From 20% to over 30% of
SCDE leaders reported that their courses neither covered nor needed to
add topics to prepare educators to plan and conduct workshops for
parents, develop school-linked social service programs, coordinate busi-
ness and community resources for student learning, design and produce
school newsletters, and plan and implement a full year’s program of part-
nerships. The varied responses from the SCDE leaders suggest different
levels of awareness or opinions about partnership topics and skills, partic-
ularly those that are more complex to conduct or that require leadership
to develop school-community connections.

The descriptive statistics indicate that leaders of SCDEs were aware of
the importance of school, family, and community partnerships, the low
preparation of their students, and the need to improve course require-
ments and coverage of partnership topics. Their diverse opinions indi-
cated the need for more analytic tools to better understand the status and
prospects of partnerships.
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Which Institutional and Leadership Factors Influenced Course Offerings,
Graduates’ Preparedness, and Prospects for Change?

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to identify characteris-
tics that help to explain which SCDEs offered more courses and content
on partnerships to undergraduate and graduate students. The analyses
explored whether institutional demographics, current curriculum, atti-
tudes of leaders, and external pressures in the form of state mandates and
guidelines, accreditation requirements, and districts” hiring preferences
independently affected course content covered, graduates’ preparedness,
and future plans to change the curriculum on school, family, and commu-
nity partnerships.

Curriculum: Courses and Coverage

Model 1 in Table 1 shows that neither sector nor size was significantly
associated with the present coverage of partnership topics. Model 2

Table 1
Factors Influencing Extent of Coverage of 15 Topics on School, Family, and Community Partnerships

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variables B t B t B t

Background
Sector (public/private) .003 039 -.008 -.090 -.024 -.260
Size 020 224 -.005 -.058 022 236
Curriculum
Full course on
partnerships 245 2.989** 211 2.367**
External pressures
and attitudes
State law on
partnerships -.027 -294
Accrediting organization
guidelines on partnerships .180 1.986*
Importance of skills
for student teaching,
certification, licensure,
placement 233 2.648™
R? 022 060 152

Note. Standardized regression coefficients (B) are reported for comparisons across
models. N=161.
*p<.05.*p <01
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reveals that, regardless of whether they were private, public, large, or
small, SCDEs that offered students a full required or elective course on
partnerships were significantly more likely than other SCDEs to cover
more basic, practical, and advanced topics of home-school-community
connections (B =.245, p < .01).

With the availability of a full course statistically controlled, Model 3
reveals that SCDEs were more likely to cover more partnership topics if
they were accredited by organizations with guidelines on partnerships
(B = .180, p < .05) and if the leaders believed that skills in school, family,
and community partnerships were important for student teaching, licens-
ing, certification, and placement after graduation (B = .233, p < .01). These
variables explained about 15% of the variance in content covered on school,
family, and community partnerships. Similar analyses that were conducted
indicated that, regardless of sector or whether a full course on partner-
ships was offered, SCDEs covered more partnership topics if the leaders
believed that principals wanted to hire teachers who were prepared to
conduct partnerships (§ =.268, p <.01).

Table 1 shows that a full course on partnerships was one way that
SCDEs covered more basic, research, practical, and advanced topics on
home-~school-community connections. The explained variance of topics
covered more than doubled when measures were added to the equation
of leaders’ beliefs that partnership skills were part of teachers” professional
development, required by accrediting organizations, or preferred by
principals hiring graduates.

Graduates’ Preparedness

Table 2 examines factors that influenced SCDE leaders’ reports of how
well their students presently were prepared to conduct partnerships.
Respondents from private colleges and universities were more likely than
those from the public sector to strongly agree that their graduates were
well prepared to conduct partnerships (B = -.348, p < .001), as shown in
Model 1. Although there was no independent effect of SCDE size on esti-
mates of student preparedness, education departments in private colleges
and universities tended to be smaller than programs in public institu-
tions. Survey respondents in private, smaller institutions may have been
more familiar with and confident about their graduates’ competencies
than were respondents from larger SCDEs.

With sector and size statistically controlled, Model 2 in Table 2 shows
that SCDE leaders believed that their graduates were better prepared
when the curriculum covered more content on partnerships (B = .220,
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Table2
Factors Influencing Students’ Preparedness on School, Family, and Community Partnerships

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variables B t B t B t

Background
Sector (public/private) -348  -4.083** -399  -4197** -350 —4.265**
Size -.046 -.536 -.050 -.603 -.038 -.459
Curriculum
Coverage of content
on partnerships 220 2.843* 165 2.073*
External pressures
and attitudes
Importance of skills
for student teaching,
certification, licensure,
placement 192 2.408*
R? 135 183 217

Note. Standardized regression coefficients (B) are reported for comparisons across
models. N=152.
*p < 05, #*p < 01. **p < .001.

p < .01). Model 3 indicates that leaders’ beliefs about the importance of
partnership skills for certification, licensure, and placement had a signifi-
cant, independent effect on their reports of graduates’ preparedness
(B = .192, p < .01). Although sector was the most important variable in
these analyses, the explained variance in student preparedness increased
significantly to about 22% when the extent of content covered and lead-
ers’ attitudes were added to the equation.

Respondents also were asked to estimate what their graduating
students would say about their own readiness to conduct partnerships,
ranging on a 4-point scale from 0 (unprepared) to 1 (tentative), 2 (competent),
or 3 (expert). Analyses, similar to Table 2, which accounted for sector, size,
and leaders’ attitudes, indicated that respondents from SCDEs that
offered at least one full course on partnerships were more likely to predict
that their students would say they were better prepared to work with
families and communities (B = .154, p <.07). It is interesting that SCDE
leaders’ estimates of their students’ preparedness to conduct part-
nerships were linked to the breadth of content coverage, but their beliefs
of what the graduates, themselves, would say about their own prepared-
ness were more strongly linked to the depth of coverage in a full course on
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home-school-community connections. The latter results were consistent
with the actual reports from students who took a full course on partner-
ships in the study by Morris et al. (1998).

Readiness to Improve Programs

Analyses in Table 3 included only the SCDEs whose leaders said they
“should do more in the future” on partnerships. The two panels of Table 3
show that, regardless of sector or size of institution, respondents were more
likely to say that they plan to have more required courses in the future for
undergraduate and graduate students if their SCDEs presently covered at
least some content (B = .244 and B =.315, respectively) and if they identified
more topics that should be covered (B = .323 and = .488, respectively).
Also, leaders who believed partnership skills were important for educators’
certification, licensure, and placement, said that they should add required
courses in the future for undergraduate (B = .261) and graduate (B = .214)
students preparing to be teachers and administrators.

The SCDEs most likely to add required courses on partnerships to the
preparation of educators were those that had initiated coverage of some
topics in various courses, whose leaders recognized that many topics
need to be covered in the future, and who believed that partmership skills
were important for students’ professional advancement. The measures in
Table 3 explained 16% and 22% of the variance in SCDE plans for adding
required courses on partnerships for undergraduates and graduates,
respectively. Table 3 provides new information on which SCDEs might do
more in the future to prepare teachers and administrators to conduct part-
nerships, but the survey data cannot reveal the complexities underlying
the prospects for change. To delve deeper into the differences among
SCDE leaders’ views and intentions, we examined respondents’ explana-
tions for their plans and prospects.

Leaders’ Comments: Voices From the Field

The survey included three open-ended questions for respondents to
discuss their ideas on needed curricular changes at their SCDEs, barriers
to change, and better ways to prepare future teachers, administrators, and
counselors to conduct effective school, family and community partner-
ships. The comments were sorted and coded by topic and summarized to
help explain and expand the results of the survey data analyses. The
strongest themes expressed by respondents are reported.
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Table 3 :
Factors Influencing Future Plans for Required Courses on Partnerships for Undergraduate and
Graduate Students

Plan for Required Plan for Required
Courses for Courses for
Undergraduates Graduate Students
Variables B t B t
Background
Sector (public/private) 215 1.717 .189 1.638
Size -.067 -.538 029 251
Curriculum
Coverage of content on
partnerships 244 1.637 315 2.118*
Extent of topics needed in future 323 2185 488 3.378*
External pressures and attitudes
Importance of skills for student
teaching, certification, licensure,
placement 261 2.295* 214 1.893
R 161 215

Note. Includes schools, colleges, and departments of education that report they need
to do more in the future to make school, family, and community partnerships prominent in
the curriculum and answered for undergraduate students (n = 80) and for graduate students
(n =81). Standardized regression coefficients (b) are reported for comparisons across models.

*p <.05. *p <.01.%"*p <.001.

Suggestions for Curricular Change

Nearly all of the 161 respondents (96%) answered the first question on
whether and which changes were needed at their SCDEs to better prepare
teachers and administrators to work with families and communities.
These comments add depth to the analyses in Table 3 by providing some
reasons for the different plans to change course offerings on partnerships.

Add a Full Course

A few leaders (8%) indicated that their SCDEs needed to add a full
course on school, family, and community partnerships. According to one
department chair, “We definitely need to have a course that focuses on
these issues” (Case #86). Another chair stated, “1 believe that there is
strong need for a specific course that focuses on school, parent, and
community collaboration and parent-as-teacher. This content is now
covered in several classes. There is a need for a well-defined and focused
class” (Case #227).
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Integrate Topics in Other Courses

More respondents (20%) indicated that partnership topics should be
integrated or infused in existing courses. According to one dean of teacher
education, “I would suggest that the topic be treated in virtually all peda-
gogical courses from an awareness level through application in the student
teaching experience” (Case #66). A chair of teacher education echoed this
perspective, stating “Not new courses, but better integration of courses”
(Case #99).

Some SCDE leaders commented on why they believed that integration
of topics in and among courses would result in more comprehensive cov-
erage and preparation of educators. For example, one professor of educa-
tion argued that “more course content [is needed] in existing courses to
prepare students for more parent and community involvement in the
operation of the school” (Case #188). Other respondents viewed infusion
as the only practical way to cover partnership topics because of constraints
on curricular change. One dean of education stated that, “It [a full course]
would be nice, but current state and NCATE requirements do not permit
the addition of more courses” (Case #68). Another dean wrote, “New addi-
tional courses are a real problem. There are too many required components!”
(Case #201).

Target Topics to Courses on Student Diversity and Special Needs

Other respondents (about 8%) suggested that the topic of school,
family, and community partnerships should be targeted for coverage in
courses on student diversity, including courses on students with special
needs, students living in poverty, and students of color. For example, an
associate professor stated, “We are planning to broaden the scope of
the existing course on diversity issues to focus more on working with
parents from different cultures” (Case #154). Another professor suggested
that, “There needs to be a family and community course with a strong
multicultural basis” (Case #160). A director of early childhood education
reported that “We are adding special education certification to our program
and family involvement will be a significant part of the curriculum”
(Case #163).

The targeted approach to partnerships may indicate that some SCDE
leaders are aware of the growing diversity in U.S. public schools and that
they need to prepare teachers and administrators to work with the fami-
lies of all students, including those with varied educational, cultural, and
linguistic backgrounds (Futrell, Gomez, & Bedden, 2003). Alternatively,
this attitude may indicate that, for some respondents, school, family, and
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community partnerships are viewed as relevant only for teachers working
with special groups of students and families.

Add Practical Field-Based Experiences

One fifth (20%) commented that their SCDEs needed to provide
prospective teachers and administrators with practical hands-on experi-
ences working with families and community organizations. According
to the dean of one school of education, students required “more involve-
ment at the grassroots level with families and communities. ... [They]
need to go into the communities to dialogue with families” (Case #70). An
assistant professor noted that students needed “activities which place
[them] in field-based experiences that directly deal with families and
communities” (Case #172). Another concluded, “There’s only so much
telling and talking. After a time, some type of practicum is called for”
(Case #194).

The varied comments from SCDE leaders reflect an ongoing debate
among college educators about the best and most feasible ways to improve
the preparation of future teachers and administrators to conduct partner-
ship activities. Some suggest that full, required courses are needed so that
all students obtain coherent and comprehensive coverage of partnership
topics. Others recommend integrating or infusing partnership topics in
many other courses that prepare educators for their profession, whereas
still others suggest targeting courses on student diversity. Regardless of
their suggestions of course format, many suggested that all future educa-
tors should have practical, field-based experiences on partnerships.

Initial studies and informal reports from professors who have initiated
innovative courses on partnerships are weighing in on the “full course”
side of this debate (Katz & Bauch, 1999; Morris et al.,, 1998). Analyses
reported in this study indicate that SCDEs that offered a full course on
partnerships were more likely than others to cover more topics of school,
family, and community partnerships (see Table 1), and the extent of cover-
age affected leaders’ reports on whether graduates were prepared to con-
duct partnership activities (see Table 2). New studies will be needed to
learn whether the alternative approaches to curricular change in required
courses or in integrated or targeted curricula affect (a) how well new
teachers and administrators are prepared to conduct partnerships;
(b) how graduates, themselves, evaluate their preparedness; and (c) if and
how well graduates who have had college courses and classes on partner-
ships implement involvement activities when they are placed as new
teachers and administrators in schools and districts.
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Factors Affecting the Likelihood of Curricular Change

The second open-ended question, addressed by 66% of the 161 survey
respondents, asked whether they believed that the curricular changes
they suggested would be made in the next year or two, and what factors
might influence the likelihood of change at their SCDEs. Responses sug-
gest that although curricular change to increase coverage of partnership
topics may occur in some SCDEs, it is unlikely to be swift or universal.

Attitudes of SCDE Faculty

About 10% of the respondents indicated that faculty attitudes were key.
Some respondents suggested that to include school, family, and commu-
nity partnerships effectively in the curriculum, SCDEs needed “professor
awareness of the importance of including the topic” (Case #138) and
“course instructors who believe in the involvement of families and
communities, and have experience in doing so” (Case #107). One dean
was doubtful that meaningful change would occur because of “faculty
resistance. Faculty see it as unnecessary” (Case #2). By contrast, a few
respondents were optimistic that the positive attitudes of the faculty
toward the topic would lead to positive change. As one chair stated,
“Faculty are very interested. We see the need” (Case #142).

State Laws and Guidelines

Some respondents identified state mandates for teacher preparation in
school, family, and community partnerships as an important impetus
for curricular change. Almost 15% noted that their SCDEs were revis-
ing teacher education programs because of state laws and regulations:
“We are assessing and revising our program in keeping with Indiana
Professional Standards Board mandates” (Case #5). Others reported both
internal and external pressure for change: “We are currently revising our
program to meet new state guidelines. Also, we recognize the impor-
tance of better preparing teachers to connect with homes and communi-
ties” (Case #110). Some reported that progress followed pressure to
change: “We hope to have our program in place by fall, ... which will also
reflect new state licensure standards” (Case #229). These comments sup-
port other studies that suggest that state policies may affect teacher qual-
ity and influence the specific skills that teachers bring to their work
(Darling-Hammond, 1999). In this study, the survey data indicate that
many higher education leaders are becoming aware of federal, state, and
local policies, pressures, and preferences for teachers, counselors, and
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administrators who are prepared to work effectively with families and
communities.

Crowded Curriculum

Although state guidelines have served as catalyst for change in some
SCDEs, other respondents indicated that state restrictions prevented them
from instituting desired changes. One chair of curriculum and instruction
reported that change probably would occur on a “very limited basis due
to state limitations on the number of hours that can be required for a
teaching certificate” (Case #103). Similarly, a dean of education explained,
“By state law, we are limited as to the number of education courses/hours
we can offer” (Case #117).

Indeed, nearly 10% of the comments on the likelihood of change were
not optimistic about providing students with more comprehensive prepa-
ration to work with families and communities because their programs
were “full.” According to one director of graduate studies in education,
“Programs are very full, with few electives. There are many areas that fac-
ulty think should be added, but little room” (Case #23). A dean of educa-
tion similarly responded, “No room in the curriculum—already too many
mandates” (Case #68).

Change Process in Higher Education

Nearly one third of the respondents (30%) indicated that their SCDEs
were already at varied points in the change process. For example, one
dean reported, “The faculty is discussing it now” (Case #52). Another
echoed, “We are currently discussing these issues” (Case #59). In a state-
ment revealing the complexities of institutional change, an associate pro-
fessor of education stated, “It has passed the curriculum committee and is
now open for discussion in the Faculty Senate” (Case #143).

Some respondents indicated that they have moved beyond the discus-
sion stage. According to one associate professor, “We're in the process of
redesigning two of the three programs that we offer” (Case #74). Another
respondent acknowledged, “The [need for greater] emphasis is recognized
and plans are being made to implement changes” (Case #162). Still others
have gone beyond planning and designing to actual implementation. One
respondent explained, “A new preservice field experience on communities
is being instituted” {Case #98). Two other respondents expected new “ser-
vice learning” courses for family involvement to be implemented.

A few respondents were skeptical that their SCDEs would change in
the next year or two due to lack of resources (5 respondents) or the slow
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change process characteristic of large institutions (5 respondents). For
example, one associate dean of education estimated that changes in the
curriculum to address the topic of school, family, and community partner-
ships would take from “4 to 5 years because of the vagaries and difficul-
ties of institutional change” (Case #131). The responses to this open-ended
question placed SCDE leaders on a continuum of readiness for change,
with some colleges and universities already in the process of revising
curricula to include topics of partnerships and others expressing concern
about the challenges or barriers they may face in planning for change.

Other Ideas on School, Family, and Community Partnerships

The final open-ended question, addressed by close to 50% of the
sample, asked if respondents had other ideas to discuss about preparing
teachers and administrators to conduct school, family, and community
partnerships.

Importance of Improving Programs

Many leaders’ added comments about the importance of partnerships
for effective teaching and school administration. Most common were state-
ments such as: “A strong school-family relationship is vital to success in
education” (Case #192). Others reiterated the need for the curriculum to
reflect up-to-date definitions of involvemnent, saying: “Without parental
involvement in the student’s education, the student will struggle to be suc-
cessful. Schools need parent involvement, and not the window dressing
‘donuts for dad, muffins for mom”” (Case #206). Still others agreed: “This
should be taught, and not just expected to occur by accident” (Case #212).

Need for Collaboration With Schools and School Districts

Some respondents explained that for effective change to occur, there
must be dialogue and cooperation among all parties who are responsible
for the preparation of future teachers and administrators. This included
awareness of the need for SCDE leaders to talk with state, district, and
school leaders. Many agreed: “We need to have dialogue on this issue
among all parties related to both preservice and inservice programs”
(Case #75), and “SCDEs’ cooperation with preK-12 districts on this topic
is essential” (Case #118).

Some recognized that SCDEs can play a leadership role in redirecting
attention to school, family, and community partnerships: “In order to
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dramatically improve the needed partnerships, schools and higher educa-
tional institutions need to start our thinking with communities, parents,
and their children” (Case #185). Others thought the leadership should
come from school administrators: “These types of course experiences are
difficult for us to require unless the schools routinely do them. Not all
schools have significant family programs” (Case #92). These responses
suggested that changes in teacher and administrator preparation may
depend on new multidirectional communications and collaborations
among leaders from SCDEs, school districts, schools, and the general
public.

The open ended surveys questions revealed the varied opinions of
SCDE leaders about whether new courses will be offered or content on
partnerships will be added to existing courses. Despite general interest in
and optimism about needed changes to prepare educators to understand
and conduct family and community involvement, respondents were very
realistic about the pace of change in their institutions.

Conclusions

This study provides new information on the preparation of future
teachers and administrators to conduct school, family, and community
partnerships. Based on a sample of 161 colleges and universities in the United
States, the survey examined not only the courses and content presently
offered to prospective educators, but also leaders’ perspectives and pro-
jections for the future. The results extend previous studies by identifying
structural, organizational, and attitudinal factors associated with differ-
ences of SCDEs’ coverage of partnership topics, preparedness of graduates
to conduct family and community involvement activities, and prospects for
change. Four findings increase an understanding of the progress that has
been made over the past decade and the challenges to future improve-
ments in preparing prospective teachers and administrators to conduct
effective school, family, and community partnerships.

Most SCDEs offer at least one course and some coverage of topics on partner-
ships, but not enough to prepare all teachers, counselors, and administrators to
conduct meaningful programs and practices of school, family, and community
partnerships. As in the past, most present offerings on partnerships are in
programs preparing educators for early childhood and special education.
However, this study provides evidence that some SCDEs are extending
coverage of basic, research, practical, and advanced topics on family
and community involvement in courses for all undergraduate and gradu-
ate students preparing for careers in education. More institutions have
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courses and content on partnerships than reported in past studies, but
most prospective teachers and administrators still do not have access to
full courses on partnerships. Some SCDE graduates may be able to piece
together information on family and community involvement from vari-
ous courses, but most will not gain the depth of knowledge and skills that
they need if topics on partnerships continue to be presented in selected
courses in one class period.

Ovwer the past decade, there has been an increase in research on partnerships,
including professors’ publications and graduate students” papers. Of 142 SCDEs
in this sample that offered graduate-level degrees, about one fourth
(23.5%) reported that one or more master’s theses or doctoral disserta-
tions on parent involvement or partnerships were completed at their insti-
tutions over the past 3 years. This new statistic suggests that there is
significant production of research at colleges and universities on family
and community involvement. It suggests that more professors and graduate
students are becoming familiar with the theories and research on
partnerships and are producing new knowledge on school, family, and
community partnerships. This forecasts continued advances in knowl-
edge of the processes and outcomes of partnership approaches and activi-
ties. At these institutions it is likely that partnership topics will be shared
and discussed in professors’ courses and in presentations by graduate
students.

Leaders at SCDEs are aware of growing pressures and explicit guidelines and
policies for increasing future educators’ skills on partnerships. Some SCDEs are
taking action to help their graduates meet the mandates and recommen-
dations for competencies in family and community involvement issued
by state departments of education, accrediting organizations, and by
school and district administrators who want to hire graduates with
strengths as team players and with skills in working effectively with fami-
lies. External guidelines and requirements to change the education of
educators to include competencies in conducting partnerships are likely
to increase. For example, NCATE has sharpened its requirements for
teacher preparation to require reports on how graduates meet stated stan-
dards of NCATE organizations (L. Jacobson, 2004), several of which specify
standards for family and community involvement.

Leaders in SCDEs are aware of the need to improve the preparation of new
educators to conduct school, family, and community partnerships, and most
expressed a readiness, on paper, to change. When asked how best to incorpo-
rate more coverage on partnerships in the curriculum, about half of the
respondents strongly recommended full, required courses and half
strongly recommended the infusion of partnership topics in existing
courses in education. Unlike past emphases on early childhood and
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special education, almost equal numbers of respondents recommended
adding required courses on partnerships to the curriculum for those
preparing to be teachers at the preschool (51.3%), elementary (46.7%),
middle (41.9%), and high‘(42.1%) school levels. Near equal numbers
recommended integrating topics on partnerships in other courses that
prepare new teachers for all levels of schooling.

Although most leaders noted the need to improve their programs, many
identified factors that could limit the likelihood of change at their SCDEs in
the short term. Open-ended survey responses identified some of these
factors, including faculty resistance to change, state laws that restrict addi-
tions to teacher education programs, and university procedures that delay
changes in course offerings and graduation requirements.

Based on all of the results of this study, we estimate that between one
fourth and one half of SCDEs, nationally, may follow through to improve
the preparation of educators to conduct effective partnerships with
families and communities in the next few years. Change is more likely in
SCDEs that are already engaged in the change process on partnership;
where leaders say more topics on partnerships are needed for all prospec-
tive educators, not just those specializing in early childhood or special edu-
cation; where principals and counselors are prepared for their professions
in educational administration programs; where master’s and doctoral
theses on partnerships are completed; where leaders are aware of state
policies, accreditation requirements, and district hiring preferences for com-
petencies on partnerships; and where more graduates are placed in eco-
nomically disadvantaged and diverse communities. Changes at SCDEs
with these characteristics could result in improving the preparation of over
50,000 new teachers and administrators each year to conduct more effective
family and community involvement activities.? This would greatly increase
past efforts and serve as a good start toward preparing all educators for
their professional work with students, families, and communities.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study extends prior studies, but the data still are limited. Although
the iterative random sampling procedures used in the initial survey, follow-
up mail, and follow-up phone interviews helped to strengthen and diver-
sify this sample, nonrespondents may differ from the participants. That is,

“Estimate is based on the number of bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral education degrees
awarded in 1998 (Snyder & Hoffman, 2001, Table 257).
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as noted earlier, the SCDE leaders in this study may have been more
familiar with and interested in the topic of partnerships than were those
missing from the sample. Thus, the results of this study should be inter-
preted to generalize to SCDEs where leaders are aware of the importance
of the topic of partnerships, although we believe that refers to most
SCDEs in the United States.

Future research may build on this study by focusing, separately, on
samples of deans of education, chairs of teacher education, chairs of
educational administration, or faculty in schools of education to increase
an understanding of the opinions and intensions of these groups. Or,
nested samples of faculty within particular departments, such as teacher
education or educational administration, may give a fuller picture of the
role of SCDE leaders in setting priorities and influencing change in cover-
ing of partnership topics in courses and field experiences. Strategies for
increasing survey response rates, including funding for telephone
interviews or follow-up surveys, also would improve the quality and
representation of the sample. A larger final sample would allow for more
in-depth and comparative analyses of subgroups (such as public vs. private
or primarily research vs. teaching institutions) and the development of
more robust regression models.

Others may extend this study by exploring the specific content on part-
nerships needed by those earning credentials as elementary, middle, and
high school teachers, principals and other administrators, and counselors.
Although this study extended earlier work by contrasting SCDE leaders’
views about the importance of partnership skills for educators in different
positions, more could be done to identify the common and distinct con-
tent needed for particular credentials and effective practice by teachers,
principals, and counselors at different school levels.

An important topic that emerged from this study that has not been
studied systematically is whether and how graduates are best prepared to
effectively involve families and communities in student education by
taking a full course on partnerships or by accumulating knowledge and
skills as topics are infused in many courses. Samples of undergraduate and
graduate students may be surveyed or interviewed to determine whether
and what they learned about partnerships and how they rate their own pre-
paredness for family and community involvement in practice.

Needed Leadership

This study reveals a dramatic gap at most SCDEs between leaders’
strong agreement that it is important for educators to conduct effective
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partnerships and their reports of the poor preparedness of their graduates
to do so. The results of the study suggest three aspects of SCDE leadership
that need to be addressed to better prepare graduates to work well with
families and communities.

SCDE Leaders Need to Set Priorities and Actively Influence
the Change Process at Their Institutions

Institutional change in higher education requires leadership, effort,
and action. “If we put something in the bag, we’ll have to take something
out,” wrote one dean (Case #127). This comment, common in discussions
with higher education leaders, refers to setting priorities. To improve
course offerings and coverage of partnership topics, SCDEs must set
priorities, based on emerging theories, research, and explicit policies, to
ensure that graduates are prepared to take new approaches to conduct
family and community involvement.

To set and meet priorities, SCDE leaders need to become change agents
and team builders at their institutions. If, as the data indicate, deans and
department chairs recognize the importance of partnerships, then they
must actively influence faculty attitudes and create conditions and incen-
tives that will achieve change in course offerings and course content
(Blackwell et al., 2003). If they do not guide change at their institutions,
SCDE leaders are tacitly supporting the inadequate preparation of their
graduates to conduct partnerships.

There are examples of this kind of leadership and teamwork in SCDEs.
Northeastern University’s School of Education set priorities for infusing
school, family, and community partnerships in all courses for prospective
educators, and is working through a change process to assist professors
to meet this goal (Mapp, 2002). In Florida, a consortium of colleges and
universities conducted statewide and regional Curriculum Infusion
Institutes to alert professors and deans of education to strategies for
improving the preparation of teachers and administrators about partner-
ships, share syllabi, review resources, and develop curricular plans
(Florida Partnership for Family Involvement in Education, 2000). Courses
have been designed to embed or infuse topics of partnerships in a series of
six courses at Northern Illinois University (Shumow, 2004) and as on-line
modules for professors to use at the University of North Texas (A. Jacobson,
2004) to provide future teachers with specific skills as they complete
their course sequences. The Harvard Family Research Project’s Family
Involvement Network of Educators (FINE) conducts projects and main-
tains a website (Www.MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor finenetwork.
org) to engage professors of education on topics of family and community
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involvement. Johns Hopkins University’s graduate division of education
initiated a 15-credit certificate program, Leadership for School, Family,
Community Collaboration, to prepare educators to take responsibility for
developing comprehensive partnership programs (Graduate Division of
Education, 2003).

SCDE Leaders Need to Connect the Preparation of Educators
to Emerging Theories of Learning and Leadership

Because change is difficult to achieve in higher education, it will help
SCDE leaders to base plans for improving the preparation of educators to
conduct effective partnerships on strong theories of student learning and
school leadership. Most SCDEs have not yet embraced the theory of over-
lapping spheres of influence to help future teachers and administrators
understand that students learn and develop, simultaneously, at home, at
school, and in the community, with the assistance of many adults (Epstein,
1987, 2001). To organize schools and to teach children from this perspective,
educators need to become experts in teamwork, collaboration, and effective
communication with colleagues, parents and community partners.

The same skills are central to emerging theories of effective school lead-
ership, which emphasize teamwork, shared responsibilities, and “trans-
formational” leadership for educators at all policy levels (Fullan, 2001;
Leithwood et al., 1999; Murphy, 2002). The theories assert that teachers,
administrators, district, state, and university leaders, parents, and the
public all must take leadership roles in improving schools and in increas-
ing student success. Each participating individual and organization is
expected to change for the better through purposeful communications,
interactions, and shared leadership.

Thus, deans, department chairs, and others at SCDEs must attend to
challenges such as faculty attitudes that oppose change and university
procedures and state laws that may delay or limit change. They also must
exercise leadership to guide professors to align courses for future teachers
and administrators with converging theories of school leadership for
improved student learning.

SCDE Leaders Need to Initiate Useful Interactions
and Collaborations With Practicing Education Leaders

Communications and interactions between SCDEs and other education
organizations at all policy levels need to improve. Many SCDE leaders
reported that they did not know if their accreditation organizations had spe-
cific guidelines for preparing educators to conduct partnerships or if their
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state set requirements for skills on partnerships for teacher and administrator
credentials. Without this knowledge, SCDEs cannot make informed decisions
about new courses or content to prepare graduates for their professions.

More than just collecting lists of requirements, SCDE leaders have a
responsibility to initiate periodic communications and meetings with
state, local district, and school leaders to learn about and discuss new
programs, state policies, regulations for credentialing, and district hiring
preferences for educators with competencies in teamwork, family and
community involvement, and other skills needed in present-day schools
and classrooms (Rigden, 2002). SCDE leaders also may help practitioners
and policy leaders learn about new theories and research on student
learning and school improvement, including more effective home-school-
community connections. Beyond information exchanges, SCDEs and local
districts and schools may work closely together in university-school
collaborations, which are designed to improve both partners’ organiza-
tions (Blackwell et al., 2003; Firestone & Fisler, 2002; Grogan & Andrews,
2002; Kochan, 1999; Yinger & Nolen, 2003).

There are examples of promising university—-school collaborations. The
National Network of Partnership Schools at Johns Hopkins University
provides materials, inservice education, and on-going guidance to help
educators apply research on partnerships in practice. In turn, the
researchers benefit from having active partners in research and evaluation
studies (Epstein, Sanders, et al., 2002; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Sanders,
1999; Sanders & Simon, 2002; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Van Voorhis,
2004). The University of South Carolina’s School of Education assists
school councils statewide to improve their leadership and partnership
activities (School Improvement Council Assistance, 2002). The University
of South Florida, University of North Florida, and University of Texas—El
Paso are working with local schools and school districts to provide future
teachers with field experiences in family and community involvement
and to bring parents and practitioners to university classes (American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 2002; Munter & Tinajero,
2004; Wade, 2004). These university-school collaborations not only help
improve school programs, but also improve the preparation of future
teachers and administrators by linking coursework with fieldwork and
real-world interactions with practicing educators and families.

The SCDE leaders’ reports on school, family, and community partner-
ships were positive, yet realistic, making the outlook for change uncer-
tain. Whether SCDEs improve courses and content on partnerships will
depend on complex change processes in diverse institutions of higher
education. Cautious optimism may be in order. Given the survey results
that confirm SCDE leaders’ strong beliefs in the importance of preparing
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future educators to conduct partnership activities and current national
attention to improving teaching and leadership in education through
teamwork and family and community involvement, the time is right for
all SCDEs to address school, family, and community partnerships as a
fundamental issue in educational practice and school improvement.

References

Achinstein, B. (2002). Conflict amid community: The micropolitics of teacher collaboration.
Teachers College Record, 104(4), 421-455.

Allexsaht-Snider, M., Phtiaka, H., & Gonzalez, R. (1996, November). International perspec-
tives: Preparing teachers for partnership. Paper presented at the Education Is Partnership
Conference, Royal Danish School of Education, Copenhagen, Denmark.

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2002, November). Partners for
Student Success: National summit on parent involvement in teacher education. Washington
DC: Author and National PTA.

Ammon, M. S. (1990). University of California project on teacher preparation for parent involve-
ment, Report I: April 1989 conference and initial follow-up (Mimeo). Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Babbie, E. (1990). Survey research methods (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Becker, H. J., & Epstein, J. L. (1982). Teacher practices of parent involvement: Problems and
possibilities. Elementary School Journal, 83(2), 103-113.

Bermudez, A. B., & Padron, Y. N. (1988). University-school collaboration that increases
minority parent involvement. Educational Horizons, 66(1), 83-86.

Blackwell, P. ]., Futrell, M. H., & Imig, D. G. (2003). Burnt water paradoxes of schools of edu-
cation. Phi Delta Kappan, 84(5), 356-361.

Booth, A., & Dunn, J. (Eds.). (1995). Family-school links: How do they affect educational outcomes.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Boyer, E. L. (1995). The basic school: A community for learning. Princeton, NJ: Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.

Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. New York:
Russell Sage Foundation.

Catsambis, S. (2002). Expanding knowledge of parental involvement in children’s secondary
education: Connections with high school seniors” academic success. Social Psychology of
Education, 5(1), 149-177.

Catsambis, S., & Beveridge, A. A. (2001). Does neighborhood matter? Family, neighborhood,
and school influences on eighth grade mathematics achievement. Sociological Focus, 34,
435-457.

Chavkin, N. F, & Williams, D. L. (1988). Critical issues in teacher training for parent involve-
ment. Educational Horizons, 66(1), 87-89.

Christenson, S. (2004). The family-school partnership: An opportunity to promote the learn-
ing competence of all students. School Psychology Review, 33, 83-104.

Council of Chief State School Officers. (1996). Interstate school leaders licensure consortium:
Standards for school leaders. Washington, DC: Author.

Cunningham, W. G., & Cordeiro, P. A. (2003). Educational leadership: A problem-based approach
(2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy
evidence. Seattle: University of Washington Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.

116



Prospects for Change

Darling-Hammond, L., Chung, R., & Frelow, F. (2002). Variation in teacher preparation: How
well do different pathways prepare teachers to teach? Journal of Teacher Education, 53(4),
286-302.

deAcosta, M. (1996). A foundational approach to preparing teachers for family and commu-
nity involvement in children’s education. Journal of Teacher Education, 47(1), 9-15.

Dryfoos, J. (1994). Full-service schools. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Dryfoos, J., & Maguire, S. (2002). Inside full-service community schools. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Corwin.

Edwards, P. (2004). Children’s literacy development: Making it happen through school, family, and
community involvement. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Epstein, J. L. (1987). Toward a theory of family-school connections: Teacher practices and
parent involvement. In K. Hurrelman, F. Kaufmann, & F. Losel (Ed.), Social intervention:
Potential and constraints (pp. 121-136). New York: DeGruyter.

Epstein, J. L. (1995). School/family/community partnerships: Caring for the children we
share. Phi Delta Kappan, 76, 701-712.

Epstein, J. L. (2001). School, family, and community partnerships: Preparing educators and improving
schools. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Epstein, J. L., Sanders, M. G., & Clark, L. A. (1998). Preparing educators for school-family-
community partnerships: Results of a national survey of colleges and universities (Center Rep.).
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University, Center for Research on the Education of Students
Placed at Risk.

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 (2nd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Epstein, J. L., & Sheldon, S. B. (2002). Present and accounted for: Improving student attendance
through family and community involvement. Journal of Educational Research, 95(5), 308-318.

Epstein, J. L., Simon, B. S, & Salinas, K. C. (1997). Effects of teachers involve parents in
schoolwork (TIPS) language arts interactive homework in the middle grades. Phi Delta
Kappa Research Bulletin, 18, 1-4.

Epstein, J. L., Williams, K. J., & Jansorn, N. R. (2004, April). Does policy prompt partnerships?
Effects of NCLB on district leadership for family involvement. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA.

Epstein, J. L., Williams, K. J., & Lewis, K. C. (2002, April). Five-year study: Key components of
effective partnership programs in states and school districts. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Evans-Shilling, D. (1996). Preparing educators for family involvement: Reflection, research, and
renewal (Mimeo). Fresno: California State University.

Firestone, W. A., & Fisler, ]. L. (2002). Politics, community, and leadership in a school-university
partnership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(4), 449-493.

Florida Partnership for Family Involvement in Education. (2000, September). Curriculum
infusion institute. Tampa: Author.

Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Futrell, M. H,, Gomez, J., & Bedden, D. (2003). Teaching the children of a new America: The
challenge of diversity. Phi Delta Kappan, 84(5), 381-385.

Garcia, D. C. (2004). Exploring connections between the construct of teacher efficacy and
family involvement practices: Implications for urban teacher preparation. Urban
Education, 39, 290-315.

Goldring, E., & Greenfield, W. (2002). Understanding the evolving concept of leadership in
education: Roles, expectations, and dilemmas. In J. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leader-
ship challenge: Redefining leadership for the 21st century (pp. 1-19). Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

117



J. L. Epstein and M. G. Sanders

Graduate Division of Education. (2003). Announcement: Graduate certificate program:
Leadership for School, Family, Community Collaboration. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Graue, E., & Brown, C. P. (2003). Preservice teachers’ notions of families and schooling.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 19(7), 719-735.

Greenwood, G. E., & Hickman, C. W. (1991). Research and practice in parent involvement:
Implications for teacher education. Elementary School Journal, 91(3), 279-288.

Grogan, M., & Andrews, R. (2002). Defining preparation and professional development for
the future. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(2), 233-256.

Herman, R, Aladjem, D., McMahon, P, Masem, E., Mulligan, I, Smith-O Malley, A, et al. (1999).
An educator’s guide to school wide reform. Washington, DC: American Institutes for Research.
Hiatt-Michaels, D. (Ed.). (2001). Promising practices for family involvement in schools.

Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Hinz, L., Clarke, ]J., & Nathan, J. (1992). A survey of parent involvement course offerings in
Minnesota’s undergraduate preparation programs. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota,
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, Center for School Change.

Ho, E. 5., & Willms, . D. (1996). Effects of parental involvement on eighth-grade achieve-
ment. Sociology of Education, 69, 126-141.

Jacobson, A. (2004, April). A case study model for preparing teachers for parental engagement.
Paper presented at the 12th International Roundtable on School, Family, and Community
Partnerships, San Diego, CA.

Jacobson, L. (2004, May 19). Accrediting body for teacher prep streamlines system. Education
Week, 23, p. 13.

Jones, T. G. (2003). Contribution of Hispanic parents’ perspectives to teacher preparation.
The School Community Journal, 13(2), 73-97.

Jordan, C., Orozco, E., & Averett, A. (2001). Emerging issues in school, family, and community
connections. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.

Kaplan, L. (Ed.). (1992). Education and the family. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Katz, L., & Bauch, J. P. (1999). The Peabody family involvement initiative: Preparing preser-
vice teachers for family /school collaboration. The School Community Journal, 9(1), 49-69.

Kochan, F. (1999). A collage of voice and form: A summary of findings. In F. Kochen,
B. Jackson, & D. Duke (Eds.), A thousand voices from the firing line (pp. 104-110). Columbia,
MO: University Council for Educational Administration.

Lawson, M. A. (2003). School-family relations in context: Parent and teacher perceptions of
parent involvement. Urban Education, 38(1), 77-133.

Lee, 5. (1994). Family—school connections and students’ education: Continuity and change of family
involvement from the middle grades to high school. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Johns
Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD.

Leithwood, K., Jantzi, D., & Steinbach, R. (1999). Changing leadership for changing times.
Buckingham, United Kingdom: Open University Press.

Leithwood, K., & Prestine, N. (2002). Unpacking the challenges of leadership at the school
and district level. In J. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leader-
ship for the 21st century (pp. 42-64). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mapp, K. (2002, November). University approaches to school, family, and community partnerships.
Paper presented at the American Association for Colleges of Teacher Education and National
PTA National Summit on Parent Involvement in Teacher Education, Washington, DC.

McBride, B. (1991). Preservice teachers’ attitudes toward parental involvement. Teacher
Education Quarterly, 18(1), 57-67.

Morris, V. G., & Taylor, S. 1. (1998). Alleviating barriers to family involvement in education:
The role of teacher education. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(3), 219-231.

118



Prospects for Change '

Morris, V. G., Taylor, S. L, & Knight, J. (1998, April). Are beginning teachers prepared to involve
families in education? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, San Diego, CA.

Munter, J., & Tinajero, ]. (2004, April). Project Podemos: A culturally responsive model of prepar-
ing teachers for parental engagement. Paper presented at the 12th International Roundtable
on School, Family, and Community Partnerships, San Diego, CA.

Murphy, J. (Ed.). (2002). The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the
21st century: 101 Yearbook of the National Society of the Study of Education, Part 1. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. (1994). What teachers should know and be
able to do. Washington DC: Author.

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education. (2002). Professional standards for the
accreditation of schools, colleges, and departments of education. Washington, DC: Author.

National Education Association. (2003). Status of the American public school teacher 2000-2001.
Washington, DC: Author.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).

Pounder, D., Reitzug, U., & Young, M. D. (2002). Preparing school leaders for school
improvement, social justice, and community. InJ. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leadership
challenge: Redefining leadership for the 21st century (pp. 261-288). Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Public Agenda. (1997). Different drummers: How teachers of teachers view public education.
New York: Author.

Radcliffe, B., Malone, M., & Nathan, J. (1994). Training for parent partnership: Much more should
be done. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public
Affairs, Center for School Change.

Rigden, D. (2002). The steps that support P-12 learning and achievement: Forum on Teacher
Education. Basic Education, 46(10), 1-3.

Ryan, B. A, Adams, G. R,, Gullotta, T. P., Weissberg, R. P, & Hampton, R. L. (Eds.). (1995).
The family-school connection. Thousand QOaks, CA: Sage.

Sanders, M. G. (1998). The effects of school, family, and community support on the academic
achievement of African-American adolescents. Urban Education, 33(3), 385-409.

Sanders, M. G. (1999). Schools’ programs and progress in the National Network of Partner-
ship Schools. Journal of Educational Research, 92(4), 220-229.

Sanders, M. G. (2001a). School-community partnerships and faith-based organizations. In
E.]. Dionne & M. H. Chen (Eds.), Sacred places, civic purposes: Should government help faith-
based charity? (pp. 161-175). Washington, DC: Brookings Institute.

Sanders, M. G. (2001b). A study of the role of “community” in comprehensive school, family,
and community partnership programs. The Elementary School Journal, 102(1), 19-34.

Sanders, M. G. (2003). Community involvement in schools: From concept to practice.
Education and Urban Society, 35(2), 161-181.

Sanders, M. G., & Harvey, A. (2002). Beyond the school walls: A case study of principal
leadership for school-community collaboration. Teachers College Record, 104(7),
1345-1368.

Sanders, M. G., Jones, G. A., & Abel, Y. (2002). Involving families and communities in the
education of children and youth placed at-risk. In S. Stringfield & D. Land (Eds.),
Educating at-risk students: 101 Yearbook of the National Society of the Study of Education, Part 2
(pp- 171-188). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sanders, M. G., & Simon, B. S. (2002). A comparison of program development at elementary,
middle, and high schools in the National Network of Partnership Schools. The School
Community Journal, 12(1), 7-27.

119



J. L. Epstein and M. G. Sanders

School Improvement Council Assistance. (2002). Handbook for effective school improvement
councils in South Carolina. Columbia: University of South Carolina College of Education.

Senge, P. (1999). The leadership of profound change: Toward an ecology of leadership. In
P. Senge, A. Kleiner, C. Roberts, R. Ross, G. Roth, & B. Smith (Eds.), The dance of change:
The challenges of sustaining momentum in learning organizations (pp. 10-21). New York:
Doubleday.

Shartrand, A. M., Weiss, H. B., Kreider, H. M., & Lopez, M. E. (1997). New skills for new
schools: Preparing teachers in family involvement. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family
Research Project.

Sheldon, S. B. (2003). Linking school-family—community partnerships in urban elementary
schools to student achievement on state tests. Urban Review, 35, 149-165.

Sheldon, S. B. (2005). Testing a structural equations model of partership program imple-
mentation and parent involvement. The Elementary School Journal, 106, 171-187.

Sheldon, S. B., & Epstein, J. L. (2002). Improving student behavior and discipline with family
and community involvement. Education in Urban Society, 35(1), 4-26.

Sheldon, S. B, & Van Voorhis, F. L. (2004). Partnership programs in U.S. schools: Their
development and relationship to family involvement outcomes. School Effectiveness and
School Improvement, 15, 125-148.

Shumow, L. (2004, April). An integrated partnership model preparing teachers for parental engage-
ment. Paper presented at the 12th International Roundtable on School, Family, and
Community Partnerships, San Diego, CA.

Simon, B. S. (2004). High school outreach and family involvement. Social Psychology of
Education, 7, 185-209.

Smylie, M. A., Conely, S., & Marks, H. (2002). Building leadership into the roles of teachers.
In J. Murphy (Ed.). The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the 21st century
(pp- 162-188). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Snyder, T. D., & Hoffman, C. M. (2001). Digest of educational statistics—2000 (NCES
Publication No. 2001-034). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

U.S. Department of Education (2002). Overview of the Comprehensive School Reform program
(CSR). Retrieved February 28, 2006, from http://www.ed.gov/programs/compreform/
2pager.html

Van Voorhis, E L. (2003). Interactive homework in the middle grades: Effects on family
involvement and science achievement. Journal of Educational Research, 96, 323-338.

Van Voorhis, F. L., & Sheldon, S. B. (in press). Principal’s roles in the development of U.S.
programs of school, family, and community partnerships. International Journal of
Educational Research.

Wade, S. (2004, April). Hearing from different voices: A model for preparing teachers for parental
engagement. Paper presented at the 12th International Roundtable on School, Family, and
Community Partnerships, San Diego, CA.

Woolfolk, A. (2004). Educational psychology (9th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Yinger, R. J., & Nolen, A. L. (2003). Surviving the legitimacy challenge. Phi Delta Kappan, 84,
386~390.

120



We

COPYRIGHT INFORMATION

TITLE: Prospects for Change: Preparing Educators for School,
Family, and Commu
SOURCE: Peabody Journal of Education 81 no2 2006
PAGE(S): 81-120
WN: 0600201261008

The magazine publisher is the copyright holder of this article and it
is reproduced with permission. Further reproduction of this article in
violation of the copyright is prohibited.

Copyright 1982-2006 The H.W. Wilson Company. All rights reserved.



