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Parents’ Reports of School Practices to Provide Information to
Families: 1996 and 2003

By Nancy Vaden-Kiernan, prepared by Westat for the National Center for Education Statistics

Abstract

This Statistics in Brief analyzes
parents’ reports of school prac-
tices to provide information to
families, using data from the 2003
Parent and Family Involvement in
Education Survey and the 1996
Parent and Family Involvement in
Education and Civic Involvement
Survey of the National Household
Education Surveys Program. Par-
ent reports of school information
practices to involve parents in their
children’s education are de-
scribed and are examined in re-
lation to family involvement at

school, and school, family, and
student characteristics. Results

show that in both 1996 and 2003
the average number of parent-re-
ported school information prac-
tices done “very well” was posi-
tively related to the frequency of
the family’s involvement at school.

The average number of school in-
formation practices reported by

parents as being done “very well”
in both survey years was three out
of seven practices.

Introduction
Decades of research have pro-

vided evidence that parent in-
volvement in education is
linked to children’s learning
and school performance (e.g.,
Baker and Stevenson 1986;
Coleman et al. 1966; Epstein 1983;
Epstein and McPartland 1979; Izzo
et al. 1999; Marjoribanks 1979;
McDill and Rigsby 1973). Al-
though not every measure of
parent involvement in every
study has been linked to
children’s cognitive outcomes
(e.g., Domina 2005), a recent
research synthesis of over 50
studies concluded that there is
a “positive and convincing rela-
tionship between family involve-
ment and benefits for students,
including improved academic
achievement.”(Henderson and
Mapp 2002, p. 24). Studies sug-
gest that parent involvement is
related to factors such as
children’s grades in school
(Desimone 1999; Simon 2004),
test scores (Jimerson, Egeland,
and Teo 1999), and grade reten-
tion (Miedel and Reynolds 1999).
Given the importance of parent
involvement, researchers,
policymakers, and practitioners
have sought ways to promote it.

The role of schools in involv-
ing parents has been empha-
sized in several authors’ theo-
ries and frameworks. In the
model of school reform proposed
by Comer and Haynes (1991),
school outreach to parents, in-
cluding involvement in decision
making, is essential to connect
families and communities and
to affect children’s positive de-
velopment. In Eccles and
Harold’s (1993) model of parent
involvement, they discuss the
major role of teacher beliefs and
practices for children and the
enhancement of this role if

teachers work with families.
Epstein’s model of school-family-
community partnerships em-
phasizes the roles of schools,
families, and communities in
working together to influence
children’s development (Epstein
2001). Lareau and Horvat (1999)
have noted the vital role of the
school in accepting or rejecting
parents in their attempts to use
their resources to be involved
with their children. Also,
Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler
(1997) have hypothesized that
school practices may even serve
to increase parent involvement
among parents who feel it is their
role to be involved, but do not feel
they can effectively help their child.

Research has shown that
school practices to involve par-
ents are related to parent in-
volvement (Epstein 1996, 2001).

Studies suggest that parent
involvement is related to fac-
tors such as children’s grades
in school, test scores, and
grade retention.

For example, several studies
have shown that ongoing com-
munication between parents
and teachers is related to in-
creased levels of parent involve-
ment (Gettinger and Guetschow
1998; Watkins 1997). In regard
to specific subject areas, such
as reading, for example, the de-
gree of parent involvement and
student achievement in read-
ing is positively related to
teacher requests that parents
read and focus on home learn-
ing activities with their child
(Epstein 1991). Practices to in-
volve parents have been shown
to be related to parent involve-
ment beyond the relationships
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of other family background vari-
ables, such as family structure
and socioeconomic status, and
child characteristics such as
grade level, gender, and race or
ethnicity (Patrikakou and
Weissberg 2000; Simon 2004).
The importance of school
practices for involving parents
has been reflected in legislation,
most recently in the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB),
P.L. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425
(2002). Title I of NCLB (Section
1118) outlines requirements for
schools, districts, and states to
create partnerships between
parents and schools. Under
NCLB, schools are required to
provide opportunities for parent
involvement, including having
parent-teacher meetings, re-
porting to parents on their
children’s progress, helping par-
ents work with their children to
improve achievement, offering par-
ents opportunities to volunteer,
and involving parents in the plan-
ning and design of school programs.
Because of the role of school
practices in encouraging parent
involvement, it is necessary to
understand whether school ef-
forts to involve families are
similar for all types of families
and students, and for families
in different schools and com-
munities. Previous research
suggests that practices initiated
by schools vary by school, stu-
dent, and family characteris-
tics. For example, in a study of
middle school principals,
Epstein and Lee (1995) found
that sending information to par-
ents about how to help children
learn at home was more fre-
quent in private schools than it
was in public schools. Other
studies of teachers and parents
have shown differences in
school practices by student
grade level. For example, re-
search has shown that parent-
teacher contact and school ef-
forts to involve parents decline
as children move from lower to

higher grade levels (Becker and
Epstein 1982; Epstein and
Dauber 1991; Izzo et al. 1999).
Past research has also shown a
relationship between school
practices and both race and par-
ents’ education level. Epstein
(1990) found that teachers
asked for more involvement
from married parents with less
education than from married
parents with more education,
and from Black parents com-
pared to White parents.

Many previous studies of
school practices were based on
small community samples. In
the past several years, a few
national studies have been con-
ducted that include items re-
lated to this issue, such as the
Early Childhood Longitudinal
Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-1999 (ECLS-K), the Na-
tional Education Longitudinal
Study of 1988 (NELS:88), and the
Head Start Family and Child
Experiences Survey (FACES,
1996-2003).! These studies provide
a national picture of school prac-
tices to involve families and sup-
port findings from smaller studies.

Practices to involve parents
have been shown to be related
to parent involvement beyond
the relationships of other fam-
ily background variables, such
as family structure and socio-
economic status, and child char-
acteristics such as grade level,
gender, and race or ethnicity

For example, findings based on
teacher reports from ECLS-K
have shown a relationship be-
tween teachers’ or schools’ com-
munication with parents about
activities related to children’s
transition to kindergarten and
parent involvement at the
school (U.S. Department of Edu-
cation 2001). At the high school
level, Simon (2004) used data
from the NELS:88- 2000 longi-
tudinal study to show a relation-
ship between specific school

practices to involve parents of
high school seniors (e.g., talk-
ing to parents about their
children’s plans for after high
school, asking parents to volun-
teer) and parent involvement
(e.g., going to workshops about
plans for college or work after
high school, volunteering at
school). While these studies
make valuable contributions to
the understanding of school
practices to involve parents,
they focus on children in lim-
ited age or grade ranges (e.g.,
preschool through 1st grade;
kindergarten through S5th
grade, 8th grade and higher),
and thus do not cover the full grade
range of children’s schooling from
kindergarten through 12th grade.

In 1996, the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics
(NCES) collected nationally rep-
resentative data on parents’ in-
volvement in their children’s
education through the Parent
and Family Involvement in Edu-
cation and Civic Involvement
Survey of the National House-
hold Education Surveys Program
(NHES). Vaden-Kiernan (1996)
used NHES data to link parent-
reported school information
practices to involve parents and
family involvement in schools,
school type, school size, parents’
education level, student grade
level, and student race/ethnic-
ity for children in 1st through
12th grades. The inclusion of
similar measures in the 2003
NHES Parent and Family Involve-
ment in Education Survey permits
examination of parent-reported
school information practices and
their relationship to parent involve-
ment between the two years.

For both NHES:1996 and
NHES:2003 a random sample of
telephone numbers was selected
in the first stage, and within each
household with eligible children, at
least one eligible child was selected
in the second stage. The data were
collected using computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI)
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technology. Data editing was per-
formed to correct any errors found
both during and after administra-
tion of the interviews.

In the 1996 survey, Screeners
were completed with 55,838 house-
holds, with a weighted Screener
unit response rate of 70 percent.
The number of sampled phone
numbers drawn was 161,446. The
parent interview was completed by
the parents of 20,792 of the 23,835
sampled children age 3 through
the 12th grade, a weighted unit
response rate of 89 percent.

While these (previous) studies
make valuable contributions
to the understanding of school
practices to involve parents,
they focus on children in lim-
ited age or grade ranges and
thus do not cover the full
range of children’s schooling.

The overall unit response rate
was 62 percent. In the 2003 sur-
vey, Screeners were completed
with 32,049 households, with a
weighted Screener unit response
rate of 65 percent. The number
of sampled phone numbers drawn
was 109,800. The parent inter-
view was completed by the par-
ents of 12,426 of the 14,942
sampled children in kindergar-
ten through the 12th grade, a
weighted unit response rate of 83
percent. The overall unit re-
sponse rate was 54 percent. In-
formation on survey methodology
is provided in the Survey Meth-
odology and Data Reliability
section at the end of this docu-
ment. Further details about
the 1996 methodology are in
Montaquilla and Brick (1997) and
details about the 2003 survey are
in Hagedorn et al. (2004).

Current Report

The purpose of the current re-
port is to replicate analyses
from the previous NCES report
(Vaden-Kiernan 1996) with data
from the 2003 survey. As with
the previous report, parent-re-

ported school information prac-
tices are discussed first and
then examined in relation to the
frequency of parent involve-
ment at the school. Next, par-
ent-reported school information
practices to involve parents are
examined in relation to school,
family, and student character-
istics that have been found to
be related to variation in school
practices or parent involvement
in Vaden-Kiernan (1996) and
other studies (Epstein 1990;
Epstein and Dauber 1991;
Epstein and Lee 1995; Kohl,
Lengua, and McMahon 2000;
Shumow and Miller 2001). Fol-
lowing these findings, the re-
sults are summarized and sugges-
tions are made for future research.
Finally, survey methodology, data
reliability, and statistical tests used
in the report are discussed.

The current report focuses
on parent reports of the fre-
quency of their involvement at
school meetings or activities. It
should be noted that other mea-
sures of parent reported involve-
ment both at school and at home
are included in the survey but,
for brevity, are not included in
the current report.

In 1996, most of the ques-
tions about school information
practices were administered to
parents of 1st- through 12th-
graders. The previous 1996 re-
port presented data from inter-
views with the parents of 16,151
children in 1st through 12th
grades and excluded data col-
lected from the parents of 244
children who were schooled at
home. The 2003 survey in-
cluded parents of 12,426 chil-
dren in kindergarten through
the 12th grade. In order to repli-
cate the 1996 report, the analy-
ses for the 2003 survey in the
current report are limited to data
from parents of 11,265 children
enrolled in 1st through 12th
grades. The current report also
excludes data collected about the
262 children who were schooled

at home in 2003. Informationabout
homeschooled children can be
found in other NCES publications
(Princiotta, Bielick, and Chapman
2004; Bielick, Chandler, and
Broughman, 2001).

Parents of children in the
1st through 12th grades were
asked how well their child‘s
school carried out seven differ-
ent practices to involve them in
their children‘s education. The
parent-reported school informa-
tion practices included in the
current report are based on
types of parent involvement
identified by Epstein (1992).
Each type of involvement in-
cludes practices that are initi-
ated by both schools and par-
ents. For example, the first type
of involvement is called “Basic
obligations of families” and in-
cludes schools’ efforts to im-
prove parents’ understanding of
parenting and child develop-
ment. Type 1 practices initiated
by families would include using
appropriate parenting skills to
support their children’s healthy
development (Epstein 2001). For
this report, practices initiated
by the schools to communicate
information to parents are the fo-
cus. The five types of involvement
addressed in the current report,
and their correspondence to spe-
cific items in the Parent and Fam-
ily Involvement in Education Sur-
vey, are shown in exhibit 1.

Questions in NHES:2003
addressing various types of in-
volvement were based on items
from a questionnaire developed
by Epstein and Salinas (1993).
Descriptions of these items,
which were identical in 1996
and 2003, are shown in the right
column of exhibit 1.

Answer categories in the 1996
survey were: “does it very well,”
“ust o.k.,” or “doesn’t do it at all.”
In the 2003 survey, an additional
category was added that indicated
the school did the practice but did
it “not very well.” In this report, the
focus is on school information prac-



18

Volume 27, Number 3, Spring 2005

Exhibit 1.

Correspondence between Epstein’s types of school practices to promote parent involvement and
school information practices items from the Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of
the 2003 National Household Education Surveys Program

Epstein’s six types of school
practices to promote parent in-
volvement

Corresponding parent-reported school information practices items
from the Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of
the 2003 National Household Edcuation Surveys Program

Parents were asked how well their child’s school did the following

things during the school year:

Type 1: Improving parents’ under-
standing of parenting and child
development

Type 2: Communicating with par-
ents and keeping them informed
about their child’s progress and
school programs.

Type 3: Encouraging parent volun-
teering at the school and partici-
pation in school activities.

Type 4: Helping families help chil-
dren learn at home.

Type 5: School practices to involve
parents in decision making.

Type 6: Supporting families by col-
laborating with the community to
bring families needed resources
and to increase family participa-
tion in the community.

Helped parent understand what children at the child’s age are like.

Let parent know between report cards how the child was doing in school.
Provided information about why the child was placed in particular groups

or classes

Made parent aware of chances to volunteer at school.

Provided workshops, materials, or advice about how to help the child
learn at home. Provided information about how to help the child with

his/her homework

No corresponding practice

Provided information on community services to help the child or family

SOURCE: Epstein (1992); and U.S. Department of Edcuation, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and
Family Involvement in Education and Civic Involvement Survey of the 1996 Naitonal Household Edcuation Sur-
veys Program (NHES) and Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of the 2003 NHES.

tices reported to be done “very well.”
This was done in order to have a
succinct measure of parent re-
ported school practices and to ex-
amine the best that schools were
offering according to parent reports.
School information practices that
were reported by parents to be done
“just o0.k.,” “not very well” or “not
done at all” are not discussed here,
but estimates and standard errors
for these categories are shown in
tables 1 and 2 for the 1996 and
2003 surveys, respectively.

The estimates in this report
are based on weighting observa-
tions to partially account for
nonresponse and coverage bias.
The total number of weighted ob-
servations was 45,551 in 1996 and
47,753 in 2003. This is discussed
further in the Sampling Error
section of this report. To test the
differences between estimates,
Student’s t statistics were calcu-
lated. All differences reported
were significant at the .05 level
of significance. Only differences

of 5 percentage points or more are
discussed in order to identify some
of the larger differences in the re-
port. In the current report, Cohen’s
d effect sizes were also used to de-
termine the magnitude of statis-
tically significant differences be-
tween means. Kendall’s tau b was
also used to test an association
between parent involvement and
school information practices. More
information about the statistical
tests used is in the Statistical
Tests section of this report.
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Unless otherwise indicated,
no differences were detected in
estimates between 1996 and
2003. Thus, primarily differ-
ences within each year of the
study are reported.

Parents’ Reports of School

Practices

The seven school practices were
examined to assess whether
some school information prac-
tices were reported to be done
“very well” by greater percent-
ages of parents than other
school information practices. As
seen in tables 1 and 2, in both
1996 and 2003 the two highest
percentages were for children
whose parents reported that
their child’s school did “very
well” at letting them know be-
tween report cards how their
child was doing in school (59
and 61 percent, respectively)
and making them aware of
chances to volunteer at the
school (57 and 58).

Parents’ Reports of School
Practices and the Frequency
of Their Involvement at the
School

One of the objectives of this re-
port is to examine the relation-
ship between parent-reported
school practices done “very well”
and the frequency of family in-
volvement at school. In order to
provide an overall measure of
school practices, the number of
practices reported to have been
done “very well” were summed
together. In both 1996 and 2003,
the average number done “very
well” was approximately three
out of seven practices (Table 3).

Family involvement at
school was measured by the fol-
lowing question: “During this
school year, how many times
have you or other adult family
members/adults in the house-
hold gone to meetings or partici-
pated in activities at the child’s
school?” The question was
open-ended and respondents re-

ported the number of times they
went to a meeting or activity. For
this report, answers were coded
according to whether families were
involved at the school “zero,” “one
to two,” “three to five,” “six to nine,”
or “ten or more” times.

The percentage distribution
of parents’ reported level of in-
volvement and the means and
standard errors for the number
of school information practices
done “very well” at each level of
involvement are reported in
table 3. In 1996 and 2003, the
smallest percentage of children
had family members who re-
ported not attending any meet-
ings or activities at the school
(8 and 4 percent, respectively),
while the largest percentage of
children had family members
who were involved at the school
3-5 times during the school year
(34 and 39 percent, respec-
tively). In 2003, a larger per-
centage of children had parents
who reported being involved at
the school 3-5 times (39 per-
cent), compared with the per-
centage of children whose par-
ents reported involvement 3-5
times in 1996 (34 percent).

As seen in table 3 and fig-
ure 1, in 1996 the average num-
ber of school information prac-
tices reported by parents as
done “very well” was lower for
children whose parents reported
being involved O times at the
school than for those whose par-
ents reported being involved at
the school 1-2 times or more.
The average number of school
information practices reported by
parents was also lower for chil-
dren whose parents reported being
involved at the school 1-2 times
than for children whose parents re-
ported being involved 6-9 times.

In 2003, the average num-
ber of school information prac-
tices reported to be done “very
well” by parents was lower for
children whose parents reported
being involved O times at the
school than for those involved at

the school 3-5 times or more.
The average number of school
information practices reported
to be done “very well” by parents
was also lower for children
whose parents reported being
involved at school 1-2 times
compared to those involved at
the school 3-5 times or more.

The association between
school practices done “very well”
and the categorical measure of
parents’ frequency of involve-
ment was tested in both years
using Kendall’s tau b. In both 1996
and 2003, a relationship was found
between the two variables.

These findings could indicate
that schools that conduct more
information practices “very well”
lead parents to become more in-
volved. It is also possible that
higher parent involvement en-
courages schools to communi-
cate better with parents.

Of course, parent involve-
ment could be driven by other
factors that are not examined
in this study, such as employ-
ment, family composition, or
parents’ own experiences with
school when they were children.

Parent-Reported School

Information

Practices by School, Family,
and Student Characteristics
Variations in school informa-
tion practices by school, family,
and student characteristics
were also examined (table 4).
Variables included in this analy-
sis were those that have been
shown to be linked either to
school information practices or to
levels of family involvement.
These variables do not represent
an exhaustive list of character-
istics thought to be related to school
information practices. Rather, they
were chosen to provide at least one
key indicator from each of the do-
mains of school, family, and stu-
dent characteristics.

The purpose of the current
report is descriptive and the
average number of school infor-
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Table 1.

Number and percentage of students in grades 1 through 12 whose parents reported how well
various school information practices were done by school practice in 1996

Percentage of students whose parents reported vari-
ous school information practices were done...

School practice

“very well”

“just ok”

“not at all”

Number!

Percent s.e.

Number?! Percent

s.e| Number!

Percent s.e.

Let parent know be-
tween report cards
how the child was

doing inschool......... 26,719

Made parents aware of
chances to volunteer

at the school............ 26,001

Provided information
about why the child
was placed in particu-
lar  groups or

ClasSes. ....ovreerinns 18,608

Provided information
about how to help
the child with his/her
homework................ 17,443

Provided workshops
materials, or advice
about how to help the

child learn at home.... 16,725

Helped parent under-
stand what children at

the child’s age are
15,931

Provided information
on community ser-
vices to help the child
or family.................. 15,239

33

59 0.5 13,152 29

57 0.5 12,244 27

41 0.5 11,796 26

38 0.4 13,871 30

37 0.5 13,519 30

35 0.4 14,485 32

0.4 15,241 33

0.4 5,679 12 0.4

0.4 7,307 16 0.4

0.4 15,147 33 0.5

0.4 14,237 31 0.4

0.4 15,308 34 0.4

0.4 15,136 33 0.5

0.5 15,071 33 0.5

I Number of students for each answer category of school practice (in thousands)

NOTE: The abbreviation s.e. is standard error.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and Family Involvement
in Education and Civic Involvement Survey of the 1996 National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES),
and Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of the 2003 NHES.

mation practices done “very
well” are examined separately
for each characteristic. However,
because these school, family, and
student characteristics may be
interrelated, future research

should use multivariate analyses
to determine which variables are
related to school information
practices done “very well” when
controlling for the relationships
of the other variables.

Differences by School Type
Based on past research us-
ing NELS:1988 which showed
differences in school informa-
tion practices between public
and private schools (Epstein and
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Table 2.

Number and percentage of students in grades 1 through 12 whose parents reported how well
various school information practices were done, by school practice in 2003

Percentage of students whose parents reported how well vari-
ous school information practices were done...

School practice
“very well”

“just ok”

“not very well”

“not at all”

Number! Percent

s.e Number! Percent s.e.

Number! Percent s.e.

Number! Percent s.e.

Let parent know be-
tween report cards
how the child was
doing in school........ 29,041 o1

Made parent aware of
chances to volunteer
at the school............ 27,645 58

Provided information
about why the child
was placed in par-
ticular groups or
classes.......ccocervennnne. 20,504 43

Provided information
about how to help
the child with his/her
homework................ 19,237 40

Provided workshops,
materials or advice
about how to help
the child learn at

18,088 38

Helped parent under-
stand what children
at the child’s age are

18,393 39

Provided information
on community ser-
vices to help the child
or family..................

15,754 33

0.6 12,529 26 0.5 2,828

0.6 11,824 25 0.5 4,049

0.6 12,362 26 0.5 4913

0.5 14414 30 0.5 5,800

0.6 14,470 30 0.5 6,444

0.5 14,526 30 0.5 5,471

0.6 15,192 32 0.6 6,436

6 0.3 3,355 7 0.3

4,235 9 0.4

10 0.4 9,975 21 0.4

12 0.4 8,302 17 0.4

13 0.4 8,751 18 0.4

11 0.4 9,363 20 0.4

13 0.5 10,371 22 0.4

1 Number of students for each answer category of school practice (in thousands)

NOTE: The abbreviation s.e. is standard error.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and Family Involvement
in Education and Civic Involvement Survey of the 1996 National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES),
and Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of the 2003 NHES.

Lee 1995) and differences in lev-
els of parent satisfaction in pri-
vate schools, public schools that
were chosen by families, and
public schools that were assigned
(Bielick and Chapman 2003),
school information practices were
examined with respect to school

type. Public schools were identified
by parents as either “regularly as-
signed” or “chosen” by the parents.

Parents were asked the
question, “Is it (his/her) regu-
larly assigned school or a school
that you chose?” If parents vol-
unteered that the school their

child was assigned was also
their school of choice, the
school was categorized as a
“public, chosen” school.2 Private
schools were identified by par-
ents as either “church-related
“or “not church-related.”
Parent reports of school in-
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Table 3.

Number and percentage of students in grades 1 through 12 whose parents reported various levels of
participation at school and average number of parent-reported school information practices done “very well,” by
frequency of family involvement at school: 1996 and 2003

1996

2003

Frequency of
family involve-
ment at school

Percentage of
students
whose par-
ents reported
various lev-

Average num-
ber of parent-
reported
school infor-
mation prac-

Percentage of
students
whose par-
ents reported
various lev-

Average num-
ber of parent-
reported
school infor-
mation prac-

els of partici- | tices done els of partici- | tices done

Number of| pation at | “very well”! Number of pation at | “very well™

students| school students| school

(in thou- (in thou-

sands) Percent s.e. Mean s.e. sands) Percent s.e. |Mean s.e.
Total 45,551 100 A 3.0 0.02 47,753 100 A 3.1 0.03
0 times 3,635 8 0.3 1.9 0.08 1,947 4 0.2 2.0 0.14
1-2 times 11,191 25 0.4 2.7 0.05 11,085 23 0.6 2.6 0.06
3-5 times 15,690 34 0.5 3.1 0.04 18,485 39 0.6 3.3 0.05
6-9 times 5,212 11 0.3 3.5 0.07 5,327 11 0.4 3.6 0.09

9,823 22 0.5 3.2 0.05 10,910 23 0.5 3.3 0.07

10 or more times

N Not applicable. Standard error not derived because it is based on an estimate of 100 percent.

IThe range of responses was from 0 to 7.

NOTE: Parents were asked how many times they or another adult in their household went to meetings or partici-
pated in activities at their child’s school during this school year. In both 1996 and 2003, parents of children in
the 1st through 12th grades were asked how well their child’s school did the following seven things: let them
know how their child was doing in school, helped them understand what children at their child’s age are like,
made them aware of chances to volunteer at school, helped them help their child at home, provided information
about community services, provided information about how to help with homework, and provided information
about why their child was placed in particular groups or classes. In 1996, answer categories were: does “very
well,” “just o.k.,” “doesn’t do well at all,” and “not very well.” The abbreviation s.e. is standard error. Detail may
not sum to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and Family Involvement
in Education and Civic Involvement Survey of the 1996 National Household Education Survey Program (NHES)
and Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of the 2003 NHES.

formation practices varied by
school type (table 4). In both
1996 and 2003, the average
number of school information
practices reported by parents to
have been done “very well” was
higher for children in church-
related or other types of private
than for children in public
schools that were assigned. In
1996, parents of children in pri-
vate schools reported 4.0 and 3.8
practices were done “very well”
(for church-related and non-
church related, respectively)

compared to 2.8 in public schools
that were assigned.In addition,
parents of children in private
schools that were church-re-
lated also reported a higher
number of school information
practices done “very well” (4.0)
than parents of children in cho-
sen public schools (3.2). In 2003,
parents of children in private
schools reported 3.7 and 4.0 prac-
tices done “very well” (for church-
related and non-church related,
respectively) compared to 3.0 in
public schools that were assigned.

Differences by School Size

Results from the current analy-
sis also show that parent reports
of school information practices
were related to parent reports of
school size. Parents of children
in smaller schools gave more
favorable reports about school
information practices, on aver-
age, than did parents of children
in larger schools. In 1996, par-
ents of children in schools with
under 300 students reported an
average of 3.4 school informa-
tion practices done “very well,”
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Figure 1.

Average number of parent-reported school information practices done “very well,” by frequency
of family involvement at school: 1996 and 2003.

Freguency of family
involvement at school®

0 times

1 to 2 himes

3 to 5 times

6 to 9 times

10 or more
times

1996
2003

1.5 2.0

0.5 1.0
Average number of practices

2.5

3.0

Parents were asked how many times they or another adult in the household went to meetings or participated in activities at their child’s school during the current school

year.

NOTE: In both 1996 and 2003, parents of children in the 1st through 12th grades were asked how well their child’s school did the following seven things: let them
know how their child was doing in school, helped them understand what children at their child’s age are like, made them aware of chances to volunteer at school, helped
them help their child learn at home, provided information about community services, provided information about how to help with homework, and provided informa-
tion about why their child was placed in particular groups or classes. In 1996, answer categories were does “very well,” “just 0.k.,” or “doesn’t do it at all.” In 2003,
answer categories were does “very well,” “just 0.k.,” “doesn’t do it at all,” and “not very well.”

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and Family Involvement in Education and Civic Involvement Survey of the
1996 National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES) and Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey of the 2003 NHES.

compared to 2.6 practices re-
ported by parents of children in
schools with 1,000 or more stu-
dents. In 2003, parents of chil-
dren in schools with under 300
students and those with chil-
dren in schools with 300-599
students both reported an aver-
age of 3.4 school information
practices done “very well” com-
pared to 2.6 practices reported
by parents of children in schools
with 1,000 or more students.

Differences by Parents’

Highest Level of Education

Another important family char-
acteristic included in the cur-
rent study was parents’ educa-
tion level. Past research sug-
gests that parents with higher
levels of educational attain-
ment have higher levels of in-
volvement in their children’s

education (Lareau 1989; Nord,
Brimhall, and West 1997).

A variable was created to define
the highest level of schooling
completed by either parent or
guardian in the household or
the only parent or guardian in
the household. In 1996, parents
who had not completed a high
school program reported, on av-
erage, more school information
practices done “very well” (3.7
practices) than did parents with
a high school education (3.1
practices), or those with higher
education levels (2.8 to 2.9 prac-
tices, reported by those who had
completed vocational or technical
education or some college; college;
or graduate or professional school).
In 2003, no differences in the av-
erage number of school informa-
tion practices were detected by par-
ents’ highest level of education.

Differences by Student

Grade Level

As noted earlier, past research
has shown that school efforts to
involve parents decrease as
children enter higher grades
and progress to different levels
of school (e.g., middle school,
high school) (Epstein and
Dauber 1991). In general, par-
ents of students in lower grades
reported more practices were
done “very well,” compared to
parents of children in later
grades. In 1996 and 2003, the
average number of school infor-
mation practices reported by
parents to have been done “very
well” was highest in the 1st
grade, at 4.0 and 4.1 practices,
respectively, compared to prac-
tices reported by parents with
children in grades 6 through 12
in 1996 and grades 4 through 12



24 Volume 27, Number 3, Spring 2005

Table 4.

Average number of parent-reported school information practices done “very well,” by selected
characteristics: 1996 and 2003

1996 2000

Number of Average number of Number of stu- Average number of
. students in | parent-reported | dents in| parent-reported
Characteristic grades 1| school informa- | grades 1| school information
through 12| tion practices | through 12 | practices done “very
(in thou- done “Very well” (1n thou- well”
sands) Mean | s.e. sands) Mean ‘ s.e.
Total 45,551 3.0 0.02 47,753 3.1 0.03
School Type (1)
Public, assigned................ 34,614 2.8 0.03 35,312 3.0 0.03
Public, chosen (2).............. 6,228 3.2 0.07 7,334 3.4 0.10
Private, church-related...... 3,654 4.0 0.06 3,976 3.7 0.08
Private, not church-related 1,054 3.8 0.16 1,131 4.0 0.16
School size (3)
Under 300.......cccoenininnnnen. 7,503 3.4 0.06 8,265 3.4 0.08
300-3599..cciiiiiiii 17,345 3.2 0.04 17,143 3.4 0.05
600-999.....iiiiiiii 10,294 2.8 0.05 10,894 3.0 0.07
1,000 or more.................... 10,409 2.6 0.05 11,451 2.6 0.06

Parents’ highest level of
education (4)

Less than high school....... 4,492 3.7 0.10 3,395 3.4 0.13
High school graduate or
equivalent........................ 13,890 3.1 0.04 12,049 3.3 0.06

Vocational/technical edu-
cation after high school or

some college..................... 13,592 2.8 0.05 15,099 3.0 0.05
College graduate............... 7,000 2.9 0.06 9,082 2.9 0.07
Graduate or professional

SChoOl.. it 6,577 2.9 0.06 8,128 3.1 0.06

Student grade level
Ist grade......cocovevveiininnnnn.n. 4,349 4.0 0.08 4,187 4.1 0.09
2nd-3rd grade..................... 7,710 3.7 0.06 7,696 3.9 0.07
4th-5th grade..................... 7,811 3.4 0.06 8,368 3.6 0.06
6th grade........cocoveiiienenin. 3,927 3.1 0.07 4,182 3.1 0.08
7th-8th grade..........c..c..ee.e. 7,567 2.6 0.06 7,988 2.8 0.07
9th grade.......ccoevvenieennnnn.n. 3,734 2.3 0.08 4,034 2.6 0.09
10th-11th grade................... 7,049 2.2 0.06 7,477 2.3 0.06
12th grade..............oooooenn. 3,377 2.3 0.08 3,815 2.4 0.08
Ungraded.........cooveninieninn.n. 19 o o 5 o *
Total...oevveeiiiiiiiiiiiicn, 45,551 3.0 0.02 47,753 3.1 0.03
Student race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic.......... 30,684 2.8 0.03 29,744 2.9 0.03
Black, non-Hispanic........... 7,166 3.3 0.07 7,626 3.4 0.08
Hispanic......cocoveveuiineninnens, 5,777 3.6 0.08 7,557 3.5 0.08
Other.....cocovviiiiiiiniiinen... 1,924 2.9 0.10 2,826 3.1 0.13

**Reporting standards not met. There were less than 30 unweighted cases in the ungraded category; thus, it was not included in the analyses.

1 School type was reported by parents.

2 Parents were asked whether their child’s school was his or her regularly assigned school or a school that the parent chose. If parents
answered that the assigned school was also their school of choice, the school was categorized as a chosen school.

3 School size was reported by parents.

4 Parents’ highest education level refers to the highest level of education completed by the child’s parent or parents.

NOTE: The NOTE at the bottom of Table 3 applies here as well.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Parent and Family Involvement in Education and Civic
Involvement Survey of the 1996 National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES) and Parent and Family Involvement in Edcuation
Survey of the 2003 NHES.
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in 2003. The average number
of school information practices
reported to be done “very well”
by parents of 2ndthrough 3rd-
graders and 4th- through
Sthgraders were not detected to
be different from each other,
but were greater than the aver-
age number of practices reported
by parents with children in
grades 7 through 12 in 1996 and
2003. Examination of differ-
ences between reported school
practices in earlier and later
grades showed that the average
number of school information

Examination of differences
between reported school prac-
tices in earlier and later grades
showed that the average num-
ber of school information prac-
tices reported done “very well”
decreased by nearly one school
practice between the 1st grade
and the 6th grade in both 1996
and 2003.

practices reported done “very
well” decreased by nearly one
school practice between the 1st
grade and the 6th grade in both
1996 and 2003. The average
number of school information
practices reported done “very
well” decreased by another
school practice in 1996 between
the 6th grade and the 9th grade.

Differences by Student
Race/Ethnicity

Differences in school informa-
tion practices were also exam-
ined with respect to race/
ethnicity. In this report, only dif-
ferences in school information
practices reported by parents of
White, non-Hispanic; Black,
non-Hispanic; and Hispanic
children are discussed. 4 Re-
sults show that parent reports
of school information practices
varied by the racial and/or eth-
nic background of the child. In
1996, parents of Hispanic chil-
dren reported more school infor-
mation practices done “very

well” (3.6) than parents of White
children (2.8). In 2003, parents
of Hispanic children also re-
ported more school information
practices done “very well” (3.4
and 3.5, respectively) than par-
ents of White children (2.9).

Summary and Suggestions

for Future Research

In this report, data from the
Parent and Family Involvement
in Education Survey of the 2003
National Household Education
Surveys Program were used to
replicate previous analyses us-
ing the Parent and Family In-
volvement in Education and
Civic Involvement Survey of the
1996 National Household Educa-
tion Surveys Program. Parent
reports of school information
practices to involve them in
their children’s education were
examined in relation to family
involvement at school, and
school, family, and student
characteristics. Results show
that in both 1996 and 2003 the
average number of parent-re-
ported school information prac-
tices done “very well” was posi-
tively related to the frequency
of the family’s involvement at
school, although causality or its
direction cannot be addressed
in a cross-sectional study. With-
out longitudinal research or an
experimental design it cannot
be determined whether schools
that do very well at giving par-
ents information create condi-
tions that lead to greater parent
involvement, or whether par-
ents that are more involved at
school receive more informa-
tion about the school and thus
are more aware of school prac-
tices done well.

Findings for parent reports
of school information practices
in 1996 and 2003 are similar to
each other. The average num-
ber of school information prac-
tices reported by parents as be-
ing done “very well” in both sur-
vey years was three out of seven

practices. In addition, some
types of school information prac-
tices were less frequently re-
ported by parents to be done
“very well” by schools. For ex-
ample, 38 percent of parents in
2003 and 37 percent in 2003

In 2003, parents of Hispanic
children also reported more
school information practices
done “very well” (3.4 and 3.5,
respectively) than parents of
White children (2.9).

reported that their child’s school
provided information about how
to help their child learn at home.
Research has shown that provid-
ing children with learning oppor-
tunities at home, such as read-
ing or helping with homework, is
related to school performance
(Epstein 1991; Simon 2004; U.S.
Department of Education 1994).
Other results in both survey
years show that the average
number of parent-reported
school information practices
done “very well” differed by
school, family, and student
characteristics. More practices
were reported to be done “very
well” by parents of children in
private versus public schools
that were assigned; children in
smaller versus larger schools;
children whose parents had less
education compared to children
whose parents had more educa-
tion (in 1996 but not 2003); chil-
dren in lower grade levels ver-
sus those in higher grade lev-
els; and Hispanic children, com-
pared to White children. Be-
cause these school, family, and
student characteristics are
themselves interrelated, future
research is needed to address
which characteristics have the
strongest relationship to reports
of practices done “very well.”
The current report was lim-
ited to practices reported by par-
ents to have been done “very
well.” Future research could also
address the relationships be-
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tween school, family, and stu-
dent characteristics and school
information practices that were
reported by parents to have
been done “just ok”, “not very
well” or “not at all.”

Also, in this report, the num-
ber of school information prac-
tices done “very well” were
added together to create a sum-
mary variable. Although this
was a useful method for exam-
ining the cumulative effect of
multiple practices, there is a
limitation in combining prac-
tices that may have different
functions in relation to parent
involvement. In addition, the
information about school prac-
tices comes from reports from
the parent respondent and not
from the school. Parents’ reports
are based on their knowledge
and perception of school prac-
tices and may differ from actual
school practices. In addition,
the type of parent involvement
included in the current report
was limited to parent reports of
the number of times they went
to meetings or participated in
activities at the child’s school.
Teacher reports of parents’ ac-
tivities may be different from
those of parents. Also, examin-
ing parent or teacher reports of

Parents’ reports are based on
their knowledge and perception
of school practices and may dif-
fer from actual school practices.

involvement outside of school
may produce different results.
Further research with the
NHES:2003 data could use par-
ent reports to explore whether
specific school information
practices are related to particu-
lar types of parent involvement
outside of school that were in-
cluded in the survey. For ex-
ample, the school practice of in-
forming parents about how to
help their children learn at
home could be examined in re-
lation to reading and learning

activities in the home. The
school practice of providing in-
formation about homework
could be examined in relation
to data about involvement in
homework by persons inside
and outside the household.
Specific school information
practices at the middle and high
school levels could also be ex-
amined in relation to school in-
formation practices and parent
activities with older children
that were not part of the current
study. Simon (2004) found that
when high schools initiated
school outreach activities such
as contacting parents about
their children’s plans for after
high school, parents were more
likely to go to workshops about
this issue and to talk to their
senior high school student
about their plans. This issue
could also be addressed with the
2003 survey data by examining
the two school information prac-
tices of “providing information
about how to help plan for col-
lege or vocational school” and
“how to help plan for work after
the child com pletes his or her
education” in relation to the fre-
quency that the parent reports
talking with the child about his
or her plans for further educa-
tion after high school and plans
for work after the child finishes
his or her education. In inter-
preting such an analysis, it
should be noted that both school
practices and reports of talking
to the child about specific sub-
jects were reported by parents.

Survey Methodology and

Data Reliability

The National Household Educa-
tion Surveys Program (NHES) is
a program of telephone surveys
sponsored by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, Institute of
Education Sciences, National
Center for Education Statistics
(NCES). NHES was first con-
ducted in 1991 and has covered
a wide range of education-re-

lated topics. NHES surveys fo-
cused on parent and family in-
volvement in education in 1996
and 2003. This report presents
data from the Parent and Fam-
ily Involvement in Education
Survey of NHES in both years
(1996 and 2003). NHES:1996 and
NHES:2003 data collections
were conducted by Westat and
took place from January
through April of 1996 and 2003,
respectively. This section pro-
vides a brief description of the
survey methodology; further de-
tails about the 2003 study meth-
odology appear in Hagedorn et
al. (2004). Details about the
1996 study methodology are in
Montaquilla and Brick (1997).
The NHES: 1996 and
NHES:2003 were listassisted, RDD
samples. For NHES:1996, the sam-
pling frame was Marketing Sys-
tems Group’s (MSG’s) Genesys da-
tabase as of December 1995. For
NHES:2003, the sampling frame
was MSG‘s Genesys 3rd quarter
2002 database. The data were
collected using computer-as-
sisted telephone interviewing
(CATI) technology. A random
sample of telephone numbers
was selected in the first stage,
and within each household with
eligible children, at least one
eligible child was selected in the
second stage. The samples for
the 1996 and 2003 surveys are
nationally representative of all
children in kindergarten
through 12th grade, enrolled in
regular school or homeschooled
in the 50 states and the District
of Columbia. The person chosen
as the respondent for the 1996
and 2003 interviews was the
parent or guardian in the
household who knew the most
about the child’s education. In
about 80 percent of interviews
in both years, the respondent
was the child’s mother or a fe-
male guardian or respondent. In-
terviews were conducted in both
English and Spanish. Data for
this report come from 16,151 com-



The Journal for Vocational Special Needs Education

27

pleted parent interviews for chil-
dren in grades 1 through 12 in
1996 and 11,265 completed par-
ent interviews for children in the
same grade range in 2003.

Data Reliability

Estimates produced using data
from the 1996 and 2003 surveys
are subject to two types of error,
sampling and nonsampling er-
rors. Nonsampling errors are er-
rors made in the collection and
processing of data. Sampling er-
rors occur because the data are
collected from samples of re-
spondents rather than the
whole population.

Nonsampling Error

Nonsampling error is the term
used to describe variations in
the estimates that may be
caused by population coverage
limitations and data collection,
processing, and reporting proce-
dures. The sources of
nonsampling errors are typically
problems like unit5 and item
nonresponse, the differences in
respondents’ interpretations of
the meaning of the questions,
response differences related to
the particular time the survey
was conducted, and mistakes in
data preparation. In the 1996
and 2003 surveys, efforts were
made to minimize nonsampling
error through cognitive testing
in the survey design stage, a
two-stage field test of the sur-
vey, on-line data edits and post-
interview edits, and a compari-
son of the survey estimates
with similar estimates from
previous surveys. Estimation
procedures were used to help
reduce the bias in the esti-
mates associated with exclud-
ing the 4 percent of children in
the population who do not live
in households with telephones.

Sampling Error

The samples of telephone house-
holds selected for the 2003 and
1996 surveys are just two of
many possible samples that
could have been selected.

Therefore, estimates produced
from this sample may differ
from estimates that would have
been produced from other
samples. This type of variability
is called sampling error because
it arises from using a sample of
households with telephones,
rather than having surveyed all
households with telephones.

The standard error is a mea-
sure of the variability due to
sampling when estimating a
statistic; standard errors for es-
timates presented in this report
were computed using a jack-
knife replication method. Stan-
dard errors for all of the esti-
mates are presented in the
tables and can be used to pro-
duce confidence intervals. For
example, an estimated 61 per-
cent of parents reported in 2003
that the school did very well at
letting them know between re-
port cards how their child was
doing in school. This figure has
an estimated standard error of
0.6. Therefore, the estimated 95
percent confidence interval for
this statistic is approximately
60 to 62 percent (61 £ 1.96 (0.6)).
That is, if the processes of se-
lecting a sample, collecting the
data, and constructing the con-
fidence interval were repeated,
it would be expected that in 95
out of 100 samples from the
same population, the confi-
dence interval would contain
the true participation rate.

All of the estimates in this
report are based on weighting
the observations using the prob-
abilities of selection of the re-
spondents and other adjust-
ments to partially account for
nonresponse and coverage bias.
Weights were developed to pro-
duce unbiased and consistent
estimates of the national totals.
The weight variable used to es-
timate the characteristics of
children and youth in both 1996
and 2003 was FPWT. In addition
to properly weighting the re-
sponses, special procedures for

estimating the statistical sig-
nificance of the estimates were
employed because the data were
collected using a complex
sample design. Complex sample
designs result in data that vio-
late some of the assumptions
that are normally used to as-
sess the statistical significance
of results from a simple random
sample. For example, frequently
the standard errors of the esti-
mates from these surveys are
larger than would be expected if
the sample were a simple ran-
dom sample and the observa-
tions were independent and
identically distributed random
variables. Eighty replicate
weights (FPWTR1 to FPWTRS8O0 in
1996, and FPWT1 to FPWTS80 in
2003) were used to produce es-
timates of the sampling errors
of the estimates.

Response Rates
In both the 1996 and 2003 sur-
veys, there were samples of
both households and children.
In the 1996 survey, Screeners
were completed with 55,838
households, with a weighted
Screener unit response rate of
70 percent. The parent inter-
view was completed by the par-
ents of 20,792 of the 23,835
sampled children age 3 through
the 12th grade, a weighted unit
response rate of 89 percent.
Thus, the overall unit response
rate for the Parent and Family
Involvement in Education Sur-
vey in 1996 was 62 percent (the
product of the Screener unit
response rate and the parent
interview unit response rate).
In the 2003 survey,
Screeners were completed with
32,049 households, with a
weighted Screener unit re-
sponse rate of 65 percent. The
parent interview was completed
by the parents of 12,426 of the
14,942 sampled children in kin-
dergarten through the 12th
grade, a weighted unit response
rate of 83 percent. Thus, the
overall unit response rate for
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the Parent and Family Involve-
ment in Education Survey in
2003 was 54 percent.

A unit nonresponse bias
analysis was undertaken for
NHES:2003. This study involved
an examination of unit re-
sponse rates as a whole and for
various subgroups, an analysis
to determine characteristics
that are associated with
Screener unit nonresponse, and
a comparison of estimates
based on adjusted and unad-
justed weights. The analysis of
unit nonresponse bias showed
no evidence of bias in estimates
from the PFI-NHES:2003 survey.
The statistical adjustments
used in weighting may have
corrected at least partially for
biases that might have existed
due to differential wunit
nonresponse. Unit nonresponse
bias may still be present in other
variables that were not studied.

Response rates were also
calculated at the item level. The
item response rate is based on
unweighted responses and is
the number of persons respond-
ing to an item divided by the
number of persons eligible for
an item, multiplied by 100. Item
nonresponse (i.e., the failure to
complete some items in an oth-
erwise completed interview)
was very low for most items in
the 1996 and 2003 surveys. In
1996, the item nonresponse
rate for most variables included
in this report were generally
less than 2 percent, except for
school size which had an item
nonresponse rate of 6 percent.
In 2003, the item nonresponse
rates for most variables included
in this report are 3 percent or
lower. Again, the exception is the
item for school size (with an item
nonresponse rate of 6 percent).
Items with missing data were
imputed using a hot-deck proce-
dure (Rao and Shao 1992) in which
cells are formed that contain cases
with similar characteristics and a
donor value is used to impute the

missing value. The estimates in-
cluded in this report are based on
the imputed data.

Statistical Tests
The tests of significance used
in this analysis are based on
Student’s t statistics for the
comparison of individual esti-
mates and for bivariate relation-
ships. Only differences of 5 per-
centage points or more are dis-
cussed in the report. Due to the
large sample size, many of the
group differences that were ex-
amined were statistically sig-
nificant at the .05 alpha level
used for these analyses, includ-
ing many very small differences.
Because of that, an arbitrary 5
percentage point difference cri-
terion was established for deter-
mining which group differences
would be discussed in the text
of this report.

The report also used Cohen’s
d, a measure of effect size (Cohen
1988; Rosenthal, Rosnow, and
Rubin 2000), to determine the
magnitude of statistically signifi-
cant differences between means.
With relatively large sample
sizes, population differences of
little or no practical importance
may be statistically significant.
Effect size measures are a tool for
assessing practical significance.
Cohen'’s dis calculated by divid-
ing the estimated difference be-
tween two population parameters
by the estimated population stan-
dard deviation. Cohen’s (1988)
convention for interpreting effect
sizes was used, and only effect
sizes of .20 and larger are dis-
cussed in the text of the report.
This effect size is an arbitrary
criterion established for deter-
mining which group differences
would be discussed given the large
sample size and the significant dif-
ferences found for many compari-
sons. Finally, Kendall’s tau b was
used to provide a measures of as-
sociation between school practices
done “very well” and parents’ fre-
quency of involvement. Kendall’s
tau b is a measure of association

between two ordinal variables. An
association is present when tau b
is significantly greater than O.
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Notes from the Field:

Building Campus Capacity to Achieve & Maintain
Electronic Accessibility

By Anne Gravel Sullivan

A university or college campus’
electronic accessibility policy
should be comprehensive, ad-
dressing all parts of Section

S508—the accessibility of a cam-

pus’ Information Technology (i.e.

software and hardware) as well as

its campus Web sites and digital
document collections.

The Web Accessibility for All

Project makes four specific

recommendations that will

strengthen and deepen
campus/institutional policy
documents:

1. Policies should include the
recommendation that each
unit’s/department’s strategic
plan include a specific ele-
ment that addresses accessi-
bility—including current status
and plans for improvement.

2. Policies should include as
members of key decision
making/policy groups one or
more students and/or staff
with disabilities.

3. Policies should make explicit
reference to making libraries’
electronic documents and
other digital collections, such as
those in museums, accessible.

4. Policies should include refer-
ence to accessibility determi-
nation procedures as part of the
university’s hardware /soft-
ware acquisition process.

Electronic Accessibility Policy
Teams, Implementation &

Progress Measurement Plans

Campus policy should be devel-
oped by a team of stakeholders
from across key units procur-
ing, maintaining and using
electronic documents and in-
formation technology re-
sources: librarians, public re-
lations/marketing, services
for students with disabilities
(they have the most knowledge

of Assistive Technologies and
how they can be combined for the
purposes of accommodation).
The reason it’s important to in-
clude representatives from all
these stakeholder groups is that
the accessibility not only a cam-
pus’ external Web, but its
intranets and all its IT resources
(hardware, software) must be
evaluated for their accessibility
under the Section 508 Guide-
lines—and a campus’ policy and
plan should make this explicit.

The Web Accessibility for All
project urges campus planners
to include at least one person
with a disability on a campus’
Electronic Accessibility Team,
ensuring that at least one per-
son with a strong vested interest
in bringing this initiative to frui-
tion is part of the policy develop-
ment and implementation pro-
cess. Such a team member can
provide insights into issues, pro-
cesses and attitudes that others
without disabilities cannot. This is
a practice promoted by national and
international organizations, includ-
ing National Institute for Disability
and Rehabilitation Research, the
American Federation of the Blind,
the Association Higher Education
and Disability and WebAIM.

An exemplary policy address-
ing all three areas of electronic
accessibility exists for campus
stakeholder to emulate: the Uni-
versity of Minnesota’s Accessible
Information Technology Policy at
http:/ /www.fpd.finop.umn.edu/
groups/ppd/documents/policy/
webaccesspol.cfm.

For further guidance on who/
which units to include, see
WebAIM’s “Organize a Web Acces-
sibility Committee” at http://
www.webaim.org/coordination/
implementation/3#q. For a good
model team, see the University of

California at Fresno at http://
www.csufresno.edu/webaccess/
workgroup/members.htm.

The Project Team at UW-
Madison’s Web Accessibility for
All recommends developing an
implementation plan that inte-
grates information on how a spe-
cific campus is going to review
the progress being made to build
and maintain accessible elec-
tronic technology. As it stands,
most Implementation Plans fo-
cus narrowly on only Web docu-
ments and not the other elec-
tronic documents and informa-
tion technology also included
under the Section 508 Guide-
lines. While such a focus can
serve the Web Coordination
team well, given the specificity
of technical elements it pro-
vides, it does not provide infor-
mation necessary for all cre-
ators of electronic documents
and purchasers of information
technology to make their elec-
tronic resources accessible.

For a simple but comprehen-
sive report on the results of an
electronic accessibility needs
assessment that can serve as a
template for developing a campus
progress measurement plan,
visit Canadore College Library’s
Web Accessibility plan at http://
www.canadorec.on.ca/Services/
StudentServices/SpecialNeeds/
AccessibilityPlan.cfm.

Libraries and Digital
Collections
One of the issues raised by the
Section 508 Guidelines is the
need to address the accessibil-
ity of electronic documents
such as those found in large
digital collections such as those
commonly found in campus li-
braries and museums.

While this may seem a



