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ABSTRACT 

Carasso, Limor. Teachers’ Perceived Parental Involvement and its Influence on 

Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Retention in a Jewish Day School. Doctor of Education in 

Executive Educational Leadership, May 2022, Houston Baptist University, Houston 

Texas. 

When parents choose the right educational environment for their children (public, 

private or homeschooling), they have many expectations. When selecting a private 

school, parents expect a high quality of education as quality education is essential for 

children’s academic success. Teachers have an essential role in fulfilling parents’ 

expectations; thus, parents tend to get involved in their children’s education in the private 

school environment. Parents’ involvement has many implications for teachers’ self-

efficacy and retention. Excessive parental involvement may have a detrimental impact on 

the school learning environment. This case study was conducted to examine the origins of 

the perceived effects of parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day 

school in Southeast (SE) Texas. To accomplish this purpose, teachers participated in a 

focus group to explore how parental involvement may be recognized, diagnosed, and 

altered at its early stages for the benefit of the teachers’ self-efficacy. Additionally, the 

Norwegian Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Survey and the Teacher Retention Survey captured 

teachers’ responses about the factors that affect teacher retention rates in a Jewish day 

school in SE Texas. The goal of the study was to understand teacher self-efficacy and 

how parental involvement may be improved to prevent teachers’ early attrition thoughts 

and to decrease the high occupational turnover in Jewish day schools for maintaining a 

stable school staff.  
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1 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Epstein (2011) asserted that time in school might be influenced by the family, 

which may positively impact students’ academic outcomes. Proponents of parental 

involvement argue that parents who focus on and supervise their children’s learning 

activities by establishing high expectations for their children’s academic success see 

greater gains in their children’s academic achievement (Wang & Sheikh, 2014). Active 

parental involvement establishes productive student-teacher correspondence (Castro et 

al., 2015; Gordon & Cui, 2012), but it is unknown if all educational environments 

perceive parental involvement in the same way. Parental involvement may also influence 

other facets of children’s education and accomplishments; children’s success is also 

dependent on the educational environment (i.e., public, or private) chosen for children by 

their parents. 

A popular claim among some educators and parents is that students’ higher 

academic achievement is the outcome of private education versus public education 

(Bonsu, 2016; Singh & Sarkar, 2015). Proponents of private education claim private 

schools are more productive and offer students more future opportunities (Benveniste et 

al., 2003; Green et al., 2010; Yaacob et al., 2014), but there may be other factors that 

influence claims of private education superiority (Murnane et al., 2018). In some cultures, 

or religions, families consider private schools the better option for their children's 

education (Alqahtani, 2014; Baum et al., 2018). For example, Jewish families choose 

private Jewish day schools because it offers an education based on the Torah (Old 

Testament). Thus, parents in Jewish private school settings invest their money and time 
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and attention so their children will be brought up and thrive with Jewish values. In the 

private Jewish day school setting, parental involvement might influence the quality of 

children’s education. A primary challenge for private Jewish day schools is that teachers 

and administrators are charged with a great responsibility and high expectations by 

parents to educate children in both Jewish customs and academics (Solomon, 2013). 

According to Landeros (2011), sometimes, high levels of parental involvement present a 

burden for teachers that may lead to educator burnout and even attrition. There is a need 

to examine teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of parental involvement as an influential 

factor on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention in private Jewish day schools.  

Background of the Study 

This study was conducted to examine the perceived quality of communication and 

interaction between parents and teachers within a Jewish day school environment and its 

influences on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention rate. The study consisted of exploring 

parent-teacher communication. Examining parents’ and teachers’ expectations within the 

academic environment helped clarify influential communication patterns between parents 

and teachers in a private Jewish day school. The research findings also highlighted the 

implications of those communication patterns on student achievement. 

Academic Environment Choice 

Parents desire the best for their children (Tyre, 2011). Parents want their children 

to be healthy, know how to differentiate between good and evil, be successful in all they 

do and be safe in every environment they encounter (Brighouse & Swift, 2014). The 

academic environment is one such place where parents want their children to succeed 

(Grady & Bielick, 2010; Semuels, 2016); Snyder & Dillow, 2015). According to Semke 
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and Sheridan (2016), children’s academic success increases in a loving, supportive family 

and a positive school environment. Parents who choose the appropriate educational 

setting for their children often have well-adjusted and content children (Gray, 2011; 

Hooper, 2012). 

Parents examine specific indicators when making decisions related to the type of 

school their children will attend (Cooper, 2005; Valentine, 2016). Wang et al. (2019) 

reported the findings from survey data collected in 2016 by the National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). The survey measured eight indicators regarding school 

choice: (a) school enrollment over time, (b) public schools and enrollment, (c) private 

schools and enrollment, (d) household characteristics of students in public and private 

schools, (e) homeschooling, (f) reading and mathematics performance, (g) school crime 

and safety for public and private school students, and (h) parental choice and satisfaction. 

Indicator 1, school enrollment over time, revealed that 69% of children ages 7 to 17 were 

assigned to public schools in 2016, 19% to public schools outside of the local school 

district boundaries, 9% to private schools, while 3% were homeschooled. Public school 

enrollment dropped 5 percentage points from 1999, while chosen public school 

enrollment increased by the same amount over the 17-year period. Private school 

enrollment held relatively steady from 10% in 1999 to 9% in 2016. The percentage of 

homeschooled students in 1999 was 2%, indicating a negligible increase during the 17-

year period (Wang et al., 2019, p. 6). 

Parents feel a burden to choose the right type of school or academic program for 

their children (Cucchiara, 2013; Roda & Wells, 2012). Parents choose an academic 

environment for their children based on factors like parents’ school experiences, budget, 
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feelings, and values (Prichard & Swezey, 2016). School selection is also based on 

parents’ satisfaction with the school environment, the school’s academic 

accomplishments, safety, special programming, and their child’s personal and household 

characteristics. Household socio-economic status, religious affiliation and orientation, 

and ethnicity are main factors in the school selection process (Prichard & Swezey, 2016; 

Wang et al., 2019). 

A school’s culture and climate are essential factors in parents’ schooling choices 

(Bukhari & Randall, 2009). A positive or negative school climate is associated with the 

quality of relationship between parents and school staff, and accordingly, parents’ 

attention and focus on their children’s academic needs (McCoach et al., 2010). Likewise, 

citizen skills such as tolerance, civic engagement, and social order are important tools 

that define our democratic society. DeAngelis (2017) argued school choice might shape 

children’s perceptions and understanding of citizen skills for the benefit of a better 

society. According to DeAngelis, 

Since public schools explicitly aim to instill a uniform set of values and ideas, a 

system of private schooling may increase the likelihood that students will be 

introduced to alternative viewpoints and engage in discussion. Essential debates 

and dialogue may be less likely to take place in the public sphere, so private 

schools may be better equipped to diminish intolerance between people holding 

competing views. If sufficient evidence indicates that private schools are more 

effective at teaching these social values, decision makers should promote policies 

designed to increase the magnitude of private school choice programs in the 

United States. (p. 547) 
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According to the NCES (Wang et al., 2019), three main types of academic 

environment choices are available for children in the United States: public (including 

charter schools), private, and homeschool. Many parents choose private school as the 

academic environment for their children for a variety of reasons (Broughman et al., 

2019). Some of these reasons include religious or cultural beliefs, socio-economic status, 

location, family tradition and an opportunity for continuity in educational curriculum 

(Erickson, 2017; He & Giuliano, 2018; Marine, 2020; Murnane et al., 2018). 

Private School as the Chosen Academic Environment 

The process of choosing the right school is like being in the supermarket and 

choosing the best apple out of many pieces of fruit. There are many subjective and 

objective reasons that lead to the outcome of purchasing a specific apple. The apple in 

this metaphor is the chosen school. As an opponent of the concept of “marketing and 

privatizing” school as a product, Saltman (2000) defined the private school environment 

from a social point of view and described students as “customers” and “education as any 

other industry” (p. 9). According to DeAngelis and Erickson (2018), two main systems 

fuel the school choice process for parents: quantity (number of schools parents can 

choose from), or in other words, the “schooling market” (Erickson, 2017, p. 495), and 

quality (the best compatibility between students and teachers). 

Parents take many factors into consideration in the process of school selection, 

keeping in mind that every school system, whether private or public, has its challenges. 

One such challenge noted by Erickson (2017) is bureaucracy. The U.S. Department of 

Education (1965, 2002, 2015) deemed public schools are obligated to follow state and 

federal laws like the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, and its 
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follow-up laws: the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 and Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2007), 

private schoolteachers and students might benefit from services such as financial 

assistance, professional development, and academic assistance, when applying some of 

the policies at their schools. 

Public schools must follow extensive testing protocols such as the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) test, while private schools have a choice 

to use any testing tool that suits their needs (Texas Private School Accreditation 

Commission [TEPSAC], n.d.). Public schools are funded by the state and by federal aid. 

In Texas, special programs like 21st Century Community Learning Centers, rural and 

low-income school programs, English learning acquisition, and special education are 

funded by federal dollars (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). Private schools are 

funded primarily by parents who are willing to pay for a perceived better quality of 

education (Goyal & Pandey, 2012). Some states provide tax credits for donations when 

spending on private schools and even allow education savings accounts (ESAs), which 

create opportunities for some of the designated funds allocated to be spent on children in 

public school, to be available for parents to tailor their children’s education (Egalite & 

Wolf, 2016). 

Private school is an educational choice usually made by parents due to external 

(e.g., religion, cultural system environment/community, socio-economic status, location, 

class size, upgrading living environment, immigration) and internal reasons (e.g., family 

tradition, continuity, belief system which mainly focus on what has moral sense and what 

is not/ what is true or false) (Erickson, 2017; He & Giuliano, 2018; Marine, 2020; 
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Murnane et al., 2018). Murray (2016) offered an example of how immigration plays a 

role in school selection. Noting the rise in enrollment among foreign-born students in 

public schools, Murray examined whether private school enrollment rose among native 

children born in the United States using national education data from 1990, 2000, and 

2010. Murray indicated “all segments of native population analyzed in [the] study [were] 

responding to inflows of foreign-born students in public school by moving their children 

to private schools” (p. 281). This transition was not limited to native White children but 

also occurred among native minority students (Murray, 2016). In contrast, Shakeel and 

DeAngelis (2018) used a cross-sectional comparison of self-reported survey completed 

by principals and found students who attended private schools experienced a better 

schooling environment with fewer behavioral problems than students in public schools.  

Based on answers to the survey, the researchers concluded the difference existed due to 

higher levels of competition and the principal’s autonomy. Additionally, findings 

indicated private schools’ structural systems (policy, safety, and restrictions) were better 

than public structural systems (Shakeel & DeAngelis, 2018). The common insight, 

according to O’Brien and Pianta (2010), is that private schools are well-liked in 

comparison to public schools. 

Parents who select private school for their children usually make that choice with 

consideration of their children’s future academic and social success (Green et al., 2010; 

Maxwell & Aggleton, 2016). Thus, the importance of the relationship between parents 

and teachers and the influence of that relationship are significant factors contributing to 

and promoting students’ achievement and success (Kuru Cetin & Taskin, 2016). Parents 

who have the privilege to choose the most suitable private school program for their 
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children, and who have compared their choice to public school options, are highly 

satisfied with their decision (Rhinesmith, 2017). One type of private school is Jewish 

private day school. Many parents of Jewish background choose Jewish private day 

schools as an appropriate choice for their children’s formal education. 

Jewish Private Day Schools  

Jewish private day schools are a suitable private school choice for many families. 

According to Schick (2014), there are around 861 Jewish day schools in the United 

States. The number of Jewish day schools increased by 30% since 1999. The number of 

students enrolled in Jewish day schools increased by 37% between 1998 and 2013. 

Jewish day schools are scattered across 37 states and the District of Columbia (Schick, 

2014). The average number of students at any one Jewish day school varies from 200–

240 students in a large school to less than 100 students in a small school. The material 

taught in a Jewish day school is varied and defined by its communal denomination 

(Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform). Learning the Torah is common to each type of 

school. Not all the parents (especially non-Orthodox Jewish day school parents) send 

their children to Jewish day school; thus, to keep the link to their Jewish communal 

identity they send their children only to Sunday school (Ben-Avie & Kress, 2008), which 

is similar to Christian Sunday school. According to Aron (2014), Jewish Sunday school is 

known by various names, for example, supplementary school, Hebrew school, 

congregational school, and religious school. 

The high tuition associated with Jewish day school is a price parents are willing to 

tolerate so their children will be part of the Jewish community and absorb the Jewish 

heritage (Wertheimer, 2010). Parents’ decision to enroll their children in Jewish day 
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school also revolves around the Hebrew language (Pomson & Wertheimer, 2017). 

Hebrew instruction is an important feature that individualizes Jewish day schools from 

other educational systems. Hebrew is an influential factor in Jewish day school and 

serves as a core unified connection to the Tanach (Torah Neveem Ketuvim) Jewish 

heritage, values, and the Jewish people.  

Jewish day schools are financially supported by parents. Parents feel a sense of 

ownership and a strong mandate to get involved and intervene with the educational goals 

of the schools, which are set by the educational leadership (Wertheimer, 2010). The same 

directive that increases parents’ expectations for their children’s educational experiences 

and sense of ownership is developed by parents once they have selected and joined the 

right Jewish day school for their children.  

Parents’ Expectations  

In general, parental expectation is defined as parents’ deep, genuine belief in their 

children’s abilities to achieve all they need for a better and more successful future (Briley 

et al., 2014; Glick & White, 2004). Parents’ expectations are shaped even more during 

the process of choosing and selecting the right school for their children, whether that 

school is public or private (Talancé, 2020). A fundamental component within parents’ 

expectations is academic achievement. For many parents, academic achievement depends 

on the supporting resources children receive for their given academic level and from the 

educational environments in which they are a part, both in the family and school 

environments. Academic achievement might be attainable for some students based on the 

relationship between teachers, administration, and students’ families (Yamamoto & 

Holloway, 2010). Parents’ level and type of involvement in their children’s educational 
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environment is often guided by the viable partnership with the educators at the chosen 

school (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Reschly & Christenson, 2012).   

Another component of parents’ expectations refers to children’s social 

environment at home or school. As role models for their children, parents teach their 

children behavior codes and norms according to their values (Brighouse & Swift, 2014). 

Parents understand their children will encounter different norms and social codes outside 

the home as they attend school or interact in their communities. Parents should be aware 

of these influences so they can maintain a safe loving environment for their families. 

Yaşaroğlu (2016) stated parents are the first role models for their children; children 

obtain their family values and good attributes for their life from their parents. Parents 

teach their children to adopt behavioral/social/cultural codes and norms and to adapt them 

in their local schools, communities, and homes (Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010). Parents 

expect their children/teenagers to receive maximum social support from teachers, school 

staff, friends, and classmates so their academic motivation will not be affected by their 

ethnicity, age, or socioeconomic status (Cherng & Liu, 2017; Hoover-Dempsey & 

Sandler, 2005; Wentzel et al., 2010).  

Teachers have an essential role in fulfilling parents’ ingrained expectations as 

they work with children (White & Levers, 2017). Teachers guide students (K–12) when 

they experience any social or emotional struggle. Those struggles might influence 

students’ academic achievement. Social and emotional learning (SEL) is an essential tool 

that involves processes of self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, 

relationship skills, and responsible decision making (Bridgeland et al., 2013). Teachers 
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use SEL to support students to achieve their academic and social success and to maintain 

awareness of parents’ culturally held expectations (Bridgeland et al., 2013).  

Parental Involvement 

To ensure their expectations are met, some parents choose to be involved in their 

children’s academic journey by engaging in various school activities or developing 

relationships with their children’s teachers (Dor & Rucker-Naidu, 2012; Hoover-

Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). Some parental involvement can provide positive 

motivational factors that affect children’s academic and social achievements (Cheung & 

Pomerantz, 2012; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 2005). Identifying initial factors such as 

type of family, individual child characteristics, and school features will determine the 

significance level of parental involvement for a better schooling experience (Stormont et 

al., 2013). Parents’ involvement can occur in decision-making processes through 

advocating for the employment of teachers, determining course books and other 

educational materials and types of equipment, and commenting on standards of 

curriculum, evaluation of students, school finance, and professional development of 

educators (González & Jackson, 2013). 

In a study based on longitudinal research, Park et al. (2017) examined and 

extended the concept and value of school-based parental involvement. One of the claims 

reported by Park et al. was that extensive parental involvement might at times damage the 

school learning environment culture due to parents’ perceptions about the quality of 

school’s educational curriculum and school’s climate. Kuru Cetin and Taskin (2016) 

reported parental involvement in educational “systematic” (carried out by the school 

administration in the school) or “spontaneous” (based on students’ needs) activities in 
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school was more intense among families with good and above average socioeconomic 

status (pp. 111–112). This behavioral finding was the same in private and public schools 

(Kuru Cetin & Taskin, 2016). Parental involvement and parent communication with the 

school changes over time. Parental involvement is more pervasive and increases during 

elementary school but decreases in middle school and exists minimally during high 

school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Epstein, 2011; Skaliotis, 2010). Parental involvement 

is known to benefit students and teachers but may also have unintended negative 

consequences. 

Parental Involvement’s Effect on Teacher Self-Efficacy 

Sometimes the outcome of parental involvement may impact a teacher’s efficacy 

in a negative way if the involvement does not empower teachers to make improvements 

that will ensure student success (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010). Teachers might express 

frustration toward parents because of their over-involvement in interactions and because 

of their perceived power (Domina, 2005; Lawson, 2003). This dissatisfaction has the 

potential to lead to other issues that might impact students’ academic and social success 

due to teachers’ sense of a lack of self-efficacy and lack of perceived administrative 

support for teacher autonomy.  

Self-efficacy is a prime motivator for behavior and reward (Watkiss, 2004). 

People who choose the teaching profession are motivated by various factors (Balyer & 

Özcan, 2014; Keçici, 2019). Making a change in a student’s life is one of the reasons 

teachers choose education as a career (Ciuciu & Robertson, 2019). Change may not 

always be executed as planned due to a variety of forces in and out of the school 

environment. The relationship between attempts to include parents in education and 
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student achievement may give insight into the effectiveness of family involvement 

(González & Jackson, 2013).  

Teachers’ Expectations 

Adult individuals spend most of their day at work; thus, the quality of the working 

environment is a significant consideration for teachers (Türkoğlu et al., 2017). Leadership 

at work has its own significance. According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), “there are five 

practices for exemplary leadership—model the way, inspire a shared vision, challenge the 

process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart” (pp. 12–13). A leader can enable 

others to act by facilitating trust and forming relationships. Effective leadership is 

measured by a list of factors such as credibility, level of providing social support, 

creating a spirit of community by celebrating values and victories, and inviting 

improvement in education. Lack of effective leadership in the school environment will 

cause educational quality to deteriorate (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). The better the leader 

(principal/teacher) can adapt to any behavior to balance and improve the student/parents’ 

relationship and learning experiences, the more successful the leader will be (Flood & 

Angelle, 2017; Ross & Cozzens, 2016). It is the school leader’s responsibility to support 

and maintain teachers’ high efficacy for the benefit of the educational organization and 

its students (Ross & Cozzens, 2016).  

One more aspect of the importance of school’s leadership is teacher attrition. 

Teachers’ self-efficacy might be influenced by the school’s leadership behavior, which 

will contribute to their decision to leave or stay in their work environment or even keep 

their profession in education (Jones & Watson, 2017). A few of the factors that affect 
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teacher attrition include classroom management and difficulties with carrying out the 

curriculum due to organizational problems (Mee & Haverback, 2014). 

Teachers’ feelings of satisfaction with their job influence their perception of their 

workplace as a positive environment and their belief they are providing tools for 

students’ academic success (You et al., 2015). Better educational results depend on a 

teacher’s self-efficacy standard (Battersby & Cave, 2014). Low efficacy standards may 

reduce the quality of the educational environment. The quality of the relationships in 

educational organizations between administration and teachers might affect teachers’ 

self-efficacy in a negative way (Türkoğlu et al., 2017). 

Frolova et al. (2019) explained that teachers’ expectations from parents and 

school administration to work as a team fade away in the process of conflict due to a lack 

of managerial mastery on the part of administrators to adequately handle parental 

involvement. Sometimes parents’ personal school experiences might affect their 

judgments, perceptions, and attitudes and shape their expectations toward teachers and 

school administrators (Yamamoto & Holloway, 2010). Perceived attitudes might lead to 

conflicts and negatively impact trust and cooperation between the two parties, which can 

lead teachers to feelings of burnout. Rumschlag (2017) stated teachers in Ohio are 

leaving the profession and searching for new professional paths due to a lack of 

motivation and emotional fatigue. Teachers feel burned out with low personal 

accomplishment and depersonalization. Rumschlag identified a majority of beginning 

teachers (79%) and experienced teachers (67%) fell in the low range for personal 

accomplishment. Rumschlag concluded various factors could cause burnout among 

teachers and argued it is the nation’s responsibility to form an educationally supportive 
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community that allows teachers to feel valued, supported in their accomplishments, 

connected, and energized so they can reach their full potential as educators. 

Statement of the Problem 

It is important to distinguish between parental involvement that impacts teacher’ 

self-efficacy and parental involvement that impacts teacher retention in a Jewish day 

school. Teachers and administrators in private Jewish day schools have a great 

responsibility to students and are guided by high expectations from students’ parents 

(Solomon, 2013). In Jewish schools, high educational expectations and social interactions 

contribute to student retention (Solomon, 2013). Parents’ interactions with teachers might 

impact the quality of children’s education in private Jewish day schools. Hence, the 

teacher’s role is significant to the quality of students’ performance (Wertheimer, 2010). 

According to Hyman (2003), the teacher’s responsibility in a Jewish day school is to help 

students acquire the necessary knowledge by coaching them in academic skills as well as 

proper moral, religious, and social behavior. The teacher’s goal is to establish educational 

meaning within each student regarding the material learned (Cash et al., 2012). Parents 

expect teachers to commit fully to their job and to take responsibility for children’s 

education by maximizing their social and academic achievements. Teachers should 

commit to this mission by establishing a positive communication system with parents 

(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). Some parents do not take responsibility for their 

part in the communication dyad and wrongly perceive teachers’ decisions with 

unprofessional judgment (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010). This judgment leads to complex 

feelings among teachers that might impact teachers’ self-efficacy and lead to attrition. 

Teachers are leaving Jewish days schools due to a lack of self-efficacy (Feiman-Nemser 
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et al., 2014; Solomon, 2013; Tamir & Raquel, 2011). According to Dor and Rucker-

Naidu (2012), teachers’ self-efficacy might be affected by tension, miscommunication 

with parents, and the detrimental perceived parental involvement regarding educational 

and professional resolutions made by teachers. Teachers’ self-efficacy is essential for 

improved quality of classroom processes such as academic support, classroom 

management, emotional support, students’ motivations and achievements, and teachers’ 

well-being. Well-being is associated with components of stress, attrition, retention, job 

satisfaction, and burnout (Zee & Koomen, 2016).   

Measurement and evaluation processes in education can also determine teachers’ 

self-efficacy and competence perceptions (Ezer & Ulukaya, 2018). According to Bandura 

(1986, 1990, 1993,1997), self-efficacy emphasizes the role of observational learning, 

social experience, and the possibility that one’s behavior may be conditioned using 

consequences in developing a personality. Dissatisfaction and devalued feelings among 

employees might be the causes for attrition (Calitz et al., 2014). The teaching 

environment can uplift and establish a solid ground for teachers’ sense of self-efficacy or 

lower it due to job stress, job satisfaction, students’ failures, disappointments, and 

negative perceptions (Klassen, 2010; Klassen et al., 2010). When students fail or when 

parents have negative perceptions of teachers’ adequacy in the classroom, and the 

environment does not support the teachers, teachers are affected and think twice whether 

to retain their jobs and be part of their work environment (Okeke & Mtyuda, 2017). 

Purpose of Study 

The first purpose of this case study was to understand the origins of perceived 

effects of parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school, to 
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understand how parental involvement may influence teachers’ self-efficacy, and to 

identify what constitutes the type of parental involvement that would affect teachers’ self-

efficacy. Within this first purpose, parental involvement was studied to ascertain how 

parental involvement was recognized, diagnosed, and altered at its early stages for the 

benefit of the teachers’ self-efficacy. The second purpose of this study was to ascertain 

whether teacher retention in a Jewish day school was affected by parent-teacher 

interactions. The goal was to understand how parental involvement could improve to 

prevent early attrition thoughts among teachers and to decrease the high occupational 

turnover in Jewish day schools for maintaining a stable school staff. The researcher’s 

goal was to provide the Jewish day school with the information they need for making 

informed and educated decisions about how the structure within the community between 

parents and teachers could help form the best school and learning environment; that is, 

why it is important to distinct between parental involvement that impacts teachers’ self-

efficacy and parental involvement that impacts teacher retention in a Jewish day school. 

Research Questions 

Three research questions were addressed in this study: 

RQ1. Based on teachers’ self-report, what is the perceived impact of parental 

involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school? 

RQ2. In a Jewish day school, what factors influence teacher retention? 

RQ3. According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish day school, how do 

parent-teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention? 
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Significance of Study 

This study is significant because it was conducted to evaluate the awareness of the 

relationship between parents and teachers for all stakeholders involved and to provide 

insight into teachers’ deeper decision-making processes for maintaining positive self-

efficacy while working and attending a Jewish day school. Findings from this study 

demonstrate how student outcomes are positively or negatively affected by teachers’ 

experiences in the school setting (Conroy et al., 2019; Guo et al., 2012; Herman et al., 

2018; Huber et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2017). The information gleaned in this study may 

help improve communication related to parental involvement to benefit all stakeholders. 

Findings also narrowed the effects and gaps of unprofessional perceptions between 

teachers and parents and encouraged a firm and positive partnership between the two 

entities. Improved teacher-parent relationships will encourage a positive reputation of the 

school among the Jewish community and stabilize the retention rates of teachers which, 

in return, will stabilize the retention rates of students. 

When schools, teachers, and the greater community establish a common ground 

based on mutual understanding, students’ academic development is enhanced (Epstein, 

2011). The model of overlapping spheres of influence (Epstein, 2011) explains the 

advantages of those shared responsibilities and their effects on each party. Epstein (2011) 

added that an understanding of the overlapping spheres will help schools, parents, and 

community establish and achieve mutual goals for students’ success in any educational 

environment. There is a lack of literature focused on teacher and parent self-efficacy and 

retention as it relates to teachers’ and parents’ decisions while working and attending 

Jewish day schools in the United States.  
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Definition of Terms 

Accountability in education. In education, accountability refers to all the 

stakeholders involved in education and is defined as a measurement of how much effort 

and deeds people are investing in any task for implementing specific goals (Ravitch, 

2010; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). 

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is the competence of an individual to cope with self-

censorious. It is the personal sustained confidence and self-attitude needed for one’s 

success. It results from various encounters that are required to produce one desired 

behavioral consequence. (Bandura, 1997; p.11-21). 

Jewish day school. A Jewish day school is a school affiliated with Judaism and 

the Jewish environment. There is religious diversity among Jewish day schools, 

represented by three main dominations: Orthodox, Reform, and Conservative. In addition 

to secular subjects such as English, math, Spanish, and science, the curriculum in a 

Jewish day school is based on the Tanach (Torah Neveem Ketuvim), Jewish values, 

customs, holidays, and the Hebrew language (Schick, 2014). 

Parent-teacher communications. Parent-teacher communications are comprised 

of the exchange of shared feedbacks, feelings, knowledge, and views about educational 

issues in school and the recognition of how they affect both parents and teachers 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Higgins & Cherrington, 2017; Ozmen et al., 2016). 

Parent-teacher interactions. Parent-teacher interactions defined by the need and 

quality of encounters between home and school. Concerns about the student/child are at 

the center of the interaction between the two entities. Interactions between parent and 

teacher are defined by key aspects as trust, mutuality, affiliation, support, shared values, 
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expectations, and beliefs about each other (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Thijs & Eilbracht, 

2012). 

Parental involvement. Parental involvement refers to ways of communication, 

collaboration, and interaction between parents and the school through participation and 

initiation of various activities on and off the school campus and for the benefit of students 

(Epstein, 2011). 

Responsibility in education. Responsibility in education is a concept of moral 

obligation and ability to complete an assignment given without a compromise in quality. 

Responsibility in education is the ability to act with decency and respect toward someone 

or something. It is a shared burden for all stakeholders to accomplish for achieving 

successful educational goals (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). 

School culture. According to Peterson and Deal (2002), “a school’s culture 

sharpens the focus of daily behavior and increases attention to what is important and 

valued” (p. 11). 

Teacher’s Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is an individual’s belief in the abilities of 

self to execute tasks or achieve a goal (Bandura, 1994). 

Student success. Student success is defined as accomplishment of academic and 

social achievements, expectations by parents, teachers, community, peers, and self-

perception. It is influenced directly by student classroom performance. Higher 

expectations are stipulations for success, whereas low expectations may lead to academic 

failure (Tinto, 2012). 

Student academic achievement. Student academic achievement is when students 

succeed to meet the expected grade level learning goals. The factors that influence 
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students’ academic achievement are the quality of the relationship between student and 

teacher, student and parents, students’ motivational attitude, acceptance by peers, and 

students’ self-efficacy (Tran, 2014; Wentzel et al., 2020; Zee et al., 2020). 

Teacher leadership. According to York-Barr and Duke (2004), teacher 

leadership occurs when teachers try to influence colleagues, classrooms, students, and 

processes in the school. 

Teacher retention. Teacher retention refers to the school’s efforts to sustain 

teachers in the same school from one year to the next through positive leadership support, 

emotional support, student achievement, and teacher well-being (Zee & Koomen, 2016). 

Theoretical Framework 

Two theoretical frameworks were applied to examine and understand the internal 

and external intertwined characteristics of the environment and the influential factors that 

exist in the relationship between parents and teachers. Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) 

ecological theory focuses on the social and environmental influences on human 

development. In this study the focus was on the social and environmental influences of 

teachers and parents in a Jewish day school. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory is based 

upon five environmental systems: microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, 

and chronosystem. The microsystem focuses on the individual’s immediate environment 

of interactions. The mesosystem includes the connections and relationships between the 

microsystem and the wider environment. The exosystem is composed of factors that 

indirectly influence an individual. The macrosystem is concerned with social and cultural 

values that have an influence on the individual, and the chronosystem focuses on the 
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environmental and social changes that occur over time and affect an individual’s life 

decisions (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

The second theoretical framework was Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) 

parental involvement theory. Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s model was used to examine 

and understand specific factors which are crucial in the process of parental involvement. 

The work of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler can be best understood by and connected to 

Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological theory. The central focus of Hoover-Dempsey and 

Sandler’s parental involvement model is understanding why parents feel the need to get 

involved with their children’s education through influential psychological components, 

which are considered to be the base of reasoning for involvement. In the involvement 

process, parental decision for involvement can be either implied or noticeably clear. 

Throughout their work, which was based on an extensive literature review, Hoover-

Dempsey and Sandler identified parental involvement is executed by choice. There are 

three factors believed to be the main influencers in parents’ decision to get involved in 

their children’s education: parents’ role of construction, parents’ sense of efficacy, and 

general invitations.  

Limitations 

Limitations in a study are possible weaknesses that are mostly out of the 

researcher’s control (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). This study had limitations.  

The first limitation was related to the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the unknown 

status of the operation of the school and changes in the Jewish day school’s structure, 

there was a possibility not to initiate face-to-face meetings with participants. Thus, 

utilizing an online meeting tool such as Zoom (https://zoom.us/) to facilitate gathering of 
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data overcame this limitation. The study sample included only twenty-eight out of thirty-

five teachers from the Jewish day school. The latter limited the statistical analysis results. 

Third, some teachers did not agree to participate out of concern of losing their positions. 

The researcher took all measures to protect participants’ privacy throughout the study. 

The researcher is a teacher who has been working in the Jewish day school for more than 

5 years. The researcher minimized bias by conducting the study and following acceptable 

norms and disciplines (Tuckman & Harper, 2012). The researcher had no control over the 

limitations of the study. 

Delimitations 

Delimitations are actions made by the researcher to limit the parameters of the 

study (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). This study was delimited to one Jewish day 

school in Southeast (SE) Texas. Participants were teachers who had worked and were still 

working in Jewish day schools for at least one year and more.  

Assumptions 

It was assumed participants would be honest in their responses, participants would 

be volunteers, and would not be coerced in any way to participate. The teacher’s role in a 

Jewish day school is vitally important for students’ retention and for their academic and 

social success. It was also assumed collective efficacy can be improved by policy 

changes or conduct of stakeholders. The measurement tools were assumed to be 

trustworthy, dependable, and valid instruments for capturing the perceptions of the 

participants appropriately and for addressing each research question posed (Golafshani, 

2003). Data analysis was assumed to be impartial.  
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Summary and Organization of the Study 

This study was conducted to examine teachers perceived parental involvement as 

an influential factor on teachers’ self- efficacy and retention in private Jewish day school. 

This study is assembled into five chapters. In Chapter I, the purpose, rationale, research 

questions, assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study were introduced. In 

Chapter II, a review of the literature will be presented to elaborate more about the 

evolution of the parent-teacher relationship in Jewish day schools. The methodology of 

this case study will be presented in Chapter III. The collected data from the survey and 

focus group provided critical information about teachers who have been and are teaching 

their first year or more in the Jewish day school in Southeast (SE) Texas. The findings 

from this case study will be presented in Chapter IV. Recommendations for practice and 

research and a conclusion to the study will be presented in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This review will include information about the core differences between types of 

schools. The chosen theoretical frameworks will be examined to understand the concepts 

of parental involvement, teacher self-efficacy, and parents within the context of the 

educational environment. The review will provide a historical background and current 

state of Jewish day schools in United States, offering insight into the relationships 

between all stakeholders in the Jewish day school environment. The social-environmental 

factors provided by Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological theory and the hidden reasons 

that motivate parental involvement as described by Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) 

jointly established a theoretical framework for examining and understanding the 

relationship between parents and teachers in a Jewish day school and the implications of 

this relationship on student success and implications for teachers’ self-efficacy and 

retention. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this mixed methods case study included 

Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological theory and parental involvement theory. Ecological 

theory posits that an individual is influenced not only by the individual’s personal 

attributes, but also by layers of social or ecological entities, such as family, friends, 

school, community, and the larger world. Parental involvement theory is concerned with 

the level of engagement parents have toward their children’s education within the school 

system. Both theories are explained to provide the reader with an understanding of how 

they were applied in this study. 
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Ecological Theory 

Bronfenbrenner (1979) developed the ecological theory. Neal and Neal (2013) 

described ecological theory as “nested” and “traditional” (p.723), since the theory is 

focused on the influences of specific natural social domains, which impact individuals’ 

evolution in a hierarchical manner. Neal and Neal argued the ecological theory can be 

shifted from its hierarchical structure and proceed toward or be arranged as a network of 

forces that impact the individual’s social development. Some researchers (Kilanowski, 

2017; Unger et al., 2013) specified the social component within the ecological theory 

should be fused into one model that focuses on human social development. 

Bronfenbrenner modified the focal point of the ecological theory over the years from an 

ecological perspective to a bioecological perspective. Bronfenbrenner theorized an 

individual’s attributes have great influences on the individual’s social development 

(Jaeger, 2016; O’Toole et al., 2014; Rosa & Tudge, 2013). On the other side, some 

scholars have critiqued Bronfenbrenner’s model. Christensen (2016) claimed that 

Bronfenbrenner’s model has deficiencies in perceiving the individual as a self-sufficient 

entity that can generate its course of action. Boulanger (2019) argued that 

Bronfenbrenner’s model at its core is unduly process oriented. In the 20th century, 

Bronfenbrenner made modifications to the ecology theory, and it evolved into the 

bioecological theory, neo-ecological theory (Navarro & Tudge, 2022). Though 

Bronfenbrenner’s models are the backbone for understanding the relationship and 

development of an individual within their organic social system, Bronfenbrenner’s 

models lack in each of the models’ levels some aspects to better understand the 

connections between all of them (Navarro & Tudge, 2022). In this study, the researcher 
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will remain focused on Bronfenbrenner’s original ecological framework. 

Bronfenbrenner (1979) defined development as a product of synergistic forces. 

Selected actions and responses are two-way processes that occur over time and are the 

basis of human development. Human development is also guided by the objects and 

symbols in one’s immediate environment. Bronfenbrenner developed an approach to 

explain how an individual is influenced by direct and indirect social relationships and the 

world. The world that surrounds an individual is explained by six different layers: 

individual level, microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Each of the levels will be used to describe the environment 

surrounding teachers and parents and how the environment impacts both groups’ 

perceptions and experiences regarding the school environment.  

The first level and the core of ecological theory is the individual (Bronfenbrenner, 

1979). Everyone is different. There are differences between the internal and external 

perceptions of everyone. These perceptions are based on physical, biological, and 

personality traits (Allik et al., 2010). According to Heijden et al. (2018), teachers 

perceive themselves as change agents in their educational environment. In contrast, there 

are cases where novice teachers’ self-identity evolved into negative self-perceptions and 

a lack of belief in themselves and their professional abilities (Izadinia, 2014). Likewise, 

at this level, parents’ self-perceptions are based on their belief systems and values, which 

inform their parental role as influential and meaningful (Respler-Herman et al., 2012).  

The microsystem is the smallest and most immediate environment where 

individuals spend most of their time. Relationships in this layer are described as directed 

between the individual and the individual’s first-hand social environment 
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(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The microsystem is the environment in which the individual has 

the most direct social contact with family, caregivers, co-workers, school friends, and 

teachers. The microsystem is the most influential layer of the ecological theory 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  

The mesosystem encompasses the interactions between the different elements of 

the individual’s microsystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Within the mesosystem, the 

relationships the individual has with family, school, church, workplace, or neighborhood 

are influential to the individual’s development. Indirect interactions between the different 

elements in this layer influence the individual’s development. A positive impact will 

occur on the individual’s development when all the elements are working together for the 

benefit of the individual. In contrast, a negative impact will occur on the individual’s 

development when all the elements are not working well together, but against each other 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

The exosystem is described as an outside layer that contains circumstances not 

controlled by the individual (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The impact of the circumstances 

will vary even though the individual is not involved as an active participant. Examples of 

the exosystem include the social systems of religion, politics, education, economics, and 

government (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

The macrosystem layer has to do with beliefs and values that guide the actions of 

the individual in all other systems (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The macrosystem is 

concerned with ways in which cultural influences affect the individual’s development. 

Such influences may include where the individual lives based on political values, cultural 

values, and other systemic beliefs. The determination whether the influences in this layer 
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are positive or negative depends on the specific environment in which the individual lives 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

The final system in Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological theory is defined more as 

a dimension than a layer. The chronosystem describes time as a relevant factor in regard 

to an individual’s development. The importance of different events in one’s life can be 

understood one way at a certain age and differently at another age. Historical events 

occurring in the culture might shape an individual’s development and social skills 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  

Parental Involvement Theory 

The core idea of the parents’ role is based on parents’ beliefs about their 

responsibility to guide, raise, and support their children academically and socially (Harris 

& Robinson, 2016). Hiatt-Michael (2010) defined parents’ involvement as a responsible 

and purposeful action that contributes to the educational process and children’s 

development. Cuthrell et al. (2010) emphasized the importance of recognizing and 

encouraging parental involvement in the school so parents will feel more supported. As 

parents feel more supported, they tend to increasingly become a part of an educational 

system that is beneficial for their children’s achievements (Jeynes, 2010; Park et al., 

2017). Whitaker and Hoover-Dempsey (2013) added another perspective to parents’ role 

gathered from an examination of parents’ role beliefs for involvement between two Title 

I schools. Whitaker and Hoover-Dempsey found school climate, school expectations, and 

students’ needs for parental interventions were the most dominant components that 

shaped parents’ decisions to get involved in their children’s school life. 

Many researchers (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Ezer & Ulukaya, 2018; Swanson, 2013) 
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examined the important factors of an individual’s self-efficacy and self-perception related 

to the individual’s environment. The premise behind parental involvement theory is how 

much effort parents are willing to invest in various challenging situations in their 

children’s academic environments, and how persistent they will be to overcome those 

challenges for the benefit of their children (Avnet et al., 2019; Cheung & Pomerantz, 

2012; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997).  

Parental involvement can be implemented in various ways (LaRocque et al., 

2011). Diverse parental involvement is defined by the individual personalities of parents. 

Parental involvement can be exhibited via volunteering at school, helping with homework 

assignments, being part of school activities, being a guest speaker, becoming a role model 

to students, or by participating in the decision-making processes in school in leadership 

roles (LaRocque et al., 2011). Parents can be involved in the home or within or around 

the school environment (Epstein, 2011; Harris & Robinson, 2016; Jeynes, 2010; Li & 

Fischer, 2017). According to Li and Fischer (2017), “school-based parental involvement 

refers to parents’ direct engagement with educators and school institutions as a way to 

monitor their children’s educational progress and foster a sense of community around the 

school” (p. 356). Home-based parental involvement was described by Galindo and 

Sheldon (2012) as shared activities of parents and their children outside of the school 

premises. Both researchers specified that the parents’ goal with those activities is to 

leverage their children’s skills and comprehension of educationally related manners. 

Parental involvement and parent-oriented motivation influence children’s 

academic success (Cheung & Pomerantz, 2012). Parent-oriented motivation occurs when 

children are motivated to succeed in school to satisfy their parents’ expectations. Parent-
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oriented motivation is a mechanistic form that controls children’s motivation and equips 

them with an academic context goal that promotes and benefits their achievements 

(Cheung & Pomerantz, 2012). When children perceive their parents’ involvement in their 

school life as a positive experience, they understand the importance of their own 

academic achievements and utilize their motivation to become better students (Cheung & 

Pomerantz, 2015). The main influence (educationally and physiologically), as perceived 

by children, is the power their parents employ over them (Cheung et al., 2016). 

According to Li and Fischer (2017) one-way parents demonstrate involvement, 

especially in disadvantaged neighborhoods is via parental networks as. A parental 

network is an informal way for parents to connect and be part of school activities in a 

system that consists not only of parents, but also teachers and school administrators. The 

stronger the parental network, the higher the possibility for parents to obtain information, 

form social connections and gain support to benefit students (Li & Fischer, 2017). 

Parental networks may be efficient at times when there is a need to negotiate school-

related problems (Li & Fischer, 2017). Parental involvement through a Parent-Teacher 

Organization (PTO) or Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) is a byproduct of a parental 

network. Volunteering for school events in a PTO or PTA has additional value for 

connecting students with new and enriching resources (Posey-Maddox, 2013). Harris and 

Robinson (2016) argued that conventional parental involvement such as participating in 

school activities or volunteering, etc., is not effectual, significant, or influential on 

children’s academic achievements. Furthermore, volunteering or participating in PTO 

meetings had minor impact on students’ reading achievement and none in math (Ho Sui-

Chu & Douglas Willms, 1996). Thus, Harris and Robinson developed a new approach to 



32 

 

explain parental involvement. Using the analogy of “stage setting” (p. 188), Harris and 

Robinson described parents’ role as creating an environment where students’ 

performance is enhanced. The quality of stage-setting parents create will determine their 

children’s academic success. 

Two parameters encompass the stage-setting framework (Harris & Robinson, 

2016). The first parameter is to teach children about the importance of education. The 

second parameter is to create and establish a space which allows for additional learning 

outside of the school setting. In their new framework, Harris and Robinson (2016) 

emphasized that parental involvement occurs by giving children experiences that will 

better shape their learning and will, in turn, leverage their academic success.  

In recent years, more researchers are grasping that school characteristics can 

anticipate parental involvement (Green et al., 2007). Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler 

(1995) developed a framework in which the core is parental involvement. Hoover-

Dempsey and Sandler’s work focused on the sources of motivational factors that drive 

parents to be involved. The original model was designed with five levels. Each level is 

influenced by different factors. Level One focuses on the basic reasons that drives and 

influenced parental involvement. Level Two focuses on parents’ choice to be involved in 

their student’s education. Parents engage in the school environment based on their skills, 

knowledge, available time, and encounters they may have with the teachers and 

administrators at their children’s school. Level Three states parental involvement 

includes representation, fortification, and decree as tools that impact children’s academic 

achievement. At Level Four, parental involvement is measured by parents’ proper 

involvement strategies and the compatibility between parents’ participation measures and 
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the school’s anticipation from this involvement. Level Five focuses on the children’s 

achievements due to learned expertise and self-awareness for being successful at school 

(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) conducted an in-depth examination of the 

reasons for parental involvement based on the first level of their 1995 model. The result 

of this investigation was a parental involvement framework based on three factors. The 

first factor is the evolvement of the parental role. The factor is based on how parents 

perceive their role as parents and their contribution to their children’s educational 

achievements. The second factor involves the parents’ belief system; parents believe by 

getting involved with their children’s education, they will influence and help their 

children reach greater academic success. Thus, parents’ sense of self-efficacy occurs 

when parents feel helping their children and getting involved in their children’s education 

has a significant, positive impact on their children’s educational achievements. The third 

factor is general invitations, which consist of options and demands for parental 

involvement. According to the model, parents should ask themselves if they are really 

needed and invited by all stakeholders to take part and participate or to get involved in 

their child’s education process in any way. This type of involvement can be understood 

as a formal or informal request by school staff, students, and administration (Hoover-

Dempsey & Sandler, 1997).  

Parental involvement is focused on the child’s physical, psychological, and 

academic well-being. Figure 1 provides the fusion between Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) 

ecological theory and Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) parental involvement 

theory is founded on the individual in the center of both theories—the child. The 
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evolving influence of parental involvement on the child’s development can be explained 

through Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system. 

Since the child is at the center, the child’s immediate interactions and 

relationships are defined in the microsystem. The quality of the relationship between a 

child and their parents greatly affects the child’s acquisition of values, knowledge, and 

social codes (Cheung & Pomerantz, 2012; Perriel, 2015). In the mesosystem level, the 

quality of the relationship between a child’s parents and the school is determined by the 

quantity of parental involvement interactions that affect the child’s academic success 

(Christianakis, 2011; Epstein, 2011; Perriel, 2015). One example for such interaction is 

homework. Parents have an opportunity to better understand what is happening in their 

child’s school when they help their child with homework (LaRocque et al., 2011). 

According to Epstein (2011), positive or negative parental involvement can influence the 

children’s academic accomplishments. Some students’ failure can be linked to a lack of 

parental involvement (Avnet et al., 2019). Parents invest economic resources and time in 

their children’s academic success (Posey-Maddox, 2013). 

In the macrosystem, parents’ beliefs and cultural values guide their parental 

involvement in their children’s education (Christianakis, 2011; Li & Fischer, 2017). The 

way parents choose to spend their economic resources and time has an enduring impact 

on children’s development, a function of the exosystem. Parents from high social 

economic levels have more opportunities to support their children’s social life because 

they have less concerns about their family’s financial survival. On the contrary, 

sometimes parents from high social economic levels spend less time with their children 

and more time at work (Christianakis, 2011; Robinson & Harris, 2014). The 



35 

 

chronosystem explains and highlight the influential role of environmental components of 

parental involvement on children’s growth and learning skills (Christianakis, 2011; 

Harris & Robinson, 2016). 

Figure 1 

Fusion Between Ecological Theory and Parental Involvement Theory  

 

Note. Made by L., Carasso, 2020. 

School Choice 

Early settlers in the 13 colonies attempted to form schools that were alike by 

providing children with a basic education, morals, and values (Collay, 2011). Education 

was executed mostly by parents and various community members. Students from lower 

classes were not afforded the privilege of academic education but instead acquired their 

skills through apprenticeships and religious education (Collay, 2011). Some say that the 
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starting point for the idea of “school choice” started over 50 years ago with the Brown v. 

Board of Education Supreme Court decision (López & Burciaga, 2014). In 1954 the U.S. 

Supreme Court regulation determined in the case of Brown v. Board of Education of 

Topeka, that separations of students based on ethnicity in public schools is unequal and 

against the core concept of the 14th amendment (López & Burciaga, 2014). The concept 

of school choice also appeared in the NCLB (2001). The goal of NCLB was to offer 

children the choice to attend alternative schools that would assist students in closing their 

educational gaps (Wang et al., 2014). Arguments regarding school choice evolved over 

the years among government officials, policy makers, and educators. The main core of 

the argument revolved around the specific definition of school choice (Carey, 2012). 

According to Wang et al. (2019), the definition of school choice means a variety of 

educational alternatives from early childhood through high school made available to any 

household. Rabovsky (2011) argued school choice is based on two criteria sets. The first 

is forming a decision about why to enter or exit a specific school and the second is 

assessing alternative school options as needed depending on circumstances (Rabovsky, 

2011). Reardon and Owens (2014) found that in the past decade income was the main 

cause for segregation among schools and regions. The latter might impact parents’ 

decision regarding their children’s school choice. According to Kimelberg and 

Billingham (2013), school choice is also influenced by parents’ attitudes and perceptions 

about racial segregation. The diversity of the chosen school population might be a factor 

in whether parents will enroll their children in that school. Kimelberg and Billingham 

(2013) mentioned that some parents are not willing to endanger their children’s academic 

future due to diversity issues. 

https://www.britannica.com/topic/Supreme-Court-of-the-United-States
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Supreme-Court-of-the-United-States
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Public School Options 

Currently, parents have choices for their children’s education. School choice 

“allows public funds to follow students to the schools that best fit their needs—whether 

that is to a public school, charter school, homeschool or any other learning environment 

parents choose for their kids” (EdChoice, 2020, para. 1). Parents can choose to send their 

children to public school within the defined boundaries of their local school district or 

they can send their children to a public school outside of their local school district 

boundaries. Lareau and Goyette (2014) argued that the place people choose to live is 

being dictated by their schooling options for their children and thus creates an inequality 

of social situations and differences between urban and suburban areas. On the other hand, 

Wang (2013) argued that housing location and value are based on the quality of test 

scores and the overall reputation of the academic region, not simply on one specific 

schooling environment. 

Another school choice offered by districts in the last 20 years is the magnet school 

(Betts et al., 2015). Magnet schools are public schools that provide a program with a 

specialized curriculum topic (e.g., STEM, language, performing arts). The aim of magnet 

schools is to attract students beyond their neighborhood zone to attend that particular 

school. The wide variety of students creates diversity within the school community 

(Raffel, 1998; Smrekar & Honey, 2015). Magnet schools were formed as a better 

schooling alternative for middle-class families in suburban areas. Since the 1970s, 

magnet schools have received federal support. Currently, magnet schools appear in every 

major city in America (Betts et al., 2015). According to Betts et al. (2015), there are two 

type of magnet schools: traditional magnet schools, which serve the school’s goal for 
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attaining a culturally mixed population, and destination magnet schools, which serve as 

an educational option for students outside of their schooling zones. Many magnet schools 

require certain criteria and/or talent tests for admission. Some districts use a lottery 

system as a tool for admitting students into magnet schools. Other districts assign a 

certain number of students who may be admitted from the neighborhoods they live in; 

some districts use both ways (Grooms & Williams, 2015). Regardless of the way students 

can get into a magnet program, the requirements help talented students thrive in a school 

that supports and develops their talent regardless of their race, gender, socioeconomic and 

ethnicity. Magnet schools also create inequality and unjustified situations for other 

students who are less talented or gifted in the school’s specialization. This situation might 

lead magnet schools to take advantage of public-school resources (Grooms & Williams, 

2015; Vopat, 2011). It is important to note that students’ and magnet schools’ 

achievements might vary and may be determined by the specially characterized programs 

and themes in each magnet school, or by the specialized teachers who are teaching and 

leading the programs in each magnet school (Wang et al., 2018). 

Charter schools are an additional option as a public-school choice. For more than 

three decades, charter schools have offered education to students in the United States. 

The reasons charter schools were formed include the guarantee for upgrading students’ 

accomplishments and the school’s status among other school systems (Gawlik, 2016). 

Charter schools offer parents a school that matches their children’s individual needs and 

establishes equality in acquiring education; any student, regardless of background, is 

entitled to enroll in a charter school (Cremata et al., 2013; Winters, 2012).  
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According to Gawlik (2016), charter schools evolved over the years in several 

phases. Charter schools were formed and based upon specialized syllabi that served 

children with various educational and behavioral problems and gradually progressed by 

the 21st century to schools that needed to justify their significance as an influential 

educational entity to effect district reform. District reform refers to the funding effects of 

the budget allocated between schools, money utilized for increasing marketing efforts for 

better communication with parents, and implementation of new educational programs. 

The goal of all the efforts is better enrollment in charter schools (Erickson et al., 2001). 

Charter school quality has improved dramatically over the years (Center of Education 

Reform (CER), 2017). According to the CER (2020), there are more than 7,000 charter 

schools in 44 states with an enrollment of more than 3 million children. These 

improvements occurred due to successful and strong charter school laws that vary 

between districts around the United States. Charter school are also supported by the 

National PTA (n.d.). The National PTA believes: 

No one educational program is best for all children. Public school personnel and 

parents must address the different ways that children learn and how public-school 

systems can provide the best education for all children. Furthermore, National 

PTA acknowledges public charter schools as one of many avenues to improving 

student achievement. National PTA supports public charter schools provided the 

authorizing bodies and schools reflect the positions and principles of National 

PTA in charters granted and implemented. (para. 4–5) 

Charter schools are publicly funded. Each state has individual funding policies for 

charter schools. In the state of Texas, charter schools are funded based on average daily 
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attendance (ADA; Texas Education Agency (TEA), n.d.-a). West et al. (2017) performed 

a nationwide poll among parents to try and understand parents’ perception of their 

children’s school by comparing charter, district, and private schools. According to West 

et al.’s analysis, parents were more satisfied with charter and private schools over district 

schools. This satisfaction was due to the low rate of behavioral problems and more 

considerable communication with school administration in charter and private schools. 

More autonomy was given to charter schools than public schools and, in return, charter 

schools are obligated to meet the accountability standards outlined in their charter 

regarding curriculum, financial resources, and high production expectations from their 

teachers (Gawlik, 2016).  

According to the NCES (2020), the institution that permitted the charter school’s 

existence determines if the charter school meets the institution’s educational standards; if 

not, the institution has the power to revoke the charter school’s existence. Parents, 

students, and teachers are content with their choice of attending and working in charter 

schools (Gawlik, 2016).  

Public schools have also received criticism. Although public schools are better 

funded, they still fail at teaching the core foundations of reading, writing, and math 

(Semuels, 2016; Stoker et al., 2018). Therefore, some parents decide they will oversee 

their children’s academic studies within the home environment. More than 65% of 

homeschool parents choose this educational option for their children to avoid the vast 

social concerns that might occur in other school forms; thus, they feel they are protecting 

their children from the values of the outside society, values that do not align with their 

worldview (Kunzman & Gaither, 2020). Some research demonstrated that homeschooling 
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parents are more accepting and open to the broader values of the society (Gaither, 2017; 

Kunzman & Gaither, 2013). The legality of homeschooling was approved during the last 

decade of the 20th century (Carlson, 2020; Hirsh, 2019). The demographic structure of 

homeschools has grown in the past decade quickly. More minorities families are 

preferring to homeschool their children as opposed to sending them to public school 

(Hirsh, 2019). According to the NCES (2019), 73% of the homeschooled children attend 

school at home full-time, while 27% are partially homeschooled. Seventy-nine percent of 

homeschooled children are defined as non-poor. In terms of ethnicity, 59% of 

homeschooled students are considered White (non-Hispanic), 8% are Black, 26% are 

Hispanic, 3% are Asian or Pacific Islander/non-Hispanic, and 4% are defined as other (p. 

6). 

Homeschool 

Homeschool is tailored by the student’s and family’s needs. Parents choose to 

homeschool for several reasons such as greater academic accomplishment, increased 

communication between parents and children regarding students’ academic achievement, 

and a safer physical environment (Ray, 2015). The leading educational instructors for 

homeschooled children are mothers (Kunzman & Gaither, 2020). Even though a mother’s 

decision to homeschool is not easy and sometimes mothers feel pressured in the new role, 

they still will justify the experience as positive and motivational (Neuman, 2019). Fathers 

in homeschooling families tend to support their wives since they recognize the pressure 

their wives are under because of their associated roles as educational instructors for their 

children (Vigilant et al., 2014).  
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According to Hirsh (2019) and Wang et al. (2019), since 1999, homeschooling 

has been a growing trend; though just 3% of students are homeschooled, homeschooling 

is a growing movement. Its implementation is based more on collaboration and fairness 

approaches between parents and school districts. Parents’ commitments for assessing 

their children’s academic achievements varies in each state (Hirsh, 2019). Technology 

and changing policies in each state have shifted the form of homeschooling from a 

traditional model taught only by parents or main caregivers to schooling (a) via online 

(educational means through social media, and local learning organizations); (b) 

homeschool cooperatives (leveraging educational curricular enrichment contents) in 

which the cooperative acts like a regular school and parents or paid specialists are the 

teachers (Anthony, 2015); (c) half days at home and half in a traditional schooling 

environment to allow students to participate in the district’s extracurricular activities; (d) 

homeschool assistance programs for providing flexible curriculum schedule 

collaboratively with the local school district; and (e) micro-schools, which are small, 

tailored schools based on homeschooling criteria with a minimum of 20 students (Hirsh, 

2019). 

Homeschooling is a chosen educational option for traditionally religious parents 

who believe the home environment is the best place for their children to attain religious 

and family values. In a homeschool setting, parents can create any educational curriculum 

they believe will best serve their children’s faith convictions and academic goals aligned 

with their religious truth (Kunzman, 2010). Each state has its own regulations, 

homeschooling unions, and specific laws regarding homeschooling (Carlson, 2020). The 

regulations in each state determine the criteria of the homeschooling curriculum and the 
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quality of training possessed by the adults who functions as teachers (Huseman, 2015). In 

some states, homeschooling parents are required to register with the state for the purpose 

of allowing the state to monitor and obtain vital educational information about the 

homeschooled students. In other states there is no obligation to keep any records 

(Carlson, 2020; Marks & Welsch, 2019). Kunzman and Gaither (2020) concluded there is 

no connection between children’s academic achievements and the number of years they 

participated in homeschooling (Kunzman & Gaither, 2020).  

A mixture of homeschooling and traditional school appeared in the last decade of 

the 20th century by Christian parents who wanted to find the balance between 

maintaining religious family life and developing academic knowledge for their children 

(University Model Schools International [UMSI], n.d.). The fusion between those two 

goals resulted in the creation of what is known today as the University Model School. 

University model schools are mostly private Christian entities. The vision of UMSI (n.d.) 

is to establish Christian values within students that will be passed on through generations 

to come. The goal is to help families establish, support, and develop their Christian 

agenda by having students attend traditional school a maximum of three days a week in. 

The balance of the week is spent at home. The idea is that students in a university model 

school can have more flexibility in their schedule and effectively be challenged in their 

learning efforts. According to UMSI (n.d.), university model schools help students 

prepare for the college way of learning. Logos Preparatory Academy is one example a 

university model school in the United States. The Academy offers schooling for children 

from elementary through high school in a Christian environment where students attend 
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school half of the week on campus and half of the week at home (Logos Preparatory 

Academy, 2020).  

Private School 

Many parents choose private school for their children’s education. From a 

historical perspective, private schooling is presumed to be a prestigious educational 

option that serves only those individuals who can afford it; hence, it operated as a 

differentiating educational environment for high socioeconomic status residents (Baltzell, 

1958). According to Cipollone and Weis (2013), parents select a private school for their 

children, but private schools also select targeted students for enrollment. The dual 

selection process is accomplished with formal and informal factors. The significance of 

education received in a private school setting highlights its importance to the field of 

education. Private school is an effective and competitive educational option to what some 

parents consider the failing public education system (Benveniste et al., 2003). Some 

parents’ perceptions about the quality of the private school and its ranking are the 

determining factors for choosing and enrolling their children in that particular school 

(Talancé, 2020). Proponents of the private school option argue private school has notable 

economic and professional advantages for students’ future life and may lead to the 

acquisition of top-rated job positions (Green et al., 2010).  

Few organizations offer support and services for private (independent) schools in 

the United States and overseas. Each private school selects the organization with which it 

chooses to affiliate. According to Broughman et al. (2019), during the academic year 

2017–2018, almost 33% of all U.S. private schools chose not to be affiliated with or a 

member of any private school association. Most private schools in the United States 
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choose to avoid and are not part of the standardized testing system required for public 

schools (Catt et al., 2019). Since different academic programs are taught in public and 

private schools, test scores might be contrastingly impacted between the type of school, 

which may influence private schools’ perceived quality (Catt et al., 2019). 

The National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS, 2019) is a nonprofit 

organization that provides services to 1,600 nonprofit K–12 private schools. According to 

NAIS, parents choose private schools for their children due a perceived belief of failing 

academic and learning environment expectations in the public-school system. Parents are 

concerned that public school academic environments do not ensure and fulfill their 

children’s emotional and intellectual potential. Some parents perceive public schools are 

not focused on turning children into well-grounded individuals and do not encourage 

students to develop their talents and accomplish their potential within the school 

curriculum (NAIS, 2019). Private schools constitute a viable educational option for 

parents who are concerned about the quality of education their children will receive. 

There are many types of private schools. Commonalities between types of private 

schools include independent operation, smaller school size, and self-funding (Cipollone 

& Weis, 2013). A main difference between types of private schools is the entity that 

oversees the school; some schools are not affiliated with any type of organization while 

others are characterized by and affiliated with a religious body (Cipollone & Weis, 2013). 

During the 2017–2018 school year, 33.4% of all U.S. private schools were Christian 

schools, 9.2% of private schools were defined as affiliated schools, which means that 

they were associated with some kind of religious entity, 23.8% were defined as 

unaffiliated private schools, which means “schools that have a religious orientation or 
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purpose, but are not classified as conservative Christian or affiliated”(p. 37), and 33.6% 

were defined as nonsectarian schools, which are schools that do not have a religious 

agenda and are categorized by a specific educational program such as Montessori or 

special education (Broughman et al., 2019). ). The religious orientation of private schools 

during the 2017–2018 school year included Christian (93%), Jewish (4.5%), Islamic 

(1.2%), and other (1.3%). (Broughman et al., 2019). 

Almost 62% of the private schools in the United States in 2017–2018 were 

elementary schools, while 10% were secondary and 29% were combined elementary and 

secondary schools (Broughman et al., 2019). Each private school program has different 

criteria, rules, and funding sources. During the 2017–2018 school year, almost 70% of 

elementary and secondary private schools’ program emphasis was defined as regular. The 

definition for regular school is a school without any particular educational agenda and/or 

specialization. Nine percent of private schools emphasized Montessori (Broughman et al., 

2019). Montessori is an educational method developed by Maria Montessori and was 

founded on the idea that children’s curiosity for learning should not be limited by age 

(Ahlquist & Gynther, 2020). Montessori also encourages children to develop and attain 

new knowledge by themselves (Ahlquist & Gynther, 2020). 

During the 2017–2018 academic year, 7% of private schools emphasized 

alternative programs (Broughman et al., 2019). Alternative educational programs are 

defined as unconventional education. According to Broughman et al. (2019), 6% of 

private schools focused only on early childhood programs for Pre-K and kindergarten. 

Eight percent had programs emphasizing special education (special education programs 

or schools designated for children with academic, emotional, physical, and psychological 
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problems) or vocational education that emphasized teaching students’ various skills as 

preparation for working in any technical or other jobs. In 2017, 22% of private schools in 

the United States were in Northeast, 24.4% in the Midwest, 34.8% in the south, and 

18.8% in the West (Broughman et al., 2019). 

Class size is one more influential difference between public and private schools. 

The determined class size in either school environment is subject to various processes 

within each school. Smaller classes are less disruptive and more educationally productive 

(Dills & Mulholland, 2010). According to Dills and Mulholland (2010), in private 

schools, class size and composition is decided by administrators and enrollment, whereas 

in public schools, class size is based on state regulations. For example, in Texas, class 

size in public schools is limited to 22 students from Grades K–4, whereas from fifth 

grade and up there is no specific limitation for class size (TEA, n.d.-b).  

An additional difference between private schools and public schools is the 

established school climate. Researcher have examined school climate since the beginning 

of the 20th century (Thapa et al., 2013). Hunt (2010) referred to school climate as: 

“intangibles that can affect the feelings an attitude of the students, teachers, staff and 

parents. It is the way people feel about being in school” (p. 786). There are five main 

pillars that represent a healthy, positive, and productive school climate. The first pillar is 

a physically safe environment that contributes to the confidence in and sense of 

belonging to the school; safety includes not only physical safety but a sense of 

psychological safety as well. The second pillar is that school is a place where students 

can share their feelings without fear or hesitation (Swearer et al., 2010). The third pillar 

consists of meaningful social relationships within the educational environment among all 
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stakeholders. The fourth pillar is a supportive emotional environment for all stakeholders, 

and the fifth pillar is an academic environment that pushes for thriving, success, and self-

fulfillment (Coelho et al., 2020; Gray et al., 2017; Hunt, 2010; Wang & Degol, 2016). 

Van Eck et al. (2017) claimed that negative school climate might increase 

students’ absences and dropout rates from school. The academic school climate is subject 

to the effect of school leaders’ attempts to establish and inspire school morale and the 

type of channels leaders form within the school and community for better 

communication. According to Green (2010), the principal’s leadership is an important 

influential factor for the school’s success. The principal’s leadership impacts the school’s 

culture, climate, teacher collaboration, professional development, policies, and 

procedures (Louis et al., 2010). Green outlined 13 core competencies principals should 

possess that influence the school climate: professionalism, curriculum and instruction, 

diversity, collaboration, assessment, unity of purpose, learning community, reflection, 

visionary leadership, organizational management, inquiry, instructional leadership, and 

professional development. Ross and Cozzens (2016) examined whether there are 

relationships between teachers’ perceptions of school leaders and Green’s 13 core 

competencies and which, if any, of the competencies is most significant to affect a 

positive school environment. Ross and Cozzens concluded that perceptions can be critical 

factors to the success of the school, and even though perceptions do not reflect reality, 

they are essential for regularly measuring workplace climate conditions. 

Much research supports perception as a measurement of school climate; 

researchers (Guo, 2012; Thapa et al., 2013) demonstrated that teachers’ perceptions and 

sense of belonging contribute to their positive self-esteem, which directly influence the 
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school climate and school culture. The academic school climate is subject to the effects 

of (a) school leadership (Hopson & Lee, 2011), (b) teachers’/students’ mutual 

expectations (Hopson & Lee, 2011), (c) professional tools (Wang & Degol, 2016), and 

(d) school location (Hong & Eamon, 2012). According to Hopson and Lee (2011), school 

climate is dependent on how school leaders establish and inspire school morale, and what 

type of channels they form within the school and community for better communication. 

The ways in which teachers endorse students’ success are an indicator of the expectations 

teachers and students have related to their goals and moral values The quality and types 

of connections between students and teachers (i.e., respect, trust, care levels) serve as a 

base for positive and negative communication (Hopson & Lee, 2011).  

The professional tools given to educators help evolve, develop, and solidify 

teachers’ satisfaction in their schooling environment (Wang & Degol, 2016). Professional 

tools can be acquired through practical experience, expertise, and the development of 

skills to deal with disciplinary issues that overshadow the school’s academic and social 

climate (Cohen & Freiberg, 2013; Hurford et al., 2010). Finally, according to Hong and 

Eamon (2012), schools that are in neighborhoods that are presumed to be unsafe are also 

perceived as being unsafe environments. Students who attend such schools might fear to 

be at school and that fear might have a direct negative impact on the school. Likewise, 

the negative environment of the school may lead students to feel unsafe. Students who 

live in presumably safer neighborhoods and their safety is kept coming and leaving 

schools perceive a positive school climate and this perception affects students’ academic 

achievements (Milam et al., 2010). 
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The quality of the educational environment’s climate is shaped not only by the 

students and leaders but also by its teachers’ perceptions (Gray et al., 2017). When 

teachers feel unsupported and unappreciated professionally by parents, students, and 

school leadership, or when they believe they are being misguided or experience a lack of 

independence during their daily work, teachers may develop detrimental perceptions 

about their work environment. These perceptions may be fed by felt pressure to balance 

family and work obligations, burnout, and the teacher’s personal mental health (Skaalvik 

& Skaalvik, 2014). Teachers’ mental health might influence their classroom management 

skills and professional decisions when evaluating students’ accomplishments (Mojsa-

Kaja et al., 2015). Teachers’ constructive perceptions about the climate within their 

schooling environment contribute to the success of the school and its students. Teachers’ 

perceptions are formed by feeling productive, needed, and being part of the educational 

process (Collie et al., 2011). 

Jewish Education and Schooling 

The Jewish religion, culture, and tradition is over 4,000 years old (Diner, 1999). 

Jewish culture and tradition are influenced and shaped by historical events. One of the 

core educational values in Judaism is midor le-dor מדור לדור, which was mentioned first 

in the Old Testament in Exodus 17:16. Mi-dor le-dor means teaching and passing values, 

traditions, culture, and the religion from one generation to the next. Greenstone (1915) 

noted midor le-dor means “the instinct of self-preservation, so highly developed in the 

Jewish people, which asserted itself in the lives of our forefathers and received more or 

less adequate attention in private endeavor as well as in communal action” (p. 90). 
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From the first Jewish community established in 1654 in New Amsterdam, which 

was later named New York, until today, Jewish families believe Jewish schooling is a 

crucial part of getting children ready for living within the society (Sachar, 1993). At first, 

Jewish children mainly acquired knowledge of Judaism and their immediate Jewish 

culture from family and community members (Pomson & Deitcher, 2009). The emphasis 

changed when Jewish people and their children became scattered across the United States 

in different communities where they were exposed to and absorbed the new 

environment’s way of life. Jewish parents were challenged to preserve their children’s 

Jewish identity and Judaism in those new environments (Greenstone, 1915). 

At the end of the 19th century, many communities realized that a change must be 

implemented, and new ways of learning must be adopted (Kaplan & Cronson, 1910). In 

1895 the Jewish Chautauqua Society was founded. Its main purpose was to prepare the 

community for more effective religious Jewish education. The first change was an 

understanding of the need to hire paid teachers and not volunteers from the community 

(Honor, 1952). The organized professional Jewish educational system evolved in 1923 

led by the Union of American Hebrew Congregations (Honor, 1952). A formalized 

education system was needed since most of the Jewish schools in existence were 

affiliated with synagogues (Edidin, 1947). Once the system was established, a committee 

was formed to examine how Jewish schooling could be improved utilizing better 

programs, curriculum, textbooks, and trained teachers (Gamoran, 1925). The first self-

supported Jewish day school was established in 1848 in Philadelphia (Greenstone, 1915). 

The developing Jewish school system was implemented gradually with many 

hesitations by Jewish communities all over the United States. Some parents did not want 
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their children to study in parochial Jewish schools; they wanted their children to get the 

same education as all other students in the United States (Edidin, 1947). Consequently, 

Jewish children were sent to public school to maintain their secular education. Parents 

hired private Jewish teachers for maintaining their children’s religious knowledge and 

education (Greenstone, 1915). Every large Jewish community was characterized by 

having two types of Jewish schools: Sunday school and Day school (Greenstone, 1915). 

Some scholars claim Sunday school started as an extended Jewish educational option to 

the Cheder. Cheder, in its literal meaning in Hebrew is a room. The Cheder was 

considered a small school where most religious studies of the Torah were taught by 

rabbinical figures within Jewish communities in many parts of the world, especially in 

Europe (Richman, 1900). When Jews arrived in America, they were exposed to a new 

civilization and wider secular education. The trend was tempting for the new Jewish 

immigrants; thus, more parents wanted stronger curriculum that incorporated more 

educational options in addition to the type of education they were used to in other parts of 

the world. The trend of allowing Jewish children to attend and learn in bigger Jewish 

schools started. Schools were congregational. Congregational schools in America were 

operated and supported financially by their members. There were those students who 

were not members and could not afford to attend fully, so in order to support their desire 

of learning more of the old scriptures, in 1818 Rebecca Gratz decided to informally 

establish a Hebrew school setting at her home. The first Sunday school was opened in 

1838. It operated only on Sundays and allowed any member to join free of charge. The 

Sunday schools soon appeared in many congregations throughout the United States to 

accommodate Jewish children who were educated in the public-school system. Sunday 
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school provided the connection between religious content, values, and tradition and the 

formation of identity among Jewish children in America (Richman, 1900). Currently, 

Sunday schools are still part of many congregational schools around America, but they 

are supported financially by the families of the students. Sunday schools operate on 

Sundays and one day in the afternoon during the week. The curriculum focuses on 

Hebrew language and religious curriculum, so they are known as Hebrew schools 

(Krasner, 2018). 

As opposed to Sunday school, Jewish day schools operate daily, five days a week. 

The shortage of trained teachers in Jewish communities was a setback for Jewish schools 

to operate in the United States, thus Hebrew colleges were developed to train Jewish 

teachers (Edidin, 1947). Jewish day schools provide a dual educational program of 

general and Jewish studies from toddlers t through 12th grade (Pomson, 2002). According 

to Besser (2020), in the school year 2018–2019, close to 300,000 students from 

elementary, middle, and high schools attended Jewish day schools in North America. In 

the last 10 years, there was an increase of almost 13% in the number of Jewish day 

schools in the United States (Besser, 2020). 

The condition of Jewish education in the United States during the 19th and 20th 

centuries included many defects. For example, teachers were mainly volunteering and 

education was based on mechanistic components of reciting religious scriptures from the 

Tanach by reading and translating every word (Honor, 1952; Kaplan & Cronson, 1910). 

Since most of the students were immigrants who were used to this way of learning, it was 

hard to change the system. The harmful impact of the educational system leveraged the 

realization that major changes were needed for improvement. Attendees of the Jewish 
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Congress at the World Parliament of Religions of the Columbia World Exposition in 

1893 heard the concerns as a wake-up call to action. Rabbi Henry Berkowitz emphasized 

the improvements in the system would only occur through the influence of guiding 

teachers. In 1897, Berkowitz organized the first teacher in-service professional 

development to guide teachers on how to improve their work in religious schools (Honor, 

1952). In the 1910s, the Union of American Hebrew congregations developed a new 

curriculum, books, and trained teacher programs. The curriculum focused not only on 

religious content from the Tanach, but also included more themes from Judaism and 

Jewish life. Books were produced that added important contributions from Jewish-

American communities. Special seminary schools were formed to help teachers acquire 

more tools for improving their teaching methods (Honor, 1952). 

Jewish education in America is essentially a process in social adjustment and 

cultural self-preservation that bears both an American and a Jewish aspect. In its 

American aspect, Jewish education seeks the harmonious integration of the Jew, whether 

as an individual or as a group, into the social pattern and cultural life of America. In its 

Jewish aspect, Jewish education aims at cultural self-preservation of the group and 

enrichment of personality in the individual (Chipkin, 1937).  

During the last half of the 20th century, American Jews were willing to leave the 

public educational system simply because they did not believe their children being away 

and detached from their religious identity was in their children’s best interest (Hertzberg, 

1979; Kelman & Bordelon, 2018). The content and curriculum taught in a Jewish day 

school are the pillars of its success. The latter was compared to seed planting of heritage 

and Jewish conviction for future generations (Hertzberg, 1979). Currently, the main 
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influential role of the Jewish day school is to be the responsible source for the spiritual, 

psychological, self-confidence and self-esteem building, and social skills development of 

Jewish children. For these reasons, Jewish day schools are perceived as the primary 

source of informal Jewish education (Pomson & Deitcher, 2009). 

At the beginning of the 21st century there was a greater than 50% growth in 

enrollment among Jewish day schools worldwide compared to the enrollment of the last 

two decades of the 20th century (Pomson & Deitcher, 2009). Increasing anti-Semitism in 

some parts of the world prompted Jewish leaders in the 20th century to recognize the 

great need of Jewish day school education. This vision had to be balanced between the 

political arena and Jewish education. On one hand, it should not offend the public-school 

system, and on the other, be dedicated to preserve Jewish ethnicity and culture. Jewish 

leaders used their financial resources to effect change within the Jewish day school 

environment (Bechhofer, 2004). This decision led to an economic politicization of Jewish 

education (Kelman & Bordelon, 2018). In the middle 20th century, an integration 

approach was considered by the Jewish community that included a vision of integration 

between Jewish and secular subjects (Kelman & Bordelon, 2018). The advocators for this 

approach emphasized the importance of “raising a generation of Jews who will be loyal 

to the democratic way of life” (Kelman & Bordelon, 2018, p. 60). Some opponents 

defined this approach as a civic problem since it was difficult for Jews to merge their way 

of life with new ideals because, in their perception, the Jewish way of life is superior 

(Kelman & Bordelon, 2018). Synagogue schools were formed because of the vision. 

Jewish students fulfilled their civic duty by learning about civic life alongside excessive 

Jewish instruction (Kelman & Bordelon, 2018). 
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The Jewish day school environment has its own uniqueness. According to 

Pomson (2005), the origins of satisfaction and frustration for teachers working in Jewish 

day schools can be recognized by four main scopes: collegiality, culture, language, and 

the bond between family and school life. Jewish day schools recruit parents to work as 

teachers. This practice can create a dual influential situation since parents influence the 

school’s characteristics and the school culture might influence parents’ roles within the 

school. The Hebrew language has a profound role in Jewish schooling, and it is 

considered as a great motivational influential factor on teachers and students (Pomson, 

2005). Braver (1969) asserted that Jewish education in the United States is a byproduct of 

an individual Jewish affiliation: Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform. Usually, Orthodox 

day school maintains more strict Jewish doctrines. The leaders of the school follow a 

rabbinic ordinance. Some Orthodox day schools can maintain education only for females, 

males or mix sexes (Bloom, 2010). Conservative day schools maintain and keep the 

doctrine of United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism Commission in Jewish 

Education. Many schools of Conservative day schools were connected to the Solomon 

Schechter Day School Association. Reform day school maintain the Union for Reform 

Judaism doctrine (Bloom, 2010). Solomon Schechter doctrine was considered as one of 

the Jewish conservative symbols in Jewish schooling history. The doctrine is named after 

Solomon Schechter who was born in the middle of the 19th century. Schechter founded 

the Theological Seminary of America; its values attracted Jews who wanted to maintain 

their Jewish tradition but without the strict lifestyle of orthodoxy (Novak, 1977). Since 

2010, enrollment in Jewish conservative schools that follow the Solomon Schechter 

educational agenda has decreased. The agenda includes a half-day learning Hebrew and a 
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half-day of religious studies (Besser, 2020). More conservative schools disconnected 

themselves from the Solomon Schechter ideology while retaining their conservative 

affiliation; the schools changed their educational affiliation in alignment with other 

Jewish movements and organization (Besser, 2020). The Reform Judaism movement 

“differs from the other streams of Judaism in its view of the Torah’s authority, its 

approach to legal reasoning, its strategies for promoting Judaism, and its view of the 

world” (Kaplan, 2003, p. 28). Thus, Reform Jews practice Judaism through rationality 

(Kaplan, 2003). Each affiliation’s motivation to maintain and deepen the Jewish 

education varies from intensive all Jewish education (Orthodox) to less motivation and 

basic Jewish education (Reform). 

Jewish education is important because it contains a Jewish syllabus, religious 

content, values, morals, Hebrew language, and the connection to the state of Israel 

(Lewis, 2014). Parents choose Jewish schools as primary schools for their children 

because of the schools’ Jewish vision and mission, prestige, and ranking. According to 

Levisohn and Kress (2018) and Chipkin (1937), Jewish education is the reflection of the 

Jewish community’s way of life since the community adds important value and purpose 

to Jewish education. Being part of the Jewish community is one of the top reasons’ 

parents choose Jewish schools, not just because of the Jewish education, but also because 

the school helps their children form social relationships with other Jewish children to 

maintain their Jewish identity (Lewis, 2014; Miller et al., 2016). Jewish education is not 

just value religious content, but also includes secular content (Rebhun, 2011). 

At the beginning of the 20th century, Jewish teachers were required to have a 

strong faith and deep connection to Jewish values and the Jewish people. Second, 
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teachers were to be knowledgeable of Jewish literature. Third, teachers should be fully 

able to speak, read, and write the Hebrew language (Greenstone, 1915). At the beginning 

of the 21st century, general teachers in Jewish schools must be certified and licensed to 

teach whereas not all the Jewish educators who teach Judaic and Hebrew are trained and 

licensed to work as teachers (Greene, 2008). According to Novik (2014), teachers who 

teach in Jewish schools must aim their teaching agenda for enhancing the spiritual 

development of their students; therefore, teachers must be Jewish. This requirement 

depends on the Jewish school’s religious affiliation; general studies teachers can be non-

Jewish. Tamir and Lesik (2013) examined the profiles of modern Jewish day 

schoolteachers and found two main opposing characteristics: involved and uninvolved. 

Teachers were categorized as either very involved and supported by the administration, 

or as uninvolved, simply doing their job without good support. Retention of Jewish day 

schoolteachers depends on self-driven teaching characteristics, quality of security, being 

embraced by school administration and community, and salary (Tamir & Lesik, 2013). In 

2008, a joint research project conducted by the Jewish Education Service of North 

America’s (JESNA) Berman Center for Research and Evaluation in Jewish Education 

and JESNA’s Learnings & Consultation Center (Kress & Ben-Avie, 2006) focused on the 

characteristics of educators in Jewish schools. A total of 386 Jewish day schools 

participated. According to Kress and Ben-Avie (2006), over 75% of the teachers were 

females. Women held administration and/or educator positions. Almost 45% of the 

Jewish educators in Jewish day schools were 50 years old and older. Eighty-five percent 

of the educators in the Jewish day schools grew up in the United States. Above 80% of 

Jewish educators held either bachelor’s or master’s degrees but lacked any state teaching 
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certificate. Thirty-four percent of the Jewish educators in Jewish days schools had 

worked 11 years or more at the same school. The average salary of a Jewish day school 

educators was between $40,000–$70,000. Almost 70% of Jewish day school educators 

were entitled to retirement plans and health insurance benefits (Kress & Ben-Avie, 2006). 

According to Kress and Ben-Avie (2006), the motivational factors that ignited 

Jewish day school educators to work at their current schools varied. Teachers cited prior 

personal successful self-experience from Jewish education as students that impacted their 

decisions to become educators. Other motivations included self-motivated students, the 

convenience of working in a school that represented their Jewish way of life, providing a 

benefit to the community, and an opportunity to get closer to self-religious identity. 

Nearly 80% of Jewish day school educators were satisfied with their work due to a belief 

they had made the right career choice; teachers planned to serve as a Jewish educator for 

the rest of their professional life. The main parameters that influenced Jewish day school 

educators to stay in their job were the work-life balance it created, feeling supported by 

their administration, and the salary, which for some was their main source of income. In 

contrast, the younger generation of Jewish day schoolteachers saw their work as a 

crossing bridge to other career opportunities (Kress & Ben-Avie, 2006). Professional 

working conditions of teachers in Jewish day schools are convenient, flexible, and 

enriched with professional development opportunities (Feiman-Nemser, 2014). 

According to Feiman-Nemser (2014),  

We know that teachers make a difference in the quality of Jewish education, and 

we have some evidence that serious teacher preparation and induction make a 
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difference in the quality of teaching and the retention of teachers in Jewish 

education. (p. 251) 

Jewish Schools in Southeast (SE) Texas 

In the United States “Jewish identity—both religious and ethnic—of individuals 

self-defining as Orthodox, Conservative, Reform/Reconstructionist, and just Jewish vary 

according to the denominational composition of their community” (Sheskin & Hartman, 

2015, p. 218). Currently, there are various Jewish private day school options that vary by 

their Jewish affiliation, size, and academic years located throughout the South-central 

United States (Private School Review, n.d.). From 1998 until 2018 there was a 25% 

increase in student enrollment to Jewish private schools in the region (Besser, 2020). 

According to Pomson (2011), there are no known reasons for student enrollment 

increases or attrition from Jewish day schools. 

Jewish communities have formed all over the South-central United States since 

the 18th century; Jewish families first arrived in Texas at the beginning of the 18th 

century. The majority of Jews arriving in Texas were Reformed Jews. Over the years, 

Orthodox and more traditional congregations appeared. Communities and synagogues 

were established in many cities throughout the South-central United States, but as the 

world developed and more occupational opportunities opened in big cities, more Jews left 

small towns and moved to the big cities (Roseman, 2007). 

One Jewish school located in the region has been serving the families in the 

community for more than 70 years. One of the congregation’s rabbis opened the school 

as a preschool and added classes in the elementary grades as the children grew older. 

Since its opening, more than 2,000 students have graduated from this Jewish day school. 
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The school is characterized by its small classrooms’ sizes, student leadership 

opportunities, and a strong foundation of Jewish values. Jewish families make up 95% of 

the school’s community; however, the school also opens its doors to welcome all families 

who believe in the school’s mission, which is dedicated to academic excellence, Jewish 

teachings, and the continuity of Jewish values (Maas, 1989). 

Another Jewish day school in the region has served families in the community for 

more than 50 years. The school was established for families in the community who 

understood and cherished the significance of Jewish education. The congregation’s rabbis 

first opened the facility as an elementary school and eventually added early childhood 

and high school programs as well. The school offers small classroom sizes, Jewish 

traditions, morale, and values that are the core of the extensive Judaic studies curriculum. 

Jewish families make up 100% of the school’s community (Maas, 1989). 

A third school has served families in the community for more than 30 years. The 

school is part of the oldest congregation in Southeast (SE) Texas. Jewish families make 

up to 70% of the school’s community. The school offers small classroom sizes and an 

integrated secular and Judaic studies program. It is important to mention that in the past 

few years, parents from non-Jewish families have chosen to provide their children Jewish 

education and expose them to a different culture and tradition (Pine, 2012). 

A fourth school has served families in the community for the past 15 years. The 

school’s goal is to educate children by the Torah values. The school offers small 

classroom sizes for students in Grades K–12. The school focuses on Judaic and secular 

studies with an emphasis on the Hebrew language. 
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Finally, in the Southeast (SE) Texas area, there is a school that has served families 

within and outside of the community for more than 20 years. The school provides 

education for Grades 6–12. The school offers an extensive secular program with a 

progressive and pluralistic Judaism program. Parents in a Jewish school expect teachers 

to commit fully to their job and to take responsibility for children’s education by 

maximizing their social and academic achievements. Teachers should commit to this 

mission by establishing a positive communication system with parents (Hoover-Dempsey 

& Sandler, 1997). 

Parent-Teacher Communication 

In its basic definition, “the term ‘communication’ [was] derived from the Latin 

‘communis,’ that means ‘common’. Thus, ‘to communicate’ means ‘to make common’ or 

‘to make known’, ‘to share,’ and includes verbal, non-verbal and electronic means of 

human interaction” (Velentzas & Broni, 2014, p. 117). Schandorf (2019) examined the 

definition of communication as a multilevel process. According to Schandorf, 

communication is not just using the obvious use of speech language and words between 

people but is a process for conveying messages between people by actions and/or 

gestures.  

Communication is a critical component in any organization (Solaja et al., 2016), 

especially in schools, for forming a firm community structure (Epstein, 2011; Laho, 

2019). Trust is an important factor in the communication process to build a relationship 

between the parents and the school (Santiago et al., 2016). Trust is a developed value 

between two entities that at its core is truthfulness; trust measures the level of belief a 
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person has in an individual or procedures (Grierson, 2018; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). 

There is a strong relationship between communication and trust (Zeffane et al., 2011). 

Positive communication can leverage and stimulate efficacy, whereas without it 

the influence might impact the collective morale in any organization (Galindo & Sheldon, 

2012; Solaja et al., 2016). The type of parental involvement and communication within 

the school helps define parent-teacher relationship (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1992, 1995, 

2004, 2005, 2010). The parental involvement model provides explanations regarding the 

parental involvement process and the communication patterns formed within the school 

related to parental involvement (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). Parents’ motivation 

level to engage with their children’s school is overpowered by a few factors such as 

parents’ personal experiences, aspirations, and perceptions of the educational 

environment they choose for their children (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997). 

Positive and transparent communication and cooperation between teachers and 

parents is advantageous and can be leveraged for students’ achievements; it encourages 

parents to assist their children to be more productive academically and socially (Kraft & 

Rogers, 2015; Xu et al., 2010). Teachers who communicate often with parents by texting, 

calling, or emailing have direct influences on children’s behavioral conduct in class and 

their academic scores (Kosaretskii & Chernyshova, 2013; Kraft & Dougherty, 2013). 

When teachers listen to parents’ concerns and pleas regarding their children’s academic 

and social status, and when teachers provide immediate feedback, they create specify 

productive communication channels with parents that help sustain children’s learning 

process and strengthen the role of parents in their children’s education (Whitaker & 

Hoover-Dempsey, 2013). 
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Miscommunication can occur when parents’ involvement and role are interpreted 

differently by both teachers and parents (Young et al., 2013). Another factor that might 

contribute to miscommunication between parents and teachers is a deficiency in 

parenting skills (Young et al., 2013). Positive and productive communication between 

parents and teachers is the ultimate goal but there are many factors that might have 

detrimental contribution effects preventing communication from happening such as a lack 

of school resources, the quantity of professional tools and guidance given to teachers to 

perform their job, teachers’ awareness deficiency regarding parents’ expectations from 

them, and the condition of the physical surroundings teachers are working in (Conus & 

Fahrni, 2019; Ozmen et al., 2016). 

There are various ways teachers can communicate with parents such as phone 

calls, email, meetings, agenda books, websites, and family visits (Sylaj & Sylaj, 2020). 

Regardless of what means of communication is chosen, the exchanged messages and 

their content between teachers and parents must be precise and clear; otherwise, it might 

lead to confusion and miscommunication (Sylaj & Sylaj, 2020). One way to prevent poor 

communication is by establishing clear expectations between parents and teachers about 

the most convenient and preferred way of communication for each party. Ellis et al. 

(2015) explained the quality of communication between parents and teachers by two 

applications: collaborative and noncollaborative. Collaborative applications refer to 

positive teacher and parent interactions based on mutual respect, transparency, and 

integrity. Noncollaborative applications refer to the presence of less adequate interactions 

due to information deficiency and inappropriate mutual conduct that might be the cause 

for miscommunication. Technology may be viewed as a way to improve parent-teacher 
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communication with ease, efficiency, and efficacy; however, the lack of nonverbal cues 

in the use of technology is considered a barrier to clear messages and communication 

(Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Thompson et al., 2015). Productive communication between 

parents and teachers happens when teachers receive proper training on how to use the 

technological means available for communication (Olmstead, 2013). Goodall (2016) 

concluded that technology free instruments (e.g., phone calls, face-to-face meetings) and 

technology communication (e.g., e-mails, websites, school’s social media) should be 

fused and used for the benefit of all stakeholders. Employing technology in schools is a 

constructive step for leveraging parental involvement in school (Olmstead, 2013). One of 

the effects of being able to only have technology-type communication was during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. The COVID-19 pandemic forced most schools to move their 

communication venues entirely online and to use various websites for informing parents 

about school events, students’ assignments, and upcoming assessments (Njoki, 2021).  

Self-Efficacy 

Bandura (1977) founded the concept of self-efficacy while testing the behavioral 

and emotional states of individuals with snake phobia. In this experiment, Bandura’s goal 

was to enable people to confront the problem in front of them by teaching them mastery 

skills for handling their fears and to develop effective ways for improving and managing 

their life. Bandura’s experiment not only succeeded in diminishing the phobia, but also in 

diminishing the biological stress reactions associated with the phobia. Bandura realized 

the expectations surrounding the experiment influenced the participants’ performances. 

Participants’ beliefs about their phobia shaped their self-perception and mindset 

(Bandura, 1977). 
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Self-efficacy is the self-belief an individual maintains (Bandura, 1977). This 

belief helps the individual succeed in achieving any goal by managing the ways the 

person feels, thinks, and behaves. The primary component of self-efficacy is the 

confidence within (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s perceived 

capabilities about their own success. Self-regulation, sense of agency, growth mindset, 

and perseverance are motivational parameters accepted to be predicted by self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2009). 

Self-efficacy is influenced by four levels of awareness. The first level, also called 

enactive mastery experiences, is based on observations. The quality of inner observations 

defines an individual’s identity and is a result of the success or failure of an individual’s 

previous results of actual performances (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). The second level of 

awareness is triumphant experience, which is acquired from observing others’ success. 

The third level of awareness is verbal persuasion. Verbal persuasion occurs when an 

individual is being encouraged to succeed via social encounters and responses (Bandura, 

1977, 1986, 1997). Self-efficacy levels are determined by the quality of social encounters 

an individual has with others. The fourth level of awareness is physiological and affective 

states. Such states might be positive or negative attributions that shape an individual’s 

belief system or the person’s physiological and emotional states (Bandura, 1997; Schunk 

& Pajares, 2009). High self-efficacy helps individuals in getting thoughts, feelings, and 

emotions under control. Increased positive outcomes are the results of high self-efficacy 

whereas less positive outcomes are sometimes the result of low self-efficacy (Bandura, 

1997). Bandura (1986) asserted there are four sources that impact self-belief and 

consequently shape an individual’s self-efficacy: vicarious experiences, verbal 
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persuasion, physiological affective states, and enactive mastery experiences (Figure 2). 

According to Bandura (1997) it is important to distinguish between the term self-efficacy 

and low self-esteem. An individual who believes in their ability to cook but does not have 

any knowledge about cooking at all, will not see a reduction in self-esteem if cooking is 

not a significant skill they wish to improve. Bandura (1997) claimed: 

Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with judgments of personal capability, 

whereas self-esteem is concerned with judgments of self-worth. Individuals may 

judge themselves hopelessly inefficacious in a given activity without suffering 

any loss of self-esteem whatsoever because they do not invest their self-worth in 

that activity. Conversely, individuals may regard themselves as highly efficacious 

in an activity but take no pride in performing it well. (p. 11) 

Figure 2 

Sources of Self-Efficacy 

 

Note. From Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control, by A. Bandura, 1997. W.H. Freeman/Times 

Books/Henry Holt & Co. 
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Teacher’s Self-Efficacy 

Teaching is a complicated profession that includes daily tasks and classroom 

responsibilities; evaluating each student’s needs; developing, planning, and implementing 

curriculum; and maintaining positive communication with parents, colleagues, and 

administration (Beltman et al., 2011; Glazer, 2018; Lee et al., 2013). Therefore, it is hard 

to define what ignite teachers’ self-efficacy. Some teachers develop an unfavorable 

attitude to the teaching profession as career choice and some might be extremely 

unmotivated, thus it might lead to leave the educational profession (Farrukh & Shakoor, 

2018; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2016). Bandura (1997) stated a teacher’s self-efficacy has a 

direct influence on the teacher’s performance in school. Gonzalez et al. (2017) indicated 

that stress level has direct impact on teachers’ self-efficacy especially in the process and 

during teaching for the state’s high-stakes standard evaluations. Teachers are responsible 

for implementing all the necessary measures dictated by the state for successful students’ 

and school’s results (Herman et al., 2018; Thibodeaux et al., 2015). Teachers feel 

stressful since they must bear the workload and high expectations in a short period of 

time (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Thibodeaux et al., 2015); thus, teachers’ self-efficacy is 

impacted by the fact that teachers have limited opportunities, during high-stakes 

standards evaluations, to teach their curriculum (Gonzalez et al., 2017).  According to 

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), teachers’ perceptions about their own self-efficacy 

influence the way teachers carry out and evaluate instructional objectives. Teachers with 

high self-efficacy will be more confident to display high performance within their 

classroom management and will influence and impact changes of policies at the school 

level, contribute to building fruitful bridges between school and the communities, and 
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exhibit positive leadership (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teachers without great 

managerial skills cannot manage their classroom successfully (Beaty-O’Ferrall et al., 

2010; Herman et al., 2018). Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy will dare to 

implement new ideas and test them to refashion their students’ learning (Martin et al., 

2012). Teachers’ self-efficacy increases when teachers find ways of improving their 

instructional methods, develop beneficial instructional strategies, and balance learning 

activities with great classroom management (Boyle & Lauchlan, 2010; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2014). In contrast, teachers with low self-efficacy will be less confident and 

will perform poorly (Bandura, 1997). Tai et al. (2012) asserted teachers’ self-efficacy can 

be determined by three factors. The first is the teacher’s personal beliefs about the quality 

of their teaching. Second, a teacher’s general teaching beliefs about their impact on the 

student’s family and society is important. Third, a teacher’s professional beliefs about 

their ability to use their skills to train students for great academic achievements will 

foster greater self-efficacy. From an ecological standpoint, Bronfenbrenner (1976) argued 

that teachers’ self-efficacy in school is subject to the quality of interactions between 

teachers and other various components such as the sway of administration (Price, 2012), 

parents, students, and teaching outcomes, not just academically, but also socially as 

perceived by students. Teachers who initiate, supply, and exemplify genuine and fair 

interest in students’ social struggles will be perceived by students as having positive 

social behavior support that occurs consistently in all classes (Huber et al., 2016; Wentzel 

et al., 2010).  

Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) evaluated teachers’ self-efficacy using the 

Norwegian Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (NTSES). Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) 
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concluded that job satisfaction is an important factor that shapes, defines, and determines 

teachers’ self-efficacy levels. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) also found emotional 

exhaustion and teacher burnout are prognosticators for the positive or negative quality of 

teachers’ self-efficacy. It is known that great teachers professional training programs add 

positive value to teachers’ self-efficacy (Kazempour & Sadler, 2015). Yoo (2016) used 

the Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES), which was developed by Tschannen-Moran 

and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), to examine whether online professional development has any 

impact on teacher efficacy and how teachers explain the change in their self-efficacy as a 

result of online training. Yoo concluded that extending teachers’ knowledge through 

online professional development had a constructive impact on teachers’ self-efficacy. 

Yoo also added that some teachers, however, had mixed self-recognition feelings about 

the impact of professional development on their self-efficacy. Teachers who felt more 

knowledgeable were overconfident while others felt more insecure and sensed a level of 

unpredictability.  

A practicum is a short-phase period at the beginning of each teacher’s career. 

Novice teachers develop their self-efficacy during their practicum programs. It is a 

significant phase that lays the foundation for a successful teaching career (Klassen & 

Durksen, 2014). Novice teachers’ self-efficacy is shaped by the quantity of teaching load 

during the practicum and by the quality of the teacher mentor. The latter can be an 

admiring or defeatist influential source on novice teachers’ self-efficacy and belief about 

their capabilities as an educator (Klassen & Durksen, 2014). Mee and Haverback (2014) 

indicated that even though novice teachers experience many difficulties and frustrations 

during their first year of teaching, the only reason they will stay at the same school is 
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their self-awareness about the quality of their preparation program. Cross and Hong 

(2012) examined teachers’ emotional exposures in school through Bronfenbrenner’s 

ecological theory and discovered that the latter has an indirect impact on teachers’ self-

efficacy. The strength of the emotion defines the implications and interpretations teachers 

are making during their interactions with students, colleagues, and principals. Those 

emotional exposures (negative or positive) define, shape, and influence teachers’ self-

belief system in their capabilities and self-identity.  

In private school, collegial work can contribute to teachers’ self-efficacy even 

though private schoolteachers do not have much say about their classroom partner. This 

choice can positively attribute to teachers’ self-efficacy if the partner is experienced and 

serves as a role model mentor, or it can negatively affect self-efficacy when the 

relationship between the colleagues is tense and stressful (Pomson, 2005). Every private 

school has its own curricula. In Jewish private day school, the curricula are based on dual 

curriculums of Judaic and secular studies. At times it is challenging work for teachers. 

This challenge may impact teachers’ self-efficacy, since teachers need to be 

accomplished their teaching in a short time every day (Pomson, 2005). One of the factors 

that determines a school’s strength is the quality of teaching. Farber (2010) argued that 

when teachers are “not given the opportunity to use their skills to find, change, or create 

materials to meet the needs of their students, they will begin to lose passion and 

motivation that drove them to teach in the first place” (p. 65). 

Teacher Retention 

When teachers leave the school, there is a cost to both the school and the students. 

School leaders are forced into a new teacher search. Students are subjected to teaching by 
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various inexperienced teachers, which can lead to a detrimental influence on student 

achievement (Cardichon et al., 2020). Thus, it is important to retain quality teachers 

(Zhang & Zeller, 2016).  

According to Seidel (2014), the inability to retain teachers has led to a shortage in 

teachers. Teacher retention is concerning and a difficult task for school systems 

worldwide; each year, more than 13% of teachers leave or change locations. Sutcher et al. 

(2016) argued this trend is the beginning of a crisis. Several factors coalesce to affect 

retention including gender, earnings, professional preparation, and a constantly changing 

climate for delivery of materials and assessment.  

A few factors shape, influence, and help define the causes of teacher retention 

(Hughes, 2012). Teacher retention is related to age. Having young children or 

experiencing disappointment within the educational system might cause younger teachers 

to leave for a short time and return, whereas retirement age or feeling worn out might 

cause older teachers to leave. The various reasons are all part of the basis for the teacher 

shortage in the United States. Retention is also influenced by gender. Though many 

teachers are female, the retention rate among male teachers is greater than that of female 

teachers (Hughes, 2012).  

Novice teachers’ first-year earnings are an influential factor in teacher retention. 

According to Gray and Taie (2015), “Nearly all new teachers (97%) earning a salary of 

$40,000 or more came back to teach a second year compared with 87%, whose first-year 

salaries were $40,000 or less” (p. 3). Ladd (2013) added that increasing teachers’ salaries 

is essential and must be aligned with teachers’ developed experience to encourage better 
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self-worth among teachers and to compare with experience-led earnings in other 

occupations. 

Ladd (2013) emphasized that retaining experienced teachers will create added 

value for the educational system because experienced teachers have more knowledge and 

tools; thus, they are more capable of elevating students’ achievements. The more 

experience teachers gain the more they feel confident with their job and the more their 

confidence influences students’ tests outcomes (Ladd, 2013). Experienced teachers are 

considered important pillars for maintaining a powerful school body (Ladd, 2013).  

Teacher retention is also associated with the sort of professional preparation route 

teachers experience (Zhang & Zeller, 2016). New educational blueprint plans, 

technologies, and government endorsements cause additional stress for teachers and 

added negative contributions to teachers’ morale and job satisfaction (Podolsky et al., 

2016; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). Additionally, teachers feel burnout due to the 

pressure, expectations, and stress caused during state standard testing evaluations 

(Gonzalez et al., 2017). Sass et al. (2011) stated that to refine teacher retention and help 

foresee teachers’ struggles as prevention for teacher attrition, school administrators 

should initiate, create, and implement programs that will leverage teachers’ and students’ 

school experiences. 

Teacher morale and job satisfaction are other components that should be taken 

into consideration for sustaining teacher retention rates (Senechal et al., 2016). Sass et al. 

(2011) emphasized the variables predicting teachers’ retention rely on a calm, 

encouraging, and caring work environment; student success; and job satisfaction. Shaw 

and Newton (2014) found there is a connection between teacher retention, job 
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satisfaction, and the servant leadership traits. Servant leadership is the highest level of 

leadership centered on serving students, teachers, families, and staff with love, 

humbleness, nobility, and personal regard (Blanchard et al., 2016; Kouzes & Posner, 

2017).  

Empowering and developing teachers’ leadership can also help increase teacher 

retention (Clarke, 2012; Smylie & Eckert, 2018; Stewart, 2012). The key to help teachers 

develops their leadership skills is by providing positive feedback. Positive feedback 

leverages and develops teachers’ professional confidence. Administrators can give 

informal teaching performance critiques. Administrators should publicly praise teachers’ 

accomplishments, allow teachers to be part of the decision-making process, and offer 

teachers opportunities to lead important projects that will contribute to greater teacher 

self-efficacy and, in turn, teacher retention (DuFour & Fullan, 2013; Jacob et al., 2012; 

Nappi, 2014; Podolsky et al., 2016).  

Teachers who are mentored by their school administrators develop social 

emotional relationship-based leadership and feel more productive, appreciated, and less 

stressful; thus, their thoughts about leaving are prevented (Cassidy et al., 2011). 

Providing extra classroom resources is a low-cost retention plan of action that can be 

implemented by schools right away and is a highly effective tool for retention in the 

school environment (Jacob et al., 2012; Podolsky et al., 2016). Maintaining excellent 

residency programs supported by state and federal policy makers, will prepare, attract, 

and increase the number of great educators who will join the educational field workforce 

(Cardichon et al., 2020; Garcia & Weiss, 2019). 
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Thus, there are ways to decrease the magnitude of the teacher retention crisis by 

adopting and making new policy decisions and by increasing administrators’ awareness 

to identify all the variables that are the source of teachers’ stress and burnout (Gonzalez 

et al., 2017). For example, Sutcher et al. (2016) and Liang et al. (2015) suggested 

rethinking long-term incentives programs and teacher income, tailored to teachers’ living 

needs. Schools should consider increasing budgets for hiring skilled teachers in districts 

that serve students in need. Educators should establish career programs for teachers’ 

professional growth and improve mentoring and working environment conditions by 

enlarging the teacher supply market. Such actions will help monitor and maintain 

teachers throughout their educational careers (Sutcher et al., 2016).  

Additional indicators may also contribute to teachers’ retention. Factors that 

influence teacher retention include a caring, encouraging school leadership; 

collaboration; excellent curriculum; teacher resources; a clean working environment; and 

professional development (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Fisher, 2011; 

Geiger & Pivovarova, 2018; Öqvist, & Malmström, 2016). Establishing a sense of 

belonging and being part of the community may promote teachers’ intent to stay (Carver-

Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Sinek, 2017). When school leaders install a sense of 

stability and safety in the school environment, teachers feel safe in their workplace (Ross 

& Cozzens, 2016). The safe culture fuels each member to look out for each other, thus 

creating a high sense of collective efficacy (Sinek, 2017). According to Goddard et al. 

(2000), collective efficacy is a common vision that states when teachers and school 

administration work together, they can together create productive student achievement. 

Collegial work helps diminish the sense of working alone. Teachers work with their 
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peers, enriching and supporting each other to add meaning and confidence in each other’s 

roles. Collegial work serves as motivational leverage to the teaching profession, hence 

supporting teachers’ leadership impact, broadening their teaching skills, and extending 

their influence beyond the classroom (Coggins & Diffenbaugh, 2013; Podolsky et al., 

2016). Figure 3 provides a summary of all the factors that can be used to help retain 

teachers. 

Figure 3 

Factors Leading to Teacher Retention 

 

Note. Made by L., Carasso, 2020. 

Tamir (2014) argued that individuals who graduated from the best colleges and 

chose to teach because they were driven by their ideology (e.g., social justice, help the 

poor, raise the next generation) will tend to keep serving their goal in the school they 

chose; thus, their retention is mostly guaranteed. According to Jacob et al. (2012), the real 
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retention problem is that school leaders do not make any effort to give the irreplaceable 

(teachers who are so successful that they are nearly impossible to replace) good reasons 

for staying. This situation needs to be changed. Hughes (2012) added the change will 

occur when teachers’ incomes increase, workloads decrease, and better communication 

and cooperation systems with student and parents are in place. Retention is an important 

variable that helps maintain the prestige of the teaching profession (Garcia & Weiss, 

2019).  

Chapter Summary 

The literature review in this chapter included information about the core 

differences between types of schools. The chosen theoretical frameworks were presented 

to identify the social-environmental factors from Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological 

theory and the hidden reasons that motivate parental involvement as described by 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997). The fusion between the ecological theory and 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s parental involvement model contributed to the 

examination of the concepts of parental involvement and teacher self-efficacy within the 

context of the educational environment. Additionally, the chapter included a historical 

review and current state of Jewish day schools in United States with emphasis on the 

insights of the relationships between all stakeholders in the Jewish day school 

environment. The chapter also contained a discussion of the factors that influence teacher 

retention and lead to positive communication or miscommunication between parents and 

teachers. 



78 

 

Chapter III will contain the proposed methodology. The chapter will also include 

information on the participants of the study. The instrumentation, data collection 

methods, and data analysis structure will also be presented. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Context of the Study 

This case study was conducted to examine the perceived effects of parental 

involvement on teachers’ self-efficacy. Understanding how parental involvement may 

influence teachers’ self-efficacy might assist leaders in identifying what constitutes the 

type of parental involvement affects teachers’ self-efficacy. Additionally, this study 

uncovered connections about whether teachers’ retention rates in a Jewish day school are 

affected by parent-teacher interactions. The goal was to understand how parental 

involvement may be improved to prevent early attrition thoughts among teachers and 

decrease turnover in Jewish day schools in order to maintain a stable school staff. The 

study contributes needed information for making informed and educated decisions about 

how the structure of parents and teachers’ interactions can form the best school and 

learning environment. 

Research Questions 

To understand the impact of parental involvement on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention 

rate, three research questions were addressed: 

RQ1. Based on teachers’ self-report, what is the perceived impact of parental 

involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school? 

RQ2. In a Jewish Day school, what factors influence teacher retention? 

RQ3. According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish School, how do parent-

teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention? 



80 

 

According to Salkind and Frey (2020) the null hypothesis proves there is no 

relationship among all variables used, whereas the alternative hypothesis is more specific 

in explaining actual existing relationships among variables. The hypothesis for RQ 1 was: 

H0: There is a significant difference between teachers who perceive parental 

involvement has a low impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish day school and teachers 

who perceive parental involvement has a high impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish 

day school. 

H1: There is no significant difference between teachers who perceive parental 

involvement has a low impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish day school and teachers 

who perceive parental involvement has a high impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish 

day school. 

Participants and Setting of the Study 

The study was conducted in a Jewish day school in Southeast (SE) Texas which 

was established in 1950s. The school has two divisions, early childhood school (EC) and 

elementary school (ES). According to the enrollment data in the Jewish School, during 

2017-2018 172 students attended EC and 143 students attended ES. During 2018–2019, 

135 students attended EC and 124 students attended ES. During 2019–2020, 97 students 

attended EC and 141 students attended ES. During 2020–2021, 114 students attended EC 

and 221 students attended ES. During 2021–2022, 120 students attended EC and 233 

students attended ES. The early childhood school includes children from infancy through 

age 3. The elementary school includes children from Pre-K through Grade 5. Target 

participation in this study were teachers from the elementary division of the Jewish day 

school. Elementary teachers were selected since their interactions with parents is greater 
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than interactions between teachers and parents in the early childhood school. Participants 

were selected using convenience and purposive sampling. Purposive sampling helps the 

researcher to gain in-depth understanding of the selected participants (Gail et al., 2019). 

Everyone in the population can be selected for the study with purposive sampling. There 

are several advantages to purposive sampling. First purposive sampling allows the 

researcher to obtain the right participants who fit the characteristics of the study; target 

niche demographics can help the researcher obtain specific data points. The information 

collected from a purposive sample has a low margin of error. Purposive sampling 

produces results in real-time and saves the researcher time and money while collecting 

data. Convenience sampling is when “the researcher selects a sample that suits the 

purposes of the study and that is convenient” (Gail et al., 2019; p. 175). Convenience 

sampling has less clear generalizability than probability samples. Convenience sampling 

saves time and money, is useful in a pilot study, is easy to implement, can provide rich 

qualitative information, and may provide accurate correlations. 

Participants in this case study were teachers from the elementary division of the 

Jewish day school who had been employed by the day school for at least one year. There 

was a total of 28 teachers and five teachers’ assistants at the elementary school. The 

demographics of the teachers and teachers’ assistants for the 2020–2021 school year 

were: ages 20–29 (12%), 30–39 (40%), 40–49 (24%), 50–59 (15%), 60–69 (6%), and 70–

79 (3%). Length of employment included 10 teachers in their first year of employment at 

the school, eight teachers who had been employed between 1–5 years, two teachers who 

had been employed between 5–10 years, and five teachers who had been employed at the 

school more than 10 years. Thirty-nine percent of the teachers held bachelor’s degree, 
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42% of the teachers held a master’s degree, and 19% of the teachers held other academic 

credentials. Seven teachers were elementary school specialists (e.g., art, music, science, 

counsel), 14 teachers were general studies instructors (e.g., homeroom teachers, language 

art, math), four teachers were Pre-K teachers, and two teachers were instructors in 

Hebrew and Judaism. 

Instrumentation 

Creswell and Poth (2018) defined a case study as “a qualitative approach in which 

the investigator explorers a real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple 

bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving 

multiple sources of information” (p. 96). To evaluate the perceived relationship between 

parents and teachers for all stakeholders involved and to provide insight into teachers’ 

deeper decision-making processes for maintaining positive self-efficacy while working 

and attending a Jewish day school, the researcher administered a survey (see Appendix 

A: Norwegian Teachers Self-Efficacy Scale [NTES] and Appendix B: Teacher Retention 

Survey) as the quantitative element and conducted a focus group interview (see Appendix 

C) as the qualitative element.  

Norwegian Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Survey 

The NTSE was developed in 2007 by Einar M. Skaalvik and Sidsel Skaalvik. The 

goal of the NTSE survey is to measure the levels of self-efficacy among teachers. Three 

main purposes drove Skaalvik and Skaalivk to develop the NTSE: (a) understanding the 

factors that shape teachers’ self-efficacy, (b) testing the differences between teacher self-

efficacy and collective efficacy, and (c) examining the association between external 

factors and their influences on teacher’s self-efficacy. The six parts of NTSE are 
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significant, p = .05. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine a justifiable reliability score, 

which is a number between 0 and 1 (Salkind & Frey, 2020). The NTSE’s Cronbach alpha 

was 0.92 which indicated high reliability (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007, 2016). The 

NTSE’s validity was tested in several different research studies from Norway, Italy, New 

Zealand, and Slovakia (Avanzi et al., 2013; Berg & Smith, 2018; Gavora, 2011; Skaalvik 

& Skaalvik, 2007). Other scales for measuring teacher self-efficacy exist. Each scale 

provides insight on a different aspect of teacher self-efficacy (Gavora, 2011).  

The NTSE has four sections focused on grading teachers’ perceptions and 

behavior. Section one refers to instruction, adapting instruction to individual needs, 

discipline, motivating students, cooperating with colleagues, and parents’ and teachers’ 

coping with change. Teachers need to adjust their instructions and adapt strategies to 

provide children with the suitable tools to enhance learning. Adaptation of teaching 

strategies is an important component for children’s’ academic development (Lalley & 

Gentile, 2009). The COVID19 pandemic highlighted the increased needs of students 

from different cultural and ethnic backgrounds for individualized instruction and 

heightened awareness regarding accommodating students’ academic needs in every 

subject (Asim et al., 2020). Teachers who lack managerial skills cannot manage their 

classroom successfully (Beaty-O’Ferrall et al., 2010; Herman et al., 2018). According to 

Helman (2017), establishing discipline is a crucial component in maintaining a positive 

learning environment for any student to thrive academically and socially regardless to the 

demanding daily behavioral policies and other challenges (e.g., parents) of managing a 

classroom. Epstein (2011) emphasized that the level and quality of communication 

between parents and teachers define the relationship between them. Collegial work serves 
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as an influential and motivational leverage for supporting teachers’ teaching practices, 

self-efficacy, and job satisfaction (Coggins & Diffenbaugh, 2013; Podolsky et al., 2016). 

Fruitful cooperation between parents and teachers benefits students’ development 

academically and socially (Cheung & Pomerantz, 2015). 

Since 2015, many changes have occurred at the administration level of the Jewish 

day school. Both the administrative leader and the principal were replaced. The new 

administration implemented massive policy and expectation changes within the school. 

Some teachers coped better than others and some teachers left employment with the 

school. The changes impacted the teachers’ collective efficacy, self-efficacy, stress level, 

and job satisfaction. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic created a situation where 

massive changes must be implemented such as school closures, reorganization, and 

coping with new teaching and learning strategies for students and their families (Kaden, 

2020). 

Section Two of the NTSE measures perceived collective teacher efficacy 

according to seven different statements. Collective efficacy influences teachers’ self-

efficacy. Collective efficacy is a common vision that when implemented by all 

stakeholders (students, parents, teachers, administration, community) establishes a 

positive and productive environment for students and teachers and encourages 

educational accomplishment (Sinek, 2017).  

The third section of the NTSE is the external control scale, which is measured 

according to five different statements addressing the educational limitations that might 

occur regardless of the teacher’s efforts to support student learning. The final section of 

the NTSE measures strain factors mentioned by teachers as part of their daily teaching 
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experience. Factors include students’ behavioral problems, conflicts with parents and 

colleagues, and compromising teaching ways. Each section of the NTSE is evaluated by a 

Likert scale. In this study a total of 16 statements were used from the four sections: 

Statements 3, 13, 14, 19, 23, and 24 from Instruction, Statements 3 and 4 from Perceived 

Collective Teacher Efficacy, Statements 2–5 from External Controls, and Statements 1–4 

from Strain Factors. Permission to use the NTSE in this study was granted by E. M. 

Skaalvik (see Appendix D)/ 

Teacher Retention Survey 

The importance of retaining quality teachers cannot be understated (Zhang & 

Zeller, 2016). The Teacher Retention Survey (TRS) was developed by Dr. Marsha Davis 

(2002) for her doctoral dissertation, An Investigation of Factors Related to Teacher 

Retention in Small Rural School Districts in Montana. A written permission approval to 

adapt and use the survey was given by Dr. Davis (see Appendix E). According to Davis 

(2002), three phases were completed to establish the validity and reliability of the survey. 

Davis conducted a substantial review of the literature related to her dissertation topic. 

Through the review of numerous instruments from related studies, Davis identified 

factors related to teacher recruitment and retention and categorized them by four 

domains, or “spheres of influence” (p. 43). Ten persons with the necessary knowledge 

about 

rural education issues in public schools and in Montana from the Montana Rural 

Education Association, the Montana Small Schools Alliance, the Montana 

Association of County Superintendents, the Northwest Regional Educational 

Laboratory’s Rural Education Division, as well as current practitioners were 
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consulted for their opinions about the coverage of the content contained in the 

questionnaire. (Davis, 2002, p. 44) 

The experts gave Davis feedback about the structure and content of the survey. The last 

phase included a field test after revisions were made to solve problems identified by the 

10 education experts. Cronbach’s alpha resulted in “.88 on the 27 individual factors and 

.86 when combinations of factors were grouped” (Davis, 2002, p. 97). 

The original version of the retention survey includes three sections. The first 

section focuses on various retention components that might influence the decision to 

work as a teacher. The second section focuses on effective retention strategies. 

Participants have the option to choose the top five strategies from a list of 15 items. The 

third section focuses on background demographic information. The first two sections are 

evaluated by a Likert scale from (1) No Influence to (5) A Very Large Influence. In this 

study, after permission was given to the primary researcher by Dr. Davis, only chosen 

statements from the first and second sections were used, adjusted, and evaluated by a 

Likert scale. 

Focus Group 

Focus groups are instruments researchers use to examine social patterns among 

groups of individuals (O.Nyumba et al., 2018). In this study, a focus group of Jewish day 

schoolteachers was conducted to examine in depth the extent to which parent-teacher 

interactions influence teachers’ retention. One focus group meeting with 10 teachers was 

conducted to answer RQ3. Two participants asked for separate interview sessions after 

the focus group session in order to speak more candidly about the questions asked during 

the focus group. Participation was based on volunteers. A volunteer request was included 
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at the end of the survey form. The focus group took place at the most convenient time for 

all participants via Zoom, a virtual meeting platform.  The focus group allowed the 

researcher to measure the feelings and thoughts of the participants. The researcher was 

able to use thematic coding by sorting and grouping the responses. 

Data Collection 

This study included various sources of data to confirm the embroidered findings. 

The environment of the research was chosen and organized to best suit the participants’ 

comfort and safety. An email was sent from the marketing director to all teachers in the 

Jewish day school elementary division that briefly explained the study and the 

quantitative instruments. Survey administration was accomplished through 

SurveyMonkey. Teachers voluntarily participated. Participants were asked to take part in 

a focus group for examining in-depth the extent to which parent-teacher interactions 

influence teachers’ retention in the Jewish day school. Participants were introduced to the 

confidentiality, privacy, and participation agreement of the research by email before the 

survey and at time of focus group (see Appendix F). Each participant in the focus group 

was assigned a number and was addressed only by that pseudonym. The researcher was 

obligated to protect the participants’ anonymity. Prior to the start of the focus group 

session, the researcher read the focus group instructions out loud (see Appendix G). 

Focus group questions were read with the same inflection and neutrality, so the 

participants could respond positively or negatively based on their perceived experiences. 

Participants first voluntarily completed the survey. At the end of the survey, 

participants were given the opportunity to volunteer for the focus group. The focus group 

was recorded and transcribed. The data were only used for the purpose of the doctoral 
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dissertation study. The data storage is primarily the responsibility of the primary 

investigator. The primary investigator must follow HBU practices for data storage by 

keeping three copies of data on two different types of media. One copy must be kept 

offsite. HBU’s policy is that all research data must be stored for a minimum of 2 years. 

The researcher submitted a copy of all research data on a flash drive to the HBU Center 

for Research and Doctoral Studies (CDRS) upon successful final defense. This data will 

be kept by the CRDS for no more than 5 years.  

Data Analysis 

The researcher used a t-test, analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) and linear 

regression to analyze the quantitative data in this study. The researcher used the 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to perform the analysis of data.  

A null hypothesis and t-test assisted in understanding the correlations, if any, 

between all the variables measured to answer RQ1: “Based on teachers’ self-report, what 

is the perceived impact of parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day 

school?” The independent variable was the Jewish day school, and the dependent variable 

was the perceived impact of parental involvement on teachers’ self-efficacy.  

One-way ANOVA and linear regression were run to determine and predict which 

of the factors was more influential for teacher retention to answer RQ2: “In a Jewish day 

school, what factors influence teacher retention?” The ANOVA also measured which 

independent retention factor educators perceived is the main influencer of retention. The 

researcher’s goal was to determine the primary influential causes of teachers’ self-

efficacy and retention.  
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Qualitative coding was used to answer RQ3: “In a Jewish school, how do parent-

teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention?” Questions and responses from focus 

group participants were coded and grouped by common themes. This qualitative data 

analysis plan allowed the researcher to assess the thoughts and feelings of the participants 

to clarify an understanding about whether parental involvement influences retention in a 

Jewish day school. The information was extracted to explain the connections between 

each variable and the main research questions. 

Statement of Researcher 

The researcher works as the lead Hebrew teacher at the Jewish day school for 

Grades 2–5. She has been employed for more than 5 years. After more than 25 years 

working in the Jewish day school system, the researcher is vested in learning and 

understanding the core impact of parental involvement on teachers’ self-efficacy and 

retention decisions. The researcher is aware of her interests related to this research. The 

researcher completed CITI training prior to conducting the study (see Appendix H). 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter III contained a detailed description of the methodology for this case 

study. The chapter included information on the participants and setting of the study. The 

instrumentation, data collection methods, and data analysis structure were presented. 

Chapter IV will contain the results and analysis of the study and Chapter V will contain 

the conclusions, implications, and future recommendations for research.
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

This case study was guided by three research questions to comprehend the origins 

of perceived effects of parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day 

school, to understand how parental involvement may influence teachers’ self-efficacy, 

and to identify what constitutes the type of parental involvement that would affect 

teachers’ self-efficacy. Additionally, this case study was conducted to ascertain whether 

teachers’ retention rates in Jewish day schools are affected by parent-teacher interactions. 

The methodology of the study included the use of two surveys and a focus group to 

answer the research questions. Research Questions 1 and 2 addressed the quantitative 

portion of the study. To answer the questions, participants were administered the 

Norwegian Teacher Self -Efficacy (NTSE) and the Teacher Retention Survey (TRS).  

RQ1. Based on teachers’ self-report, what is the perceived impact of parental 

involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school? 

RQ2. In a Jewish Day school, what factors influence teacher retention? 

Norwegian Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale (NTSE) 

Twenty-eight of 35 teachers in the Jewish school completed the NTSE survey (see 

Appendix I). The responses rate to the survey was 80%. The survey contained 11 

statements assessed by Likert scale. Participants’ level of certainty about cooperating 

well with most parents, collaborate constructively with parents of students with 

behavioral problems, teach well even if the teacher was told to use instructional methods 

that would not be the teacher’s choice and handling conflicts constructively at this school 
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because of teachers’ teamwork were assessed in Statements 1–4 (not certain at all, quite 

uncertain, quite certain, absolutely certain) Table 1 displays the results of Statements 1–4. 

Table 1 

Results of Teachers’ Level of Certainty regards Collaboration with Parents 

Statement 

Not certain 

at all 

Quite 

uncertain 

Quite 

certain 

Absolutely 

certain 

 n % n % n % N % 

1. Cooperate well with most parents        .57 

2.  Collaborate constructively with parents of 

students with behavioral problems. 

     .53   

3. Teach well even if you are told to use 

instructional methods that would not be your 
choice. 

     .61   

4. As teachers at this school, we handle 

conflicts constructively because we work as a 

team. 

     .57   

Note: n=28. 

Teachers responded to Statements 5–11 were defined as Teachers’ beliefs 

regarding handling disciplinary problems successfully, student’s discipline status at 

home, student’s motivation, lack of academic stimulation at the student’s home, good 

teaching, relationship with parents that involves conflict, and teachers’ conflict due to 

parental involvement rated the statements as false, mostly false, sometimes 

false/sometimes true, mostly true, and true (Table 2). A null hypothesis and t-test assisted 

in understanding the correlations, if any, between all the variables measured to answer 

RQ1. The independent variable consisted of Statements 1, 3–11 on the NTSE and the 

dependent variable was the perceived impact of parental involvement (NTSE Statement 

2: “Collaborate constructively with parents of students with behavioral problems”). 



92 

 

Table 2 

Teachers’ Beliefs regards their teaching Conduct at a Jewish Day School 

Statement False 
Mostly 
false 

Sometimes false/ 

sometimes true 

Mostly 
true True 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

5. At this school, we have a common set of 
rules and regulations that enables us to 
handle disciplinary problems successfully. 

     .50     

6. If the pupils have not learned discipline at 
home, there is not much the school can do. 

     .43     

7. A teacher cannot do much to improve 
students’ achievements if they have low 
motivation for schoolwork. 

   .43       

8. It is practically impossible for a teacher to 
motivate a student for academic work is he 
or she lacks support and stimulation at 
home. 

     .46     

9. Good teaching is more important to 
students’ engagement in schoolwork than 
is their home environment. 

     .50     

10. My relation to some of the parents 
involves conflict. 

 .65         

11. There are many conflicts among the 
teachers in my school because of parental 
involvement. 

.43          

Note: n=28. 

Respondents who answered in Statement 2 that they are “quite certain” or 

“absolutely certain” defined as Group 1 since parental involvement had a high impact on 

their certainty. Respondents who answered in Statement 2 that they are “not certain at 

all” or “quite uncertain” were defined as Group 2 since parental involvement had low 

impact on their certainty. The t-test assisted in understanding is there a significant 

different between the self-efficacy of Group 1 and Group 2 by comparing the scores of 

two groups, and examine whether the null hypothesis is proven, hence there is no 

connection between the variables. Table 3 displays the results of the independent t-test. 
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Table 3 

Independent t-Test 

  F Sig. T 

Teacher Self Efficacy Equal variances assumed .414 .526 1.364 

 Equal variances not assumed   1.055 

Note: n=28. 

The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between teachers who 

perceived parental involvement had low impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish day 

school and teachers who perceived parental involvement had high impact on their self-

efficacy in a Jewish day school was upheld. There is no significant difference between 

the self-efficacy of Group 1 and Group 2 (sig > 0.5). This hypothesis was rejected.  

Teachers’ Retention Survey (TRS) 

Twenty-eight teachers responded to the TRS, which gathered demographic data as 

well as data related to the teachers’ beliefs about their retention in their current school 

(see Appendix J). The responses rate to the survey was 80%. In questions 12–20 teachers 

were asked to evaluate nine statements about the extent to which they believed certain 

factors influence their decision to keep teaching at the current school using a 5-point 

Likert scale (no influence, a little influence, some influence, good deal of influence, very 

large influence). Question 21 was an open question where respondents listed factors that 

impacted their retention. Question 22 asked teachers to evaluate five statements about 

their retention intention to keep teaching in the school using a 5-point Likert scale (as 

long as I am able; until I am eligible for retirement; I’ll continue teaching until something 

better comes along; I definitely plan to leave teaching; undecided). In question 23 

teachers were asked about their choice to pursue a teaching career again using a 5-point 
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Likert scale (certainly would; probably would; chances about even; probably would not; 

certainly, would not). In question 24 teachers were asked about their agreement level 

with the statement “I sometimes feel that effort I put forth as a teacher is in vain” using a 

5-point Likert scale (strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly 

disagree). Questions 25–29 were demographic questions. Question 30 gave the 

respondents an opportunity to add more comments if needed. Only seven respondents 

added information. In questions 31–32 teachers were given the option to participate in the 

focus group. 

Table 4 displays the factors that impact teachers’ retention in the current school. 

Eight percent of the teachers mentioned “peaceful/relaxed environment”, “professional 

development,” “student support services,” and “school’s values” as factors that impact 

teachers’ retention in a Jewish school. Twelve percent of the teachers mentioned 

“students and student success,” “working close to home,” and salary/benefits/job 

security” as factors that impact teachers’ retention in current school. Sixteen percent of 

the teachers mentioned “freedom and independence with teaching and curriculum” as one 

of the factors that impacts teachers’ retention in current school, while 24% mentioned 

“community” as one of the factors that impact teachers’ retention in current school. 

Finally, 48% of the teachers mentioned “support by the administration, staff, and 

environment” as one of the factors that impacts teachers’ retention in current school.  
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Table 4 

Factors That Impact Teachers’ Retention in Current School 

Pseudonym Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

P1 Sense of community Enjoying the job Sense of accomplishment 

P2 Salary Benefits Supportive administration and 

staff 

P3 Being part of a 

community 

Small class size Close proximity to my home 

P4 Experience at school Community feel Benefits/support 

P5 Appreciation Comfort  
P6 Supportive environment Teacher collaboration Values of the school 

P7 Support from coworkers Freedom of curriculum 

development 

Enthusiastic about change that I 

can bring 

P8 Student support Community support Parent support 

P9 Great community Smiling faces Support from admin & parents 

P10 Close to home Love teaching little people Happy environment 

P11 Working close to home Proximity to my children’s 

schools 

Future goals for students 

P12 DID NOT RESPOND   

P13 Community Not teaching to a test Values 

P14 Job security Age Comfort level 
P15 Relationship with other 

teachers 

Ability to be heard by all 

supervisors 

Distance to home 

P16 Availability of student 

services 

Growth in job flexibility Structure of teaching 

P17 Good professional 

development 

Good future plans for 

school  

Supportive admin 

P18 DID NOT RESPOND   

P19 Collaboration with 

teachers 

Ongoing professional 

development opportunities 

Feeling supported by 

administration 

P20 Grade level partner Instructional independence Facilities/supplies 

P21 DID NOT RESPOND   

P22 Community Fellowship Students 
P23 Principal is kind and 

supportive 

Relaxed environment  

P24 Small group sizes Cooperation with teachers Ability to have my own space 

P25 Improvement Student development  Student success 

P26 Curriculum Safety Private school 

P27 Peaceful/happy working 

environment 

Support from 

administration and 

supervisor   

Support with items needed to 

improve teaching/learning 

experience 

P28 Supportive environment Benefits Collaboration 

Note: n=28. 
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Table 5 displays comments made by participants related to issues of retention. 

Table 5 

Optional Additional Comments for TRS in a Jewish day school(Q30) 

Respondent Comment 

P1 “I have really enjoyed working with the teachers and students at this 

school. It has been a very good fit for me.” 

P2 “I teach Pre-K through 5th grade.” 

P8 “There is a lot of different factors to consider being a teacher, and these 

times make me uncertain of my capabilities at times.” 

P9 “I taught 3rd and 4th grades for many years, but have worked with 

children from K-5th grades.” 

P12 “I teach ages 4–11.” 

P14 “Currently teaching ages 4–11; my degree was not in teaching, so I want 

to clarify for question 23, “if I could go back to college …” I would 

probably still go through the degree I did at that time. 

P21 “Cannot answer questions 23 and 29 because none of the answers apply.” 

Qualitative Descriptive and One-Way ANOVA 

To answer RQ2: “In a Jewish day school, what factors influence teacher 

retention?” a one-way ANOVA was used to determine which of the factors is more 

influential for teacher retention in this school. Linear regression was used to predict 

which independent retention factor educators perceived is the main influencer of 

retention in this school.  

In analyzing the factors with one-way ANOVA, Question 22 asked: “How long 

do you plan to remain teaching?” Respondents selected from five choices: (a) as long as I 

am able; (b) until I am eligible for retirement; (c) I’ll continue teaching unless something 

better comes along; (d) I definitely plan to leave teaching; and (e) undecided. Responses 

to Question 22 were used as the retention intention variable factor, whereas the factors 
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measured in Questions 12 (best job offer), 13 (satisfaction with salary and benefits), 14 

(small class size), 15 (safe environment), 16 (good reputation of the school), 17 (support 

from supervisor), 18 (support from parents), 19 (relationship with students), 20 (school 

facility) were used as the dependent list.  

Salkind and Frey (2020) explained some of the one-way ANOVA descriptive 

terminology as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

One-way ANOVA Descriptive Terminology 

Symbol Description 

N Number of respondents  

M Mean  

SD The measure of how to distribute the data is in relation to the mean 

called Standard Deviation.  

Std. Err Standard Deviation Error (std. Err), use to understand how scattered 

the data is in relation to the mean.   

95% CI 

LL 

UL 

95% Confidence Interval (CI) for mean lower bound/ lower level 

(LL) describe the lower end point of the 95% CI of the mean and 

upper bound/upper level (UL) describe the upper end point of the 

95% CI of the mean.  

Sum of Squares The sum of all the dissimilarities that can be attributed to various 

factors. 

Mean Square Indicates whether factors are significant 

Q12: Best Job Offer 

Table 7 displays the descriptive for Q12: “best job offer” as a possible retention 

factor. Eight participants had not decided if they would remain at work regardless of 

“best job offer” (M = 3.13). The “until I am eligible for retirement” group reported an 

average of 4.5, whereas the “undecided” group reported a 3.13. Fourteen participants 
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planned to remain at work “as long as I am able” regardless of “best job offer”. “Best job 

offer” had no significant impact on their retention decision (M = 3.07). 

Table 7 

Best Job Offer Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.07 1.141 .305 [2.41, 3.73] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.00 1.414 1.000 [-8.71, 16.71] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Undecided 8 3.13 1.356 .479 [1.99, 4.26] 

Total 28 3.36 1.224 .231 [2.88, 3.83] 

Note: n = 28. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “best job offer” are shown in Table 8. A 

one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to remain 

teaching” as the independent variable and “best job offer” as the dependent variable. 

Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant difference (.286) 

between the groups F (4,23) = 1.33, p > .001 

According to those surveyed, 61% of all teachers stated that “best job offer” had 

“good deal of influence” (4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the 

classroom. 

Table 8 

Best Job Offer One-way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 7.625 4 1.906 1.337 .286 

Within Groups 32.804 23 1.426   

Total 40.429 27    

Note: n = 28 
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Figure 4 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “best job offer” 

Figure 4 

Best Job Offer Mean Plots 

 

Q13: Satisfaction with Salary and Benefits 

Table 9 displays the descriptive for Q13: “satisfaction with salary and benefits” as 

a possible retention factor. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long as I 

am able” regardless of “satisfaction with salary and benefits.” “Satisfaction with salary 

and benefits” had no significant impact on their retention decision (M = 3.36). Eight 

participants had not decided if they would remain at work regardless of “satisfaction with 

salary and benefits” (M = 3.50). The “until I am eligible for retirement” group reported an 

average of 5.00, whereas the “undecided” group reported a 3.50. 
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Table 9 

Satisfaction with Salary and Benefits Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.36 1.216 .325 [2.66, 4.06] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 5.00 .000 .000 [5.00, 5.00] 

Unless something better comes along 2 3.50 2.121 1.500 [-15.56, 22.56] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.50 2.121 1.500 [-15.56, 22.56] 

Undecided 8 3.50 1.069 .378 [2.61, 4.39] 

Total 28 3.54 1.232 .233 [3.06, 4.01] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “satisfaction with salary and benefits” are 

shown in Table 10. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do 

you plan to remain teaching” as independent variable and “satisfaction with salary and 

benefits” as the dependent variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no 

statistically significant difference (.566) between the groups. F (4,23) = .754, p>.001. 

According to those surveyed, 64% of all teachers stated that “satisfaction with salary and 

benefits” had a “good deal of influence” (4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to 

remain in the classroom. 

Table 10 

Satisfaction with Salary and Benefits One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 4.750 4 1.188 .754 .566 

Within Groups 36.214 23 1.575   

Total 40.964 27    

Note: n = 28. 
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Figure 5 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “satisfaction with salary and benefits.” 

Figure 5 

Satisfaction with Salary and Benefits Mean Plots 

 

Q14: Small Class Size 

Table 11 displays the descriptive for Q14: “small class size” as a possible 

retention factor. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long as I am able” 

regardless of “small class size.” “Small class size” had no significant impact on their 

retention decision (M = 3.50). Eight participants had not decided if they would remain at 

work regardless of “small class size” (M = 3.63). The “until I am eligible for retirement” 

group reported an average of 4.00, whereas the “Definitely plan to leave teaching” group 

reported a 4.50. 
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Table 11 

Small Class Size Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.50 1.019 .272 [2.91, 4.09] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.00 1.414 1.000 [-8.71, 16.71] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.00 1.414 1.000 [-8.71, 16.71] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Undecided 8 3.63 .916 .324 [2.86, 4.39] 

Total 28 3.68 .983 .186 [3.30, 4.06] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for Q14: “small class size” are shown in 

Table 12. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to 

remain teaching” as independent variable and “small class size” as the dependent 

variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there is no statistically significant difference 

(.710) between the groups. F (4,23) = .538, p > .001. One person that stated that “small 

class size” had the highest influence on their decision to remain in the classroom were 

those that reported they definitely planned on leaving teaching. According to those 

surveyed, 57% of all teachers stated that “small class size” had a “good deal of influence” 

(4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the classroom. 



103 

 

Table 12 

Small Class Size One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2.232 4 .558 .538 .710 

Within Groups 23.875 23 1.038   

Total 26.107 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 6 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “small class size.” 

Figure 6 

Small Class Size Mean Plots 

 

Q15: Safe Environment 

Table 13 displays the descriptive for Q15: “safe environment” as a possible 

retention factor. Eight participants had not decided if they would remain at work 

regardless of “safe environment” (M = 4.63). The “until I am eligible for retirement” 

group reported an average of 4.5, whereas the “definitely plan to leave teaching” group 
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reported a 5.0. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long as I am able” 

regardless of “safe environment”. “Safe environment” had no significant impact on their 

retention decision (M = 4.14). 

Table 13 

Safe Environment Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 4.14 .864 .231 [3.64, 4.64] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 5.00 .000 .000 [5.00, 5.00] 

Undecided 8 4.63 .744 .263 [4.00, 5.25] 

Total 28 4.39 .786 .149 [4.09, 4.70] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “safe environment” are shown in Table 

14. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to remain 

teaching” as independent variable and “safe environment” as the dependent variable. 

Results of the ANOVA showed there is no statistically significant difference (.524) 

between the groups. F (4,23) = .823, p > .001. Two persons that stated that “safe 

environment” had the highest influence on their decision to remain in the classroom were 

those that reported they definitely planned on leaving teaching. According to those 

surveyed, 89% all teacher stated that “safe environment” had a “good deal of influence” 

(4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the classroom. Of 28 

teachers, only 1 person rated below a 4 (“good deal of influence”). 



105 

 

Table 14 

Safe Environment One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2.089 4 .522 .823 .524 

Within Groups 14.589 23 .634   

Total 16.679 27    

Note: n = 28. 

 

Figure 7 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “small class size.” 

Figure 7 

Safe Environment Mean Plots 

 

Q16: Good School Reputation 

Table 15 displays the descriptive for Q16: “good school reputation” as a possible 

retention factor. Eight participants had not decided if they would remain at work 

regardless of “good school reputation” (M = 3.13). The “until I am eligible for 

retirement” group reported an average of 4.5, whereas the “definitely plan to leave 

teaching” group reported a 3.0. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long 
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as I am able” regardless of “good school reputation”. “Good school reputation” had no 

significant impact on their retention decision (M = 3.71). 

Table 15 

Good School Reputation Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.71 .914 .244 [3.19, 4.24] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.00 .000 .000 [4.00, 4.00] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.00 .000 .000 [3.00, 3.00] 

Undecided 8 3.13 .835 .295 [2.43, 3.82] 

Total 28 3.57 .879 .166 [3.23, 3.91] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “good school reputation” are shown in 

Table 16. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to 

remain teaching” as independent variable and “good school reputation” as the dependent 

variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant differences 

(.199) between the groups. F (4,23) = 1.638, p > .001. The group who stated that “good 

school reputation” had a good deal of influence on their decision to remain in the 

classroom were those who reported they planned on teaching until they are eligible for 

retirement or as long as they are able to teach. According to those surveyed, 61% of all 

teachers stated that “good school reputation” had a “good deal of influence” (4) to “very 

large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the classroom. 
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Table 16 

Good School Reputation One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 4.625 4 1.156 1.638 .199 

Within Groups 16.232 23 .706   

Total 20.857 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 8 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “good school reputation.” 

Figure 8 

Good School Reputation Mean Plots 

 

Q17: Support from Supervisor 

Table 17 displays the descriptive for Q17: “support from supervisor” as a possible 

retention factor. The “until I am eligible for retirement” and the “I’ll continue teaching 

until something better comes along” group reported an average 4.50, whereas the “I 

definitely plan to leave teaching” reported a 3.5. 
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Table 17 

Support from Supervisor Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 4.00 .784 .210 [3.55, 4.45] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.50 .707 .500 [-2.85, 9.85] 

Undecided 8 4.25 .463 .164 [3.86, 4.64] 

Total 28 4.11 .685 .130 [3.84, 4.37] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “support from supervisor” are shown in 

Table 18. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to 

remain teaching” as independent variable and “support from supervisor” as the dependent 

variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant difference 

(.493) between the groups. F (4,23) = .877, p > .001. According to those surveyed, 89% 

of all teachers stated that “support from supervisor” have “good deal of influence” (4) to 

“very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the classroom.  

Table 18 

Support from Supervisor One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.679 4 .420 .877 .493 

Within Groups 11.000 23 .478   

Total 12.679 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 9 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “support from supervisor.” 
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Figure 9 

Support from Supervisor Mean Plots 

 

Q18: Support from Parents and Community 

Table 19 displays the descriptive for Q18: “support from parents and community” 

as a possible retention factor. The group that stated “support from parents and 

community” had the highest influence on their decision to remain in the classroom were 

those who reported they planned on teaching until they eligible for retirement or they 

continue teaching until something better comes along. The “until I am eligible for 

retirement” and the “I’ll continue teaching until something better comes along” group 

reported an average 4.50, whereas the “undecided” reported a 3.14. 
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Table 19 

Support from Parents and Community Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.86 .770 .206 [3.41, 4.30] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.00 .000 .000 [3.00, 300] 

Undecided 7 3.14 1.464 .553 [1.79, 4.50] 

Total 27 3.70 1.031 .198 [3.30, 4.11] 

Note: n=28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “support from parents and community” 

are shown in Table 20. Of 28 teachers’ respondents 1 did not answer this question. A 

one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to remain 

teaching” as independent variable and “support from parents and community” as the 

dependent variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant 

difference (.224) between the groups. F (4,22) = 1.545, p > .001. According to those 

surveyed, 70% of all teachers stated that “support from parents and community” have 

“good deal of influence” (4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the 

classroom.  

Table 20 

Support from Parents and Community One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 6.058 4 1.515 1.545 .224 

Within Groups 21.571 22 .981   

Total 27.630 26    

Note: n = 28. 
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Figure 10 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “support from parents and community.” 

Figure 10 

Support from Parents and Community Mean Plots 

 

Q19: Relationship with Students 

Table 21 displays the descriptive for Q19: “relationship with students” as a 

possible retention factor. Three persons that stated that “relationship with students” had 

the highest influence on their decision to remain in the classroom were those that reported 

they planned on teaching until they eligible for retirement or they continue teaching as 

long as they are able. The “until I am eligible for retirement” and the “I’ll continue 

teaching until something better comes along” group reported an average 4.50, whereas 

the “as long as I am able” reported a 3.86. 
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Table 21 

Relationship with Students Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.86 .770 .206 [3.41, 4.30] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 

10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 

10.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 4.00 1.414 1.000 [-8.71, 

16.71] 

Undecided 8 4.13 .641 .227 [3.59, 4.66] 

Total 28 1.04 .744 .141 [3.75, 4.32] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “relationship with students” are shown in 

Table 22. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to 

remain teaching” as independent variable and “relationship with students” as the 

dependent variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant 

differences (.679) between the groups. F (4,23) = .582, p > .001. According to those 

surveyed, 82% of all teachers stated that “relationship with students” have “good deal of 

influence” (4) to “very large influence” (5) on their intent to remain in the classroom.  

Table 22 

Relationship with Students One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.375 4 .344 .582 .679 

Within Groups 13.589 23 .591   

Total 14.964 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 11 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “relationship with students.” 
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Figure 11 

Relationship with Students Mean Plots 

 

Q20: School Facility 

Table 23 displays the descriptive for Q20: “school facility” as a possible retention 

factor. The group who stated that “school facility” had the highest influence on their 

decision to remain in the classroom were those who reported they planned on teaching 

until they eligible for retirement or they continue teaching until something better comes 

along. Only one person that stated that “school facility” had the highest influence on their 

decision to remain in the classroom were those that reported they definitely planned on 

leaving teaching. The “until I am eligible for retirement” and the “I’ll continue teaching 

until something better comes along” group reported an average 4.50, whereas the 

“undecided” reported a 3.25. 
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Table 23 

School Facility Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 3.29 .994 .266 [2.71, 3.96] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 4.50 .707 .500 [-1.85, 10.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.50 .707 .500 [-2.85, 9.85] 

Undecided 8 3.25 .886 .313 [2.51, 3.99] 

Total 28 3.48 .962 .182 [3.09, 3.84] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “school facility” are shown in Table 24. 

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to remain 

teaching” as independent variable and “school facility” as the dependent variable. Results 

of the ANOVA showed there is no statistically significant difference (.241) between the 

groups. F (4,23) = 1.479, p > .001. According to those surveyed, 53% of all teachers 

stated that “school facility” have “good deal of influence” (4) to “very large influence” 

(5) on their intent to remain in the classroom.  

Table 24 

School Facility One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 5.107 4 1.277 1.479 .241 

Within Groups 19.857 23 .863   

Total 24.964 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 12 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “school facility.” 
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Figure 12 

School Facility Mean Plots 

 

Q25: Total Time Teaching at This School 

Table 25 displays the descriptive for Q25: “how long have you been teaching time 

at the school” as a possible retention factor. The group who stated that “how long have 

you been teaching in this school” had the highest influence on their decision to remain in 

the classroom were those who reported they planned on teaching until they eligible for 

retirement. The “until I am eligible to retire” group reported an average 4.0, whereas the 

“undecided” reported a 2.38. Only two persons who stated that “how long have you been 

teaching in this school” had a good deal of influence on their decision to remain in the 

classroom also reported they definitely planned on leaving teaching. The “until I am 

eligible for retirement” and the “I’ll continue teaching until something better comes 

along” group reported an average of 4.50, whereas the “undecided” reported a 3.25. 
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Table 25 

Total Time Teaching at This School Descriptive 

 n M SD 
Std. 

Err 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 2.79 1.311 .350 [2.03, 3.54] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 4.00 .000 .000 [4.00, 4.00] 

Unless something better comes along 2 2.00 1.414 1.000 [-10.71, 14.71] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 3.50 .707 .500 [-2.85, 9.85] 

Undecided 8 2.38 1.302 .460 [1.29, 3.46] 

Total 28 2.75 1.266 .239 [2.26, 3.24] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “how long have you been teaching time 

at the school” are shown in Table 26. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with 

“how long do you plan to remain teaching” as independent variable and “how long have 

you been teaching in this school” as the dependent variable. Results of the ANOVA 

showed there was no statistically significant difference (.418) between the groups.  

F (4,23) = 1.02, p > .001. According to those surveyed, 29% of all teachers stated that 

“how long have you been teaching in this school” were new teachers that worked at least 

one year, 7% have been working in the school between 2-3 years, 25% have been 

working in the school 3-5 years and 39% have been working more than 5 years at the 

school.  

Table 26 

Total Time Teaching at This School One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 6.518 4 1.629 1.020 .418 

Within Groups 36.732 23 1.597   

Total 43.250 27    

Note: n = 28. 
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Figure 13 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “total time teaching at this school.” 

Figure 13 

Total Time Teaching at This School Mean Plots 

 

Q26: Teacher’s Age 

Table 27 displays the descriptive for Q26: “teacher’s age” as a possible retention 

factor. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long as I am able” regardless 

of “teacher’s age.” “Teacher’s age” had no significant impact on their retention decision 

(M = 2.71). Eight participants had not decided if they would remain at work regardless of 

“teacher’s age” (M = 2.88). The “until I am eligible for retirement” group reported an 

average of 2.50, whereas the “unless something better comes along” group reported a 3.0. 
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Table 27 

Teacher’s Age Descriptive 

 n M SD 
Std. 

Err 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 2.71 .914 .244 [2.19, 3.24] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 2.50 2.121 1.500 [-16.56, 21.56] 

Unless something better comes along 2 3.00 .000 .000 [3.00, 3.00] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 2.50 .707 .500 [-3.85, 8.85] 

Undecided 8 2.88 .835 .295 [2.19, 3.57] 

Total 28 2.75 .887 .168 [2.41, 3.09] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “teacher’s age” are shown in Table 28. A 

one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to remain 

teaching” as independent variable and “age” as the dependent variable. Results of the 

ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant difference (.964) between the 

groups. F (4,23) = .144, p>.001.  

Table 28 

Teacher’s Age One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .518 4 .129 .144 .964 

Within Groups 20.732 23 .901   

Total 21.250 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 14 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “teacher’s age.” 
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Figure 14 

Teacher’s Age Mean Plots 

 

Q28: Teacher’s Education Level 

Table 29 displays the descriptive for Q28: “teacher’s education level” as a 

possible retention factor. The group that stated, “educational level” had a little influence 

on their decision to remain in the classroom were those who reported they plan to teach 

“as long as I am able or continue teaching until something better comes along.” 
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Table 29 

Teacher’s Education Level Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 2.50 .519 .139 [2.20, 2.80] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 2.50 .707 .500 [-3.85, 8.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 3.00 .000 .000 [3.00, 3.00] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 2.50 .707 .500 [-3.85, 8.85] 

Undecided 8 2.25 .707 .250 [1.66, 2.84] 

Total 28 2.46 .576 .109 [2.24, 2.69] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “teacher’s education level” are shown in 

Table 30. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was run with “how long do you plan to 

remain teaching” as independent variable and “educational level” as the dependent 

variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there was no statistically significant difference 

(.604) between the groups. F (4,23) = .693, p>.001. According to those surveyed, 46% of 

all teachers have bachelor’s degrees, 50% of teachers who surveyed have master’s 

degrees, and 4% have high school diplomas. 

Table 30 

Teacher’s Education Level One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .964 4 .241 .693 .604 

Within Groups 5.000 23 .348   

Total 8.964 27    

Note: n = 28. 

Figure 15 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “teacher’s education level.” 
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Figure 15 

Teacher’s Education Level Mean Plots 

 

Q29: Students’ Age 

Table 31 displays the descriptive for Q29: “students’ age” as a possible retention 

factor. Seven participants had not decided if they would remain at work regardless of 

“student’s age” (M = 2.14). The “until I am eligible for retirement” group reported an 

average of 1.5, as the “unless something better comes along” group and “definitely plan 

to leave teaching” group. Fourteen participants planned to remain at work “as long as I 

am able” regardless of “student’s age”. “Student’s age” had no significant impact on their 

retention decision (M = 1.57). 
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Table 31 

Students’ Age Descriptive 

 n M SD Std. Err 
95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

As long as I am able 14 1.57 .938 .251 [1.03, 2.11] 

Until I am eligible for retirement 2 1.50 .707 .500 [-4.85, 7.85] 

Unless something better comes along 2 1.50 .707 .500 [-4.85, 7.85] 

Definitely plan to leave teaching 2 1.50 .707 .500 [-4.85, 7.85] 

Undecided 7 2.14 .900 .340 [1.31, 2.97] 

Total 27 1.70 .869 .167 [1.36, 2.05] 

Note: n = 28. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA for “students’ age” are shown in Table 32. 

Of 28 teachers 1 did not answer this question. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was 

run with “how long do you plan to remain teaching” as independent variable and “age of 

students you work with” as the dependent variable. Results of the ANOVA showed there 

was no statistically significant difference (.687) between the groups. F (4,22) =.570, 

p>.001.  

Table 32 

Students’ Age One-Way ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.844 4 .461 .570 .687 

Within Groups 17.786 22 .808   

Total 19.630 26    

Note: n = 28. 

*p < .001 

Figure 16 displays the mean plots showing the relationship between intent to 

remain teaching and “students’ age.” 
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Figure 16 

Students’ Age Mean Plots 

 

Linear Regression 

In RQ2 the researcher decided also to use linear regression to find which specific 

factors predict the most and influence teacher retention in a Jewish day school. The added 

value of linear regression is by the opportunity to look into variables and assess whether 

they can predict an outcome, also finding which exact variables are significant predictors 

of the outcome variable (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). Gravetter and Wallnau, (2013) 

explained some of the Linear Regression descriptive information as referential in Table 

33. 
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Table 33 

Linear Regression Descriptive Terminology 

Term Description 

Coefficients Coefficients describe positive or negative correlation between 

independent variable and the dependent variable 

Unstandardized Coefficient The representation of the overall changes in certain dependent 

variable because of the changes of the independent variable  

Beta Beta is the slope line that connect the predictor variable and the 

dependent variable 

Unstandardized Coefficient Beta Usage of raw data to find the line of best relevance. 

R R represent the connection between the notice values of predicted 

values and the observed values. 

Table 34 displays the coefficients of the linear regression between teachers’ intent 

to remain teaching (Q22) and various factors. 

Table 34 

Linear Regression Coefficients 

 Unstandardized Coefficients  Standardized Coefficients 

Model 1 B SE.  ß t Sig. 

(Constant) -4.759 4.265   -1.116 .293 

Best job offer .435 .552  .312 .788 .451 

Salary and benefits .065 .540  .048 .120 .907 

Small class size .613 .516  .357 1.187 .266 

Safe environment .676 1.087  .313 .623 .549 

Good school reputation -1.909 .835  -1.000 -2.285 .048* 

Support from supervisor 1.191 .817  .492 1.459 .178 

Support from parents and community -.397 .492  -.242 -.804 .440 

Relationship with students .110 .835  .049 .132 .898 

School facility .358 .787  .205 .454 .660 

Choose teaching as a career again -.394 .379  -.286 -1.040 .326 

Effort put in worth it -.223 .542  -.108 -.412 .690 

Total time teaching at this school .176 .338  .131 .520 .615 

Teacher’s age .364 .521  .187 .697 .503 

Teacher’s certification status 1.584 1.302  .433 1.217 .255 

Teacher’s educational level -.533 .759  -.163 -.728 .485 

Students’ age .781 .417  .397 1.874 .094 

Note: n = 28. 

*p < .05 
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Results of the linear regression showed that out of the 16 factors, three were most 

significant: (a) “good school reputation” (.048); (b) “students’ age” (.094); and (c) 

“support from supervisor” (.178). The three factors are excellent predictors of whether 

teachers will remain in a Jewish day school. The ability of the three factors to be a strong 

predictor is not as high when examining them separately with Q22, although “good 

school reputation” is considered a strong predictor when compared with the other two 

factors. Table 35 displays the linear regression between teachers’ intent to remain 

teaching at this school and “good school reputation.”  

Table 35 

Good School Reputation Linear Regression 

Model R R2 Adj. R2 SE of Est 

1 .332a .110 .076 1.724 

Note. n = 28. 
a = Predictors: (Constant), Factor 5. Good school reputation. 

Results of the linear regression showed that “good school reputation” is the single 

most important factor when predicting retention of teachers (R = .332). This is a large 

number for a single variable. Although “good school reputation” is a strong predictor it is 

not statistically significant (p > 0.000) and will not significantly predict that outcome by 

itself. Among other factors “Reputation of the school” becomes more significant. 

Coefficients of the linear regression between intent to remain teaching and “good school 

reputation” are shown in Table 36.  
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Table 36 

Good School Reputation Coefficients 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

 Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model 1 B SE  ß t Sig. 

(Constant) 4.993 1.387   3.600 .001 

Good School Reputation -.678 .377  -.332 -1.796 .084 

Note. Coefficients. Dependent Variable: 11. How long do you plan to remain teaching? 

Table 37 displays the linear regression between teachers’ intent to remain 

teaching at this school and “support from supervisor.” Results of the linear regression 

showed that “support from supervisor” by itself is not significant factor when predicting 

retention of teachers (R = .099). 

Table 37 

Support from Supervisor Linear Regression 

Model R R2 Adj. R2 SE of Est 

1 .099a .010 -.028 1.819 

Note. n = 28. 
a = Predictors: (Constant), Factor 6. Support from supervisor. 

“Support from supervisor” is a secondary predictor in that it is predictive 

considering other factors. People who value the support from a supervisor actually value 

it in context of other variables. Thus, this factor alone will not keep the teachers in a 

Jewish day school. While “support from supervisor” is a good factor, it should be 

examined with other factors to predict teachers’ retention. “Support from supervisor” 

does not predict whether teachers will leave, but it also does not predict if “support from 

supervisor” will cause them to stay. Coefficients of the linear regression between intent to 

remain teaching and “support from supervisor” are displayed in Table 38. 
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Table 38 

Support from Supervisor Coefficients 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

 Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model 1 B SE.  ß t Sig. 

(Constant) 1.507 2.126   .709 .485 

Support From Supervisor .259 .511  .099 .507 .616 

Note. Coefficients. Dependent Variable: 11. How long do you plan to remain teaching? 

Table 39 displays the linear regression between teachers’ intent to remain 

teaching at this school and “students’ age.” Results of the linear regression showed that 

“students’ age” by itself is a significant factor when predicting retention of teachers (R = 

.247), but not as significant as “good school reputation.” 

Table 39 

Students’ Age Linear Regression 

Model R R2 Adj. R2 SE of Est 

1 .247a .061 .024 1.741 

Note. n = 28. 
a = Predictors: (Constant), Factor 18. Age of students you work with. 

Since the sample is not large, it could be that “students’ age” is an excellent 

predictor, but it lacks statistical significance because the sample is so small. Coefficients 

of the linear regression between intent to remain teaching and “students’ age” are 

displayed in Table 40. 
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Table 40 

Students’ Age Coefficients 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

 Standardized 

Coefficients 

Model 1 B SE.  ß T Sig. 

(Constant) 1.626 .749   2.172 .040 

Students’ Age .502 .393  .247 1.277 .213 

Note. Coefficients. Dependent Variable: 11. How long do you plan to remain teaching? 

Focus Group 

RQ3 asked, “According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish day school, how do 

parent-teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention?” In answer to RQ3, 10 teachers 

took part in a focus group. Five open-ended questions were utilized in one main virtual 

focus group and two other supplemental virtual focus groups to answer the research 

question. The two supplemental virtual focus groups were not planned. They were added 

to accommodate P2 and P8 privacy since during the first planned focus group meeting, 

P2 and P8 felt uncomfortable since they realized that one of the participants was a teacher 

that both P2 and P8 were intimidated by; hence they could not trust her. Thus, they felt 

uncomfortable answering honestly and participating fully in the first meeting. Separately 

and on different occasions, P2 and P8 approached the primary investigator and asked for 

a second individual meeting to answer fully and honestly all the focus group questions. 

The focus groups were conducted to examine teachers’ perceptions regarding how 

parent-teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention in a Jewish day school. 

Transcripts for the three focus group sessions are provided in Appendices L 



129 

 

Qualitative Findings 

The main focus group was conducted via zoom on April 22, 2021 and was 

scheduled according to the convenience of all participants. This focus group had a total of 

10 participants who voluntarily agreed to participate. All participants were females. 

Focus group participants’ teaching grade level and years of employment at this school are 

displayed in Table 41. 

Table 41 

Focus Group Demographics 

Pseudonym Grade Levels Taught Years of Employment at This School 

P1 2, 4, 5 10 

P2 2 1 

P3 K 6 

P4 3 5 

P5 K 5 

P6 4, 5 1 

P7 4, 5 30 

P8 K 5 

P9 K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 2 

P10 2, 3, 4, 5 1 

Four teachers who participated in the focus group were between the ages of 30–40 

years old, and four teachers were between the ages of 40–50 years old. One teacher was 

between 20–30 years old, and one teacher was 55+ years old. Though all participants 

were notified that their confidentiality and anonymity would be protected, the primary 

investigator was not aware of the social tension between one participant and the other 

participants. Thus, the day after the main focus group session, two of the participants, P2 

and P8, approached the primary investigator on two different occasions and explained 

that due to a specific participant’s presence in the main session, they did not feel 
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comfortable to participate fully, which made them rethink their answers during the main 

focus group session. P2 and P8 requested another interview session just for them so they 

could answer fully and honestly. A second meeting was scheduled upon the participants’ 

request and at their convenience. The meeting was scheduled via Zoom on April 29, 

2021. After waiting 20 minutes for P2, the primary investigator asked to reschedule, but 

P8 insisted on proceeding. Thus, a third meeting occurred with P2 on May 3, 2021, at the 

participant’s convenience. The information received by the individual meetings with P2 

and P8 added additional information and examples that could not be shared in the first 

focus group meeting due to the presence of a specific participant in the primary session. 

This presence created inconvenient feelings among P2 and P8. 

The qualitative data from the focus groups were transcribed (see Appendix K, L, 

M) and coded into common themes. The analysis process included searching for patterns 

in each of the participants’ answers for forming the themes. Five main themes emerged 

from all sections of the focus group. The themes and their related subthemes are shown in 

Table 42. 
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Table 42 

Focus Group Themes 

 Theme Subthemes 

1 Positive and negative experience of 

parental involvement 

Helpful parents/volunteers (positive) 

COVID-19 (positive) 

Manipulation and power (negative) 

Parents’ standards (negative) 

Past administrations (negative) 

2 Perceptions and effects of parental 

involvement experiences 

Appreciation and acknowledgment 

Community support 

Morale 

Current administration 

Complaints 

3 Retention decision If...then statements 

Positive experiences 

Fun and family 

4 Effective strategies of communication Speaking and listening skills 

Communication and trust 

5 Teachers’ approaches to parental 

involvement judgments 

 

Theme One: Positive and Negative Experience of Parental Involvement 

Five subthemes were associated with this theme. Positive subthemes included 

helpful parents/volunteers, COVID-19, while negative subthemes included manipulation 

and power, parents’ standards, and past administration. 

Helpful Parents/Volunteers 

Some participants’ connotations of positive parental involvement were due to the 

experiences teachers had with parents volunteering in various activities during the school. 

P1 stated, “In a normal year our parents volunteer with hot lunches. They volunteer for 

Young Authors Day. They help with 5th grade graduation. They chaperone trips when 

they’re allowed.” Positive parent volunteering activities were conducted by the same of 
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group of core parents. According to P7: “we have some wonderful parent volunteers that 

are a small percentage of our parent volunteers that are physically active in volunteering 

with hot lunch and on normal years … present in the school.” The volunteering activities 

were perceived as very helpful. Participants indicated parents tend to step up and help as 

much as they are needed. P4 explained, “as a whole, I think our parents are helpful.” P3 

shared, “I’d say for the most part, the majority of parents are very helpful. They step up 

to the plate if anything’s going on.” P5 elaborated, 

I just wanted to say, I know we’ve kind of all touched on how, you know, parents 

have come and gotten involved, especially when we email them for help … and 

we do always have, you know, a lot of parents, we asked for events, kind of like 

what Participant 9 said … like when we ask for help, they do volunteer to do that. 

The willingness of parents to volunteer when they are asked makes their involvement a 

positive experience according to the focus group. P4 shared, 

If you ask for a volunteer, I need help doing this and this and you ask 35 parents 

and no one shows up and you asking, then it would. ... But you get people to come 

and help and it shows you that you are appreciated. And they like what you do. 

COVID-19 

COVID impacted many aspects of the school’s daily routine for administration, 

teachers, students, and parents. Teachers had to accomplish the given academic goals 

under restricted conditions. Hence, the expectations and accountability for teachers’ 

performance were high. According to the focus group participants, parents did not have 

many options to take part and help with teachers’ needs. P9 stated, “if I have parents that 

are willing to come and help then I want them to be involved. We just haven’t had that 
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many opportunities this year to do that kind of thing.” The pandemic also helped with 

creating a comparison perspective for parental involvement between a normal year and 

during the pandemic. Positive parental involvement still occurred but in different forms; 

the challenges related to the pandemic defused negative parental involvement. P1 stated, 

So, this year there hasn’t been much negative involvement because we’re really 

shut things down. I can tell you from the back end in terms of parent involvement, 

in the last couple of months, parents were helping … in organizing things for the 

school. ... This year because of COVID and because of our inability to bring 

people on campus due to COVID protocols, parents in the early childhood and in 

pre-K Zoom into things like pre-K Shabbat and EC Shabbat. 

Lack of physical presence of parents on campus due to the pandemic made it hard 

for participants to assess whether parental involvement was positive or negative 

compared to normal years. P3 explained, “It’s harder to see. Because you can’t see … 

that there’s no presence on the campus with parents. So, it’s harder to see how … what 

they’re doing in a positive or negative way.” 

COVID-19 protocols required teachers to monitor children’s behavior and 

cleaning habits. Parents were aware of all the input and effort of the teachers which led to 

positive feelings and appreciation for the teachers. Parents felt their children were safe. 

P4 shared, 

I think they saw a lot of what we deal with on a daily basis, and when they finally, 

when the kids got to go back in September, they were very excited and they 

appreciated because they knew we were in our masks, we were in the facials, we 

were risking, like, come on back. Then everyone thought, “Oh God, gosh, gosh, 
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um, we serve them lunch, we’re wiping their hands, were cleaning the tables. 

We’re doing all of these things over and over, which aren’t our job, and never our 

job.” 

The pandemic made parents more aware of the teachers’ job; it made them 

grateful and appreciative of the teachers. Parents were exposed via Zoom to the massive 

effort teachers went through in order to teach their children. P7 shared, 

Especially this year, I think more than in a lot of years past that the parents are 

very grateful that we were there for their kids and their kids have been able to go 

to school, and they really haven’t missed a beat. And they’ve been learning and 

they’re there. They’re grateful. 

P10 elaborated, 

They were exposed to us through Zoom, too, you know, they were on Zoom with 

us as well. So, they saw how hard we worked at trying to make engaging lessons 

for their children during COVID, in school with masks on trying to keep them 

safe. 

Most negative experiences of parental involvement were related to years before the 

pandemic. Participants focused on a few factors, namely manipulation and power, 

parents’ standards, and past administrations. 

Manipulation and Power  

Some parents formerly manipulated the system for their own convenience. They 

felt that since the school was a private school, they paid high tuition, and held a high 

socioeconomic status, they could dictate their agenda and run the school accordingly. P1 

stated, 
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In a normal year, many parents want to volunteer, but we also have large number 

who instead attempted to run the school. ... They have attempted to push their 

agendas ahead of the scholastic and curricular needs of the students. 

P7 explained, 

And we have other parent involvement that because they’re paying tuition, and 

because, I guess they see us as providing a service, which we do, but they feel that 

they are allowed to push their agenda, and sometimes it is not in the best interest 

of the students. 

Parents’ behavior was rude and entitled due to their economic power. They felt 

they could influence not only the curriculum because it profited their businesses, but also 

the grading system to benefit their children. P1 shared, 

There have been years when they have attempted to manipulate class placements. 

There have been years when parents have felt that they could simply walk in, 

walk the campus, walk into classrooms whenever they wanted to simply because 

… there have been years when parents who have had their own businesses that 

were involved with specific curricula that they attempted to push that curriculum 

on us because it profited them… or with the purchasing of things for the school, 

same thing. There have been years when parents have manipulated … and 

attempted to manipulate the grading system to benefit their own children. 

P4 also talked about parental manipulation and power, stating, “There were some parents 

that went a little overboard pushing in being in the classrooms.” Some parents did not 

like the idea that they are being told how to behave. They had to adjust to changes. P4 
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stated parents would say, “I am spending 20 something thousand dollars and I don’t get 

to see anything. I don’t have no idea and we’re not welcome.”  

Parents’ Standards 

Parents acted by their own standards and expectations from teachers, which 

created a negative effect on teachers’ conduct and self-efficacy. P4 shared, 

In the past, I felt as a teacher, that sometimes the parents will go over the teachers 

heading straight to the authorities or administration rather than address us. That 

would be negative parent involvement … that you know just not to see the 

teachers … just the respect for the teachers, for us. 

P9 stated, “I also worry that if I don’t meet the parents’ standards; you know that I’ll hear 

about it. … And that’s a concern of mine that I keep in the back of my head.” 

Parents sometimes tended to create some prejudice as for their child’s abilities. 

This helped to set the parents’ standards for the teacher’s approach. P5 shared, 

I had a situation a couple of years ago, when parents had reached out to …, you 

know, meeting their child, really, or starting the school year to let me know how 

advanced their child was, and kind of their expectations prior to going in. 

Parents had high standards for some of the subjects. If the subject matter did not fit their 

expectation, parents might create unpleasant situations with the teachers. P6 explained, 

I guess, some of our parents that were new this year, were expecting, especially 

for writing for more worksheets to come home, or with Writer’s Workshop, you 

know, you start a piece, and you work on it for a really long time. And so I did 

have some parents that were complaining; they didn’t know what they were 

writing and things like that. 
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Past Administration 

Participants also discussed their challenges with past administrations. Participants 

felt that previous administrators in the school did not do as much as anticipated to support 

teachers. P7 stated, 

I wanted to add that in the past, I felt as a teacher, that sometimes the parents will 

go over the teachers heading straight to our authorities or administrators rather 

than address us. That’s their first stop. If they have a concern and you know it … 

and it feels like being a teacher, when that happens, that they’re pushing their 

way. … They feel like if they go straight to the top, then they’ll get what they 

want. 

P1 shared, 

But parent involvement in a negative side, also depends year-to-year on the team 

of teachers and administrators, and this year, the teams have not allowed the 

parents to be negative and we’ve kind of demanded the positive from our families. 

Overall participants shared negative and positive parental involvement experiences. Most 

of the negative experiences were based on past years’ experiences and the positive 

experiences focused mostly on the current academic year.  

Theme Two: Perceptions and Effects of Parental Involvement Experiences 

Participants in the focus group spoke about their perceptions and effects of 

parental involvement. Five subthemes emerged related to this theme. Perceptions of 

parental involvement included appreciation and acknowledgment and community 

support. The effects of parental involvement included morale, current administration, and 

complaints. 



138 

 

Appreciation/Acknowledgement 

Most teachers felt appreciated by parents. This appreciation was demonstrated 

toward the teachers either by participating in class/ school activities with the teachers or 

by showing acts of appreciation during the academic year. P7 stated, “Just the 

acknowledgment and saying, we appreciate you. That’s always been important to me.” 

P4 shared, 

We are not teaching to become wealthy. We’re not teaching to like, retire, but we 

do it because we enjoy what we do and like what we do. … And for them to show 

some sort of appreciation back is really important. 

P5 shared,  

I know, from personal experience, I had to go through a surgery two years ago, 

and parents, you know, brought me a recovery basket, and we’re, you know … it 

just things that they went above and beyond that weren’t necessary, but were very 

appreciated. 

P3 explained, “I’m pretty impressed with most of the parents here they show a lot of 

kindness and appreciation in different ways.” 

According to P2, parental involvement has an added value. By working together 

with the teacher as a team, the atmosphere in the classroom was for the best. P2 stated, 

“Parents’ involvement made my classroom a very peaceful place.” Though the pandemic 

reflected the hard work teachers were doing, parents’ gratitude and appreciation of 

teachers occurs all the time. P4 stated, “I do think that added to the gratitude, but I do 

think on a normal year, the parents are appreciative. I do think that they do have gratitude 
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on a normal year as well.” Being open and functional almost completely during the 

pandemic made parents more appreciative of teachers’ efforts and job. P7 stated, 

For the most part, you know, like 99.9% of the time this year, everybody’s just 

been so grateful that we’ve been consistent, we’ve been open, we’re in person, 

and our kids are getting a great education this year. … New students that came 

from public school, their parents are so happy and, and thankful. And you know 

… it’s been positive, it’s been very positive. 

Community Support 

One of the main positive experience of teachers related to parental involvement is 

perceived during personal or general crises. In recent years, Houston has experienced 

several natural disasters. Parents, as part of the community, stepped up and supported 

each teacher who was affected by nature or personal crisis. P5 expressed her feelings 

about the community support teachers received: 

I also think it’s worth mentioning that during certain times of crisis, going back to 

Hurricane Harvey, and all the situations we went through, there was an incredible 

outpouring of parent involvement, and wanting to help and coming when there’s 

still water in the school and wanting to just do whatever they could even parents 

of alumni. So, I just think it’s also important to note that in this community that 

we’ve kind of fostered. There are also parent involvement that step up, even when 

not asked. 

P6 agreed. She stated, 

During the freeze, I missed a day of school because I had a leaky pipe, and I had a 

crack in my ceiling. ... and I don’t know, you know, with kids, they hear one thing 



140 

 

and by the end of the day, a tornado has hit your apartment and I had an email 

from a parent who was immediately like, “Oh my god, I heard your apartment 

flooded. What do you need? You know, we’ll, we’ll get all the volunteers. We’ll 

help we’ll do whatever we can.” ... And I was just like, “Oh, you know, that’s the 

most amazing thing. You’re so sweet. Nothing happened. I’m fine.” ... But that 

was amazing.” 

P3 recalled, 

I remember at Harvey they were parents who put in a lot of money to buy supplies 

and try to do whatever they can to get the classes up and running, and the kids 

back at school. I think most of them really appreciate what the teachers do, 

especially if the teachers go above and beyond at all. 

When a teacher goes through a difficult time parents get together to support the teacher 

and family. P4 explained, 

When I had to be out for an extended period of time, Christmas time, like I had 

family sending food, and I was like, “Please stop sending food. I appreciate it.” ... 

But then, they were so nice. And they were so sweet. And they wouldn’t take no 

as an answer. 

The sense of community happens all the time. Teachers are part of the community even 

after their working hours. Teachers encounter parents on many occasions and places 

around the school. P7 shared, 

It kind of rounds it out for us, especially at a Jewish day school and in a Jewish 

community where you see … see them at the grocery store and you see them, you 

know, at Bar and Bat Mitzvah and high holidays in normal circumstances. It’s not 
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like we go to work, and we go home, we don’t see them again [until] we come 

back to school. We see them when we’re out and about see them at restaurants, 

we see them everywhere. 

Morale 

Since parents needed to adjust to a new administration’s policies gradually, their 

parental involvement experiences affected the school’s morale. Some of the new policies 

included reduction in tuition, strict COVID protocol rules to protect the teachers and 

students. “Open door” policy etc. P4 shared, “I think in small doses, letting them in to see 

it brings the morale up upon the parents and the families for them to see what’s going on 

and be part of it.” P9 stated, “They were very happy to come to the school to see what the 

students were doing. I think like Participant 4 was saying … it makes me excited for 

future things. 

The positive reactions and interactions with the parents caused the teachers’ 

morale to be leveraged. P7 explained, 

So having them … having a good report with them and knowing that they like 

what we’re doing, and they say good things about us. That, that’s a good thing. 

That, that’s those positive vibes that keep you coming back for more. 

P2 shared, 

I love that the parents are so involved.  I loved it. ... The parents have shown me 

their gratitude in so many ways that I feel lucky to have them as my parents, 

honestly. I’ve had parents that I’ve loved just as much. But they can always show 

their gratitude.” 
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Current Administration 

Since some parents crossed the line with their attitudes and behavior in the past, 

the current administration had to take a harsh stand to stop the over-involvement process. 

Current administration implemented new rules for parents to curb parents’ constant 

coming onto campus as they wished. P4 stated, “I think the administration took a hard 

stance on it, they probably needed to be harsh”. P4 went on to say, “No, this is done. We 

can’t have parents back in the building. I think families felt that they are not welcome. ... 

And it got a lot of bad PR within the families.” The current administration is more active 

and supportive of teachers related to negative parental involvement incidents. P4 shared, 

“I think our admin, for the most part does a good job to kind of step in.” P5 stated, “I was 

a little taken aback, and I had to, you know, communicate with my admin team to make 

sure I handled it the appropriate way.” 

Complaints 

According to the focus group participants, parents’ first reaction is to complain. 

Their complaint can be via emails that might impact teacher’s self-efficacy, especially if 

the complaints contain incorrect information. P9 stated, “Then I would get an email that 

surprised me, because I didn’t realize that anything was wrong. And so I feel attacked by 

the parent: ‘Why did you do this?’ It would take me a while to calm down.” Some 

teachers talked about complaints from parents who do not know how to show any 

appreciation. P3 explained, “I think they’re those few that like just to complain, and they 

may not be happy, like nothing’s really going to make them happy. Or they just like to be 

heard.” 
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Many parents complain after receiving wrong information from their children. 

Instead of checking the facts, they choose to react in attack on the teacher. P4 shared, “It 

was definitely a difference of what you hear from the parent versus the kid. And I told the 

parent I was like, ‘but the kids coming home saying [it], it isn’t necessarily going on.’” 

The majority of teachers’ experiences affected their feelings. Most of the participants felt 

appreciated by the parents and their acts of kindness toward the teachers. A few 

participants’ experiences were based on past and current policies regarding parental 

involvement in this school that affected their professional conduct and confidence when 

dealing with certain parents.  

Theme Three: Retention Decisions 

Participants stated that the positive parental involvement influenced their decision 

to stay. Three subthemes emerged to support this theme of retention decisions: if...then 

statements, positive experiences, and fun and family.  

If...Then Statements 

Participants described situations that occurred that influenced their decision to 

stay in the school. If parental involvement was bad and negative all the time, participants 

stated they would not put up with it at all, in any school, and they would leave. P4 shared, 

I think if there was a lot of negative parental involvement, I think I would be 

gone, I wouldn’t ... I wouldn’t put up. ... Like, I’m not gonna … we don’t make 

enough money to put up with a lot of negative experiences with parents. … I 

don’t know if I badger negative experiences with parents.” 

Teachers also recognized the universality of parents’ negative comments. P4 

shared, “I think it would be the same way, I think, at any school. ... I don’t think that as a 
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teacher you’re there to be pushed around with negative parental experiences.” P1 shared, 

“Teachers who’ve had negative interactions with parents in a stressful year will usually 

choose to leave if they have the option to leave”. P7 agreed, “If it was a bunch of difficult 

parents, it might make you rethink.” 

Some participants mentioned the fact that if communication was lacking with 

parents, then interactions with them will have a negative impact on teachers. P1 shared, 

“If there’s a lack of communication, or if they feel that ... if they are hearing from their 

child that their child feels like they’re being picked on, then the interactions become more 

negative and difficult.” P6 stated, “I think if I got consistently poor feedback from 

parents, I would definitely probably choose another school or career.” 

All the factors that were mentioned as conditions, discussed the positiveness and 

the luck of working with parents who care and value education. P1 stated, “I think that 

for the most part, we’re really lucky in that our parents really value education and for the 

most part; not always, but for the most part.” 

Positive Experience 

Positive experiences in the school with all stakeholders are an added value that 

strengthen teachers’ decision to stay in the school. According to P4, “I think if you have 

positive experiences, I came from a public school, and we had the same types of parents 

there that were always helpful and did little things to make you feel appreciated.” P1 

stated, “When you’ve had positive experiences with the parents and their students, you 

choose to stay and see the school through another year.” P7 agreed, 

Those experiences keep me going, keep me coming back and, and hearing about 

them and keeping up with them when they’re in high school and where they’re 
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going to college. And it’s very much of, you know, an extended family, those are 

my kids, no matter how old they are, they’re still my kids. 

Although P8 described a positive relationship with parents, parental involvement was not 

considered to be as crucial a factor in the decision to leave or to stay in the school. P8 

stated, 

Parental involvement, it doesn’t really impact anything. I’ve always had good 

experiences with my parents. So um, I really don’t have much to say on that. They 

… it really doesn’t affect my decision to stay or go. They’ve always majority of 

my parents have always been great parents; I’ve really never had any issues. So, it 

really doesn’t affect my choices. I base those on other things. 

Fun and Family 

Teachers felt that the small acts of kindness toward them turns the school 

environment into a fun place to work. P4 shared, “The little things along the way, it kind 

of brightens it up. It makes it a fun place to be.” Participants shared the atmosphere at the 

school feels like spending time with family. P7 stated, 

I think that … that’s what’s kept me at this school so long is it’s always felt like a 

second family or a second home. ... Our school is just a big family and we have 

children who are siblings have … you know, I have known their parents for a very 

long time. 

Most of the participants stated their attrition in this school or any other work 

environment, if it happens, will be the result of negative parental involvement. However, 

participants emphasized they did not feel negatively about the parental involvement they 

encountered during the COVID-19 pandemic. The participants’ decision to stay in this 



146 

 

school was due to mutual strategies of communication between parents and teachers, 

which was formed and described as a tool of solving problems and creating better 

relationships based on mutual understanding and appreciation. The teachers attributed the 

atmosphere to this Jewish school and because the parents are part of this Jewish 

community outside of the campus. 

Theme Four: Effective Strategies of Communication 

The fourth theme arising from the focus group discussion was effective strategies 

of communication. Participants discussed two subthemes: speaking and listening skills, 

and communication and trust. 

Speaking and Listening Skills 

Some teachers developed strategies to overcome some of the effects of 

demanding parental involvement they have experienced by being professional, not taking 

criticism personally, and learning how to listen to the parents. For instance, P3 shared, 

I think it makes it ... well, it would make me stop and think about “What am I 

doing?” You know, “Is there … what part of this is, you know, realistic? Or is 

there something that needs to be changed? Or can I do something different?” And 

if not, how do you help the parents explain what’s going on. And sometimes it’s 

those tough conversations. But … and unfortunately, sometimes you might have 

to be the parent. I’m always listening to the parents where they’re coming from, 

and you know, what can be most helpful to them? And what’s going to help the 

kid out the most? 

Some teachers realized that the way teacher speaks and share information with parents 

can make a different with parents’ reactions. P4 explained, 
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I think if you put it in a way to a parent when you’re speaking to them, they 

typically will take it compassionately, and why you understand what they’re 

going through why you understand their kid, they’re more likely to help you and 

be on your side. 

P2 shared, “Parent involvement is a great benefit from many other schools that I have 

worked at. My parents are really involved they always ask questions, they always want to 

understand what’s going on in our lessons from day to day.” P2 also stated, “Usually 

when I put something in place, I communicate with my parents, and they typically will 

set up the same parameters at home.” P3 shared, “I think you just you just listen to what 

they have to say … and you continue with your curriculum.”  

Communication and Trust 

Since parents’ value education and are aware of the academic content their 

children are learning, they felt they could trust, support, and have better communication 

with the teachers. P1 stated, “Our parents are very supportive of what their children are 

learning and if there is positive communication between teachers and parents, then 

parents will be supportive.” P2 shared, 

I felt like a lot more of my parents trusted me, that I would take care of their 

children, you know, as if ... as they were my own, and it made it more 

comfortable, and it gave it … it gave us better communication, you know, because 

if that wouldn’t have happened, I don’t know if they would have felt so 

comfortable to come to me, because I am a new, a new face on campus. 

Genuine conversation about their children is a tool for forming trust and positive 

communication between teachers and parents. P1 explained, 
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It just takes a really concrete conversation and parents will then back almost any 

teacher up, because they’ll see that what the teacher is trying to do is not to harm 

their child, but to either teach them something that’s really hard for the child to 

learn, or to, you know, see them through a difficult theme or topic and it’s just 

that the child doesn’t have confidence in themselves yet. 

P7 elaborated, “So having them … having a good rapport with them and knowing that 

they like what we’re doing, and they say good things about us. That, that’s a good thing. 

That … that’s those positive vibes that keep you coming back for more.” P5 shared, 

We just figured out what would work, and they let me take the lead on where I 

thought the direction of the curriculum should go with that child and enrich them 

to the best of my ability. ... And it was a lot of communication back to the parents 

kind of letting them know, “Once your child reaches mastery of this skill, I will 

move on.” So, it was just being very just maintaining a constant communication. 

Communication channels between teachers and parents involved fewer physical 

encounters and were mainly done via mail or over the phone. P10 stated, 

I really don’t feel any parent involvement, besides through the email 

communication, because that’s the only way they can really be involved. I mean, 

some of them have called me on the phone. I’ve also seen like; I get grateful mails 

all the time from parents. And I think a large part of that is because of COVID. 

P6 shared, “But I have to say, I agree with everybody else that so far this year, I’ve all 

I’ve gotten our lovely emails and lovely responses from parents. So that’s great.” P9 

explained, 
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Once we had a performance, and there were parents there, and I finally got one 

email from a parent saying, “You know, that was great.” They could ... you know, 

they did a great job, and they enjoyed the concert. And that helped me a lot, 

because before that, I just ... I wasn’t sure. I wasn’t sure if what I was doing was 

impacting the students impacting the families at all, and it’s what music to do at 

least. But it did help to have that parent even it was only one parent, but it was it 

was nice to have the one the one approval there and I feel like if I had done that 

and had no response, I would have worried and I would have thought maybe I 

shouldn’t have fade. 

According to the participants, if communication does not happen, the teacher 

tends to think that something is wrong. P9 shared, “I know they’re not as concerned in 

my subject area. But for me, it’s it is a personal thing. If I don’t get some response or 

some reaction, then I feel like I may be doing something wrong.” 

Theme Five: Teachers’ Approaches to Parental Involvement Judgments 

Although teachers experienced and felt judged by parents in a variety of ways 

such as criticism or mistrust of teachers’ professionality, the majority of the teachers’ 

approaches to the judgments they received from parents was to meet the criticisms with 

kindness, understanding, and professionalism. P3 stated, “You hear … you hear what 

they say, and you do you know what you’re supposed to do and where you’re at you 

think their kid fits in.” Some of the parents’ judgment originated from their presumed 

academic credentials. For instance, P3 shared, 

Oh, in my experience, it’s mostly the parents who have degrees in special ed or 

education or something that judge you the most. … And they’ll say ... you know, 
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they’ll let you know “I’m a teacher, or I’ve taught special ed.” And they want to 

... they judge the most what you’re doing, you know, what level they kind of 

expect you to be on. 

P5 shared, 

After a little bit of time, in the classroom after a couple months, you know, I got 

emails of what they would like to see being worked on with their child. So, kind 

of trying to direct the curriculum themselves. I was a little taken aback at first 

kind of. I think the first email was in writing “we’d like to see this in math, we’d 

like to see this” and so forth. 

P7 stated, 

I had a parent at a conference in a very forthright way, tell me that they felt like 

their child, or I guess what we were doing in class wasn’t challenging enough 

teaching problem solving, and I feel like we have a very challenging math 

curriculum. 

Participants stated communication is the solution for parental involvement 

judgments actions. P5 explained, 

How I handled it was just making sure we constantly communicated. Any phone 

calls were also translated on email and, you know, showing that their child was 

being enriched and that it was being handled and they were being challenged to 

the best of my ability. And that seemed to work out just maintaining constant 

communication and keeping it in a written format. worked out very well. ...I kind 

of ... you know, communicated that I’d like to get to know their child and assess 

them myself. 
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Participants stated that parental involvement judgment leads to teachers’ growth. 

P7 shared, “I feel like growth came from it. I think we can always grow from criticism. I 

didn’t love the way it was handed to me, but I got the message, and, in the end, I 

appreciated it. I did.” 

One teacher’s approach for eliminating negative parental involvement judgment 

acts was by winning the children’s love and appreciation. P10 stated, “You have 

to make that rapport through the kids first, not through the parents.” 

Others approached the problem by building rapport with the parents. It is a long, mutual 

process and at the end, parents are more appreciative of the teachers’ actions with their 

children. P4 stated, 

The way that you interact with the parents, and you build that rapport and getting 

to know them from their parental experiences, being involved in the school, they 

know that we there for their kids, and then we do treat them like their own. ... If 

it’s the parent, you do have that relationship with them because they’ve been there 

and been involved, and you’ve created this rapport, and you have this whole 

relationship with them. They know if their kid did something wrong, they’re 

gonna usually take your side. Not necessarily your side, but they’re gonna 

understand and know that you’re doing it for a reason, and you’re trying to help 

them. So, I think it’s very important to them being there and having their hands 

and things like that. 

Summary of Findings 

This chapter contained in detail the collected descriptive data analysis and results 

for the three main research questions that were presented in this case study. The data 
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were collected using the NTSE and the TRS and a focus group. Twenty-eight teachers 

completed both surveys. Ten of the 28 teachers also volunteered to participate in focus 

group discussion.  

RQs 1 and 2 were analyzed by using different statistical analysis procedures. 

RQ1: “Based on teachers’ self-report, what is the perceived impact of parental 

involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school?” was analyzed by using a t-

test, which examined the hypothesis and/or the null hypothesis. The null hypothesis 

proves there is no relationship among all variables used, whereas the hypothesis is more 

specific in explaining actual existing relationship among variables (Salkind & Frey, 

2020). The main hypothesis was that there is a significant difference between teachers 

who perceived parental involvement had a low impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish 

day school and teachers who perceived parental involvement had a high impact on their 

self-efficacy in a Jewish day school. The null hypothesis was that there is no significant 

difference between teachers who perceived parental involvement had a low impact on 

their self-efficacy in a Jewish day school and teachers who perceived parental 

involvement had a high impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish day school. The analysis 

was made between two formed groups. Respondents who answered in Statement 2 that 

they are “not certain at all” or “quite uncertain” were defined as Group 2 since parental 

involvement had a low impact on their certainty. Respondents who answered in 

Statement 2 that they are “quite certain” or “absolutely certain” were defined as Group 1 

since parental involvement had a high impact on their certainty. The null hypothesis is 

upheld. There is no significant difference between the self-efficacy of Group 1 and Group 

2 (sig > 0.5). The hypothesis is rejected.  
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RQ2: “In a Jewish Day school, what factors influence teacher retention?” was 

analyzed by using one-way ANOVA and linear regression, which examined each factor 

and its influence level on teachers’ retention. The tests also analyzed which of the factors 

can best predict teacher retention in a Jewish day school. “Good reputation of the 

school,” “Age of the students you work with,” and “Support from supervisor” were found 

to be the three main predictors that may have influenced teacher retention in a Jewish day 

school. 

RQ3: “According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish School, how do parent-

teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention?” was analyzed by using thematic 

coding. The focus group allowed the researcher to measure the feelings and thoughts of 

the participants. The researcher used thematic coding by grouping participants’ responses 

and sorting the groups into themes. There were five main themes which clarified in what 

ways parent-teacher interactions influenced teachers’ retention in a Jewish school. The 

first theme described the positive and negative experience of parental involvement by two 

positive sub themes and three negative sub-themes. The positive subthemes described 

parents as helpful, cooperative, and supportive during the COVID-19 pandemic. Negative 

experiences were mainly reported as parents’ manipulation and usage of their power in 

detrimental ways, past administration, and high parental standards. The second theme 

described parents’ acts of appreciation, acknowledgment, community support, the morale 

status at school, parents’ complaints, and current administration as the sources of 

teachers’ perceptions and effects of parental involvement experiences. The third theme 

focus on what shaped and influenced teachers’ retention decision process. Participants 

described positive experiences of fun with families within the school and in the 
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community as well as situations that occurred that influenced their decision to stay in the 

school. If parental involvement was bad and negative all the time, participants stated they 

would not put up with it at all in any school and they would leave. The fourth theme 

elaborated about the effective strategies and communication between parents and teachers 

such as learning how to listen and speak with each other by forming trust and building 

better communication bridges to benefit all stakeholders involved. The fifth theme 

described teachers’ approaches to parental involvement judgments.  

Chapter Summary 

Chapter IV contained a detailed description of the procedures of the research and 

its analysis for this case study. The chapter included information on the results for all 

three research questions. Chapter V contains a summary of the purpose statement, 

discussion of the findings, conclusions, implications, and future recommendations. 
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CHAPTER V 

Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 

In this chapter the researcher will address the summarizing points of this case 

study research. This final chapter contains a discussion of the study with an overview of 

the purposes and significance of the study. The chapter also includes a discussion of the 

findings, conclusions, future recommendations, and implications. The chapter ends with a 

conclusion. 

Parental involvement has been examined and defined in research via various 

perspectives (Harris & Robinson, 2016; Hiatt-Michael, 2010; Jeynes, 2010; Li & Fischer, 

2017; Park et al., 2017; Whitaker & Hoover-Dempsey, 2013). Many studies were 

conducted to understand the importance, function, implementation, and influences of 

parental involvement in children’s life and in a school setting. Moreover, school 

characteristics can anticipate parental involvement (Avnet et al., 2019; Cheung & 

Pomerantz, 2012; Cuthrell et al., 2010; Epstein, 2011; Green et al., 2007; Harris & 

Robinson, 2016; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Jeynes, 2010; LaRocque et al., 

2011; Li & Fischer, 2017; Posey-Maddox, 2013). 

The problem stated in this case study referred to the assumption that parental 

involvement might impact teachers’ self-efficacy and retention in a Jewish day school. 

The teaching environment can uplift and establish a solid ground for teachers’ sense of 

self-efficacy or lower it due to job stress, job satisfaction, students’ failures, 

disappointments, and negative perceptions (Klassen, 2010; Klassen et al., 2010). When 

students fail or when parents have negative perceptions of teachers’ adequacy in the 

classroom, and the environment does not support the teachers, teachers are affected and 
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think twice about whether to retain their jobs and be part of their work environment 

(Okeke & Mtyuda, 2017). Thus, there is a distinction between parental involvement that 

impacts teachers’ self-efficacy and parental involvement that impacts teacher retention in 

a Jewish day school.  

This case study had two purposes. The first purpose of this case study was to 

understand how parental involvement may influence teachers’ self-efficacy and to 

identify what constitutes the type of parental involvement that would affect teachers’ self-

efficacy. The second purpose of this study was to ascertain whether teachers’ retention in 

a Jewish day school was affected by parent-teacher interactions. The examination of 

teachers’ perceived parental involvement and its influence on teachers’ self-efficacy and 

retention was conducted in a Jewish day school in Southeast (SE) Texas. This case study 

research was designed and guided by three research questions. 

Study Results and Discussion 

Findings from each of the instruments used in this case study were surprising and 

interesting since they formed different perspectives about parental involvement in a 

Jewish day school. The main points of reference for this case study were the research 

questions. Each question helped in understanding the capacity and intensity of parental 

involvement on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention. 

RQ1 

RQ1 asked, “Based on teachers’ self-report, what is the perceived impact of 

parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school?” Many researchers 

(e.g., Bandura, 1997; Ezer & Ulukaya, 2018; Swanson, 2013) examined the important 

factors of an individual’s self-efficacy and self-perception related to the individual’s 
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environment. In this case study the researcher’s goal was to examine whether the 

perceived impact between parental involvement and teachers’ self-efficacy in a Jewish 

day school existed. The researcher used the NTSE (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007) to 

accomplish three main purposes: (a) understanding the factors that shape teachers’ self-

efficacy, (b) testing the differences between teacher self-efficacy and collective efficacy, 

and (c) examining the association between external factors and their influences on 

teachers’ self-efficacy.  

In this research purposes (a) and (c) were examined among 28 teachers in a 

Jewish day school. To determine the level of certainty among participants’ responses, the 

respondents were grouped into two groups. Respondents for whom parental involvement 

had a high impact on their certainty were defined as Group 1, and respondents for whom 

parental involvement had a low impact on their certainty were defined as Group 2. The 

hypothesis and/or null hypothesis drawn from the level of certainty between the two 

groups were tested by t-test, which assisted in understanding if there was a significant 

different between the self-efficacy of Group 1 and Group 2 by comparing the scores of 

two groups. Findings indicated that there is no significant difference between teachers 

who perceived parental involvement had a low impact on their self-efficacy in a Jewish 

day school and teachers who perceived parental involvement had a high impact on their 

self-efficacy in a Jewish day school. The hypothesis was rejected but the null hypothesis 

was proven; hence, there is no connection between the variables. The null hypothesis 

proved there is no significant relationship among all variables used. Thus, the perceived 

impact of parental involvement on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school does not 

exist in a significant way. An assumption may be that a perceived impact of parental 
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involvement does not exist significantly due to the fact that 57% of the respondents 

reported they cooperate well with parents and, additionally, 53% of all respondents felt 

they collaborate constructively with parents of students with behavioral problems, while 

64% stated that “their relations with some of the parents involve conflicts” is a false 

belief. 

RQ2 

RQ2 asked, “In a Jewish day school, what factors influence teacher retention?” 

According to some researchers, there are a few factors that shape, influence, and help 

define the causes of teacher retention. Some of the factors that influence teacher retention 

include caring, encouraging school leadership; collaboration; excellent curriculum; 

teacher resources; a clean working environment; and professional development (Carver-

Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Fisher, 2011; Geiger & Pivovarova, 2018; Hughes, 

2012; Öqvist, & Malmström, 2016).  

The researcher in this case study wanted to find which of the list of factors 

presented in the TRS are the most influential on teachers’ intent to remain in the 

classroom in a Jewish day school. One-way ANOVA analysis helped recognize the most 

influential factors among those who responded with “good deal of influence” to “very 

large influence” (Questions 12-20, 25) on teachers’ intent to remain in a Jewish day 

school (Question 22). Table 43 displays the factors that influenced teachers’ decision to 

remain at the Jewish day school. Percentages ranged from 53% (school facility) to 89% 

(safe environment, support from supervisor). 
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Table 43 

Influence Level: “Good Deal of Influence” to “Very Large Influence” 

Factor 
Level of influence (%) 

“Good Deal of Influence” to “Very Large Influence” 

Best job offer .61 

Satisfaction with salary and benefits .64 

Small class size .57 

Safe environment .89 

Good reputation of the school .61 

Support from the supervisor .89 

Support from parents and community .70 

Relationship with students .82 

School facility .53 

The top five influential factors found among the teachers surveyed in a Jewish 

day school were “safe environment” and “support from supervisor” (89%), “relationship 

with students (82%), “support from the parents and community” (70%), “satisfaction 

with benefits and salary” and “how long have you been teaching in this school” (64%). 

Those factors were aligned with research and strengthened the conclusion arising from 

the research as essential factors to retain teachers and leverage their self-efficacy. For 

example, “safe environment”, “relationship with parents and community” and 

“relationship with students” are influential factors since retention relies on a calm, 

encouraging, and caring work environment; student success; and job satisfaction (Sass et 

al., 2011). Moreover, “safe environment” was a very influential factor since this study 

was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. Establishing a sense of belonging and 

being part of the community may promote teachers’ intent to stay (Carver-Thomas & 

Darling-Hammond, 2017; Sinek, 2017). When school leaders install a sense of stability 

and safety in the school environment, teachers feel safe in their workplace (Ross & 
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Cozzens, 2016). The safe culture fuels each member to look out for each other, thus 

creating a high sense of collective efficacy (Sinek, 2017). 

“Satisfaction with benefits and salary” is one of the influential factors since 

increasing teachers’ salaries is essential and must be aligned with teachers’ developed 

experience to encourage better self-worth among teachers and to compare with 

experience-led earnings in other occupations (Ladd, 2013). When teachers feel supported 

by their supervisor/administrator they feel valued and appreciated, feelings that will 

increase their retention intention (DuFour & Fullan, 2013; Jacob et al., 2012; Nappi, 

2014; Podolsky et al., 2016). Moreover, teachers who are mentored by their school 

administrators develop social-emotional-relationship-based leadership and feel more 

productive, appreciated, and less stressful; thus, their thoughts about leaving are 

prevented (Cassidy et al., 2011). According to Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), teachers 

with high self-efficacy will be more confident to display high performance within their 

classroom management and will influence and impact changes in policies at the school 

level, contribute to building fruitful bridges between school and the community, and 

exhibit positive leadership. The fact that almost 40% of all teachers stated they have been 

working in the school more than 5 years and 50% have master’s degrees might be an 

added value to the reputation of the school as a constructive professional workplace.  

The researcher shed light on RQ2 by examining it from a different angle. RQ2 

asked which of the 16 factors presented in the TRS can predict teachers’ intent to remain 

in a Jewish day school. Linear regression analysis helped recognize three main predictive 

factors determining whether teachers will remain in a Jewish day school: (a) good 

reputation of the school, (b) age of students worked with, and (c) support from 



161 

 

supervisor. Upon independent examination with Q22 (intent to remain), each of the three 

factors not strong predictors, although “good reputation of the school” was considered 

were a strong predictor when compared with the other two factors. 

One of the researcher’s goals was to provide the Jewish day school administration 

team with the information they need for maintaining accountability and for making 

informed and educated decisions about how to form the best school and learning 

environment to benefit all stakeholders. Knowing which factors should be maintained, 

developed, and improved in order to retain teachers will contribute to a stabilized work 

force and, in turn, influence students’ academic success. Thus, the researcher met and 

presented the study’s findings to the administration team. Findings from this study helped 

assured the administration team that if school reputation was one of the predictors for 

teachers retaining in the school, hence they managed the school well. Also, findings 

clarified the need for and importance of establishing a better communication system with 

teachers and parents to reduce the negative experiences and maintain the school’s 

reputation as it was found. The Head of School and Marketing Director suggested 

mediating more between the two entities when any issue occurs—adding more 

professional development sessions to the teachers and parents teaching about parental 

involvement and self-efficacy. The administration team’s primary response was that 

teachers’ reputation working in the school is also an essential factor contributing to the 

school’s reputation among the Jewish community. Hence, when teachers’ feelings of 

satisfaction with their job influence their perceptions of their workplace as a positive 

environment, teachers provide tools for students’ academic success (You et al., 2015). 
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RQ3 

RQ3 asked: “According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish School, how do 

parent-teacher interactions influence teachers’ retention?” The third research question 

added the qualitative perspective for this case study. A focus group was the guiding 

instrument used to explore patterns between parents and teachers and to access the 

feelings and thoughts of the teachers (O. Nyumba et al., 2018). The research question 

addressed in-depth how teachers in a Jewish day school perceived parent-teacher 

interactions and how those interactions influenced their feelings of self-efficacy and 

retention intention. It is important to note that the focus group meetings occurred during 

the high peak of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

The researcher used thematic coding by grouping participants’ responses and 

sorting the groups into themes. The findings revealed five main themes: (a) positive and 

negative experiences of parental involvement, (b) perceptions and effects of parental 

involvement experiences, (c) retention decision, (d) effective strategies of 

communication, (e) teachers’ approaches to parental involvement judgments. The core 

thread that connected the five themes was the description of parent-teacher interactions as 

a more positive than negative, on-going, learned process between the two entities.  

There were a few common patterns reveled by analyzing the subthemes. The 

patterns highlighted various communications channels and contents used as a way to 

shape teachers’ perceptions regarding the influence of parents’ interactions upon them. 

The responses can be divided across all the themes and subthemes by two categories:  

1. Responses that were influenced by present experiences during the COVID-19 

pandemic (Theme 1), due to parents’ appreciation and acknowledgement (Theme 
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2), community support (Theme 2), morale (Theme 2), current administration 

(Theme 2), and if…then scenarios (Theme 3).  

2. Responses that were influenced by past experiences; teachers’ perceptions were 

already shaped before the pandemic by helpful parents/volunteers (Theme 1), 

parents’ standards (Theme 1), past administrations (Theme 1), complaints (Theme 

2), speaking and listening skills (Theme 4) and teachers’ approaches to parental 

involvement judgments (Theme 5).  

Some overlapping negative perceptions/responses/experiences occurred before 

and after the pandemic and were discussed during the focus group discussion confirmed 

Wertheimer’s (2010) assertion that negative perceptions of parental involvement in 

Jewish day schools was because the schools are financially supported by parents. Parents 

feel a sense of ownership and a strong mandate to get involved and intervene with the 

educational goals of the schools, which are set by the educational leadership. The same 

directive that increases parents’ expectations for their children’s educational experiences 

and sense of ownership is developed by parents once they have selected and joined the 

right Jewish day school for their children. Furthermore, some teachers mentioned how 

parents used to manipulate the system for their own convenience. Parents felt that since 

the school was a private school, they paid high tuition, and held a high socioeconomic 

status, they could dictate their agenda and run the school accordingly. Some teachers’ 

negative feelings and experiences aligned with Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) who 

asserted that sometimes the outcome of parental involvement may impact a teacher’s 

efficacy in a negative way if the involvement does not empower teachers to make 

improvements that will ensure student success. This idea was supported by Domina 



164 

 

(2005) and Lawson (2003) who added that teachers might express frustration toward 

parents because of their over-involvement in interactions and because of their perceived 

power. 

According to teachers’ perceptions, in a Jewish day school, parent-teacher 

interactions influence teachers’ retention decisions through positive or negative 

situations/experiences and by many other factors. Teachers indicated they would leave 

the school “in a heart beat,” as described by participants during the focus group 

discussion, if parental involvement was bad and negative all the time. Participants stated 

they would not put up with it at all, in any school, and they would leave. 

The findings from RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3 indicated the relationship of the findings 

to the two theoretical frameworks in this case study: Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) Ecological 

Theory and Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) Parental Involvement Theory. The 

basis of the social environment in this case study was the Jewish day school; all five 

environmental systems: microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and 

chronosystem were expressed accordingly and reflected how parental involvement shapes 

teachers’ perceptions, self-efficacy, and retention. The chronosystem had the most 

influence on parental involvement since this case study occurred during the COVID-19 

pandemic. Thus, many environmental and social changes were affecting individuals’ life 

decisions, and, in this case, the factors were the decisions parents and teachers had to 

make to benefits all stakeholders, especially their children (RQ1 and RQ3).  

The second theory is Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) parental 

involvement theory. Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s model allows for a better 

understanding of which specific factors are crucial in the implemented process of parental 
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involvement and its impact on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention decisions. The central 

focus of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s parental involvement model helped clarify 

statements made in the focus group discussion (RQ3) regarding why parents feel the need 

to get involved with their children’s education through influential psychological 

components, which are considered to be the basis of reasoning for involvement. The three 

factors believed to be the main influencers in parents’ decision to get involved in their 

children’s education: parents’ role of construction, parents’ sense of efficacy, and general 

invitations (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997) were exhibited through the findings of 

RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3. 

Limitations  

Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018) describe limitations in any research study as 

unexpected conditions that might impact the course and outcome of any research study. A 

researcher must acknowledge the study’s limitations even though it is not under the 

researcher’s direct power. Various limitations should be addressed as possible 

weaknesses in this study. Although the researcher tried to reduce the effects of 

limitations, some limitations were recognized by the researcher during this case study. 

The first limitation related to the teachers’ social relationships in a Jewish day school. 

The researcher did not take into consideration that some teachers would not be fully 

cooperative due to detrimental relationships with other teachers who participated in the 

first focus group session. Some teachers were intimidated and did not trust some of their 

colleagues during the first focus group discussion. To overcome this limitation, and to 

protect the participants’ privacy, the researcher initiated second and third separate 
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individual focus group sessions so that those teachers would feel safe and comfortable to 

share their thoughts, feelings, and experiences. 

It was assumed that all respondents would complete both surveys completely 

without skipping any questions. The fact that not all participants completed every 

question posed a second limitation to the study. The third limitation was the unknown 

status of the COVID-19 pandemic. Meeting via Zoom prevented the researcher from 

getting better information and responses that may have been noticed and may have added 

value if the focus group had happened face-to-face. The researcher’s bias was noted as a 

limitation and the researcher took care to minimize this bias because the researcher is a 

teacher who has been working in the Jewish day school for more than 5 years.  The 

researcher conducted the research following all the acceptable norms and disciplines. The 

final limitation was the timing of the email from the school’s marketing director to all 

participants. 

Implications  

Findings from this case study raised awareness about teachers’ self-efficacy, 

parent-teacher relationship, teacher retention, and teacher perceptions in Jewish day 

school. Findings from this study also clarified and demonstrated how the information 

gleaned in this study would help the school administration and administrative team. 

Findings might help the administrative team improve communication between teachers 

and parents. Furthermore, it could benefit all stakeholders by establishing a better 

communication system with teachers and parents to reduce the negative experiences and 

maintain the school’s reputation. Besides, adding more professional development 

sessions teaching about parental involvement and self-efficacy can assist in mediating 



167 

 

more between teachers and parents when any issue occurs between the two entities. 

Additionally, knowing what might help sustain and upgrade the Jewish reputation of the 

school was important as it was one of the factors which showed a strong prediction for 

retaining teachers in this school. Improved teacher-parent communication encourages a 

positive reputation of the school among the broader Jewish community and stabilizes the 

retention rates of teachers which, in return, will stabilize the retention rates of students.  

Though perceived parental communication and its effects on teacher self-efficacy 

and retention in private Jewish schools has not received much scholarly attention, it is 

important to learn from the findings of this study that the quality of communication 

between parents and teachers assists in raising awareness among the school’s leadership 

team and other stakeholders for stabilizing the school’s reputation, enrollment, and 

recruitment among the broad Jewish community. 

Though this case study found that the perceived impact of parental involvement 

on teacher self-efficacy in a Jewish day school does not exist in a significant way, 

however other studies such as Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010), Domina (2005) and Lawson 

(2003) have shown that the result of parental involvement may affect teacher’s efficacy 

in a negative way if the involvement does not empower teachers to make improvements 

that will ensure student success and might create sense of frustration toward parents 

because of their over-involvement in interactions and because of their perceived power.  

This may be the case in this study because the experienced teachers, the longevity of 

teachers working in the school and their familiarity with the specific Jewish community. 

Some differences related to parent-teacher interactions, mentioned in some of the 

focus group discussions, might have occurred due to the climate of the educational 
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environment in a Jewish school. It was affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. The 

circumstances that emerged during the COVID-19 pandemic created and imposed 

different ways of teaching students and communicating/ interacting with their parents - 

more virtual learning and less face-to-face. Additionally, the uncertainty of work 

conditions for teachers contributed to the educational environment’s climate that was 

shaped due to the pandemic and might have impacted parental involvement in a Jewish 

school and their relationships with the teachers. According to Gray et al. (2017) and 

Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2014), the educational environment’s climate is one of the main 

aspects that influences the quality of the school and is shaped not only by the students 

and leaders but also by the teachers’ perceptions. When teachers feel unsupported and 

unappreciated professionally by parents, students, and school leadership, or when they 

believe they are being misguided or experience a lack of independence during their daily 

work, teachers may develop detrimental perceptions about their work environment. 

Future Research Recommendations 

Future research should be dedicated to teachers’ constructive perceptions about 

the climate within their schooling environment, especially with parents, and the 

differences of perceptions during and after COVID-19 pandemic. According to Collie et 

al. (2011), it will contribute to the success of the school and its students. Teachers’ 

perceptions are formed by feeling productive, needed, and a part of the educational 

process. Any school, especially private schools, should focus more on the quality of 

communication between parents and teachers because parents are perceived as needed 

clients for maintaining the school and for its reputation.  
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Future research should also consider examining teachers perceived parental 

involvement and its influence on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention in more Jewish day 

schools.  A study that includes more than one Jewish Day School would increase the 

validity and make findings more extensive to Jewish Day Schools. A longitudinal study 

might help shed more light on the process in which teachers perceived parental 

involvement and its influence on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention occur. Each of the 

themes and subthemes found in this case study can be researched in-depth for 

understanding the development and their impact on parent-teacher relationship. 

According to the administration team, future research should also include 

examining the dynamics between different staff members (novice teacher vs. senior 

teacher), examining teacher-parent relationship before and after implemented 

improvement plan, examination of various strategies of communication between parents 

and teachers, parents’ perceived teachers conducts and its influence on parents’ decision 

to retain in a Jewish day school. 

Conclusion 

This case study was conducted to assess how parental involvement’s impact 

teachers’ self-efficacy and retention in a private Jewish school setting. Research has 

shown that parental involvement that was perceived as detrimental, had a negative effect 

on teachers’ self-efficacy and retention decision. The rate of teacher turnover in Jewish 

schools is high, providing evidence that the issue of teacher retention is important and 

must be addressed. The origins of teachers’ perceptions about parental involvement 

sometimes occur because of a lack of strong school leaders who can face parents’ 

demands and stand against parents’ perceived power based on their socioeconomic status. 
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The question was raised whether giving into parents’ demands is the best educational 

decision for the future generations within the Jewish education system. One of factors 

that helps clarify the positive or negative perceptions of parental involvement is the 

quality of the Jewish community where the school is housed. School leadership is the 

determining factor for effects of perceived parental involvement on teachers’ self-

efficacy and retention decision. As a result of the current research study the educational 

community should support school leadership which is responsible for building a positive 

culture among all stakeholders in the Jewish community to benefit the students and brand 

the Jewish school as the best “product” worth investing in among the broader Jewish 

community. There is need to develop strategic plan that will bridge between parents’ 

expectations and teachers. This strategic plan should clarify the goals of both parties and 

maintain it throughout the academic year.  
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APPENDIX A: 

Norwegian Teachers Self-Efficacy Scale 

Part A: 

This survey is designed to reveal what is your perceived impact of parental involvement 

on your self-efficacy. 

 

Directions for the survey  

1. Please complete all survey’s questions as honestly and truthfully as possible. 

2. In questions 1 - 4, please choose the level of your certainty in each of the 

following statements.  

3. In questions 5 - 11, please choose the level of truth of each statement. 

 

1. Cooperate well with most parents. 

 

(a) not certain at all 

(b) quite uncertain 

(c) quite certain 

(d) absolutely certain 

 

2. Collaborate constructively with parents of students with behavioral problems.  

 

(a) not certain at all 

(b) quite uncertain 

(c) quite certain 

(d) absolutely certain 

 

3. Teach well even if you are told to use instructional methods that would not be your 

choice. 

 

(a) not certain at all 

(b) quite uncertain 

(c) quite certain 

(d) absolutely certain 

 

4. As teachers at this school, we handle conflicts constructively because we work as a 

team. 

 

(a) not certain at al 

(b) quite uncertain 

(c) quite certain 

(d) absolutely certain 



221 

 

 

5. At this school, we have a common set of rules and regulations that enables us to handle 

disciplinary problems successfully.  

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 

6. If the pupils have not learned discipline at home, there is not much the school can do.  

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 

7. A teacher cannot do much to improve students’ achievements if they have low 

motivation for schoolwork.  

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 

8. It is practically impossible for a teacher to motivate a student for academic work if he 

or she lacks support and stimulation at home.  

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 

9. Good teaching is more important to students’ engagement in schoolwork than is their 

home environment. 

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

10. My relation to some of the parents involves conflict.  
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(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 

11. There are many conflicts among the teachers in my school because of parental 

involvement.  

 

(a) false 

(b) mostly false 

(c) sometimes false/sometimes true 

(d) mostly true 

(e) true 

 
*NTSE was developed by Einar M. Skaalvik and Sidsel Skaalvik from the Norwegian University of 

Science and Technology was published and can be found at the Journal of Educational Psychology, 2007, 

Vol. 99, No. 3, 611-625. 
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APPENDIX B: 

Teacher Retention Survey 

Part B: 

This survey is designed to reveal what factors influence your retention at the school. 

 

Directions for the survey  

1. Please complete all survey questions as honestly and truthfully as possible. 

2. Using the scale of 1-5, where 1 means “no influence” and 5 means “A very large 

influence” to what extent do the bellow factors influence your decision to keep 

teaching at the current school. 

 

12. Best job offer. 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 
 

13. Satisfaction with salary and benefits 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

14. Small class size 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 
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15. Safe environment 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

16. Good reputation of the school 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

17. Support from supervisor 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

18. Support from parents and community 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

19. Relationship with students 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 
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20. School facility 

 

(1) No influence 

(2) A little influence 

(3) Some influence 

(4) Good deal of influence 

(5) Very large influence 

 

21. Please list 3 more factors that impact your retention in this current school: 

 
 

22. How long do you plan to remain teaching? 

 

(a) As long as I am able 

(b) Until I am eligible for retirement 

(c) I’ll continue teaching unless something better comes along 

(d) I definitely plan to leave teaching 

(e) Undecided 

 

23. If you could go back to your college, would you choose teaching as a career again? 

 

(a) Certainly would 

(b) Probably would 

(c) Chances about even 

(d) Probably would not 

(e) Certainly, would not 

 

24. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement:  

“I sometimes feel that the effort I put forth as a teacher is in vain?” 

 

(a) Strongly agree 

(b) Somewhat agree 

(c) Somewhat disagree 

(d) Strongly disagree 
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25. How long have you been teaching at this school? 

(a) 1 year 

(b) 2–3 years 

(c) 3–5 years 

(d) More than 5 years 

 

26. Please mark your age range: 

 

(a) 20–30 

(b) 30–40 

(c) 40–50 

(d) 50 + 

 

27. Are you a certified teacher? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

 

28. What is your educational level? 

 

(a) High school diploma 

(b) Bachelor’s degree 

(c) Master’s degree 

(d) Doctoral degree 

 

29. What age students do you work with? 

(a) 6-7 years old 

(b) 8-9 years old 

(c) 9-10 years old 

(d) 10-11 years old 

 

30. Please feel free to add additional comments regarding this topic: 

 

 
*The TRS survey was developed by Dr. Marsha Davis (2002) for her doctoral dissertation, An Investigation 

of Factors Related to Teacher Retention in Small Rural School Districts in Montana. 
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31. Please mark one of the options:  

 

____I would like to participate voluntarily for a focus group discussion to explore your 

perception regarding to what extent, in this Jewish school, parent-teacher interactions 

influence teachers’ retention rate (please answer Question 21). 

 

____I would not like to participate voluntarily in a focus group discussion. 

 

32. Since I would like to participate in the focus group this is my contact information: 

Name: 
 

Email: 
 

 

Thank you for participating in this research. Your responses will be kept 

confidential.  

 

If you have any questions about the research, you can contact Limor Carasso at 

carassol@hbu.edu. 

mailto:crassl@hbu.edu
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APPENDIX C: 

Focus Group Questions: 

1. How would you describe parental involvement in this school? You can give examples 

positive or negative of parental involvement in this school. 

 

2. How do you perceive parental involvement in this school? Can you share some of 

your personal parental involvement experiences in this school? And how did they 

affect you? 

 

3. To what extent if any, does parental involvement impact your decision to stay or 

leave this school? 

 

4. Do you feel parents ever judge or impact your teaching and instruction? If yes, give 

examples. How do you respond to these occurrences, not just this year, but also 

throughout your experience in this school? 

 

5. Is there anything else you would like to add about our discussion topic? 
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APPENDIX D: 

Permission to use the NTSES 
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APPENDIX E: 

Permission to use the Teacher Retention Survey 
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APPENDIX F: 

Houston Baptist University Adult Subject Consent Form 

Focus Group Consent Form 

 

Primary Investigator: Limor Carasso, HBU doctoral student 

 

Title of Project: 

 

Teachers’ Perceived Parental Involvement and its Influence on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 

and Retention in a Jewish Day School 

 

I acknowledge that on ____/____/____, I was informed by ________________________ 

of a project having to do with the following: 

The goal of the study is to understand teacher self-efficacy and how parental 

involvement may be improved to prevent teachers’ early attrition thoughts and to 

decrease the high occupational turnover in Jewish day schools for maintaining a stable 

school staff. 

 

I understand the expectations of confidentiality of the topic discussed. In addition, I 

agree to be audio / video recorded for the purpose of the data analysis by research of 

the topic discussed. 

 

I am fully aware of the nature and extent of my participation in this project and the 

possible risks involved or arising from it. I understand that I may withdraw my 

participation in this project at any time without prejudice or penalty of any kind. I hereby 

agree to participate in the project. 

 

Printed name: __________________________________________________________ 

 

Signature: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

Address: ______________________________________________________________ 

 

Date: __________________________ 

 

*Subject should sign two copies of this form. Keep one copy and return the other to the 

investigator.  
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APPENDIX G: 

Focus Group Instructions  

Good evening and welcome to our session.  

 

Thanks for taking the time to join me to talk about to what extent do parent-teacher 

interactions influence teachers’ retention rate according to your perception as teachers in 

this Jewish School. 

My name is Limor Carasso. I am a doctoral student at Houston Baptist University. The 

study I conduct will be measured by the survey and this focus group. 

 

You were invited because you have volunteered to participate in this discussion. At any 

time, participants will have the chance to remove themselves from the focus group. The 

goal is to protect your privacy and assure your confidentiality. The information in this 

discussion will be kept confidential and it is expected from the participants to keep 

confidentiality as well. 

 

Prior to this discussion, you received a participant number. Please indicate your 

participant number when replying to any of the questions. There are no wrong answers 

but rather different points of view. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it 

differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that I am just as interested in negative 

comments. 

 

This discussion session will be recorded since I do not want to miss any of your 

comments. The recording will be via Zoom and/or by a backup camera recorder that will 

be positioned behind the researcher while the discussion will occur. The recording will be 

transcribed and will be used in data analysis of the study. The collected data from this 

evening will be coded and will be used for research purposes only.  

 

Before we begin, I ask that you turn off your phones or pagers. If you cannot and if you 

must respond to a call, please do so as quietly as possible and rejoin us as quickly as you 

can. Do you have any concerns or questions? 

 

Well, let us begin.  
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APPENDIX H: 

CITI Certificate 
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Appendix I: 

NTSE Survey Results 
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Appendix J: 

Teacher Retention Survey Results 
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Appendix K: 

First Focus Group Transcription 

Transcriber: Limor Carasso 

April 22, 2021 

(Interviewer) - Good evening and welcome to our session. Thanks for taking the time to 

join me to talk about to what extent do parent teacher interaction influenced teacher’s 

retention rate, according to your perception as a teacher in this Jewish school.   

My name is Limor Carasso, and I’m a doctoral student at Houston Baptist University. 

The study I conduct will be measured by the survey and this focus group. 

You were invited because you have volunteered to participate in this discussion. At any 

time, participants will have the chance to remove themselves from the focus group. The 

goal is to protect your privacy. I want to repeat that again, the goal is to protect your 

privacy and assure your confidentiality. The information in this discussion will be kept 

confidential, and it is expected from the participants to keep confidentiality as well.  

Prior to this discussion, you received a participant number. Please indicate your 

participant number when replying to any of the questions. There are no wrong answers, 

but rather different points of view. Please feel free to share your point of view, even if it 

differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that I’m just as interested in negative 

comments as positive comments. This discussion session will be recorded since I do not 

want to miss any of your comments. At some point I will look down that’s because I’m 

writing your comments as well. The recording is done via zoom, and by a recording 

camera. That is really in the next room not to interrupt us. The recording will be 
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transcribed and will be used in the data analysis of this study. The collected data from 

this evening will be coded and will be used for research purposes only.  

Before I begin, I ask that you turn off your phones or pagers if you have some. If you 

cannot, and if you must respond to a call, please do so as quickly as possible, and re-join 

as quickly as quickly as you can. Do you have any concerns or questions?  

So, well, let us begin. 

Question #1:  

(Interviewer) -First question I would like to ask you: How would you describe parental 

involvement in this school? You can give examples positive or negative of parental 

involvement in this school. Again, when you answer a question, please, present yourself 

as the participant and your number. Should I repeat the question? 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) - What are you asking? Exactly?  

(Interviewer) - How would you describe parental involvement in this school? If you can 

give examples that can be positive or negative of parental involvement in this school?  

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) - I think that there’s on normal years this year show is 

a little off because of COVID. We have a lot of parents that are willing… the same 

parents over and over are willing to help and be in the school and give up their time. 

They’ll help as much as they’re allowed to be in be able to participate. They like to be 

involved in cleaning special days, making their teachers …. I guess it comes under the 

PTO doing things to be helpful for the teachers in the school. As a whole, I think our 

parents are helpful. But I think there’s about a percentage that do everything…. like 20% 

do everything and the rest kind of tag along and follow. I don’t think it’s because they’re 
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negative. They just get busy within their own…whatever they are busy doing, but I think 

they are helpful, and I do think they try 

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) - In a normal year, Participant 1, our parents volunteer 

with hot lunches. They volunteer for young authors day. They sit on PTO committees that 

do Teacher Appreciation that work on all school celebrations. They help with fifth grade 

graduation. They chaperone trips when they’re allowed. They come in and act as guest 

readers in the younger classes when invited. This year because of COVID and because of 

our inability to bring people on campus due to our COVID protocols, parents in the early 

childhood and in pre-K, zoom into things like pre-K Shabbat and EC Shabbat. They 

zoom into various activities that are going on in the classrooms, and we’ll be doing so in 

some of the other grades, now, through the end of the year. We have allowed about three 

parents on campus...and the work that they do in terms of helping to support us is done in 

the conference room, where they don’t engage with the teachers and the students so that 

we can try to keep everyone still as safe as possible. In a normal year, many parents want 

to volunteer, but we also have a large number who instead attempt… have in the past 

have attempted to run the school. 

(Interviewer) - When you say ‘run the school’ what do you mean? 

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) - They have attempted to push their agendas ahead of 

scholastic and curricular needs of students.  

(Interviewer) - Thank you.  

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) - I was going to say that as well, Participant 7 - that we 

have some wonderful parent volunteers that are a small percentage of our parent 

volunteers that are physically active in volunteering with hot lunch and on normal 
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years… and present in the school. And we have other parent involvement that because 

they’re paying tuition, and because I guess they see us as providing a service, which we 

do, but they feel that they are allowed to….as Participant 1 said push their agenda, and 

sometimes it is not in the best interest of the students. 

(Interviewer) - Anyone else? Can you give examples, please? 

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) - Participant 1. In terms of pushing their agenda… 

there have been years when they have attempted to manipulate class placements. There 

have been years when parents have felt that they could simply walk in, walk the campus, 

walk into classrooms whenever they wanted to simply because… there have been years 

when parents who have had their own businesses that were involved with specific 

curricula that they attempted to push that curriculum on us because it profited them… or 

with the purchasing of things for the school, same thing. There have been years when 

parents have manipulated …and attempted to manipulate the grading system to benefit 

their own children. 

(Interviewer) - Anyone else wants to add? Yes, yes. Participant 7. 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) - Oh, also, I wanted to add that in the past, I felt as a 

teacher, that sometimes the parents will go over the teachers heading straight to our 

authorities or administrators rather than address us. That’s their first stop. If they have a 

concern and you know it…and it feels like being a teacher when that happens that they’re 

pushing their way …they feel like if they go straight to the top, then they’ll get what they 

want. Personally, I had lovely parents, and I really haven’t had to deal with as many years 

as I’ve been at school to deal with that. But I do know that it has gone on in the past. That 
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would be the negative parent involvement that… that, you know, just to not see the 

teachers as…just the respect for the teachers, for us. 

(Interviewer) - Can you describe the parental involvement in this school this year? 

Again, if you can give examples, positive or negative, you spoke about prior years, have 

you experienced that this year? 

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) - So this year, there hasn’t been much negative 

involvement, because we’ve really… Participant 1… shut things down. But I can tell you 

from the back end in terms of parent involvement, in the last couple of months that 

people wouldn’t have seen outside of the conference room, that parents have been very 

involved in helping to…just mind you that they would help with on a regular the year like 

packing bags for the Yom Haazmaut drive thru that was sponsored by the JCC. Just 

organizing things… right now they’re working on Teacher Appreciation, and there’s a lot 

of backroom stuff that they are doing to make sure that that week of Teacher 

Appreciation looks really nice and really good. But parent involvement in a negative side, 

also depends year to year on the team of teachers and administrators, and this year, the 

teams have not allowed the parents to be negative and we’ve kind of demanded the 

positive from our families. 

(Interviewer) -Thank you, Participant 1, Participant 3, you were about to say something? 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) - Oh, yeah, I think it’s, um, it’s harder to see. Because 

you can’t see …. that there’s no presence on the campus with the parents. So, it’s harder 

to see how they’re what they’re doing in a positive or negative way. Other than, I guess, 

emails to teachers, or, you know, just advocating for them for their kids. But, yeah, it’s 

difficult to see this year with COVID, but it is nice not to see the negative things. 
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Question#2: 

(Interviewer) - Anything else? All right, we will move to question number two. How do 

you perceive parental involvement in this school? Can you share some of your personal 

parental involvement experiences in this school? And how did they affect you? 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) - Participant 7. I can….in the years past, we’ve always 

gone on retreat, and had parents join us, and it’s been… it’s always been a wonderful 

experience. I mean, having the parents join us and, you know, seeing them, and us being 

in a different environment and seeing the kids in a different environment, it’s always 

been super positive, and everybody that’s gone is wanted to go. That’s been really great. I 

personally appreciated like the coffee truck that came to school and the little… little 

nuances that just showed up when I didn’t remember that it was Teacher Appreciation 

Week, and then I got a little something on my desk or the tea cart came around…and, you 

know, just the little things like that, just the acknowledgement and saying, we appreciate 

you. That’s always been important to me. And on the days when they’ve encouraged the 

kids to write notes. And I know for the most part, the kids have to be reminded, but when 

they bring them to school and the parents have encouraged that, that’s means a whole lot 

to me as well, because I think it’s important that kids… our kids are fortunate, and they 

get stuff all the time. And so, for them to be gifting the teachers, even if it’s a handwritten 

card is… again, I like that. They’re taught to show kindness and respect from their 

parents if their parents are encouraging that. 

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) - Participant 4. I would say that last year, we took a 

field trip for the first time in years… like my kids went through the school. And so we 

took a field trip to NASA last year, and we let parent volunteers come, which was the 
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first time. They had stopped it for years, and it was great to see like Participant 7 said, to 

see the kids interact with their parents within a group. And there were strict guidelines we 

had to give, because we didn’t want to ruin it for future chances of taking parents. But we 

had enormous response to want to go and to be a part of it, because they get to see their 

kids in a different element. I would say like, Participant 7, that they had in the past, 

they’ve done a nice job with Teacher Appreciation… as the person who chaired it for 

four years, this year was lacking. Like, I’m not gonna lie, but I think that like she said, 

it’s, it’s nice to see… like, we don’t, we’re not teaching to become wealthy. We’re not 

teaching to like, retire, but we do it because we enjoy what we do, and we like what we 

do… and for them to show some sort of appreciation back is really important. And I think 

that when the parents do get to come volunteer in the classroom and participate last year, 

we did a whole thing we made Native American shelters and the parents, we asked for 

parent volunteers to come and help, and they were so excited to be allowed to be in. And 

they thanked me a lot like professionally, thank you so much for letting us come. Thank 

you for helping and I know, there was a phase that the school went through that they 

weren’t letting anybody in to do this, this, or this. But I think in small doses, letting them 

in to see it really brings the morale up upon the parents and the families for them to see 

what’s going on and be a part of it. 

(Interviewer) - Participant 4, can you explain why they didn’t let parents in prior years 

not to come to school?  

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) - I think it had to do with the administration. I think the 

administration…. I do think that the parents may… there were some parents that went a 

little overboard pushing in being in the classrooms, being just within the building and 
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kind of go at crossing the line. And I think the administration took a hard stance on it, 

they probably need to be as harsh. Um, and they said no man in no one…whatever. 

Because there were times in the past that parents were allowed in the lunchroom if they 

weren’t serving. And you would have lots of parents show up to eat lunch with their kids. 

But then you would have students whose parents worked, and their kids would get upset 

“why doesn’t my mom come?”, “why doesn’t my mom this?” Because your mom is at 

work, or your dad is at work. And so, they… um, so they put a stop to all of it. I know 

that they went through a phase where the parents started bringing their kids lunches a lot. 

And I know that this year, kind of regress back and one of the grades, but, um, they 

would drop off all of this food, like they would go pick it up and drop it off…and so the 

schools like, stopped it “no, we can’t do this”…and I think that all happened about the 

same time…Participant 3, you were there at the time, I was just a parent, but it was kind 

of like “this is done”... I was PTO president or vice president at the time, and so I still 

was like, on the inside of it…but they were like, “no, this is done. We can’t have these 

parents back in the building”. But when they weren’t allowed back, and they weren’t 

allowed to be a part of anything. It closed off the school and I think families felt that they 

weren’t welcome. And I think it got a lot of bad PR within the families because they felt 

like… “what am I getting for what I’m sending my kids for?  I’m spending 20 thousand 

something dollars and I don’t get to see anything. I don’t I have no idea. And we’re not 

welcome”. But I think that it’s slowly …I think there’s a happy medium, like I think 

somewhere in the middle lies...what’s probably best for everybody. 

(Interviewer) - Yes, Participant 9. 



246 

 

(Participant 9, April 22nd, 2021) - I’m speaking… Participant 9, as an ancillary teacher 

and not an academic classroom teacher, I don’t have quite as much regular involvement 

with the parents. But I would say that if I did ask for some assistance, or if I invited them 

to something, especially last year before the pandemic took over, when the few 

performances that we were able to have, the parents were very excited to come …and not 

necessarily because they weren’t helping so much. But they were, they were very happy 

to come to the school to see what the students were doing. I think like, participant 4, was 

saying... and it makes me excited for future things. But I also worry that if I don’t meet 

the parent standards, you know that I’ll hear about it. And I, that’s, that’s a concern of 

mine that I keep in the back of my head. But I think that, in general, the parents I’ve had 

to deal with, once we have a conversation, if there has been an issue, then they…. then 

things work out okay. But I’m hoping to have more parent involvement in, in my classes 

in the future. 

(Interviewer) - You mentioned parents standards, what do you mean about it? Parents’ 

standards? Can you please explain?  

(Participant 9, April 22nd, 2021) -Well, I guess sort of what’s been said about maybe 

parents having a certain idea of what I should be doing in my classroom or having certain 

expectations. And just wanting to meet those but still stay true to my own teaching. 

(Interviewer) - How did it affect you? 

(Participant 9, April 22nd, 2021) -Um, I… it’s when I do get a comment. It’s often if I 

got emails, last year, I had maybe just two or three times where I might have had a 

situation that the student wouldn’t tell me was going on in the classroom. But of course, 

they go home and say something to a parent. And so… then I would get an email that 
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surprised me, because I didn’t realize that anything was wrong. And so, then I sort of feel 

attacked by the parent, like, why did you do this, and I….it would take me a while to 

calm down, because I try to be as inclusive as I can, in my classrooms, I tried to make 

sure everybody’s on the same page with me… and when I get an email saying, you know, 

maybe I, they…. their perspective was that I had done something wrong to their child, 

then, you know, I have to make it right, and explain what I was doing... and then I wasn’t 

doing what they thought I was doing. But I, again, for my kind of classes, I’m looking at 

performance opportunities, and if I have parents that are what are willing to come and 

help than I want them to be involved. We just haven’t had that many opportunities this 

year to do that kind of thing. 

(Interviewer) - Thank you. Participant 9, yes, Participant 5. 

(Participant 5, April 22nd, 2021) - I just wanted to say, I know we’ve kind of all touched 

on how, you know, parents have come and gotten involved, especially when we email 

them for help…and we do always have, you know, a lot of parents, we asked for events, 

kind of like what Participant 9 said… like when we ask for help, they do volunteer to do 

that. I also think it’s worth mentioning that during certain times of crisis, going back to 

Harvey, and all the situations we went through, there was an incredible outpouring of 

parent involvement, and wanting to help and coming when there’s still water in the 

school and wanting to just do whatever they could even parents of alumni. So, I just think 

it’s also important to note that in this community that we’ve kind of fostered There are 

also parent involvement that step up, even when not asked. I know, from personal 

experience, I had to go through a surgery two years ago, and parents, you know, brought 
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me a recovery basket, and we’re, you know… it just things that they went above and 

beyond that weren’t necessary, but were very appreciated. 

(Participant 6, April 22nd, 2021) -Actually, I could speak to that as well. Um… though, 

this is my first school where I’ve had a parent, almost kind of demand my phone number. 

That was interesting for me, but they haven’t abused it. But um, during the freeze, I 

missed a day of school because I had a leaky pipe, and I had a crack in my ceiling... and I 

don’t know, you know, with kids, they hear one thing and by the end of the day, a 

tornado has hit your apartment and I had an email from a parent who was immediately 

like “oh my god, I heard your apartment flooded. What do you need? You know, we’ll, 

we’ll get all the volunteers. We’ll help we’ll do whatever we can” ... and I was just like 

“oh, you know, that’s the most amazing thing. You’re so sweet. Nothing happened. I’m 

fine”... but that was amazing. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 6. Yes, Participant 3. 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) - I’d say for the most part, the majority of the parents 

are very helpful. They step up to the plate. If anything’s going on, I remember at Harvey 

they were parents who put in a lot of money to buy supplies and try to do whatever they 

can to get the classes up and running, and the kids back at school I think, most of them 

really appreciate what the teachers do, especially if the teachers go above and beyond at 

all. I give them extra work or do anything they should, I think most of them show 

appreciation, I think they’re those, there’s those few that like to just complain, and they 

may not be happy, like nothing’s really goanna make them happy, or they just like to be 

heard. But I’m pretty impressed with most of the parents here they show a lot of kindness 

and appreciation in different ways. 
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(Interviewer) – How does it impact you, the parents that are not happy? How does it 

affect you? All of you? 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) -Affect everyone? 

(Interviewer) – Affect you specifically? And if any one of the participants would like to 

add? 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) -Well, I think it makes it …. well, it would make me 

stop and think about ‘what am I doing?’ You know, ‘is there …what part of this is, you 

know, realistic? Or is there something that needs to be changed? Or can I do something 

different?’ And if not, how do you help the parents explain what’s going on. And 

sometimes it’s those tough conversations. But… and unfortunately, sometimes you might 

have to be the parent or it’s the time…. It’s the grade where you kind of plant the seed for 

the parent where you know, something’s happening. And that’s usually harder in the 

younger grades, because they may catch something that’s going on, or parents aren’t 

happy with that. But you know, you want to be truthful and honest, as well as giving 

them… you know, their positive, positive ways in and how to handle situations. So, I 

think you just… I’m always listening to the parents where they’re coming from, and you 

know, what can be most helpful to them? And what’s going to help the kid out the most? 

(Interviewer) – Thank you. Participant 3, yes, Participant 4. 

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) - So far, I’ve only really had one parent that I’ve seen 

that kind of went off the rails and a parent teacher conference. And I was like “whoa, 

your kids new to the school, what’s going on here”. And I left the meeting, I was 

like…”what is wrong?” and I realized that whatever, there’s something going on with the 

parent, really not the kid. And I really had …what the next morning when we came to 
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school, I was like, check whatever happened with that parent at the door, because this kid 

was like, the nicest, sweetest kid. And I was like…. we’re like, it was definitely a 

difference of what you hear from the parent versus the kid. And I told the parent I was 

like, but the kids coming home saying isn’t necessarily going on. But I had to make sure 

myself that I didn’t want to hold that against the kid like the dad was a total …not gonna 

say it. But I afterwards I spoke to admin, and they said, “no, we’ve had the same types of 

dealings with these parents since they’ve been at the school” and I’ve never heard from 

the parents since like the last conference, he was super nice. And I was like, dude… but I 

had to check it because I was like, we went the next morning and the kid arrived… and 

he was as happy as he could be… and I was like, in my head, I was like, I have to 

remember that this was the parent saying random things, not the kid and not take it out on 

the kid.  

(Interviewer) – So you have more experiences like that Participant 4?  

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) - I’ve never like…. I’ve been there as a parent and as a 

teacher. I’ve never had like an experience like that. I’ve had one parent like …that 

question what I was doing, but kind of question, the approach, and once I explained that 

they were like, “Oh, well, that makes sense”. I have always had more of the experience 

like Participant 5 said, like, when I had to be out for an extended period of time, 

Christmas time, like I had family sending food, and I was like “please stop sending food. 

I appreciate it” ... but then they were so nice. And they were so sweet. And they wouldn’t 

take no as an answer. And I was like “no, y’all can’t keep sending things to my 

house”...and they were they’ve always been “what can we do to help?” it like when we 

were in school at that time, when something’s going on outside of school, they’ve never 
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really had something like that they’ve always been willing to help. And I think if you put 

it in a way to a parent when you’re speaking to them, they typically will take it 

compassionately, and why you understand what they’re going through why you 

understand their kid, they’re more likely to help you and be on your side. 

(Participant 2, April 22nd, 2021) – Participant 2. I wanted to share as well. I would have 

to say parent involvement is a great benefit from many other schools that I’ve worked at. 

It was… there are many occasions where I wish my students parents were more involved, 

and they weren’t... and I worried about their well-being, or their future. And in this 

school, I run across that, you know, not so often, this is only my first year…but that’s 

been my experience. My parents are very involved, they always ask questions, they 

always want to understand what’s going on in the …. in our lessons from day to day. And 

it shows in the students’ grades, you know what I mean? Like, honestly, the involvement 

has made my classroom, a very peaceful place, my kids always get …. when, usually, 

when I put something in place, I communicated with my parents. And they typically will 

set up the same parameters at home. And so, I see enormous growth …so much so that 

it’s almost …. it’s almost surprising, because at all of the other schools that I’ve worked 

at, in the past, very rarely did I get a parent that was truly involved. And the parent that 

was involved, your kid would excel love to read, they would, they would enjoy writing, 

and to get that involvement with most of my students, parents, and all of them to be 

excited when I present a lesson in a fun or exciting way. It makes you know, my job… It 

makes me happier in my position. 
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Question #3: 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 2. Anyone else wants to add to this question?  

So, let’s move to question number three. To what extent if any, does parental 

involvement impact your decision to stay? Or leave this school? 

(Interviewer) – Yes, Participant 4. 

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) – I think if there was a lot of negative parental 

involvement, I think I would be gone, I wouldn’t... I wouldn’t put up…. like I’m not 

gonna… we don’t make enough money to put up with a lot of negative experiences with 

parents. … I don’t know if I badger negative experiences with parents.”. Like, I think our 

admin, for the most part does a good job to kind of step in, but I don’t think you’re gonna 

have teachers…so you’re gonna withstand a lot of negative things. I think the positive 

things are great. I think like I said earlier by Participant 7, the little things along the way, 

it kind of brightens it up “oh, look, there’s a little trade. Oh, there’s a coffee truck. Oh..” 

things like that. It makes it a fun place to be. It makes it a fun experience…not fun... It 

just makes it more lively makes it more appreciative. I guess like, it makes you feel more 

appreciated that you want to be a participant and be a part of it. If you ask for a volunteer, 

I need help doing this and this and you ask 35 parents and no one shows up and you 

asking, then it would…. But you get people to come and help and it shows you that you 

are appreciated. And they like what you do. 

(Interviewer) – How would it impact your decision to stay or leave any school? 

Participant 4? 

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) –How would it affect me to any school?  

(Interviewer) – Yes.  
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(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) – I think it would be the same way. I think at any 

school, I don’t think that people… or as a teacher, you’re there to be pushed around with 

parental negative experiences. And I think if you have positive experiences, I came from 

a public school and we had the same types of parents there that were always helpful and 

did little things to make you feel appreciated. If you needed help. They were there if you 

wanted something and they feel something happened at school with a student like one of 

your students negative like oh, this happened between the kids. They’re like “what can 

we do to help you? What can we do to help fix this situation? What can we do to help it 

get better between my student and the other student?” So, if they’re supportive in that 

way? I think it’s important. I think if it goes downhill from there, I think that you would 

have people jump ship that does in any school.  

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) – I think I go back on what Participant 4 was saying. 

This is Participant 1. I think if statistically you look at schools where there’s a lot of 

turnovers, when you look into it, you will see that there was very little parent positive… 

parent involvement. And I think that for the most part, we’re really lucky in that our 

parents really value education and for the most part, not always, but for the most part. 

Our parents are very supportive of what their children are learning and if there is positive 

communication between teachers and parents, then parents will be supportive. If they 

feel…. if parents feel…. if there’s a lack of communication, or if they feel that…. if they 

are hearing from their child that their child feels like they’re being picked on, then the 

interactions become more negative and difficult and usually, it just takes a really concrete 

conversation and parents will then back almost any teacher up, because they’ll see that 

what the teacher is trying to do is not to harm their child, but to either teach them 
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something that’s really hard for the child to learn, or to, you know, see them through a 

difficult theme or topic and it’s just that the child doesn’t have confidence in themselves 

yet. 

(Interviewer) – So Participant 1, did you had any case that parental involvement, 

incident, impact your decision, either to stay or to leave this school? 

(Participant 1, April 22nd, 2021) –I’ve been very lucky that as a teacher, I had mostly 

positive interactions with parents, and in years that are more stressful than not, when 

you’ve had positive experiences with the parents and their students, you choose to stay 

and see the school through another year. Verses teachers who’ve had negative 

interactions with parents in a stressful year, will usually choose to leave if they have the 

option to leave. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you. Participant 1, yes, Participant 7. 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) –So our school is just a big family and we have 

children who are siblings that have… you know, that I’ve known their parents for a very 

long time, I’m teaching the third child or the second child, the fourth child, and those 

are…those are the reasons that make me smile, you know, seeing another…. another 

sibling come through and getting to interact with those parents for another year or two. 

Those…. those experiences keep me going, keep me coming back and, and hearing about 

them and keeping up with them when they’re in high school and where they’re going to 

college. And it’s very much of, you know, an extended family, those are my kids, no 

matter how old they are, they’re still my kids. And that, for the most part, they’re all like 

that. And for the most part, I think that… that’s what’s kept me at this school so long is 

it’s always felt like a second family or a second home. And especially this year, I think 
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more than in a lot of years past that the parents are very grateful that were there for their 

kids and their kids have been able to go to school, and they really haven’t missed a beat. 

And they’ve been learning and they’re there. They’re grateful. For the most part, you 

know, like 99.9% of the time this year, everybody’s just been so grateful that we’ve been 

consistent, we’ve been open, we’re in person, and our kids are getting a great education 

this year. They’re…they’re not lagging in any their education is not full halls this year 

because of the pandemic. And even last year when we were virtual, but this year, I know 

for fourth and fifth grade getting this influx of new students that came from public 

school, their parents are so happy and, and thankful. And you know… it’s been positive, 

it’s been very positive.  

(Participant 10, April 22nd, 2021) –Yeah, I can… participate ten over here, I can 

reiterate what participants seven said, I’ve felt a lot of gratitude towards the parents and a 

lot of positive emails…and in terms of the involvement, being the first year here, I have 

no idea what involvement was like last year in previous years. I really don’t feel any 

parent involvement, besides through the email communication, because that’s the only 

way they can really be involved. I mean, some of them have called me on the phone. But 

for the most part, I think like definitely for your study purposes, you should mention the 

effects that COVID has had on parent involvement for good and for bad. So, for bad 

being I’ve had, I haven’t seen any parent volunteers because there haven’t been 

opportunities because of COVID. But I’ve also seen like, I get grateful emails all the time 

from parents. And I think a large part of that is because of COVID... and they were 

exposed to us it through zoom, too, you know, they were on zoom with us as well. So, 

they saw how hard we worked at trying to make engaging lessons for their children 
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during COVID, in school with masks on trying to keep them safe. So, all of that 

combined made them really grateful this year, I feel like for the most part. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 10. 

(Participant 6, April 22nd, 2021) –About when I was first teaching, I think my second 

year, I got an email from a parent that seriously made me consider quit teaching, like I 

was looking into like being a librarian and stuff. Of course, I emailed her back and 

explained everything and she admitted that she was…. she should have come to the 

school, and she was heavily pregnant, on hormones, and everything ended up fine. But I 

think if I got consistently poor feedback from parents, I would definitely probably choose 

another school or career. But I have to say, I agree with everybody else that so far this 

year, I’ve all I’ve gotten our lovely emails and lovely responses from parents. So that’s 

great. 

(Interviewer) – Do you think that the lovely emails from the parents as participant, six 

said, has the majority impact from the pandemic? And if the pandemic would not be, 

would it be this situation? Or would it be differently? Yes, Participant 3. 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) –Are you asking if parent participation would be 

different if it weren’t a pandemic?  

(Interviewer) – I’m asking, following what Participant 6 said and mentioned, that the 

pandemic has very positive impact on their behavior? Do you think that regardless to the 

pandemic, if it was a regular year? Would you experience the same parental behavior 

attitude? So, what I’m asking is how much you think that pandemic impact their 

positivity? Yes, Participant 4. 
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(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) – I think having the kids at home for that extended 

period of time, and then having multiple…like one and two and three kids at home and 

then having to do virtual school…and then starting with virtual school, they saw a lot of 

what we go through and what they had to deal with. Honestly, if I was trapped in my 

house with little kids, I don’t know what I would have done. Um, but I think they saw a 

lot of what we deal with on a daily basis, and when they finally the kids got to go back in 

September, they were very excited and they appreciate because they knew we were in our 

masks, we were in the facials, we were risking, like, come on back then everyone 

thought, oh God, gosh, gosh, um, we serve them lunch, we’re wiping their hands, were 

cleaning the tables. We’re doing all of these things over and over, which aren’t our job, 

and never our job. Sorry, we would keep….so I do think that added to the gratitude, but I 

do think on a normal year, the parents are appreciative. I mean, I can remember as my 

kids were going to the school, I have a once a month, I would send some sort of 

something for my teachers. We would send like little…. because I didn’t like…. just 

because we do appreciate what they do as a parent, and how much they put up with. I 

mean, it’s just a lot. And so, I do think that yes, in some ways it did create them to have a 

larger sense of gratitude for this specific year and after seeing the kids at home and 

getting finally getting them out of the house and seeing the public schools not doing a lot 

of the same things that we were able to pull off and get done. But in the same sentence, I 

do think that they do have gratitude on a normal year as well. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you, Participant 4. Anyone else wants to add to this question? 

We’re going to move to question number four. 
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(Participant 2, April 22nd, 2021) –Excuse me primary investigator, yes. I wanted to 

answer that question. Um, so I was a…. this was my first year, at this school, the parents 

wanted to get to know me, you know, and that’s because the beginning of the year, you 

were doing it through zoom, the parents got to view into my classroom. And I got a lot of 

emails that showed gratitude as well, you know, them saying…. I just had a baby and I 

had been inside all of COVID, I was really trying to get like, you know, active. So, every 

day, we would do “go noodle” for at least 10 minutes, and I would be up, and the parents 

just loved it, you know, and the kids, we were able to build something, and honestly, I 

was trying to build with my students. But in that same time, my parents were building as 

well. You know what I mean? They got to see that I enjoyed teaching, you know. And 

because of it, when they came in person, I felt like a lot more of my parents trusted me, 

that I would take care of their children, you know, as if …. as they were my own, and it 

made it more comfortable, and it gave it … it gave us better communication, you know, 

because if that wouldn’t have happened, I don’t know if they would have felt so 

comfortable to come to me, because I am a new, a new face on campus. 

Question#4: 

(Interviewer) – Thank you, Participant 2. Anyone else wants to add to question number 

three? We’ll move to question number four.  Do you feel parents ever judge or impact 

your teaching and instruction? If yes, give example. How do you respond to these 

occurrences? Not just this year. Throughout your experience in this school? Yes, 

Participant 3. 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) –Oh, in my experience, it’s mostly the parents who 

have degrees in special ed or education or something that judge you the most…and 
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they’ll say…. you know, they’ll let you know “I’m a teacher, or I’ve taught special ed” 

and they want to…. they judge the most what you’re doing, you know, what level they 

kind of expect you to be on. 

(Interviewer) – So how do you respond to when they are trying to judge you? 

(Participant 3, April 22nd, 2021) – I think you just you just listen to what they have to 

say…and you continue with your curriculum. You hear… you hear what they say, and 

you do you know what you’re supposed to do and where you’re at you think their kid fits 

in. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you, Participant 3. 

(Participant 2, April 22nd, 2021) – Can you repeat the question again?  

(Interviewer) – Sure. Do you feel parents ever judge or impact your teaching? And 

instruction? If yes, give examples? And how do you respond to these occurrences in 

school and not just in this year, throughout your experience in this school? Yes, 

Participant 5. 

(Participant 5, April 22nd, 2021) – I had a situation a couple of years ago, when parents 

had reached out to …., you know, meeting their child, really, or starting the school year 

to let me know how advanced their child was, and kind of their expectations prior to 

going in, and so I kind of…. you know, communicated that I’d like to get to know their 

child and assess them myself, myself. And after a little bit of time, in the classroom after 

a couple months, you know, got emails of what they would like to see being worked on 

with their child. So, kind of trying to direct the curriculum themselves. And so how I 

handled it was just making sure we constantly communicated any phone calls were also 

translated on email and, you know, showing that their child was being enriched and that it 
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was being handled and they were being challenged to the best of my ability. And that 

seemed to work out just maintaining constant communication and keeping it in a written 

format. worked out very well and I ended up I now have the sibling in that family. So, I 

feel like we created a good report. And we worked through that. But that was kind of one 

situation in which I had a parent want to kind of lead what they expected their child to be 

learning. 

(Interviewer) – How did it impact you Participant 5? 

(Participant 5, April 22nd, 2021) – I think it was my second year. So, I was fairly new to 

it. So, I was a little taken aback at first kind of, I think the first email was in writing 

“we’d like to see this and math, we’d like to see this” and so forth. So, I was a little taken 

aback, and I had to, you know, communicate with my admin team to make sure I handled 

it the appropriate way and we just figured out what would work and they let me take the 

lead on where I thought the direction of the curriculum should go with that child and 

enrich them to the best of my ability...and it was a lot of communication back to the 

parents kind of letting them know, once your child reaches mastery of this skill, I will 

move on. So, it was just being very just maintaining a constant communication. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you, Participant 5. Yes, participants seven. 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) – I had a parent at a conference in a very forthright 

way, tell me that they felt like their child, or I guess what we were doing in class wasn’t 

challenging enough teaching problem solving, and I feel like we have a very challenging 

math curriculum. And so, I listen. And I was upset. Of course, I took it very personally. 

Because that isn’t my goal. My goal is to challenge everybody and make sure their needs 

are met. And… but I did take it to heart, and I did change some things. And I… after I 
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was upset, and then I just figured out a way to do things a little bit differently, so that I 

addressed those needs in the next year. And anyway, so I feel like growth came from it. I 

think we can always grow from criticism. I didn’t love the way it was handed to me, but I 

got the message and, in the end, I appreciated it. I did. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 7. Anyone else? Yes, Participant 9. 

(Participant 9, April 22nd, 2021) – I would say that since I’m in a subject, where I don’t 

necessarily assess for grades. I was concerned and I’ve only been here there’s only my 

second year. I was concerned with sort of trying to figure out how to self…. how to 

assess for my own knowledge, and not, not necessarily for the grade, which was hard 

coming into a new school. But I remember I had one perform…. really only before the 

pandemic hit, I ended up having one opportunity where an audience could come to the 

school with parents and guests and friends, and a class of students was able to perform. 

And even though I had had no communication really all year from any parents, I didn’t 

get any sort of communication either way, when I started at the school, not like welcome 

or nothing…you know, there was just nothing, just like I just came in, and I just started 

trying to do my thing, and so it took a while because this was several months after I’d 

been there. But once we had a performance, and there were parents there, and I finally 

got one email from a parent saying “you know, that was great. They could... you know, 

they did a great job, and they enjoyed the concert”. And that helped me a lot, because 

before that, I just …. I wasn’t sure. I wasn’t sure if what I was doing was impacting the 

students impacting the families at all, and it’s what music to do at least. But it did help to 

have that parent even it was only one parent, but it was it was nice to have the one the 

one approval there and I feel like if I had done that and had no response, I would have 
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worried and I would have thought maybe I shouldn’t have fade. So, it’s again, I know 

they’re not as concerned in my subject area. But for me, it’s it is a personal thing. If I 

don’t get some response or some reaction, then I feel like I may be doing something 

wrong. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 9, Participant 4, you wanted to add? Sorry.  

anyone else? Anyone else wants to give more example? 

(Participant 6, April 22nd, 2021) – I guess, some of our parents that we’re new this year, 

we’re expecting, especially for writing for more worksheets to come home, or with 

Writer’s Workshop, you know, you start a piece, and you work on it for a really long 

time, and so I did have some parents that were complaining, they didn’t know what they 

were writing and things like that…and so that was interesting, especially since it’s my 

first year was fourth grade. Oh, anyway. Um, so that was hard. But I think we’ve got 

through it, and I hope they’re happy with what their kids are learning and what they’re 

doing now. So, I don’t know.  

Question #5 

(Interviewer) – Anyone else? Is there anything else you would like to add to our 

discussion topic? Which is your perceived…how do you perceive parental involvement? 

And how does it affect your retention in this school? Yes, Participant 4. 

(Participant 4, April 22nd, 2021) – I think I don’t remember which, which is 

when...someone used to word report. And I think having parental involvement and people 

within the school just being a part of daily thing and having activities for them to be the 

PTO, social thing, anything like that, where the parents can build a report with the parents 

and the families, I think it makes a huge difference in the way that they respect you…and 
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I think the way that you treat their kids like, I don’t remember which number she was, but 

like the kids in my class, they know that I treat their kids like I would treat my own kids, 

like I have a kid that puts everything in his mouth…and it’s just, I don’t know what it is, I 

can’t lie, it’s been going on forever. And today, I texted the mom, I was like, he can’t 

keep things out, can I give him piece of gum, because I don’t want to embarrass him by 

telling him “you got to take the paper clip out, you’ve got to take this out”…and so the 

way that you interact with the parents, and you build that report and getting to know them 

from their parental experiences, being involved in the school, they know that we there for 

their kids, and then we do treat them like their own…and so when that…. when the hits 

the fan, and you do have to get on their kid for something, they typically will have your 

back. Because like if it’s the parent, you do have that relationship with because they’ve 

been there and been involved, and you’ve created this rapport, and you have this whole 

relationship with them. They know if their kid did something wrong, they’re gonna 

usually take your side, not necessarily your side, but they’re gonna understand and know 

that you’re doing it for a reason, and you’re trying to help them. So, I think it’s very 

important to them being there and having their hands and things like that.  

(Interviewer) –Thank you, Participant 4 Yes, Participant 7. 

(Participant 7, April 22nd, 2021) –Again, I do think that like, just piggyback on what 

nine said four said, we’re…. we’re there having parents give us warm fuzzies makes us 

happy and keeps us… we want to work there, we want to…. we want to continue to be 

involved and be with their kids. And so, you know, having great peers and wonderful 

admin and all that…. that’s very, very important. And… but if… if it was a bunch of 

difficult parents, it might make you rethink. So, it… it kind of rounds it out for us, 
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especially at a Jewish day school and in a Jewish community where you see…see them at 

the grocery store and you see them you know at Bar and Bat Mitzvah and, High Holidays 

in normal circumstances. So, it’s not like we go to work, and we go home, we don’t see 

them again. And when we come back to school, we see them when we’re out and about 

see them at restaurants, we see them everywhere. So having them…having a good 

rapport with them and knowing that they like what we’re doing, and they say good things 

about us. That, that’s a good thing. That … that’s those positive vibes that keep you 

coming back for more. Anyway. 

(Participant 10, April 22nd, 2021) –I’ll agree with also Number 4, this is Participant 10, 

that if you have the love and respect of your students, then you’re going to get that from 

their parents. So, if you win your students over, you’re going to win the parents over and 

when the students do step out of bounds, and you need to reach out to those parents and 

say “hey, your kid has been acting out lately”, they know that you’re doing that at a love 

and not out of critical…. you know, because their kids have been coming home all the 

year, saying “oh, this teacher is so lovely, and so nice and blah, blah, blah”. So, when that 

nice, lovely teacher does send an email home, saying “hey, your kid is not behaving 

nicely”, they’re gonna believe you and kind of support you and work as a team. So, if you 

have the love and respect of your students, you have the parents, literally in the palm of 

your hands. But you have to make that rapport through the kids first, not through the 

parents, in my opinion. Like what number four was saying, 

(Participant 8, April 22nd, 2021) –um, this is Participant 8. Um, and I’m just gonna say 

this to be done. As for… I’m not a part of the Jewish community, I’m actually outside of 

the Jewish community. So, I’m coming in was very different. Learning different, you 
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know, the Jewish culture and other things, but I will definitely say that the parents have 

always been receptive, they’ve always been kind, nice. As other participants have said, in 

the past, when, you know, natural disasters have occurred, or even personal things, I’m 

very private…so even when I have let things be known, they have, have done things that 

I would really hadn’t expected, so I would say that, um, the parents participation that I 

have currently, and I have had since I’ve been at this school has always been a positive 

experience. I enjoy, you know, the things that they have done, and I also appreciate doing 

things for their children as well. I personally don’t see people in the community because I 

live far away, but um, it is one thing that I will say coming from public school and just 

going to be honest, salary wise, I am there for the kids in comparison, but um, definitely, 

I will say that the parents do make a difference, especially those that are genuine, and 

they really are appreciative of what you’re doing for their children. And I believe that, 

you know, personally, I reciprocate that back and I do appreciate, you know, the parents 

that we do have. 

(Interviewer) –Thank you Participant 8. Anyone else would like to add anything? 

With that, I want to thank you all for taking the time to be in this discussion this evening. 

Thank you so much.  
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Appendix L: 

Second Focus Group Transcription 

Transcriber: Limor Carasso 

April 29, 2021 

(Interviewer) – Good evening, and welcome to this session, and thank you for taking the 

time to join me to talk about to what extent do parents intervention influenced teachers 

retention rates, according to your perception as a teacher in this in this Jewish school. My 

name is Limor Carasso, and I’m a doctoral student at Houston Baptist University, and the 

study I conduct will be measured by the survey and this focus additional group. You were 

invited because you have volunteered to participate in this discussion. At any time, 

participant, you can, you have the chance to remove yourself from the focus group. The 

goal is to protect your privacy and assure your confidentiality. The information in this 

discussion will be kept confidential, and it is expected from the participants to keep 

confidentiality as well. Prior to this discussion, you received the participant number. 

Please indicate your participant number when replying to any questions. There are no 

wrong answers, but rather different points of view. Please feel free to share your point of 

view even if you differ from each other after saying this case. It’s only your opinion. 

Keep in mind that I’m just as interested in the negative comments as positive comments. 

This discussion session will be recorded so I do not want to miss any of your comments. 

The recording will be via zoom, and there is also a backup camera as you can see on the 

screen, it will be positioned it’s it is positioned in the in the other room. The recording 

will be transcribed and will be used as data analysis for the study, of the study. The 

collected data for this from this evening will be coded and will be used for the research 
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purposes only. Before I begin, I asked if you can turn on your cell phone. If you cannot 

and if you must respond to a call, please do so quietly as possible. And you can rejoin the 

session again.  

Do you have any concerns or questions? 

(Participant 8) - No, I do not. 

Question #1 

(Interviewer) – Well, Participant 8, let’s begin. How would you describe parental 

involvement in this school? Can you give examples positive or negative of parental 

involvement in this school?  

(Participant 8) - Participant 8. involvement in this school, parental involvement in the 

school is um, compared to the other schools I’ve been in, it’s very active. A lot of parents 

really enjoy being a part of their kids’ education and also knowing what comes next. I see 

it as a positive thing compared to other places that I’ve taught. They always are open and 

willing to be helpful in anything that you ask. So overall, it is a positive experience. 

(Interviewer) – Anything else you want to add? 

(Participant 8) - No. 

Question #2 

(Interviewer) – Right, I will move to the second question. How do you perceive parental 

involvement in this school? How do you perceive? Can you share some of your personal 

parental involvement experiences in the school? And how did they affect you? 

(Participant 8) - Participant 8. Parental involvement in this school I think it has different 

tiers. You have the parent as I stated before in the previous question that’s willing to help, 

willing to be there, willing to do whatever you ask. 



268 

 

That’s kind of like the…the basic tier throughout the school but then you do have another 

tier of parents that are seen on a different level. The ones who come in with a little bit 

more money or their help funding the school they kind of get a little bit more privilege, 

and they kind of break the rules at times. For example, not necessarily with myself, but in 

the previous years of before COVID those parents were kind of allowed to kind of walk 

throughout the school, interrupt classes. And whereas other parents, they knew that they 

had to check in at the desk, they had to follow the rules, they had to, you know, contact 

the teacher say, Hey, I’m stopping by, whereas other parents that may be contributed 

money to the school they had…we’re allowed to do more things other than, um, besides 

the other parents who, you know, maybe were just regular ‘nine to five’ parents, you 

know, just seeking a better education for their child. So that’s the two different tier 

parenting that I do you see at this school, yes. I have. 

(Interviewer) – How often did it happen? According to your perception.  

(Participant 8) - Participant 8. According to my perception, it would, it would happen 

often. With those particular parents, and even in COVID, I’ve seen those parents, even 

though we do have rules that parents are not allowed to enter in the building, or even 

come near the other students, those parents still do that. During like, pickup… pickup 

time, or I see them, you know, and other facets, and years prior to COVID. They…. they 

are allowed, we kind of turn our heads, or I feel like we’re as…. as educators where 

we’re not told, but it’s kind of a…. it’s kind of untold that you just kind of let them do it 

because they do have the… they’ve contributed to the school. So, we kind of just let them 

get away with it. But I’ve seen it a couple of times since I’ve been there. 

(Interviewer) – How did you feel about it? How did it affect you? 
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(Participant 8) - Personally, it hasn’t affected me. But I have seen it affect other parents, 

especially when those parents that aren’t as influential or have as much money, they do 

bring it up maybe in conferences. And I just tell them, you know, if you have an issue, 

then you know, seek admin, and talk to them about it, if it is, if it is a concern. So 

personally, it doesn’t affect me, but I have seen it since I have been there affect other 

parents and it does bother them at times. And I know for some parents that I have had it’s 

one some of the reasons why they have left. 

(Interviewer) – Anything else Participant 8?  

(Participant 8) – No.  

Question #3 

(Interviewer) – We are going to move to question number three. To what extent if any, 

parental involvement impacts your decision to stay or to leave this school? 

(Participant 8) – Parental involvement, it really, it doesn’t really impact anything. I’ve 

always had good experiences with my parents. So um, I really don’t have much to say on 

that. They… it really doesn’t affect my decision to stay or go. They’ve always majority 

of my parents have always been great parents; I’ve really never had any issues. So, it 

really doesn’t affect my choices. I base those on other things. 

(Interviewer) – So if I reflect your words, if you will decide to stay or to leave the 

school, it has nothing to do with the parameter or the factor of parental involvement. I 

understand it correctly? 

(Participant 8) – That is correct. 
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Question #4 

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 8 we’re going to move to question number four. 

Do you feel parents ever judged or impact your teaching and instruction? If yes, give 

examples. And how do you respond these occurrences? 

(Participant 8) – Participant 8. No, I haven’t had any parents actually change the way I 

have taught something. If I’m only speaking for myself, that would be a “no”, but I have 

heard other faculty which I can’t Well... you know, they’re not on the call. Speak of ways 

that they may had a parent complaint or something they had to change the way they were 

instructing but that’s not my story. So, no. 

(Interviewer) – Did their story affected you? 

(Participant 8) – Um, their story didn’t really affect me but it kind of made me… I put it 

in my….. my mental Rolodex of it’s possible that it could happen. If a parent is not 

pleased, then I may be asked to, you know, change the way I do things or the way I 

instruct. 

(Interviewer) – So during all the time you’ve been there, you hadn’t had any incident? 

(Participant 8) – Yes, the whole time I’ve been employed at this school, I’ve never had 

parents complain about the way I instruct the children. 

Question #5 

(Interviewer) – Thank you, Participant 8, we’re going to move to the last question. 

Question number five. 

Is there anything else you would like to add about our discussion topic? 

(Participant 8) – Um, overall, Participant 8, overall, the parents at the school. They are 

overall… they’re, they’re great people. You can tell there’s a great sense of community. I 
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definitely will say, I can definitely tell the different tiers of parents, kind of like I said 

before, I don’t remember if it was in question two or question three, you do see the 

division in that. But that’s it doesn’t necessarily affect me as educator. I do this… I do 

see the difference between the parents that have a little bit more influential contributions 

compared to the “nine to five” parents. I can really see it this year in comparison to other 

years, maybe it’s because we have more children. And we have a lot of new families. So, 

a lot of the families that may have came from the public school system, that their parents 

both work 9 to 5 in comparison to some of the other parents that, you know, they may be 

been business owners or what not. I do see the segregation in that part. But as far as it 

affected me it does not, but I do see, I don’t want to say cliquish, but I do see the division 

where the working parents over here kind of congregate, and then the parents that you 

know, kind of our friends prior to they hang out the ones who have a little bit more 

wealth and have a little bit more power. They kind of stick together more. That’s what 

I’ve noticed. 

(Interviewer) – I really appreciate your time. Anything else you want to add? 

(Participant 8) – No, that is it. 

(Interviewer) – Thank you so much Participant 8 for the additional information. I will 

add it to the main focus group discussion we had last week. Thank you so much for the 

time.  

(Participant 8) – Definitely worth my time. You’re welcome.  

(Interviewer) – Thank you Participant 8.  
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Appendix M: 

Third Focus Group Transcription 

Transcriber: Limor Carasso 

May 3, 2021 

(Interviewer) – Good evening and welcome to our session. Thanks for taking the time to 

join me to talk about to what extent the parent teacher interaction influenced teacher 

retention rate, according to your perception as teacher in this Jewish school.  

My name is Limor Carrasco. I’m a doctoral student at Houston Baptist University. The 

study I conduct will be measured by the survey and this focus group. You were invited 

because you have volunteered to participate in this discussion. You also wanted to add 

more information. Since you were not feeling comfortable the first time. At any time, you 

can remove yourself from this discussion. The goal is to protect your privacy and to 

assure your confidentiality. Information in this discussion will be kept confidential and is 

expected from all the participants to keep confidentiality as well.  

Prior to this discussion, you received the participant number. Please indicate your 

participant number when replying to any of the questions. There are no wrong answers, 

but rather different point of views. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it’s 

differ from what others have said before. Keep in mind that I’m interested in the negative 

comments as the positive comments, this discussion session will be recorded. Since I do 

not want to miss any of your comments, the recording is going to occurred via zoom and 

I also have a video camera in the next room. It’s a backup camera. That’s what you see 

on the screen. The recording will be transcribed and will be used in data analysis of the 

study only. The collected data from this evening will be coded and will be used for 
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research purposes only. Before I begin, I asked you to turn on off all your phones. And if 

you cannot, if you do need to answer any phone call, please do so quietly as possible and 

then rejoin whenever… as quickly as you can you have any questions Participant 2? 

(Participant) - No, I don’t. 

Question #1 

(Interviewer) - So well, let us begin. 

First question, how would you describe parental involvement in this school, give 

examples. Positive or negative of parental involvement in this school? 

(Participant) - Parental involvement in this school is, if it was on a scale from you know, 

zero to 10, I would have to say possibly 10. For a lot of the parents, in most ways, it’s 

beneficial, but you do have parents that push their own agenda. And, and as a teacher 

sometimes feel uncomfortable to go against it. Because in meetings or whatever, the 

Head of School has made it very clear that these people have invested in the school and 

there’s expectations that we have to uphold, even if I don’t know if she necessarily said 

even if it was outside of what we typically would allow. But I feel like you know, more 

so that’s what I could kind of summarize it up to you. 

(Interviewer) - What kind of agenda Do you refer to? 

(Participant) - Um, so a lot of parents want their kids …. They…. they view their kids as 

genius. They expect all of their scores to reflect just that. And the times that it 

doesn’t…they pay, I guess, they want to lay blame somewhere, it’s typically the teacher. 

And the times that they do very well. The parents will just say it because their child’s a 

genius, as I’ve viewed on many occasions, that the work the teacher puts in kind of gets 

overlooked either way. 
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Because they have an agenda. They want your kid to be a genius. They want them to 

make straight A’s and Ace every test all the way through. But as we know, you know, 

there’s no such kid, every kid has your A’s and B’s and C’s. 

(Interviewer) - How does it impact you? 

(Participant) - Sometimes when I make a decision, I can’t make a decision…typically 

just what is best. I also have to take into account what the parents would see and 

sometimes, I’m not able to really assist my kids in the way that they need to. Because the 

parents expect to feed in a certain way, even if that’s not it. The times that I’ve adjusted 

as a teacher, I’m luckily administration has always had my back. But I’m, I’m very 

choosy, you know, with my words, or if I see there’s an issue, I don’t always bring it up, 

because I know that’s the parents invest.  

(Interviewer) - Anything else?  

(Participant) - No.  

Question #2 

(Interviewer) - Okay. Let’s move to question number two. Thank you, participant, two. 

How do you perceive parental involvement in this school? Can you share some of your 

personal parental involvement experiences in this school? And how did they affect you? 

(Participant) - So when I give… okay, I wouldn’t give names or anything, though, right?  

- However, you feel comfortable…you don’t have to at all.  

(Participant) - One student, specifically, the parent was very much so involved. When 

there was an issue I called, they wanted me to check in with them every week, they 

always stayed online with the portfolios. And because of that, their child saw tremendous 

growth at the end of the year, when it came to testing in you know, in all subjects, so it’s 
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very beneficial. And other times you get parents that, once again, they want their kids to 

get straight A’s, they’ll do anything for that, for that to, uh, for things to appear that way 

that they ask for things they shouldn’t. They… they may ask for, you know, a make up 

for an assignment, that could have been a test. Even if initially, you say, this is a final 

grade, it’s showing where the kids are, at this moment, will still want a retest, or you 

know, they kind of break your procedures and rules. You know, typically what a syllabus 

would outline in college, those things that you’ve already put in place, you spoke with… 

spoken about it with the parents during parent teacher conferences, and they want to 

change those rules just for their child. And I’ve had a parent do that. 

(Interviewer) - And how did it affect you? 

(Participant) - Um, it made me question…um, sometimes I guess it made question 

worry if this environment would help…. would let …. would allow me to be the teacher I 

wanted to be. I wanted to be a teacher...and taught the honesty of what happened in the 

world, the history of everything, you know, my students ask, I tell. But sometimes, I 

worry that I censor too much information, and it’s really not beneficial to the child. 

Question #3 

(Interviewer) - Thank you, Participant 2. We’re now going to move to question number 

three. To what extent if any, does parental involvement impact your decision to stay or to 

leave this school? 

(Participant) - Um, parental involvement actually, coerce me to say, I love that the 

parents are so involved in the way that as a parent, it... I loved it, you know, I this year 

my child is also a student at this school, and me having such a play or a say so in how he 

learns what do you need was very helpful and wasn’t such a fight. Like sometimes it can 
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be in public school, you really have to stand up for a child and put your foot down. Um, 

so that was helpful. And actually, the parents has shown me that their…. their gratitude in 

so many ways that I’m… I feel lucky to have them as my parents, honestly. I’ve had 

parents that I’ve loved just as much. But they can always show their gratitude, like this 

week is Teacher Appreciation Week, and my favorite thing would be assigned to my 

name that was decorated by the temperature. And it seems really small and like nothing, 

but it means a lot because someone took the time to create it. Someone took the time to 

come and put it all up on the wall PTO is really involved. And that’s the world I grew up 

in. When I was in elementary school, PTO was involved. There was always a parent up 

there, helping I felt like at one-point schools got away from it, but this school is actually 

very good at keeping those like…traditions that I was used to as a child. 

(Interviewer) - Anything else you want to add Participant 2? 

(Participant) – No, that’s all. 

Question #4 

(Interviewer) - Thank you. We now going to move to question number four. Do you feel 

parents ever judged? Or impact your teaching and instruction? If yes, give example. And 

how do you respond to these occurrences? 

(Participant) – Um, as a parent ever judge… could you repeat that question again?  

(Interviewer) - Sure. Do you feel parents ever judge? Or impact your teaching and 

instruction? If yes, give examples? And how do you respond to these occurrences? 

(Participant) – When I first began at the school, I had friends in the past, they were 

Jewish, it was my first time in a school with traditional Jewish values where I really had 

to learn new things. Before I take the position. During my interview I even asked I was I 
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made it clear, I was unaware of those traditions and is that okay? That it would be a 

learning curve for me. And in my interview, they said, yes, you know, you can do speak 

with Judaic and Hebrew teacher, if you’re interested in learning things, or you just want 

to understand more, and you can always turn to miss Rosen and ask question. Um, so that 

was helpful. But the first week, or the first month, it was very clear that I couldn’t talk 

about the holidays as I wanted. On epic, I chose the book. I chose the book that we’re 

going…. 

(Interviewer) - can repeat the last sentence, you were cut off you froze? Can you repeat 

them? Thank you. 

(Participant) – At the… during the first month of school, I required all students to read 

all the Epic book, it was a book about all the seasons, because it went through all the 

seasons. During the winter season, it showed a picture of the kids having a Christmas 

party, and even the words been in the picture, I remember one of the parents right away, 

went to my principal, instead of address it to me and telling me, you know “this book had 

a picture in it”. It bothered me because I worried if they thought I was intentionally trying 

to be rude and disrespectful. And if it was just that simple as me making a mistake, that 

can make them assume that that I was intentionally being rude or disrespectful, it worried 

me about my future, because, you know, no one is without mistakes. So, I worried how 

forgiving the parents would be about those kinds of things. If I made a mistake, you 

know, in regards to their traditions. 

(Interviewer) - Do you have more examples that you can share? That you want to share? 

(Participant) – Um, I think also, I was just learning about Shabbat schedule and miss 

Rosen told me the rules about it. But for some reason, I guess because I wasn’t… I didn’t 
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ask questions, I think Shabbat …you weren’t supposed to send emails or do anything on 

Friday only, but come Saturday, you can then send an email. So, I sent an email and a 

parent complaint and sent an email to my principal, and then the principal reached out to 

me. And again, I worry, you know, I worried. Is it because I look different? Or is it 

because I am I don’t have the same, you know, necessarily specific tradition, even if we 

have very similar values, you know, some people don’t see, see that they only see ….they 

make assumptions, you know, assuming that you’re not the same, that you don’t have the 

same values or you don’t have the like, same core beliefs to be good to people know, to 

be honest and truthful. I worry when people question my values or who I was as a person, 

simply because me not being aware. And the year got a little easier as it proceeded. But it 

was a big worry of mine. Um, to the point that in many occasions I would overthink a 

situation before I will make a decision. 

Question #5 

(Interviewer) - Thank you Participant 2. We are going to move to question number five. 

Is there anything else you would like to add about our discussion? 

(Participant) – No. 

(Interviewer) - I really thank you for your time and for sharing all the information.  

(Participant) – Thank you. Have a good night. Thank you. 


