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Foreword

This publication is the first in a series presenting the results of a multiyear regional research and evi-
dence-based advocacy initiative “Advancing Education Quality and Inclusion” in South East Europe (SEE). 

The initiative was launched in 2007 following a series of international meetings with members of the 
Open Society Institute, education government and civil society representatives of the 10 SEE countries 
(Albania, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Roma-
nia and Serbia). This initiative is funded by the Education Support Program of Open Society Institute 
and jointly implemented with the Center for Education Policy Studies (CEPS, University of Ljubljana, 
Faculty of Education), the National Soros Foundations and the Education Civil Society Organizations in 
the above SEE countries. 

Despite the considerable improvements in national legislations on anti-discrimination and demo-
cratic school governance, disparities in educational opportunities and outcomes in SEE countries con-
tinue to exist. The Advancing Education Quality and Inclusion initiative was created to address these 
persistent disparities. The aforementioned representatives of the all 10 SEE countries have identified 
insufficient and inadequate involvement of the parents in school governance as a common issue af-
fecting the equality of access to high-quality education. The gap between legislations and policies on 
parents’ involvement in school governance and their implementation raises concerns about the extent 
to which the equitable provision of education can be achieved in the schools in the newly developed 
education systems in the SEE region.

The equitable provision of education is intrinsically linked to the quality of school-level governance. 
Extensive worldwide research and evidence of practice has demonstrated that inclusive school level 
governance where the parents are given the opportunity to participate in shaping school policies has 
a positive impact on school climate and student learning. A true partnership between school and par-
ents directly improves the chances for students to have access to a quality education, which all children 
in democracy are entitled to. 

To determine the course of action to take with the goal of decreasing disparities and bridging the 
policy-practice gap, it was necessary to: 

Better understand the opportunities created by school leadership for parents to participate in school 
life and to assess the extent to which equal opportunity for parental participation in school life is pro-
moted;

	 and

Learn about parents’ needs, expectations and experiences regarding their influence on school life 
and the school efforts to engage them. 

With these goals in mind, two comprehensive, robust scientific surveys were conducted.

The first took place in 2008 with a sample of 2,273 principals of primary schools (attended by stu-
dents aged 6 to 15) in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, 
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Romania, and Serbia. Those principals in the aforementioned countries participated in an hour long, 
face-to-face structured interviews. The survey was preceded by: 16 focus group meetings with school 
principals, a pilot survey of the final survey instrument, and one large-scale coordination meeting with 
researchers in each of the eight participating countries. The cross-national principals’ survey report, 
appearing on the following pages, provides a panoramic view of what schools are achieving or failing 
to do to promote an inclusive and democratic environment for students and parents in each of the 
listed countries. 

The English translations of the summaries of the principals’ survey reports for each of the partici-
pating countries will appear in the 2nd publication of this series. All the countries produced compre-
hensive survey reports in their respective languages which are available at www.see-educoop.net/aeiq/
outputs.htm. Some of the participating countries undertook local initiatives to promote school-parents 
partnership. These examples will be also presented in the 2nd book. 

The second survey, conducted in 2009 in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia, looked at the flip side of the school-parent 
relationship – the parents’ views. This survey provides a panoramic view of parental participation in 
schools from the perspectives of parents, parent representatives in school government bodies and prin-
cipals in each of those countries. Face-to-face household surveys of representative samples of parents 
(N=9600) in 320 public schools covering grades one to eight, including booster samples of Roma par-
ents are combined with interviews with principals and parent representatives on related topics in the 
same schools. This survey was preceded by 60 focus group meetings (30 groups with average parents, 
20 groups with disadvantaged parents, including Roma parents and 10 groups with parent representa-
tives of school government bodies) and a pilot survey of the final survey instrument. 

The cross-national parents’ survey report and the summaries of each of the participating countries 
report will be published in number 3 and 4 respectively in the series.

The materials presented in all the books and other information related to the project are available at 
www.see-educoop.net/aeiq/outputs.htm. 

Both surveys have yielded a tremendous amount of important data. To best utilize the collected data, 
the Education Support Program of Open Society Institute has organized an Individual Research Compe-
tition for the young researchers preferably from the countries that participated in the survey. The twenty 
five research grants have been awarded with the primary purpose of gathering additional information 
from the survey data which can be used to support education reform, policy development and strategic 
planning. The research papers produced so far are of the superb quality and shed additional light on 
how policy makers and educators can improve education for all students, particularly those from vulner-
able groups, in each of the ten SEE countries. These papers will be published in separate volumes. 

It is hoped that this publication, as well as subsequent ones, will be of interest and use to all educa-
tion stakeholders in our joint efforts to build and sustain an inclusive school governance and establish 
a meaningful partnership between school and parents in SEE countries. This will be a huge step on 
the road toward providing access to a high quality education and expanding opportunities for all chil-
dren. 

Gordana Miljevic 
Senior Program Manager 
Education Support Program 
Open Society Institute
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Executive summary

The perceptions and actions of School Principals in regard to parental involvement in school life are 
crucial to the success or failure of sustained policy efforts to generate open and inclusive school-based 
governance in the educational systems of the South East-European countries. Therefore, the aim of 
this study was to inquire about School Principals’ perceptions of the extent to which parental engage-
ment in school life enhances the educational outcomes of pupils. For this purpose the survey inquired 
about the factors that, in the view of Principals, enhance or inhibit the establishment, communication 
and implementation of school policy on parental engagement in school life. We also addressed issues 
related to school policies on parental involvement in school life, in particular asking how school leader-
ship ensures that the school policy on parental engagement is applied? Finally, we focused on learning 
about the opportunities for parents to contribute to school decision-making. 

School Principals that participated in the survey are from Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, 
Macedonia, Montenegro, Republic of Moldova, Romania and Serbia. During June 2008 a total of 2,273 
hour-long, face-to-face interviews were carried out with School Principals. The surveying was preceded 
by 16 focus group meetings with the participation of School Principals, a pilot of the final survey in-
strument and one large-scale co-ordination meeting with researchers engaged in the survey from all 
participating countries. 

The overall findings of the cross-country School Principals Survey indicate that Principals consider 
that parental engagement in school life yields major benefits both in terms of the educational attain-
ment of pupils and in terms of overall school atmosphere. However, when assessing the effectiveness 
of home-school communication and the involvement of parents in school governance Principals report 
both limited efforts on the school side and limited effectiveness in meaningfully engaging parents in 
school life.

In the following report we present the main survey findings along the four major dimensions of 
parental engagement in school life: opportunities for parents to engage in school life, home-school 
communication, school support for parents to help their children in education and parent involvement 
in school governance. 
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Opportunities for parents to support school activities1.	

In the view of School Principals in all eight countries, creation of opportunities by the school for 
parents to support school activities is the most favored way of engaging parents in school life. In this 
respect the major findings of the cross-country survey indicate the following:

Parental engagement is perceived by School Principals to be likely to influence considerably and •	
positively the overall climate of the school, the general attitudes and behaviors of parents towards 
schools, the support that is offered to school, and pupils’ educational outcomes.

Requesting parents to participate in the organization of school ceremonies is common practice •	
among schools in all eight countries under study. Schools generally invite parents to engage in 
such activities on a quarterly or semestral basis.

School Principals from a considerable share of schools in most countries report that they do not •	
ask parents to sponsor school activities. The share of such schools is 35.56% in Kosovo, 32.99% in 
Romania, 27.50% in Serbia, 26.69% in Moldova, 24% in Macedonia, 21.94% in Bosnia and Herze-
govina and 13.10% in Montenegro.

Consistently across countries requests for parental support for school-based teaching activities are •	
considerably less frequent than invitations for parents to participate in the organization of school 
ceremonies or social activities. Such invitations generally occur on a semestral basis in all coun-
tries.

Important cross-country variation was observed in the share of schools that had invited parents •	
to provide any teaching assistance in the previous academic year (32% in Romania, 46.50% in Ser-
bia, 58.45% in Moldova, 58.65% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 58.67% in Kosovo, 65% in Macedonia, 
83.45% in Montenegro).

While in the all countries School Principals report comparably similar levels of limited effective-•	
ness when engaging parents in the most successful school activities, important differences exist 
among schools within each country. 

Home-school communication2.	

On the extent and nature of communication between home and school our major findings are that:

In all countries School Principals perceive parents’ limited time and the lack of interest to be the •	
most important barriers to the establishment of meaningful home-school communication. Nev-
ertheless, the extent of the perceived problem varies considerably among countries, most critical 
being School Principals from Albania, Kosovo, and Montenegro.

With the exceptions of Moldova and Montenegro, teacher-related factors (i.e. lack of interest, •	
workload and lack of necessary skills) are considered to be a small or non-existent barrier to com-
munication with parents.

While School Principal-parent meetings were an established method of communication between •	
School Principals and parents there is much variation in the frequency with which such meetings 
take place, both within and between countries.

In the views of School Principals, once parent-teacher communication begins there are virtually •	
no problems or conflicts in undertaking meaningful communication. However, sustained com-
munication is seriously limited by lack of parental interest, availability and communication skills, 
and to a lesser extent by the interest, availability and communication skills of teachers.
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When requested to identify at least one parental communication strategy 86% of Bosnian and •	
Herzegovinian, 84% of Romanian, 82.5% of Macedonian and 81.42% of Moldovan School Principals 
named at least one approach. In contrast, this was 5.52% and 26% in the cases of Montenegrin and 
Serbian School Principals.

No information on the school curriculum was provided to parents 36.5% of Macedonian schools, •	
34.67% of Kosovan schools, 24% of Serbian schools, 19.85% of Romanian schools, and 9.66% of 
Montenegrin schools. Similarly, information on school policies and regulations were not shared in 
the case of 25% of Macedonian, 14% of Serbian, 12.89% of Kosovan and 7% of Romanian schools. 

School Principals’ estimates of parental engagement in school-parent meetings range most often •	
between 25% and 50% of parents in Albania (38.67%), Macedonia (39%), Moldova (43.92%), Mon-
tenegro (49.66%), Romania (47%) and Serbia (43%). Higher rates of parental participation are re-
ported by School Principals in Bosnia and Herzegovina: in 44.3% of form-teacher parent meetings 
participation is reported at 50-75%. In contrast, in Kosovo we observe that in the case of almost 
40% of meetings less than 25% of parents participate.

Importantly, in all countries, the large majority of School Principals perceive form and subject •	
teacher meetings with parents positively. Yet it is seldom that Principals report that over 75% of 
parents participate in such meetings. 

School support for parents to help their children in education3.	

In all eight surveyed countries School Principals perceive school support to parents to help their 
children in education as a critical to improving pupils’ performance (achievement and behavior). Prin-
cipals also perceive teacher-parent relations to be non-conflictual, and therefore not a barrier in the 
case of their own schools. While School Principals’ responses indicate that they value the potential 
benefits of school support to parents to help their children in education, we found that:

The number of schools that deliver support services is considerably lower than the number of •	
School Principals with a positive perception of the utility of such services. In schools where such 
services exist they are most often delivered about once a semester. In Serbia 38.58% of schools re-
port never having organized such sessions, followed by Kosovo with 29.86% of schools, Macedonia 
with 24.75% of schools, and Albania with 18.39% of schools.

In terms of the frequency with which parental services activities undertaken by schools, we learnt •	
that in all countries except Montenegro, most schools who organized such sessions did so at least 
once a semester. This is the case in Moldova (63.51%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (51.69%), Macedonia 
(49.49%), Romania (45.89%), Albania (39.13%), and Serbia (27.92%).

While lack of resources is not perceived to be a problem at in the case of 26.77% Macedonian and •	
21.61% Bosnia and Herzegovinian schools, we note that it is perceived to be a serious barrier by 49.5% 
of Albanian respondents, 36.44% of Kosovan respondents, and 29.19% of Romanian respondents.

83.55% of Kosovan, 82.76% of Montenegrin, 78.86% of Albanian, 66% of Serbian, 63.05% of •	
Moldovan, 62.46% of Romanian, 59.09% of Macedonian 44,07% of Bosnian and Herzegovinian 
School Principals considered parental disinterest to be a barrier to their provision of parenting 
support services. 

Similarly, School Principals consider parents’ lack of availability to be a barrier in 86.2% of Mon-•	
tenegrin, 74.95% of Albanian, 69.06% of Kosovan, 67.94% of Moldovan, 64.52% of Romanian, 
64.32% of Serbian, 53.02% of Macedonian and 48.08% of Bosnian and Herzegovinian schools.
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The availability of teachers is considered to be a limited or inexistent barrier to schools’ provision •	
of parenting services by 83.76% Macedonian, 83.36% of Romanian, 82.63% of Bosnian and Herze-
govinian, 75% Kosovan, 73.23% of Serbian, 69.7% of Albanian and 51.72% of Montenegrin School 
Principals.

While slightly over 71% of School Principals from Kosovo considered providing materials to par-•	
ents to help assist their children with homework to be useful, 73.27% of schools did not undertake 
such an activity in the previous academic year. Important shares of schools in the other coun-
tries without such activities are Serbia (54.36%), Macedonia (47.21%), Albania (42.41%), Montenegro 
(32.41%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (31.20%), Romania (26.58%), and Moldova (13.70%).

The share of schools providing counseling services is high: even in the lowest rating countries •	
(Albania, Kosovo and Serbia) the share of schools that report offering such services is above 65%. 
There are significant variations in the frequency with which such activities are undertaken, both 
in-country and between countries. Thus, while in Bosnia and Herzegovina 65% of schools report 
organizing such activities on a monthly basis, 61% of schools in Montenegro organize such activi-
ties on a yearly basis.

Parent involvement in school governance4.	

Besides being informed, engaged in social activities and benefitting from school services, parents 
can be also involved in the decision-making at school level:

96% of Kosovan, 88.28% of Montenegrin, 82.33% Albanian, 80% of Macedonian, 69.20% of Bosnian •	
and Herzegovinian, 57.77% of Moldovan, 56.50% of Serbian and 40% of Romanian School Princi-
pals consider parental evaluation of teacher’s performance to be important.

School Principals report that parental influence on classroom-level decisions is common. While •	
this is a positive development, it does not compensate for the limited influence reported by Princi-
pals in the areas of teacher performance assessment, textbook choice and school budgeting.

The established rules of Parent Council members’ participation indicate the existence of impor-•	
tant differences in types of engagement. Importantly we learnt that in the overwhelming major-
ity of schools in all eight countries there are no rules that prohibit the participation of parent 
representatives in school life. Nevertheless, the degree of openness to parental involvement in 
shaping school policies and regulations varies considerably across all countries.

While 74.11% of Macedonian, 69.02% of Kosovan and 68.97% of Montenegrin Principals consid-•	
er that Parents Committees have a positive influence on pedagogical methods used in teaching, 
90.69% of Romanian, 82.88% of Moldavian, 72.36% of Serbian and 70.37% of Albanian Principals 
consider that there is little if any influence at all.

Despite an overall positive evaluation by School Principals of the influence of Parents Committees •	
in involving parents in school life, in all countries the majority consider this influence as only lim-
itedly successful.

Principals report satisfaction with the extent of parental participation in School Board meetings. •	
There are important variations in the extent of satisfaction with the attendance parent members. 
School Principal satisfaction rates are: Montenegro (99.5%), Serbia (92.93%), Kosovo (91.56%), Bosnia 
and Herzegovina (89.87%), Albania (87.29%), Macedonia (86.43%), Romania (81.98%) and Moldova 
(60.67%).
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Section I. Background

The first section, structured in three chapters, introduces the context of the initiative. The first 
chapter discusses the way in which representatives of Open Society Network-related institutions from 
participating countries developed the initiative. This is followed by a discussion on the focus of the 
survey, the presentation of the conceptual model that is at the basis of the survey, the formulation of 
key questions and the introduction of the conceptual framework of analysis. The third chapter goes on 
to describe the survey methodology, focusing on survey planning, the target population, the sample 
design, and the response rate.

Chapter 1: Introduction1

The need to advance the participation of parents in school life was recognized by Open Society In-
stitute (OSI) representatives in the context in which –despite fundamental educational reforms (OECD, 
2003, 2006) – disparities and inequality of educational opportunities and outcomes continue to increase 
in South-East European (SEE) countries. It was also pointed out that, besides mostly anecdotal evidence 
on good and bad school level practices, there was very limited systematic knowledge of activities un-
dertaken at school level in these countries to create a welcoming and participatory environment for 
parents. To address these issues, a series of international meetings were held during 2007 with the par-
ticipation of OSI related representatives in SEE countries. At these meetings participating educational 
experts and practitioners identified the following educational priorities, common to all countries:

Addressing rising inequity in education, more precisely:

The widening gap between improved education policy regulations and the implementation of •	
such policies at school level. Examples of this phenomenon include the lack of funding for teach-
ing assistants, the insufficient number of qualified support staff, inappropriate facilities for chil-
dren with physical disabilities, reluctance to enroll children with disabilities, and weaknesses in 
the involvement of parents in school life. 

1	 Special thanks to Mr. Steve Powell for contributing with this chapter



School Governance and Social Inclusion • Involvement of Parents18

Less obvious forms of discrimination. While there are national and international efforts to address •	
inequality of access to quality education of minorities, as well as children with special needs, dis-
abilities and difficulties, there is a real concern that many pupils are denied access to quality edu-
cation for reasons like socio-economic status, physical appearance, and family background. 

Insufficient and/or inadequate participation of education stakeholders, particularly pupils and •	
parents, in school life. Although mechanisms for pupil and parent participation in education exist 
(e.g. inclusive school boards, parents’ councils, pupils’ councils, etc.), the actual participation of 
these stakeholders in the life of the school is often nominal and their influence on school issues 
remains negligible. 

Poor quality of school-level governance is seen as one of the factors leading to inequality of access to 
education. Academic literature indicates that the dimensions of quality include but are not limited to: 
provision of educational services; school management; curriculum structure and content. It is critical 
to understand these dimensions from the perspective of education stakeholders: pupils, particularly 
the discriminated ones, teachers and parents.

Considering the above-mentioned educational priorities identified for SEE countries by national ex-
perts, our initiative – entitled Advancing Educational Inclusion and Quality in South-East Europe, fund-
ed by the Education Support Program of the Open Society Institute and jointly implemented with the 
Center for Educational Policy Studies (University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Education) – was tailored to 
address the challenges related to insufficient and/or inadequate participation of parents in school life.

Participation in a human rights perspective

For the purposes of this report, “participation” means the involvement of all or any relevant 
stakeholder groups (students, family, teachers, other local community members) in any kind of 
school management or decision making. We do not primarily mean participation in the sense of 
students merely attending school or in the sense of students taking part in out-of-school activities 
such as sports (see box).

“School principals” are also referred to as “head teachers” or “school directors”.

Although in British English the “pupils” is preferred for school students (and “students” is reserved 
for higher education students) the term “students” will be used throughout

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (Convention on the Rights of the Child , 1989) is par-
tially or completely ratified by all the countries of the region. Article 12 of the Convention mentions 
participation:

States Parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming his or her own views the right to express those views 
freely in all matters affecting the child, the views of the child being given due weight in accordance with the age and 
maturity of the child.

Useful model: five levels of student paraticipation. Thomson and Holdsworth75 suggest a five-
level model continuum of participation from being physically present at school (lowest level) via 
involvement in formal school decision-making (level three) to community activism (highest level) 
(Thomson & Holdsworth, 2003)
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And also in Article 13:

The child shall have the right to freedom of expression; this right shall include freedom to seek, receive and impart 
information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, either orally, in writing or in print, in the form of art, or 
through any other media of the child’s choice.

However, in general, stakeholder participation in education is a principle which is not explicitly 
guaranteed in international conventions. 

Method: the studies reviewed

In order to identify published works relevant to the research theme (stakeholder participation in 
school decision-making and the role of school level leadership in promoting participation), this review 
initially identified several hundred documents, nearly all of them accessed via internet search (prima-
rly using google scholar and ebsco “academic search premier”). The search queries were primarily ap-
propriate combinations of these phrases:

“pupil participation”•	
“teacher participation”•	
“parent participation” •	
“parent involvement” •	
“parental participation” •	
“parental involvement”•	
meta-analysis OR review•	
“school-based management” •	
school AND autonomy•	

The documents found in this way were narrowed down to about 75 which were considered to be di-
rectly relevant to the Research Theme according to the following considerations. The Findings section 
of this report is based on these 75 studies.

School type: studies primarily on private schools were not included nor were studies primarily on 
tertiary education. However, although the focus of the project is on grades 1-8, studies on public sec-
ondary schools and studies on pre-school education were included if the findings were considered to be 
of particular value and relevance. 

Priority was given to documents which:

presented empirical evidence of high quality, i.e. including as many as possible of the following features:•	
using large samples •	
using a longitudinal or experimental or quasi-experimental design or using a comparison group•	
published in a peer-reviewed journal•	

were meta-analyses or systematic reviews of several primary studies•	

included information from transition countries. However information specific to the Participat-•	
ing Countries (see section 2.3) was not included as these was covered by the Country Reviews.
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Priority was also given to information from countries from the non-English-speaking world. This 
was in order to counteract the bias introduced by the fact that the searches were primarily carried out 
in the English language. No special effort was made to identify research related to OSI.

The annotated bibliography is available at www.proMENTE.org/ESPreview. The links in that bibliog-
raphy go directly to online versions of those documents which are freely available.

Background: the policy context 

Participation embedded in other education quality issues

After consideration of the relevant studies it was decided that the relation between participa-
tion and educational outcomes is from the point of view of research so intertwined with edu-
cational processes that other factors will also need to be considered, in particular the effects 
of school autonomy on the input side and student performance and educational equity on the 
outcomes side. Outcomes such as student performance are also of primary interest to education 
ministries and international agencies Including connections between participation and these 
outcomes at least in the research narratives if not also in the research design, may also make the 
research more relevant to those stakeholders.

Nevertheless participation remains the primary focus of this review and of the planned research.

This approach is also consistent with ensuring that potential improvements on one outcome should 
not be won at the expense of others. For example, as parents with higher socio-economic status tend 
to be participate in schools more, it is important to ensure that promoting participation is done in an 
equitable way.
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Simple model of the inputs and outcomes relevant in this study

Resources  

School characteristics including 
school autonomy  

School leadership  

(Socio-economic status of family)

Parental participation & involvement 

Student participation 

- student performance  
- educational equity 

Student active 
citizenship 

Community participation

Inputs    Outcomes     

This very schematic diagram is not much more than a list of inputs and outcomes and certainly does 
not do justice to the complexity of the educational factors in which the issue of participation is embed-
ded. However it does serve as a basic starting-point for organising the coming chapters (the inputs2 on 
the left-hand side correspond to the main headings in findings chapter). “Student performance” and 
“educational equity” are presented in a single box because they are, especially from the point of view of 
OSI, strongly interlinked. In fact it is impossible to even measure student performance without implic-
itly making an assumption about the importance of equity: how is one to aggregate performance data 
for different students in order to arrive at an overall score? Are performance scores to be simply aver-
aged, or is the education system also tasked with producing at least a few very high scorers; and how 
much are we prepared to accept a lower band of very poor performers who are in a state of educational 
and social exclusion? The model also makes clear that for OSI, participation is an end in itself, i.e. these 
three boxes are both inputs and outcomes.

One criticism of this model is that it ignores the actual process of education, for example instruction 
factors. However instruction factors tend not to feature in the studies reviewed, probably because they 
are more complicated to measure. 

Although there are many more complex and sophisticated models in the literature, there is probably 
none which is generally accepted.

2	 Socio-economic status is not strictly an input, but is listed along with all the other factors on the left-hand side as it can 
function as an (exogenous) explanatory variable in models predicting the outcomes. 
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.Summary: “Major” and “minor” programs

Programs affecting stakeholder participation in schools can be seen as belonging to one of two kinds. 
On the one hand, there are large-scale and generally well-funded programs which aim at increasing 
autonomy and/or implementing wholescale school reform, covering all or a significant proportion of 
schools in a country. These programs are comprehensive approaches which attempt to increase school 
effectiveness, often by increasing autonomy and improve school leadership as part of a complex pack-
ages of reforms. The effectvs of participatory components such as parental involvement are often not 
recorded or analysed separately (Desimone, 2002). Nevertheless because of the scale and frequency of 
these programs and the importance they have in national policy they may have a significant impact on 
stakeholder participation and will be covered in this report.

Distinction between kinds of programs potentially improving stakeholder participation 

Major programs Minor programs

Initiated by Ministries; World Bank and 
other development banks School and/or NGO 

Number of schools affected 
in each country Many Few 

Primary reason Increasing school effectiveness Increasing participation and 
possible effectiveness

Overall quality of research results Very good; mostly quantitative Limited; mostly qualitative

Quality of research results 
on participation Patchy Limited; mostly qualitative

On the other hand there are generally smaller-scale programs and initiatives aimed at increasing or 
improving stakeholder participation (usually parents or students and more rarely both together). 

For the purposes of this report we will refer to these programs as major and minor programs respectively.

The evidence base for the effects of school autonomy and participation is split into two in a way 
which broadly corresponds to this distinction between major and minor programs. On the one hand, 
there is very substantial evidence that larger scale programs aimed at increasing school autonomy 
and/or implementing wholescale reform, when done well, is beneficial not only in terms of increasing 
school effectiveness but also that it is cost-effective compared to other methods xx. There are many 
major studies, with good methodological standards, some funded by the World Bank and using eco-
nomic methods of analysis - see (The World Bank, 2007). However, these studies tend to exclude school 
environment variables, especially in developing countries (J. Scheerens, 2005). There is more limited 
evidence for positive effects of stakeholder participation in particular as part of these reforms. These 
studies will be covered in the findings chapter in the present report. Research on school-level factors 
and school leadership in particular will be included in the same chapter.

On the other hand, there are a large number of studies which focus specifically on the effects of 
stakeholder participation; some cover the smaller-scale programs mentioned above and some are cross-
sectional surveys but these tend to be of lower methodological standard and use smaller samples. 
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Policy context in South-East Europe

Useful model: glocalisation

Many authors are concerned with the inappropriate application of education reform models from the 
West, and particularly from the United States, to other contexts. (J. Scheerens, 1999). The fact that global 
trends are reaching each and every country more quickly and that each no country is sheltered from the 
implications the increasingly free movement of capital around the world, i.e. the fact of globalisation, 
does not mean that national responses do not need to take into account national contexts. The principle 
of “glocalisation” (Robertson, 1995) (formed from the words “globalisation” and “localisation”) makes this 
clear and provides a meaningful principle in particular for the context of South-East Europe.

Transition 

The education systems in the Balkans until 1990 were in general centralised, as they were in most 
non-Western countries, (Jimenez & Sawada, p. iii), with most major decisions being taken at the level 
of State or regional ministries. Education management was a highly policitised affair (Catholic Relief 
Services, 2006, p. 5)

Some mechanisms for stakeholder participation were in place, primarily:

Opportunities for feedback to parents on their children’s progress in the form of parents’ meetings•	

Limited student participation in the form of elected class representatives with certain responsi-•	
bilities but little voice

Parents’ councils or parent representation on school boards.•	

Schools in former Yugoslavia were (and to some extent still are) governed by a School Board, consist-
ing of the school director and three people the director appoints. Schools also had a Parent Council, 
Teacher Council and, in the case of secondary schools, a Student Council. However these Councils were 
very limited in influence (Catholic Relief Services, 2006, p. 5). 

On the other hand, educational traditions gave teachers substantial authority in the eyes of parents 
and children and education was seen more as something which teachers gave to students rather than 
as a process requiring the active participation of many stakeholders.

The education system in former Yugoslavia 1974-1989 was in comparison relatively decentralized. 

Following 1990, education systems came increasingly under the influence of Western initiatives and 
Western world-views and to some extent Western programming. At the same time, they had to cope 
with a very difficult transition period. This was true all over the region and particularly in the area of 
former Yugoslavia during and after the slow and mostly violent collapse of the country, during which 
each new constituent entity followed its own path to adapt to new and often difficult circumstances. 
The period after 1990 follows a path of glocalisation:

… education reform has followed a common sequence, beginning with (1) a period of euphoria and experimentation 
with external models in an atmosphere of new-found freedom; followed by (2) a phase of cautious reappraisal of exter-
nal models; and (3) as fatigue sets in, an attempt to give reforms a more national flavour (UNICEF, 2007, p. 10).
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One of the biggest challenges was and still is increasing access to education especially for children 
with special needs and for minority children, above all Roma (OECD, 2006a).

As far as participation is concerned, “Teaching methods that encourage participation and individual de-
velopment” was listed as the very first of twelve steps identified by the influential UNICEF / Innocenti report 
“Education for All?”, (UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre. MONEE project, 1998), and steps 4 and 5 were:

4. Re-stimulation of extra-curricular support by schools;

5. Increased parental and community involvement in education; (UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre. MONEE 
project, 1998) 

Findings

The review findings are as follows. 

The main headings follow the main educational inputs listed in the inputs/outcomes diagram in the 
previous chapter. 

The first challenge: explaining why some schools and some students perform well

Modern school effectiveness research was for a long time dominated by the impact of the research 
findings of Coleman et al. (1966), supported by the findings of Jencks et al.(1972), according to which 
educational attainment, while systematically associated with the socio-cultural and socio-enconomic 
background of the student, is not systematically related to school and instruction characteristics. This 
would mean that schools are powerless to change exclusion and that schools can do nothing to change 
a world in which children’s futures are limited by the same ceilings which limited their parents.

Nevertheless, the academic consensus built on the above studies has been repeatedly put under 
scrutiny over the last thirty years and a much more differentiated picture of the factors affecting differ-
ences in school achievement, including parental participation, has emerged.

A good overview to school effectiveness research and its history is given in (R. J. Marzano, 2001) 
whereas Scheerens (2005) conducts something approaching a meta-analysis of more recent studies.

Are schools inefficient?

School effectiveness research presents education as a very inefficient process from the perspective of 
production-function models (for an introduction see (Hanushek, 1995)) in the sense that much of the 
investments made in schools have not been shown to provide, or even have been shown not to provide, 
meaningful benefits. A classic example is class size: quite surprisingly, very many studies have shown 
that smaller classes are not necessarily better than larger classes. This result has been replicated (and to 
a lesser extent disputed) in literally hundreds of studies and now recently confirmed in analyses of Pisa 
data (Maasoumi, Millimet, & Rangaprasad). On the other hand, investment in teacher education and in 
school facilities have been shown to pay off, especially in developing countries. 
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The power of site and place

Against this background, researchers in the last two decades have set out to look for less obvious 
variables which might explain the differences between efficient and inefficient schools. One approach 
is to deny that there are any such systematic factors measurable and meaningful across a whole coun-
try. In their analysis of the weaknesses of school effectiveness research, (Luyten, Visscher, & Witziers, 
2005) point out that it tends to ignore factors outside the classroom which influence learning. Uniform, 
centrally developed reform policies and strategies will not lead to the desired educational change in all 
schools. They argue that schools differ so much in performance (and in the causes underlying their per-
formance), capacity for change, and contextual characteristics, that school improvement efforts should 
consider leveraging the “power of site or place” by increasing performance monitoring internally (King 
& Özler, 1998; J. Scheerens, 1999). Parents and other stakeholders have a major role to play here.

This localist approach suggests school effectiveness research which attempts to locate factors con-
tributing to effectiveness on a global level is doomed to failure because individual schools and contexts 
are so different. The challenge would be to best adapt schools to their unique contexts; and the in-
volvement of all stakeholders might be the best way to do that. Perhaps indeed it will never be possible 
to identify universally relevant factors (Glass, 1979).

In South-East Europe, decentralisation has been taking place at least since 1990, but quite slowly. 
The follow-up (UNICEF, 2007) to the above-mentioned UNICEF / Innocenti report (UNICEF Innocenti 
Research Centre. MONEE project, 1998) notes:

From the equity point of view, this slow progress is not necessarily unfavourable: ‘real’ decentralization often means 
that weaker localities have less money. (UNICEF, 2007, p. 13)

The second challenge: increasing both access and quality 
(having one’s cake and eating it too)

… at-risk factors are cumulative, and often inter-generational. One or two risk factors might be surmountable . e.g. 
ill, unemployed, or a single parent . but if a third is added, such as the birth of a disabled child in an at-risk family, 
there will be a rapid descent into deprivation unless prompt, targeted help is available. Thus, if a SEN child is born into 
a Roma family with unemployed parents living in poverty, the life chances of all of that family are negatively affected 
and their social exclusion will be more severe. Prompt, targeted, positive action is needed, rather than the all too com-
mon response of blaming the child (and the family) for low educational attainment.(Crighton & Kowar, 2007, p. 15)

“Parents said that, until their child reached school age and had the good fortune to be in a sympathetic and inclusive 
school, they had received no practical advice, and no support, in caring for their special needs child. As a result, they felt 
isolated, left to struggle in poor conditions with no one to turn to.”(Crighton & Kowar, 2007, p. 16)

Education in developing and transition countries was seen as being faced with an undesirable choice 
– providing education for all or providing quality schools. More recently, some theorists and practi-
cioners are claiming that one can have ones cake and eat it, i.e. provide quality education for all. 

The key is seen to be to introduce two approaches more familiar from economics – increasing choice 
and providing incentives (Hanushek, 1995). Giving vouchers to parents so that they can chose where 
they will have their children educated, though frequently criticised as taking capitalist principles too 
far into education, does have a participatory spin-off in that it tends to interest schools more in involv-
ing parents (Rodríguez & Hovde, 2002, p. 12).

School-based management (SBM) is increasingly seen as one way to implement these two key ele-
ments. It will be described in the next section.
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The effects of autonomy and school-based management (SBM)

Another approach to understanding how some schools perform better than others and perhaps 
even to be able to provide quality education for all, i.e. to answering both the key challenges is 
provided by the concept of school autonomy or school-based management. 

SBM can be seen as an application of the U.S. education model prevalent since the 17th century. SBM 
represents decentralisation in the sense of subsidiarity: decisions are taken at closest practicable level 
to where their effects are felt.

SBM is a blanket term for a wide variety of different approaches: an overview is given in (Cotton, 2001). 

Key arguments for school autonomy, Walker (Walker, 2002): 

competition for students can improve schools, so that school choice for users is an important in-•	
stitutional feature

decentralization can make the education system more nimble by exploiting voice and participation•	

How autonomy and participation are related

Schematic representation of different stakeholders’ shares in decisions affecting in a particular school 

Other 
stake-
holders in 
local 
comm-
unity  
  

Local authority 

Principal  

Teachers   Parents    Pupils  

State  

This very schematic model provides a way for thinking about how different stakeholders can have 
different shares in decisions affecting a particular school, in the way that a cake can be divided up into 
slices of different sizes. 

Autonomy is relevant to participation because if increasing participation means other stake-
holders (parents, community, students) getting more of the cake, then increasing school autono-
my means getting more cake to share out. Both traditional school management and other stake-
holders may be interested in reform packages which combine increased autonomy and increased 
participation.
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Eskeland tells this story in an economically more sophisticated way: “Student learning can be raised 
by school autonomy and parental participation through separate channels. Increased school autonomy 
increases the rent that can be distributed among stakeholders at the school, while institutions for 
parental participation (such as a school board) empowers parents to command a higher share of this 
surplus, for instance through student learning” (Eskeland, 2007, p. i).

SBM programs

School autonomy is increasingly seen as a priority in many countries – Australia, Britain, New Zea-
land, the United States, Spain, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Hong Kong, Mexico and South Africa. Later, 
China, Japan and Southeast Asian countries e.g. Thailand (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004) Latin Amer-
ica followed. 

SBM as a movement began to be adopted as the result of a 1976 citizens’ initiative in the Australian 
Capital Territory (ACT) (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004, p. 292). It has also been also adopted as a re-
sponse to the breakdown of centralist systems. Implementation varies from country to country but is 
often supported by the World Bank and other development banks. 

Evidence for effectiveness of SBM

There is evidence that SBM is more effective in changing governance and organisational structure 
than in changing classroom practices as such.

SBM is often presented as a reform which devolves control not only to schools in general but 
also specifically to parents, students and other community stakeholders, both via school boards 
and directly. However parents and students tend to come last in SBM thinking and SBM often 
does not result in genuinely increased participation for them.

SBM is not always effective in driving reform or in addressing exclusion – (Walker, 2002)

While some claim (Jimenez & Sawada, p. 1) that there is relatively little empirical evidence in devel-
oping countries to document the merits of school-based management, there is a growing number of 
exceptions, with positive assessments of SBM coming from:

Indonesia: James, King and Suryadi (1996) •	

the Philippines: Jimenez and Paqueo (1996) •	

Thailand: (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004)•	

A report on an El Salvador SBM program, EDUCO, (Jimenez & Sawada) concludes that it was suc-•	
cessful in rapidly expanding education access to poorer families without dropping educational 
standards and also the programs succeeded in substantially increasing parent involvement in 
school management.

A report from Nicaragua shows that its school autonomy program was somewhat effective in in-•	
creasing the areas of school decision-making available to the school (Nicaragua Reform Evaluation 
Team, 1996, p. 17) also, autonomy de jure does not appear to have any impact on student test scores. 
However, another autonomy variable which measures the actual level of decision-making by the 
school is positively associated with student test scores. In particular, schools that exert greater au-
tonomy with respect to teacher staffing and the monitoring and evaluation of teachers appear to 
be more effective in raising student performance (King & Özler, 1998).
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One of the most exciting SBM studies covered in terms of participation was a recent analysis by Gun-
narsson et al (2004) of a substantial 1997 data set from 10 Latin American countries. This study analysed 
the effects of school autonomy (both de jure and de facto) and parental participation (in the broad 
sense of parental involvement and interest in the child’s education) as inputs on student performance 
as output. The findings are quite surprising:

De facto school autonomy varies substantially and does not depend so strongly on legislation. On •	
the one hand, less well-resources schools are not in a position to implement, or perhaps even ben-
efit from, autonomy even when it is forced upon them. On the other hand, more flexible schools 
even in de jure centralised systems go ahead and implement a degree of autonomy. This hypoth-
esis was confirmed by the data.

This result means that “devolution of power to local schools cannot be accomplished by central •	
mandates, but must take into account local incentives and local capacity to manage schools” (Gun-
narsson et al., 2004, p. 2).

Consistent with this result, students in schools with de facto autonomy performed better than •	
their peers. However when correcting for the extent to which schools exercised a choice to im-
plement autonomy, this effect disappears. In other words, some previous results showing that 
students in more autonomous schools perform better may be an “artefact”, i.e. may be due to a 
systematic bias: only better resourced schools are able to take advantage of autonomy.

The level of parental involvement is also a good predictor of student performance. This is in spite •	
of the fact that parental involvement in some cases actually increases in worse schools and/or 
with worse students, i.e. that at least some parents actually increase their involvement in order 
to compensate for perceived weakenesses. In other words, parental involvement can function as a 
spontaneous attempt to correct some aspects of inequity.

Not only that, but parental involvement remains important for student performance even when •	
correcting for the same kind of bias. 

Taken together, these results imply that parental involvement is more important for good student •	
performance than school autonomy and that providing incentives for parental involvement is one 
of the most promising ways to increase student performance.

Comprehensive school reform (CSR)

Another closely related approach which can be seen as a further development of the effective schools 
movement is known as “comprehensive school reform” (CSR). It attempts to implement as many as pos-
sible of the factors identified by school effectiveness research, from strong leadership and staff develop-
ment to parental involvement in a systematic and integrated package (Desimone, 2002).

Evidence for the effectiveness of CSR

A meta-analysis covering 29 of the most widely implemented models concluded: that CSR appears 
“ promising and the combined quantity, quality, and statistical significance of evidence from three of 
the models, in particular, set them apart from the rest. … Schools implementing CSR models for five 
years or more showed particularly strong effects” (K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006). 

A similar approach known in Europe as Effective School Improvement (ESI) was subject to a meta-•	
analysis by (Sun, 2007) using data from 8 European countries and arriving at encouraging results.
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The effects of parent involvement in schools3

Parental involvement is quite a new factor on the school effectiveness scene; twenty years ago, in 
1986, Good and Brophy (quoted in R. J. Marzano, 2001, p. 590) wrote: “The degree of home and school 
cooperation is likely to be an important determinant of student achievement. However, this “obvi-
ous” possibility has received little research attention. Whether parent-school communication differs in 
“more” and “less” effective schools is also unclear.” Since then, a substantial body of evidence for the 
positive correlates of parental involvement has been accumulating.

“Parental involvement” and “parental participation” mean different things in different studies. Of 
the two, “parental involvement” seems to be most closely associated with research on school effective-
ness and implies taking an active interest in one’s child’s education 

Parental involvement indicators include

good written information exchange between school and parents,•	

parental involvement in policy and curricular decisions, and•	

easy access for parents to administrators and teachers.(R. J. Marzano, 2001, p. 55)•	

“Parental participation” on the other hand is more likely to mean taking part in general school 
decision-making quite apart from the progress of one’s own children. However as the terms may often 
overlap, both will be treated here under one heading.

Evidence for the effectiveness of parent involvement

SES and the importance of home environment

“The belief in the strong relationship between SES and achievement is so prevalent in the research 
literature that it is rarely questioned” (White, 1982, p. 471). In his reanalysis of the connection between 
SES and school achievement, White concludes by noting that the real variable of interest in studies of 
influences on achievement might be best described as home environment, home-school relationship 
or parental involvement. In other words, 

children from poorer families tend to score do worse at school because their parents tend to 
feel less involved in their children’s education, may provide a less education-friendly home envi-
ronment and may have poorer quality links with school.

This provides for a much more optimistic perspective on SES than that considered from the perspec-
tive of previous research (e.g., Coleman and Jencks) or conventional wisdom. So if some low-SES parents 

3	 A useful source of free online information on parental involvement is provided in “The School Community Journal”, 
available at the website of the Academic Development Institute, www.adi.org.

In 1998, the Court in the State of New Jersey judged the education authorities to have failed in 
meeting the needs of excluded communities and actually required them carry out a number of 
reforms, which led to a major program of decentralisation and school-based management (Walk-
er, 2002). The program was assessed to have been successful in terms of changing management 
structures but of having limited impact in terms of increasing the voice of excluded groups and 
of students. 
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(defined in terms of income, education, and/or occupational level) are very good at creating a home at-
mosphere that fosters learning (e.g., read to their children, help them with their homework, encourage 
them to go to college, and take them to the library and to cultural events), whereas other low-SES par-
ents are not, perhaps programs can be designed to influence at least some of these factors. 

New research confirms that the quality of the home-school relationship can vary between ethnic 
groups in the same school with marginalised groups coming off worse (Wong & Hughes, 2006, p. 657).

Recent work and some hard empirical evidence has highlighted improving parental involve-
ment as a very promising strategy not only to improve student educational outcomes overall but 
as a factor especially suited to helping socially excluded children and children with special needs 
to overcome educational disadvantage. In fact in some cases, parents get involved spontaneously 
in order to counteract real or perceived inequalities.

Indeed, positive connections between parents and teachers can be reconceptualised as social 
capital (Wong & Hughes, 2006, p. 657). The concept of social capital has received a lot of attention in 
recent educational literature (Dika & Singh, 2002, p. 34), mostly as an explanatory variable. However it 
can also be seen as an outcome.

This approach is also supported theoretically by the concept of family resilience factors (Amatea, 
Smith-Adcock, & Villares, 2006)

In a substantial and more recent meta-analysis of many different factors influencing school achieve-
ment, (J. Scheerens & Bosker, 1997, p. 305) give average effect size forParent Involvement as .26 standard 
deviations, the fourth highest of nine factors.

Another metaanalysis shows that parental involvement, especially helping at home, has a substan-
tial positive effect on student achievement (Jeynes, 2005) in amongst urban children. Parental involve-
ment, as a whole, was associated with all the academic variables by about 0.7 to 0.75 of a standard devia-
tion. This is true for both girls and boys and for mainstream and minority students. 

These results might make parental involvement seem like a magic bullet which can help improve 
academic outcomes and address inequity at the same time as increasing social capital. Some educators 
(Hara & Burke, 1998) have increasingly identified parental involvement as the most important vehicle 
by which to elevate academic achievement from current levels. Against this background, it is still sur-
prisingly underrepresented in policy in Europe. For example it is not mentioned in the 450-page OECD 
report “Education at a glance” which compares OECD countries on a long list of indicators of education 
(OECD, 2006b).

Some studies show that not only do parent involvement and school autonomy have separate positive 
effects on student outcomes, but that these two effects are multiplicative (Eskeland, 2007). A similar 
result is reported by Vegas (1999): in a study on voucher programs in Chile, teacher autonomy had posi-
tive effects on student outcomes only when decisionmaking authority was decentralized.

The effects of parental involvement programs

Longitudinal or quasi-experimental studies on parental involvement, which provide much better 
evidence for its effectiveness than cross-sectional studies, were subject of a meta-analysis by (Hara & 
Burke, 1998) who found them to be effective in terms of improving student attainment4. 

4	 althought the effect sizes were, as was to be expected lower than those associated with the cross-sectional association 
between involvement and attainment.
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The CRS Parent School Partnership Program

The CRS Parent School Partnership Program, which has also been implemented South-East Europe 
and Armenia, will be mentioned here briefly as an example of how parent participation can be imple-
mented (Catholic Relief Services, 2006). This program also included elements of community participa-
tion, and of student participation in some countries. Initially ten territories were covered, with five 
identified for further funding after 2003. CRS has an exit strategy whereby the PSCs should become 
sustainable without substantial donor input.

The evaluation of this program reports that:

many parents in South-East Europe may not initially see themselves as playing an important •	
role in their children’s education (Catholic Relief Services, 2006, p. 7). 

Skills gains by parents were also reported (Catholic Relief Services, 2006, p. 8) alongside structural •	
impact: during the program, about 500 PSCs were created; networks of PSCs were created; and 
legal recognition was achieved. However this legal recognition does not transfer any important 
decision-making powers to parents.

The most involved parents in the parent-teacher councils reported scepticism from fellow parents •	
who, as one parent stated, “Don’t understand the concept of ‘volunteer’ and think that we must 
be receiving some money for our work” (Catholic Relief Services, 2006, p. 6). 

Active parents also report that it tends to be the same old faces who get involved and that •	
it is difficult to involve parents with less education. There was also a perception of the PTCs as 
representative of a progressive, pro-European model which was welcomed by parents.

School boards

School boards can be seen as as a place where lay people from the community are invested with au-
thority to govern schools (Land, 2002, p. 231). There is some substantial evidence that good schools tend 
to have good boards (Ranson, Farrel, Peim, & Smitih, 2005), but there is much dispute about whether 
the latter can help cause the former. Nevertheless they play an important role both in school-based 
management and parental involvement.

What affects parental involvement?

One study (Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 1987) tested the hypothesis that varying levels of par-
ent involvement would be related to variations in qualities of school settings, specifically school so-
cioeconomic status, teacher degree level, grade level, class size, teachers’ sense of efficacy, principal 
perceptions of teacher efficacy, organizational rigidity, and instructional coordination in a sample of 
66 elementary schools distributed across a large mid-Southern state. Various combinations of the pre-
dictors accounted for significant portions of the variance in all parent involvement outcomes: parent 
conferences (52%), parent volunteers (27%), parent home tutoring (24%), parent involvement in home 
instruction programs (22%), and teacher perception of parent support (41%). 
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Involvement of parents with children with special needs in South-East Europe

In the period 2003-2007 the OECD, in partnership with SEE education ministries5, carried out a com-
plex project entitled “Education Development for Students at Risk and those with Disabilities in South 
Eastern Europe”. This project focused on carrying out in-depth policy reviews of changes in national ed-
ucational legislation; pilot activities in the field of statistics and data collection; various capacity build-
ing activities for model schools and direct data collection. It assessed the extent to which national anti-
discrimination legislation had been improved. The evaluation report (OECD, 2006a) concluded that:

The importance of the involvement of parents of disabled children in their education is very widely accepted by the 
ministries … sometimes parents may not be open-minded about having a child with disabilities and in the past paren-
tal involvement in education has been minimal. In many countries today parents are involved in school governance 
at various levels and can even support their children in classrooms. In addition, parents are frequently involved in the 
assessment of their children and can insist on their being kept in regular classes even though the support there may not 
be as good as it might be.(OECD, 2006a, p. 18)

This project created model schools with strong parental involvement. The follow-up visit reported: 

The involvement of parents is crucial and the team saw some good examples of collaboration between parents and 
teaching staff in model schools. In many places, there are active associations of parents of SEN children that not only 
provide mutual support and information, but serve as potentially powerful lobbying voices at the governmental level 
to modernise SEN provision and legislation.(Crighton & Kowar, 2007, p. 5)

There are some useful models of participation of parents of disabled children in schools in 
southeast Europe.

The effects of school leadership

Models of leadership

The values, attitudes, capacities and behaviour of school directors strongly influence the charac-
ter of school-based governance structures and school culture. If school directors do not subscribe 
to the principles of educational equity, school-based governance structures and school culture 
are not likely to be inclusive and sensitive to educational equity. If they do not welcome parent or 
student participation, they are less likely to happen. If they do not understand the importance of 
parental involvement, they may not create conditions where it can flourish.

Educational leadership once meant the actions of school principals and maybe local authorities; now 
it is understood as a concept unifying all levels of leadership from the State to the individual teacher 
(Lewin, 2006, p. 38). In contrast to older the concept of instructional leadership, mainly used in the U.S. 
(Hoerr, 2008) in which the principal is the principal or most experienced teacher, distributed leadership 
is generated in the interactions of multiple leaders and followers (Ross & Gray, 2006). the last decades, 
teachers have correspondingly become more involved in leadership (York-Barr & Duke, 2004). 

We know that leadership affects variables like teacher job satisfaction, school climate and even 
classroom practices; and we know that of course classroom practices affect learning outcomes. 
But it is not clear that if or how leadership directly affects learning outcomes. reason maybe that 
it is hard to conceptualise, let alone measure, what makes good leadership. One attempt involves 
the concept of transformational (as opposed to transactional) leadership.

5	 Education ministries from Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, FYR of Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, 
Romania and Serbia.
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Transformational and transactional leadership

The essence of transformational leadership is dedication to fostering the growth of organizational 
members and enhancing their commitment by elevating their goals. In contrast, transactional leaders 
accomplish organizational goals without attempting to elevate the motives of followers or the human 
resources of the organization (Burns, 1978).

The school as a learning organisation

A further very influential model is that of the school as a learning organisation (Senge, 1990), a very 
promising model for schools hoping to increase their interaction with different stakeholders, but one 
that requires training in systems thinking (Thornton, Peltier, & Perreault, 2004).

Evidence 

There is a substantial body of evidence for the direct effects of leadership on outcomes, al-
though the effects tend to be quite small. A meta-analysis of 70 studies on the effects of leadership on 
student achievement (Waters, R. J. Marzano, & McNulty, 2003) found an average effect size (expressed 
as a correlation) of .25. In addition, 21 leadership responsibilities were identified, which mention ele-
ments of participation, primarily in the sense of teacher and possibly student participation but also in 
the sense of at least informing the rest of the community. For example, three of the top five responsi-
bilities (ibid, p. 4) are 

Culture (“fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community cooperation”)•	

Input (“involves teachers in the design and implementation of important decisions and policies”)•	

Outreach (“is an advocate and spokesperson for the school to all stakeholders”)•	

Teachers in schools characterized by transformational principal behaviour are more likely than 
teachers in other schools to express satisfaction with their principal, report that they exert extra ef-
fort, and be more committed to the organization and to improving it (K. Leithwood, D. Jantzi, & Stein-
bach, 2000). Leithwood et al. identified 20 studies providing evidence linking leadership to teacher out-
comes. Although the results on some measures were mixed, the reviewers found that transformational 
leadership consistently predicted the willingness of teachers to exert extra effort and to change their 
classroom practices and/or attitudes. The most consistent findings link transformational leadership 
to organizational learning, organizational effectiveness, and organizational culture. Transformational 
leadership is strongly related to teacher commitment to community and parent involvement, and this 
effect is mediated by collective teacher efficacy (Ross & Gray, 2006, p. 189).

The role of school leadership in managing autonomy and ensuring participation, quality and equity 

Training for school principals and teachers is critical to successful implementation of both SBM pro-
grams (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004, p. 299) Programs to increase school autonomy often substan-
tially change the role of school principals (Rodríguez & Hovde, 2002). Principals and/or school boards 
get new powers, e.g. to hire and fire teachers. Schools are their own budget units and principals be-
come more accountable. Such programs present very substantial challenges to the most able principals 
(Gibton, Sabar, & Goldring, 2000) and involve principals seeing themselves as team member rather 
than team leader (Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004, p. 295). “In terms of implementing participation, it 
is critical is that each stakeholder group sees the benefits of involving others,”(Catholic Relief Services, 
2006, p. 8). In transition countries as elsewhere, the process of increasing school autonomy only deep-
ens processes which have already been set in motion and involves the decomposition and reconstruc-
tion of vocational identitities (Brundrett et al., 2006).
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It is also important to remember that schools especially in transition countries are faced by 
a constant agenda of reform; transformational school leadership is seen as being appropriate to 
help schools navigate this agenda. One study of perhaps the largest school reform program ever con-
ducted (in the U.K.) shows direct effects of transformational leadership on classroom practices but not 
on student achievement: First, school leadership has an important influence on the likelihood that 
teachers will change their classroom practices. Second, transformational approaches to school lead-
ership seem to hold considerable promise for this purpose. Third, there is a significant gap between 
classroom practices that are ‘‘changed’’ and practices that actually lead to greater pupil learning; the 
potency of leadership for increasing student learning hinges on the specific classroom practices which 
leaders stimulate, encourage, and promote. (K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006).

Bridges (1967) in “Model for Shared Decision Making in the School Principalship” provides some still 
very relevant thoughts on how principals can implement participation in general and of teachers in 
particular. He postulates a “zone of indifference” within which an administrator’s decision “will be ac-
cepted unquestionably”:

1. As the principal involves teachers in making decisions located in their zone of indifference, participation will be 
less effective. 

2. As the principal involves teachers in making decisions clearly located outside their zone of indifference, participa-
tion will be more effective. 

.. (Bridges, 1967, p. 51)

Decisions that clearly fall outside the teachers’ zone of indifference are those:

which have consequences for them1.	

which are within the teachers’ experience and competence2.	

where teachers’ acceptance is required3.	

where their participation is necessary in order to reach a higher quality decision. (Bridges, 1967, p. 52).4.	

He also discusses three different decision-making styles which a principal can implement with 
teachers, which he terms “ constitutional arrangements”:

the participant-determining (consensus of all concerned)•	

the parliamentarian (majority control)•	

and the democratic-centralist; (the teachers are involved in discussing the problem but the prin-•	
cipal decides)
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Student participation

The case for student participation in school on principle

Increased student participation might seem to be an obvious way to involve students more in 
school life and also to help students to learn to take part in a democracy, and perhaps to turn the 
tide of increasing youth indifference towards formal political activity. The school organization 
could be a laboratory for learning about democratic living (Roger & Johnson , 1994).

Mass media programmes about the right to a happy and secure childhood and to a happy and secure retirement can-
not substitute for the actual experience of frank and honest confrontation between generations when perceptions, needs 
and interests differ, in a context of mutual acceptance of responsibility for each other. (Boulding, 1979, p. 89)

Many western nations think of themselves as having achieved democracy fully, though they teach the principles of de-
mocracy in a pedantic way in classrooms which are themselves models of autocracy. This is not acceptable (Hart, 1992, p. 4).

A warning: the “ladder of participation”

One seminal work in thinking on participation was (Arnstein, 1969) which is still relevant today. It 
deals specifically with the participation of excluded citizens and assumes that the “haves” or non-ex-
cluded citizens do already participate. There are eight steps on the ladder. Even the bottom rung does 

not denote the lack of formal participation but its 
lowest, tokenistic form. The model casts a pene-
trating light on the dangers of “empty rituals of 
participation”. The levels are, from the top down:

Citizen control•	

Delegated power•	

Partnership•	

Placation •	

Consultation•	

Informing•	

Therapy•	

Manipulation •	

Roger Hart (Hart, 1992) famously applied the 
model to child participation, though he later (Rog-
er Hart, 2008) points out that the ladder is meant 
as a starting point for reflection rather than a uni-
versally valid model.

Child participation: avoiding tokenism

One of the best texts on child participation in general (rather than student participation in particular) 
is (Hart, 1992). He reminds usthat adults always underestimate the ability of children to organise them-
selves. Unfortunately the most dramatic examples of children’s ability for self-organisation are examples 
such as street gangs. He also gives a good example of what avoiding tokenism means in practice.

The recent World Summit for Children held at the United Nations Headquarters in New York was an extremely large 
event with great logistical complexity. It would have been difficult to involve young people genuinely in the planning 

 



School Governance and Social Inclusion • Involvement of Parents36

of such an event, but the organizers wanted to go beyond the normal involvement of children and youth as merely cute 
representatives of their age group. Roles were created which were important both functionally and symbolically. For 
example, a child was assigned to each of the 71 world leaders. As ‘pages’, these children became experts on the United Na-
tions building and the event, and were able to play the important role of ushering the Presidents and Prime Ministers 
to the right places at the right times. Of course, the symbolic power of this was not missed by UNICEF, the press, or by 
the leaders themselves, and ample opportunities were given for photography. Nevertheless, the children’s roles as pages 
were important and were clear to all. The children were proud to be serving at an event of such importance. Had they 
been asked to speak in order, somehow, to represent the views of children, this would have removed the example to the 
bottom rungs of the ladder, for these were the children of diplomats and were selected for convenience rather than to be 
representative of any particular group. To use them as pages was appropriate; to present them as spokespersons would 
have been yet another example of tokenism.(Hart, 1992, p. 11)

Democratic education, active citizenship and human rights education

Citizenship and human rights education and related models are relevant to this study insofar 
as they go beyond merely disseminating declarative knowledge and lead to or are part of active 
student participation. Human rights education has been popular in the Balkans and other transi-
tion areas since 1990, most frequently as a result of NGO input. The sustainability of some of these 
initiatives is questionable; however, they might provide a jumping-off point for participation ini-
tiatives. In keeping with the models of education prevalent in the area, human rights education has 
tended to be stronger on information input and weaker on encouraging implementation of those prin-
ciples in school life.

In a major survey of citizenship education in 28 countries at age 14, children from countries in tran-
sition from centralised systems did not score worse than Western countries. For example, children 
from Poland had the highest scores overall; Slovenia scored a little above average and Bulgaria a little 
below (Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald, & Schulz, 2001). The countries in the research planned for the 
present project were unfortunately not included.

Children in transition countries do not necessarily know less about the contents of citizenship 
education than children from Western countries.

Participation in school is a good way for children to learn that citizenship brings duties as well as rights 
in the spirit of situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991) – children learn about democracy by doing it.

Service learning

There is an abundance of evidence of the positive impact of service learning, a model combining educa-
tion and civic service which is particularly popular in the U. S. and which involves elements of participation.

Participation in out-of-school civil society activities

Schools can stimulate student participation in out-of-school civil society activities such as voluntary 
work or membership of clubs or societies. However, in South-East Europe the image of volunteering is 
not currently very positive (Powell & Bratović, 2007).

What affects student participation

Involvement in school councils and other forms of student participation is very strongly related 
to measures of civic engagement (Jon Lauglo & Tormod Ǿia, 2007) but it is not clear to what extent 
the participation is a cause of these measures. The best education predictor of civic engagement of 
Norwegian secondary school students is not performance in school, but whether they hope and plan 
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to progress to higher education, even after controlling for their family’s cultural capital and social class 
(Jon Lauglo & Tormod Ǿia, 2007, p. 43).

It is important for each of us wishing to encourage children’s participation to be aware of child-rearing patterns 
since we are likely to have a middle class bias. Comparisons of child-rearing in many countries reveal that families with 
adequate economic resources tend to value independence and autonomy while low-income families place higher value 
on obedience from their children (Hart, 1992, p. 33).

Student participation: not implemented

While there are fascinating experimental schools throughout the world, there is no nation where 
the practice of democratic participation in schools has been broadly adopted. However the situation 
varies from country to country and is reported to be best developed in Northern European countries 
and Denmark in particular; there, student participation is guaranteed by law at all levels from the 
classroom to curriculum design (Davies & Kirkpatrick, 2000; Jon Lauglo & Tormod Ǿia, 2007). The single 
most important

Real-life levels of participation in school decision-making are low all over the world. One survey of 
school participation in 80 small school districts in the US (P. Schmuck & R. Schmuck, 1990) found no 
examples at all of student involvement in formal problem solving about the school’s academic program 
and social-emotional climate.

In South-East Europe, “Interaction between students and teachers also bears the imprint of the pre-
vious system. The teacher is the central feature of the classroom and functions as the giver of knowl-
edge, of which the students are expected to be passive and obedient recipients. Outside of this context, 
there has been little or no interaction between educators and students throughout the education sys-
tem.” (Catholic Relief Services, 2006, p. 5)

Why is there not more student participation in school?

Yet student participation is so rarely implemented to any real degree that it might make sense to look 
for reasons why not. The most fundamental reason seems to be that “as the primary socializing instru-
ment of the state, schools are concerned with guaranteeing stability; and this is generally understood 
to mean preserving very conservative systems of authority”.(Hart, 1992, p. 37). A related reason is that 
teachers generally do not know how to facilitate student decision-making (Sheridan & Samuelsson, 2001, 
p. 188). Hart points out that adults don’t know how to respond to children’s spontaneous initiatives.

All over the world, the level of youth interest in formal political activity is seen to be declining, 
to be at least partially compensated by growing participation in more informal, one-off, and spon-
taneous forms of political action. (Torney-Purta et al., 2001, pp. 10, executive summary). It is impor-
tant to understand to distinguish these forms of action. school-aged children who adopt more tradi-

tional and formal forms of civic and political engagement differ from those who favour more 
spontaneous forms; the former tend to value school much more and come from backgrounds which 
respect formal political activity (Jon Lauglo & Tormod Ǿia, 2007, pp. 43-45). 

Genuine encouragement for student participation must be prepared to cope with nonconform-
ist responses. 

“How to listen and learn, as well as to teach and lead, is the challenge for teachers, schools and 
their communities. “(Rudduck et al., 2003)
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Student participation: not researched

Student participation seems to be the orphan of empirical literature on the effects of participa-
tion in schools. while there are plenty of insightful well-meaning texts, there are very few pieces 
of research which meet academic standards. 

The most useful overview of studies specifically on student participation is provided by (Davies, Wil-
liams, & H. Yamashita, 2005). five studies, mainly from UK, were scrutinised. An annotated bibliogra-
phy to support this study was also produced (Davies, Williams, & H. Yamashita, 2005)and is published 
separately online (www.carnegie-youth.org.uk).

A few results from that review are given here.

In a 28-country cross-sectional survey, schools that model democratic practice were found to be •	
most effective in promoting civic knowledge and engagement. (Torney-Purta et al., 2001, p. 8 (ex-
ecutive summary))

For preschool children, high pedagogical quality (externally assessed) was related to children’s as-•	
sessment that they had a larger ability to decide (Sheridan & Samuelsson, 2001).

One of the few longitudinal studies on the effect of student participation in schools (Mitra, 2004) •	
found positive effects of “student voice” activities on Agency, Belonging and Competence.

•	 Initiatives will fail if teachers have too much control over student participation or if staff motiva-
tion is to use it to control rather than empower children, because this kind of participation quick-
ly becomes boring for children. Initiatives can also fail if staff they represent too much extra work 
for staff. (Blake & Francis, 2004) London: National Health School Standard (DfES/DH). 

Childrens level of interest will not be consistent and will centre around “burning issues”. •	

Girls participate more than boys in the mainstream form of political activism. On the other hand, •	
boys are much more likely to take part in Protest action by unlawful means which involves only a 
distinctly small minority of youths. (Jon Lauglo & Tormod Ǿia, 2007, p. 44)

Learning benefits of participation (Mitra, 2004)

students in more democratic schools were happier and felt more in control of their learning•	

if students gave feedback on teaching, this had the twin effect of teachers’ practice improv-•	
ing and students gaining in awareness of the learning process;

participation enhanced skills of communication and competence as a learner; •	

skills in specific curriculum areas such as citizenship improved, as well as in other curricu-•	
lum areas.
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The place of participation in child development

Anyone wanting to increase student participation, especially with younger children, should be 
aware of some of the relevant work from social developmental psychology and in particular the 
meaning which participation has for children at different ages. Younger children may want to be 
heard but are more reluctant to take on the responsibilities of participation. Gender also affects the 
way children get involved in school life. Participation depends on (and can also help stimulate) social 
and emotional development including self-esteem but most importantly on perspective-taking, as de-
scribed by Hart, below.

Developing between the ages of seven and twelve, a child begins to be able to step outside herself to take a selfreflec-
tive look at her interactions and to realize that other people can do the same thing. This phase of ‘sequential perspective 
taking’ means that two children now realize they can put themselves ‘in each other’s shoes’. They also recognize now 
that a person may have multiple or mixed feelings, such as being interested and happy, but a little frightened. This 
final phase means that they are beginning to understand that they and others are capable of doing things they may not 
want to do. These pre-adolescents, however, cannot simultaneously coordinate the perspective of self and others. 

The next stage, ‘mutual perspective taking’, is necessary for children to be able to organize themselves into enduring 
democratic groups. According to Selman, this ‘generalized other’ perspective arises between ten and fifteen years of age. 
Youth, thinking at this level, now spontaneously coordinate their perspectives with those of others. 

Beyond this mutual perspective-taking ability of adolescents Selman hypothesizes a higher level of ‘societal-symbolic 
perspective-taking’. A person can now imagine multiple mutual perspectives forming a generalized societal, legal, or 
moral perspective in which all individuals can share. A person believes others use this shared point of view in order to 
facilitate accurate communication and understanding. This final phase, which can emerge at any time from the age of 
twelve on, is obviously the one to be desired for the most fruitful cooperative projects of children. (Hart, 1992, pp. 32-3)

Participation may also bring about a reduction in antisocial behaviour because it brings a feeling of 
ownership. , the Swiss developmental psychologist, demonstrated through the game of marbles that 
cooperation and mutual agreement between equals is necessary for the development of autonomy. 
He found that children learn a game of marbles not by accepting the authority of one of the players 
regarding the rules, but by developing the rules in a cooperative way (Hart, 1992, p. 35).

`
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Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions Recommendations: research Recommendations: programming

Identifying stakeholders and respondents

Parents are the stakeholders whose 
participation in school life is best 
researched. Their involvement 
is strongly associated with 
important school outcomes.

Focus on parents as main 
stakeholder group.

Although programming could focus 
on parents as main stakeholder 
group, in parallel with the research, 
students and other community 
stakeholders could also be included.

While there is some research on 
parental participation in school 
governance, there is much more 
evidence of the positive role 
of parental involvement in the 
education process in general 
and the education of one’s 
own children in particular. 

Define the concept of participation 
to include involvement in extra-
curricular activities and the 
education of one’s own children, 
as these factors are particularly 
interesting for policy makers.

Activities could usefully 
include all these aspects.

Addressing school principals can 
be a cost-effective way of accessing 
one source of information on 
school context and practices in 
parent/student participation. 

The values, attitudes, capacities 
and behaviour of school directors 
strongly influence the character 
of school-based governance 
structures and school culture. If 
school directors do not subscribe 
to the principles of educational 
equity, school-based governance 
structures and school culture are not 
likely to be inclusive and sensitive 
to educational equity. If they do 
not welcome parent or student 
participation, they are less likely to 
happen. If they do not understand 
the importance of parental 
involvement, they may not create 
conditions where it can flourish.

Focus on school principals as 
main respondent group.

Programming may address many 
stakeholders. Additional research 
using parents and students as 
respondents could also be added.

Schools all over the world, and 
in particular in South-East 
Europe, are subject to continual 
and increasing reform pressure. 
School principals play a key role 
in the successful implementation 
of reforms. “Transformational 
leadership” in school principals 
may influence success of 
reform measures and successful 
implementation of participation.

Consider including a measure 
of transformational leadership 
among school principals, although 
this concept is not especially 
suitable for self-report.

Link participation to the debate 
on educational reform.
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Conclusions Recommendations: research Recommendations: programming

School autonomy

School autonomy is relevant 
to participation because if 
increasing participation means 
other stakeholders (parents, 
community, students) getting more 
of the cake, then increasing school 
autonomy means getting more 
cake to share out. Both traditional 
school management and other 
stakeholders may be interested in 
reform packages which combine 
increased autonomy and increased 
participation. However, the right 
to influence decision-making 
is not always accompanied by 
accountability. School principals 
may fear the involvement of 
stakeholders such as parents in 
decision-making to the extent that 
these stakeholders are not also 
accountable for decisions taken.

Success at school reform may 
involve school principals coming to 
see themselves as team members 
rather than team leaders.

“…how important it is to check 
who is being empowered 
when higher-level strings are 
loosened” (Eskeland, 2007, p. i)”

Consider asking school principals 
about participation in the 
context of school autonomy: is 
school autonomy increasing? 
Which stakeholders are 
involved, who is accountable? 

Ask about management of 
the participation process: do 
principals see themselves as 
team members or team leaders? 
Bridges (1967) “Model for Shared 
Decision Making in the School 
Principalship” could provide 
material for questionnaire items.

Focus attention on who 
benefits from school reform 
and school autonomy.

Measures to increase school 
autonomy may not be effective 
if they are not adapted to 
local circumstances.

Ask how much leeway is available 
at school or municipal level 
to interpret or adapt reform 
initiatives and/or regulations 
on stakeholder participation.

Leverage participation as a way 
to adapt autonomy programs to 
local circumstances. Advocate for 
at least limited implementation 
of external assessment in order to 
give parents and other stakeholders 
adequate information on school 
performance and equity. Emphasis 
should be on how each school can 
positively adapt to its particular 
circumstances rather than on which 
school is “the best”. School-level 
performance monitoring can help.

Equity 

There are potential synergies 
between school autonomy and 
stakeholder participation. 

Do excluded groups benefit from 
increasing school autonomy?

Leverage participation as a 
tool to ensure that we can 
have our cake and eat it too: 
increase access to education 
without decreasing quality. 
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Conclusions Recommendations: research Recommendations: programming

Parental involvement, equity 
and learning outcomes are 
closely interrelated.

All the main research topics 
should include sub-questions on 
equity. Any research focus on 
learning outcomes should also 
consider how those outcomes 
are distributed between 
included and excluded groups.

Parental involvement can function 
as a spontaneous attempt to 
correct some aspects of inequity: 
when they see something 
wrong, they get involved. 

Do excluded groups use 
participation in order to 
positively influence their 
children’s education? 

Programming should build on how 
parents do or might spontaneously 
intervene in education. Research 
can ask about whether parental 
involvement can be seen in this way.

Girls and boys tend to participate 
in schools in different ways, as do 
mothers and fathers and members 
of different ethnic groups.

Consider asking whether mothers 
and fathers are involved in 
participation in different ways. 
Be open to the possibility that 
participation and autonomy 
mean different things to 
different social groups and 
are prioritised differently.

Be aware of gender, class and ethnic 
differences in parent and student 
participation and try to work with 
them rather than against them. 
Encourage participation from a 
range of stakeholder groups but 
be wary about insisting on it.

Student outcomes and 
school effectiveness.

There is very substantial evidence 
that parental involvement is not a 
«soft variable» but makes a major 
contribution to their children’s 
performance. It is a «hot» and 
relatively new factor on the school 
effectiveness scene which may be 
more important for good student 
performance even than school 
autonomy and is arguably the 
single most cost-effective way to 
increase school quality and equity

Asked principals about their 
perception of the relationship 
between parental involvement 
and student performance.

The best way to implement and 
improve participation is not as an 
NGO-type project but at policy 
level: to show how it can add value 
to existing and planned large-scale 
education reform. For example, 
consider ways to provide incentives 
for parental involvement.

School effectiveness research 
concludes that it is hard-to-measure 
school-level variables which 
explain most of school outcomes

Ask principals on which 
dimensions do schools differ 
with respect to the way they 
implement participation? 
What works and what doesn’t 
work? Do these differences 
relate to school outcomes?

leveraging the “power of site 
or place” and the paradigm 
of ‘glocalization’ whereby 
global trends are subject to the 
disposition brought about by 
local historical and cultural 
contexts … Increase local M&E

Student participation

Participation by socially excluded 
children, when allowed to happen, 
tends to be less conformist 
and more “dangerous”

Encouraging genuine student 
involvement means being prepared 
to accept uncomfortable and perhaps 
unconventional student actions

Northern European countries 
have some of the best models 
for student participation.

Learn lessons from Northern 
European countries, 
particularly Denmark
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Conclusions Recommendations: research Recommendations: programming

Regional issues 

There is to our knowledge no 
substantial research replication 
in South-East Europe of the 
contribution of parental 
involvement to school outcomes. 

Try to replicate, in South-East 
Europe, research results from 
the rest of the world on the 
positive contribution of parental 
involvement to student outcomes 
in order to provide a better 
evidence base for programming. 
This would mean gathering 
school level outcomes data. This 
could be politically very difficult 
but potentially produce exciting 
results which might be useful 
for advocacy and policy work.

Highlight the potential cost 
effectiveness benefits of parental 
participation, and position the 
research as potentially providing 
crucial information on this topic

Roma are the main excluded 
group in the region.

Include specific questions 
on participation of Roma 
parents and children, as 
well as other minorities.

Human rights education is 
relatively well-established in 
many countries in the region.

Link into existing models e.g. 
human rights education

Theory and practice

The de facto level of implementation 
of participation and school autonomy 
may differ strongly from the level 
set out by central authorities.

“devolution of power to local 
schools cannot be accomplished by 
central mandates, but must take 
into account local incentives and 
local capacity to manage schools” 
(Gunnarsson et al., 2004, p. 2)

Which resources does the school 
need in order to implement 
participation successfully?

What skills do individual 
stakeholders, including school 
level management, need?

Train new skills in all 
stakeholder groups

Stakeholder participation is 
particularly vulnerable to 
tokenism (Arnstein, 1969).

Consider using questions inspired 
by the “ladder of participation” 
model (Arnstein, 1969) in order 
to identify whether participation 
is tokenistic or genuine.

On the basis of the results from the literature review, the following research theme is suggest-
ed: the regulation and extent of equitable implementation of parental participation (in decision-
making, in extracurricular activities, and in the education of one’s own children) in state elemen-
tary schools; in relation to school level factors and to the attitudes and beliefs of school principals; 
both at national and international level.
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Chapter 2: The Role of School Leadership

Parental participation in the education of children has been studied extensively and there is compel-
ling evidence of a systematic and positive relation between the levels of parental participation and the 
developmental and educational outcome of pupils (Okpala et al., 2001; Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; 
Barnard, 2004; Moran &al., 2004; Harris & Chrispeels, 2006; Hartas, 2008). 

Parental participation can therefore be viewed as one of the factors that influence pupils’ attain-
ment. According to the literature these factors can be grouped into three main categories, namely: the 
characteristics of pupils, the socio-cultural background of pupils, and the various institutional factors 
related to educational policy regulations as well as overall school and classroom environment. 

The impact of the first two categories of factors has been systematically studied and, although there 
are ongoing fundamental debates on the nature and extent of their influence, important advances 
have been made in understanding their role in influencing the levels of pupil attainment. This is partly 
attributable to the impact of the research findings of Coleman et al. (1966), supported by the findings 
of Jencks et al. (1972), according to which educational attainment is systematically related to the socio-
cultural background of the pupil, but is not systematically related to school and instruction character-
istics. Although the academic consensus built on the above studies has been repeatedly put under scru-
tiny over the last thirty years, the findings of Coleman et al. (1966) and Jenkins et al. (1972) still remain 
highly influential among educational professionals (e.g. Luyten et al., 2005). 

Figure 1 Factors that influence pupil attainmentd

Institutional factors 

Characteristics of pupils 

Socio-cultural factors 

Pupil attainm
ent  

Both policy-makers and educational practitioners view school and classroom effectiveness as central 
to improving pupils’ educational achievements. However, there is considerably less systematic evidence 
and knowledge on the ways in which institutional factors, especially overall school and classroom en-
vironment, affect pupils’ attainment levels. The criticisms’ lack of a coherent theoretical foundation 
(Thrupp, 2001) has limited their success in dismantling the argument for no systematic school environ-
ment effect. The findings of this stream of literature are also considerably hindered by a conceptual 
pluralism mostly attributable to the varying definitions of the core concepts in the different fields that 
contribute to this stream of research. 
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When studying parental participation, institutional factors cannot be overlooked. School leadership 
plays a crucial role in fostering a welcoming participatory environment which, besides facilitating the 
participation of parents in school life, increases inclusiveness and ensures that parents belonging to 
socio-economic groups less likely to engage are also involved (Bradshaw et al., 2004; Hallam et al., 2006; 
Lupton, 2006). This involvement is essential given that evidence shows (e.g. Sacker et al., 2002, Waanders 
et al., 2007)) that parents who are economically less well off and those with lower levels of educational 
attainment are less likely to meaningfully engage in the education of their children compared to those 
who have higher socio-economic status.

The relevance of the role of school leadership is enhanced by increasingly decentralized responsi-
bilities related to school governance and the adoption of innovative methods of management, e.g. dis-
tributed leadership (Spillane, 2005), evidence-based leadership (Lewis and Cardwell, 2005), turnaround 
leadership (Fullan, 2005), educational leadership (Hoyle and Wallace, 2006), etc. 

For better insight into the possible outcomes of strengthening the role of school leadership, we car-
ried out an exploratory survey in eight SEE countries that have recently adopted reforms institutional-
izing parental participation in school governance and decentralized considerable decision-making au-
thority to school level. The survey of School Principals, conducted in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia, investigates the role of School Prin-
cipals’ perceptions and actions in fostering parental participation in decision-making, extracurricular 
activities, and the education of their children in public elementary schools.

The general aim of the cross-national survey was to better understand the opportunities created 
by school leadership for parents to participate in school life. In the light of this general aim, our 
purpose was to gather evidence in order to provide an enhanced and contextual understanding of 
the perceptions and actions of school leadership in the context of improved parental participation in 
school life. 

Insufficient parental participation in school life, despite the considerable improvement of national 
legislation, raises concerns about the extent of equity that may be achieved in schools in the newly de-
veloped education systems of the SEE region. While system-level measures and policies are likely to pro-
vide the necessary framework for the reduction of large-scale and systematic discrimination, they are far 
from sufficient to ensure the establishment of attitudes and behaviors to ensure educational equity at 
school level. Considering these, the main focus of the survey was to document the key factors related to 
school leadership that could inhibit or encourage the meaningful participation of parents in school life.

The initiative was designed to complement other large-scale interventions recently implemented 
in the region. The OECD, in partnership with SEE Education Ministries, carried out a complex project 
entitled “Education Development for Students at Risk and Those with Disabilities in South Eastern 
Europe” (2003-2007), which assessed the extent to which national anti-discrimination legislation had 
been improved. Our project complements this initiative as it focuses on the extent to which schools 
can effectively implement these policies and establish attitudes and actions that ensure participatory 
school governance. 
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To illustrate the above, we have adapted Scheerens and Bosker’s (1997) model as follows: 

Figure 2 Conceptual model

Context 

Inputs Outputs 

School leadership 

OECD 

ESP 

According to this model, context represents the educational policy environment in which schools 
carry out their work. This is the dimension which the OECD project focused on. In comparison, the 
ESP initiative puts emphasis on promoting participatory school-level governance to ensure an inclusive 
and fair environment for all children. According to the OECD, inclusiveness means the practice of min-
imum standards for all children, while fairness implies that the physiological characteristics and the 
socio-cultural background of the pupil do not hinder the realization of his/her educational potential.

Inputs include pupil inputs (abilities, motivations, pre-school/home experience, etc.), teacher inputs 
(experience, qualifications, motivation, performance evaluation, beliefs/expectations, pedagogical 
style, etc.) and school inputs (infrastructure, financial resources).

In our understanding, besides the general policy environment, school leadership also has a great say 
in how inputs are turned into outputs. This is because school leadership is responsible for the adoption 
of school-level policies, oversight of procedures and framing of practices (teachers’ cooperation within 
school, parents’ involvement in school matters, etc.), and is the main promoter of school values. 

In terms of outputs, the literature has sometimes overused pupils’ educational attainment as a proxy 
to evaluate school effectiveness. This has led to further criticism of the school effectiveness literature 
and misinterpretation by policy-makers. Educational attainment scores have several intrinsic advantag-
es over other possible measures (e.g. comparability, as they are systematically reported, cover virtually 
the whole educational system, and are open to statistical analysis). However, assessing educational out-
comes and comparing schools’ performance exclusively on the basis of pupils’ educational attainment 
entails several major limitations. Such an approach does not assess, for example, the extent to which 
schools successfully reduce the effect of social inequality, or generate tolerant citizens and confident 
adults. 

Our emphasis on the school as the place to promote equal parental participation in school life was 
motivated by at least four reasons. First, although the general educational policy environment has sig-
nificantly improved in all countries of the region under study, there are still shortcomings in the school 
level implementation of educational equity related provisions. Second, growing educational decentrali-
zation and increased expectations related to the promotion of effective school-based governance have 
highlighted the limits of the existing school leadership and educational stakeholder involvement in 
school life. Third, the over-emphasized role of pupil testing in the evaluation of overall school perform-
ance diverts the attention from other, equally important functions of the school. Fourth, as parents of 
pupils enrolled in compulsory public education have to cover an increasingly larger share of the costs of 
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education in SEE countries, the principles of inclusive education are seriously challenged and existing 
inequalities in schools are likely to widen further unless counter-balancing measures are taken.

Due to their increasing role in school management, School Principals are central to ensuring the ar-
ticulation and effective operation of school-based governance structures. The values, attitudes and ac-
tions of School Principals directly influence school culture and the extent to which equal educational 
opportunities, through the involvement of parents, are promoted at school level. If School Principals do 
not subscribe to the principles of educational equality, school-based governance structures and school 
culture are unlikely to be inclusive and sensitive to challenges related to educational equity.

Understanding the attitudes, perceptions and actions of School Principals is therefore fundamental 
to an understanding of the nature of school-based governance structures and school cultures. Through 
the survey we wished to gather new empirical evidence on the perceptions and actions of School Prin-
cipals and contribute in this way to current debate over the most effective strategies to address the 
challenges of implementing participatory school management.

The emphasis on the school context allows us to identify the capacities that need to be developed, 
the attitudes that need to be formed or changed and the practices that need to be adopted in order to 
create a school culture that directly contributes to the more effective implementation of national poli-
cies seeking to establish participatory school level governance. 
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Key Questions 

The cross-national survey of School Principals was designed to provide systematic data on the fol-
lowing question:

What are the perceptions and actions of School Principals in SEE countries related to furthering parental participa-
tion in practical school life, school-level decision making and in the education of their own children? 

In the next stage, the survey findings will be complemented by demonstrative projects providing 
evidence from case studies around particular questions:

What are school policies on parental involvement in school life? How does school leadership en-a)	
sure that school policy on parental involvement is applied (in teaching, pupils’ interactions, etc.)?

What factors enhance/inhibit the establishment, communication and implementation of the b)	
school’s policy on parental involvement in school life? What are parents’ opportunities to contrib-
ute to school decision-making? 

What types of involvement are promoted by the school? What steps need to be taken by school c)	
leadership to ensure the participation of marginalized groups? 

The eight surveys of School Principals provide empirical evidence on the extent to which School 
Principals promote or inhibit parental participation in school life, while the active research component 
is designed to provide case study based evidence on instances in which parental participation in school 
life has been fostered and supported by School Principals. These instances could be used as examples of 
good practice. The evidence gathered through the survey and active research will inform the specific 
focus and design of the advocacy campaigns in each country, as well as at regional level, in the second 
phase of the initiative. 

By building on the principles of open society values defined at the school level, we hope to (re)lay the 
theoretical foundations of literature focusing on the role of school leadership in promoting equal edu-
cational opportunities. The international character of this two-phase initiative, the diverse academic 
backgrounds and professional expertise of the participating educational experts and practitioners, and 
the expertise of the ESP and OSI, should allow us to begin doing this. The initiative has the potential 
to contribute directly to the promotion of comprehensive school performance indicators along open 
society values in education, including the extent to which participatory school governance is meaning-
fully established. 
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Framework of Analysis

To capture the role of school leadership in fostering parental participation in school life, we generat-
ed a number of indicators. These are in line with the most recent literature and are considered to cover 
the different dimensions involved very precisely. These dimensions include: offering opportunities for 
parents to engage in school life, sustaining home-school communication, providing school support for 
parents to help their children in education, and involving parents in school governance. The indicators 
are grouped under three categories, namely: School Principals’ general perceptions of parental partici-
pation; the actions undertaken at school level to foster parental participation; Principals’ assessment of 
parental participation in their schools’ life. 

Table 1 Conceptual framework of analysis

General perceptions of 
parental participation 
in school life

Actions to foster parental 
participation in school life

Assessment of parental 
participation in the 
given school

Opportunities for 
parents to engage 
in school life

School Principals’ 
perceptions of the 
benefits of parental 
participation in school life

Invitation of parents 
to engage in school-
related activities

Share of parents engaged 
in the three most 
successful school activities

Home-school 
communication

Barriers to parental 
participation in school life

Home-school 
communication 
initiated by school.

School strategy for 
communication 
with parents.

Satisfaction with meetings 
held with parents.

Share of parents regularly 
participating at meetings 
held by form teachers, 
subject teachers and 
School Principal

School support for 
parents to help 
their children 
in education

Potential benefits of school 
support for parents to help 
their children in education

Support services provided 
to parents to help their 
children in education 

Barriers to providing 
support services to 
parents to help their 
children in education

Parents’ 
involvement 
in school 
governance

Principals’ perceptions of 
the importance of parental 
voice in school life

Decision-making 
authority attributed 
to Parents’ Council

Influence of Parents’ 
Council on the daily 
life of school

Influence of parents 
in general on practical 
school life

Contribution of parents’ 
representatives on 
the School Board
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Chapter 3: Survey Methodology

The School Principal Survey was carried out through face-to-face interviews in the SEE region during 
May and June 2008. In Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia 
the interviews were carried out by GfK, while in Moldova and Romania they were carried out by IMAS.

Survey planning

The survey instrument is the result of the joint effort of the central research team, country research 
teams, ESP staff, and independent experts. The main preparatory steps for the design of the survey 
instrument included:

The elaboration of the sampling preparation manual1.	 . This included, among others, the identi-
fication of the research aims and objectives, the minimum quality standards of the survey, defini-
tion of the target population, data collection protocols, and the sample design plans.

The carrying out of country context reports by country teams2.	 , including a review of current 
policies and regulations related to stakeholders’ participation in schools, a mapping of existing 
initiatives seeking to improve stakeholders’ participation in schools, an assessment of factors 
which may affect the level of stakeholders’ participation in the given country, and information on 
country-specific survey logistics.

The carrying out of a comprehensive literature review on stakeholders’ participation in 3.	
school life. This included the definitions of key concepts, a review of the academic debates and 
findings related to parental participation in school life with emphasis on the effects of school–
home relationships on pupils’ attainment and the quality of education, a review of the policy 
context of parental participation in school life in SEE countries, and the role of school leadership 
in fostering parental participation in school life.

Once these preparatory steps had begun, a meeting of all those involved was organized in Belgrade, 
Serbia, between the 14th and 16th January 2008. The main outcome of the meeting was the finalization 
of the sampling preparation manual, agreement of the project milestones, and the division of respon-
sibilities related to the survey instrument development process, the carrying out of field work, data 
analysis and report writing.

For developing the survey instrument, the main milestones included:

The planning, carrying out and analysis of two focus group discussions with School Principals in 1.	
each of the participating countries (to be done by country research teams). For this, the central 
research team designed a focus group guide building on the findings of the country context re-
ports and the literature review. 
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The drafting of the survey instrument using the findings of the country context reports, the lit-2.	
erature review and the focus group discussions.

The piloting of the final survey instrument in each country by carrying out test surveys with 3.	
School Principals. 

For the fieldwork, the main milestones included:

The development of the terms of reference, the tendering of survey services and the contracting 1.	
of the selected specialized survey companies. Four offers were received, from which the Project 
Advisory Committee selected IMAS for the Republic of Moldova and Romania and GfK for the 
other six countries participating. 

The gathering by country teams of the sample frames and securing the appropriate letters of sup-2.	
port from relevant public institutions (e.g. Ministry of Education). 

The carrying out of the fieldwork with the involvement of the country research teams with super-3.	
vision from the central research team.

Following the completion of the fieldwork a second regional workshop was held at Skopje between 27th 
and 29th June 2008 to review the advances made in the implementation of the project and discuss next 
steps related to data analysis, writing of the country reports and writing of the cross-national report. 

Target population

As its name suggests, the survey focused on Principals of schools corresponding to the level of com-
pulsory primary education in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, Mon-
tenegro, Romania, and Serbia. 

Sample design

Data was collected using stratified random selection of sample units (schools). The main advantage 
of using such stratification procedures (the division of the sample into sub-groups and randomly select-
ing from those sub-groups) is that it reduces sampling error. 

Nevertheless, our sample design was likely to underestimate true population variance and conse-
quently to produce larger standard error estimates. To minimize the effect of the sample design on 
parameter estimates, post-stratification weights were used. The main reason for the use of post-esti-
mation weights was that our sampling design violated the assumptions of simple random survey sam-
pling, according to which observations from the sample frame are selected independently and they all 
have the same selection probability. In this survey, cases were not selected independently in the final 
sampling scheme and had different probabilities of selection. 

The sampling of schools was carried out using stratification by region and settlement type. The 
stratification performed at regional level was done proportionally to the total population distribution 
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for each country (except Bosnia and Herzegovina). In Bosnia and Herzegovina unequal sampling rates 
were taken in order to include a sufficient number of schools with Croatian NPP (national group of 
subjects/curriculum), and thus Croatian schools were oversampled. At the level of settlement type, 
sampling was done proportionally to the total population distribution. In the case of Bosnia and Herze-
govina unequal sampling rates were applied (no differential non-responses were observed). Country-
specific sample design and confidence levels are reported in the table below.

Table 2 Sample design and confidence

Country Sample design

Albania

Stratification by region reflects regional distribution in the population 
of schools. Urban/rural distribution in the sample is proportional to 
the distribution of schools in the population. The schools were chosen 
randomly, proportionally to their distribution in the territory. The 
schools were grouped also according to urban/rural distribution.

CL: 95% 

CI: ±5.06

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. 
The sample is disproportional due to the different characteristics 
of the educational system in the three areas with different ethnic 
majorities. Urban/rural school distribution in the sample is 65:35, 
while in the total population it is the other way around. 

CL: 95%. 

CI: ±5.69

Kosovo

The sample is two-staged, stratified into three regions. Stratification 
by region was done to reflect regional distribution in the population of 
schools. Urban/rural distribution in the sample is proportional to the 
distribution of schools in the population. Within each region the survey 
was conducted in a number of municipalities that are representative for 
primary school population. At the municipality level (and depending on 
rural/urban distribution) random sampling of schools was applied. 

CL: 95% 

CI: ±5.0

Macedonia
Sample stratification was done by region and type of 
settlement. Schools’ stratification by region was done 
proportionally to total population distribution.

CL: 95%. 

CI: ±4.61

Republic of 
Moldova

Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. 
Schools’ stratification by region and type of settlement was 
done proportionally to total population distribution.

CL: 95%

CI: ±3

Romania
Sample stratification was done by region and type of settlement. 
Schools’ stratification by region and type of settlement was 
done proportionally to total population distribution.

CL: 95%

CI: ±3

Serbia

Sample stratification was done by region (four regions) and type of 
settlement. Schools’ stratification by region was done to reflect regional 
distribution in the population of schools. The urban/rural distribution in 
the sample is proportional to the distribution in the population of schools. 

CL: 95%. 

CI: ±6.33.

Note: CL – confidence level, CI – confidence interval.

The analysis carried out in the Survey Report takes into consideration the complex sample design/
structure of the data and uses post-estimation weighting (population or calibration weights). This im-
plies down-weighting sample units to their corresponding population proportion. These weighted adjust-
ments are critical to ensure that the risks of biased point and variance estimates are kept at a minimum.
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Table 3 School distribution in SEE countries

 Country/ regions Schools % Sample Urban Rural

Albania

North 445 30% 89 77 12

Center 324 22% 66 54 12

South 569 38% 116 94 22

Tirane 146 10% 29 9 20

Total Albania 1,484 100% 300 234 66

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina1

NPP – Serbian entity 205 34% 60 21 39

NPP – Bosnian entity 338 55% 100 35 65

NPP – Croatian entity 69 11% 40 14 26

Total Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 612 100% 200 70 130

Kosovo2

Center 128 24% 53 10 43

South-East 105 19% 44 7 37

West 306 57% 128 22 106

Total Kosovo 539 100% 225 39 186

Macedonia

Skopje 150 29% 58 45 13

North-East 114 22% 44 26 18

South-East 65 13% 25 15 10

South-West 67 13% 26 15 11

North-West 122 24% 47 19 28

Total Macedonia 518 100% 200 120 80

Moldova3 661 100% 296 31 265

Romania 6,123 100% 670 169 501

Serbia

Grad Beograd 190 16% 35 28 7

Vojvodina 376 31% 60 28 32

Istočna Srbija 337 28% 55 26 29

Zapadna Srbija 306 25% 50 23 27

Total Serbia 1,209  100% 200 105 95

Notes: 1. In Bosnia and Herzegovina the sample is unbalanced. 2. In Kosovo the 
sample was limited to Albanian schools. 3. In the case of Moldova school districts 
were used instead of regions. 4. In Montenegro a census was carried out.
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As part of the survey instrument development process, a series of focus group meetings with School 
Principals were organized in each country upon completion of the literature review. The survey instru-
ment was also pre-tested in each country. As part of the survey, the Principal in each selected school 
was contacted and interviewed face-to-face, but there were schools in which the principal position was 
vacant. In such cases, the person temporarily fulfilling the responsibilities of the School Principal was 
interviewed. For instance, of the 670 interviews completed in Romania, 591 (88.21%) were conducted 
with Principals, while 79 (11.79%) were conducted with acting School Principals. At the other end of the 
scale, in the Republic of Moldova over 99% of interviews were conducted with Principals.

Carrying out school stratification by region (in order to reflect regional distribution in the popula-
tion of schools) ensured equal probability of selection of schools. In the case of urban/rural distribu-
tion, country-specific population size weighting was used to correct for and imbalance between the 
school population and the pupil population. To ensure that the minimum required sample size would 
be achieved two additional samples were drawn, using the same procedures as in the case of the origi-
nal sample.
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Response rate

As shown in Table 4, the overall response rate was 91.07%, significantly above the 75% cut-off value 
initially set. Given the high response rates (98.6% in the Republic of Moldova, 97.8% in Kosovo, 95.7% 
in Romania, 94.5% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 93.5% in Macedonia, 81% in Serbia and 66.3% in Alba-
nia) we can assume that the effect of a possible systematic difference between respondents and those 
declining to respond is marginal. 

Table 4 Survey response rate by country

Country 
Sample from which schools were selected

Total
Original Sample Additional 

Sample 1
Additional 
Sample 2

Albania
199 69 32 300

66.3% 23.0% 10.7% 100%

Bosnia and Herzegovina
224 13 0 237

94.5% 5.5% .0% 100%

Kosovo
220 5 0 225

97.8% 2.2% .0% 100%

Macedonia
187 13 0 200

93.5% 6.5% .0% 100%

Montenegro
145 0 0 145

90.06% 0% 0% 90.06%

Republic of Moldova
292 4 0 296

98.6% 1.4% .0% 100%

Romania
641 26 3 670

95.7% 3.9% .4% 100%

Serbia
162 30 8 200

81.0% 15.0% 4.0% 100%

Total
2070 160 43 2273

91.07% 7.04% 1.89% 100%

Note: In Montenegro a census was carried out, 145 schools (90.06%) of the total 161 being interviewed.

High response levels in the original sample, with the exception of Albania, indicate that survey data 
is highly reliable.
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Section II. Findings 

This section is structured in four chapters, each presenting the survey findings on a different dimen-
sion of the role of school leadership in fostering parental participation. The findings on each dimen-
sion are discussed along the three categories described earlier under the framework of analysis and 
presented in Table 1. 

The first chapter in this section discusses School Principals’ responses regarding opportunities for 
parents to engage in school life. It starts with findings on Principals’ perceptions of the possible ben-
efits of parental participation in school life. Then it reports on how and when parents in the countries 
under focus are invited by schools to engage in various school activities. Finally, we present our find-
ings on the shares of parents participating in the three school activities Principals consider the most 
successful in terms of parental engagement.

In the second chapter of this section discusses our findings on home-school communication. The 
discussion follows the five indicators used to evaluate School Principals’ perceptions, actions and as-
sessment in this respect. Thus, the chapter analyzes Principals’ responses regarding barriers to facili-
tating parental participation through home-school communication. We then detail the different ways 
schools communicate with parents. Finally, we look at School Principals’ assessment of home-school 
communication, focusing on their level of satisfaction with meetings held for parents and the share of 
parents regularly engaged in such meetings.

Chapter 1: Opportunities for parents to engage in school life

This chapter covers the first of the four dimensions of the role played by school leadership in foster-
ing parental participation in school life. It presents the findings on how, and to what extent, schools in 
the SEE countries under focus create opportunities for parental engagement. The chapter is structured 
in three parts: the first discussing School Principals’ general perceptions of the potential benefits of 
parental participation; the second presenting actions undertaken by schools to facilitate parents’ par-
ticipation in school-related activities; and the third focusing on how Principals assess parental partici-
pation in their schools’ activities. 
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Benefits of parental participation in school life

We sought to find out whether School Principals considered that parental participation had a posi-
tive overall influence on school climate, parents’ attitudes towards the school, parents’ support for the 
school, and pupils’ educational attainment. The composite score indicates that, overall, School Princi-
pals assign high value to parental participation in school life in terms of its perceived beneficial influ-
ence on the four indicators mentioned above.

Nevertheless, when studying each indicator individually we observe that there are large cross-country 
variations in what concerns the extent to which parental participation is viewed by School Principals 
to be beneficial. For instance, the large majority of Principals in Albania (74.58%) and in Kosovo (71.11%) 
consider that parental participation in school life benefits overall school climate to a large extent, but in 
Moldova only 30.51% of Principals share this view. However, that in each country less than 2% of Prin-
cipals consider parental participation to play no significant role in the improvement of overall school 
climate.

Figure 3 Perceived benefits of parental participation for overall school climate

In general, School Principals consider parental participation in school life to be positively associated 
with the way in which parents relate to the school. Yet we observe that there are differences in the 
extent to which this link is perceived to be beneficial. In Albania and Kosovo, for instance, 69.23% and 
62.67% of Principals respectively responded that parental participation strongly influences the forma-
tion of positive parental attitudes towards the school. In Moldova only 22.79% of Principals share this 
view. In contrast, 15.58% of School Principals in Macedonia and 10.17% in Moldova consider that paren-
tal participation influences parents’ attitudes towards the school only to a limited extent.
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Figure 4 Parental participation and parents’ attitudes towards school

Most Principals (except in Moldova and Romania) responded that parental participation influences 
their overall support to the school to a large extent. As shown in Figure 6, this answer was given by 
60.89% of School Principals in Kosovo, 57.38% in Albania, 52.41% in Montenegro, 50% in Macedonia, 
49% in Serbia and 47.03% in Bosnia and Herzegovina. In Moldova and Romania most Principals (61.3% 
and 52%, respectively) said that participation influences overall support only to some extent.

Figure 5 Perceived benefits of parental participation for overall support to school

Principals report very similar perceptions when it comes to pupils’ educational attainment. Accord-
ing to the responses provided, we can unequivocally state that in School Principals’ view the closer the 
relation between parents and the school the higher the educational attainment level of pupils. Over 
70% of Principals in each country consider that parental participation in school life leads to enhanced 
pupil educational performance. 
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Figure 6 Perceived benefits of parental participation for pupils’ educational performance

Based on our findings, we can conclude that the large majority of School Principals in the SEE countries 
under study perceive parental participation in school life to be beneficial for overall school climate, par-
ents’ attitudes towards the school, parents’ support for the school, and pupils’ educational attainment.

Invitation of parents to engage in school life

Having established that School Principals regard parental participation in school life to be positively 
related to educational outcomes and school climate, we can assess the extent to which opportunities 
for participation are actually fostered. To assess this we identified eight measures considered to capture 
different aspects of efforts to involve parents in school-based activities. These measures include invit-
ing parents to: participate in the organization of school ceremonies, to organize social activities, to 
provide teaching assistance, to organize support groups for other parents, to sponsor school activities, 
to fund-raise for the school, to help other parents support their children, and to represent the school. 

According to the responses of School Principals, the invitation of parents to participate in the organi-
zation of school ceremonies is a common practice in schools across all countries under study. Schools 
generally invite parents to engage in such activities on a quarterly or semestral basis.
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Figure 7 Parents invited to organize ceremonies at school

When it comes to the organization of activities such as field trips, etc., we observe that a slightly 
higher share of schools do not send such invitations. However, where parents are invited, the frequency 
of invitation is similar to that for participation in the organization of school ceremonies. We also ob-
serve within-country variations in the frequency of requests for parents to organize social activities. 

Figure 8 Parents invited to organize social activities at school

The share of schools offering opportunities for parental support related to teaching activities is much 
smaller than the share of schools inviting parents to participate in the organization of school ceremo-
nies or social activities. Invitations to parents to provide teaching assistance in the previous academic 
year stood at 32% in Romania, in Serbia 46.50%, in Moldova 58.45%, in Bosnia and Herzegovina 58.65%, 
in Kosovo 58.67%, in Macedonia 65%, and in Montenegro 83.45% of schools. We learn that parents’ con-
tribution in this respect is requested in most cases once a semester. In Albania the non-response rate in 
the case on this item was extremely high at 64%.
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Figure 9 Invitation of parents to provide teaching assistance

The frequency with which parents are asked to organize support groups varies considerably across 
countries. While in Macedonia, Moldova, Romania and Serbia approximately 40% of schools did not 
solicit such support, in Montenegro nearly 90% of schools requested such support. However, even in 
this case, the frequency of such requests was generally low (once a semester). 

Figure 10 Invitation of parents to organize support groups

A surprising result is that a significant share of schools in most countries did not request parents to 
sponsor school activities: 35.56% in Kosovo, 32.99% in Romania, 27.50% in Serbia, 26.69% in Moldova, 
24% in Macedonia, 21.94% in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 13.10% in Montenegro. Also, the frequency 
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of supporting school activities is low: generally once a semester in all countries, except in Kosovo where 
it is once a quarter. 

Figure 11 Invitation of parents to sponsor school activities

In contrast to the results on the incidence and frequency of inviting parents to sponsor school ac-
tivities, requests to fund-raise are relatively high. For instance, in Albania all schools request parents 
to raise funds once a semester, while in Romania nearly 58% of Principals report not extending such a 
request at all in the last academic year.

Figure 12 Asking parents to fund-raise for school

In all countries except Albania, teachers in over one third of schools initiated parental support groups. In 
the schools where parents are asked to participate in such groups it most often takes place once a semester. 
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Figure 13 Asking parents to help other parents support their children

In general parents are requested to represent the school once a semester. The countries in which 
schools request such representation least often are Romania (with slightly over 42% never extending 
such a request), Serbia and Macedonia (each with nearly 40% of schools), and Moldova (with over 30% 
of schools).

Figure 14 Invitation of parents to represent school
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Share of parents engaged in the most successful school activities

In the next stage we asked School Principals to estimate the extent of parental involvement in the 
activities of their schools. The request was extended in two steps. First, we asked Principals to iden-
tify the most successful school activities undertaken in the last year with the involvement of parents. 
School Principals were then invited to identify the share of parents that actively participated in these 
activities. The results indicate large in-country differences in the effectiveness with which parents were 
engaged in the most successful school activities. This finding indicates important heterogeneity in 
the success with which schools engage parents in their school activities. This conclusion is valid for all 
participating countries. 

Figure 15 Share of parents engaged in the most successful school activity
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Chapter 2: Home-school communication

In this chapter we report the findings on the second dimension of the role played by school leader-
ship in furthering parental participation in school life, namely home-school communication. There 
are many different factors that influence the quantity and quality of home-school communication 
but, given the focus of the survey, we focus on stakeholder-related factors exclusively, more precisely 
parents, teachers and Principals. 

Barriers to parental participation in school life

As mentioned above, this section of the survey was meant to shed light on barriers related to com-
munication parents and teachers. Concerning barriers related to parents, a multiple-choice question 
was formulated including three measures: parents’ lack of interest, their limited time to inform them-
selves about school-related matters, and poor communication skills. Three factors were included for 
barriers related to teachers: teachers’ lack of interest, their workload, and their lack of training to en-
gage with parents. To assess the interaction of these two groups we also included two relational meas-
ures, namely limitations in parents’ and teachers’ communication with each other, and the possibility 
of a conflictual atmosphere between parents and teachers. 

Figure 16 indicates that the majority of School Principals in our study countries, with the exception 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, consider parents’ lack of interest in communication with the school as an 
important barrier to meaningful home-school communication. 
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Figure 16 Parents’ lack of interest as a barrier to communication with school

Nevertheless, the extent to which Principals consider this a barrier varies considerably across coun-
tries. Thus while over three-fourths of School Principals in Kosovo (82%), Montenegro (80%) and Alba-
nia (76%) consider parents’ lack of interest in communication with the school to be a problem to some 
or a large extent, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, for instance, nearly 55% of School Principals consider do 
not consider it a problem or only to a limited extent. 

When considering parents’ limited time, School Principals’ responses indicate that this is regarded as 
an important barrier to home-school communication. However, there are important cross-country vari-
ations. In Montenegro 75.86% of School Principals consider parents’ limited time to be a barrier to some 
or a large extent. This share is 69% for Albania, 65.18% for Kosovo, and 62.81% for Serbia. In Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 60.43% of School Principals consider parents’ limited time to be an important problem. 
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Figure 17 Parents’ limited time as a barrier to getting informed about school issues

Compared to the findings on the perceived levels of parent interest and time to communicate with the 
school, School Principals consider parents’ lack of communication skills to be a limiting factor to a lesser ex-
tent. In fact, the data seems to suggest that there is a wide variation in Principals’ perceptions in this respect. 
This might be associated with different individual characteristics of parents, which points to the importance 
of analyzing these findings in further detail. Figure 18 shows that values/responses are not concentrated in 
the extreme values, but instead are either spread over the four categories or are more neutral. 

Figure 18 Parents’ lack of communication skills as a barrier

The success of efforts to establish meaningful home-school communication is also considered to be 
also subject to how teachers relate to and engages in communication with parents. Therefore we also 
asked School Principals about their perceptions of teachers’ level of interest in communicating with 
parents and whether they thought this was a barrier to home-school communication. Overall, the 
responses suggest that Principals view this to be a much less significant barrier compared to parent-re-
lated factors. If we look, for instance, at perceptions of the extent of parents’ lack of interest in commu-
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nicating with schools in the case of teachers’ high ranking countries, i.e. Kosovo (57.66%), Montenegro 
(56.94%), Albania (53.72%) and Serbia (53.50%), score considerably lower. 

Figure 19 Lack of teachers’ interest as a barrier to communication with parents

Except in Moldova and Montenegro, School Principals consider teachers’ workload as a possible barrier 
to communication with parents to be a problem at all or to be a problem only to a limited extent. It appears 
that, by and large, School Principals acknowledge the efforts made in their education reform process to en-
sure that teachers have sufficient time resources to communicate with parents as required. 

Figure 20 Teachers’ workload as a barrier to home-school communication

Teachers’ training to interact with parents is also viewed as satisfactory suggesting that, according 
to School Principals, teachers are prepared to undertake meaningful communication with parents. 
We can observe that Principals in Albania, Kosovo and Montenegro are the most critical of the level of 
teachers’ preparedness to communicate with parents.
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Figure 21 Teachers’ lack of training to engage with parents as a barrier

Concerning the ability of parents and teachers to communicate with each other, the results present-
ed in Figure 21 show that School Principals in all countries under focus consider it not to be a problem 
at all or to be only marginally a problem. 

Figure 22 Parents and teachers’ inability to communicate with each other as a barrier

Similar results were found when inquiring about conflicts between parents and the school as a po-
tential barrier to home-school communication. As Figure 22 shows, in the view of School Principals the 
general atmosphere between parents and the school is not at all or only slightly conflictual. The most 
critical in this respect were Principals from Serbia.



Figure 23 Overall conflictual atmosphere between parents and school

In conclusion, according to School Principals, once parents and teachers begin communicating there 
are virtually no problems. However, we have also learned that such sustained communication is seri-
ously limited by parents’ lack of interest, time and communication skills and to a considerably lesser 
extent by teachers’ interest, workload and communication skills. 

After discussing School Principals’ perceptions of the potential barriers to the establishment of 
meaningful home-school communication, we now turn our attention to the efforts made by schools to 
involve parents in school life by means of communication.

Home-school communication initiated by school

One of the primary ways in which parents can be involved in school life is through periodical com-
munication initiated by the school. The current survey identified nine possible methods of communi-
cation: (1) School Principal-parents meetings, (2) written evaluation sent to parents about pupils’ per-
formance, (3) information provided to parents on curriculum, (4) information provided to parents on 
school events and activities, (5) information provided to parents on school policies and regulations, (6) 
school newsletter sent to parents, (7) home visits, (8) surveys to find out parents’ opinions and attitudes, 
and (9) open door days. 

Findings on School Principal-parents meetings indicate that in the countries under study there are 
very few or no schools that did not organize such meetings at all. The countries where Principals re-
port not having organized any such meetings in the previous school year are Montenegro (8.97%) and 
Macedonia (3.02%). The countries where such meetings were organized most often (at least once a 
month) are Albania (41.47%), Romania (35.89%) and Macedonia (32.16%). The majority of schools in 
Kosovo (56.25%), Macedonia (46.73%), Moldova (66.78%) and Serbia (42.21%) organize such meetings on 
a quarterly basis. In the cases of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro the largest shares of schools, 
37.71% and 56.55% respectively, organize School Principal-parents meetings on a semestral basis. These 
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findings indicate that while School Principal-parents meetings have become an established method of 
communication between Principals and parents, there is still large variation in the frequency of such 
meetings both within and across countries. 

Figure 24 Frequency of School Principal-parents meetings

One way to inform parents about their children’s developmental and educational outcome is to 
provide them with regular written evaluation reports. According to School Principals in Albania and 
Moldova, such reports are sent by all schools. In contrast, written evaluation reports were not used 
in the last school year by 14.07% of schools in Serbia, 12.31% in Macedonia, 8.8% in Bosnia and Herze-
govina, 9% in Romania, 8.44% in Kosovo and 1.8% in Montenegro. Turning to the frequency of such 
reports, we learn that 40.34% of schools in Albania write such reports at least once a month, followed 
by Moldova with 18.37% and Macedonia with 11.79%. The smallest number of schools with monthly 
reporting can be observed in the case of Montenegro, where only 1.38% of schools issue such reports 
on a monthly basis.
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Figure 25 Frequency of written evaluation sent to parents on pupils’ performance

Regarding information provided to parents on school curricula, we observe important cross-country 
variations. No such information was provided to parents in 36.5% of schools in Macedonia, 34.67% in 
Kosovo, 24% in Serbia, 19.85% in Romania, 9.66% in Montenegro, and 4.42% in Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na. In Albania and Moldova, all School Principals reported having provided parents with information 
on school curriculum in the last academic year.

Figure 26 Frequency of information provided to parents on curriculum

Information on school events and activities is shared with parents at least once a year in Albania, 
Moldova, and Montenegro. In contrast, 17.5% of schools in Macedonia, 7.56% in Kosovo, 5.37% in Roma-
nia and 5% in Serbia did not share such information at all in the last academic year. 

The frequency with which such information is shared also varies considerably among countries. 
Thus while 37.84% of schools in Moldova, 31.49 in Romania, 26.33% in Albania and 24% in Bosnia and 
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Herzegovina share such information at least once a month, this practice was identified by only 15% of 
schools in Macedonia, 8.89% in Kosovo, 6% in Serbia and 1.38% in Montenegro. In other words, while in 
Romania most schools communicate with parents, on average, at least once a month, and in Montene-
gro most schools provide information on school events and activities once a semester, schools in the 
other countries inform parents of school events and activities at least once a quarter. 

Figure 27 Frequency of information sent to parents on school events and activities

Another major step towards involving parents in school life is to share information on school policies 
and regulations. Although it would seem a reasonable expectation to provide such information to all 
parents at least once a year, the survey findings reveal that in the case of six countries there are schools 
that did not do so in the last academic year. As shown in Figure 28, the share of such schools is 25% in 
Macedonia, 14% in Serbia, 12.89% in Kosovo, 7% in Romania, 3.45% in Moldova and 2.95% in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. The frequency of communication of such policies and regulations is subject to the fre-
quency with which the policies and regulations are updated. The important variations both within and 
across countries are partly attributable to this. At the same time, while in 55% of schools in Moldova 
such updates take place quarterly, in 65.52% of schools in Montenegro this happens once a year. 
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Figure 28 Frequency of information provision on school policies and regulations

School newsletters to inform parents about school life are only used by all schools only in Albania 
and Moldova. Even in these cases we observe that 67.67% of schools in Albania send newsletters once a 
year only, while in 64.19% of schools in Moldova this happens at least once a semester. In the case of the 
other countries under study we learn that 76.44% of schools in Kosovo, 73.50% in Macedonia, 50% in 
Serbia, 46.21% in Montenegro, 42.69% in Romania and 25.74% in Bosnia and Herzegovina did not send 
newsletters to parents at all. 

Figure 29 Frequency of newsletters sent to parents

Another effective way to ensure home-school communication is to have teachers pay regular home 
visits. However, home visits are time-intensive for teachers and this limits their utility as a sustained 
method of communication. However, the data presented in Figure 30 indicates that important efforts 
are made to support home visits by teachers. Although the gathered information does not include the 
purpose of the visits or the share of pupils visited, the fact that the majority of schools in all countries 
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under se this mechanism might be interpreted as a positive outcome. Nevertheless, we need to note 
that in 25.5% of schools in Serbia, 22.67% in Kosovo, 16.88% in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 15% in Mac-
edonia no home visits were paid at all in the last academic year. 

Figure 30 Frequency of home visits

In what concerns surveys to find out parents’ opinions and attitudes, they are used most frequently 
in Albania, Macedonia and Moldova. On the other hand, parent surveys were not at all used in 48.89% 
of schools in Kosovo and 27.59% in Montenegro. In terms of frequency, with the exception of Moldova, 
surveys are mostly used on a semester or yearly basis. 
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Figure 31 Frequency of surveys to find out parents’ opinions and attitudes

Finally, we asked School Principals about the practice of organizing school open days to offer parents 
the opportunity to visit the learning environment in which their children study and to interact with 
teachers and other parents in an informal way. Although School Principals report that in the large ma-
jority of schools such open days have been organized, we observe important cross-country variations. 
For instance, in Albania and Moldova all schools organized such events in the last academic year, with 
a large proportion of School Principals (36% and 38.8% respectively) indicating that they did so at least 
once a semester. In Macedonia the largest share of School Principals (42.5%) reported to have organized 
open days at least once a month but 12.8% of schools did not have this practice at all. Non-use of open 
days was reported in five other countries; in almost one-third of schools in Romania and Kosovo and in 
about one-fifth of schools in Bosnia and Herzegovina no such open days were organized at all.

Figure 32 Frequency of open door days

These findings indicate that while there is some school-home communication, this tends to happen 
infrequently or rarely. 
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School strategy to communicate with parents

Not only was the survey meant to provide information on the actions undertaken by schools in SEE 
countries to communicate with parents, it also tried to discover whether these actions are part of a 
strategy of communication or are simply undertaken on a need basis. Consequently, we asked School 
Principals about their schools’ home-school communication strategies, if any. 

When asked whether they had a school strategy to communicate with parents, almost all School 
Principals gave an affirmative answer. However, when it came to identifying at least one such commu-
nication strategy, a considerably smaller percentage of Principals actually did so. 

Table 5 Approach to communication with parents identified by Principals

Country
Method of communication with parents identified

Total
Yes No

Albania
206

68.67%

 94

31.33%

300 

100.00 

Bosnia and Herzegovina
204

86.08%

33

13.92%

237 

100.00

Kosovo
145 

64.44%

 80

35.56%

225 

100.00

Macedonia
165

82.50%

35

17.50%

200 

100.00

Moldova
241

81.42%

55

18.58%

296 

100.00

Montenegro
8

5.52%

137

94.48%

145 

100.00

Romania
563

84.03%

107

15.97%

670 

100.00

Serbia
52

26.00%

148

74.00%

200 

100.00

Total
1,584

69.69%

689

30.31%

2,273 

100.00

Table 5 shows significant variations across the countries under study. While 86% of School Princi-
pals in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 84% in Romania, 82.5% in Macedonia and 81.42% in Moldova named 
at least one approach, only 5.52% of School Principals in Montenegro did so. The second lowest rating 
country in this respect was Serbia with 26%. 
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Satisfaction with meetings with parents

School Principals’ satisfaction with parent meetings organized by form and subject teachers was 
used as a proxy to evaluate their satisfaction with communication with parents. 

Form teacher-parent meetings, which the law states must be organized regularly in all countries, are 
regarded positively by School Principals in all countries. Nevertheless, they expressed limited satisfac-
tion, suggesting that it would be important to inquire into the possibilities of improving the effective-
ness of such meetings.

Figure 33 Principals’ satisfaction with parent meetings organized by form teachers

Similar results are obtained in the case of meetings organized with parents by subject teachers (see 
Figure 34). More precisely, Principals express limited satisfaction with such meetings, while a minute 
share expresses absolute dissatisfaction. The majority of School Principals expressed limited satisfac-
tion, seeming to indicate that while such meetings are effective, they deliver expected outcomes only 
to a limited extent.
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Figure 34 Principals’ satisfaction with parent meetings organized by subject teachers

Importantly, in all countries, the large majority of School Principals perceive parent meetings held 
by form and subject teachers positively. This indicates the importance Principals attribute to teacher-
parent communication from the point of view of sustaining home-school communication. 

Share of parents participating at school meetings

A factor that may limit the extent of School Principals’ satisfaction with parent meetings is the level 
of parental participation at such meetings. Figure 36 shows the average share of parents that partici-
pated in form teacher–parent meetings in the last academic year. T he first observation is that, accord-
ing to School Principals, seldom do more than 75% of parents participate at such meetings. In fact, 
Principals estimate that parental participation at such meetings ranges between 25% and 50%. That is 
the case in Montenegro (where 49.66% of Principals responded in this way), Romania (47%), Moldova 
(43.92%), Serbia (43%), Macedonia (39%) and Albania (38.67%). A higher rate of parental participation 
was reported in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where 44.30% of School Principals said that parental par-
ticipation was between 50% and 75%. In contrast, in Kosovo nearly 40% of School Principals reported 
parental participation to be less than 25%.
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Figure 35 Share of parents regularly engaged in form teacher–parents meetings

In the case of subject teacher–parent meetings, the parental participation is assessed to be at rather 
similar rates. Again, the most-often mentioned participation rate is between 25% and 50% (Albania, 
Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Romania and Serbia). The only exception is Kosovo where School 
Principals estimate that most often less than 25% of parents participate at subject teacher–parent meet-
ings. It is also important to note that the incidence of such meetings in all countries is lower compared 
to that of form teacher–parent meetings.

Figure 36 Share of parents regularly engaged in subject teacher–parents meeting

Looking at School Principal–parent meetings, we learn that no such meetings were organized in 
the last academic year in 20.50% of schools in Serbia, 16% in Macedonia, 15.17% in Montenegro, 15.11% 
in Kosovo, 15% in Albania, 12.16% in Moldova, 10.97% in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 10.60% in Roma-
nia. In schools where such meetings were organized in the last academic year a share of 25% to 50% of 
parents tended to participate. Bosnia and Herzegovina is the only country where a slightly larger share 
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of Principals reported parental participation to be between 50% and 75%. In contrast, in Kosovo and 
Macedonia the largest share of Principals said that parental participation at School Principal–parent 
meetings was less than 25%.

Figure 37 Share of parents regularly engaged in School Principal–parents meetings

To sum up, we can state that there are important variations in the level of parental participation at 
meetings held by teachers and School Principals in all surveyed countries. What is common, however, 
is that only a very small share of Principals report over 75% participation. Further research, to find out 
which parents are systematically missing from such meetings, would be important. 
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Chapter 3: School support for parents to help their children in education

In this chapter we present our findings on the third dimension of parental participation in school 
life: the extent and nature of support services that schools provide to parents so that they can help 
their children in education. Such services for parents offer a good opportunity for home-school com-
munication. Once parents are invited to participate at school sessions on how to help their children in 
education, a venue of exchanging ideas is created, which is further strengthened by the actual partici-
pation of parents. 

We asked for School Principals’ perceptions of the potential benefits of such school support services 
from the point of view of pupils’ educational performance. We then asked about the support services 
that were actually offered to parents by the respective schools in the last academic year. Finally, we 
inquired about the barriers met by School Principals in providing support services to parents. 

Potential benefits of school support for parents 
to help their children in education

Six items were included under the category of school support services for parents to improve pupils’ 
performance in school: sessions to help parents assist their children with homework, materials pro-
vided to parents to assist their children with homework, materials provided to parents to help monitor 
their children’s homework, information provided to parents on how to create a home learning envi-
ronment, counseling service to parents, and issue-based parent support group.

The results shown in Figure 38 indicate that School Principals consider sessions to help parents assist 
their children with homework to be a useful instrument to enhance pupils’ educational attainment. 
However, we observe that there are important variations in the extent to which such sessions are con-
sidered useful. Thus, while 77.23% of School Principals in Kosovo, 76.67% in Albania, and 54% in Mace-
donia consider these sessions to be useful to a large extent, 77.24% of School Principals in Montenegro, 
63.14% in Moldova and 50.3% in Romania consider them to be useful only to some extent.
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Figure 38 Importance of sessions helping parents assist their children with homework

An alternative, possibly less time-consuming and therefore more accessible way for parents to ben-
efit from school services on parenting is through receiving materials describing methods and ways of 
assisting children with homework. In Figure 39 we present our findings on School Principals’ percep-
tions of the usefulness of providing such materials to parents. Principals generally agree that provid-
ing such materials is useful, less so than providing sessions. Principals in Kosovo seem to be the most 
convinced about the usefulness of materials provided to parents on how to assist their children with 
homework, with 71.11% reporting that such materials are useful to a large extent.

Figure 39 Importance of materials helping parents assist their children with homework

Regarding the importance of providing parents with materials to help them monitor their children’s 
homework, overall we observe that the provision of such materials is regarded to be less useful than 
sessions or materials helping parents assist their children with homework. 



South East Europe Cross-Countries Survey of Principals‘ Views 87

Figure 40 Usefulness of materials helping parents monitor their children’s homework

Figure 41 shows the usefulness, in the view of Principals, of school support for parents to create a 
home learning environment for their children. In all countries under study, School Principals consider 
the provision of information to parents on how to create a home learning environment to be useful. 

Figure 41 Importance of information helping parents create a home learning environment

Besides the services that schools can provide to parents (discussed above), there is also the possibility 
of creating individualized support services, for instance under the form of counseling. In Figure 42 we 
present our findings on the usefulness of such services as perceived by Principals. The results indicate 
that such services are regarded positively, yet we note that (as with the other parenting services) the 
extent of usefulness varies considerably among countries. Thus, while the largest share of Principals 
in Kosovo, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Albania, and Serbia consider counseling services to be 
useful to a large extent, the largest share of Principals in Montenegro, Moldova, and Romania find it 
useful only to some extent. At the same time, in all countries except Montenegro there is a small share 
of Principals who consider that such services are not useful at all.
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Figure 42 Importance of counseling service provision to parents

We also asked Principals about their views on the usefulness of issue-based support groups for par-
ents to help their children in education. The results are again positive, as Principals consider such 
groups useful, with similar cross-country variations as in the previous cases. 

Figure 43 Importance of parent issue-based support groups

We can conclude that School Principals consider that school support services to parents to help their 
children in education are a critical component in improving pupils’ performance (achievement and 
behavior). This suggests that such services are delivered in the schools under study, and the next part 
of this chapter looks at the extent to which this is the case. 
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Support services provided by schools to parents 
to help their children in education

The share of schools that have organized services to help parents help their children in education 
varies considerably. In Serbia 38.58% of School Principals report not having organized such sessions in 
their schools at all, followed by Kosovo with 29.86%, Macedonia with 24.75% and Albania with 18.39%. 
The difference between the perceptions of the usefulness of such activities and the extent to which 
they are actually undertaken is an important one, indicating a considerable gap between theory and 
practice. 

Regarding the frequency with which schools hold sessions to help parents assist their children with 
homework, we learn that in all countries except Montenegro, most schools that do have such sessions 
organized them during the last academic year at least once a semester (in Moldova 63.51%, in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina 51.69%, in Macedonia 49.49%, in Romania 45.89%, in Albania 39.13%, and in Serbia 
27.92%). In Montenegro the largest share of schools offering such sessions organize them at least once 
a year. 

Figure 44 Sessions organized to help parents assist their children with homework

The gap between theory and practice at school level is also notable in the provision of materials to 
help parents assist their children with homework. The largest difference can be observed in the case 
of Kosovo: although from Figure 40 we can see that slightly over 71% of School Principals consider 
this support service to be useful, 73.27% of schools did not actually undertake such an activity in the 
previous academic year. Important shares of schools without such an activity can also be found in the 
other seven countries under study: 54.36% in Serbia, 47.21% in Macedonia, 42.41% in Albania, 32.41% in 
Montenegro, 31.20% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 26.58% in Romania and 13.70% in Moldova. In schools 
where such materials are provided, generally this takes place at least once a semester.
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Figure 45 Frequency of material provision to help parents assist children with homework

In the case of providing materials for parents to help them monitor their children’s homework, the gap 
between their perceived usefulness and their actual provision is again considerable. No such materials 
were provided in the previous academic year in 71.30 % of schools in Kosovo, 57.22% of schools in Serbia, 
49.48% of schools in Albania, 46.94% of schools in Macedonia, 36.32% of schools in Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na, 35.39% of schools in Romania, 33.10% of schools in Montenegro, and 16.55% of schools in Moldova. 

In five six of the eight countries, most schools that provide such materials do so (on average) at 
least once a semester. However, shares vary considerably across countries. Thus stands at Moldova 42%, 
Macedonia at 21%, Bosnia and Herzegovina at 18%, Romania at 17%, Albania at 15% and Kosovo at 9%. 
The two countries where such an activity takes place the least most frequently, about once a year, are 
Montenegro and Serbia. 



South East Europe Cross-Countries Survey of Principals‘ Views 91

Figure 46 Frequency of material provision to help parents monitor their children’s homework

Again, while School Principals considered that providing information to parents on creating a home 
learning environment was useful, a considerably lower share of Principals report implementing such 
an activity in their schools. However, more schools provide this service than provide materials helping 
homework monitoring by parents. Although such information is generally provided at least once a se-
mester, the share of schools in each country that undertake this activity at least once a month is higher 
than those which provide materials guiding parents in homework monitoring.

Figure 47 Frequency of information provision to parents on creating a home learning environment

The share of schools providing counseling services can be considered high, as even in the lowest rat-
ing countries, i.e. Albania, Kosovo, and Serbia, over 65% of schools offer such services. Within-country 
variations in frequency are important but, as with the previous cases, inter-country differences are 
even more significant. For instance, while in Bosnia and Herzegovina 65% of schools report having or-
ganized such activities on a monthly basis, 61% of schools in Montenegro did so at least once a year.
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Figure 48 Frequency of counseling services provided to parents

When asked about school-based parent issues support groups, School Principals overall report such 
activities to be organized more frequently than any other support activity for parents to help their 
children in education. Nevertheless, in terms of the frequency of organizing such activities, there are 
important within-country variations. 

Figure 49 Frequency of parent issue-based support groups

In conclusion we can state that the actual share of schools delivering services to help parents assist 
their children in education is considerably lower than that of School Principals with a positive attitude 
about the utility of such services. In schools where such services were provided in the previous aca-
demic year, these were generally carried out about once a semester.
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Barriers to providing support services to parents 
to help their children in education

School Principals were also asked about potential barriers to providing support services to parents to 
help their children in education. 

Figure 50 indicates a varied picture, both across and within countries, of the availability of resources 
to develop and sustain support services for parents by schools. Thus, while availability of resources is 
perceived not to be a problem in the case of 26.77% schools in Macedonia and 21.61% in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, it is perceived to be a barrier to a large extent by 49.5% of respondents in Albania, 36.44% 
in Kosovo, and 29.19% in Romania. Furthermore, while in the cases of Albania, Kosovo, and Montene-
gro a lack of resources is perceived to be a problem by an overwhelming majority of Principals, in the 
other surveyed countries we observe a more balanced distribution. 

Figure 50 Lack of school resources as a barrier to develop and run services

Parents’ level of interest in engaging in school-based support activities is viewed as a problem in all 
countries. Thus, 83.55% of School Principals in Kosovo, 82.76% in Montenegro, 78.86% in Albania, 66% 
in Serbia, 63.05% in Moldova, 62.46% in Romania, 59.09% in Macedonia and 44,07% in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina consider parental disinterest to be a barrier to providing parenting support services to a 
large or to some extent. Bosnia and Herzegovina is the only country where the share of Principals giv-
ing this answer is below 50%.
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Figure 51 Parents’ lack of interest in engaging in school-based support services as a barrier

Rather similar results were obtained when inquiring about the availability of parents to get involved 
in school-based parenting support services. Accordingly, the share of School Principals that consider 
parents’ lack of availability to be a barrier is 86.2% in Montenegro, 74.95% in Albania, 69.06% in Ko-
sovo, 67.94% in Moldova, 64.52% in Romania, 64.32% in Serbia, 53.02% in Macedonia, and 48.08% in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. We need to note, however, that the largest shares of Principals consider that 
parents’ lack of availability is a barrier only to some extent.

Figure 52 Parents’ lack of availability to get involved in school-based support services as a barrier

The majority of Principals considered teachers’ availability as a possible barrier to providing parent-
ing services to be a problem only to a limited extent or not at all (83.76% in Macedonia, 83.36% in 
Romania, 82.63% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 75% in Kosovo, 73.23% in Serbia, 69.7% in Albania, and 
51.72% in Montenegro). This is an important insight as it indicates that teachers would have the neces-
sary time if such services were promoted by school leadership. 
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Figure 53 Teachers’ lack of availability to run parenting support services as a barrier

Although Principals report that teachers have the necessary time to undertake such parent support 
activities, a possible barrier could be linked to teachers’ lack of skills. Therefore, we also surveyed Prin-
cipals’ perceptions of the extent to which teachers in their schools have the necessary skills to run sup-
port services for parents. As Figure 55 shows, the share of Principals that do not consider teachers’ lack of 
skills to be a problem is 65.48% in Macedonia, 63.11% in Kosovo, 62.54% in Albania, 59.32% in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, 57.84% in Moldova, 55.41% in Romania, 39.59% in Serbia and 28.28% in Montenegro. Thus, 
it can be stated that, in the perception of School Principals, teachers have both sufficient time and the 
necessary skills to run support services to guide parents in helping their children in education.

Figure 54 Teachers’ lack of necessary skills to run parenting support services as a barrier

As providing support services for parents requires the existence of clearly defined methodologies 
and methods, we also inquired about the extent to which Principals regard the availability of such 
methodologies to be a barrier to providing these services. The findings, reported in Figure 56, indicate 
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a mixed picture. Overall, Principals in all countries under study share the view that the availability of 
such methodologies is a problem only to a limited extent or not at all. Nevertheless, in each country 
there remains a considerable share of Principals who see the lack of such methodologies to be a barrier 
to some or even to a large extent. The most concerned about the limiting effect of the inexistence of 
such methodologies are School Principals in Albania and Romania. 

Figure 55 Lack of methodology to develop support services for parents as a barrier

Finally, we inquired about the extent to which possible conflicts between teachers and parents con-
stitute a barrier to providing support services to parents. The responses confirm the findings presented 
earlier in Figure 24, namely that the majority of Principals perceive teacher-parent relations to be non-
conflictual, and therefore not a barrier to offering school-based support services for parents. 

Figure 56 Conflicts between teachers and parents as a barrier
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Chapter 4: Parents’ involvement in school governance

Becoming involved in decision-making at school level is widely considered to be one of the most 
effective ways in which parents can influence the school environment. Therefore, the fourth dimen-
sion of the role of school leadership in fostering parental participation in school life measures parents’ 
involvement in school governance. The chapter is structured in three parts. The first part focuses on 
School Principals’ perceptions of the importance of parental voice in school governance. This is fol-
lowed by insights into the actual practice of involving parents in school level decision-making, more 
precisely the decision-making authority attributed to Parents’ Council. The last part reports on School 
Principals’ assessment of the contribution made by parental participation in decision-making in their 
respective schools.

Principals’ perceptions of the importance of parental voice in school life

In what follows we discuss the perceptions of School Principals on the importance of parental par-
ticipation in school management, focusing on the eight indicators included in the survey question-
naire. The indicators were selected from those used in other literature for their reliability, validity and 
relevance to the school contexts of the countries participating in the survey.

There are two indicators meant to capture the importance of parent involvement in the hiring, 
performance evaluation and sacking of teachers. Parents’ involvement in school-level planning is meas-
ured through their involvement in school budgeting, social activity planning, and the development 
of school policies and regulations. In addition, we measured the perceived importance of parents’ in-
volvement in the selection of textbooks and other materials used in class. Finally, we inquired about 
parents’ involvement in decision-making at both school and classroom levels.

Figure 58 indicates that the majority of Principals (96% in Kosovo, 88.28% in Montenegro, 82.33% in 
Albania, 80% in Macedonia, 69.20% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 57.77% in Moldova, 56.50% in Serbia) 
consider parental involvement in the evaluation of teachers’ performance to be important. The excep-
tion is Romania, where only 40% consider this important. However, we also observe considerable dif-
ferences between countries in the share of Principals with a positive perception of parental evaluation 
of teachers and in the level of importance attributed to this. Thus, while 76.44% of Principals in Kosovo 
and 54.67% in Albania consider parent involvement in teacher evaluation to be very important, this 
share is only 15.88% in Moldova, 24% in Serbia and 27.43% in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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Figure 57 Importance of parents’ involvement in the evaluation of teachers’ performance

In contrast, School Principals tend to perceive parent involvement in the hiring and sacking of teachers 
as of limited or no importance. The most positive responses came from Principals from Kosovo (57.33%) 
and Bosnia and Herzegovina (44.30%), while the most critical were Principals from Romania (90%, with 
70.15% considering parent involvement not at all important), Moldova (80.75%) and Serbia (77%). 

Considerable differences in perceptions can also be observed at country level. Thus, while the over-
whelming majority of School Principals in Romania, Moldova, Montenegro, and Serbia perceive parent 
involvement in the hiring and sacking of teachers to be of limited or no importance, we observe that 
Principals in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo the shares are more balanced. This seems to suggest 
that in the former countries readiness to involve parents in such decisions is likely to be generally low 
among School Principals, while in the latter countries the level of resistance towards such involvement 
is likely to be lower.
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Figure 58 Importance of parents’ involvement in hiring and firing of teachers

Findings on School Principals’ perceptions of transparency in the school budgeting process, present-
ed in Figure 60, indicate a less clear picture in most countries. First of all, at the level of cross-country 
comparison, we learn that the majority of School Principals in Kosovo (76.89%) and Albania (67.33%) 
view parents’ involvement in school budgeting as very or somewhat important, while 61% of Principals 
in Serbia, 58.59% in Montenegro and 52.09 in Romania hold the opposite view, considering it of limited 
or no importance. In the other three countries no such clear tendency can be identified. For instance, 
in Macedonia the responses are nearly evenly split.

Figure 59 Importance of parents’ involvement in setting priorities for school budget

In recent years curriculum reform and the related public debates on textbook choice have been high 
on the agenda in the countries under study and have llowed schools/teachers to choose from among 
a number of alternative textbooks in the case of certain subjects. We therefore also asked Principals 
about their views on the importance of parents’ views in the selection of the textbooks and materials 
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used by their children. The results, reported in Figure 61, indicate that in all countries (with the excep-
tion of Kosovo and Macedonia) most Principals consider that parents’ involvement in textbook choice 
is of limited or no importance. The most critical about this issue are Principals from Albania, as 47% of 
them consider that parental involvement is not at all important, followed by Montenegro with 48.28% 
and Romania with 43.58%. In contrast, 34.67% of School Principals in Kosovo and 20% in Macedonia 
consider that it is very important to involve parents in textbook choice. 

Figure 60 Importance of parents’ involvement in the selection of textbooks and other 
materials used in class

We have already learnt that parental participation in social activities organized by schools is the 
main form of parental participation in school life. We were also interested in discovering whether Prin-
cipals consider it important to involve parents in the planning of such activities. The responses given 
are comparably similar in all eight countries: 88.19% of Principals in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 85.52% in 
Montenegro, 84.89% in Kosovo, 79% in Macedonia, 79% in Serbia, 78.67% in Albania, 67.91% in Moldova 
and 58.66% in Romania consider it very or somewhat important (although the share of those who view 
it as somewhat important is higher in each country except Kosovo). The most critical about this issue 
are Principals from Romania and Moldova: 41.14% and 29.73%, respectively, consider that such involve-
ment is of limited or no importance. 



South East Europe Cross-Countries Survey of Principals‘ Views 101

Figure 61 Importance of parents’ involvement in social activity planning

Principals’ views on the importance of parents’ involvement in the development of school policies 
and regulations are fairly positive, except in Montenegro, where 56.55% of Principals consider it of 
limited or no importance. Much more positive perceptions of this form of parental participation are 
expressed by Principals in Macedonia (84.92%), Kosovo (81.70%), Albania (72.15%) and Bosnia and Herze-
govina (70.34%). These findings seem to support the view that in principle School Principals see a role 
for parents in the development of school level policies and regulations, as parents and their children 
are required to respect the adopted rules. This result points to the importance of developing good 
home-school relations so that this opportunity is capitalized upon in the daily life of schools, and rules 
also include provisions that are shared by parents as well.

Figure 62 Importance of parents’ involvement in the development of school policies and regulations

A large majority of Principals in all countries agree that parents need to have a say in the decisions 
taken at classroom level. 
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Figure 63 Importance of parents’ involvement in decisions taken at classroom level

Similarly, as shown in Figure 65, the majority of Principals in all eight countries share the view that 
parents should have a say in the decisions taken at school level. 

Figure 64 Importance of parents’ involvement in decisions taken at school level

At a conceptual level, School Principals in the surveyed countries generally tend to agree that par-
ents should have a say in school life. Despite this we learn that Principals consider that parental influ-
ence should be primarily oriented towards social activity planning.
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Decision-making authority attributed to Parents’ Council

In order to assess the extent to which parents can effectively engage in school decision-making, we 
asked School Principals about the practice of regulating the involvement of Parents’ Council members 
in various aspects of school decision-making. We tried to capture this by focusing on the following: 
the opportunities for Parents’ Council members to participate at meetings where school decisions are 
taken and in the elaboration of new school policies; to initiate the modification of existing policies 
and the adoption of new policies; and to block the adoption of rules they disagree with. The questions 
were multiple-choice with three possible answers: “under no circumstance”, “by invitation only”, and 
“without restriction”.

In each country under study only a minute share of Principals report that participation of Parents’ 
Council members at meetings where school decisions are taken is not possible under any circumstance. 
While this is a positive finding, we also learn that in an important share of schools participation takes 
place by invitation only. This is the case in 84.92% of schools in Macedonia and 74.48% in Montenegro. 
The smallest shares in this respect were recorded in Romania and Moldova (24.85% and 28.97%, re-
spectively). The share of schools offering Parents’ Council members unconstrained access to meetings 
where school decisions are taken also varies widely within countries, suggesting that school leadership 
does have discretion over these decisions, which in turn points to the importance of school leadership 
in deciding over the rules of participation. 

Figure 65 Participation of Parents’ Council members at meetings

When turning to the rules of involving Parents’ Council members in the development of new school 
policies, we get a very similar picture. Only a tiny fraction of Principals report that Parents’ Council 
members are excluded from the development of new policies, but in some countries an important share 
of School Principals say that participation is by invitation only. Again, the most notable finding is the 
variations in terms of the rules for the participation of Parents’ Council members within countries. 
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Figure 66 Participation of Parents’ Council members in the elaboration of new school policies

When we asked Principals the extent to which Parents’ Council members were welcome to initiate 
the modification of the existing school policies, our first finding was that the share of Principals giving 
the answer “under no circumstance” increased compared to the previous two cases. Thus, we learn 
that 24.91% of School Principals in Albania, 16.82% in Romania, 15.66% in Serbia, 13.10% in Moldova, 
11.22% in Macedonia consider that parent representatives are not entitled, under any circumstance, to 
initiate the modification of the existing school policies.

Secondly, we learnt that, as with the previous two cases, there are important variations in the extent 
to which parent representatives are allowed to initiate the modification of the existing school policies. 
We can distinguish between two groups of countries: those where the largest share of Principals con-
siders that change should be initiated by parents only when the school invites parent representatives 
to do so (Albania, Kosovo, Macedonia, and Montenegro) and those where the largest share of Principals 
say that parents can initiate change without any restriction (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Moldova, Roma-
nia, and Serbia). 
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Figure 67 Parents’ Council members entitled to initiate the modification of school policies

The nature of school-level regulations on how Parents’ Council members can initiate the adoption of 
new school policies also varies considerably within each country. We observe that the share of Princi-
pals reporting that school rules do not permit such activities is similar to the share that reported that 
parent representatives were not permitted to initiate the modification of current school policies, and 
this similarity is reflected in the country groupings. The existence of important within-country differ-
ences points to the fact that the role of parent representatives in school decision-making is interpreted 
differently by different schools.

Figure 68 Parents’ Council members entitled to initiate the adoption of new policies

Finally, we inquired about the possible veto power of Parents’ Council members when debating the 
adoption of rules that they disagree with. Compared to the previous cases, the share of Principals report-
ing that Parents’ Council members cannot prevent the adoption of rules is larger: 30.56% in Kosovo, 
24.22% in Albania, 21.54% in Serbia, 17.12% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 17.02% in Montenegro, 12% in 
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Moldova, 11.08% in Romania and 10.42% in Macedonia. Full power to prevent the adoption of rules is the 
ost frequently reported in Romania (69.38%), Moldova (59.57%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina (53.60%).

In contrast to the previous cases, there is limited variation in Montenegro and Romania but the 
other six countries still show significant variation among schools. 

Figure 69 Parents’ Council members entitled to veto the adoption of rules they disagree with

The rules established for the participation of Parents’ Council members indicate important differ-
ences in possible mechanisms of participation. Importantly, we learn that in the overwhelming ma-
jority of schools in all eight countries there are no rules prohibiting the participation of parent repre-
sentatives. Nevertheless, the degree of openness to parents’ involvement in shaping school policies and 
regulations varies considerably in all countries and for all measures. This indicates that schools enjoy 
discretion over the ways in which parent representatives can participate in school decision-making, 
and that schools in the same country enact different regulations, pointing to the different levels of 
influence Parents’ Councils enjoy in various school contexts in all eight countries.
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Chapter 5. Parents’ influence on school life

The previous parts of this chapter have revealed that School Principals perceive positively at least 
some aspects of parents’ involvement in school decision-making. We have also found that in the over-
whelming majority of schools in all eight countries parent representatives, i.e. Parents’ Council mem-
bers, have the opportunity to participate in school decision-making, although in many cases by invita-
tion only. This part of the chapter focuses on how School Principals percieve parental involvement in 
their schools’ governance. To capture this, the survey questionnaire included three composite indica-
tors, i.e. the perceived influence of the Parents’ Council on the daily life of the school, the perceived 
influence of parents in general on practical school life, and the perceived contribution of parent repre-
sentatives on the School Board.

Influence of Parents’ Council on school life 

The overall assessment of the influence of Parents’ Council on the daily life of the school is reported 
in Figure 71. The composite indicator reveals that School Principals in all eight countries consider that 
Parents’ Council has some or a great extent of influence over daily school life. 

Figure 70 Influence of Parents’ Council on daily school life

Composite score
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The influence of the Parents’ Councils composite indicator includes six measures, namely the extent 
of the Council’s influence over: teaching methods used; lesson content; the planning of extracurricular 
activities; the planning of school infrastructure development; helping pupils value education; and the 
involvement of parents in school life. 

We observed considerable variation between countries in terms of School Principals’ perception 
of the extent to which the Parents’ Council influences the teaching methods used in their respective 
schools. Thus, while 74.11% of Principals in Macedonia, 69.02% in Kosovo and 68.97% in Montenegro 
consider that the Parents’ Council has some or great influence, 90.69% of Principals in Romania, 82.88% 
in Moldova, 72.36% in Serbia and 70.37% in Albania consider that they have little if any influence. 

Figure 71 Influence of Parents’ Council on the pedagogical methods used in teaching

Similarly important are the findings on the influence of Parents’ Council on the content of lessons. 
In this case, School Principals report even lower levels of influence compared to the already low levels 
of influence on teaching methods. Parent influence is perceived to be non-existent by the majority of 
School Principals in Romania (74.02%), Albania (61.62%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (59.40%), Macedonia 
(52.26%) and Moldova (51.75%). In Serbia slightly less than 50% (49.75%) of Principals responded in this 
way, but another 17% said that Parents’ Council influences the content of lessons to a small extent. 
Montenegro (73%) and Kosovo (65.63%) report slightly more influence, but even in these two cases most 
School Principals mention only some influence.
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Figure 72 Influence of Parents’ Council on the content of lessons

The picture is reversed when it comes to the extent of influence that Parents’ Councils have on the 
planning of extracurricular activities. In all eight countries their influence is seen to be positive with 
variation in the extent of the positive perception. 

Figure 73 Influence of Parents’ Council on the planning of extracurricular activities

Rather similar results (limited though positive influence) were recorded when asking School Princi-
pals about the extent of influence that Parents’ Councils have on the planning of school infrastructure 
development. However, it must be noted that in Moldova and Romania the largest share of Principals 
said that their Parents’ Council has only a little influence.
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Figure 74 Influence of Parents’ Council on planning school infrastructure development

Interestingly, School Principals in all eight countries tend to associate Parents’ Council activities pos-
itively with efforts to help pupils value education. A positive assessment of the Council’s influence in 
this respect was given by 88.27% of School Principals in Montenegro, 85.27% in Kosovo, 82.91% in Mac-
edonia, 69.67% in Romania, 69.36% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 59.32% in Albania, 58.07% in Moldova 
and 54.78% in Serbia. 

Figure 75 Influence of Parents’ Council on helping pupils value education

Surprisingly, the largest share of School Principals in all eight countries view the influence of Par-
ents’ Council on the involvement of parents in school life to be successful only to some extent. 
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Figure 76 Influence of Parents’ Council on the involvement of parents in school life

In conclusion, we can state that School Principals in all eight countries under study consider the 
influence of Parents’ Council on teaching methods and the content of lessons to be limited or nonex-
istent. In contrast, on all other measures the assessment is positive, but even in these cases Parents’ 
Council is mostly considered to have influence only to some extent.

Parents’ influence on school life

In order to capture the extent of influence that parents in general have on practical school life, we 
surveyed School Principal perception of eight areas of parental influence: evaluation of teachers’ per-
formance; hiring and sacking of teachers; selection of textbooks and other teaching materials; setting 
of school budget priorities; planning of social activities; development of school policies and regulations; 
decisions taken at classroom level; and decisions taken at school level. 

Figure 58 shows how School Principals perceive the importance of parental involvement in the 
evaluation of teachers’ performance. We found that, except in Romania, Principals consider parental 
involvement in the evaluation of teachers’ performance to be very or somewhat important. In Figure 
78 we present School Principals’ perceptions of parents’ actual influence on evaluations of teacher per-
formance. The results indicate a mixed picture. At cross-country level we can see that in Montenegro 
79.08% of Principals consider that parents have influence on the evaluation of teachers’ performance, 
while 89.51% of Principals in Romania say that parents have marginal or no influence. We also observe 
that in Albania, Macedonia and Serbia positive and negative responses are distributed proportionally 
similarly. This may indicate that it is at the discretion of school leadership whether or not such parental 
influence is established. 
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Figure 77 Parents’ influence on the evaluation of teachers’ performance

The level of parental influence on the hiring and sacking of teachers is perceived as non-existent or 
marginal by an overwhelming majority of Principals in each country. This is in line with the findings 
presented in Figure 59, namely that parents’ involvement in the hiring and sacking of teachers is con-
sidered to be of limited or no importance. Given that a considerable share of Principals in each country 
except Romania previously said that parents had a say/influence in/on the evaluation of teachers’ per-
formance, it seems we can conclude that this influence is not determinant in the final assessment of 
their performance.

Figure 78 Parents’ influence on hiring and firing teachers

Parent influence on the selection of textbooks and other teaching materials does not seem to be 
common in the surveyed countries. Kosovo and Macedonia are the only countries where there is a con-
siderable share of Principals who say that parents have some influence. In the other six countries such 
influence is virtually non-existent. 
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Figure 79 Parents’ influence on the selection of textbooks and other teaching materials+

Parents tend to have limited influence on the setting of school budget priorities (see Figure 81) even 
in Kosovo and Albania where (as seen in Figure 60) the majority of School Principals consider parents’ 
involvement in this activity very important. This can be partly explained by existing school financing 
practices in SEE countries, where transfers are earmarked and/or normative. However, the variations 
in reported levels of influence we observe in some countries indicate that different levels of parental 
participation are possible under the same financing regime. This raises the question of which factors 
lead to such variations.

Figure 80 Parents’ influence on setting priorities for the school budget

We have already learnt that School Principals view parents’ role in school life as primarily linked to 
the organization of social activities. This is confirmed by Principals’ assessment of the extent of par-
ents’ influence on planning such activities. In all eight countries the largest share of Principals consider 
that parents have some positive influence, with Moldovan and Romanian Principals being the least 
positive about the extent of influence.
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Figure 81 Parents’ influence on social activity planning

When turning to the assessment of parents’ influence on the development of school policies and 
regulations, Principals’ responses outline a mixed picture in each country. Within-country variations 
seem to reflect the different regulations and participation mechanisms adopted by schools. These vari-
ations can be interpreted as reflective of increased levels of school autonomy, as well as of the different 
types of school leadership that have been established in various school contexts. 

Figure 82 Parents’ influence on the development of policies and regulations

School Principals perceive parental influence on decisions taken at classroom level to be much 
greater. While this is a positive development, it cannot compensate for the limited levels of parental 
influence in the cases of teacher performance assessment, textbook choice and school budgeting. De-
spite limited influence on overall school culture, classroom level participation offers the opportunity 
to influence such results, and could be the precondition of parental participation in choice of teaching 
methods, school management and other aspects of school life. 
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Figure 83 Parents’ influence on decisions taken at classroom level

It is even more encouraging that Principals consider the parental participation in school-level deci-
sion-making to be generally satisfactory (subject to the existing forms of participatory opportunities 
created by school). 

Figure 84 Parents’ influence on decisions taken at school level

Overall, School Principals’ assessment of parents’ influence on school decision-making reiterates the 
double standards that are assigned on the one hand to teaching, teaching methods and overall man-
agement, and school social activity planning and participation in classroom decision-making on the 
other hand.
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Contribution of parent representatives on the School Board 

To capture School Principals’ perception of the contribution of parent representatives on the School 
Board, we focused on five items: Principals’ satisfaction with the contribution of parent representatives on 
the School Board; the attendance of parent members at School Board meetings; their input at these meet-
ings; the support they provided to solve school problems; and their communication with Parents’ Council.

From the composite measure we learn that Principals in general regard the contribution of parent 
representatives to the School Board as satisfactory. 

Figure 85 Satisfaction with contribution by the parent representatives of the School Board

composite score

The attendance of parent members at School Board meetings is assessed as satisfactory by the over-
whelming majority of Principals in all eight countries: 99.5% in Montenegro, 92.93% in Serbia, 91.56% in 
Kosovo, 89.87% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 87.29% in Albania, 86.43% in Macedonia, 81.98% in Roma-
nia and 60.67% in Moldova. However, the extent of satisfaction varies importantly by country. While 
School Principals reported high levels of satisfaction in Montenegro (74.83%), Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(69.20%), Serbia (66.16%) and Macedonia (58.79%), this share is less than 50% in the other four countries 
(48% in Kosovo, 26.63% in Romania, 23.41% in Albania and only 5.24% in Moldova).
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Figure 86 Satisfaction with attendance of parent School Board members at Board meetings

The overwhelming majority of School Principals consider the input provided by parent members of 
the School Board satisfactory, with some variation. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montene-
gro, and Serbia the largest share of Principals are satisfied with the input of parent members to a large 
extent, while in Albania, Kosovo, Moldova, and Romania the largest share of Principals are satisfied 
only to some extent. Principals in Moldova seem to be the most critical in this respect: nearly 40% re-
port limited satisfaction and approximately 10% are not satisfied at all. 

Figure 87 Satisfaction with input provided by parent School Board members at Board meetings

When turning to the support provided by parent members of the School Board in addressing school 
problems, the assessment of School Principals remains positive. However, the share of Principals ex-
pressing negative views slightly increases in some countries. The most critical School Principals are 
from Moldova, Albania, Macedonia, and Romania.
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Figure 88 Satisfaction with supp ort provided by School Board members to solve school problems

A fundamental role of parent representative(s) on the School Board is to liaise between the Board and 
Parents’ Council. Therefore we also asked Principals for their assessment of the ways in which parent 
representatives communicate with Parents’ Council. Figure 90 reveals that the large majority of Princi-
pals in all eight countries are satisfied with this communication to a large or at least to some extent.

Figure 89 Satisfaction with parent School Board members’ communication with Parents’ Council

 

In conclusion, we can state that in general School Principals in the eight SEE countries under study 
acknowledge that not only do parent members of the School Board take part at the meetings, but they 
make an important contribution to those meetings. Furthermore, the support provided by parent rep-
resentatives to the school in addressing emerging problems and communicating with parents is also 
considered to be substantial by the overwhelming majority of School Principals.
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Section III: Conclusions

This section summarizes the findings of the cross-country survey of School Principals. The analysis 
of the data was limited to descriptive analysis because the initiative under which the survey was car-
ried out is oriented towards informing practitioners of ways to further parental engagement in school 
life (more detailed country level analysis can be found in each of the eight country reports). Findings in 
this respect constitute an important instrument for assessing the extent of school openness to parental 
participation and the opportunities that are created for parents to engage in school life. Besides summa-
rizing the main findings of the survey, this section also focuses on identifying possible lines of further 
inquiry into the data gathered. Finally, findings are discussed in light of advocacy activities to further 
parental participation in school life, to be planned and carried out in the next phase of the initiative.

We have found, consistently across all participating countries, that School Principals perceive paren-
tal participation in school life as positively associated to all four performance variables studied. More 
precisely, School Principals consider that parental participation in school life influences positively over-
all school climate, parents’ attitudes towards the school, parents’ support for the school, and pupils’ 
educational attainment. Despite the overall agreement of School Principals on the positive role played 
by parental participation in school life, we note the presence of important cross-country variations 
in the extent to which this impact is perceived to have a positive influence on the four performance 
variables. For instance, the largest shares of School Principals in Moldova and Romania consider, in 
contrast to Principals from the other countries, that parental participation in school life is beneficial 
only to some extent. 

The fact that over 80% of School Principals consider that parental participation in school life is ben-
eficial for each of the four variables to a large or some extent implies that School Principals are likely 
to undertake actions to further parental participation in school life, possibly widening of the scope of 
decision-making at school level. In the case of the surveyed countries, this finding challenges the com-
mon belief that School Principals are against parental participation in school life and that widening 
their Principal decision-making authority would lead to the emergence of inward-looking and power-
monopolizing school leadership.

We found that, without exception, all schools undertook at least one action to foster parental partic-
ipation in the last school year. This is an exceptionally important finding, as it indicates that, although 
the number of school activities in this respect is limited, all schools have some experience in involving 
parents. We need to also note that the frequency with which such activities were undertaken is most 
often on a semestral basis. 

These results indicate that there is an important gap between the perceived importance of parental 
participation in school life and the actual efforts made by schools to actively involve parents. The majori-
ty of School Principals in all countries under focus share the view that sustained home-school communi-
cation is seriously limited by parents’ lack of interest, time and communication skills. In contrast, teach-
ers’ lack of interest, availability and communication skills is considered to be much less of a problem.
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The gap between School Principals’ perceptions of the importance of parental participation and 
the actions undertaken to increase this is also visible when examining shares of parents participating 
in the three school activities most successful in terms of parental engagement. The shares of parents 
engaged consistently heterogeneous across countries, indicating the presence important differences in 
the school contexts in which such activities are organized. 

We have also found that home-school communication initiated by schools is limited in scope. Ac-
cording to School Principals’ responses, while the overwhelming majority of schools in all countries 
provided information on pupils’ educational performance in the last academic year, a considerable 
share of schools failed to provide any information on school curriculum, and in some countries news-
letters are rare or nonexistent. In terms of frequency, we have found important variations in each 
school-initiated attempt at home-school communication, both within and between countries. These 
variations indicate that the framework for organizing such activities exists, but implies that schools 
make use of it to a different extent. It is important to note that even schools that organized such activi-
ties in the last academic year mostly did so only on a quarterly or semestral basis. It is also important to 
remember that while virtually all School Principals reported having a school communication strategy 
with parents, varying shares of Principals did not identify any communication approach when asked 
to name at least one. It is also worth pointing out that School Principals reported almost unanimous 
satisfaction with parent meetings held by form or subject teachers, despite reporting that seldom did 
over 75% of parents participate at these.

We have found high levels of consensus among School Principals on the importance of schools pro-
viding support for parents to improve their children’s educational performance. However, while School 
Principals tend to regard parenting services highly, their views on the usefulness of such services vary 
considerably both within and across countries. Compared to other countries, School Principals in 
Moldova, Montenegro, and Romania tend to attribute lower levels of usefulness to school support for 
parents to help their children in education. School Principals in Albania, Kosovo, and Macedonia are by 
far the most enthusiastic about such services. 

Another important finding is the existence of a consistent gap between the shares of School Princi-
pals who perceive parenting services by schools as useful and the actual rate with which such services 
are organized in their respective schools. For instance, in Kosovo over 95% of School Principals consider 
sessions to help parents assist their children with homework to be useful, but only approximately 70% 
of schools actually organized such sessions in the last academic year. Similarly, in Serbia nearly 80% of 
School Principals said that such sessions are useful, yet only about 60% offered such services. At the 
same time, a share of schools in all countries under study did not undertake parenting services in the 
last academic year. In schools where such services were organized, we found important variance in the 
frequency of service delivery.

In contrast to the dimensions of the role of school leadership in fostering parental participation in 
school life already discussed, in the case of parents’ involvement in school decision-making we found 
a more mixed picture in each country. We observe that overall only a small share of School Principals 
consider that parental voice is not at all important. This share is largest in Romania (10.46%) and Serbia 
(10%). The most positive perceptions are shared by School Principals from Kosovo (91.56%), Albania 
(79.23%) and Macedonia (79.80%). This indicates that overall School Principals consider that parents 
should be involved in school decision-making. However, we have also learnt that Principals consider 
that parental involvement needs to be primarily oriented towards social activity planning rather than, 
for example, the evaluation of teachers’ performance. We observed that School Principals in all coun-
tries are divided over the importance of parental involvement in setting school budget priorities. 
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School Principals’ overall assessment of parents’ influence on school decision-making reflects the 
double standards that are assigned to teaching, pedagogy and overall management on the one hand, 
and school social activity planning and engagement in classroom decision-making on the other. Thus 
parents are expected to make a significant contribution to school life by engaging in the latter and, to 
a lesser extent, in the former. 

The share of schools in which Parents’ Council members are not permitted to attend meetings where 
school decisions are taken is marginal. We have also identified an important split between countries 
in terms of the conditions under which Parents’ Council members can participate at such meetings. 
While in 84.92% of schools in Macedonia and 74.48% of schools in Montenegro, Parents’ Council rep-
resentatives could participate at such meetings by invitation only, such limitation are present in only 
24.85% of schools in Romania and 28.97% of schools in Moldova. In Albania, Kosovo, and Serbia schools 
are comparatively evenly split between those where the participation of Parents’ Council members is 
by invitation only and schools where there is no restriction in this respect.

Consequently, while the majority of School Principals in all countries consider that their Parents’ 
Council has an influence on daily school life, this influence is limited. The only exception is in the case 
of Kosovo, where nearly 60% of School Principals consider that Parents’ Council plays an important 
role. We learnt that while 74.11% of School Principals in Macedonia, 69.02% in Kosovo and 68.97% in 
Montenegro consider Parent Councils to have some or great influence on teaching methods, 90.69% of 
Principals in Romania, 82.88% in Moldova, 72.36% in Serbia and 70.37% in Albania say that they have 
little, if any influence at all. Similar results were obtained in the case of Parent Councils’ influence on 
the content of lessons.

These figures are reversed when it comes to the influence of Parent Councils on the planning of ex-
tracurricular activities. In this case, School Principals tend to regard the role of Parents’ Council highly. 
However, we observe that School Principals in Moldova, Romania, and Serbia are approximately evenly 
split in their evaluation.

School Principals in all countries under focus report satisfaction with the extent of participation at 
Board meetings by parent members of the School Board. School Principals from Montenegro (99.5%), 
Serbia (92.93%), Kosovo (91.56%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (89.87%), Albania (87.29%), Macedonia (86.43%) 
and Romania (81.98%) all report satisfaction. Nevertheless, we observe that the extent of satisfaction 
varies by country. Thus, while School Principals in Montenegro (74.83%), in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(69.20%), in Serbia (66.16%), in Macedonia (58.79%) and in Kosovo (48%) report high levels of satisfaction 
this share is only 5.24% in Moldova, 23.41% in Albania and 26.63% in Romania.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 - Summary of Focus Group Discussion Reports6

Focus Group Sessions were held in all 8 countries participating in the Project:

Albania•	

Bosnia & Herzegovina•	

Kosovo•	

FYR of Macedonia•	

Moldova•	

Montenegro•	

Romania•	

Serbia•	

Project objectives

This focus group research is part of the Project “Advancing Educational Inclusion and Quality in 
South East Europe”. The Project has several phases; the main objectives of the first phase are to --

better understand how stakeholders (e.g., parents) are engaged in school- level governance, by 1.	
carrying out national surveys of school principals; 

support sustainable initiatives that enhance stakeholders’ participation in school governance. 2.	

Focus group objectives

Focus groups are a useful way to ascertain the capability, values, positions and activities of school 
principals with respect to participation at the school level. The results as reported in the 8 country re-
ports will be used to improve our understanding of the conditions under which schools operate, and 
principals’ positions with regard to parental participation in school-level decision-making. They will 
also help us to prepare more relevant questionnaires for other components of the Phase 1 research. 

6	 Thanks to Johanna Crighton for contributing with this summary
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Groups: In each country, two groups of school principals were invited to take part. Most groups 
included elementary school principals only, although some secondary school principals took part as 
well (Romania). In total, 16 focus group sessions were conducted, in which more than 1007 principals or 
other school leaders (e.g., deputy principals) took part. In some cases, care had been taken to include a 
mix of urban/rural schools, and in one case (Montenegro) the principal of a special school was invited; 
in another (Albania) a school with a largely Roma student population was represented. Each focus 
group had about 8 participants.

Sessions lasted between 90 and 120 minutes, and - judging by the reports - the discussions were ani-
mated and considered useful by those present.

Topics were suggested by a set of guidelines provided by the Regional Research Team for the Project, 
and translated for each respective country. Each discussion group was recorded, and then transcribed 
and summarized in 8 country reports. These are available on the Project web site (in English). 

Country reports range from 5 pages (Kosovo) to 36 pages (Montenegro), with an average about of 
15-17 pages. Some are straightforward summary reports of what was said during the discussions (Kosovo, 
Moldova, FYR Macedonia, Serbia) while others offer analyses/interpretations (Albania, Romania, Mon-
tenegro) as well as recommendations (Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina).

Key findings

Issues discussed.

Despite the common guidelines, there are considerable differences in the topics of discussion among 
the groups. Understandably, principals were more interested in solving their immediate problems than 
in talking about stakeholders’ participation in school decision-making. 

For example, in Albania, one of the top concerns was over-crowded classes; another was the undue 
importance given to examination results, and the adverse (or not?) effects of new private universities 
with easier admission criteria. Principals in Bosnia & Herzegovina said that education reforms were 
imposed without adequate funding or clear guidelines, and that therefore they were implemented by 
schools themselves to the best of their ability, given that essential materials and equipment are often 
unavailable. In Kosovo, principals spoke about poor infrastructure, too many shifts, not enough class 
time, and a lack of financial autonomy which means that even minor expenditures require compli-
cated centralized procurement procedures.

In FYR Macedonia, concerns were related to teacher quality, to the availability of equipment, to the 
impact of [financial and administrative] decentralization, and to the introduction of the new 9-year 
basic education programme. In the latter case, principals commented that the new requirements (e.g., 
the provision of a computer for every child) took no account of the real conditions of many schools. Re-
forms were too rushed, too top-down, with too little consultation, and no strategies for sustainability. 
Worries were expressed also about aggressive behaviour of some children – fights, vandalism, bullying. 
In Moldova, there was concern about the large amounts of home-work given to students; teachers’ low 
salaries, and resulting lack of motivation. Moreover, the fact that a growing number of parents work 
abroad means that children often do not get the kind of family stability and support they need in or-
der to learn and develop. Their motivation suffers; they are also often sick and not properly nourished. 

7	 Two reports do not mention the number of participants (BiH and Albania); but together, the other 6 had 99 participants 
over the two focus sessions. However, it can be assumed that BiH’s and Albania’s groups were of approximately the same 
size (± 8 people), bringing the total to an (assumed) 16 x 8 = 128 people.
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Montenegrin principals spoke of their schools’ financial and material problems, as well as their lack of 
professional and personal satisfaction because they feel they cannot provide the kind of high-quality 
education that students are entitled to. Some also mentioned political bickering between parties and 
personal animosities that sometimes stand in the way of getting things done. Relations with local 
authorities, however, are reported to be good. The principals acknowledge that the socio-economic 
“surroundings” of the school (community) highly influence the quality of schooling, and that they are 
sometimes more concerned with ensuring safety and security than with teaching and learning,

In Romania, all focus group participants had recently been involved in public consultation debates 
about a block of new education laws proposed at the end of 2007 (Law on Pre-University Education, 
Higher Education, and Teacher Education). Therefore they were very well informed. Not surprisingly, 
some of the discussion was about changes in the way principals will be appointed (under the new laws, 
this will be the responsibility of local Councils on the recommendation of the school’s Board of Trus-
tees) and similar issues raised during the public consultation. In addition, all principals said that the 
quality of learning in Romanian schools is “getting worse” and that learning outcomes are unsatisfac-
tory; but that negative media reporting – and a lack of communication between political and adminis-
trative decision-makers and the school – are adding to the schools’ negative image. Serbian principals 
agree: they say that one of the most common problems for principals is the lack of communication, co-
operation and support from the Ministry and other institutions (e.g., Social Welfare and Health). Also, 
while material conditions in schools have improved, student behaviour and attitudes have not. “Some 
students are aggressive, and not interested in learning” – and in some cases parents do not support the 
school when there are problems with violence or other behaviour issues. On the positive side, in-service 
training of teachers is much better, and they have more opportunities for professional development.

Parents’ and Community Participation8 in School-level Decision-Making

The main objective of the focus group discussions was to find out how principals perceive the level 
and value of parental and community participation in school affairs. Therefore, all focus group spoke 
about this topic in some detail, mostly in a positive way but with some reservations.

Recurring themes were:

Active interest and involvement from parents are good for school life, and for ensuring that stu-•	
dents are regularly in school and progressing well.

Frequent contact between the school (principal as well as teachers) and the parents is helpful, and •	
often prevents problems or makes it easier to resolve them when they arise.

Not all parents, however, are interested in taking an active part. In fact, principals say that most •	
are not interested, beyond the results (grades) of their own child9. A minority of parents (between 
10 and 20%) are taking an active interest in school matters.

As a result, the most prevalent form of participation is through formal channels, such as a Parents’ •	
Council or a Board of Trustees (with parent representative(s)), and communication goes through 
the same channels. Decisions taken are “notified” to teachers and parents. Communication is lim-
ited to dissemination of information, rather than participation.

8	 Since none of the focus groups spoke about employers – key “stakeholders” in education quality! – “participation” in the 
reports usually refers only to parents/guardians, and [occasionally, e.g. in Romania] to persons who are community 
members but not parents of students in the school. 

9	 Some principals saw the lack of involvement by parents as symptomatic of a general lack of involvement in the lives of 
their children, either because of lack of time or lack of interest. “Children have no one to talk to at home” (Romania).
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In practice, for most parents contact with the school is limited to their child’s teachers, or other •	
professionals such as pedagogues or psychologists.

Most principals are satisfied with this, and many expressed concerns about too much direct in-•	
volvement by parents. They felt that this could lead to undue interference in matters that are not 
within the competence of non-professionals, and that in the end the principal is [legally] account-
able for the way the school is run: “The School Council has power but is not accountable, whereas 
the principal is accountable for decisions made by the School Council” (BiH). In Serbia, the com-
ment was made that “Some parents on the Board are aggressive…they do not trust the principal 
and use their power to constantly criticize, complain and control everything”.

Indeed, some focus group participants were strongly against the very idea of Parents’ Councils or •	
School Boards (e.g., in Albania), again because these bodies confuse (or dilute) issues of authority 
and accountability:”Either you give the competence to the school head, or you give it to a Board. I 
don’t want to deliver my requests to a Board and be controlled by a Board”. 

However, there is a general consensus that parent involvement is useful in specific types of activ-•	
ity. Examples given are (1) raising money for materials or equipment [most frequently mentioned]; 
(2) supervising extra-curricular activities such as clubs or school outings; (3) organizing special 
events, and contributing to refreshments for parties; (4) helping with building maintenance or 
painting classrooms. Note that none of these involves decision-making in matters of school policy, 
or priority-setting in allocating resources. Thus, the conclusion must be that informal parental 
involvement is welcome, as long as it is limited to “support”, and does not impinge upon the deci-
sion-making powers of the principal. 

Nevertheless, a significant number of principals mentioned positive experiences with parental •	
involvement, although they say that it takes a great deal of effort to engage parents in a meaning-
ful and sustained way. Training of Board or Parents’ Council members would be useful, because 
few are familiar with the legal and financial implications of running a school. In addition, many 
principals expressed dissatisfaction with the way in which Council or Board members are chosen, 
and with the overall constitution of the Board or Council membership.

It is striking that there was no discussion (except briefly in one case, in •	 Albania) about students’ 
participation, either formally (e.g. through student representation on a Board or Council) or infor-
mally, for example through organization of clubs or competitions. Principals spoke fairly critically 
about their students (low motivation, poor results, behaviour problems) or seemed to regard them 
almost as “victims” of education reforms such as curriculum change, assessment/examination 
procedures, or as being overloaded with too many subjects, homework etc. Principals do not ap-
pear to consider them “stakeholders” in the way the school functions. (This may be because most 
principals came from primary schools; but even where secondary school heads were present, the 
subject did not arise.)

In conclusion, principals say they do want parents and the community to be more actively involved 
with the school, as long as there are clear boundaries between the principal’s authority and (construc-
tive) input from stakeholders. The way most principals see it, practical support -- such as fund raising 
or helping with maintenance -- is most useful.

In addition, there may be some legal restrictions on what non-professionals can and cannot do. 
In Serbia, for example, rules laid down by supervisors and inspectors limit parents’ involvement to 
some extra-curricular activities, but they cannot take part in any aspect of teaching or learning. In one 
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school, the principal was sanctioned because during a gym class some skills were demonstrated by a 
parent who was not a qualified teacher. Some projects like Developmental Planning and School without Vio-
lence can include parents as partners, as long as no classroom work is involved.

In Montenegro, by contrast, principals were enthusiastic about involving parents directly in teach-
ing. One of the arguments put forward was that this might “lead to an increase in parents’ motivation 
for participation in other aspects of school life, including the Council’s work.” They also say that there 
is a legislative framework for this, since every teaching plan and programme leaves space for the au-
tonomous creation [at school level] of parts of the curriculum relating to the local environment, and 
parents could be involved in both the planning and the delivery of lessons related to the local economy, 
the town’s history, etc.

Additional issues 

Because the Project is formally titled: “Advancing Educational Inclusion and Quality in SEE”, sev-
eral focus groups seemed to be unclear as to what the main topic of these particular discussions (parental 
involvement) was meant to be. A great deal of discussion time was therefore spent on wider issues, 
such as education reform, teacher qualifications, materials and equipment, and student behaviour. 
While this certainly helped to break the ice and get the discussion going, there was also a risk that the 
groups would focus on their schools’ most pressing problems (such as over-crowding, poor condition of 
premises, lack of class time to deliver the curriculum, lack of money, and concerns about [too much or 
too little] external assessment and testing).

Of course, these problems do affect both the quality of education and the capacity of schools to be 
more “inclusive” in terms of ethnic minorities and children with special needs, and in that sense these 
wider discussions were useful.

Several focus groups did spend time talking about inclusion, mostly in positive terms although they 
did not underestimate the complexities of the task. Efforts to include Roma and other ethnic minor-
ity children were mentioned in several cases (Romania, Montenegro), as well as a greater awareness of 
the problems that some poor or otherwise disadvantaged children (for example, those without paren-
tal care) face in terms of learning achievement. There also seems to be a difference in learning achieve-
ment between urban, suburban and rural children, and in the ability of [some] rural schools to provide 
the same quality of education as urban schools 

Only in one country (Montenegro) was time devoted explicitly to principals’ attitudes to inclusive 
education. It is well worth paying some special attention to this discussion:

Principals in both focus groups stated that one of the basic forms of educational deprivation is •	
that of rural children vis-à-vis their urban counterparts. Rural children are less likely to have 
had pre-school experience, and often come to school less well prepared.

The education system – and the school – is adapted to the needs of the national majority more than •	
to ethnic or linguistic minorities. The language barrier was mentioned in particular, as well as the 
lack of appropriate role models for minorities as reflected in textbooks, materials, and curriculum.

In the case of •	 Roma, the language barrier is considered the greatest problem. Often they do not 
speak Montenegrin, and there are no conditions for teaching in Roma language. Many also speak 
Albanian, and although there are some Albanian schools not all Albanian-speaking Roma have 
access to them.
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Regarding children with •	 special educational needs10, principals say that some teachers (espe-
cially older ones) are opposed to SEN inclusion, and do not make any effort to include them in 
teaching and other activities. “They don’t look at it as something normal.” Also, some students are 
prejudiced against SEN children, and have negative attitudes because of what their parents and 
other family members say about special needs.

Some principals also raised practical problems – “there are no legislative standards set by the •	
State”, for example about the incline of wheelchair ramps, how long and wide they should be, etc. 
Also they say there are no standardized specifications for toilets for disabled children.11

A key issue is the lack of staff trained to work with SEN children, especially in over-crowded class-•	
rooms. Some teachers have had NGO in-service training but it is not enough. 

Specialists are also lacking – mentioned were speech therapists, psychologists, pedagogues. These •	
may be available in bigger schools but not in smaller or rural ones.

The principals mentioned as “the biggest problem” the so-called “categorisation” (assessment and •	
diagnosis of a child’s special educational needs). [NOTE: In Montenegro, the notion of “categori-
sation” is no longer used. The former Commissions for diagnosis and placement are now called 
“Commissions for Direction”; there are at present 19 of them at local level. They include parents as 
well as school psychologists and defectologists, and the approach is no longer “medical”] 

However, in practice the evaluations are not always carried out, and this leads to frustration not •	
only for the school and the teachers but also for the parents and the child. There is also a danger 
of under- or mis-diagnosing special needs that are not immediately obvious, for example children 
with some degree of autism, dyslexia, or behaviour disorders. 

Conclusion

The focus groups appear to have been well attended, lively, and useful in terms of the development 
of the PHASE 1 research questionnaire. In particular, the report from Bosnia & Herzegovina includes 
some helpful suggestions for amending the survey questionnaire. Because only a few of the focus group 
reports came to any “recommendations”, and because these tended to be country-specific, it is best for 
the national teams to follow up on them.

10	In April 2008, the National Strategy on Inclusive Education (developed by the MoES in partnership with UNICEF, the Finnish 
Government Development Programme, FOSI-ROM and Save the Children-UK) was formally approved.

11	Others felt that (in the case of ramps) ordinary common sense should be enough, and that no legislative standards were 
needed. In the case of toilets and other facilities, architects or building contractors should have enough experience to 
advise the schools.
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Appendix 2 – The survey instrument

 

 
 Module 1 – School background information  
1. Please estimate the total number of pupils in your school currently? 

     

 (write number indicated by respondent) 

89 Don’t know 

99 Refused 
 

2. Please estimate, for the current academic year (2007/2008), the number of staff working in your school as: 
 Full-time Part-time Don’t know Refused 

a. School level management (principal, etc.) 

     

 

     

 89 99 
b. Teachers (professionals involved in teaching activities) 

     

 

     

 89 99 
c. Teacher aides (non-professionals that carry out teaching or support for teachers) 

     

 

     

 89 99 
d. Professional support personnel (psychologist, social worker, etc.) 

     

 

     

 89 99 
e. Support personnel (assistants, bookkeepers, cleaners, security personnel, etc.) 

     

 

     

 89 99  

3. Please estimate what percentage of teachers currently teaching in your school are: 
 Of those 

full-time 
Of those 
part-time 

Don’t know Refused 

a. fully qualified teaching professionals carrying out teaching activities in the subject 
matters in accordance to their qualifications?  

     

 

     

 89 99 

b. fully qualified teaching professionals carrying out teaching activities in other 
subject matters than their qualifications? 

     

 

     

 89 99 

c. not-qualified teaching personnel? 

     

 

     

 89 99  
4. How long have you been: 

 number given by respondent Don’t know Refused 

a. working in any school? (in years) 

     

 89 99 

b. of those, as a principal of this school 

     

 89 99 
 

5. Please estimate how much of your time is dedicated to teaching activities: 
  1 I do not have any teaching obligations while being school director 
  2 Less than 25 percent 
  3 Over 25 but less than 50 percent 
  4 Over 50 but less than 75 percent 
  5 Over 75 percent 
89 Don’t know 
99 Refused  

6. What percentage of pupils in your school would you say that: 
 0 to 5% Over 5 but 

less than 10% 
Over 10 but 

less than 25% 
Over 
25% 

Don’t 
know 

Refused 

a. come from a household without regular income. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

b. come from single parent family. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

c. come from family with one parent working abroad. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

d. come from family with both parents working abroad. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

e. live in institutional care. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

f. belong to an ethnic group different from the majority 
ethnic group in your school. 

1 2 3 4 89 99 
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7. Are parents of pupils now attending your school represented in the school Board:  
Yes   1 
No   2 
Don’t know 89 
Refused 99  

 7.a If YES, how satisfied are you with parents members of the School Board from the view of: 
 To a large 

extent 
To some 

extent 
To a limited 

extent 
Not at 

all 
Don’t 
know 

Refused 

a. The attendance at School Board meetings. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. The input provided at School Board meetings. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. The support provided to solve problems related to school life. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. The extent at which Board decisions communicated to 
Parents’ Council. 

1 2 3 4 89 99 
 

 Module 2 – School-parent communication  
8. In average, how often in your school, if at all: 

 At least 
once a 
month 

At least 
once a 
quarter 

At least 
once a 

semester 

At least 
once a 
year 

Not 
at 
all 

Don’t 
know 

Re-
fused 

a. are School Principal–parents meetings organized? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
b. is written evaluation of pupil’s performance sent to parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
c. is information on curriculum sent to parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
d. is information on school events and activities sent to parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
e. is information on school policies and regulations sent to parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 

f. is a school newsletter sent to parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
g. do teachers or professional support personnel make home visits? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
h. surveys are carried out to find out the opinions/attitudes of parents? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
i. “Open doors” days? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99  

9. In general, how satisfied are you with the meetings with parents: 
 To a large extent To some extent To a limited extent Not at all Don’t know Refused 
a.  organized by form teachers 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b.  organized by subject teachers 1 2 3 4 89 99  

10. Please estimate the percentage of parents in your school regularly (at least half time of meetings) engaged in:  
Form teacher-

parents meetings 
Subject teacher-
parents meetings 

School Principal-
parents meetings 

percent 

  1   1   1 Less than 25 percent  
  2   2   2 Over 25  but less than 50 percent 
  3   3   3 Over 50 but less than 75 percent 
  4   4   4 Over 75 percent 
  5   5   5 Not the case 
89 89 89 Don’t know 
99 99 99 Refused  

11. If regular meetings held in your school, identify the three most common topics discussed (1 being the most common): 
1.  

2.  

3.   
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12. Does your school have a policy on how to 
communicate with ALL parents? 

Yes   1 
No   2 
Don’t know 89 
Refused 99  

12. a. If yes, please name the main approaches in the strategy/ 
policy:  
        

        

        

        

13. How much of the following present barriers to meaningful communication with parents in your school: 
 To a large 

extent 
To some 

extent 
To a limited 

extent 
Not 

at all 
Don’t 
know 

Refused 

a. Lack of parents’ interest in communicating with school. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. Parents’ limited time to get informed about school issues. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. Lack of parents’ communication skills. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. Lack of teachers’ interest in communicating with parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Teachers’ workload. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. Parents and teachers do not speak the same language. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
g. Overall conflictual athmosphere between school and parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
h. Lack of training of teachers for engagmenet with parents 1 2 3 4 89 99 
i. Other (please, specify):                                                    . 1 2 3 4 89 99  

14. In your school what categories of parents, if any, are more difficult to communicate with? Please name the three 
most important ones (1 being the most difficult type): 

1.  

2.  

3.   

 Module 3 – Opportunities for parents to support school activities 
15. How often on average in the current academic year do form teachers in your school ask parents to: 

 At least 
once in two 

weeks 

At least 
once a 
month 

At least 
once a 
quarter 

At least 
once a 

semester  

Never Don’t 
know 

Re-
fused 

a. participate in organizing school/classroom ceremonies? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
b. participate in organizing social activities at school/class level? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
c. provide teaching assistance to teachers? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
d. organize a school/classroom support group? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
e. sponsor activities carried out at school/classroom level? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
f. fund-raise for school? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
g. help other parents with supporting their children’s education? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 

h. represent the school at different events? 1 2 3 4 5 89 99 
i. Other (please, specify):                    . 1 2 3 4 5 89 99  

16. Which do you consider to be the three school activities in your school that have most successfully engage 
parents (not only from the list above)? 

1.  

2.  

3.   
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17. Please estimate the percentage of parents that have engaged in the three activities identified above: 
First activity Second activity Third activity percent 

  1   1   1 Less than 25 percent 
  2   2   2 Over 25  but less than 50 percent 
  3   3   3 Over 50 but less than 75 percent 
  4   4   4 Over 75 percent 
88 88 88 Don’t know 
89 89 89 Refused  

18. Could you please recall one instance when successful 
school parent partnership was achieved? 

Yes   1 
No   2 
Don’t know 89 
Refused 99  

18.a. If yes, please describe the instance:  
        

        

        

        

        

        

        

 Module 4 – School support for parents to help their children in education 
19. Some of the ways in which a school can provide support to parents are listed below. How useful would the 

following activities be to improve pupils' performance (achievement and behavior) in your school: 
 To a large 

extent 
To some 

extent 
To a limited 

extent 
Not at all Don’t 

know 
Re- 

fused 
a. organized sessions to help parents assist their 
children with homework 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

b. provided parents with materials helping to assist 
their children with homework 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

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

1 2 3 4 89 99 

d. provided parents with information on creating a 
home learning environment 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

e. provided counseling service to parents 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. parent issue-based support groups e.g. on violence, 
behavioral problems, etc. 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

g. Other (please, specify):                                                                              1 2 3 4 89 99  
20. Please indicate whether in the current school year your school has had: 

 At least once 
a month 

At least once 
a semester 

At least 
once a year 

Not at 
all 

Don’t 
know 

Re- 
fused 

a. organized sessions to help parents assist their 
children with homework 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

b. provided parents with materials helping to assist 
their children with homework 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

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

1 2 3 4 89 99 

d. provided parents with information on creating a 
home learning environment 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

e. provided counseling service to parents 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. parent issue-based support groups e.g. on violence, 
behavioral problems, etc. 

1 2 3 4 89 99 

g. Other (please, specify):                                                                              1 2 3 4 89 99  



South East Europe Cross-Countries Survey of Principals‘ Views 139

 

 20 a. If you provide any of these activities do you target specific groups? (Please identify service and group) 
 Support to parents Main target group(s) 

1.   

2.    

3.    

4.   

5.    
21. How much do the following present barriers that limit your ability as an institution to offer support to parents? 

 To a large 
extent 

To some 
extent 

To a limited 
extent 

Not at 
all 

Don’t 
know 

Re-
fused 

a. Insufficient school resources to develop and run the services. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. Lack of parents’ interest in engaging in school based support 
services to them 1 2 3 4 89 99 

c. Parents too busy to be involved in school based support 
services to them. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

d. Teachers are to busy to run support services to parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Teachers lack necessary skills to offer support services to 
parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99 

f. Lack of methodology to develop support services to parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
g. Conflict between teachers and parents. 1 2 3 4 89 99  

 Module 5 – Parent involvement in school governance 
22.  Please, identify how important is it that parents of pupils have a say, in order to improve the overall quality of 

education provided in your school? 
 Very 

important 
Somewhat 
important 

Of little 
importance 

Not at all 
important 

Don’t know Re-fused 

a. Evaluation of teachers’ performance. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. Hiring and firing of teachers. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. Selection of textbooks (materials) used in class. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. Setting priorities for the school budget. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Social activity planning. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. Development of school policies and regulations. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
g. Decisions taken at classroom level. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
h. Decisions taken at school level. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
i. Other (please, specify):                                            . 1 2 3 4 89 99  

23. Are, in the case of your school, the members of the Parents’ Council entitled to: 
 Without 

restrictions 
By invitation 

only 
Under no 

circumstance 
Don’t 
know 

Re-fused 

a. participate at meetings where school level decisions are taken?   1 2 3 89 99 
b. actively participate in the elaboration of new school policies   1 2 3 89 99 
c. initiate the modification of an existing school policies?   1 2 3 89 99 
d. initiate the adoption of new policies?   1 2 3 89 99 
e. prevent the adoption of rules they disagree with?   1 2 3 89 99  

24. Does your school have a Parents’ Committee? 
Yes   1 
No   2 
Don’t know 89 
Refused 99  
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25. How much does the Parents’ Committee influence the following areas in the daily life of your school: 
 To a great 

extent 
Some Little Not at all Don’t know Re-fused 

a. Pedagogical methods used by teachers. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. Content of lessons. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. The planning of extracurricular activities. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. The planning of school infrastructure development. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Helping pupils to value education. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. Facilitating increased involvement of parents in school life. 1 2 3 4 89 99  

26. Indicate the extent of influence in general parents in your schools have in practical school life in the following: 
 To a great 

extent` 
Some Little Not at all Don’t know Re-fused 

a. Evaluation of teachers’ performance. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. Hiring and firing of teachers. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. Selection of textbooks (teaching materials) used in class. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. Setting priorities for the school budget. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Social activity planning. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
f. Development of school policies and regulations. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
g. Decisions taken at classroom level. 1 2 3 4 89 99 
h. Decisions taken at school level. 1 2 3 4 89 99  

27. In your view, which has been the most significant initiative by the Parents’ Council in the current school year, if any? 
 

 
 

 Module 6 – General attitudes  
28. To what extent do you think that the following represent benefits of engaging parents in school life: 

 To a large 
extent 

To some 
extent 

To a limited 
extent 

Not at all Don’t know Refusal 

a. Overall improved school climate 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. More positive attitudes of parents towards school 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. More overall support of parents for school 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. Improved pupil educational performance 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. Other (please, specify):                                                    . 1 2 3 4 89 99  

29. It is said that some parents are less likely to engage in school activities than others. Are there any groups of 
parents in your school that generally tend to get less involved than others? Which are these ones:  

1.  

2.  

3.   

30. What special steps, if any, are taken by your school to encourage the active involvement of the above identified 
groups of parents? 

1.  

2.  

3.   
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31. Overall, how satisfied you with: 
 To a large 

extent 
To some 

extent 
To a limited 

extent 
Not at all Don't 

know 
Refused 

a. the education reform process as it affects your school? 1 2 3 4 89 99 
b. support from your Ministry of education? 1 2 3 4 89 99 
c. co-operation with your Ministry of education? 1 2 3 4 89 99 
d. school rooms and buildings in your school? 1 2 3 4 89 99 
e. school equipment in your school? 1 2 3 4 89 99  

32. How would you appreciate your schools budget for the 2007/2008 school year? 
  1 Very good, we paid all our utility bills and we were able to carry out important investments 
  2 Sufficient, we paid all our utility bills and we were able to carry out small investment  
  3 Insufficient, we barely could pay our utility bills 
  4 Extremely bad, we could not pay our utility bills 
89 Don’t know 
99 Refused  

33. How much can you as School Principal influence changes in the school system? 
1 Extremely 
2 Moderately 
3 Somewhat 
4 Not at all 

89 Don't know 
99 Refused  

 School location: 

 Urban 
 Rural  

School director’s gender: 

 Male 
 Female  

Name of settlement: 
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Appendix 3 – Letter to Ministries

	 	 (date)

		  (contact details)

		  (type name and title of addressee)

I, the undersigned, on behalf of the Center for Educational Policy Study, Faculty of Education at the 
Ljubljana University, would like to explore ways of possible collaboration in carrying out the interna-
tional School Principals survey in your country as well. Due to a generous grant from the educational 
Support Program of the Open Society Institute our organisation is planning to carry out a multi-coun-
try survey on the nature of regulation and extent of equitable implementation of parental participa-
tion (in decision-making, in extracurricular activities, and in the education of one’s own children) in 
state elementary schools; in relation to school level factors and to the attitudes and beliefs of school 
directors; both at national and international level.

Through the survey we intend to identify the different experiences of School Principals in imple-
menting national regulations related to parental involvement in education at the                 (please fill 
the relevant one in your country, i.e. classes I-VIII or I-IX) level of education. The first hand experience 
of School Principals in implementing existing regulations on parental participation is critical to iden-
tify the efforts undertaken, and the lessons learned regarding what has worked and not, and the dif-
ferent school related conditions under which some approaches to involve parents proved to be more or 
less effective.

First, in order to ensure that the survey is carried successfully in your country as well, we would like 
to request your formal endorsement. Second, we would like to invite you to comment and formulate 
observations on the questionnaire to be applied, so that your valuable expertise and subject matter 
to further enhance the quality of the survey. Therefore, we send you attached the draft version of 
the questionnaire to be applied. Naturally final survey results, national and international ones will be 
made openly available to your institution upon being finalized. 

I would like to also mention that we will do all to ensure that the survey will closely follow all na-
tional rules and regulations related to survey codes of conduct. The survey will be conducted by … 
survey company.

Looking forward to your kind reply,

Yours truly,
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Appendix 4 Composite indicators

Contribution of parent representatives on the School Board1.	  (Q7a) – an indicator of the extent 
of School Principals satisfaction with the contribution made by the parent representatives on the 
School Board. It includes four items, which are:

The attendance at School Board meetings•	

The input provided at School Board meetings•	

The support provided to solve problems related to school life•	

The extent to which Board Decisions communicated to Parents’ Council.•	

School-initiated home-school communication2.	  (Q8) – an indicator of the forms of communica-
tion undertaken by school in order to ensure information exchange between school and parents. 
This composite includes the following nine items:

Parent-Principal meetings•	

Written evaluation of pupil’s performance sent to parents•	

Information on curriculum sent to parents•	

Information on school events and activities sent to parents•	

Information on school policies and regulations sent to parents•	

School newsletter sent to parents•	

Home visits of teachers or professional support personnel •	

Surveys are carried out to find out the opinions/attitudes of parents•	

School “Open doors” days•	

Satisfaction with parent-teacher meetings3.	  (Q9) – and indicator of the overall level of satisfac-
tion of the School Principle with meetings between teachers and parents in the given school. The 
composite includes two items, which are:

Form teacher-parents meetings•	

Subject teacher-parents meetings•	

Share of parents participating at school meetings4.	  (Q10) - 

Form teacher-parents meetings•	

Subject teacher-parents meetings•	

School Principal-parents meetings•	

Barriers of home-school communications5.	  (Q13) – captures the degree to which School Principals 
feel that communication efforts are hindered by parents – teachers interest and skills to engage 
in meaningful communication. Includes the following eight items:

Lack of parents’ interest in communicating with school•	

Parents’ limited time to get informed about school issues•	

Lack of parents’ communication skills•	
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Lack of teachers’ interest in communicating with parents•	

Teachers’ workload•	

Parents and teachers do not speak the same language•	

Overall conflictual atmosphere between school and parents•	

Lack of training of teachers for engagement with parents•	

Parents invited by form teachers to engage in school life6.	  (Q15) – captures the instances in 
which opportunities for parents to engage in different school activities were created by school. 
Includes:

Participate in organizing school/classroom ceremonies•	

Participate in organizing social activities at school/class level•	

Provide teaching assistance to teachers•	

Organize a school/classroom support group•	

Sponsor activities carried out at school/classroom level•	

Fund-raise for school•	

Help other parents with supporting their children’s education•	

Represent the school at different events•	

Potential benefit of school support to parents to help their children7.	  (Q19) – an assessment of 
the potential benefits of support services provided by school to support parents to help their chil-
dren in education from the view of pupils’ educational performance. Includes:

Organized sessions to help parents assist their children with homework•	

Provided parents with materials helping to assist their children with homework•	

Provided parents with materials helping to monitor their children’s homework•	

Provided parents with information on creating a home learning environment•	

Provided counseling service to parents•	

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

Support services provided by school to parents to help their children in education8.	  (Q20) – an 
indicator of the actions and support services provided by school to support parents to help their 
children in education. Includes:

Organized sessions to help parents assist their children with homework•	

Provided parents with materials helping to assist their children with homework•	

Provided parents with materials helping to monitor their children’s homework•	

Provided parents with information on creating a home learning environment•	

Provided counseling service to parents•	

Parent issue-based support groups e.g. on violence, behavioral problems.•	
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Barriers to provide support services to parents to help their children in education9.	  (Q21) – an 
indicator of the degree to which School Principals feel that actions and support services provided 
by school in order to support parents to help their children in education are hindered by institu-
tional factors, teachers and parents interests and skills. Includes:

Insufficient school resources to develop and run the services•	

Lack of parents’ interest in engaging in school based support services•	

Parents too busy to be involved in school based support services•	

Teachers are to busy to run support services to parents•	

Teachers lack necessary skills to offer support services to parents•	

Lack of methodology to develop support services to parents•	

Conflict between teachers and parents•	

Principal’s belief in the importance of parental voice in school life10.	  – an indicator of the degree 
at which School Principals feel that parental influence on school life is related to the overall qual-
ity of education. Includes (Q22):

Evaluation of teachers’ performance•	

Hiring and sacking of teachers•	

Selection of textbooks and other teaching materials used in class•	

Setting priorities for the school budget•	

Social activity planning•	

Development or updating of school policies and regulations•	

Decisions taken at classroom level•	

Decisions taken at school level•	

Decision-making authority attributed to Parents’ Council11.	  (Q23) – 

Participate at meetings where school level decisions are taken•	

Actively participate in the elaboration of new school policies•	

Initiate the modification of an existing school policy•	

Initiate the adoption of new policies•	

Prevent the adoption of rules they disagree with•	

The extent of the Parents Committee’s influence in the daily life a school12.	  (Q25) – and indica-
tor of the degree at which members of the Parents’ Council can influence decision-making at the 
school level. Includes:

Pedagogical methods used by teachers•	

Content of lessons•	

The planning of extracurricular activities•	



School Governance and Social Inclusion • Involvement of Parents146

The planning of school infrastructure development•	

Helping pupils to value education•	

Facilitating increased involvement of parents in school life•	

School Principal’s perception of the benefits of parental engagement in school life13.	  (Q28) – 
indicator captures the general attitudes of Principals towards the possible benefits of parental 
engagement in school life. Consists of the following four items:

Overall improvement on school climate•	

More positive attitudes/behavior of parents towards school•	

More overall support of parents for school•	

Improved pupil educational performance•	

Extent of influence parents have in school life14.	  – an indicator of the degree at which School Prin-
cipals feel that parents have an influence on school life in the case of their school. Includes (Q26):

Evaluation of teachers’ performance•	

Hiring and firing of teachers•	

Selection of textbooks and other teaching materials used in class•	

Setting priorities for the school budget•	

Social activity planning•	

Development or up-dating of school policies and regulations•	

Decisions taken at classroom level•	

Decisions taken at school level•	
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The Education Support Program

The Education Support Program (ESP) at the Open Society Institute and its network partners support 
education reform in countries in transition, combining best practice and policy to strengthen open 
society values. ESP works to facilitate change in education and national policy development. Support is 
focused in Central Asia, the Caucasus, Europe, the Middle East, Russia, South Asia and Southern Africa.

The mission of the Education Support Program is to promote justice in education, aiming to strength-
en advocacy, innovation and activism in three interconnected areas:

Combating social exclusion: equal access to quality education for low income families;  desegrega-
tion of children from minority groups;  inclusion and adequate care for children with special needs. 

Openness and accountability in education systems and education reforms: equitable and efficient 
state expenditures on education; anticorruption and transparency; accountable governance and man-
agement.

Open society values in education: social justice and social action; diversity and pluralism; critical and 
creative thinking.

The Education Support Program works with a close international network of partner organizations 
and individual experts to further OSI’s mission in education.

More information: http://www.soros.org/initiatives/esp/about

Centre for Educational Policy Studies

University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Education

The Centre is active in the field of educational policy studies. It participates in national and interna-
tional activities in this field, particularly in research, development and consultancy projects. The Cen-
tre’s activities support study programmes and are aligned with other research at the Faculty of Educa-
tion. Its members are professors and researchers of the Faculty of Education and some other faculties of 
the University of Ljubljana and from other institutions.

More information: http://ceps.pef.uni-lj.si/eng.htm
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