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ABSTRACT 

The overail purpose of this study was to mess the efficacy of the social exchange 

theory model, and in particdar the nom of reciprocity, with respect to the relationship 

between parents and teachers within early years classrooms (kindergarten through grade 

four). Specificdy, the study investigated parents and teachers perceptions of influence and 

level of satisfaction on issues related to sharing of information and decision making within 

schools. 

In order to achieve the objective, data were collected fiom a non-probability sample 

of 41 parents and 17 teachers within the Catholic school system in Winnipeg, Manitoba. A 

three part. sekompleted questionnaire was used to coliect the data. 

The resuits of the analysis of covariance suggested that there were no significant 

differences between parents and teachers mean scores on influence or satisfaction. Further 

analyses on individual items revealed statistically significant differences between parents 

and teachers discrepancy scores on the following items: assessrnent of academic 

performance, issues related to school budget, stafing, and placement issues. 

The social exchange model was an effective tool with which to examine the 

relationship between parents and teachers. The results of this study have shown that there 

would appear to be a level of reciprocity between the two groups. Early years educators 

and parents shouid continue to suive towards building positive, reciprocal relationships that 

can then be maintained as the years progress. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The importance of involving parents in their children's education has ken well 

documented (Epstein, 1984; Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 1987; Power, 1985; 

Stevenson & Baker, 1987). Research conducted over the past several yean has attested to 

the practical benefits of stronger famiiy-school interactions. Snidies looking at the impact of 

parentai or family involvement in schools vary in their focus; with some looking at effects 

on the child; othea, parental effects; and still others, school and community outcornes. 

Upon reviewing the research, both Powell (1989) and Wallet and Goldman (1 979) 

concluded that there are at lest some positive effects. Other studies ( Chavez, as cited in 

Cochran & Dean (1991); Davies, 1976; Seeley, 1981) suggest that parental involvement 

favorably affects children's leaming, attitudes towards school, and long-tem aspirations. 

Home-school relations include parental involvement (as school volunteen. in parent- 

teacher organizations, through elected boards of education), communication (reports, 

conferences, telephone cas) ,  and parents' activities as teachers of their own children in 

their homes. 

The most weil known forms of parent involvement in education have traditiondly 

included such activities as attendance at Meet the Teacher evenings, baking for school fund 

raising events, attending parent-teacher interviews, and so on. While each of these activities 

are of value, Swap (1987) argues that these traditional forms of participation marginalize 

the parents' role. Seeley ( 1989) and Ziegler (1987) refer to them as "one-way street9* forms 

of communication. Creating more substantial roles necessitates involving parents in 

determining educational goals for their children (Cochran & Dean. 1991; Epstein. 1987). 

Doing so, however, is complicated by the fact that relationships between teachers and 

parents have been described as cornpetitive and conflictual (Burton, 1992; Lightht, 1978; 

Waller, 196 1). 



This study has attempted to nconcile these diffenng interpretations of parent- 

teacher relationships using social exchange theory . It examined whether the nom of 

reciprocity, in particular, cm explain the manifestations of the relationships between 

parents and teachers in the areas of information sharing and decision making. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study explored the relationship between parents and teachers utilizing social 

exchange theory as a mode1 to interpret parent/teacher relations. In order to look into the 

relationship between parents and teachers as it currentiy exists, social exchange theory was 

used. In addition, speculation was made as to what is likely to happen in the absence of 

reciprocity, a central tenet of the model. 

An existing instrument was modified to measure the influence and needs in the 

parentlteacher relationship in light of social exchange theory. 

The purpose of the modified survey instrument was to assess whether or not there 

is an association between the influence one thinks one should have and that which one does 

have for both parents and teachers. In addition, the survey helped to determine the degree 

of satisfaction with the relationship between parents and teachers. 

Defuiition of Terrns 

For the purpose of this snidy the foliowing de finitions apply : 

Social Exchange Theory: That branch of sociology and social psychology that seeks to 

understand human interactions via the exchange mechanisrns that occur in such 

interactions. 

Reciprocity: When contributions from one individual to another are prompted by a 

contribution fiom the other individual. 

Influence: The ability one perceives one has to control information sharing and decision- 

making in an organhation. 

Involvement: Parent participation in schwls which may range from passive to active 

participation with respect to information sharing and decision making. This is not 



to be confused with the concept "involvement" used in the social psychology 

literature. 

Research H-mtheses 

The foilowing hypotheses were tested in this study: 

Hl: The discrepancy score related to influence over school matters for parents will 

be greater than the discrepancy score for teachea. These discrepancy scores were 

determined as foliows. Fit, the discrepancy between the influence over school matters 

that parents believe they do have versus what they believe they should have was assessed. 

Second, the discrepancy between the iafluence over school rnatters that teachers believe 

they do have versus what they believe they should have was assessed. 

H2: The discrepancy score as related to the other's influence over school mattea for 

teachers wiii be greater than the discrepancy score for parents. These discrepancy scores 

were determined as follows. F i t ,  the discrepancy between the influence over school 

matters that teachers believe parents do and should have was assessed. Second, the 

discrepancy between the Muence over school matters that parents believe teachers do and 

should have was assessed. 

H3: Teachers WU be more satisfied with the degree of hfiuence that they have over 

SC ho01 matters than parents. 

Using influence and degree of satisfaction as the dependent variables, these 

hypotheses served to test the reciprocity nom in parent/teacher relationships. 

Deiimitations 

Generalization of the results of this study may be limited by: (a) The sarnple was 

restricted to parents and teachers withui the Manitoba Catholic School System, and (b) The 

sarnple size was srnail; 41 parents and 17 teachers. In addition, the schools were not 

randomly selected. 



The foiiowing Limitations were identined for this study: (a) Parents, teachers, or 

both may have discussed arnoung themselves in preparing their responses to the 

questionnaire which would affect the intemal reliability of the study, and (b) Measurement 

of iduence is difficult because of the different rneanings attached to it by respondents, thus 

posing another threat to the internai reiiabiIity of the study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Exchange theory is a general theory concemed with understanding the exchange of 

materiai or non material resources between individuals andor groups in an interaction 

situation. Social exchange theory has been derived from the work of sociologists Homans 

(1958), Blau (1964), and Emerson ( 1972% 1972b). Homans' explanation of exchange 

theory is grounded in operant psychology as developed by Skinner (1953). In Homans' 

view, exchange between individuals continues because each fin& the others behavior 

reinforcing to some degree. The behavior might consist of a compliment. an expression of 

agreement, or assistance in perfomiing some task of mutuai interest. Two variables have 

been derived from the basic propositions inherent in Homans' work. The first involves the 

frequency of rewards or costs, and the second lwks at the value attached to rewards 

(Chadwick-Jones, 1976). 

Some social exchange behavion entail "costs" w hile others are essentially cost- free. 

For example, a compliment (e. g. a flattering remark on the choice of an individual's attire) 

may be relatively Iow in cost to the individual receiving it. Other behaviors, however, may 

produce a substantial cost. For exarnple, two individuals may choose to play a game. This 

behavior may be thought of as social exchange. Assuming that both individuals receive 

pleasure from playing, each individual is rewarding the other simply by playing. However, 

for one of the players, the loser of the game, a cost is incurred. If, over a number of 

repeated matches, the same player continued to lose. the cost of losing may become too 

great and that player may decide to stop playing. 

Homans relates cost to the value of the reward obtainable, acknowledging that value 

is diffïcult to measure because there may be fluctuations in value over time for any 



individixl. H o m s '  work is based on the assumption that the basic principles of human 

behavior can best be studied and denved fiom an examination of srnall groups of 

individuals and the interpersonal relations among group members. 

Emerson's (1972a, 1972b) approach focused on the exchange relation as the most 

elementary unit of analysis rather than the behavior or action. Emerson took hypotheses 

from operant psychology and applied these to human social Ieaming, specifically their 

application to individuals. He presented a more general theoretical framework for analyzing 

social interactions, atternpting to Link individuais involved in social exchange relations 

together to form structures or networks. Much of this work was based on an earlier work 

(Emerson, 19621, in which Emerson examined balance, dependence, and power in the 

context of dyadic relations. Cook ( 1987) summarized Emerson's notions of balance, 

dependence, and power as foilows: 

"Exchange relations are 'balanced' if the two actors involved in exchange are 

equaLly dependent upon one another; otherwise an imbalance exists in the relation. 

Dependence . . . is determined by the value one actor places on the resources 

provided by the other actor and the availability of these valued resources from 

alternative sources. Unequal dependencies result in an imbalanced exchange relation 

that, according to power-dependence principles, creates a power advantage for the 

less dependent member of the relation. A power advantage gives an actor the 

structural opportunity to use the potential power that results from the differential 

dependencies" (p. 2 16). 

Emerson's analysis begins with an already estabfished exchange relation. This relationship 

is subject to two basic processes: (1) the use of power and (2) balance. If it is revealed that 

within an exchange relation one individual (A) is highly dependent on another (B), then 

individual B would be said to have apower advantage over individual A. In Emerson's 

view a power advantage represents an imbalanced exchange relation w hich, over time, 



tends toward balance. These balancing operations can take four forms. Jacobs (1970) 

summarized them as follows: 

"1. Reducing the motivationai depndency of the less powerful member on the 

more powerfid one. 

2. A power irnbalance can be reduced by fmding an altemate source of satisfaction 

of a need that cannot be ignored. 

3. A frequently occurring way to reduce power imbalance is by obtaining control 

over some source of satisfaction required by the more powerful member. 

4. A linal balancing operation consists of developing a source of satisfaction on 

which the more powerfd member can be induced to become dependent, which then 

provides a means of reducing the unequal exchange that is thought to produce 

power imbalances" (pp. 2 18- 19). 

Recent develo~ments: The work of Blau. 

Blau (1987) credits both Homans (1958) and Emerson (1962) as having influenced 

his conception of social exchange. Blau (1964) argued that it is possible to understand 

social structure and events that occur within social structures by looking fmt at individual 

processes that occur between people and then building on them. His theory of social 

exchange attempts to do just that. Blau's theory combines principles from operant 

psychology and econornics to provide a conceptual framework for the analysis of social 

relations. Blau maintains that individuais WU enter into and maintain a relationship as Long 

as they can satisfj their self-interests and at the same tirne ensure that the benefits outweigh 

the costs. An individual will seek to maximize his or her profits (positive reinforcements, 

rewards) and minimize Iosses (negative reinforcements, costs) in interactions with others. 

In terms of continuhg relationships. individuals will try to maintain those exchanges which 

have proven to be rewarding in the past, to break off those which proved to be more costly 

than rewarding, and to establish new relations which have a good chance of k i n g  more 

rew arciing than costl y. 



If there is to be exchange, there must be "thhgs" exchanged. Yet, exchange is not 

solely Limited to the economic market. Blau suggested that "neighbors exchange favors; 

chiidren toys; coiieagues, assistance; acquaintances, courtesies; politicians, concessions; 

discussants, ideas" (p. 88). Individuals have many social resources of various sorts 

including expertise (which makes one valuable as a colleague in a working relationship), 

physical beauty or prowess (which is inainsically attractive to others), or a relationship 

with some sociaily desirable or prestigious group. By caiculating the value of various 

resources to individuals in a group, it may be possible to predicr how they will interact- 

Many of the intangible exchanges are readily recognized by those involved. In Our daily 

life, we constantly encounter situations where we are giving favor and assistance in return 

for somethhg else received in the past, or in anticipation of receiving something else in the 

future. Individuals often speak of "owing" another a letter, or of being "indebted" to 

someone for help received. It is probably safe to assume that in our society some son of 

reciprocal principle is operathg and that for every individual some of his or her behavior is 

governed by such a principle. Blau included within the category of social exchange al1 

"actions that are contingent on rewarding reactions from othen and that cease when these 

expected reactions are not forthcorning" (p. 6). In other words, any behavior that is 

motivated by an expected return or response fiom another fails under the heading of 

exchange. 

A basic assumption that differentiates social exchange from purely economic 

exchange has to do with trust. A snidy by Wilson and Kahn (1975) found that subjects 

volunteered more tirne to help in a research project when high rather than when low 

monetary reimbursement was offered. Blau (1964) stated that such arrangements fa11 within 

the domain of purely economic exchange. In economic exchange, payment is in set units, 

with arnounts usually fuced beforehand. Payment is immediate. The conclusion of the 

exchange fonnally marks the end of the relationship between buyer and seller. In social 

exchange, on the other hanci, there is usuaily no fixed understanding beforehand about the 



rate at which social resources wiil be exchanged, or about the length of tùne over which 

repayment will be made. Exchange as a social process ". . . entails supplying benefits that 

create diffuse future obligations. . . and the nature of the r e m  cannot be bargained about 

but must be left to the discretion of the one who makes it" (p. 93). Social exchange may 

involve intrinsic benefits in which, rather than the acts themselves, it rnay be an underlying 

mutual support or fnendliness that is king exchanged. For example, an individual seeking 

advice may be confiirming the fiiendly relations between him or herself and another. 

Another example is when a couple is invited over to their fiend's house for dinner. The 

two couples typically do rrot sit down in advance to decide the date for repayment of the 

debt. The relationship is one founded on trust; trust that eventuaily, at some point in the 

fuhre, the couple will reciprocate. 

Blau (1964) argued that social exchmges, such as the ones described above, 

require that individuals trust each other. Assuming that individuals wül in fact reciprocate 

for gifts they have received, social exchange will generate feelings of gratitude and trust. 

The trust wiii aUow the individuais within the relationship to establish a bond of solidarity 

between them. If there is no trust, then neither is there social exchange. Furthemore, Blau 

called attention to the fact that distrust will have a negative impact on social behavior in 

generai. He suggested that trust tends to build up gradudly through cornmitment to a 

relationship in which there is f ~ e  communication between those individuals involved. 

Reci~mitv. 

A basic assumption of exchange theory is the reciprocal relationship. Gouldner 

(1960) proposed that reciprocity is a universal dimension of social relationships. He 

suggested that reciprocity can be broken d o m  into two central elements; 

1. people should help those people that helped them; and, 

2. people should not injure those people who have helped them. 

Here Gouldner is making the assumption that for most participants of a culture, under most 

circumstances, to reciprocate is cornpulsory; society has successfuily indoctrinated this 



norm in most of its members. The reason individuals recipmcate is due to the 

intemalkation of this moral n o m  There is an expectation that when one receives 

something of value one retums the benefit to the individual from whom one received it. 

Thus, inherent in the exchange process. is a principle of reciprocity. Over t h e ,  a social 

"nom of reciprocity," whose violation brings about social disapproval and other negative 

sanctions, emerges in exchange relations. Gouldner suggests that the norm of reciprocity 

operates as a starting mechanism for new social relationships because people are willing to 

begin by helping othea howing that help will eventually be renimed. 

This does not mean, however, that reciprocity is without conditions; it is dependent 

on the perceived value of the benefit received or given. Blau (1964) furthered the notion of 

reciprocity by explabhg it in terms of two principles. Turner (1986) descnbed these 

principles as: 

" 1. The more people have exchanged rewards with one another, the more likely 

are reciprocal obligations to emerge and guide subsequent exchanges among those persons; 

and, 

2 .  The more reciprocal obligations of an exchange relationship are violated. the 

more are deprived parties disposed to sanction negatively those violating the norm of 

reciprocity (264) ." 

Searle ( 1989) argued that "these p~cip les  provided a clear rneans by which to 

understand the effects of reciprocity in organizationd relationships (354)." Searle's 

research on the reciprocity between municipal recreation directors and their recreation 

advisory boards was based on the conclusion from the literature that such relationships 

were characterized by mutudy satisQing exchange. 

Blau (1964) also includes a concept of power in the norm of reciprocity. An 

individuai who helps another obiigates him or ber to reciprocate and thus acquires power 

over him or her. The latter is obliged to accede to the former's requests, and until this 

recipmcation &es place there is an imbalance of power. Within power relations the 



dependence tends to be one-sided: mutual innuence or interdependence would, in fact, 

indicate a lack of power. Anyone who can supply services which are in high demand fin& 

him or herseIf in a position of power with others who are dependent on him or her for 

those services and they may subsequently be obliged to comply with his or her wishes. 

AlI exchange operates under the presumption that people who give rewards will 

receive rewards in tum as payment. Individuals atternpt to impress each other by revealing 

the rewards that they have to offer in an effort to influence othen, in accordance with the 

nom of reciprocity, to reciprocate with an even more valuable reward. At some point in 

tirne, however. it becomes clear that some people have more valued resources to offer than 

others, putting them in a unique position to extract rewards from a l l  others who value the 

resources that they have to offer. 

BIau (1964) illustrates the asymmetry of many relationships where one person is 

more dependent on another. The fmt person has less resources, or fewer alternatives than 

the second, may have less infiuence and therefore must comply with the wishes of the 

second person. The balance of reciprocity in the relationship is brought into question. 

There may be greater costs involved for the person who has to defer to others, yet if the 

resources of the others are so much greater, then the asymmetry of such an exchange may 

be considered equitable by the less powemil. Differences in power inevitably create the 

potential for confiict. Blau States that authority, "rests on the comrnon noms in a 

collectivity of subordinates that constrain its individual members to conform to the orders 

of a superior" (p. 208). Although it is quite possible for individuals to arrive at a consensus 

in the course of the exchange process itself, an initial set of common values facilitates the 

legitimization of power. They can then enter into exchanges with a common definition of 

the situation. Without comrnon values, the cornpetition for power may be severe. In the 

absence of guidelines about reciprocity and fair exchange, considerable strah and tension 

could persist. Jacobs (1970) suggests that one general way of reducing power imbalance 

involves the tendency of the less powerful rnember to increase the distance between 



themselves and the more powemil individual. This tendency is ~flected padcuiariy 

through reduced interaction. Blau (1964) concludes that there wili be a general tendency for 

interactions to decrease as the power differential between two persons increases. Jacobs 

argues that this conclusion must be tempered by the question of how the more powerful 

individual reacts to an interaction initiation by a Iess powerfd person. If he consistent1 y 

reacts in an accepting and rewarding manner, the atternpts at interaction should increase. 

A related, but more recent concept, is interdependence (Condeluci, 199 1; Covey, 

1989). The term, quite simply, implies an interrelationship. Covey States: 

"Independent thinking alone is not suited to interdependent reality. Independent 

people who do not have the maturity to think and act interdependently may be good 

individual producers, but they won? be good leaders or team players. They're not 

coming fmm the paradigm of interdependence necessary to succeed in marriage, 

famiiy, or organizational reality. Life is, by nature highly interdependent. To try to 

achieve maximum effectiveness through independence is iike trying to play tennis 

with a golf club - the tool is not suited to the reality ." 

Although Covey's (1989) perspective on interdependence is concemed with relations 

between individuals, it is relevant to relationships within organizations. Condeluci (199 1) 

notes that a state of interdependence between individuals is conducive to facilitating 

relationships. Interdependence focuses on relationships that lead to a mutual acceptance and 

respect between uidividuals. It promotes an acceptance and empowerment for dl. 

Condeluci's (199 1) work looks at the interdependent paradigm as it relates to individuals 

with disabilities. He argues that the major problem experienced in an interdependent 

paradigm is anitudinal; that it is not people who are problems, but the Limited viewpoinü of 

others. This perspective, too, can be applied to the relationship between parents and 

teachers. If the problern of the interdependent paradigm ra ts  with limited supports and 

attitudinal bacriers, then the mot of the problem is found in the system. We need to change 

and extend the educational system to accept and welcome parents. An interdependent 



approach sees the challenge resting both with parents and teachea. An interdependent 

paradigm would ailow for and encourage empowement for aii. 

Condeluci's notion of interdependence is closely tied to the concept of reciprocity, 

which is one of the elements of social exchange theory. Gouldner (1960) has observed that 

the two cenaal elements of reciprocity are that people should help those that help h e m  and 

that people should not injure those who have helped them. He argues that reciprocity is a 

universal nom. In order for interdependence to exist. then, there must be reciprocity, or 

"give and take", within the relationship. This means that interdependence can and does 

exist between individuals if both conaibute to the relationship by giving and receiving. 

Parent-teacher relationshi~s 

Chadwick-Jones (1976), on reviewing social exchange theory, suggested that many 

social scientists have found it to be an extremely useful conceptual frarnework for studying 

social interaction. It can be utilized to examine the nature of relationships and the degree of 

influence that different individuals possess (Searle, 1988, 1989). This is a critical concern 

given the general support in the literature for a cwperative model for parent and teacher 

relationships. 

The social exchange theory model was used to assist in the interpretation of the 

relationship between superintendents and school board members (Tallenco, 1989). The 

purpose of this study was an attempt to understand the nature of the relationship between 

these two groups. Tdierico found that superintendents and school board members possess 

differing resources which translate, according to exchange theory, into differing bargaining 

chips. Blau (1964) argued that all social behaviour may be analyzed and understood in 

terms of an exchange process. Supe~tendents and board members both had something to 

gain and both had a price to pay. Analysis of the results showed that reciprocity and 

exchange were evident and that Blau's social exchange model proved to be a powerful 

explanatory tool. 



An extensive and growing literature documents the importance of involving parents 

in the education of their chüdren (Epstein, 1984; Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 

1987; Power, 1985; Stevenson & Baker, 1987). The active participation of parents in the 

school is believed to have positive effects on children. thek parents and their teachers. 

Stevenson and Baker. using a nationally representative sarnple of Arneiican households, 

found that children of parents who are more involved in school activities do better in school 

than children with parents who are less involved. Snidies by Epstein (1984) and 

Henderson (1987) have found parent participation to be signifcantly related to academic 

progress, decreased discipline problems, increased self-esteem and social skills, and better 

school attendance, study habits, and attitudes toward school. In an extensive review of the 

research, Fullan (1982) notes a consistent message: "The closer the parent is to the 

education of the child the greater the impact on child development and educational 

ac hievement" (p. 1 39). 

Teachers can also benefit from home-school relations. Research has found that 

when teachers are comrnitted to promoting parental involvement they become more 

proficient in their instructional and professional activities; ailocate more of their own time to 

instruction; and become more involved with the curriculum (Conoley, 1987; Hansen, 

1986). Epstein (1986) found that when parents were actively involved with their child's 

school, it gave teachers greater knowledge of their students' home environments. That 

knowledge c m  help the teacher to facilitate a successful school expenence for each of his or 

her students. Pugh (1985) concurs when she says, "In the early years . . . the experience 

of a nursery or small group to a child will be of greatest value if it relates to what happens 

at home and can complement it" (p. 223). 

Hulsebosc h ( 1992) explored parent/teac her relationships. S he talked to teachers 

who had established and maintained a range of relationships with parents. She 

differentiated two groups of teachers: those who valued the involvement of parents in their 

classrwms and those who did not. She compared and contrasted the values and practices 



of these "high-involvement" and "low-involvement" teachers in an attempt to gain some 

insight into the relationship between parents and teachers. The results suggested that the 

differences between the two groups of teachen "are not so much dflerences in skills or 

techniques. but are more the resdt of divergent puiposes and visions of what it means to be 

a 'professional' teachei' (p. 12% 130). She suggested that the high-involvement teachers 

formed nch collaborative relationships with parents. 

Although educatoa and parents acknow ledge the importance of their mutual 

relationship, they are involved in a relationship that is too often strained and not 

meaningful. Schools have typically organized events that do not allow for discussion. 

negotiation, and problem solving between teachers and parents (Pugh, 1985; Tizard, 

Mortimore, & Burcheii, 1981). Parents are invited to attend social occasions such as Meet 

the Teacher evenings which are promoted as opportmities for parents and teachers to meet 

each other and discuss mutual interests. The reality, however, is that these occasions do not 

provide oppominities for meaning-ful discussions. Opportunities for discussion are pursued 

only when dissatisfaction is felt on the part of the parent or teacher. This only contributes to 

possible conflicts between the two groups. Problems in initiating parental participation have 

been described from both the teacher's and the parent's perspectives. Power (1985) 

supported the conclusions of Lightfoot (1978) that the parent-teacher relationship is highly 

competitive. He snidied the attitudes of parents and teachea in the home-school 

relationship and found that the issues of greatest importance to parents and teaches were 

concerns about their own and the other's cornpetence. The results indicated that parents and 

teachers each perceived themselves to be more comptent than the other in dealing with 

children's problems. This, suggests Power, may result in a conflictual, competitive 

relationship between parents and teachers. 

Lightfoot (1979) and Sharrock ( 1970) described teachers as king defensive of their 

professional status and occupational image; they are threatened by the possibiiity of 

observation and participation by outside people and consequently prefer their doors to be 



closed to the outside world. Parents, on the other hanci, having k e n  the primary caregivers 

for the chüd since birth fear losing conml of their children's daily lives and ment someone 

else becoming the expert and judge of their children's abiiities. This provides a further 

explanation for adversariai relationships between parents and teachers. Lightfoot argues 

that that the situation is accentuated by the ambiguity of both d e s  and relationships due to 

few oppomullties for "parents and teachers to corne together for meaningful substantive 

discussion" (p. 27). 

Lack of mutual understanding about respective roles may reflect another reason for 

the adversariai relationship (Covey, 1989; S harrock, IWO). Unclear expectations in the 

area of roles and goals c m  undennine communication and tmst between individuals. Just 

as the school needs to recognize the parents as the fmt teachers of children, the parents 

need to be aware of the training and cornpetence of teachers. This is most likely to occur if 

schools proactively organize opportunities for meaningful dialogue where roles and 

relationships c m  be articuiated and c ldied.  Although it is inevitable that teacher and 

parental expectations will difier, these ciifferences cm be positive. As Lightfoot ( 1978) 

argued, "c~zative conflict can only exist when there is a balance of power and responsibility 

between family and school, not when the family's role is negated or diminished" (p. 42). 

There is growing recognition of parents' important contribution to the education of 

their chüdren. Aitemate ways to explore parent involvement and the nature of the parent 

teacher relationship do exist. Lightfoot's (1978) challenge to build bridges, not boundaries, 

stiiI exists. Professionais affm the need to fmd egalitarian ways for parents and educators 

to coiiaborate and bring their different seengths and perspectives to the common task of 

educating children (Fullan, 1982; Lightfmt, 1979; Schlossman, 1986). Both parents and 

teachers, in order to foster and maintain a relationship, must actively seek to undestand the 

other. Covey (1989) suggests that "one person's mission is another person's minutia" (p. 

190). In order for a relationship to grow, individuais must be aware of what is important to 



the other. Both pcirents and teachers must seek to understand each other and accept the 

value each places on what they have to Say. 

Recent research stresses the need for "parent empowerment" (Cochran & Dean, 

199 1; Condeluci, 199 1; Piuo, 1993). Cochran & Dean defme empowement as "an 

intentional, ongoing process centered in the local community, involving mutuai respect, 

critical reflection, caring, and group participation, through which people lacking an equai 

share of valued resources gain p a t e r  access to and control over those resources " (pp. 

266-267). Empowerment, from their perspective, reflects a true partnenhip, suggesting an 

acceptance of equd skUs and expertise, of an open-minded sharing of knowledge, skills 

and expertise, and of a sense that each partner brhgs something different but of equal value 

to the relationship. Condeluci (199 1) suggests that only in a tnily interdependent paradigm 

can individuals feel empowered. As long as teachers feel that parents are not capable of 

contributing, there will be a sense of disempowerment. This is equally true of parents not 

valuing the knowledge and expertise that teachers bring to the school. Pugh (1985) argued 

that in a partnership, the relationship is one of equality. "Effective relationships between 

professionals and parents are built on partnership and on mutual respect, with an emphasis 

on reciprocity that aliows people to give as well as to take" (p. 220). A variety of factors, 

such as work or other family commitments, may limit the opportunities or motivation for 

involvement. Parents often give these kinds of reasons as explanations for not being 

involved (Smith, 1980). 

The publication of the Plowden Report (1967) was considered a turning point with 

respect to home-school relations. The potential role of parents in the education of the 

children was recognized. Parental involvement was beiieked to be important. Plowden 

recommended that both the principal and teacher meet the children before the beginning of 

the school year, that parents meet teachers and see children's work regularly, that teachers 

visit homes, that parent teacher associations be formed, and that schools be used by the 



community outside of school hours. This report represented a radical change in the way ii 

was thought that schools should interact with the home. 

More recently, the United States govemment has taken steps towards fostering a 

positive relationship between parents and schools. One of the national education goals 

delineated in the Educate America Act (RibLic Law 103-227) States that every school, by 

the year 2000, wiU promote partnerships that will increase parental involvement and 

participation (U. S. Department of Education, 1994). 

In Manitoba, the govemment presented Renewine Education: New Directions 

(Manitoba Education and Training, 1995). This manuai outlines new, rneaninghil roles for 

parents, principals, and teachers in decision making. It d o w s  for greater parental 

involvement in educational programming and other school matters. In addition, it 

recognizes and emphasizes the need for parents and teachers, among others, to work 

together. 

Given the recognition of the need for parent involvement and recent efforts toward 

parent involvement, why is it that within a given school, parents differ in the degree and/or 

form of involvement? There are, as previousiy noted, a number of factors that may 

contribute to these ciifferences. This study, however, looked at one possibility, that is the 

degree to which parents and teachers feel that they have a reciprocal relationship. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Setting 

This snidy was carrïed out within four of the 14 schools of the Manitoba Catholic 

Schools Division in Winnipeg, Manitoba. The size of the 14 schools varied: one spanned 

kindergarten through grade 12, others ranged from kindergarten dirough grade 6, while 

still others ranged h m  kindergarten through grade 8. One school had a nursery program 

for children 4 years of age. For the 1997198 school year, the population of the schools 

ranged fiom 145 to 372 snidents, with the average k ing  approximately 200. 

Four of the fourteen schools were selected in order to represent a range of economic 

and demographic circumstances. The range of grades and nurnber of snidents within each 

school is reported in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Demographics of Selected Schools 

School Grade Range Nurnber of Students 

Holy Cross K-8 303 

Christ the King K-6 171 

St. Charles Academy K-8 20 1 

Msgr. James K. MacIsaac K - 8 145 

pp -- - - 

Sample 

At each school, aiI teachers of children from kindergarten through grade four were 

asked to participate. A stratified random sample of parents of children in kindergarten 

through grade four were selected to participate. Four parents were randomly selected from 



each of the five grade levels within each school. This resulted in a total possible sample of 

20 teachers and 80 parents. 

There were 17 teachers who responded out of the possible 20, representing an 85% 

response rate. Out of the 80 questionnaires rnailed to the parents, one was retumed due to 

an incorrect address. Thus the effective sample size was 79. Out of this total, there were 4 1 

responses accounting for 5 1.9% of the effective sample. 

The demographic breakdown of the sample is reported in Table 2. Totals not 

equaling 100% in Table 2 are due to non-responses in that category. Three of the variables 

( s a ,  age, and level of education) applied to both parents and teachers. Two variables, 

"occupation" and "number of school age children", were asked oniy of the parents while 

"teaching experience" was asked only of the teachers. 

There were a total of 3 males and 55 females in the sample. Three male parents and 

38 female parents responded to the survey. There were no d e  teachers in the sample; al1 

17 teacher respondents were female. 

The age range for parents was 17 years, with the youngest k ing 30 and the oldest 

47. The mean age for the parents was 37.1 years. Among the teachers, the age range was 

30 years, with the youngest 26 and the oldest 56. The mean age for the teachers was 41 -9 

years. 

The level of education reported by the parents ranged from "some secondary 

school" to "Master/Ph.D.". Among the parents, 34.2% reported having completed a 

bachelor degree or higher; 39% attained a diploma from a trade school or cornrnunity 

coilege; 2 1.9% completed some trade school, college, or university; and the remaining 

4.8% reported having completed secondary school or less. 

The majority of teachers (94.1%) reported having a bachelor degree or higher level 

of education. One teacher, representing 5.7% of the effective sample, did not have a 

bachelor degree. 



Table 2 
Frequency Distribution of Parents' and Teachers' Responses to 

Information About Themselves 

Variable 
Sex Male 

Female 
Total 

Age 26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
To ta1 

Education 
Elementary school 
Some secondary school 
Secondary school grad. 
Some trade school 
Some college 
Some university 
Diploma trade school 
Diploma comm. col. 
Bac helor degree 
Post baccalaureate 
Master/Ph.D. 
Total 

Occupation 
Homemaker 
Unskilled labour 
Skilled labour 
Management 
Professional 
Clencal 
SaledService 
Other 
Total 

Parent Teacher 

Number of school age childredgrade level 
K - 4  62 
5 - 8  16 
9 -  12 4 
Total 82 

Teaching experience 
1 - 5 years 
6 - 10 years 
11 - 15 years 
16 - 20 years 
2 1 - 25 years 
26 - 30 years 
Total 



Occupations were grouped according to the categorization system employed by 

Statistics Canada (198 1) for census purposes. The dominant employment category amoung 

the parents was "professional" (37.5%). The rernaining occupation categones (homemaker, 

unskilled labour, skilled labour, management, clencal, sales/service, and other) were well 

dis tributed. 

The parents were asked to indicate the number and grade level of school age 

children in their famiiy. A total of 82 school age children were reported. Of these, 62 

(75.6%) were of Kindergarten to Grade 4 level, 16 (19.5%) were in grades 5 through 8, 

and 4 (4.9%) were in grades 9 through 12. 

The number of years of teaching experience reported by the teachers was grouped 

into 6 levels. The teaching experience, as reported in Table 2, was well distributed across 

the levels. There were 9 teachers (52.9%) with less than 16 years of experience and 8 

teachers (47.1%) with 16 years of experience or more. The mean number of years of 

teaching experience was 14.9. 

Instrumentation 

A s w e y  questionnaire was used to assess the nature of the relationship between 

parents and teachers. The questionnaire (see Appendix A and B) was based on an 

instrument developed by Searle (1988) that was originally designed to assess the degree to 

which the relationship between municipal recreation directors and recreation advisory board 

members is based on the nom of reciprocity. The original instrument was tested for 

reliability and found to be satisfactory. Cronbach's (195 1)  a coefficients ranged from a 

low of 0.83 to a high of 0.95. The validity of the scale was assessed through the use of an 

appropnateness and relevancy scale sent to a random sample of recreation directos and 

recreation board members. The results revealed that all items were deemed appropriate and 

relevant for inclusion in the scale. 

The instrument used in the present study was a modified version of the one 

developed by Searle (1988). The modifed instrument used in the present study contained 



three parts: (a) Part A, an infiuence scale on which parents and teachers indicated the degree 

of innuence they believed to have over school matters; (b) Part B, a satisfaction scale on 

which parents and teachers indicated their level of satisfaction; and (c) Part C, a number of 

questions which provided demographic data. Interna1 reiiability for each of the five scales 

was assessed using Cronbach's (195 1) a. AU five scales had an acceptable level of intemal 

consistency. The results of the reliability analyses were as follows: (a) influence 

participants possessed, a = 3 5 ;  (b) influence participant should have, a = 30; (c) 

influence attributed to the other, a = 33;  (d) influence other should have, a = .89; and (e) 

satisfaction of needs, a = 32. 

Within Part A of the questionnaire, parents and teachers were asked to indicate the 

degree to which specific needs were met through their involvement with the school. The 9 

item in the needs scale were denved from the l i t e r a t .  as weil as from pilot interviews 

conducted by Mahon (1994) which attempted to identify the most important issues 

associated with parent-teacher relationships. In the pilot study, three individuals, with 

expertise in the area of parent-teacher relationships, were interviewed. The fmt individual 

was the Pupil Services Consultant with Winnipeg #1 School Division. The second 

individual was the Family Life Education Consultant with the St. Vital School Division. 

The t k d  individual was the Coordinator of Volunteers for Winnipeg #1 School Division. 

Subjects were asked to idenufy areas that they felt both parents and teachers should have 

input into, indicate whether or not they did in fact have input into those areas and speculate 

on the extent to which reciprocity should and does exist between parents and teachers. Two 

key thernes identined by the participants as king related to the principle of reciprocity 

were: (a) providing information and (b) decision making with respect to curriculum, 

discipline, evaluation, budget, staffmg issues, class structure and placement issues. 



The instrument included a set of questions designed to have the respondents 

indicate their perceptions of the Muence they have, that which they feel they should have, 

and that which they attributed to the parent or teacher (wherein teachea respond to the 

former and parents to the latter, see Part A of Appendix A and Appendix B). Issues 

included in the influence measure were based on the results of the snidy by Mahon ( 1994). 

The scale for the influence measure was a four point scale ranging from "Little influence" to 

"a lot of influence". 

Each respondent was asked to indicate the degree to which they perceived that the 9 

need item have been satisfied for themselves through their involvement with the school 

using a four point scale with 1 indicating "not at all satisfied" and 4 indicating "very 

satisfied" (see Part B of Appendix A and Appendix B). 

Finally, each respondent was asked to complete Part C of the questionnaire. This 

section included personai information such as age, sex, class and school size, occupation, 

education, and teachiog expenence. 

As recornrnended by Fowler (1993), a pretest of the instrument was carried out. 

The draft instrument was administered to a volunteer sample of 3 parents and 3 teachen. 

These participants were not included in the fmai sample. The purpose of this pretest was to 

ensure clarity of the instructions and the items within the questionnaire. The researcher 

noted the time taken by each individual so that an accurate estimate of the time required to 

complete the questionnaire could be given to the respondents in the study. Foilowing the 

completion of the questionnaire, the sample of individuals were asked to discuss the 

instrument and give feedback on each question. Based on the results of the pretest, the 

instructions at the beginning of each of the three parts of the instrument were modified for 

clarification. 

D- 

The superintendent of the school division was contacted to obiain permission to 

solicit parent and teacher participation (see Appendix C). A letter descnbing the nature of 



the study and the importance of the individual's response was given to each subject (see 

Appendix D and Appendix E). Respondents were assured of codidentiality and 

anonymity. A list of ail kindergarten through grade 4 teachers as weli as families with 

children in kindergarten through grade 4 was requested h m  each school. The researcher 

met with the teachers to briefly explain the nature of the study and the importance of their 

participation. They were given their letters and questionnaires at that meeting. Teac hers 

were asked to complete the questionnaire and mail it back to the researcher's home address 

in the envelope provided. When completing Parts A and B of the questionnaire, teachers 

were asked to give a generalized response. 

At each school. four parents from each of the 5 grade levels (kindergarten, grade 1, 

grade 2, grade 3, and grade 4) were randomly selected to participate. Parent letters and 

questionnaires were mailed to those families selected. Since some families may have had 

more than one child attending kindergarten through grade 4 in the school, care was taken to 

ensure that each family received only one questionnaire. The parents were asked to 

complete the questionnaire and mail it to the researcher's home address in the envelope 

provided. Parents with more than one child in the school were asked to give a generalized 

response when completing Parts A and B. In accordance with recornmendations by Dillman 

(1978). a reminder note was sent seven days after the initial letter and questionnaire (see 

Appendix F). A p e n d  of 4 weeks was ailowed for subjects to respond. 

Data Analvsis 

The purpose of this study was to assess whether or not there is an association 

between the Muence over school matters that one thinks one should have and that which 

one does have for both parents and teachers. In addition. the study heIped to determine the 

degree of satisfaction that parents and teachers have with influence over school matten. 

To evaluate the hypotheses of the study, it was important to control for potential 

mitigating variables w hich rnay have had some effect on the results. Therefore. analysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA) was utilized for data analysis. 



The relationship of parent and teacher involvement in schools on the dependent 

variables, degree of satisfaction and influence, were tested using one-way ANCOVA with 

age, sex, level of education, class size, and school sue  serving as the covariates. This 

procedure exarnined the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable while 

holding the effects of the intervening variables constant. In all three hypotheses, the 

minimum level of significance accepted was .O5 probability. 

The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS). In order to test for the statistically significant ciifferences between parents and 

teachers on individual items, ANOVA was used. 

mo thes i s  1. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that the discrepancy score related to infiuence over school 

matters for parents wili be greater than the discrepancy score for teachers. These 

discrepancy scores were determhed as follows. First, the discrepancy between the 

influence over school matters that parents believe they do have versus what they believe 

they should have was assessed. Second, the discrepancy between the influence over school 

matters that teachers believe they do have veaus what they believe they should have was 

assessed. 

ANCOVA was used to assess the discrepancy scores for each group with the 

potential mitigating factors age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size serving 

as covariates. It can be represented as follows: 

(D - S , ) by Teacher vs. Parent 

w here: 

D ,, = the influence the individual believes helshe does have, and 

S , = the influence the individual believes he/she should have 

Hv~othesis 2. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that the discrepancy score as related to the other's influence 

over school matters for teachers will be greater than the discrepancy score for parents. 



These discrepancy scores were determined as foilows. First, the discrepancy between the 

influence over school matters that teachers believe parents do and should have was 

assessed. Second, the discrepancy between the influence over school matten that parents 

believe teachers do and should have was assessed. 

ANCOVA was used to assess the discrepancy scores for each group with the 

potential mitigating factors age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size serving 

as covariates. It can be represented as foiiows: 

(D,-Se) by Teacher vs. Parent 

where: 

D , = the infiuence the individual believes the other does have, and 

S , = the influence the individual believes the other should have 

Hwothesis 3. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that teachea will be more satisfed with the degree of influence 

that they have over school matters than parents. Again, ANCOVA was used to m e s s  the 

ciifference in the level of satisfaction with school matters indicated by teachers and parents 

with the potential mitigating factors age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size 

serving as covariates. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate the efficacy of social 

exchange theory to explain the nature of the relationship between parents and teachers with 

respect to information sharing and decision making. Three hypotheses were developed to 

test the social exchange rnodel. These hypotheses will be used as an organizing framework 

for presenting the results. 

The descnptive statistics for each of the scales (influence one has, influence one 

should have, influence the other has, influence the other should have, and the level of 

satisfaction) were calculated and the rneans and standard deviations (S.D.) for each scale 

are presented in Table 3 (al l  scdes had a four point range). 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents' and Teachers' 

Scores for Influence and Satisfaction Scales 
-. . . - - -. - - 

Parents Teac hers 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Influence One Has 2.113 .6 17 2.616 .488 

Muence One 
Should Have 

Influence Parent/ 
Teacher Has 

Influence Parent/ 
Teacher Should Have 

Level of Satisfaction 2.834 .495 2.8 17 .478 

Based on the descnptive statistics presented in this table, it is clear that teachers 

perceive themselves as having more influence (2.6 16) over issues related to information 



sharing and decision making than parents (2.1 13). The teachers also perceive themselves as 

needing or desiring more influence (3.341) than they currently have (2.6 16). 

Parents believe that their level of influence (2.1 13) is relatively low. They also 

perceive themselves as needing or desiring more infiuence (2.830) than they currently 

have. Parents indicated that teachers, ultimately, should have more influence (3.4 14) than 

parents themselves should have (2.830). Teachers held this same belief, that they should 

have (3.341) more influence than parents should have (2.267). 

The scale assessing the level of satisfaction showed that the mean score for the 

parents (2.834) was aimost the same as that for the teachers (2.8 17). 

Each hypothesis was assessed while controllhg for potentially mitigating variables. 

The influence of specified intervening variables (age, sex, level of education, class size. 

and school size) was assessed through the use of the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

procedure. For each analysis, p < .O5 was used as the cnterion for significance. 

Analvsis of Hvpthesis 1. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that the discrepancy score related to influence over school 

matters for parents wili be greater than the discrepancy score for teachers. As previously 

explained, these discrepancy scores were determined as foliows. First, the discrepancy 

between the influence over school matters that parents believe they do have versus what 

they believe they should have was assessed Second, the discrepancy between the influence 

over school matten that teachers believe they do have versus what they believe they should 

have was assessed. 

To test this, ANCOVA was used with age, sex, level of education, class size, and 

school size serving as the covanates. Table 4 reports the effects of these various control 

variables on the hypothesized relationship. 



Table 4 

Sumrnary of Analysis of Covariance of Mean Discrepancy Scores 

for Influence One Has and One Should Have 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F-value P 

Variation Squares Freedom Square 

Sex .O1 1 

Agf= .O05 
Education . 102 

Class size .O60 

Schoolsize .469 

Main effects .2 16 

Explained .77 8 

Residual 10.509 

To ta1 1 1.287 

The overall relationship was not signifïcant when the effects of the intervening 

vaxïables were held constant (p value = .376). Therefore, hypothesis one was rejected. 

Given that the overall relationship was not significant (i.e. ANCOVA), a number of 

follow up analyses were conducted to explore potential variations in perceived influence as 

it related to individual items. The descriptive statistics for items "a" through "i" related to 

the influence that parents believe they do and should have and the infiuence that teachers 

believe they do and shouid have were calculated. The mean and standard deviation for each 

item for parent scores have been presented in Table 5 and for teacher scores in Table 6. 

The results reportai in Table 5 indicate that on each of the items parents believe that 

they should have more influence than they do. They believe they have relatively linle 

infiuence on the development of curriculum ( 1.525), school budget ( 1.924), stafing issues 

(1.641) and class structure (1.683). Parents have indicated that they believe they have a fair 



amount of influence with respect to opportunities to share information (3.000). However, 

as was mentioned, they perceive themselves as needing or desking more influence than 

they have. 

Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents' Scores for the Influence 

They Beiieve They Do and Shouid Have on Items "a" through "i" 

a. development of 
cumculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of acadernic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffiing issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. opportunities to 
share information 

i. opportunities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Muence Do Have 

Mean S.D. 
Influence Should Have 

Mean S.D. 

2.56 1 ,743 

The results reported in Table 6 indicate that, sirnilar to parents, teachers believe they 

should have more influence than they do on each of the items "a" through "i". Teachers 

believe that they have relatively little innuence on school budget (1.824) and stafing issues 

( 1.8 12). They also indicated that they have a fair amount of influence with respect to 



development of discipline policies (3.1 I8), assessment of academic performance (3.765), 

placement issues (3.059), and opportunities to share information (3.438). 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Teachers' Scores for the Influence 

They Believe They Do and Should Have on Items ""a" through "i" 

a. development of 
cuIliculm 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessment of academic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staîfimg issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. oppomuiities to 
share information 

i. oppoxtunities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Influence Do Have 

Mean S.D. 

Influence Should Have 

Mean S.D. 

3.353 ,606 

Table 7 reports the means and standard deviations for parents and teachers of the 

discrepancy scores for items "a" through "i" of Part A of the questionnaire. That is, the 

difference between the influence that parents believe they do and should have and the 

difference ktween the influence that teachers believe they do and should have. 



Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations of Discrepancy Scores for Parents 

and Teachers On Items "a" through "i" 

a. development of 
curriculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessment of acadernic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffhg issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. opportunities to 
share information 

i. oppomnities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Parents 

Mean 

1 .O36 

.640 

-450 

1.925 

.7 10 

.932 

.79 1 

,390 

.744 

S.D. 

-728 

1.033 

-646 

377 

.95 1 

.950 

.93 1 

.802 

,930 

Teac hers 
Mean 

1.47 1 

.647 

. I l 8  

.94 1 

1 .O00 

.562 

-529 

.437 

-824 

S.D. 

.943 

A06 

.332 

,659 

.935 

1 .O59 

.7 17 

.609 

.809 

- - 

Looking first at the discrepancy scores between the influence that parents believe 

they do and should have, there are 3 items which have a reasonably large discrepancy. 

Parents believe that they should have far more influence than they do on development of 

curriculum (l.036), school budget (1.925) and class structure (.932). The discrepancy 

between the influence parents believe they do and should have is relatively low on 

assessment of academic performance (.450) and opportunities to share information (.390). 

Tuming our attention to the teachers mean scores, the results indicate relatively 

large discrepancies between the influence teachers believe they do and should have on 



development of curriculum ( 1.47 1 ), school budget (.94 l), and staffhg issues ( 1 -000). The 

discrepancy scores for assessment of academic performance (. 1 18) and oppominities to 

share information (.437) were relatively low. 

As was reported earlier, the results of the ANCOVA reveaied that none of the 

covariates (age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size) were significant (see 

Table 4). Further analyses dowed for exploration of possible relationships that may have 

been masked by the overall mean scores for the parents and teaches scales. A one way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was nin for the individual analyses. Table 8 reports the 

results of the one way analysis of variance of the mean discrepancy scores for parents and 

teachers on the influence they believe they do and should have for items "a" through "i". 

The analysis revealed that the ciifferences between the 2 groups were statistically signifiant 

on two items. Parents and teachers had significantly different mean discrepancy scores on 

assessment of academic performance (p = ,0497) and on school budget (p = .ûûû1). This 

would suggest that parents and teachers have significantly different perceptions of how 

large a gap there is between the influence they beiieve they do have and the influence they 

believe they should have on these two issues. The issues on which there was not a 

sipificant clifference suggests that parents and teachen share relatively equal perceptions 

of lack of influence on those matters. 



Table 8 

Summary of One Way Analysis of Variance of Mean Discrepancy 

Scores for Parents and Teachers for the Influence They Believe 

They Do and Should Have for Items "a" Through "i" 

Source of Surn of Degrees of Mean F-value P 

Variation Squares Freedom Square 

a. deveiopment of curriculum 
Group 2.270 1 2.270 
ResiduaI 35.408 56 .O32 

b. deveiopment of discipIine policy 
Group .O0 1 1 .O0 1 
ResiduaI 48.589 56 -868 

c assessrnent of academic performance 
Group 1 -327 1 1.327 
Residual 18 -475 56 -3  3 O 

d. school budget 
Group 1 1.632 1 11 -632 
Residual 37.716 56 -674 

e- staffing issues 
Group 1 .O09 I 1.009 
R-esidual 50.165 56 .896 

f. class structure 
Group 1 -645 1 1.645 
Residual 54.047 56 -965 

g. placement issues 
Group -52 1 1 .82 1 
ResiduaI 42.870 56 -766 

h- opportunities to share information 
Group .O27 1 .O27 
Residuat 3 1.694 56 -566 

i. opportunities to intcract with decision makers 
Group .O76 1 .O76 
Residud 45.033 56 -8 04 



Anal~sis of Hgothesis 2. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that the discrepancy score as related to the other's infiuence 

over school mattea for teachers wiU be greater tban the discrepancy score for parents. As 

was previously explaioed, these discrepancy scores were determined as foilows. First, the 

discrepancy between the influence over schwl matters that teachers believe parents do and 

should have was assessed. Second, the discrepancy between the infiuence over school 

matters that parents believe teachers do and shouid have was assessed. 

The second hypothesis sought to compare parents and teachers mean discrepancy 

scores on the ciifference between the influence one attributed to the other and that which 

they thought the other should have. The "others" for the parents were the teachers while the 

"othen" for the teachers referred to the parents. To test this, ANCOVA was used with age, 

sex, level of education, class size, and school size serving as the covariates. The results are 

reported in Table 9. 

The results indicated that there were no significant differences when controliing for 

the effects of the intervening variables. That is to Say, none of the intervening variables 

were able to explain a sigmficant amount of the discrepancy between parents' and teachers' 

scores. Therefore, hypothesis two was rejected. 



Table 9 

Summary of Analysis of Covariance of Mean Discrepancy Scores 

for influence Other Has and Other Should Have 
-- - 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F-value P 

Variation Squares Freedom Square 

Sex .O0 1 

A F  .141 
Education . 1 80 
Class size .O49 

Schwl size .O57 

Main effects .O 1 2 

Explained .575 

Residual 8.756 

Total 9.33 1 

Given that the overail relationship was not significant (Le. ANCOVA), a number of 

follow up analyses were conducted to explore potential variations in perceived influence as 

it related to individual items. The descriptive statistics for items "a" through "i" related to 

the influence that parents believe that teachers do and should have and the influence that 

teachers believe that parents do and should have were calculated. The mean and standard 

deviation on each item for parent scores are presented in Table 10. The results indicate that 

parents beiieve teachers should have at least as much or more influence over school matters 

than they do. This held true for all of the items. 



Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents' Scores for the Influence 

They Believe That Teachers Do and Shcuid Have on Items "a" through "i" 

a. development of 
curriculum 

b. development of 
discipline poiicy 

c. assessment of academic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffmg issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. oppominities to 
share information 

i. opportunities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Influence Do Have 

Mean S.D. 
Influence Should Have 

Mean S.D. 

3.500 -500 

3.395 .572 

3.800 ,400 

3.05 1 .630 

3.194 .5 84 

3.154 .572 

3.486 -48 1 

3.564 .538 

3.579 .O18 

Table 11 reports the means and standard deviations for teachers' scores on items 

"a" through "i". The results indicated that teachers believe parents have niore influence than 

they should have on placement issues (do have = 3.294; should have = 1.054). They 

believe that parents have about aç much influence as they should have on development of 

discipline policies, assessment of academic performance, school budget, staffiing issues, 

and opportunities to interact with decision makers. Finally, the results indicate that teachers 

believe parents should have more influence than they do on development of curriculum, 

class structure, and opportunities to share information. 



Table I l  

Means and Standard Deviations for Teachers' Scores for the influence 

They Believe That Parents Do and Should Have on Items "a" through "i" 

a. developrnent of 
curriculum 

b. developrnent of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of academic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffhg issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. opportunities to 
share information 

i. opportunities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Influence Do Have 

Mean S.D. 

Influence Should Have 

Mean S.D. 

Table 12 reports the means and standard deviations for parents and teachers on the 

discrepancy scores for items "a" through "i" of Part A of the questionnaire. That is, the 

difference between the influence that parents beiieve teachers do and should have and the 

difference between the infiuence teachers believe that parents do and should have. 

The beliefs of the parents, as reflected in the discrepancy scores, indicates that 

teachers should possess more influence that they have on each of the items. The largest 

discrepancy was on the development of curriculum (-549). The srnailest discrepancy was 

on assessrnent of academic performance (.068). 



The teachers' scores indicated that parents should have more influence than they do 

on the following items: developrnent of c ~ c u l u m  (647)' development of discipline policy 

(-0591, school budget (-059)' class structure (.437), and opportunities to share information 

(.375). The teachers reported that parents have more influence than they should on staffhg 

issues (-.062) and placement issues (-.4 12). On assessment of academic performance and 

opportunities to interact with principle decision makers, the teachers reported that parents 

have as much influence as they should. 

Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviations of Discrepancy Scores for Parents 

and Teachers For the Other On Items "a*' through "i" 

a. development of 
cumculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessment of academic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffmg issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. opportunities to 
share information 

i. oppominities to 
intemct with decision 
&ers 

Parents 
Mean 

.549 

.297 

.O68 

.45 1 

.5 10 

.338 

.118 

.3 14 

.323 

S.D. 

-865 

.739 

.402 

.945 

.755 

.7 11 

,493 

,794 

.7 12 

Teac hers 

Mean 

.647 

.O59 

0.000 

.O59 

-.O62 

.437 

-.4 12 

.375 

0.000 

S.D. 

.606 

1 .O88 

.3 54 

-748 

.747 

1 .O59 

.939 

1.1 11 

1 .O6 1 



As was reported earlier, the results of the ANCOVA reveaied that none of the 

covariates (age, sex, Ievel of education. class size, and school size) were significant (see 

Table 9). Further analyses ailowed for exploration of possible reIationships that may have 

been masked by the overall mean scores for the parents and teachers scales. A one way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was nui for the individual analyses. Table 13 reports the 

results of the one way analysis of variance for the discrepancy scores of the "other" for 

items "a9* through "i" of Part A of the questionnaire. The analyses indicated that the 

differences between the 2 groups were statisticaüy significant on two items: staffhg issues 

(p = ,0108) and placement issues (p = .0067). This would suggest that parents and 

teachers have significantly different perceptions of how large a gap there is between the 

influence they bebeve they do have and the influence they believe they should have on these 

two issues. The issues on which there was not a significant difference suggests that parents 

and teachers share relatively equal perceptions of lack of influence on those matters. 



Table 13 

Summary of One Way Analyses of Variance of Mean Discrepancy 

Scores of the Other for Items "a" Through "i" 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F-value P 

Variation Squares Freedom Square 

a. development of curriculum 
Group .Il6 1 
Residual 35.785 56 

b. deveIopment of discipline policy 
Group -683 1 
Residual 40.788 56 

c. assessrnent of academic performance 
Group .O56 1 
Residual 8 -449 56 

d. school budget 
Group 1.85 1 1 
Residual 44.696 56 

e. staf fhg issues 
Group 3.94 1 1 
Residual 3 1.733 56 

f. class structure 
Group - 1  19 1 
Residual 38.146 56 

g. placement issues 
Group 3 -373 1 
Residual 23.824 56 

h. opportunities to share information 
Group .O45 1 
Residual 44.994 56 

i. opportunities to interact with decision makers 
Group 1.250 1 1.250 
ResiduaI 38.278 56 .684 



Analysis of Hmothesis 3. 

The third hypothesis stated that teachers would be more satisfied with the degree of 

influence they have over school rnatters than parents. ANCOVA was used to test this 

hypothesis with age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size serving as the 

covarïates. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 14. 

As with the previous analyses, when controliing for the effects of the intervening 

variables, there was no significant differences between parents and teachers with respect to 

their Ievel of satisfaction on the degree of influence that they have over school matters. 

Consequently, hypothesis three was rejected. 

Table 14 

Summary of Analysis of Covariance of Mean Scores 

of the Degree of Satisfaction Over School Matters 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F-value P 
Variation Squares Freedom Square 
- .. 

Sex .O7 1 

Age .O76 
Education .O25 

Class size .O43 

School size .323 

Main effec ts .O8 5 

Explained .677 

Residual 7.428 

Total 8.105 

Given that the overall relationship was not significant (Le. ANCOVA), a number of 

foilow up analyses were conducted to explore potential variations in perceived influence as 

it reiated to individual items. The descriptive statistics for items "a" through "i" related to 



the level of satisfaction on the part of parents and teachers through their involvement with 

the school was calculated.The mean and standard deviation for each item is presented in 

Table 15. The results indicate that parents are somewhat satisfied with their involvement 

with the school. The mean scores ranged from a low of 2.6 10 (school budget) to a high of 

3.195 (oppomuiities to share information) on a 4 point scale. 

Teacher scores had a larger range. The mean scores spanned from a low of 2 . 0 0  

(school budget) to a high of 3.412 (oppominities to share information). 

Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents' and Teachers' Scores for the Level of 

Satisfaction Through Involvement with School on Items "a" through "i" 

a. development of 
cwriculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of academic 
performance 

d. school budget 

e. staffing issues 

f. class structure 

g. placement issues 

h. opportunities to 
share information 

i. opportunities to 
interact with decision 
makers 

Parents 
Mean 

2.625 

2.878 

2.854 

2.6 10 

2.732 

2.878 

2.878 

3.195 

2.854 

S.D. 

.620 

.78 1 

.69 1 

-77 1 

.742 

.7 14 

.678 

.679 

253 

Teachers 

Mean 

2.4 12 

3.059 

3.059 

2.000 

2.47 1 

3 .O00 

3.235 

3.412 

2.706 

S.D. 

1 .O64 

.659 

.556 

.6 12 

.943 

.866 

.664 

.618 

,985 



As was previously reporteci, the results of the ANCOVA revealed that none of the 

covariates (age, sex, level of education, class size, and school size) were signifcant (see 

Table 14). Fuaher analyses d o w e d  for exploration of possible relationships that may have 

k e n  rnasked by the overail mean scores for the parents' and teachers' scales. A one way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run for the individual analyses. 

The results of the one way analysis of variance for parent and teacher scores for 

level of satisfaction on items "a" through "i" are reported in Table 16. These results indicate 

that there was a significant difference between the two groups on issues pertaining to the 

school budget (p = .0053). This would suggest that parents and teachers have significantly 

different perceptions of  how large a gap there is between the influence they believe they do 

have and the influence they believe they should have. The issues on which there was not a 

significant difference suggests that parents and teachers share relatively equal perceptions 

of lack of influence on those matters. 



Table 16 
Summary of One Way Analysis of Vanance for Parents' and Teachers' Scores for the 

Level of Satisfaction Through Involvement with School on Items "a" through "i" 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F-value P 
Variation Squares Freedom Square 

a. development of curriculum 
Group .546 1 .546 
Residual 33.493 56 .598 

b. development of discipline policy 
Group .393 1 .393 
Residual 31.331 56 3 9  

c. assessment of academic performance 
Group -506 1 .506 
Residuai 24.063 56 430 

d. school budget 
Group 4.468 1 4.468 
Residual 29.756 56 -53 1 

e. staffing issues 
Group .8 19 I .8 19 
Residuai 36.284 56 ,648 

f. class structure 
Group .179 1 ,179 
Residual 32.390 56 .578 

g. placement issues 
Group 1.534 1 1.534 
Residual 25.449 56 ,454 

h. opportunities to share information 
Group .564 1 .564 
Residual 24.557 56 ,439 

i. opportunities to interact with decision makers 
Group .262 1 .262 
Residual 44.65 1 56 .797 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The overall purpose of this study was to assess the eficacy of the social exchange 

theory rnodel, and in particular the n o m  of reciprocity, with respect to the relationship 

between parents and teachers within early years classrooms (kindergarten through grade 

four). Specifically, the study investigated parents and teachen perceptions of influence and 

level of satisfaction on issues related to sharing of information and decision making within 

schools. In order to achieve the objective, data were coilected from a non-probability 

sample of 41 parents and 17 teachers within the Catholic school system in Winnipeg, 

Manitoba. A thRe part, selfcompleted questionnaire was used to collect the data. Three 

hypotheses were posed as a means of assessing the relationships between parents and 

teachers in order to understand their level of reciprocity, a central tenet of social exchange 

theory . 
The rationale for this investigation stemmed from two sources. Fint, previous 

research clearly outluies the importance of including parents in the education of their 

children (Epstein, 1984; Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 1987; Power, 1985; 

Stevenson & Baker, 1987). The emerging alliance between homes and schools cornes from 

the recognition that not only are schools important to parents and families but that schools 

also need the support of parents in order to achieve optimum success. Research, however, 

indicates that early childhood teachea tend to hold conflict-laden beliefs about the forms 

that parental involvement should assume (Burton, 1992). Recently, there has been a 

tremendous push on the part of governments to increase parental involvement in schools 

(U.S. Department of Education, 1994; Manitoba Education and Training, 1995). Increased 

involvement necessitates increased parentheacher interactions. Therefore, increased 

understanding of the nature of the existing relationship between parents and teac hers is an 

important area of snidy. 



Secondly, although there is an extensive amount of literahue on social exchange 

theory (Blau, 1964; Emerson; 1972; Homans, 1958), this theory has not been used within 

the field of education as a means of exploring the nature of the relationship between parents 

and teachers. The model was successfully used to investigate the relationship between 

recreation directors and recreation advisory board members by Searle ( 1988). in Searle's 

study the findings supported the diagnostic capability of the theory to assess relationships. 

In part, the results indicated that social exchange behaviours related to reciprocity were 

absent suggesting a lack of exchange behaviour king exhibited by both directors and board 

members. The purpose of the present study was to determine if the survey instrument 

developed by Searle could be modified for use within the field of education in an attempt to 

explain the nature of the relationship between pmnts and teachers. This was an exploratory 

study to detennine the efficacy of the social exchange model as applied to parentlteacher 

relationships. 

The fmt hypothesis stated that the discrepancy between the influence over school 

matters that parents believe they have venus what they believe they should have would be 

p a t e r  than the discrepancy between the influence over school matters that teachers believe 

they themselves do and should have. The results of the analysis, reported in Table 4, 

indicated that there was no significant differences between parents and teachers when 

controllhg for the effects of the intervening variables. The covariates age, sex, level of 

education, class size, and school size did not explain a significant portion of the variance. 

As a result, hypothesis one was ~jected. The parents and teachers perceptions of the 

influence they had and thought they should have differed about equally. in other words, 

although both believed that they should have more influence, the amount that both groups 

desired was about the same. The rejection of the fmt hypothesis, due to the fact that there 

were no simcant differences found between the two groups, contributes to a 

confmnation of the element of reciprocity within the social exchange model. 



Although the discrepancy scores for parents and teachers differed very slightly. it is 

interesthg to note that the teachers believed that the infiuence they have should be increased 

and should always be greater than that of the parents (see Table 3). Parents believed that, 

although they themselves should have more influence than they do, teachen should 

ultimately have more influence than parents should have. Blau (1964) makes reference to 

this asyrnmetry within relationships. Parents are indicating that they want less influence 

than teachers. This would irnply a willingness to comply with the wishes of teachers 

thereby giving teachers more power. Blau has argued that differences in power inevitably 

create the potential for conflict. However, he argues further that individuals can arrive at a 

consensus in the exchange process. Agreement on the part of both individuals on a 

common definition of the situation, can facilitate the legitimization of power and the 

relationship can reflect a level of reciprocity. In this study, it appears that the parents have 

legitimized the power of teachers. They have agreed to this power differential. This then 

lends m e r  support to the rejection of hypothesis one and further contributes to a 

confmation of the element of ~ciprocity. 

Further analyses were done to investigate possible discrepancies on individual 

items. Table 8 reports the results of the individual item analyses on the fmt hypothesis. 

The analyses revealed statisticaiiy significant differences between parents and teachers 

discrepancy scores on two items. The flrst item, assessment of academic performance, 

revealed a significant difference b e m n  the two groups indicating that tje groups had 

differing viewpoints on the degree of influence they have with respect to the assessment of 

children's academic progress. The second item, school budget, also revealed a significant 

difference. Table 7 Uustrates the means and standards deviations for parents and teachers 

scores on the individual item analysis. The mean discrepancy score on the assessment of 

academic performance for parents was ,450 and for teachers .118. The teachers believed 

they had about as much influence as they should have on this issue. Parents, on the other 

hand, believed they should have greater influence than they currently have on issues related 



to assessment This would indicate that teachers are more satisfied than parents with respect 

to their involvement in the area of assessrnent of academic performance. Looking at the 

issue of school budget, the teachers and parents both believed they should have a great deai 

more influence than they do have. The mean discrepancy score for the parents (1 -925) was 

much mater than that of the teachea (-941) indicating less satisfaction on the part of the 

parents than the teachers. 

Enhanced sensitivity to assessrnent practices within the Province of Manitoba may 

help to explain the significant ciifference with respect to assessment of academic 

performance. The provincial government, as laid out in Renewine Education: New 

Directions (Manitoba Education and Training, 1995). has set policies regarding the 

assessment of snident achievement. Standardized tests have been developed for 

mathematics at the grades three and six levels. Tests are currentiy k ing  developed for the 

remaining compdsory core subjects areas. The grade three mathematics test was written by 

aU students within the province in June, 1997. Student test results were published and used 

to contribute to the information parents receive about their child's academic growth and 

achievement in relation to established provincial outcomes and performance standards. 

Parental and teacher awareness of the focus on assessment likely impacted on the results. 

This increased awareness then, may have k e n  a reason for the discrepancy score which 

indicated that parents wanted more influence. 

The second area in which parents and teachers discrepancy scores differed 

significantiy was on their level of influence related to school budgets. This study was 

carried out within the Manitoba Catholic Schools Division. The majority of these schools 

are private and therefore require a tuition fee. Each school tends to be relatively small with 

total populations not exceeding 372 students. Parents voluntarily choose to send their 

children to these schools. Each school is independently run, with its own school board. 

Often, the school board is comprised of parents. This small, close-knit environment may 

lead both parents and teachers to have enhanced expectations as to the level of influence 



each has regardhg school budgeting issues. In particular, this may help to explain the 

significance of the dismpancy between parents and teachen on the issue of school budget. 

In addition, the govermnent document Renewinrr Education: New Directions (Manitoba 

Education and Training, 1995), outlines the role that parents should be playing in the 

schwls. Schools are required to establish Advisory Councils compnsing parents and 

comrnunity members. These counciis wiil be ailowed to, arnong other things, "participate 

in the development of the school budget" (p. 24). This too, may have contributed to parents 

and teachen expectations of the level of involvement related to school budgets as both 

groups indicated a need for greater influence than they currentiy have. 

In addition, it may be that teachers perceive thernselves as wanting or needing more 

power than parents with respect to some school issues. Included in the n o m  of reciprocity 

is a concept of power (Blau, 1964). Researchers have stressed the need for "parent 

empowerment" (Cochran & Dean. 1991; Condeluci, 1991; Pizzo, 1993). As was 

previously mentioned, the data in Table 3 indicated that teachers believed they should 

uitimately have more influence than parents. As long as teachers feel that parents should not 

be allowed to contribute to the same degree as thernselves, there will be a sense of 

disempowerment. Parents, on the other hand, although wanting more influence than they 

had, suggested that teachers also should have more influence. This may suggest that the 

parents were more willing to apply the principles of exchange than were the teachers. 

The second hypothesis stated that the discrepancy between the influence over 

school mattea that teachers believe parents do and should have will be greater than the 

discrepancy between the influence over school mattea parents believe that teachers do and 

shouid have. The results, which are reported in Table 9, indicated that there were no 

signifïcant differences between parents and teachers when controlling for the effects of the 

intervening variables. Parents and teachers both believed that the other should have more 

influence. As with the fmt hypothesis, this second hypothesis was also rejected. Rejection 

of the b t  and second hypotheses appears to indicate that there is a strong level of 



reciprocity between parents and teachers. Both groups have indicated that they feel they 

have as much influence as they should have and that the other has the right amount of 

influence. This satisfaction with the amount of infiuence one has and with the influence the 

other should have reflects a level of interdependence as suggested by Covey (1989) and 

Condeluci ( 199 1). Covey argues that real self-respect cornes from true independence. 

Individuals entering into a relationship must have a me sense of self-respect if the 

relationship is to grow and develop. Interdependence focuses on relationships that lead to a 

mutual acceptance and respect between individuals which is oniy achieved by those who 

are independent. Although it recognizes that all people have differences, as a paradigm, 

interdependence prornotes an acceptance and empowerment for all. Interdependence is 

closely tied to the notion of reciprocity; there must be give and take. Individuals must work 

toward an understanding of each other and this necessitates open communication. 

As was previously mentioned, the mean discrepancy scores on the influence that 

one believes the other should and does have, were relatively low for both parents and 

teachers. Aithough there were no significant differences on the mean discrepancy scores, 

an individual item andysis revealed discrepancies on two of the items. The analyses 

revealed signifcant differences on the discrepancy scores between parents and teachers as 

relating to staffmg issues and placement issues. The parents believed that teachers should 

have more influence than they do have on issues relating to staffimg (the number and 

placement of teaching assistants). In addition, the parents believed that teachen have about 

as much influence as they should have on placement issues (accelerating or retaining a 

child). Looking at the teachers beliefs, a different pichue emerged. The teachers believed 

that on both issues (staffîîg and placement) the parents have more influence than in fact 

they should have. 

These results may indicate a lack of satisfaction between the 2 groups with respect 

to their level of influence on these two issues. There are several possible explanations for 



the differences in the discrepancy scores berneen parents and teachers on issues of staffmg 

and placement Each issue wiU be looked at independently of the other. 

The issue of staffing will be looked at fmt. Within the survey instrument, the 

number and pIacement of teaching assistants was given as an example of what was rneant 

by "staffmg issues". It may be possible that the discrepancies between parents and teachers 

on this item were the result of a misunderstanding. It is possible that neither parents nor 

teachers thought beyond the example given in the questionnaire. Each respondent was 

invited to share any comments should they wish to do so at the bottom of the questionnaire. 

One teacher's comments reflected possible confusion with this item. She stated, "1 found 

'staffmg' issues very ambiguous. If in fact you are specifically refemng to teaching 

assistants, then 1 am fuie with the way I've indicated. But larger staffhg issues revolve 

around specialists in specific subject areas Le. computer teacher, gym teacher, music 

teacher, French/Ukrahîan teacher. In many instances this is covered by the classroom 

teacher at the primas, level and has nothing to do with the teacher assistants. Therefore it is 

a staffhg issue of a very different nature". It rnay be, then, that the responses given by the 

parents and teachen may not reflect the m e  beliefs of either group. However, assuming 

that both groups were able to generalize and include al1 issues relating to staffmg within a 

school, other factors may have contributed to the discrepancy. 

Lightfoot (1979) and Sharnxk (1970) have described teachers as k ing defensive 

of their professionai status; they are threatened by the possibility of observation and 

participation by others. As a group, these teachers may be reluctant to allow parents any 

signifcant level of influence with respect to the placement of teaching assistants. If this is 

the case, it could be argued that the teachea are reluctant to enter into a state of 

interdependence between themselves and parents. Rather, the teachers are wanting to retain 

a level of independence. Condeluci (199 1) has argued that a state of interdependence i s  

what is conducive to facilitating relationships. The findings of Hulsebosch's ( 1992) study 

which compared the values and practices of "high-involvement" and "low-involvement" 



teachers would support this. She fourid that those teachers who were not wiliing to involve 

parents believed that their accomplishments as professionals was the result of their ability to 

be autonomous. They did not need nor desire assistance frorn others. 

Blau (1964) maintains that individuals will enter into and maintain a relationship as 

long as there is a sense of exchange. Parents will, therefore, enter into and maintain a 

relationship with teachers. as long as they feel that their own self-interests will be satisfied 

at some point in tirne. If however, the teachea do not want to allow parents a significant 

level of influence over school matters as is the case in this study, the relationship will 

suffer. Gouldner (1960) would conciir. He suggested that reciprocity is a universal 

dimension of social relationships. The nom of reciprocity operates as a starting rnechanism 

for new social relationships. Individuals are willing to give a little knowing that they will 

receive at some point in tirne. Violation of this nom of reciprocity, this "give" and "take", 

will only be harmfd to the continuation of the relationship. 

The discussion, thus far, has focused on the teachers' beliefs that the parents have 

more influence than in fact they should have. Turning Our attention to the parents, the 

results indicated that they believe teachen should have more influence than they do over 

staffing issues. This rnay have some impact on the relationship between the two groups. It 

rnay be that the parents believe that they have less resources than teachers; that is to Say. 

they may believe that the teachea are more qualified to make decisions regarding this issue. 

It is the teachers who work directly with the teaching assistants. The parents may, 

therefore, feel that the teachers should make those kind of decisions. Blau (1964) has 

suggested that it is possible, despite the power differential. for individuals to maintain a 

relationship. There rnay be greater costs for the parents, but if the resources of the teachers 

are so much greater, the asyrnmety of the exchange rnay be considered equitable by the 

parents. The significant difference in the discrepancy scores related to staffing issues 

between parents and teachers rnay be the result of any or ail of the above influences. 



Placement, which referred to the acceleration or retention of students, was the 

second issue on which parents and teachen scores differed significantly. The pmnts 

believed that teachers had as much influence as they should have on this issue. The 

teachers, on the other hand, believed that the parents have more influence thm they should 

have. 

The discrepancy between parents' and teachers' scores on placement issues, may 

reflect a power differential. Power (1985) studied parents' and teachers' attitudes and 

concluded that parents' and teachers' greatest concems were related to their own and the 

other's competence. He found that parents and teachers each perceived thernselves to be 

more competent than the other. The teachers in this study have indicated that parents should 

have Iess influence than they do. This attitude may reflect concems regarding teachen 

perceptions of the cornpetence of parents when it cornes to placement issues. It may be that 

the teachers believe themselves to be more able and competent to make the right decisions 

regarding placement for the children in their care. Lighdoot (1979) and Sharrock (1970) 

have described teachers as k i n g  defensive of their professional status. The teaches in this 

study may be showing signs of this defensive attitude. They may believe that because they 

have k e n  trained as educators, they know what is in the best interests of the children. 

Hulsebosch (1992) would concur. She found that teachers who were reluctant to involve 

parents, believed that the parents would not maintain the appropnate standards. 

Furthemore, her findings indicated that "to the 'low involver', there is a supenor status 

that nghtfully belongs to teaching - a sense of entitiement . . . When mothers 'dare' to 

question the teachers' authority , the teachers are unequivocal in their anger, imply ing that 

they have lost something in the process of losing power" (p. 127). 

Parents, however, have k e n  the primary caregivers for the child since birth. They 

may resent someone else becoming the expert and judge of their children's abilities. The 

parents in this study have indicated that teachers have as much influence as they should 



over placement issues. There may be a reluctance on the part of the parents to aüow the 

teachers any more control over this matter. 

According to exchange theory, behaviours entail some social cost (Blau, 1964). 

Given the needs of teachers to be autonomous and independent, it would seem reasonable 

to assume that for a teacher to request assistance from a parent, the cost would be especiaiiy 

high. Just how high is the question. Presumably teachers autonomy would be highest in 

those areas in which the teacher feels most competent. Placement issues may be seen fiom 

the teacher's perspective as an area of expertise. It would seem Iikely then, that for a 

teacher to coilaborate with a parent on placement issues, the costs may be very high. 

However, the needs of the teacher for information or reinforcement is what will motivate 

that individual to act According to social exchange theory then, the teacher will only enter 

into a relationship with a parent if the value obtained by satisfying those needs exceeds the 

social costs incurred by interacting with the individual. In this study, it would appear that 

the costs were t w  high. The teachers believed the parents should have less influence over 

placement issues. 

Covey (1989) and Sharrock (1970) have suggested that a lack of understanding 

about respective roles may contribute to adversariai relationships. Unclear expectations in 

the area of roles can underrnine communication and tmst between individuds. Just as 

schools need to recognize the parents as the fmt teachers of children, the parents need to be 

aware of the training and competence of teachers. Social exchanges, according to BIau 

(1964), require that individuals trust each other. He suggested that trust tends to build up 

gradually through commitment to a relationship in which there is free communication 

between the individuals involved. The parents and teachers in this study, may not trust that 

the other is capable of making the best decision regarding placement for the children . There 

may be some ambiguity as to roles, in addition to a lack of trust between the two groups. 

These factors would contribute to a lack of understanding and, consequently, a strained 

relationship. 



Placement issues may also be related to assessment of acadernic performance. As 

was previously discussed in hypothesis one, the teachers believed they had about as much 

influence as they should have. Parents, on the other hand, believed they should have 

significantly more innuence on assessment practices. Assessrnent is related to placement. 

The overall assessment of a child's progress would ultimately determine where he or she 

would be placed the following year. Parents have indicated that they want more influence 

over assessment. This would ultimately give them more influence over placement issues. 

These discrepancies reflect a level of distrust between the parents and teachen. Blau (1964) 

has argued that without trust, there cannot be social exchange. Furthemore, distrust will 

have a negative impact on the relationship. 

The third hypothesis stated that teachea will be more satisfied with the degree of 

influence that they have over school matters than parents. The results, which are reported in 

Table 14, indicated that there were no significant differences between parents and teachers 

with respect to their level of satisfaction on the degree of influence they have over school 

matters. Consequently, hypothesis three was rejected. The social exchange mode1 (Blau, 

1964) contends that satisfaction is fundamental to the nature of the exchange between 

individuals. That is, without some ievel of satisfaction on issues that are deemed to be 

important, there wiil be Little reason for an individual to maintain the relationship. The fact 

that there were no significant differences between the parents and the teachers in this study 

indicates a level of reciprocity between the two groups. 

Further analyses were done to investigate possible discrepancies on individual 

items. Table 16 reports the results of the individual item analyses on the dùrd hypothesis 

which revealed significant differences between parents and teaches on one issue; that is. 

school budget. The parents' mean satisfaction score was higher than the teachers' mean 

satisfaction score on issues related to school budget (see Table 15). This difference proved 

to be statistically significant. This is an interesting result given the findings from the 

individual item analyses done for the fmt  hypothesis. Those results found that. although 



both parents and teachea believed they should have more influence than they do over 

school budget issues, the discrepancy score for the parents (1.925) was much greater than 

that of the teachers (.941). One would assume that this would indicate less satisfaction on 

the part of the parents than the teachers. However, ihis was not the case. 

Histoncaliy, parents have had little influence over school matters. Pugh ( 1985) and 

Tizard et a1 (198 1) both reported that dthough there is an increasing cornmitment on the 

part of many schools to involve parents. the tendency is stili towards a rather one-sided 

relationship, whereby teachers invite parents to join them on their terms. Only recently have 

attempts been made to legislate greater parental input into school related issues (Manitoba 

Education and Training, 1995; U.S. Department of Education, 1994). It may be that the 

satisfaction scores of the parents surveyed in this study are higher, despite the desire for 

more influence, simply because they have lower expectations for involvement. 

Looking at these results from a social exchange theory perspective. Blau (1964) 

would argue that the influence that an individual has could make an impact on their level of 

satisfaction. Further, the influence that an individual perceives him or herself as having 

must be thought of as fair or equitable in relation to others. This notion of "faimess" is 

fundamental to the sustainhg of a relationship. Gouldner (1960) described the importance 

of reciprocity in any relationship. If the parents perceive themselves to be in a less 

influentid position than the teachers and this was coupled with a relatively low level of 

satisfaction, the likelihood is that these individuals could feel exploited. However. the fact 

remains that the parents reported a higher level of satisfaction than the teachers. 

These results may be related to Blau's (1964) concept of power. Given that, 

uaditionaily, teachers have had more influence over school matters than parents, the latter 

group may believe themselves to have fewer resources such as knowledge and skills. The 

parents have indicated a need to have more influence over school budget issues. However, 

if they believe that teachers have more resources, more knowledge to make good decisions 

regarding the issue, they may be willing to defer to teachers. Blau has suggested that under 



these circumstances, the asymmetry of the exchange may be considered equitable by the 

Iess powemil. This is reflected in the satisfaction scores of the parents as relating to school 

budget issues. 

Although the overall results of this study indicated a level of reciprocity between 

parents and teachers, the satisfaction scores of both groups leave room for growth. Searle 

(1989) argued that, "satisfaction affects the degree to which individuals seek to buiid a 

mutudy reinforcing relationship" (p. 363). The mean satisfaction score for both parents 

and teachers was moderate (see Table 3). While there was moderate satisfaction with the 

degree of involvement, both parents and teachers reported a need for more influence than 

they had. It may be that, generaiiy speaking, the influence parents and teachers have with 

respect to decision making and s h a ~ g  of information has impacted on their level of 

satisfaction. 

The social exchange mode1 has k e n  an effective tool with which to examine the 

relationship between parents and teachers. The results of this study have shown that there 

would appear to be a level of reciprocity between the two groups. As was previously 

mentioned, however, there are some issues over which the parents and teachers scores 

differed significantl y. 

The present research somewhat contradicts the previous literature which has 

suggested that there is a lack of reciprocity between parents and teachen on school mattea. 

A part of the explanation may be due to the Limitations of this study. The data were 

collected on a relatively smaU sample size which was non randomized. In addition, the 

study was carried out within the pnvate Catholic Schools of Winnipeg. It may be that 

within these schools, parent involvement is more typical. Schools in this system tend to be 

smaller and consequently there may be more contact between parents and teachers on a 

regular bais. Given these Limitations, there is a need for future research in this area. 



Recommendations for Future Inauiry 

Future research should focus on a number of different areas. F i t ,  the data should 

be collected from a much larger sample. Seventeen teachen and 41 parents responded to 

the questionnaire developed for the current research. Although this represented 85% of the 

teachers and approxirnately 52% of the parents, it cannot be assumed to reflect the beliefs 

of the majority of either group. Second, the sample should be randomly selected. This 

would ensure a more representative or unbiased sample. Third, Future studies should 

investigate the perceptions of public school parents and teachers. It would be interesting to 

note whether or not there are differences in the perceptions of public versus private school 

parents and teachea. Fourth, the issue of nird versus urban schools could be investigated. 

Does the relationship between parents and teaches of mai schools differ from that of 

urban schools? Fmaily, since relationships are complex and difficult to measure, qualitative 

methods should be employed in future snidies. This may help to provide further insight as 

to the nature of the relationship between parents and teachers. 

Implications for Parents and Teachers 

As was previously discussed, the rationaie for the present study stemmed, in part, 

from the desire for increased parental involvement within schools. Researc h conduc ted 

over the past several years has attested to the practical benefits of stronger family-school 

interactions. Greater parental involvement necessitates increased parentlteacher interactions. 

Positive relations between the two groups will be beneficial for al1 involved (parents, 

teachers, and especially c hildren). 

"It takes a whole village to raise a child." The ancient African proverb has proven 

its wisdom over the ages and provides insight into a great deal of what can be improved in 

education today. Working together, as a "viilage", parents and teaches can provide the best 

possible opportunities for children to succeed Education can be irnproved by focusing on 

the relationship between individuals who contribute most to the success of a child: parents 

and teachers. Building relationships takes tirne. The present study has shown that parent 



and tacher relations can and do have a lelei of reciprocity. Early years educators and 

parents should continue to stnve towards building positive, reciprocal relationships that can 

then be rnaintained as the years progress. 
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Perceptions of Influence/Satisfaction of Immrtant Needs 

Teacher Ouestionnaire 

instructions: 

Please answer ail of the foilowhg questions. The questionnaire wiil require between 10 

and 15 minutes of your tirne. Upon completion please mail the survey to niy home address 

in the envelope provided. 

There are 3 parts to the survey. Please answer each of the questions based on your 

perception of the situation. 

Please be advised that you are free to opt not to answer any individual question. You are 

also free to stop a n s w e ~ g  this survey pnor to its completion. 



Perceptions of Innuence 

Teac her Questionnaire 

PART A 
In general, how rnuch influence do you feel each of the foliowing individuals "does have" 
and "should have" with regard to each of the items iisted below. Please circle the 
appropriate number in the fmt response set for DOES and in the second response set for 
SHOULD: 

a development of 
curriculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of 
academic 
perfomance 

d. school budget 
(what the money 
is aiiocated for) 

e. stafing issues 
(e.g. number and 
placement of 
assistants) 

f. class structure 
(e-g. multi-age; 
age-segregated) 

g. placement 
issues 
(accelerating or 
retaining a child) 

yourself 

parent 

y oursel f 

parent 

y ourself 

parent 

yoursel f 

parent 

yoursel f 

parent 

yourself 

parent 

yourself 

parent 

Little 
influ- 
ence 

A lot of 
infiu- 
ence 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SHOULD 
Little 
influ- 
ence 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

A lot of 
influ- 
ence 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



h. opportunities to yourself 
share information 

parent 

i. opportunities to yourself 
interact with the 
principle decision- parent 
makers in the 
school 

DOES 
Little A lot of 
influ- influ- 
ence ence 

SHOULD 
Little A lot of 
infiu- influ- 
ence ence 



PART B 
Please respond to each of the folIowing smtements by circling the number in the response 
set to indicate the degree to which you perceive these needs having k e n  satisfied for 
yourself through your involvement with the school. 

S ATISFIED 
Not at VeV 
al1 satisfied 
satisfied 

a. development of 
cumcdum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of 
academic 
performance 

d. school budget 
(what the money 
is allocated for) 

e. staffing issues 
(e-g. # and placement of 
assistants) 

f. class structure 
(e.g.multi-age; 
age-segregated) 

g. placement 
issues 
(accelerating or 
retaining a child) 

h. oppominities to 
share information 
with parents 

i. opportunities to 
interact with the 
principle decision-maken 
in the school 



PART C 
This is the fud section of the questionnaire and is very important to the interpretation of the 
results. Please take a few more minutes to complete this section. AU responses will be kept 
stnc tly confidential. Thank you. 

1. Your Sex: Male Female 

2. Your Age: Y cars 

3. The highest level of education you have obtained is: 

elementary school 
some secondary school 
secondary school graduation 
some trade school 
some co~~l~~ lun i ty  college 
some university 
diplorna/certificate trade school 
diploma/certificate comm. col. 
bachelor degree 
p s t  baccalaureate (pbce) 
master/ doctorate degree 

4. Teaching Experience: Y cars 

5. What is the approximate number of students in the class in which you are currently 
teaching ? students 

6. What is the approximate number of students in the school in which you are currently 
teaching? students 

Thank you for your participation in this study. If you have any comments that you would 
m e  to share. please note them below. 



Appendix B 

Perce~tions of Influence/Satisfaction of Irnwrtânt Needs 

Parent Ouestionnaire 

Instructions: 

Please answer al1 of the following questions. The questionnaire wili require between 10 

and 15 minutes of your t h e .  Upon completion please mail the survey to my home address 

in the envelope provided. 

There are 3 parts to the survey. Please aoswer each of the questions based on your 

perception of the situation. 

Please be advised that you are free to opt not to answer any individual question. Y ou are 

aiso free to stop answering this survey prior to its completion. 



Perceptions of Influence 

Parent Questionnaire 

PART A 
In general, how much influence do you feel each of the following individuals "does have" 
and "should have" with regard to each of the items listed below. Please circle the 
appropriate number in theTirst response set for DûES and in the second reswnse set for 
SHOULD: 

a. development of 
curriculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessrnent of 
acadernic 
performance 

d. school budget 
(what the money 
is allocated for) 

e. staffhg issues 
(e.g. number and 
placement of 
assistants) 

f. class structure 
(e.g. multi-age; 
age-segregated ) 

g. placement 
issues 
(accelemting or 
retaining a child) 

yourself 

teacher 

yoursel f 

teacher 

yourself 

teacher 

y ourse1 f 

teacher 

yourself 

teacher 

younelf 

teacher 

yoursel f 

teacher 

Little 
influ- 
ence 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

A lot of 
influ- 
ence 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Little 
influ- 
ence 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

A lot of 
infiu- 
ence 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



h. oppominities to yourself 
share information 

teacber 

i. oppomullties to yourself 
interact with the 
principle decision- teacher 
makers in the 
school 

D Q E  
Little A lot of 
influ- influ- 
ence ence 

SHOULD 
Little A lot of 
influ- influ- 
ence ence 



PART B 
Please respond to each of the foliowing statements by circling the number in the response 
set to indicate the degree to which you perceive these needs having ken  satisfied for 
yourself through your involvement with the school. 

SATTSFIED 
Not at  ver^ 
al 1 satisfied 
satisfied 

a. development of 
cumculum 

b. development of 
discipline policy 

c. assessment of 
academic 
performance 

d. school budget 
(what the money 
is allocated for) 

e. stmng issues 
(e.g. # and placement of 
assistants) 

f. class structure 
(e-g. rnulti-age; 
age-segregated) 

g. placement 
issues 
(accelerating or 
retaining a child) 

h. opportunities to 
share information 
with teachers 

i. opportunities to 
interact with the 
principle decision-makea 
in the school 



PART C 
This is the fmd section of the questionnaire and is very important to the interpretation of the 
results. Please take a few more minutes to complete this section. Al1 responses will be kept 
strictly confidentid. Thank you. 

1. Your Sex: Male Female 

2. Your Age: Yem 

3. The highest level of education you have obtained is: 

elementary school 
some secondary school 
secondary school graduation 
some trade school 
some community coiiege 
some University 
diploma/certificate trade school 
diplodcertificate comm. col. 
bachelor degree 
p s t  baccalaureate (pbce) 
masterl doctorate degree 

Your Occupation: 

5. What is the approxïmate number of students in the class your child is cuerrently 
attending? s tuden ts 

6. What is the approximate number of students in the school your child is currently 
attending? students 

7. How many schwl age children do you have? chilken 

Please check the grades in which you have children. 

Kindergarten Grade 7 
Grade 1 Grade 8 
Grade 2 Grade 9 
Grade 3 Grade 10 
Grade 4 Grade 11 
Grade 5 Grade 12 
Grade 6 

Thank you for your participation in this study. If you have any comments that you would 
like to share, please note them below. 



Appendix C 
Letter to Division Suoerintendent 

Maureen F. Mahon 
353 Oxford St. 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
M M  3H9 

Superintendent 
Manitoba Catholic Schools 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 

Dear Mr. Lussier, 
1 am currently working on my thesis to complete a Master of Education degree at 

the University of Manitoba 1 am studying parent-teacher relationships at the Kindergarten 
through grade 4 level. Wiihin this study, 1 wiil investigate the perceived influence and 
sense of satisfaction that parents and teachen of children in kindergarten through grade 4 
believe that they have with respect to information sharing and decision making on school 
based issues. 

1 am writing to ask permission to conduct this study within the Manitoba Catholic 
Schools of Winnipeg, Manitoba. In order to represent a range of econornic and 
demographic circumstances, 1 have requested the foilowing four schools to participate in 
the study: Christ the King, Holy Cross, Msgr. James K. MacIsaac, and St. Charles 
Academy . 

At these schools, all classroom teachers of children from Kindergarten through 
grade 4 will be asked to participate. In addition, a random sarnple of parents of chilbren in 
kindergarten through grade 4 wili be selected to participate. Four parents from each of the 
five grade levels within each school will be selected. Care will be taken to ensure that eac h 
family will receive only one questionnaire even if they have more than one child enrolled in 
the school. The researcher will meet with teachers to distribute their letters and 
questionnaires. Parent letters and questionnaires will be mailed directly to their homes. A 
letter describing the nature of the study and requesting the individual's participation will 
accompany the questionnaire. Respondents will be assured of confidentiality and of their 
nght not to participate should they so desire. Ali respondents will be asked to complete the 
questionnaire and mail it back to me at my home address in the envelope provided. 

1 wilI share information from the research project with you and participating 
teachers and parents by sending a sumrnaiy of the results to you directly and to each of the 
schools. 

1 would appreciate a letter of permission at your earliest convenience. Should you 
require any additionai information, please contact me at the above 2.ddress. My advisor, Dr. 
Kelvin Seifert, may be reached at the Department of Educational Psychology, University of 
Manitoba. The phone number is: 474-9859. Thank you. 

Sincerely , 

Maureen F. Mahon 



Appendix D 
Letter to Parents 

Maureen F. Mahon 
353 Oxford St. 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3M 3H9 
(204) 487- 1 174 

Dear Parent, 
As part of my Master of Education degree at the Universiv of Manitoba, 1 am 

conducting a study in the area of parent-teacher relationships at the Kindergarten through 
grade 4 level. Within this study, 1 wiii investigate the perceived influence and sense of 
satisfaction that parents and teachers of children in kindergarten through grade 4 believe 
that they have with respect to information sharing and decision making on school based 
issues. 

1 am writing to ask you to take the tirne to complete the attached survey about these 
issues. If you have more than one child in kindergarten through grade 4 , I  would ask that 
you give average or generalized responses based on your experiences. 

There are three parts to the questionnaire. In total, it wiil take approximately 10 - 15 
minutes to complete. Please be advised that you are not required to answer all of the 
questions. There will be no consequence to you or your child should you choose not to 
answer this siwey in whole or in part. Upon completion of the questionnaire, please mail it 
back to me at my home address in the envelope provided. 

Please be assured that participation in the study is voluntary and that the information 
collected WU be held in strict confidence. AU information from the surveys is anonymous. 
This means that: 

No one at the school or within the division will see the questionnaires. Only 1 will see 
them. 
Your name wiil not appear in any of the reported results. 
Your individual responses will not be reported; al1 parent and teacher responses will be 
grouped or averaged together. 
Your questionnaire will be destroyed once aii the data has k e n  collected and analyzed. 

A brief summary of the results will be mailed to the school upon completion of the 
study. If you would Like your own copy, please contact me and 1 wiil mail it to you 
directly. Should you require any additional information, please contact me at the above 
address. My advisor, Dr. Kelvin Seifert, may be reached ai the Department of Educational 
Psychology, University of Manitoba. The phone number is: 474-9859. Thank you for your 
cwperation. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen F. Mahon 



Appendix E 
Letter to Teachers 

Maureen F. Mahon 
353 Oxford St. 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3M 3H9 

Dear Teacher, 
As of my Master of Education degree at the University of Manitoba, 1 am 

conducting a study in the area of parent-teacher relationships at the Kindergarten through 
grade 4 level. Within this study, 1 wiil investigate the perceived influence and sense of 
satisfaction that teachers and parents of children in kindergarten through grade 4 believe 
that they have with respect to information sharing and decision making on schwl based 
issues. 

1 am writing to ask you to take the time to complete the attached survey about these 
issues. Please give average or generalized responses based on your experiences. 

There are three parts to the questiomaire. In total, it will take approximately 10 - 15 
minutes to complete. Please be advised that you are not required to answer ail of the 
questions. There will be no cowequence to you should you choose not to answer this 
survey in whole or in part. Upon completion of the questionnaire, please mail it back to me 
at my home address in the envelope provided. 

Please be assured that participation in the study is voluntary and that the information 
coilected will be held in strict confidence. All information from the surveys is anonymous. 
This means that: 

No one at the schwl or within the division will see the questionnaires. Only 1 will see 
them. 
Your narne will not appear in any of the reported results. 
Your individual responses wili not be reported; all teacher and parent responses will be 
grouped or averaged together. 
Your questionnaire wiii be destroyed once aiI the data has k e n  coilected and analyzed. 

A brief summary of the results will be mailed to the school upon completion of the 
study. If you would like your own copy, please contact me and 1 will mail it to you 
directly. Should you require any additionai information, please contact me at the above 
address. My advisor, Dr. Kelvin Seifert, may be reached at the Department of Educational 
Psychology, University of Manitoba. The phone number is: 474-9859. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely , 

Maureen F. Mahon 



Appendix F 
Reminder Card 

JUST A REMZNDER 

Within the past week you should have received a copy of a survey on parent-teacher 

relationships. Your participation is very important in order that we may better understand 

parent and tacher relations. 

If you did not receive a copy of the survey, please call me at 474-90 18 (Educational 

Psychology office) or 487-1 174 (home) and 1 will get one to you. If you did receive it, 

please complete it and mail it to me at my home address in the envelope provided as soon as 

possible. If you have already completed it, thank you for your support. 

Sincerely , 

Maureen F. Mahon 
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