state accountability systems, information regard-
ing the use of accommodations is needed to help
inform this policy. Systematic reviews of the use
of accommodations can benefit policymakers by
highlighting potential sources of concern over
their use. The numbers reported here do not
suggest that accommodations wete being used to
offset poor reading and writing skills as was sug-
gested by Koretz (1997) in the review of Ken-
tucky data. In the case of Kentucky, the state
had implemented financial incentives tied to
high performing districts at the time of the re-
view, which may have influenced the more wide-
spread use of accommodations. The results of
the Kentucky study suggest that one way for dis-
tricts to “improve” their scores may be to in-
crease the number of students who receive
accommodations. Centinued monitoring to
evaluate the appropriate use of accommodations
is therefore essential as states increase the stakes
in their assessment and accountability systems.

This review also highlights the importance
of a clear reporting system as states go about im-
plementing accommodations. Witheut the abil-
ity to disaggregate data by disability category, it
is difficult to determine on what basis teachers
made decisions to provide accommodations.
Current reporting procedures in Washington, for
example, do not capture the variations in prac-
tice and interpretation that most likely exist
from district to district, and for schools within a
district. For cxample, teachers often confessed,
at informartion sessions held across the state, that
they had been reading the math items to 2/ stu-
dents in their classroom because they felt that
students would perform better in spite of the
criteria for decision making in the guidelines.
These differences in what is officially reported
and what is confessed off the record highlight
the need for state-based systems to be backed up
by continued professional training in the imple-
mentation of accommodations guidelines, Pro-
fessional deveiopment will clearly need o be
directed to multiple audiences including district-
and school-based administrators, teachers (gen-
eral and special education}, aides, and parents,
who each are important players in the decision
to provide accommodations.

‘Providing accommodations on large-scale
assessments is one way to include students who
have been previously excluded from accountabil-
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ity efforts. Including students in these efforts
can help ensure that the education system be-
comes responsible for educating all students;
that the expectations for students with disabili-
ties are raised; and that policy decisions are
made based on the performance of the entire
school population (Center for Policy Research,
1996). The inclusion of students with disabili-
ties can also inform the standards-based reform
movement by addressing not only the educa-
tional opportunity provided, but also the educa-
tional relevance of narrowly defined academic
standards for aff students. The performance of
students in special education with or without ac-
commodations raises concern about the appro-
priateness of using the same content standards
for all students. With individual stakes tied to
petformance on state assessment systems, dis-
tricts may be faced with large numbers of stu-
dents who cannot complete high school. In
order to avoid this difficult situation, districts
should develop multiple methods of inclusion
and find programs that allow all students to
progress. The effect of providing accommoda-
tions on large-scale assessments is not ade-
quately researched even though it is becoming
common practice. The purpose of this review of
the statewide use of accommodations was to ex-
pand understanding of these important issues
and to identify areas where experimental re-
search is needed. The findings suggest that gen-
erally, accommaodations are most likely being
ptovided in a manner consistent with the state
guidelines. However, the limitations noted with
this type of evaluation and the inconsistencies
between what people say and what they do high-
light the need for carefully delivered professional
development.

Accommodations on high-stakes assess-
ment systems present practical, psychometric,
and legal challenges that need continued re-
search. This study highlights the practical chal-
lenges many states face in communicating the
policy to educators across the state. Even with
the information in hand, many teachers and ad-
ministrators have questions about how to trans-
late guidelines into classroom practice. As the
stakes increase in many states, adequate training
opportunitics and improved reporting proce-
dures must be readily available to ensure that all
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students have a fair opportunity to demonstrate
their knowledge on the assessments.

REFERENCES

Center for Policy Research on the Impact of General
and Special Education Reform. (1996). Standards-
based school reform and students with disabilities. Of-
fice of Special Education Programs, Alexandria, VA.
{ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. EID 398
713)

Commission on Student Learning (1997). Gridelines
Sfor inclusion and accommodation of students fn special
populations on the Washington ussessment of student
learning (WASL). Olympia, WA *

Fisher, D., Roach, V., & Kearns, J. (March 1998).
Statewide assessment systems: Who's in and who's
out? Policy, Research, CISP fssue Brief 3(1), Consor-
tium for Inclusive Schooling Practices. {ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service No, ED 418 530)

IDEA Regulations (1999). 34 Code of Federal Regu-
lations 300.138.

Johnson, E. {in press) Effects of accommodations on
large-scale assessments. Rewmedial and Special Fduea-
tion.

Kimball, K., Mson Brown, 5., & Johnsen, E. (unpub-
lished manuseript). How hard is ir? Implementing
Guidelines to Accommodate Special Populations on
State Assessments,

Koretz, Do, (1997). The assessment of students
with disabiliries in Kentucky., Los Angeles:
CRESST/RANT Institute on Education and Train-

¥

ing.

Phillips, S. E. (1993). lesting condition accommaoda-
tions for disabled students. Education Law Reporter,
9-32,

Phillips, S. E. {1994). High-Stakes testing accommo-
dations: Validity versus disabled rights. Applicd Mea-
surement in Education, 72, 93-120.

Sharp, L. L. (1996). Assessment policy as it impacts spe-
cial populations: Modifications and accommodations in
student assessment. Seattle: University of Washington.
The Institute for the Study of Educational Policy,
College of Education,

Tharlow, M., Erickson, R., Spicuzza. R., Vichurg, K.,
& Ruhland, A. (1996). Accommodations for studenss
with disabilities: Guidelines from srares with gradua-
tHon exams (Minnesota Report No. 5). Minncapolis,
MN: University of Minnesota, National Center on
Fducarional OQutcomes. (ERIC Document Reproduc-
tion Service No. ED 416 632)

Thurlow, M., Ysseldyke. J.. Frickson, R., & Elliot, ].
(1997). Tucreasing the participation of students with
disabilities in state and district assessments (Policy Di-

264

rections No. 6). Miancapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota, Narional Cenrer on Educational Out-
comes. (KRIC Document Reproduction Service No.

ED 416 627)
Tindal, G. {1998). Medels for understanding task com-

parability in accommodated testing. Council of Chief
State School Officers, State Collaborative on Assess-
ment and Student Standards Assessing Special Educa-

tion Students, Eugene: University ef Oregon.*

Tindal, G., Heath, B., Hollenbeck, K., Almond, I, &
Harniss, M. (1998). Accommodating students with
disabilities on large-scale tests: An experimental study.
Exceptional Children, 64, 439-450,

Ysseldyke, ). & Thurlow, M. (1994). Guidelines for
inclusion of students with disabilities in large-scale as-
sessments. Minneapolis: University of Minnesora, Na-
tional Center on Fducational Qutcomes. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 372 560}

Ysseldyke, J., Thurlow. M., & Geenan, K. (1994).
Educational accountability for students with disabili-
ties. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, National
Center on FEducational Qutcomes. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service Na. EI> 378 775)

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

EVELYN JOHNSON, Consultant, Special Edu-
cation; KATHY KIMBALL, Director; and
SHAWN OLSON BROWN, Tcaching Assistant,
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, Uni-
versity of Washington, Scattle. DAVID ANDER-
SON, Asscssment Specialist, Office of the
Superintendent of Public Tnstruction, Olympia,
Washington.

BooksNow

*To order books referenced in this journal,
please call 24 hrs/365 days: 1-800-BOOKS-
NOW {266-57606) or 1-732-728-1040; or
visit them on the Web at hrep://fwww.
BooksNow.com/Exceptional Children.htm. Use
Visa, M/C, AMEX, Discover, or send check or
money order + $4.95 S&H ($2.50 cach add’l
item) to: Clicksmart, 4100 Morris Avenue, Long
Branch, NJ 07740; 1-732-728-1040 or FAX
1-732-728-7080,

Winter 2001



Val. 67, No. 2, pp. 265-282.
©2001 The Council for Exceptional Chitdren.

Exceptional Children

Multicultural Aspects of Parent
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Planning
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aestract: This study surveyed 308 African-American, Hispanic-American, Native-American
and European-American parents to assess their level of participation in various transition
planning activities and how important each activity was to them. In addition, 52 school pro-
fessionals completed a parallel survey of their perceptions toward parent participation. Analy-
ses indicate that culturally and linguistically diverse parvents are active in the transition
process and, in some instances, their level of reported participation surpassed that of Euro-
pean-American parents. In contrast, professionals described culturally and linguistically di-
verse parents as less involved than European-American parents in the majority of transition
activities. The results are discussed in terms of how the participation of culturally and linguis-
tically diverse parents can be better supported and the importance of transition planning ex-

tending beyond school to include other life domains,

he United States continues to
grow increasingly diverse and by
the year 2050, the U.S. Bureau
of the Census projects that cul-
turally and linguistically diverse
{CLD) groups will represent a numerical major-
ity (Sue, Bingham, Porché-Burke, & Vasquez,
1999). National statistics further reveal that an
unequal number of students from ethnically, lin-
guistically, and culturally diverse backgrounds
receive special education services {Argulewicz,
1983; Barona & Faykus, 1992; Harry, 1992a;
Shinn, Tindal & Spira, 1987). For example,
Harry and Anderson (1994) found that while
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African-American students constituted 16% of
the nation’s school population in 1991, they
made up 35% of the special education popula-
tion. Similarly, Ortiz and Yates (1983) esti-
matred that children with Spanish surnames were
overrepresented by 300% in classes for studenrs
with learning disabilities, While barriers such as
poverty, environmental factors, and associated
poor health status may place culturally and lin-
guistically diverse (CLD) persons at higher risk
for disability, the cultural differences between
students of color and educators who are primar-
ily European-American increase the risk of inap-
propriate diagnoses and classifications {Bynoc,
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1998; Grant & Secada, 1990}, While the referral
and assignment of youth to special education
setvices is not supposed to reflect sociocultural
factors, the meaning of a student’s behavior may
be culturally embedded, and can be misinter-
preted when the standards and expectations of
the professional differ from that of the scudent
{Harry & Kalyanpur, 1994}

While cultarally diverse families may en-
countet discrimination or insensitivity by the
educational system at any grade, it may become
particularly important during the transition pe-
riod. How one defines “successful adulthood,”
the end goal of transition planning, is deter-
mined by culture-specific values and expecta-
tions abour many important issucs, such as
work, community integration, role expectations,
and social functioning. For example, the
achievemnent of independence is often viewed as
a fundamental transition goal for youth with
disabilities. However, this transition goal, as it is
often implemented, may be antitherical to a
youth’s cultural background, unless it occurs
within a context of interdependent family rela-
tionships (Harkness, Super, & Keefer, 1992). To
date, information regarding the cultural aspects
of transition planning is scarce. As Meier-Kron-
ick (1993) points out, the field of transition has
evolved to focus on issues considered most semi-
nal to postsecondary outcomes (e.g., School-to-
Work programs, career development, life skills
instruction, transition assessment and planning,
student participation) and issucs refated to cul-
tural diversity have typically not been empha-
sized.

The lack of focused attention on the cul-
tural aspects of transition is woubling as CLD
youth with disabilities often experience poor
transition outcomes, even more so than their
non-CLD peers with disabilities. The National
Longitudinal Study (Blackorby & Wagner,
1996) revealed that African-American and His-
panic-American youth with disabilities have
greater difficulty than European-American
youth with disabilities finding employment and,
when they did work, earned significantly less
than European-American workers. Similarly,
Yelin and Trupin (1997), using data from the
Current Population Survey {CPS}, found that
unemployed European-American adults with
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disabilitics were 40% more likely to (ind cm-
ployment than adults with disabilities from eth-
nically diverse backgrounds. Minority persons
also do not appear to have equal access to voca-
tional rehabilitation (VR) services. Studies have
shown that European-Ametican individuals are
more likely to use VR services, expericnce
greater placcment rates, and receive higher
wages than CLD individuals (Atkins & Wiright,
1980; National Council on Disability, 1993}.

ROLE OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Rescarch indicates that parental involvement is
an important facter in promoting the successful
transition of youth with disabilities into adult-
hood. Schalock et al., (1986), in studying youth
with learning or developmental disabilities,
found that students whose parents were actively
involved in transition programming were more
successful on employment outcome measures
than students whose parents had litte involve-
ment. Youth who had high family involvement
worked more hours and received higher wages
than students wheo had low family involvement.
Schalock and Lilley (1986} further documented
the association between parental participation
and successful living among people with disabil-
ities, while Hasazi, Gordon, & Roe (1985} re-
vealed that most students find employment
through parental or community-based networks.

Parental participation may be particularly
important for CLD youth, as a strong partner-
ship between parents and the school can pro-
mote cultural understanding and responsiveness
in transition planning. Ethnically diverse groups
often emphasize different norm-related behav-
iors and define adult roles differendy, and par-
ents can be a valuable resource in helping
educators understand, identify, and support
transition outcomes that are valued within a
family’s culture. Rescarch confirms that when
educators engage in a firm partnership with par-
ents, schools can more effectively meet the needs
of their CLI) students. For example, Harry’s
study {1992b) of 12 low-income Puerto Rican
parents revealed that while they had a limited
understanding of the educational system, the
parents had important information and insight
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into the difficulties of their children. Addition-
ally, when professionals were receptive to
parental feedback, the views of parents had an
important impact upon educational decisions
made by the school. At the high school level, re-
search has demonstrated that parent involve-
ment has an impact on the academic
performance of CLD students, particularly for
Nartive-American students (Keith et al., 1998).
As eloqueniy stated by Cummins, “When edu-
cators involve CLI} parents as partners in their
children’s education, parents appear to develop a
sense of efficacy that communicates itself to
children, with positive academic consequences.”
(1986, p. 26).

While the importance of parent participa-
tion is clearly recognized, actual parent involve-
ment in school-based transition planning
typically declines during the transition period.
For example, Lynch and Stein (1982) reported
significantly less participation in individualized
education program (IEP) conferences by parents
of older students that by parents of younger
children. McNair and Rusch (1991) found thar
only slightly mote than 30% of parents surveyed
had involvement in transition programs, al-
though nearly 70% reported they desired in-
volvement. Teachers also seem both cognizant of
and unhappy with the low parental involvement
in transition planning. Benz and Halpern
(1987} conducted a survey of parents, teachers,
and administrators in Oregon and found that
only 13% of the educators were very satisfied
with the parental support they were receiving,
When parents were surveyed, over half indicated
contact with their child’s teacher once per term
or less.

Parent involvement in school-based transi-
tion planning may be particularly low among
CLD parents as they experience more barriers to
participation than European-American parents
(Lynch and Stein, 1982, 1987). However, while
studies have revealed that CLD parents are typi-
cally less involved in the educational planning
process than non-CLD parents, their participa-
tion in transition planning has not been specifi-
cally investigated. This study explored how
parents across different cultural groups, particu-
larly those traditionally defined in che literature
as racial/ethnic minorities, practice and define
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“participation” in transition planning and evalu-
ated the extent to which this definition differs
from that of educators. Specifically, this investi-
gation addressed four research questions:

* What activities are parents currently invelved
in during their children’s transition planning,
and how does this vary by cultural group?

*  Whar type of participation is most important
to parents, and how does this vary by cultural
group?

* How do parents and educators differ in the
level of importance they assign to parent par-
ticipation across different transition planning
acrivities?

* How do parents and educators differ in the
level of parental invelvement they report for
different transition planning activities?

METHOD

INSTRUMENTATION

A survey instrument was developed to examine
the perceived level and importance of parent in-
volvement in specific transition activities. The
items were derived from a review of the litera-
ture on transition planning and parent involve-
ment and from a related qualitative study of the
transition experiences of culturally diverse youth
with disabilities and their families (Geenen,
Powers, Lopez-Vasquez, & Bersani, 1999), The
qualitative study consisted of focus groups or in-
terviews conducted with youth and family mem-
bers from Native-American, African-American,
and Hispanic-American communities; and inter-
views with professionals who had involvement
in transition planning. Based npon this infor-
mation, an initial version of the questionnaire
was developed. The language, scaling, and con-
tent of the questionnaire was reviewed by two
parents and two professionals who had partici-
pated in the interviews, and a consultant with
expertise in survey development. Their feedback
was used to revise the questionnaire, and a final
draft of the survey was field-tested with six new
parents and six professionals representative of
the population to be surveyed.

The final version of the parent survey
listed different transition activities parents may
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engage in to prepare their children for life after
high school. These items included (1) Talking
with your child about his or her life after high
school; (2) Helping your child find paid or vol-
unteer work or volunteer positions in the com-
munity after high school; (3) Helping your child
prepare for education after high school {college,
training program, etc.); (4) Finding out about
adult services your child can receive after high
school; (5) Teaching your child to care for his or
her health condition or disability; (6) Helping
your child find recreation, leisure and social op-
portunities; (7) Participating in school meetings
to talk about plans for your child after high
school; (8) Teaching your child about your fam-
ily’s cultural values and beliefs; (9) Teaching
your child how to use transportation on his or
her own, such as driving or taking the bus; and
(10} Finding out whether your child can receive
Social Security Income (SSI). Each item was for-
matted into a closed-ended question with a Lik-
ert scale of 1 to 5 (1 representing “not ar all,” 5
representing “a lot”). Parents were asked to rate
(a) how much they had done each activity, and
(b} how important each activity was to them at
that time. The survey also asked for information
about the respondents’ sociodemographic char-
acteristics and included a set of questions for a
related study, focusing on barriers to transition
for CLD youth with disabilities. The parent sur-
vey was translated verbatim into Spanish.

A separate survey was administered to
school professionals. The wording of the ques-
tions was slightly different, as professionals were
asked to rate their perceptions of the level of
parental involvement in various activities. Simi-
lar to the parent survey, professionals were also
asked to rate the importance of parental partici-
pation in various activities. The survey was for-
matted such that professionals completed their
ratings for CLD and European-American par-
ents separately. In half the surveys administered,
professionals were asked to circle their responses
for European-American parents first and CLD
parents second, while in the other half of the
surveys this order was reversed. The profession-
als’ survey also contained a section to gather so-
ciodemographic information on the respondents
and the student populations they served.
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SuBjECrs

Survey participants were recruited from a large
urban school district in the western United
States which serves approximately 57,000 stu-
dents, 29% of whom are ethnically and cultur-
ally diverse, and 9% of whom receive services
through special education. The survey was
mailed to 474 African-American, 106 Hispanic-
American, and 88 Native-American parents
whose children fell berween the ages of 13 and
21 and were classified by the school district as
having physical, developmental, or health-re-
lated disabilitics. ‘The survey was also sent to a
sample of 250 randomly selected European-
American parents who were part of the same
school district and had children with similar dis-
abilities. The professionals’ survey was adminis-
tered to 130 school staff identified by the district
as serving the students and families targeted for
survey administration and having involvement
in transition planning. This included staff at the
middle school level, who according to the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
must start transition planning at age 14.

To enhance the response rate, surveys were
formatted as a bookler with a bright cover and
were accompanied by a cover letter emphasizing
the usefulness of the study and the importance
of the individual’s response. For participants
with a Hispanic surname, both Spanish and
English versions of the survey were mailed. For
the professionals survey, a personalized cover
letter was sent by the director of special educa-
tion. All participants were provided with a self-
addressed stamped cnvelope to return their
survey and offered a $135 stipend for completing
it. Respondents who desired payment were
asked to fill out a postcard with their name and
address; however, it was clearly stated that the
postcard would be immediately separated from
the survey to maintain subjects’ anonymity.

Returned surveys were screened for incor-
rect completion (e.g., circling multiple responses
for one item), and noncompletion or inappre-
priate population {e.g., parent did not have child
with disability, professional was not involved in
transition planning, etc.). As a result, surveys
from 12 parents and 6 professionals were not in-
cluded in the data analyses. Correctly completed
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surveys were returned by 136 African-American,
34 Hispanic-American, 31 Native-American,
and 87 European-American parents, relatives or
guardians, for an overall response rate of 34%
which was relatively even across the different
ethnic groups. A majority of the surveys (302)
were completed in English, and 6 were com-
pleted in Spanish. Subjects completing the sur-
vey were primarily mothers (78%]), 46% of
whom graduated from high school, and 57% of
whom were employed full time. Twenty-seven
percent of the respondents classified their child’s
disability as mild, 33% as moderate, 29% as se-
vere, and 11% indicated that their child’s dis-
ability was very severe. Sixty-six percent of the
children were male and their age range spanned
from 13 to 22 years with the mode being 15
years of age. Fighty-two percent of the parents
reported that they were aware their children
were receiving special education services, While
detailed information about the family’s financial
status was not asked in order to enhance re-
sponse rate, 61% of the respondents reported
they had a child in the family who received free
or reduced lunch.

Fifty-two professionals correctly com-
pleted and returned the survey, for an overall re-
sponse rate of 40%. Respondents were primarily
special education teachers (90%), although 3
transition specialists and 2 school counselors
also completed surveys. Most participants were
European-American (94%); 3 professionals indi-
cated they were CLD (1 Hispanic, 1 Native
American, and 1 Pacific Islander). Fifty-two per-
cent of the respondents worked with middle
school students, and 43% worked with high
school students. Most professional participants
{62%) indicated that the majority of the stu-
dents with whom they worked fell within the
lower socioeconomic range. When asked to de-
scribe the ethnic backgrounds of the students
they worked with, 20 professionals reported that
half or more of their students were minorities,
14 professionals indicated that berween 25%
and 49% of their students were minorities, and
18 professionals responded that less than 25%
of their students were minorities.
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RESULTS

DIFFERENCES AMONG PARENT
Eranic Grouprs

To investigate whether parent groups varied by
ethnicity in how parent participation is practiced
and defined, two sets of analysis of variance
(ANOVAs) were utilized. The first set of
ANOVAs assessed whether parents differed by
ethnicity in the level of importance they assigned
to various activities, while the second set of
ANOVAs evaluated whether parents differed by
ethnic group in the level of involvement they re-
ported for various activities. In each set of
ANOVAs, the independent variable was the eth-
nicity of parents (African American, Furopean
American, Hispanic American, and Native
American), while the dependent variable was
level of importance or level of involvement (de-
pending upon which set of ANOVAs was being
calculated) for a particular activity. Ten
ANOVAs were calculated in each set, one for
each transition activity. Post hoc analyses were
conducted using #tests, with p-values adjusted
to control for multiple comparisons using the
Bonferroni method. Inspection of the frequen-
cies of responses (e.g., the number of people in
each group selecting a particular rating on the
Likert scale) suggested that group differences
were not due to irregularities in the distribution
of responses. The results also indicated that
group differences were not accounted for by gen-
der or age of child, severity of disability, or eco-
nomic status (as measured by whether a family
had a child who received free lunch at school).
In one instance (Activity 9: Level of involvement
in teaching children to use transportation inde-
pendently), type of disability was 2 confounding
variable when differences berween ethnic groups
wete identified.

Level of Importance Reported by Parents.
The results are summarized in Table 1. Signifi-
cant differences were obtained for Activity 1,
£(3,304) = 3.00, p = .05; Activity 8, F(3,304) =
9.71, p= .001; and Activity 9, F(3, 304) =
3.90, p = .01. Follow-up analyses (p = .05) in-
dicated that African-American parents placed
significantly more importance on talking to their
children about life after high school and teach-
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ing their children to use transportation than did
European-American parents. Additionally,
African-American, Hispanic-American, and Na-
tive-American parents assigned significantly
more importance to teaching their children
about the family's cultural values and beliefs as
compared to the ratings of European-American
parents.

Level of Involvement Reported by Parents.
Significant main effects were obtained for Activ-
ity 1, F(3,304) = 4.12, p = .01; Activity 7,
F(3.304) = 5.93, p = .001; and Activity 9,
F(3,304) = 4.57, p =< .01 Post hoc tests revealed
{p=.05) that Furopean-American parents re-
ported significantly more involvement in school
meetings to talk about transition than did
African-American, Hispanic-American, or Na-
tive-American parents. In contrast, African-
American parents reported significantly more
involvement than European-American parents in
talking with their children about life after high
school. Additionally, African-American parents
reported significantly more involvement than
European-American parents in teaching their
childten to use transportation independently.
Type of disability, however, was a confounding
factor for this particular transition activity, and
when this variable was controlled for, no signifi-
cant differences between ethnic groups were
identified. These results are presented in Table
1.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
CLD anp NonN-CLD
PARENTS

In addition to examining differences between
each ethnic group, a broader comparison was
made between CLD and non-CLD parents. The
sample size of Hispanic-American and Native-
American participants was relatively small, thus
participants from the three CLD groups were
collapsed into one to allow for greater statistical
power. In this set of analyses, two-tailed #tests
were calculated with the dependent variables
again being level of importance and level of in-
volvement for a particular activity.

Level of Importance Reported by
Parents. As summarized in Table 2, #tests con-
ducted for each activity revealed that CLD par-
ents placed significantly more importance than

270

European-American parents upon rtalking to
their children about transition (p = .01), help-
ing their children prepare for postsecondary edu-
cation (p = .01), teaching their children to care
for their disability (p = .05}, teaching their chil-
dren about the family’s culture {p = .001), and
teaching their children how to use transporta-
tion independenty (p = .01).

Level of Involvement Reported by Parents.
As presented in Table 3, when two-group com-
parisons berween CLD and non-CLD parents
were conducted for each activity using
#tests, CLD parents reported significantly more
involvement than European-American parents in
talking to their youth about life after high school
(p = .05) and teaching their children about cul-
tural values and beliefs (p = .03). Consistent
with earlier analysis, European-American par-
ents reported significantly more involvement in
school-based transition meetings (p = .001).

COMPARISON OF PROFESSIONAL
PERCEPTIONS AND PARENT SELF-REPORTS

Level of Importance. An objective of this
study was to determine whether there would be
a significant difference between parents and pro-
fessionals in the level of importance they assign
to parent participation across different transition
planning activities. In other words, do parents
and professionals share the same view regarding
which activities are most important for parents
to participate in to promote successful transi-
tion? To answer this question, two sets of #tests
were calculated. The first set of rtests involved
two-group comparisons of how important CLD
parents believed it was for them to participate in
a particular activity versus how important pro-
fessionals felt it was for CLD parents o partici-
pate in the same activity. In the second set of
ttests, the same analyses were conducted for Eu-
ropean-American parents. The results, summa-
rized in Table 2, indicated that professionals
placed significantly more importance upon Eu-
ropcan-American parents talking to their chil-
dren about life after high schoel than did
European-American parents themselves
{p = .01). Professionals also placed significantly
less importance on CLD parents teaching their
children about family cultural values and beliefs
than did the CLD parents completing the survey

Winter 2001



1000 > Fows 100 > S0 >4,
‘smmenu] ANEmnseg [ERoS = [56 e

€60 (A1 6T 91 5T WLl €T €LT 9T uemRAoAu]
SE£0 191 e 291 COE £971 €9¢  6¥E €Lt owessoduy 1SS moqe 1o Surputy -0y
wlSF (4581 e 6Tl PE I 60y Tt 9Ty IWRWRMjoAT]
«06'¢ L& L6 $6°0 SE'¥ w1 % 4 ¥l 6% 2 wumiodur]  wonewodsuen Jsn o3 ppgo Suiyaesy ¢
96'T  LT'1 ¥ 6T 9y 160 1Ty 01 €CF  1WIm3AoAu]
well6  £TT 166 €01 V¥ 640 S¥ 780 9y sowenoduy Arure jo san[ea fesni[ns pirys Suryseag g
€66 %1 €y LG 2T 191 88T ¥ TEE  Wsuwaajoan]
'L 860 6TF  FE1 vee  6II 9TF 01T 6T Fueoduy sfumasw joops ur Jupedonrey <,
61 £6°0 6E 61 Vg Sel e 9071 €6'¢  Iwewas[oruy
990 16°0 66%  LLD F 60 1wy 60 1o suzedur sspiapae uoneana Jupuy -9
49 Ll &€ 8UI ¥ ¥l e Tl 9Ty IuAwAposu]
£)rd 811 &Y €60 8y 7ot ¥ T60 £9'% oweuoda]  fqestp aof 31w o1 pp Surgsea] °g
1671 €1 68T 8¢l 66T I 94T 1 97  Wamaoan]
1191 60°1 €<y Tl €€ $60 8ey ¥l 0¥ ssurnodu] §91A13s 3jupe anoqe Mo Supmy 3
W0T  L¥1 9€'€ 91 BT 1€ 6T¢ LS pog  IURWIAoAu]
13594 LT PUY 601 1584 980 95'¥ 660 6% sowenodury uoneonpa Joj Eu____w._‘.“_ouﬂ_ua_mwawmﬂ €
e 9€1 9T'¢ 91 e 6¥l 8I°€ ¢1 T IsudAosu]
€40 BT wy w0t €T¥ 10'1 SEF ITE Iy aoueizodw] yom puyy piya undpeyy 7
CwllF TEL wE ¥l o€ 1T s8¢ B8O TTy  WIWAAOAT] :
Tooys yiny
0§ 1N 9Ty TLO 44 BTN ¥ 580 9% ssueneduy J3yye ] anoqe P Y Sumpey, -
as W as W as W as W &gy uopsisupsy
(POEE
= (re=u (re=u (PE = 4 fogr = w
ey q UPSLIIU 0T UDITLGUY 28PN supdsiry LI - UOILY
dnosey nugqry

sdnosny snwg susing j1y s6f puvtioduy puv tuswaagoauy sof samppy g puv (S ‘suvspy

I 3INavy

27m

Exceptional Children



TABLE 2

Means, SD and t Values for Parents’ Self-report and Professionals’ Evaluation of the Importance
of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse and Eure-American Parent Involvement

Importance
Parents’ Report f:‘:f: Z::_:;E r-value
;:f:“:’;"" M SD M D
1. Talking with child abour CLD 4.61 0.885 4.52 0.85 0.66
life after high school Euro-American 4.26 1.11 4.65 0.56 S2.76%
rvalue 259 1.85
2. Helping child find work  CLD i15 LI5S 390 1 1.46
Euro-American 4.02 1.29 4.04 0.79 0.09
tvalue 0.89 L.15
3. Helping child prepare for [ p 4.50 0.98 4.23 1.11 1.71
education after high Euro-American 4.14 1.27 4.40 0.80 -1.52
school )
t-value 2.37F 1.84
4. Finding out about adult  CLD 4.06 1.23 4.06 0.87 0.03
services Euro-American 423 109 419 078 0.21
t-value -1.11 1.36
3, Teaching child to care for CLD 4.6 0.94 1.5 0.87 0.73
disability Euro-American 4.3 1.18 4.51 0.78 -1.32
t-value 2.15* 0.44
6. Finding recreation oppor- CLD 4.38 0.9 4.12 1.02 1.84
tunities Euro-American 439 091 4.29 0.78 0.68
¢ value -0.11 2.02%
7. Participating in school CLD 4,24 1.09 4.35 1.03 -0.64
meetings Euro-American 429 098 4.42 0.89 -0.82
rvalue -0.36 1.07
8. Teaching child cultral  CLD 4.56 0.84 4.21 0.96 2.64*"
values Faro-American 391 123 423 0.83  -1.85
rvalue 4,384 0.19
CLD 4.47 1.02 417 0.92 1.91
9. Teaching clvlild to use Euro.American 3.97 1.57 417 0.58 N
transportation
t-value 277 0
10. Finding ourt about SSI  CLD 3.69 1.54 4 0.95 -1.83
Furo-American 3.52 1.61 3.94 0.98 -1.94
t-value 0.9 1

Nate: N = 224 for CLD parents, N =87 for Eure-American parents, and V= 52 for professionals.
fp < 03 (rwo-tailed}, ¥ p < 0.01 {two-tailed). **p < 0.001 (two-railed).
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TABLE 3

Means, SD and t Values for Pavents' Self-Report and Professionals’ Fvaluation of the Involvement of

Culturally and Linguistically Diverse and Euvo-American Pavents

Involvenent
Parents’ Repore P.mﬂ'.m'a.;m i v-value
Evaluation
ii;’;::;m M SD M SD
1. Talking with child about  CI.D 4.09 0.885 4.52 0.85 0.66
life after high school Euro-American 3.72 1.11 4.65 0.56 -2.767¢
tvalue 2.46° 1.85
2. Helping child find work  CLD 307 L.15 3.9 1 1.46G
Eure-American 3.26 1.29 4,04 0.79 0.09
¢ -value .3 L.15
3. Helping child prepare for LD 3.4 0.98 4.23 1.11 1.71
education after high Euro-American 3.36 1.27 i 0.8 2152
school )
tvalue 0.15 1.84
4. Finding out about adule  CI.D 2.6 1.23 4.06 0.87 0.03
services Furo-American 2,89 109 419 078 0.21
r-value -1.61 1.36
5. Teaching child to care for CLD 4.17 0.94 4.3 0.87 0.73
disability Euro-American 39 1.18 4.51 0.78 -1.32
t-value 1.77 0.44
6. Finding recreation oppor- LD 3.82 0.9 4.12 1.02 1.84
tunitics Euro-American 3.94 0.91 429 078 0.68
rvalue 0.93 2027
7. Participating in school CLD 3 1.09 4.35 1.03 -0.64
meetings Euro-American 3.69 0.98 4.42 0.89 0.82
ivalue 0.93 1.07
8. Teaching child cultural CLD 4.29 1.06 3.35 0.99 0.61
values Euro-American 3.94 1.18 2.98 0.83 0.7
tvalue 2.58" -2.03
CLD 4.29 [.06 3.535 0.99 5.85+
9 Teaching child touse o 3.94 118 298 096 499+
transportation
tvalue 2.53° -2.03
10. Finding our about 881  CLD 2.59 1.72 3.02 1.13 -2.20
Euro-American 2.95 1.73 3.15 1.02 -0.86
r-valuc -1.68 -(.98

Note: N = 221 for CLID parents. N =87 for Euro-American parents, and V= 52 for professionals.
*p <05 (two-tailed). ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed]. ***p < 0001 (two-tailed),
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{(p = .01). No other significant results were
found. The rank of transition items on impor-
tance as reported by parent group and profes-
sionals is presented in Table 4.

Level of Drvolvement. Once again, differ-
cnces berween parents and professionals were in-
vestigated using a series of rtests. In the first set
of rtests, two-group comparisons were made be-
tween the level of involvement reported by CI.D
parents versus the level of CLD parent involve-
ment perceived by professionals. In the second
set of #ests, similar analyses were conducted for
Furopean-American parents. Professionals re-
ported significantly less involvement by CLD
parents than did CLD parents themselves for 7
of the 10 activities {Activity 1: p = .00]; Activ-
iy 2: p = 00% Activity 3: p = 001, Activity 5:
p = .001; Activity 6: p == .001; Activity 8:
p=.001; Activity 9: p = .001). When asked to
rate Furopcan-American parents, professionals
reported less involvement than actual Furopean-
American parents participating in the survey for
3 of the 10 rransition activities (Activity 5:
p = .001; Activity 6: p = 0013 Activity 8:
p = 001, sec Table 3). The rank order of transi-
tion items on involvement as reported by parent

group and professionals is presented in Table 5.

COMPARISON GF PROFESSIONAL PERCEP-
TIONS FOR CLD VERSUS FUROPEAN-AMER-
FOAN INVOIVEMENT

A serics of ftests were calculated to evaluate
whether the perceptions professionals have of
parent involvement differ for CLD versus
European-American parents. Shown in Table 3,
the results indicated that professionals perceive
CLD parents as significantly less involved than
Furopcan-American parents on 8 of the 10 wran-
sition activities {Activity 12 p = 001; Activity 2:

= .001; Activity 3: p = .001; Activity 4: p =
001; Activity 5: p = 015 Activity 6: p = 0015
Activity 7: p = .001; Activity $: p == .05). In
only one instance {Activity 8: Teaching child
about the family’s cultural values and beliefs} did
professionals rate the involvement of CLD par-
ents significantly higher than that of European-

American parents (p = .03).
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DISCUSSION

This study examined the roles that parents,
across different ethnic groups, assume in the
transition planning of their children and tried to
determine how this profile matches the level of
imporiance parents and educators place upon
various transition activities. Results indicated
that parents and professionals were in general
agreement regarding which activities are impor-
tant for transition. For example, there were no
activities which were identified by pacents or
professionals as superfluous or unimportant to
the transition process. In addition, on only two
occasions did parents and professionals differ in
the level of importance they assigned to a partic-
ular activity. While parents and professionals
generally agree on what activities are important
for transition planning, there were differences
between parents groups in terms of the fevel of
importance assigned to various transition aclivi-
ties, Specifically, CL1} parents placed
significantly more importance than European-
American parents upon talking to their children
about transition, helping their children prepare
for postsecondary cducation, teaching their chil-
dren to care for their disability, teaching their
children about the family’s culture, and teaching
their children how to use transpertation inde-
pendently .

The findings further indicated that CLD
parents described themselves as active and in-
volved in the transition process. Indeed, for ac-
tivities such as talking to youth abour life after
high schoel and teaching youth about cultural
valucs and beliefs, the level of participation re-
ported by CLD parents surpassed that of Euro-
pean-American parents, One important
exception to the relatively high level of reported
involvemnent by CLD parents in transition activi-
ties was their participation in school-based plan-
ning, which CLL parents indicated was quite
low, This description is consistent with the re
ports of professionals, who similarly described
the involvement of CLD parents in school-based
planning as low. However, in contrast to the ac-
tual reports of CLD parents, professionals de-
scribed their involvement in other transition

activitics as relatively low as well.
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TABLE 4
Rank of Transition Items on Iinportance as Reported by Parent Group and Professionals

Rank  African Hispanie Native Ewro-American  Professionals for Professionals
American = 3) American n=87) CLD Jor Non-CLD
{n = 156) fu=31) Parents Parents
m=52) (n =52
1 Talking with  Helping child  Teaching child Finding recre- Talking with  Talking with
child about life prepare for ed-  to care for dis-  ation opportu-  child about life child about
after high ucation afrer  ability . nitics after high lite after high
school high school M =458 M=439 school school
M= 4.65 M=456 M=452 M=4.65
2 Teaching child  Talking with ~ Talking with  “leaching child ‘leaching child Teaching
to care for dis-  child about life child about life to care for dis-  to carc for dis-  child to care
ability after high after high ability ability for disability
M- 4.63 school school M= 4.29 M= 450 M= 451
M= 450 M= 452
3 Teaching child  Teaching child  Finding recre-  Participating in Participating in Participating
cultural values 1o care for dis-  ation opportu-  school meet-  school meet-  in school
of family abilicy nities ings ings meetings
M=4.6 M=450 M=4.352 M=4.29 M=4.35 M=4.42
4 Teaching child  Teaching child Teaching child Talking with ~ Helping child  Helping
touse trans-  cultural values  cultural values  child about life prepare for ed-  child prepare
portation of family of family after high ucation after  for education
M= 451 M=4.50 M= 4.43 school high school after high
M=4.26 M=4.23 school
M=4.4
5 Helping child  “Teaching child Helping child Finding out ‘leaching child  Finding
prepare for ed-  to usc trans-  prepare for ed-  about adult ser- cultural values  recreation
ucation after  portation ucation after  vices of family opportunities
high school M=438 high scheol M=423 M=a21 M=4.29
M=4.49 M=4.45
G linding recre-  Finding out Teaching child  Helping child  Teaching child Teaching
ation opportu-  about adult to use trans- preparc for ed-  to use trans- child cultural
nities services portation ucation after  portation values of
M = 4.38 M=438 M=4.35 high school M= 4,17 family
M= 414 M=423
7 Participating in Helping child  Ielping child  Helping child Finding recre-  Finding
school meet-  find work find work find work ation opportu-  recreation
ings M=4.35 M=4.23 M=4.02 nities oppottunities
M=429 M=4.12 M=4.19
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TABLE 4

(Contirned)

Professionals

Reanle Africas Hispanis Netioe Furo- Professionals
American m - 34 Awmerican Awerican Jor CLDY Jfor Nou-
m = f56} - 3f) n=87) Pavents CLD
n=32) Parents
. e . . ol o - =52
8 Helping child Participating in Pasticipating leaching Finding out  Teaching
find work school meetings in school chifd to use  about adult  child to use
M=l M= .26 meetings transporta- - services transporta
Mo 394 tion M=4.00 tion
A - 3.97 M=4.17
9 Finding vut Finding recreation Finding out leaching Finding ot Helping
about adult ser- opportuniies sbout adult  child cudtural about 881 child find
Vices M= 121 SCTVILUS values of M= 4.0 work
Mooa02 M= 390 family M= 4.04
M- 391
1} Finding out Finding out about  Tinding out Finding out  Helping child Finding out
abour §51 Ssi about S84 about 551 find work about S5I
M=373 Mo3.65 M= 305 Al=3.52 A= 3.9 M =394

LA TAPTONS

Several limitations exist in the interpretation of

the seudy's results. Firsy, because the surveys
were anonymous and included no persenally
identifying information, the tesponses of parents
could not be matched to the responses of school
staff working with their particular ¢hild. As
such. there was not a one-to-one correspondence
berween the parents referenced by the profes-
sionals and the parents who complered the sur-
vey. However, thie pmlbssimmls included in the
SUTVCY WeTE school stafl identified by dhe district
as dircetly serving the students and familics par-
teipating in the survey (e.g., the sarvey was sent
to spc(.‘i;-|| cducators who l:luglll thie students 1n
our study). Therefore, with reasonable certainty,
we can assume that professionals completing our
survey work with student populations that re-

semble the youch and families 1n our survey

sample in terms of tvpe of disabilicy, severity of

disability, age, and gender.

Second, the jssuc of response bias and the
nature of our sample prevent us from malking di-
rect. conclusive statements about minogitics not

participating, in the study. For oxample. the pos-
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sibility exists that CLI) parents who are most ac-
tive and involved in transition planning are also
most likely to suceessfully complete and return
the survey. Similarly, our study did not include
Astan-American parents, and the relatively small
sumple size of Native Americans and Hispanics
may have limited the amount of potentially in-
teresting information that could have been gath-
cred about these specific populations. The
sample was drawn {rom only onc urban school
district which further limits the generalizability
of the study.

The third limitation concerns the accuracy
of sclf-report, The study asked parents to rare
their own behavior (i.e., their imvolvement in
various transition activities) and it is possible
that their assessments do not accurately reflect
their true behavior. However, literature on the
accuracy of self-report indicates that when re-
spondents clearly understand what information
is being requested, have access 1o the informa-
tion, and are willing to respond, the accuracy of
self-repart increases (Armstrong, Jensen, McCal-
frey, & Reynolds, 1976; Laing, 1988) and can be

a8 good as or even berter than other evaluation
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TABLE 5

Rank of Transition Items on Involvement as Reported by Parent Group and Professionals

Erro-American Professionals for  Professionals

Rank African- Hispaic Native-
American fn =34} American n=87) CLD Parents for Nown-
n = 156) m=2731) fn=>52) ClD
Parents
m=752
1 Teaching child leaching child Teaching child Teaching child  Teaching child  Participating
cultural values  cultural values  culrtural values  culeural values  cultural values  in school
of family of family of family of family of family meetings
M=433 M=4.21 M=4.16 M=394 M=452 M=3.42
2 Teaching child Teaching child  Teaching child Finding recre-  Finding out Talking with
to care for dis-  te use trans- to use trans- ation opportu-  about §51. child about
ability portation portation nities M=3.02 life after high
M=4.26 M=4.09 M=3.84 M=3.94 school
M=3.42
3 ‘leaching child ‘lalking with  “leaching child leaching child Teaching child  Helping child
O use trans- child about life 1o care for dis-  to care for dis-  to use trans- prepare for
portation after high ability ability portation educarion
M= 426 school M=4.0 M=39 M=292 after high
M=385 school
M=3.23
4 Talking with  Teaching child ‘lalking with  Lalking with Talking with  Teaching
child about life to care for dis-  child about life  child about life child about life child to care
after high ability after high after high after high tor disability
school M=3.82 school school school M=3.21
M=4722 M=3.74 M=372 M=292
5 Finding recre- Finding recre- Finding recre- Participating in Pardicipating in Teaching
ation opportu- ation eppertu-  ation opportu-  school mect-  school meet- child to use
nitics nities nitics ings ings transporta-
M=393 M= 347 M=3.74 M=3.69 M=29 tion
M=3.19
6 Helping child  Helping child  Helping child  Teaching child Teaching child Finding out
prepare for ed-  prepare for ed- find work to usc trans-  to care for dis-  about $81
ucation after ucation after M=13.1 portation ability M=3.15
high school high school M=13.62 M=279
M= 3.54 M=3.29
7 Helping child  Helping child  Helping child  Helping child  Flelping child Finding
find work find work preparc for ed-  prepare for ed-  prepare for ed-  recreation
M=3.2 M=318 ucatton alter ucation after ucation after  opportuni-
high school high school high school ties
M= 287 M=336 M=1254 M=3.02
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TABLE 5

(Continued)
Rank  African- Hispanic Native Furo- Professiornals !’f-*qﬂ'ssimz—
American fn = 34) American American Jor CLD als for Non-
h = 156) m=31) m=487) Puavernts CLID>
fm - 52) Peavents
{nh=52)
8 Participating in ~ Participating in Participating Helping child Helping Finding
school meetings  schoel mectings in school find work child find out about
M=312 M=288 meetings M=3.26 work adult ser-
M=258 M=2.38 vices
M=298
9 Finding out Finding out about  Finding out Finding owt Finding Helping
about $51 adult services about 551 about 851 recreation child find
M=2.62 M=2.76 M- 255 M=295 opportunities work
M=2.35 A= 298
10 Finding out Finding out about  Finding eut  Finding out  Finding our  Teaching
about adult ser- 551 about adule  about adult about adult  child cul-
vices M=2.53 services services services tural values
M= 2.60 M=423 M= 2.89 M-235  of family

M=298

techniques. In addition, no evidence was found
in our study or in the literature o suggest that
there are differences in self-report accuracy be-
tween CLD and non-CILD parents on this sur-
vey. Finally, it is important to note that the list
of transition planning activities incorporated
into the surveys may not be inclusive of all the

activitics parents perform,
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The rescarch findings indicate that CLI) parents
are actively involved in transition activities,
many of which fall outside the realm of school-
based planning. Therefore, researchers who are
examining parental participation must be caretul
not to limit their investigation solely to activities
based within the educational system. Such an
approach would overlook the true pattern of in-
volvement and create a skewed picture of passiv-
ity among CLID parents.

Additienally, qualitative research studies
examining the transition activities parents en-
gage in outside of school-based planning would
provide a richer understanding of parental expe-
riences and resources, would identity opportuni-
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ties for professionals to better support families
in their home and community activiries, and
would be useful in developing more meaningful
school-based transition plans complementary to
the needs, experiences, and strengths of families.

Furthermore, Future investigations should
examine whether the specific training of profes-
sionals in parent-prolessional collaboration actuo-
ally  increases parental invelvement.
Traditionally, research has cmphasized interven-
tions designed to make parents better partici-
pants (e.g.. parent training, parent education,
parent advocacy) rather than featuring strategics
focused on helping professionals be berrer col-
laborators. Development and careful assessment
of new models of professional behavior may be
more useful in advancing school-based parent
involvement than continuing to hold parents re-
sponsible for change.

Finally, rescarch studies should continue
to examine how different cultural variables influ-
ence parental involvement in transition plan-
ning. For example, level of acculturation is likely
to be an important factor for many culturally di-
verse families. It is quite possible that a family
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that has recently immigrated to the United
States will be unfamiliar with services and the
American educational system, making it difficule
for families to fully participate in the transition
process. In addition, the nature of participation
should be examined for other ethnic groups not
included in the study (e.g., Asian, East Furo-
pean, etc.), in particular, because these groups
may have different experiences and histories
within the U.S. educational system.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

Despite the study’s limitations, there are a num-
ber of implications that can be drawn from the
study to enhance our understanding and pro-
mote the multicultural aspects of transition
planning. When the results are viewed concur-
rently, a picture of how CLD parents and profes-
sionals practice and define participation in
transition planning begins to emerge. While
there appears to be general agreement between
CLD parents and professionals on which activi-
ties are important for transition planning, their
reports differ related to the level of involvement
by CLD parents. In particular, CLD parents de-
scribed themselves as active and involved in
transition planning for their children, in stark
contrast to the reports of professionals and
much of what has been reported in the litera-
ture. One possible explanation for the discrep-
ancy may be the issue of response bias, as
mentioned earlier. However, a second more
compelling explanation may center around how
professionals are forming their perceptions of
parent involvement, as is discussed below.

For many CLD families, the “launching”
of a young person into adulthood stems from
family and community rather than experiences
provided by educational or other formal instita-
tions. Native-American families who adhere to
traditional indigenous values frequently live
within a context of interconnectedncss where
the responsibility for the care of youth is shared
among family, kin, and the tribal system. Simi-
larly, many Hispanic and Native American fami-
lies rely on relationships with extended family or
informal community-based networks for emo-
tional or social support as well as resources such

Exceptionad Children

as child care (Attneave, 1982; Salend & Taylor,
1993). Thus, while the findings suggest that
CLD parents feel school-based transition plan-
ning is important, it may represent only one
arena in which parents seck support and begin
preparing for their child’s transition. In most
cases, however, educators interact with parents
only within the context of school and have lim-
ited awareness of family activities, beliefs, and
values within other spheres of life, such as com-
munity, extended family, and religion. There-
tore, the view professionals have of CLI) parent
participation may be based upon only ene con-
text {i.e., school). This view may be furthered
skewed as CLI} parents often cncounter a vari-
ety of barriers which make parents reluctant to
engage in school-based transition planning.

Parents of all ethnic groups are likely to
encounter barriers to school participation, in-
cluding (a) parental fatigue; (b) lack of parental
knowledge regarding their rights, school proce-
dures or policies; {c} logistical constraints, such
as a lack of child care or transportation; (d) rigid
or limited options for parent involvement in ed-
ucational planning; and (e) language. However,
for CLD parents these same barriers are made
more formidable by racism, discrimination, in-
sensitivity, and cultural unresponsiveness. For
example, while parents across ethnic groups may
find professionals reluctant to work with fami-
lies in a truly collaborative manner, the issue of
power imbalance takes on greater significance
for CLD parents as it occurs on a systemic level
as well. Educational laws and policies have been
culturally biased or discriminatory, and youth
from diverse backgrounds continue to be dispro-
pertionately identified as needing special educa-
tion services {Artiles & ‘lrent, 1994; Calabrese,
1990; Harry, 1992a). As CLD parents perceive
continned misinterpretation by schools of their
children’s educational needs, as well as parent in-
volvement, they experience further alienation
and mistrust, and, unfortunately, many families
withdraw their participation altogether,

Teachers and school administrators often
attribute low CLD parent participation in edu-
cational processes to parental apathy or a failure
by parents to recognize the importance of their
participation (Calabrese, 1990; Harry, 1992a).
The results of this study suggest thar CLD par-
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ents understand and believe their involvement in
school-based planning is important. Further-
more, in contrast to the perceptions of profes-
sionals, parents appear active and involved in the
transition process. However, this involvement
may be greatest in family- or community-based
setrings, where parents feel most supported and
understood. When examining and promoting
parent involvement among culturally diverse
families, ateention should be paid to the roles
parents are assuming outside of school-based
planning. In addision, professionals must not be
quick to view a lack of parental involvermnent in
school-based planning as a sign of parental apa-
thy or lack of interest. Rather, professionals may
be most successful in promoting parent partici-
pation if they first examine their own behavior
in terms of how it facilitates or discourages part-
nership with parents, particularly in light of en-
during institational barriers and the historical
experiences of minorities with the educational
system,

Besides working 1o make school-based
plannmg more responsive 1o CLD parents, there
appear to be untapped opporwunities for protes-
sionals to learn more about ways CLLY parents
are supporting the transition preparation of
their sons and daughters at home and in the
community. This information could be used by
professionals to design complementary school-
based transition support experiences for youth as
well as to identily strategics to support parents
in home and community activities. This interac-
tion berween professionals and parents has the
potential to strengthen school-parent relation-
ships and to enhance the effectiveness of transi-
tion services for CLD vouth with disabilities.
While all of these strategies could prove useful,
none of them will be effective unless profession-
als arc wuly prepared to encourage parental in-
volvement. Walker and Singer (1993) point out
that while professionals are required ro work col-
laboratively with families, they often lack spe-
cific training on how o form parimerships with
parents, Fducators need new models and train-
ing around professional collaboration in order to
hetter understand the perspectives ol parents
and strengthen school-family relationships, One
such model is proposed by Walker and Singer,
which offers important teols for working collab-
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oratively with parents through valuing collabora-
tien, understanding the developmental nature of
parent-professional relationships, and effcctive

comimunication.
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