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ABSTRACT The purpose of this study is to investigate whether prospective teachers who are undergoing training
in the Elementary School and Early Child Education Department in state universities both in Turkey ( Istanbul),
and in the USA (West Chester, PA) response differently, or similarly to the survey, taking the country they live
into consideration. Total sampling of this study is 214; 113 of which are from the USA, and 101 of which are from
Turkey. This sampling is chosen from the research population by way of cluster sampling method.  In general, it
can be said that prospective students do not think school principal as the most effective person in actualizing
family education and communication. From the vintage point of country variable, there is no meaningful relation
between variables; yet prospective teachers in both countries view that family communication is salient in student
success and achievement. In fact, the rate of how prospective teachers behave in parents meeting/ conference
appears high. Thence, prospective teachers during their training should be educated both theoretically and practically
in acting parents meeting, which can be highly important with respect to school-family communication.

INTRODUCTION

Both families and parents want to create a
better learning environment for children, so en-
abling collaboration between families and
schools with taking opportunities of school and
environment will contribute to become a richer
learning environment (Oktay 2000). Participat-
ing in family involvement increase parents’
knowledge and skills, help them to contribute
their children development with enabling them
to recognize their children better (Temel 2001).
By attending functions, activities, and meetings
at school, school-involved parents may signal
their children that school matters for identity
and that current effort in school is an invest-
ment in their future (Grolnick and Slowiaczek
1994; Hill et al. 2004).

Child development is affected by various
factors with different ecological levels, such as
family, school, and neighborhood as well as by
the community itself (Aber et al. 1997). Over the
years, researchers on the development of chil-
dren have examined separately the effects of fam-
ily, and of school; later on studies on this sub-
ject turned to link these two factors in the suc-
cess of children (Epstein 1996; Grolnick and Slow-
iaczek 1994). To Kesslar-Sklar and Baker (2000),
if parents are not satisfied with the school and
they have less tendency to interact with the

school, teachers need the guidance of school
administrators, counselors, and school psychol-
ogists.

In the Turkish education system, one of the
diminishing factors in the quality of education
is the inability to establish cooperation between
school and family, both of which play salient
role, and have significant importance in the prep-
aration of child to life. School-family unions and
school preservation clubs are not organized well.
Except parent meeting days, there is no organi-
zational coordination with the families (Aytac
2000).

Principals can recognize teachers who have
relationships with parents, teachers who invite
parents to participate in their children’s educa-
tion not only in official ways but also directly,
with children in classrooms. This can be done in
a staff newsletter or at faculty meetings they
can encourage sessions in which teachers share
with one another ideas about parent participa-
tion (Strieb 2010:162).

A key way for schools to develop these kinds
of relationship is for staff to understand and
relate to the needs of families. How parents are
invited to participate in the life of the school,
and into what roles, is a question schools need
to ask themselves. The responsibility for chil-
dren’s educational development is a collabora-
tive enterprise among parents, school staff, and
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community members (Ferlazzo and Hammond
2009). As one examines the development of pa-
rental involvement researching retrospect, it
seems only logical that these two other types of
academic inquiry would be the ones to yield
parental engagement research. This is true be-
cause it is probable that family structure and
functioning are the two primary contributors that
determine the level of involvement that exists in
a given family (Jeynes 2011: 19).

It is important   for educators to assist fami-
lies in establishing such an environment through
vehicles such as parent education, family sup-
port programs, and home visits, if possible when
the child transitions from one educational set-
ting to another. Communication that effectively
conveys children’s educational performance
through conferencing, useful notes, memos, tele-
phone calls, and newsletters on a regular basis
needs to be developed and maintained. Parents
should be taught how to become involved in
academic activities such as helping with home-
work and other curriculum-related decisions
(Harpin 2011: 6-7).

The teacher can make adult feel more com-
fortable visiting the classroom by providing a
couple of adult-sized chairs, posting a bulletin
board with information especially for families,
offering a small library of parenting books and
magazines to lend to families, displaying chil-
dren’s work for their review or specific times,
such as the end of the day, when parents are
encouraged to join their children for a shared
reading time (Puckett and Diffily 2004:186).

Parents tend to like having this heads-up.
They seem more able to support their children
through the challenging issues attending cer-
tain ages when they know about them ahead of
time (Davis and Yang 2005).  All school family
meetings are a vehicle for discussion about is-
sues in the school or education general. Wheth-
er led by outside ‘experts’ or representatives of
the school staff, meetings about educational is-
sues can serve as forums for ongoing discus-
sion of the school’s philosophy, values,  and
practice (Falk 2009: 152).

Some parents may not be at ease with a
teacher visiting their home if they think their
home does not measure up to the teacher’s ex-
pectations. Both teachers and parents will feel
more at ease with each other if the meeting fo-
cuses on the child (Beaty 2000: 270). Home visit
allows the teacher to observe the child and his
or her family in familiar surroundings. It can cer-

tainly help forge the beginnings of relationship
between the teacher and the family as well. Col-
laboration requires both parties to make com-
mitments to the relationship (Puckett and Diffily
2004: 185).

A corner in the classrooms can be set up for
family members to visit and observe the lesson
and activities in the classroom. Observing the
classroom helps the parents to understand what
the children are learning and how they are being
taught (Lueder 2011: 78).

If only children and their families benefited
from family involvement in the class, the invest-
ment of a teacher’s time would be worth it. How-
ever, that is not the case.

Teaching is often an isolating experience. One
benefit of family involvement is the reduction of
this isolation. The teacher is still responsible for
all educational decisions and curriculum plan-
ning, but having other adults in the classroom
offers opportunities for collaboration (Diffily
2004: 60).

In the literature, several studies suggested
family/school partnership as a key component
for improving students’ achievement and in-
creasing families’ self-confidence (Ferlazzo and
Hammond 2009; Read et al. 1993; Lueder 2011).
Harpin (2011) concluded that family involvement
not only provide higher students achievement
but also it provide students to less likely to en-
gage in drug and alcohol use or violent behav-
iors.  According to Read et al. (1993), increased
family self-confidence in family involvement
makes families enjoy engaging with their chil-
dren and make them gain insights about their
children’s development; therefore, in turn fami-
lies help children improve achievement.

Home/classroom visits and field trips have
fundamental role on improving family/ school
partnership (Puckett and Diffily 2004). Home vis-
its allow teachers to observe children and their
family in their own environment; classroom vis-
its allow parents to join and observe students’
classroom activities. On the other hand, some
parents may not be comfortable with teachers’
home visit and classroom visits. In those cases,
field trips provide more informal environments
which can be preferred to share information
about children and to observe how children learn
in very casual settings. Moreover, use of web-
sites to share information with parents was sug-
gested in several studies; since parents can ac-
cess to information about both school activities
and student’s academic programs; websites im-
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prove not only family/school partnership but
also family involvement (Lopez 2005; Tobalka
2006). The use of technology such as e-mail,
faxes, telephone call and voice message was
considered as a powerful way of improving rela-
tionship between school and families; it provides
contributions for teachers to share information
about students development with families (Lued-
er 2011); therefore, families with time constraints
benefits from these opportunities. Several stud-
ies concluded that family meeting have essen-
tial role to share information about students, to
make decision about students, to improve de-
velopment students (Lueder 2011; Wright and
Stegelin 2003; Puckett and Diffily 2004). Lueder
(2011) said suggested several ways for face to
face communication of families and teachers to
improve family/school partnership such as par-
ent-teacher conference, family corner, meetings
with teachers, interaction contact points, signif-
icant person, and neighborhood walks.

METHODOLOGY

Aims and Method of the Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate
whether prospective teachers who are undergo-
ing training in the Elementary School and Early
Child Education Department in state universi-
ties both in Turkey (Istanbul), and in the USA
(West Chester, PA) response differently, or sim-
ilarly to the survey, taking the country they live
into consideration. With the data obtained from
this research, this study aims at:

1. Investigating the responses (difference,
or similarity) of prospective teachers, who
are undergoing training in elementary
school and early child education depart-
ment, to the survey according to their
country, and emphasizing different aspects
of these responses;

2. Directing the attention of prospective
teachers and educators to family commu-
nication and family education;

3. Forming further understanding and rec-
ognition in the subject of family commu-
nication during the educational process-
es of prospective teachers.

Model of the Study

This study is based on relational scanning
model. In this research, the responses given to
the poll questions by prospective teachers who

are undergoing training in the Elementary School
and Early Child Education Department in state
universities both in Turkey (Istanbul), and the
USA (West Chester, PA) are compared and con-
trasted.  The research is conducted with 113 (52.8
%) from the USA, and of 101 (47.2 %)  from Tur-
key;  totaling 214 prospective teacher . This sam-
pling is chosen from the research population by
way of cluster sampling method.

Data Collection and Analysis

In this research, the survey named “Obtain-
ing the Perception of Family Education and Com-
munication Survey Regarding Prospective
Teachers” developed by the researcher has been
used. This survey is used in order to obtain and
compare the perception of prospective teachers
who are trained both in Turkey and in the USA
in terms of family education and communica-
tion. Subtracting the value of the frequency of
each problem, the chi-square independency test
has been used in the aim to determine whether
any variable is dependent upon country vari-
able. And in the statistics at least p <0.5 level of
significance has been sought.

                           FINDINGS

Data obtained from 214 prospective teach-
ers are evaluated and the following results are
achieved: Frequencies and percentages of an-
swers given to the questions are following:

Do you think one of the responsibilities of a
teacher is to establish communication with the
families of the students? :  207 (96.7 %) students
response “yes”; 7 (3.3 %) give “no” answer.

Do you think the principal would be the most
effective person in establishing family educa-
tion and communication programs? : 80 (37.4 %)
students response “yes”; 134 (62.6%) give “no”
answer. In general, it can be said that prospec-
tive students do not think school principal as
the most effective person in actualizing family
education and communication.

Do you believe communication between the
teacher and the family will raise their child’s
(student’s) success  rates?  : 204 (95.8 %) stu-
dents response “yes”; 9 (4.2 %) give “no” an-
swer. From the vintage point of country vari-
able, there is no meaningful relation between
variables; yet prospective teachers in both coun-
tries view that family communication is salient
in student success and achievement.
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Do you think that families need to be edu-
cated in ways that will help their child’s academ-
ic development? : 187 (87.4%) students response
“yes”; 27 (12.6%) give “no” answer.

Do you think that family education will in-
crease communication between the family and
the school? : 159 (74.3%) students response
“yes”; 55 (25.7%) give “no” answer.

Do you think that parent/teacher conferenc-
es are sufficient for teacher/family communica-
tion? : 60 (28 %) students response “yes”; 154
(72 %) give “no” answer.

Do you feel that you know how to hold a
parent/teacher conference appropriately? : 100
(46.9 %) students response “yes”; 113 (53.1 %)
give “no” answer. In fact, the rate of how pro-
spective teachers behave in parents meeting/
conference appears high. Thence, prospective
teachers during their training should be educat-
ed both theoretically and practically in acting
parents meeting, which can be highly important
with respect to school-family communication.
Epstein (1985) emphasizes that the vast majority
of teachers have negligible training in participa-
tion of parents in classroom education. Many
teachers lack of necessary skills and knowledge
about how to work effectively with families.

As seen in the Table 1, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “do you think one of the responsibili-
ties of a teacher is to establish communication

with the families of the students?” is dependent
upon country variable (on country) variable has
been found statistically meaningful. (2=4.308;
p<0.5).  The rate of the “no” answer given to
this question is 0.9 % in the USA; whereas in
Turkey the rate is  5.9 %.

The reason why prospective teachers in the
USA see communication with the family as one
of their duties might be that in the USA, commu-
nicative tools are used in schools much more
than those in Turkey. By virtue of this fact, it
could be claimed that the reason why this rate is
higher is due to the fact that in Turkey the duty
of teacher, as thought, is solely in the class-
room, and to only teach the curriculum within
this classroom setting.

As seen in the Table 2, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “do you think the principal would be
the most effective person in establishing/family
education and communication (outreach) pro-
grams?” is dependent upon country variable has
been found statistically meaningful. (2=19.888;
p<0.5).The rate of the “no” answer given to this
question is 48.7 % in the USA; whereas in Tur-
key the rate is 78.2 %.

Prospective teachers in Turkey think that the
school principal is not very effective in school-
family communication and education; however
prospective teachers in the USA view that
school principal do make an impact on both com-

Table 1: Results of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think one
of the responsibilities of a teacher is to establish communication with the families of the students?”
is dependent (on country) variable

Groups Yes No Total 2 S d     p

  USA 112      1 113
%-Rate 99.1 .9 100.0

Country Turkey 9 5 6 101 4.308 1 .038
%-Rate 94.1 5.9 100.0
Total 207 7 214
%-Rate 96.7 3.3 100.0

Table 2:  Results of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think the
principal would be the most effective person in establishing \family education and communication
(outreach) programs?” is dependent (on country) variable

Groups Yes No Total  2 S d     p

USA 5 8      55 113
%-Rate 51.3 48.7 100.0

 Country Turkey 2 2 7 9 101 19.888 1 .000
%-Rate 21.8 78.2 100.0
Total 8 0 134 214
%-Rate 37.4 62.6 100.0
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munication and education. Revealingly, the
school principal is an educational leader. His di-
rectives and practices as well as his wants and
expectations guide the students. School princi-
pals in the USA use very different vehicles to
communicate with the family.  It could be said
that their belief in the importance of coopera-
tion, and their being the head of the organiza-
tion could have affected this result.

As seen in the Table 3, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think families of students are
not very willing to establish communication with
the school?” is dependent upon country vari-
able has been found statistically meaningful.
(2=31.199; p<0.5). The rate of the “no” answer
given to this question is 68.1 % in the USA;
whereas in Turkey the rate is 29.6 %.

Varying living standards and cultural level
of each country may have led to these results.

In Turkey, once families register their chil-
dren in school, they do not have an interest in
involving in their children’s school activities.
They may only communicate with the school if a
problem occurs regarding their children. As for
the USA, this outcome may have been reached
because a child’s school life and school activi-
ties carry much   importance within the family
setting.

As seen in the Table 4, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think teachers are not very
willing to establish communication with the fam-
ilies of students?” is dependent upon country
variable has been found statistically meaning-
ful. (2=49.104; p<0.5).

The rate of the “no” answer given to this
question is 95.6 % in the USA; whereas in Tur-
key the rate is 56.4 %.

This result could have been reached due to
the following rationales: In Turkey, teachers give
greater importance to academic achievement;
give priority to academic teaching; nonetheless,
they do not strive to communicate with the fam-
ily. At the same time, the families in Turkey show-
ing a lack of interest in establishing communica-
tion with the school may bring about these re-
sults.

 As seen in the Table 5, according to the re-
sults obtained from the Cross-Table between the
variable questioning “Do you believe the estab-
lishment of communication with the family will
lead to the development of interest and capabil-
ities of the student?” and country variable, in
the USA, no prospective teacher answers “no”;
yet in Turkey 8 prospective students say “no”.

The following results are agreed by all pro-
spective teachers in the USA: Getting acquaint-

Table 3:  Results  of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable  question “Do you think
families  of students are not very willing to establish communication with the school?”  is dependent
(on country) variable

Groups Yes No Total 2 S d     p

  USA 3 6         77 113
%-Rate 31.9 68.1 100.0

Country Turkey 6 9 2 9 101 31.199 1 .000
%-Rate 70.4 29.6 100.0
Total 105 106 211
%-Rate 49.8 50.2 100.0

Table 4:  Results  of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think
teachers are not very willing to establish communication with the families of students?” is dependent
(on country)  variable.

Groups Yes No Total 2 S d     p

USA 4       109 113
%-Rate 3.5 96.5 100.0

 Country Turkey 4 4 5 7 101 49.104 1 .000
%-Rate 43.6 56.4 100.0
Total 4 8 166 214
%-Rate 22.4 77.6 100.0
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ed with the interests and talents of child/stu-
dent; having well-established awareness in the
USA that family is the most trusted source for a
child outside of school; having an understand-
ing of education which focuses on developing
the interests and talents of every student.

By being involved in their child’s class, fam-
ilies also learn about child development issues.
Through interactions with teachers, they bene-
fit from the knowledge teachers gain during their
early childhood education training and what
they continue to learn by staying current on
research relating to young children’s learning
(Diffily 2004: 58).

As seen in the Table 6,   the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think that families need to be
educated in ways that will help their   child’s
academic development?” is dependent upon
country variable has been found statistically
meaningful. (2=13.000; p<0.5).

The rate of the “no” answer given to this
question is 20.4% in the USA; whereas in Tur-
key the rate is 4 %. The opinions of prospective
teachers in Turkey regarding the need of educa-
tion for families are higher than those of pro-
spective teachers in the USA. It could be said
that prospective teachers in the USA put less
emphasis on the thought that families need to
be educated.  This is due to more widespread
and effective usage of family educational pro-
grams in the USA, and participation of families
in various developmental programs. Additional-
ly, socio-economic and cultural levels of fami-
lies in the USA may bring about this result, too.

As seen in the Table 7, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think that family education
will increase communication between the family
and the school?” is dependent on country vari-
able has been found statistically meaningful. (2

Table 5:  Results of the Cross-Table for the variable questioning “Do you believe the establishment of
communication with the family will lead to the development of interest and capabilities of the student?”
and country variable

Groups Yes No             Total

  USA 113    0 113
%-Rate 100.0 .0 100.0

Country Turkey 9 2 8 101
%-Rate 92.0 8.0 100.0
Total 205 8 214
%-Rate 96.2 3.8 100.0

Table 6:  Results of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think that
families need to be educated in ways that will help their child’s academic development?” is dependent
upon country variable

Groups Yes No Total   2 S d     p

  USA 9 0       23 113
%-Rate 79.6 20.4 100.0
Turkey 9 7 4 101

Country %-Rate 96.0 4.0 100.0 13.000 1 .000
Total 187 2 7 214
%-Rate 87.4 12.6 100.0

Table 7:   Results of the Chi-square test  investigating whether the variable question “Do you think
that family education will increase communication between the family and  the school?”  is dependent
upon  country variable

Groups Yes No Total 2 S d     p

USA 6 7       46 113
%-Rate 59.3 40.7 100.0
Turkey 9 2 9 101

Country %-Rate 91.1 8.9 100.0 28.238 1 .000
Total 6 5 148 213
%-Rate 30.5 69.5 100.0
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=28.238; p<0.5). The rate of the “no” answer giv-
en to this question is 40.7 % in the USA; where-
as in Turkey the rate is  8.9 %.

It could be said that prospective teachers in
Turkey see family education as a means for com-
municating with the family.  It may be thought
that the family can be closer to the school using
this means. Whereas in the USA there are other
communicative vehicles used more effectively
in communicating with school. It can be said
that these are the reasons why this result is
reached.

As seen in the Table 8, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think families should be more
involved with school board decisions?” is de-
pendent upon country variable has been found
statistically meaningful. (2=63.118; p <0.5 ). The
rate of the “no” answer given to this question is
1,8 % in the USA; whereas in Turkey the rate is
48 %.

Cultural differences and participatory democ-
racy in the USA could have led to this result.
Just as the individual in the USA.  Has rights
and the right to speak up in many areas, s/he
has the right in the sphere of education to ex-
press her/his views in educational district de-
velopment, to promote the educational budget,
and to actively participate in school boards. This
situation, it would seem, may shape the view-
points of prospective students in the USA.

As seen in the Table 9, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think that parent/teacher
conferences are sufficient for teacher/ family
communication?” is dependent upon country
variable has been found statistically meaning-
ful. (2=21.805; p<0.5). The rate of the “no” an-
swer given to this question is 58.4 % in the USA;
whereas in Turkey the rate is 87.1 %.

In reaching this conclusion, the make-up of
parent conferences in each country may play a
role. In the USA, parent conferences are con-
ducted face to face, and all aspects of the stu-
dent are discussed during these gatherings. In
Turkey, parent conferences are generally held in
groups, and in these gatherings only student
grades are discussed. Therefore, it can be said
that unlike prospective teachers in the USA, pro-
spective teachers in Turkey see parent confer-
ences as insufficient for communicating with the
family.

Meetings between a class teacher and his or
her students’ family members are a useful way
for members of the classroom community to get
acquainted with each other and to have an op-
portunity to address their questions and con-
cerns. Most schools hold such gatherings at
least once during the year (Falk 2009: 149).

 In terms of   frequency and percentage rates,
the following ratio can be given: The number of
the prospective teachers have given “yes” an-

Table 8: Results of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think 
families should  be  more  involved  with  school  board  decisions?”  is  dependent  upon  country  variable

Groups Yes No Total   2 S d     p

USA 111   2 113
%-Rate 98.2 1.8 100.0
Turkey 5 2 4 8 101

Country %-Rate 52.0 48.0 100.0 63.118 1 .000
Total 163 5 0 213
%-Rate 76.5 23.5 100.0

Table 9: Results of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable question “Do you think that
parent/teacher conferences are sufficient for    teacher/family communication?” is dependent upon
country variable

Groups Yes No Total   2 S d     p

USA 4 7     66 113
%-Rate 41.6 58.4 100.0
Turkey 1 3 8 8 101

Country %-Rate 12.9 87.1 100.0 21.805 1 .000
Total 6 0 154 214
%-Rate 28.0 72.0 100.0



224 LUTFU ILGAR

swer to this question is 86 (40.2 %); and “no”
responses to this question is 128 (59.8 %).

As seen in the Table 10, the result of the Chi-
Square Test investigating whether the variable
question “Do you think that activities such as a
concert or play are sufficient for family commu-
nication?” is dependent upon country variable
has been found statistically meaningful. (2=
33.067; p<0.5).  The rate of the “no” answer giv-
en to this question is 4.,6 %  in the USA; where-
as in Turkey the rate is  80.2 %.

In general, social and artistic activities, such
as theater, concert, etc. are not performed
enough at schools in Turkey. If so, families do
not actively and populously participate in them.
Therefore, prospective teachers in Turkey may
not think that these types of activities as suffi-
cient for communication with the family.

 In terms of  frequency and percentage rates
regarding the answers given to the question “
Do you think the school newspaper, magazines,
e-mail, telephone messages are sufficient for fam-
ily communication?”, the following ratio can be
given: The number of the prospective teachers
have given  “yes”  answer to this question is
108 ( 50.5 %);  and “no” responses to this ques-
tion is 106 ( 49.5 %).

On the other hand, pertaining to the same
answers as seen in the Table 11, the result of the
Chi-Square Test investigating whether the vari-
able question “ Do you think the school news-

paper, magazines, e-mail, telephone messages
are sufficient for family communication?” is
dependent upon country variable has been
found statistically meaningful. (2=19.135;
p<0.5). The rate of the “no” answer given to this
question is 35.4  % in the USA; whereas in Tur-
key the rate is  65.3 %.

When we look at schools in Turkey, school
newspapers or magazines are, by and large, not
published very much. Furthermore, voice mails
and e-mails are almost never used. However, in
the USA these means of communication are
broadly used in schools.  Therefore, prospec-
tive teachers in the USA may be of the opinion
that these communication vehicles are sufficient
for communication with families.

Bittle’s (1975) innovative, groundbreaking
experiment parents of first graders enrolled in a
school serving families of low to middle socio-
economic status were introduced to a telephone
message service. Comeron and Lee (1997) stud-
ied communication and parental involvement
using a different telephone technological meth-
od voice mail messages left by the teacher to the
families/parents of two classes  in one school
serving  families with middle socio-economic
status in Canadian city. These voice mail mes-
sages were often intended to inform either a
group of parents or individual parents of class-
room events. According to Comeron and Lee
(1997), in general parents and teachers were re-
ceptive to, and accepting of the methodology.

Table 10: Results  of the Chi-square test investigating whether the variable  question “Do you think
that activities such as a concert or play are sufficient for family communication?” is dependent upon
country variable

Groups Yes No Total   2 S d     p

USA 6 6        47 113
%-Rate 58.4 41.6 100.0
Turkey 2 0 8 1 101

Country %-Rate 19.8 80.2 100.0 33.067 1 .000
Total 8 6 128 214
%-Rate 40.2 59.8 100.0

Table 11: Results of the Chi-square Ttest investigating whether the variable  question “Do you think
the school newspaper, magazines, e-mail, telephone messages are sufficient for family communi-
cation?” is  dependent upon country variable

Groups Yes No Total   2 S d     p

USA 7 3        40 113
%-Rate 64.6 35.4 100.0
Turkey 3 5 6 6 101

 Country %-Rate 34.7 65.3 100.0 19.135 1 .000
Total 108 106 214
%-Rate 50.5 49.5 100.0
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DISCUSSION

In reencapsulating the general structure of
this study, the following summations can be ac-
centuated: This study targets at investigating
whether the answers given to the survey ques-
tionnaire by the prospective teachers who are
undergoing training in the Elementary School
and Early Child Education Department in state
universities both in Turkey (Istanbul), and the
USA (West Chester, PA) are similar, or different.
By doing so, the evaluation of communication
between school and family through concentrat-
ing on differences regarding countries are made
possible.

It can be claimed that differences in lifestyles,
cultural levels, educational systems and percep-
tions affected the perceptions of prospective
teachers in this regard. What is more, in both
countries prospective students view that in stu-
dent’s success the communication between
school and family is saliently important. Name-
ly, the prospective teachers in the USA and in
Turkey think that the interaction between teacher
and parents raises student’s success level. Con-
sistently, cross-sectional (Grolnick and Slowi-
aczek  1994) and longitudinal (Miedel  and Rey-
nolds  1999) studies have demonstrated an as-
sociation between higher levels of parental
school involvement and greater academic suc-
cess for children and adolescents.

Prospective teachers in both countries, in
general, do not think that school principals is
the most effective person in shaping and actual-
izing the programs of family education and com-
munication.

Not to mention, in both countries the ratio of
the prospective teachers who do not know how
to behave in parents meetings becomes consid-
erably high. As for the level of family education,
the notion that families need education is of high-
er percentage among the prospective teachers
in Turkey than those in the USA. Accordingly,
the prospective teacher in Turkey view that fam-
ily education may become possible via school-
family communication whereas this view is
shared less by the prospective teachers in the
USA. This result can be explained with the find-
ing that the prospective teachers in the USA
consider communication with family as one of
their educational duties; nonetheless those
teachers in Turkey, by and large, do not think as
such.

Furthermore, the prospective teachers in
Turkey think that families are not very willing to
establish communication with the school. In
contrast with this, those teachers in the USA do
think families wish to get in touch with the school
administration and teachers. Parallel to this find-
ing, the prospective teachers in the USA give
more “yes” answers to the question whether
families should have initiative in school admin-
istration than those teachers in Turkey.

What is more, the question whether parents
meetings is enough in family communication is
responded with the answer “no” in higher rate
by the prospective teachers in Turkey than those
in the USA.

Compared to the ratio set forth by  the pro-
spective teachers in Turkey,  the ratio of the
American teacher candidates regarding the view
that activities at the school such as concert, the-
ater, and so on are enough in family communica-
tion is considerably higher. In the same way, the
latter view that school newspaper, magazines, e-
mail, telephone messages are sufficient for fam-
ily communication. The ratio of this view is high-
er among prospective teachers in the USA than
those in Turkey.

        CONCLUSION

This study was conducted to determine pro-
spective teachers’ views on family-school com-
munication and education. In this study, pro-
spective teachers’ in Turkey, and the United
States indicated that the communication with
the families is important to children success.
According to the prospective teachers’ respons-
es teacher- family communication increases the
school success and school principal are not con-
sidered the most effective in providing family
school communication and education. The per-
centage of prospective teachers who does not
have any knowledge about how to behave in
parents meeting at schools is rather high. Differ-
ences between countries were found in other
outcomes, for example, the need of education
for families, and when we educate families we
may establish strong communication between
school-family. Another out-comings were; pro-
spective teachers’ idea about whether accept-
ing as a duty for school-family communication,
and families are disposed to communicate with
school. Moreover, when asked families whether
taking position in the school’s administration,
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provided different results. In addition, varieties
of family-school communication instruments
were accepted in different ways and the lastly,
whether or not family meetings provided suffi-
cient communication between families-schools
also came out with different results.

RECOMMENDATIONS

According to these results, first of all more
effective studies should be done about on
school-family communication and education and
can be handled in different aspects. In addition,
during educational processes, family communi-
cation and education can be set forth as required
course to be taken by prospective teachers in all
countries. Based on their salience, teacher can-
didates in both countries may take both theoret-
ical and practical trainings and courses pertain-
ing to the subject of how to communicate with
parents and how to act parents meetings during
their education. In the same vein, various com-
munication means in the matter of school-family
communication can be introduced to prospec-
tive teachers. And schools are to be supported
in this regard through providing resources. More
specifically in Turkey, in the aim to deconstruct
the notion that the role of teacher is within the
confines of classroom, and to teach curriculum
only, the prospective teachers should be edu-
cated clearly and in a horizon-widening mode.
Families must be advised to have the relations
with the school anytime. The school administra-
tion and environment must not be regarded as a
‘just in case’ place to interact. By benefitting
from technological innovations and various com-
municative means, school – family communica-
tion can be done more effectively and function-
ally. In the usage of technological innovations,
the USA can be taken as model. Nevertheless, it
would though to give the examples from a total-
ly different country in traditions, environment
and socio-economy, the associate teachers hav-
ing the fresh power and enthusiasm may be quite
effectively to provide new aspects to this issue.
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