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1. Introduction

Communication between school and home is an imporésearch area in a range of
Anglophone countries such as the UK, US, and Aliafraspecially in the context of
educating pupils who have English as an addititamauage (EAL students) (Coady,
Cruz-Davis, & Flores 2008; Hamilton, 2013; Naid®§15)! However, education
researchers have tended to focus either on thesvefwEAL studentsor their
parents/carefor teachers, rather than comparing these views witiérsame school.
Consequently, such research is in danger of migsipgrtant mismatches between
the different stakeholders’ perceptions of whahéeded and what works for them.
We argue that these mismatches hinder parentalgengant, defined by a mutual
understanding between teachers and parents (Gawddtintgomery, 2014; Pushor,
2012), and restrict the potential of the schoomiet the needs of EAL pupils. This
article, therefore, explores school communicatioocesses and the extent to which
migrant parents’ and teachers’ views correspondh special focus on parental
knowledge, parents’ engagement and barriers tofgrengagement.

Applying organisational communication theory to emnpirical data, we explore the
extent to whichtransactional communication processa® employed when schools
engage with migrant parents. Transactional comnatioie, as delineated by Harris
and Nelson (2007), refers to a communication pocesich is fluid, multi-
directional and progressive, focusing on a ‘muasdignment of meaning’ (ibid., p.
17). In a school context transactional communicatpivileges a circularity of
dialogue between schools, their teaching staff pogils, and the families and
communities they serve (Author, 2017). With regémdcommunication between
school and home we are, therefore, advocatitigarzssactional school-home-school
(TSHS communication model which places the onus on thedcto facilitate
effective communication systems, emphasises critylaf dialogue between school
and home, enhances the mutual understanding dideaand parents, and creates an
operational environment for parental engagement.

A range of authors have highlighted the importasfdenguistic and cultural inclusion
of migrant parents for parental engagement (HamilgD13; Jeynes, 2011; Naidoo,
2015; Olivos & Mendoza, 2010; Walker, 2014). Howemn the whole, the different
communication modes, which hinder or support amotiffe parental engagement
strategy, have not been analysed in detail. Comselyy in 2013 we set out with

lEALisa concept developed in the English context eefers to ‘all pupils whose first language i$ no
English, but who are living and attending school&ngland’ (Authors et al., 2014, p. 12).

2 Unless stated otherwise, in the rest of the artitk term ‘parents’ refers to parents and carfeEAQ
students.



colleagued to explore how EAL pupils were supported (lingigially, pedagogically
and socially) and the modes of communication linteduch support. The results of
this small scale study in the East of England iewplithat schools did not
communicate effectively with parents of EAL studgrgven if schools were keen to
find ways of doing so (Authors et al., 2014; Autho?017). This article is based on
the follow-up research (2015-2016), which was cateld in two case study
secondary schools in the east of England and exgblG@mongst other dimensions)
communication between school and home (Authors |et2@16). We focused
particularly on the question as to whether thers \way congruence or mismatch
between the views of the teachers and the paréBalostudents in relation to:

(a) parents’ knowledge about the English secondary adckgstem and their
children’s learning;

(b) parents’ engagement at home and at school; and,

(c) barriers to parents’ engagement in secondary eiducat

We start by discussing how school-home communicalias been conceptualised,
highlighting a conceptual distinction between p&kmvolvement and engagement,
before describing in detail Harris and Nelson’s Q20 notion of transactional
communication. After outlining our methodology, weesent our case study findings
followed by discussion and recommendations. Given difficulty of tapping into
migrant parents’ views, we offer our study findings indicative rather than
definitive, recognising that there is much moreoined in school communication
systems that needs investigating.

2. Approaches to school-home communication with migranfamilies and the
role of transactional communication

In 2010, Suéarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco and Sattia-Baported that immigrant
pupils arrive in income-rich countries (such as W) with distinctive social and
cultural resources. Such resources include optimisigh educational aspirations,
positive attitudes to school, parental interesedacation, an ability to adjust to new
relationships and environments and polylingualisNevertheless, despite such
resources, they face a high level of challenges:

All too many immigrant youth [...] encounter a mytiaf challenges among
them economic stressors, language difficultieamily separations,
underresourced neighborhoods, segregated schumalecumented status, and
xenophobia. These students frequently strugglgaia their bearings in an
educational system that too often puts them oath o marginality, anomie,
and frustrated ambitions (ibid., p. 538).

Communication between school and home which fatd# the relationship between
parents and schools and encourages parental engagerm recognised as an
important factor in helping such students (Epst2bil1; Hamilton, 2013; Hutchins,
Greenfeld, Epstein, Sanders, & Galindo, 2012; Su@nezco et al., 2010). However,
the understanding of school-home communicatiorshdted over time from focusing

3 Authors 1, 2, 3and 4



on parental involvement to emphasising parentahgement. Below we capture the
key issues in this debate.

2.1. Critiquing the concept of parental involvemand its limited model of
communication

Parental involvement is often defined in terms ofwhmuch parents can enact
‘specific scripted school activities’ (such as fuading activities, involvement in
parent teacher associations) and specific typdwofe-based support for children’s
learning (such as talking about homework and tiheaicday) (Lopez, 2001, p. 416).
However, the use of lists of parental actions, eissed with parental involvement, is
problematic if actions are narrowly conceived doree size fits all’ basis, and if they
are institutionalised, prescriptive and imposed (Gaetano, 2007; Fernandez &
Lopez, 2017; Lopez, 2001; Olivos & Mendoza, 2010he concept ofparental

involvementreflects overall a one-sided, linear communicapoocess which places
emphasis on parental adaption to the values, legrsirategies and knowledge
defined by the school. Furthermore, parental ineolent is associated with
normative assumptions about ‘good parenting’ whadsume white middle-class
strategies and resources, and thus potentiallhdurexclude already marginalized
groups (e.g. Olivos & Mendoza, 2010). Ishimaru @0argues that schools are in
danger of pathologising parents from marginal geoap ‘failed’ parents. Migrant
communities are especially vulnerable to being matged if they face language
barriers and/or have recently arrived and haveet @ith a new educational context.

In contrast, the concept gbarental engagementisefully reflects a two-way
interaction process between school and home, mefeto a mutual exchange of
values and knowledge. It places emphasis on reztgroempowerment, empathy,
change and opportunities for both parents and ¢heat. Pushor (2012, p. 469), for
example, defines engagement as a process where:

educators were entering a community to create patfents a shared school
landscape — a landscape in which "parent knowledBeShor, 2001) and
teacher knowledge informed decision making, therd@nhation of agendas,
and the intended outcomes of their efforts for dreih, families, the
community, and the school. Within such a shareddeape, there was a sense
of reciprocity in their mutual engagement, a seofsbenefit for families and
the school.

If parental engagement is understood as a ‘sharetstape’, teachers and parents do
not only know about their respective values ancttmras regarding education, but
they together formulate ideas and strategies r@gganoarental engagement. In this
latter context, school communication processesrneaaven more salient.

2.2. The role of communication in parental engageme

Following Epstein (2001), Goodall and Vorhaus (20@&ntify the quality of both

school-home and home-school communication as irapbrélements of parental
engagement. In addition, they list a wide rangaatiivities and sites such as: learning
at home, including discussions about school, a$piret and careers; in-school



activities, such as parents’ evenings and meetintsclass teachers; involvement in
decision-making (e.g. role of school governor); ,armbllaboration with the
community (ibid.p.14) (Authors, et al. 2016).

Hamilton (2013, p. 313) points out that the ‘quabf communication and exchange
of information’ between schools and migrant fansilieeeds to reflect ‘language and
cultural differences, diverse educational systeoignging family structures and
community cohesion’. For this to happen, she argukat corresponding/non-
corresponding views regarding school-home commitinitashould be analysed
systematically; for example, in terms of whetheeréhis ‘open and sustained
dialogue’ amongst all the participants and whether notion of a ‘good successful
parent’ and power relations between teachers anehfzaare reflected upon. Any
discrepancy or tension between teachers’ and mrewiews on school
communication would greatly limit the success of aohool initiative, no matter how
sympathetic or imaginative. It is in this contexhat schools might consider
developing a model of transactional communicatiBelow we describe the key
elements of such a model that could be used byotsho enrich the limited models
of communication associated with traditional typés of parental involvement.

2.3. A transactional communication model

Harris and Nelson’s (2007) differentiation lofear, interactional andtransactional
communication models in organisational theory affem valuable theoretical
framework for analysing communication between stlamal home. They argue that
transactional communication facilitates the mo&ative communication process in
organisations since linear and interactional mobaiee major shortcomings.

Linear models are defined by a ‘one-way flow of sagges’ from sender to receiver
(ibid., p. 16). The lack of feedback loops refleatdierarchical structure between
sender and recipient with no intention to fostetumabunderstanding. In contrast, the
interactional and transactional models offer feedbops. However, Harris and
Nelson state that the interactional model is lichiés it ‘assumes an interactive nature
somewhat similar to a Ping-Pong game where theagessare exchanged rather than
simultaneously shared’ (2007, p. 16). In contrém,transactional model goes beyond
a mere exchange of messages, emphasising a ‘magsgnment of meaning’ and
understanding communication as a complex, dynamicangoing process (ibid., p.
17). Transactional communication refers to a siandbusly shared communication
which shows high levels of empathy and reciprocadlerstanding; for example,
teachers being aware of migrant parents’ diffiesltin arranging translators for
school meetings, leading to suggestions of appatgrstrategies to counter these
difficulties when they communicate with parents.

Using this definition, it seems that the developtr@ma transactional communication
system could be the most effective strategy foaldisthing communication with

migrant parents and a ‘shared school landscapep&pental engagement (Pushor,
2012). The focus on mutual understanding in traiwa@@ communication implies

that all participants in the communication procass aware of each other’s views on
areas relating to schooling. In light of this, wevé identified three key areas which
relate to migrant parents’ experiences and whielehters need to be aware of if an
effective parental engagement strategy should beloeed: (a) parental knowledge



of the English school system, (b) the levels ofep&s’ engagement at home and at
school, and (c) the barriers that parents fac@mnaunicating and participating in the
schooling systerfh. These three aspects, particularly whether theres \aay
congruence or mismatch between migrant parentsteachers’ views on these areas,
were researched in detail in our second phaseeofftinding organisation] funded
research project (2015-2016). We outline its rededesign in the following section.

3. Research Design

In the second phase of our research we used a catimpacase-study design (Yin
2013) to examine the effectiveness of communicalietween school and home in
two secondary schools with a reasonably large gadUpAL students. Both schools
were state schools (i.e. publically funded) witlhigher than average proportion of
economically disadvantaged pupils, situated in #&st of England which is
characterised by an increased number of EAL stedamd a ‘diverse urban and rural
make-up’ (Office for National Statistics, 2012, pSitrand, Malmberg, & Hall 2015).
The schools were chosen on the basis of theirivel&igh levels of EAL students,
their high levels of disadvantaged pupils, andrtikemmitment to EAL provision.
The schools differed, however, with regard to thie@ir geographical context (urban
versus semi-rural) and their experience of teaclidd students (Authors et al.
2016).

Parkland secondary school (pseudonym) is a largéticultural urban state school
with, at the time, more than 1500 students wherd@ year olds take their General
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE). In 2Gh8, school served an ethnically
diverse catchment area which is home to a welbésteed Pakistani heritage
community, with recent arrivals from Eastern Eumpeountries. The proportion of
students receiving free school meals (an indicatdow family income) was above
the national and local averages. At the time of wmsearch, over 55 per cent of
students spoke a language other than English atehawth approximately 60
different languages spoken overdlt a result, the school had substantial experience
in EAL provision. EAL students were supported byrféull-time and three part-time
teaching assistants specifically assigned to lagrsiupport, and several bilingual
assistants led by an experienced Ethnic Minoritydut leader.

In comparison, Kirkwood Academy (pseudonym) is aléen secondary state school
where 11-16 year olds take their GCSE. At the toheur research, there were fewer
than 700 students. The school is located in a seral-area and its multicultural

experience is far more recent when compared toldatlschool. The school attracts
students from the local farming community and ngarilages and a higher than

(national) average number of students receive Sof®ol meals. At the time of our
study twelve per cent of the student populationewestegorized as EAL, relating
especially to recently arrived pupils with an Eastéuropean background. Kirkwood
school had a dedicated EAL coordinator who spokersé European languages.

* These are selected areas of the TSHS communicatamess and other areas such as parents’ and
teachers’ views on pedagogy, homework and homeukegeyare also relevant areas to look at.

® EAL coordinators can be appointed by schools tehhe main responsibility for EAL learners and

to manage a team of bilingual and EAL specialiasstoom assistants (https://www.naldic.org.uk/eal-
teaching-and-learning/outline-guidance/eal/).




Mixed methods were used to gather data on parants’teachers’ views regarding
parental knowledge, engagement and the barriessgagement in the two case study
schools. In this article, we focus especially oe #taff interviews, the parental
interviews and the parental survey conducted ah @hdhe two schools. Interview
guestions and survey questions in both schoolseaddd the same areas of parental
knowledge, engagement and barriers to effectiveerpalr engagement so that
comparisons could be made within and between tladétgtive and quantitative data.
Semi-structured individual interviews were conddctat both schools with 4
Headteachers, 4 EAL staff, and 10 teachers (whae wizads of Departments or
representatives) representing subjects includingylifim Mathematics Science,
History/Humanities and Modern Foreign Languageterinews were conducted with
22 newly arrived EAL students in Key Stage 3 (psijgiged between 11 and 14) and
Key Stage 4 (pupils aged between 14 and 16) whocbatk to England in the last
two years and 10 parents of recently arrived EApilsf The qualitative data were
supported with a survey of the large majority oflEdnd non-EAL students in KS4
(407 pupils), a survey of 64 parents of EAL pugitsd a wider regional survey of
schools in the East of EnglaAd.

A purposive sample was used for the interviews wetichers (representing specific
subjects outlined above), parents (recently arjiaed EAL pupils (recently arrived).
All data collection tools were piloted and EAL $tafithin the schools co-ordinated
the selection and the organisation of the intergiewth staff, parents and pupils. All
interviews with school staff (and students) weradwected during school hours and
were audio recorded. Parental interviews were coeduat school and at home.
Parents of EAL pupils were given information lest@bout the research which had
been translated into their home language. Eighheften interviews were conducted
in the parents' home language and the remainingnt@are conducted in English. 64
parents completed the survey, 37 from Parkland2anfifom Kirkwood (three online
surveys could not be allocated to a specific sgh&dper-based and online versions
of the survey were created in English, Polish aitduanian and were distributed to
parents. The largest group of respondents from Battkland and Kirkwood were
Lithuanian (10 and 12 respectively). The backgroohdhe other respondents was
predominantly Eastern European in Kirkwood, whilege from Parkland represented
a more diverse range of backgrounds although Ea&eropean countries were well
represented (with the largest group of parents rgnfiom Lithuania followed by
Pakistan and Poland) (Authors et al. 2016).

Formal ethical approval at university and schoekle (Headteachers) was gained
before starting the data collection. Ethical appfokelated to a range of areas
including: anonymising all names; participant corigen the case of pupil interviews
both parents/carers and pupils gave their conggaticipant information, Disclosure
and Barring Service (DBS) checks for all researshkefore starting the data

® The sample for the interviews with EAL pupils @rKand consisted of 7 Lithuanian, 2 Polish and 3

Pakistani pupils; the Kirkwood sample consisteé afthuanian, 2 Polish, 1 Portuguese and 1 Latvian

pupil. The parent sample for the interviews inclili@elatvian, 5 Lithuanian, 2 Polish and 1 Portugues
arent.

F?Due to the timing of GCSE examinations it was possible for the Year 11 students at Parkland to

complete the survey. Translations of the studemtesuwere provided in Lithuanian, Polish and

Turkish for those who needed them, as identifiedheyEAL staff.



collection, the presence of two adults in all iatews with pupils, piloting of data
collection tools and data storing.

3.1. Data analysis

The mixed methods study used quantitative and tqtiak analysis. The survey data
were analysed using SPSS. The parental surveydrehedescriptive statistics (the
sub-groups were too small to conduct inferentiatistics). Key questions for the
statistical analysis were: How much did parentsEd&fL pupils know about the
English school system and their child’s learning®dHmuch were they engaged at
school and at home? Which barriers did they fadk migard to engagement at school
and at home? The pupil survey also used descrigtiaistics to highlight pupils’
views in comparison to parents’ and teachers’ viemsparental engagement. All
taped and transcribed interviews were uploaded ah qualitative coding
programme NVivo. Following Miles and Huberman (1994 qualitative coding
strategy was applied by using a line-by-line analyte identify descriptive and
pattern codes. While descriptive codes are closeght text and ‘entail little
interpretation’, pattern codes reflect a more austlevel of analysis offering more
interpretation and explanation (ibid. 57). Appendidists the (general) descriptive
codes identified both in parents’ and teachersrinews and Appendices 2 and 3
show the different (general) pattern codes indusegarately from parents’ and
teachers’ interviews.

3.2. Limitations of the study

Although the study engaged a range of stakeholdedsdifferent methods of data
collection, it was exploratory as it was based wnitéd data. It was especially
difficult to gain parental data even though a ranfenethods was used to facilitate
the data collection, including translations and kEyipg researchers who spoke
several Eastern European languages and gainedutiteof migrant parents. Due to
the limited responses to the parental survey, tibegsoups for parents with different
language abilities, arrival times, ethnic and etiooal backgrounds were too small to
conduct inferential statistics. A longer time spameeded to collect qualitative and
guantitative parental data on a larger scale andn@yse which specific TSHS
communication strategies have a positive impact pamental knowledge and
engagement. The following section presents tharfgelof the two-year study.

4. Parental knowledge of the English school system antheir children’s
learning: the views of parents and teachers

Knowledge and information is a prerequisite forcassful parental engagement and
plays a crucial role in TSHS communication. Oudings in both schools show a
substantial lack of parents’ knowledge and undedsiey regarding their children’s
schooling. However, teachers did not seem to beewfathis lack of knowledge and
understanding and/or did not seem to perceive bieasy problematic.

4.1. Parents’ views on parental knowledge



The survey responses from both schools indicatadattarge proportion of parents of
EAL pupils felt that they had a ‘limited’ or ‘vetymited’ understanding of the general
school system (Table 1). Overall, a high propor{@mund one in two) of parents at
Kirkwood Academy had a (very) limited understandaighe English school system.
Parental understanding was better at Parkland §calboough around one in three
parents also struggled to understand the schotdrays

Table 1: Proportion of parents reporting ‘limited” or ‘very limited’
understanding of the English school systertParental Survey, N=61)

Limited and  very | Parkland School Kirkwood Academy
limited understanding

of ...

School tests 32 % 58 %

School reports 27 % 54 %

Grouping into sets of 35% 46 %

Ability

GCSE choices 35 % 42 %

Vocational training 49 % 46 %

A-Level system 32 % 42 %

Parents’ responses also revealed substantial gaffeeir knowledge about specific
areas of their children’s schooling (Table 2). Okalf of Kirkwood parents reported
‘little’ or ‘no knowledge’ about topics within subgts, examination topics and
homework tasks. Knowledge about topics within sciisj@nd examination topics was
also problematic for Parkland parents with overhadt stating ‘little’ or ‘no
knowledge’. The majority of EAL students we intawied at the two schools also
emphasised that their parents would benefit fromngamore information about the
exam and curriculum systems.

Table 2: Parental reporting on the lack of knowlede of specific areagParental
Survey, N=61)

Little or no knowledge | Parkland School Kirkwood Academy
of...

School subjects 16 % 33 %

Topics within subjects 38 % 58 %
Examination topics 41 % 54 %

Tasks set for homework 24 % 54 %

When exams take place 24 % 33 %

Child’s academic progress 22 % 37 %

Several factors may help explain why a high praportof parents at Kirkwood
school reported a limited or very limited knowledgfehe English school system and
their childrens’ learning. Firstly, a higher propon of respondents at Kirkwood

8 Authors et al. 2016 for all tables presented is #rticle.

® Advanced level school leaving qualifications calke-Levels are the main national examinations
which are needed for university study in the UK anel usually taken by pupils who are 17 to 18 years
old.



(29%) had recently arrived in England when compaoeithe proportion of parents at
Parkland (11%). Secondly, a higher proportion ofepts of EAL students in the
Kirkwood sample reported having lower levels of Estgthan those in the Parkland
sample: 52% of Kirkwood parents said that their IBhgunderstanding was ‘not
good’ or 'not good at all', compared with only 1786 Parkland parents. However,
our findings further showed that parents who haghtie England over five years and
had low levels of English also struggled with ursti@nding the English school
system. This indicates that low levels of Englisdtl{er than length of time in the UK)
is the major factor in contributing to lower levets parental knowledge and
understanding in both schools (which mainly comroatéd with the parents in
English).

Another factor which might explain the low levelsparental knowledge at the semi-
rural school (Kirkwood) relates to the long shiisd travel time (often adding up to
12 hours), which parents who worked in agricult(8@%) experienced. These work
patterns substantially reduced parental time fogaging in school information,
especially if it was in English. It should be notedt, although parents worked in low
skilled jobs, 50% of the respondents at the semaitschool had ‘fairly good’ to ‘very
good’ educational qualifications including thoseuieglent to A-Levels, diplomas,
undergraduate and postgraduate degrees. Thismanfasearch findings that suggest
that many immigrants (particularly from Eastern &e), who work in England in
low-skilled jobs, have good educational qualifioas (Author et al. 2011). However,
our survey also revealed that a parent’'s educdtibaekground is not necessarily
related to a better understanding of the Englistoscsystem. We found that those
with lower educational backgrounds reported a bekeowledge about their
children’s schooling than those with higher edwral backgrounds. The findings
from our relatively small samples, therefore, ssfjghat the factors behind low
parental knowledge are complex, and a larger sigitgcessary to research this area
in more depth.

The survey findings about the parents’ lack of klealge and understanding about
their children’s schooling resonated with the vieefsthe ten parents who were
interviewed:

| think | don't know much as education is not mgaplty. My profession is
completely different and knowledge as well - veengral. | know how long a
primary school lasts, when children start attending school, when they
finish, how long secondary school lasts, what damkege or university mean
here - but nothing in a greater detail, nothingithitanian Parent/Carer
Parkland School)

Unfortunately, | must confess | don't understarel Emglish marking system,
and | am always lost when we speak about the asses&nd concrete marks.
| still don't understand what good or bad mark mseafLithuanian
Parent/Carer, Kirkwood Academy)

4.2. Teachers’ views on parental knowledge

When we interviewed teaching staff, we discovertet they did not have concrete
information regarding parental knowledge and madeagdety of assumptions -



ranging from the assumption that there was no rdiffee between parents of EAL and
non-EAL students to the view that levels of parekteowledge were influenced by
English proficiency, geographical origin or educatl background:

Again, you've got the three groups of parents, ¢hwgh good English, those
with some English, those with no English, and hkhihose with no English
don't really understand and don't feel connectedh® school. | think the
other two groups do feel connected and do havesia baderstanding of what
is going on but | think those that don’t have Eslglstruggle to understand
what’s going on here. (History teacher, Kirkwooda#lemy)

Yeah. [They understand] pretty well. | think degiexy on where they're
coming from, pretty well, very keen to understand] [So, the information is
there. | think the information for that also gobkeme, but again, in
English....... (English teacher, Parkland School)

| think it varies like any parents really. Somendaunderstand our levels at
all, and that’s understandable because lots ofifimgarents don’'t understand.
(Maths teacher, Kirkwood Academy)

| think it depends on where they are with their ogducation and what their
education was in their own country. (Science tegdParkland School)

4.3. Discrepancies between parents’ and teacheesiv about parental knowledge

The communication systems between school and horie itwo schools appeared to
be ineffective with regard to parental knowledgetteese seemed to be no feedback
loops between school and home which could havedusa teachers’ awareness and
understanding of migrant parents’ levels of knowkednd understanding. It was

noticeable that none of the teachers we interviesestined to be aware of the specific
areas of knowledge that parents struggled withe@¢veachers (including members

of the senior management teams), thought that,rgliyeparental understanding of

school practice was good and that there was nacpknt difference between parents

of EAL and non-EAL students.

Linear or even interactional models of communicatoan easily ignore the effects
which low levels of English and/or being a strangethe education system can have
on parents’ knowledge and understanding of theildiedn’s schooling. Improving
information strategies for parents with low levels English and those who had
recently arrived, and regular gathering of schadhdn parental knowledge, would
have helped these two schools foster transactmramunication, characterised by a
genuine dialogue and shared understanding betweehdrs and parents.

5. Parental engagement at school and at home: the viewof parents, students
and teachers
In addition to the above discrepancies regardingrdal knowledge, there were also

contentious differences between the views of pargnipils and teachers on the types
and levels of migrant parents’ engagement at sciiodlat home.
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5.1. Parental views on engagement at school arbate

Our survey and interview data very clearly show tine parents of EAL students
were interested in knowing about how their childswd@ing at school. This was ‘very
important’ (95% for Parkland and 78% for Kirkwoody ‘important’ (5% for
Parkland and 22% for Kirkwood) to parents. The highel of interest was also
reflected in the interviews with parents which raee just how much they engaged
with their children’s learning at home. Parents madular discussions with their
children about school, aspirations and possiblé-pdsool careers, and were involved
in intense and time-consuming translation stratedtere are two examples:

Yes, yes, for example we discuss about Englishuagg, sometimes even
about literature. We read the same books. | did #s a child but only in
Lithuanian, "Romeo and Juliet" for instance. Thuestalk about a world-class
literature. He tells me a lot what he has read,tvitni@rpretations he or his
teacher has. (Lithuanian Parent, Parkland School)

Yes, of course, we know everything, every change liappens in school...
We have parental evenings here. We can talk widryeteacher separately.
We do not communicate in English but Jonas tellsramslates everything.
(Latvian Parent, Parkland School)

The majority of parents reported in the survey thaty had helped with homework
tasks, although Kirkwood school had a larger pdexggn of parents who never or
seldom helped with homework (38%) when compareRarkland (16%) (Table 3).
This difference might reflect the higher proportminparents in the Kirkwood sample
who lacked knowledge regarding homework tasks @ablkbove) and/or had low
levels of English. Work and travel time associatwdh agricultural work at
Kirkwood, as outlined in the precious section, niglso impact on parental time for
homework support. However, our survey and interviedings also highlight that a
lack of helping with homework tasks did not meaat gparents were less interested in
their children’s education (an assumption madedweal teachers).

Table 3: Parental help with homework(Parental Survey, N=61)

Parental help  with | Parkland School Kirkwood Academy
homework

Very often 16 % 8 %

Often 24 % 13 %

Sometimes 43 % 42 %

Seldom 8 % 21 %

Never 8 % 17 %

Table 4 indicates that parents’ engagement at $aha® generally lower for parents
at Kirkwood when compared with Parkland. 78% of kRard parents reported
attending parent evenings at school compared witih 46% of Kirkwood parents.
Instead 42% of Kirkwood parents had attended indiai school meetings compared
with only 35% of Parkland parents.
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Table 4: Parental engagement at school

Engagement at school Parkland School Kirkwood Acaday
Attending parents’ 78% 46%

Evenings

Attending individual 35% 42%

Consultations

According to the Kirkwood parents and the EAL cdinator, the low attendance at
parent evenings possibly reflects parents’ workiognditions in agricultural
employment. Low levels of English will have alsopatted on attendance rates as
interpreters were not provided at parent eveningk @arents had mainly to rely on
their own children or other EAL pupils. Howevergetllower attendance at parent
evenings might have led to a higher proportion afepts attending individual
consultations at the semi-rural school when congpavigh the urban school. This
finding reflects Kirkwood's strategy to offer fldole times for individual
consultations with the EAL co-ordinator (see Gibsmal Hidalgo, 2009, for specific
support strategies for migrant parents in agricajtu

5.2. Pupils’ views on parental engagement at schodl home

Pupils’ responses to the survey reflected overhiga engagement of their parents at
school and at home (Table 5). Interestingly, EAlldsnts perceived a much higher
attendance of their parents at parent evenings 92#%n compared to our findings

from the parental survey. Given that the pupil syrvwcovered a large and

representative sample of EAL pupils, the findingghti suggest that parents’

engagement at school is higher than reflected impatental data. Another important
finding is that the pupil survey did not reflectdéference between the levels of

engagement of parents of EAL and non-EAL studesitts¢hool and at home). This

finding diverges from teachers’ perceptions thatepts of EAL students are less
engaged than parents of non-EAL students (discussledy).

Table 5: Pupils’ perceptions of parents’ engagemer{Pupil Survey, N = 407)

Parents’ engagement EAL pupils Non-EAL pupils
‘very often’, ‘often’ and

‘sometimes’

Attending parent evenings 92% 92%
Individual appointments 35 % 35%

with staff

Help with homework 53% 57%

Visit of entertainment 7% 13%
evenings, e.g. quiz night,

music concerts, W

High parental engagement at home was especiallgctetl in the interviews with
EAL students who referred to the considerable etfogir parents made to overcome
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language difficulties in order to help them witreithhomework. Below are some
examples:

Yes, when | have homework, like I'm translatingsthd Polish. They telling
me what they know and then | translate this to Bhghgain. (Agnieszka,
Polish Student, Parkland School)

| saying what is writing in Lithuanian, she help ,neit in Lithuanian. She
can’t speak English. (Bronius, Lithuanian Stud@&akland School)

Yeah, | ask them on some questions, mostly matlh&y Tust help me

understand some of the equations that would helpmderstand because it's
the same thing in English, just the words are ciffi¢ but the actual numbers
and everything is the same thing. (Andrius, Litheanstudent, Parkland
School)

5.3. Teachers’ views on parental engagement atdarmal home

In both case-study schools, teachers used attemdahgarents’ evenings as a
yardstick to define parental engagement and oveeldothe other forms of

engagement at school and at home, identified byd&ba@and Vorhaus (2010) and
outlined above. Several teachers reported thatnfmamef EAL students were less
involved in parents’ evenings than parents of néwt-Bupils (although teachers had
no ‘hard data’ to substantiate this assumptiorefisated in the interview with a SLT

member below). Other teachers saw attendance ahtsaevenings determined by
English language, parents’ own educational expeeem their levels of confidence:

Non-EAL parents are more involved than EAL pardnt3 | don't have hard
data to tell you but it is much worse. It's muchra@than non-EAL. There’s a
much smaller involvement. EAL families are highlylikely to come to
parents’ evenings here, we get very few even thaughave phoned and tried
to make appointments and so on. (SLT member, Kidduwcademy)

Again, it depends on the parents, depends on théida but not as involved
as | would like them to be. And | understand beeaominly all the EAL
students, when their parents get here to work, W hard. They work 12
hours, or they don’'t work 12 hours but they trat2lhours and they find it
very difficult. Some of them will take time off [foschool visits] but very
rarely [...] A problem is they won't dare to asketlemployer. (EAL co-
ordinator, Kirkwood Academy)

Some are enormously committed. That tends to b@lpesho come from,
who are quite educated and aren’t afraid of scheeén if they don’t speak
much English, they will come into parents’ eveniragsl their child will go
round with them and interpret. (EAL co-ordinatoaritand School)

5.4. Discrepancies between parents’, pupils’ andchkers’ views on parental
engagement in their child’s education
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If we bring these perspectives on migrant paregtgagement together, we find that
both migrant parents and EAL pupils reported hglels of parents’ engagement at
home and at school which resonates with the figlioigTereshchenko and Archer
(2014) and Hamilton (2013). Parents’ engagementndidnecessarily tick a list of

prescribed areas defined by the school (refleqtiangntal involvement) but reflected
parents’ own practices, knowledge bases and efforwsercome barriers of engaging
more effectively.

Most teachers (except for EAL staff) did not showaeeness of the complex
engagement practices which occurred in migrantliashhomes and the considerable
efforts parents made to attend and organise meetigschool. Instead, teachers
focused especially on parent evenings, reflectivgconcept of parental involvement
rather than engagement. They tended to see pawériia\L pupils as having low
attendance at parent evenings, which was neitheteblaup by school data nor by
students’ responses in the pupil survey. There avdanger that teachers negatively
contrasted EAL parents with non-EAL parents assgntimt EAL parents had
generally low educational interest for their chédis learning.

If parental engagement is understood as a ‘shamedistape’ between teachers and
parents, our findings indicate that teachers (ajpamh EAL staff) were not aware of
the parental side of engagement and many parends litte knowledge and
understanding of the school’s perspective. Thigcatds that there was unlikely to be
joint discussions and decision-making between staff parents regarding strategies
for parental engagement.

These findings strongly suggest the need to estalalimore transactional mode of
communication, whereby effective feedback loops, empathetic culture and

readiness to respond to demographic change, cooldde teachers with insights and
data about the different ways migrant parents emgeth their children’s schooling.

Vice versa, as part of a TSHS communication systerhpols could develop in

collaboration with migrant parents appropriate tegjges to transfer successfully
information from school to home so that parentsienstanding and knowledge about
their children’s schooling can be improved. TSHSnownication systems would

challenge the efficiency of current home-school camications and potentially

(wrong) assumptions about migrant parents’ educatioalues and interest. Such
systems would lead to an overall notion of pareatajagement which is based on
reciprocity, empowerment, empathy, change and appities for both parents and

the school.

6. Barriers to parental engagement
Successful TSHS communication fundamentally radieseachers’ knowledge of the
specific barriers parents of EAL students face. Wsuch knowledge, effective

counter strategies can be developed across thelscho

6.1. Parental views on barriers to engagement
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Parents’ responses to the survey clearly indicttiatl they considered employment
being a main barrier to their engagement at schidos applied to both schools but,
particularly, to parents of pupils at Kirkwood Aesdy who were engaged in rural or
rural related work (Table 6). ‘Difficulties commuwaiting in English’ was another
substantial barrier for Kirkwood parents while oolye in five parents mentioned it in
the Parkland sample. Childcare seemed to be aebatiParkland School, perhaps
reflecting the specific family demographics of tbehool. The findings indicate a
need for schools to gather information about besriand to develop targeted
strategies to enable parents’ engagement.

Table 6: Barriers to engagement of parents of EALtsidents at school
(respondents could select more than one optiong(®a Survey, N = 61)

Barrier Parkland School | Kirkwood Academy
Employment 43 % 88 %
Difficulties 19 % 46 %
communicating in

English

Childcare 22 % 4 %

Our interviews with parents of EAL children alsamm@ioned that employment was an
obstacle for engagement at school. Although pamsn-EAL students have work-
related barriers, some parents of EAL students naang specific working conditions

related to agency work in low skilled employmenttees (e.g. long and unpredictable
shifts) (Author, 2011). As a result, Kirkwood paterhighlighted the significant

problem of having to arrange a meeting with teacheradvance (Authors, et al.
2016).

Meeting a teacher is quite a difficult thing to #@r example, | have to take a
day out of work and ask my employer for this. Yowow it's not easy. They

know that one has a child and only for this reassks for a free day.

(Lithuanian Parent/ Carer, Kirkwood Academy)

With regard to engagement in their child’s learnatghome, parents listed subject
content, a lack of understanding of the homewask t&nd a lack of knowledge about
assessment preparation as specific barriers (TAblénterestingly, resources and
accessing homework tasks were not seen as prolidelnyaparents in our study. The
findings below show that English language was btfearmajor barrier to offering
help with homework for an exceptionally high prajpan of the Kirkwood sample
(79%). Parents at Parkland also struggled to swpguldren’s homework due to
language barriers although it was substantiallyelotihan at Kirkwood (35%). The
findings in both schools show clearly that languageriers affect parents’ support
with homework tasks more considerably than theragement at school.

Table 7: Barriers for parents of EAL students to hép with children’s homework
and assessment task®arental Survey; N = 61)

| Barriers | Parkland School | Kirkwood Academy |
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Subject content 19 % 21 %
English language 35 % 79 %
Accessing the homework 8 % 0%
task

Understanding the 19 % 17 %
homework system

Lack of knowledge abouytl4 % 25 %
assessment preparation

Lack of resources (e.g. 5% 0%
computer, books)

As a consequence of language issues, parentsdhtgdi in the survey and in their
interviews that they struggled with phone calls gnefferred emails. They, or their
children or friends, could take time translatinga@ismand this did not interfere with
work patterns. However, face-to-face meetings e ianportant for communication
and digital devices such as skype meetings couddlcome the logistic problems of
combining difficult work schedules with travellimgto school (Authors 2017).

It is important to note here, that 75 per cent afepts who completed the parental
survey did not view the school website as a pretercommunication tool. This
finding is crucial as school staff in both schoatsumed that information regarding
homework, assessment, GCSEs etc. was accessibléeheia school's website.
However, at the time of our research, these websigge in English and did not offer
a translation facility.

Overall, the interviews and survey findings hightigd that the lack of translations
and translators was a key barrier to parents’ wstdeding and engagement, although
parents made substantial efforts to meet theirthead children’s translation needs.
Schools praised the parents for organising tramsabut parents emphasised the
difficulties of arranging a translator and, therefowere less engaged at school than
they would have liked t&°

You have to plan everything well; also, find thghti person. Sometimes
friends are available to help. However, there atgagons when you would

like to go to school but there is no opportunityfited a translator quickly.

(Parent/Carer from Lithuania, Kirkwood Academy)

Schools and parents relied heavily upon parenigdreim or other EAL pupils to help
with translations. However, Cline and Crafter (2Dfirbblematise the use of children
as translators, suggesting that schools shouldpmtarily rely on pupils. A TSHS
communication system for parents of EAL childrenraat thrive without traditional
and more innovative translation strategies asmedlifurther in section 7.

6.2.Teachers’ views on barriers to parental engageim

191t should be noted that parents showed high levedsnpathy regarding schools’ difficulties in
providing translations and translators for multiigieguages.
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Most teachers acknowledged that the low level ofli&h of some migrant parents
was the main barrier to their engagement with teal. Nevertheless, teachers did
not seem aware of the wider implications this learnad on parental knowledge and
engagement at school and at home. Furthermordegita to counter the language
barrier differed widely amongst school staff. Mtesichers did not seem to be aware
of the specific employment situations of migrantgoés in the East of England and
several suggested that all parents in employmeve Qéficulties engaging with the
school.

Translations of school information are a main sggtto counter language barriers
(Cline & Crafter, 2014). However, the teachers mtenviewed and surveyed reflected
a variety of views on translations which were atds inconsistent and contradictory:
they ranged from a view that no translations wexeded to engaging EAL pupils to
do the translation work themselves and to providiagslations prepared by the EAL
co-ordinator.

No different communication than with the Englishrgpgs. Most of the
communication would go through your Head of Deparitror Head of House,
rather than necessarily through the teacher. Andbably at parents’ evenings
you get to see who comes in. (English teacherwodd Academy)

Again from a department point of view we don’t smiruseGoogle Translater
anything, information goes home and the studentg&ay information. (Maths
teacher, Parkland School)

At the moment we are translating the letters iritedl languages. The translation
IS not accurate because we are translating by ctan@oogle and it's not
accurate; but at least they have got an understgrafiwhat this letter is about.
(EAL co-ordinator, Kirkwood Academy)

Translations are an important dimension of TSHSrmamication and schools need to
establish a consistent and effective system farstations. Although EAL students

and EAL staff might offer support with translatiorsehools cannot rely on them as
being their main translation strategy (Authors 20Qkne & Crafter 2014).

6.3. Mismatches between parents’ and teachers’ sview barriers to parental
engagement

Teachers in our study emphasised English as aa@dvaarier to parents’ engagement,
however, they did not appear to know about the rspexific barriers which parents
of EAL students experienced. Furthermore, teacherserviews revealed
contradictory views and strategies relating to tiia@slation of messages to parents.
Neither school had an explicit policy on translaoand translators. Changes in
governmental funding allocations for bilingual tears (in England) have
exacerbated schools’ difficulties of accessing dlaiors and translations. Overall,
TSHS communication can only thrive if schools odilemore detailed data on parental
barriers, inform staff about these barriers ancetigvtargeted, innovative and holistic
school strategies to counter these barriers.

7. Discussion and recommendations
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Our aim in this article has been to outline theureaments for a transactional school-
home-school (TSHS) communication system which effezedback loops and an
empathetic environment between school and homiectedl in teachers’ awareness
of migrant parents’ views and experiences and psiremderstanding of school’s
practices and objectives.

Overall, our study revealed in both schools sultistiadiscrepancies between parents’
and teachers’ perceptions of parental knowledgentsi engagement and barriers to
engagement. A large proportion of parents emphésissr limited knowledge about

their children’s learning, high barriers to parémsgagement, notwithstanding, the
strong parental support they offered to their abitds learning (also confirmed in our

pupil data). In contrast, teachers were not awdraignificant gaps in parental

knowledge, nor did they seem to be aware of tha legels of parents’ engagement
in their child’s learning, or had details of theespic barriers that parents of EAL

pupils faced.

Discrepancies between parents’ and teachers’ vaesnost probably the result of
the fact that both schools relied mainly on linkams of communication between
school and home rather than transactional commumicaHad schools developed
more fluid, collaborative TSHS communication systerthis would have offered
them effective feedback loops, fostered mutual tstedading between teachers and
parents which was based on knowledge and empaiiayhalped schools respond
more actively and successfully to continuous demoigic change. As Bertram and
Pascal (2007) and Hamilton (2013) point out, effectschool communication
systems are vital for migrant parents and theildodn, especially for those who have
low levels of English and/or who have arrived reteim the UK.

Our research, even if small scale, showed that antgparents are pro-active,
innovative and resourceful, and (one could argesijient (Carredn, Drake & Barton,

2005). These values reflect important opportuniieshe parental (home) side for an
effective TSHS system, and the values themselved seportant messages to the
wider school community. However, there is a dartpat, if teachers think migrant

parents are coping, they may not reflect on the somcation processes between
school and home.

A TSHS communication system which is implementedoss the school would
involve all members of staff and address a numidekey elements which are
discussed below (Authors, et al. 2016):

) Information and data collection

Schools could collect information and school datgarental knowledge and barriers
to engagement at regular intervals and dissemthate to staff and parents. Targeted
strategies which improve parental knowledge andntubarriers to engagement,
should be developed on the basis of these data.

(i) Teachers’ assumptions
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Schools could address teachers’ assumptions, tiagardarental knowledge,
engagement and the barriers to engagement, whieh odflect vast generalisations
and are potentially wrong. Dissemination of reseanformation and school data on
these areas, as outlined above, would help to a&gitmptions.

(i)  Consistency of communication strategies, in paldictranslations

Strategies relating to TSHS communication need éoctinsistent across teachers,
departments and the wider school. A school-widecpaf TSHS communication for
parents of EAL pupils would help to provide a framoek for such consistency. This
relates especially to translations which are the fke tackling language barriers to
engagement.

Governments need provide schools with sufficiesbueces to offer translations and
translators. Additionally, regional, local and sohbased resources could be brought
together through Multi Academy Trusts, local auites, community networks or
informal parental networks to assist in the bilialgsupport of TSHS communication.
This could, for example, include sharing transkagief routine school information
and sharing innovative strategies to overcome laggubarriers (Authors, et al.,
2016). Reliance on pupils (parents’ own childrerd/an other EAL pupils) as
translators is problematic and should not be thennsrategy for schools’
communication with parents (Cline & Crafter, 2014).

Technological advances and increasing use of cargitdablets for student learning
at school and at home can overcome language-relbteders and support
transactional communication (if internet is acdalssin the local area). Parents should
be informed about IT training and access to computg the school/ in the
community, so that tools such as Skype meetings;asis and online translation sites
can be used for TSHS communication.

Some schools are already using a service whereBnisacan identify different
languages directly on the school’'s website, so a@liahe information on the website
(including attached letters) is immediately tratesfavia Google Translate. Although
Google Translate does not provide optimal trarstatiof all languages, it offers an
inexpensive way to improve communication with p&éewho have low levels of
English. Other strategies such as simplifying taeguage for parental letters and
developing glossaries of relevant words for parantifferent languages can further
support the communication process (Authors, Gl6).

(iv)  Parental empowerment

Transactional communication, in effect, is aboupewmwerment. In order to empower
migrant parents, schools need to be proactive imkiwgp with migrant parents,
especially with those who have low levels of Erfglsd/or have recently arrived. To
establish TSHS communication, schools could useviative and non-traditional
approaches of communication to access migrant {sarend the wide range of
academic and cultural opportunities that migramhifi@s bring to schools (Devine
2009). Strategies could include: intergeneratiomaketings and ‘in-person
communication’ (so-calleghersonalementén the context of Hispanic immigrants;
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Coady et al., 2008) and establishing parents asatidnal leaders (Epstein, Galindo,
& Sheldon, 2011; Ishimaru, 2014).

Schools need to offer continuous opportunities maigrant parents to become
involved in school decision-making. The formatioh marent networks is cost-
effective and helps migrant parents understandstimol system, to integrate, to
disseminate knowledge about their experiencesafd and to participate in decision-
making. It also offers opportunities to represdrgirt own languages, knowledge,
values and recommendations in the school and tderveommunity (Authors, et al.
2016; Ramalingam & Griffith, 2015).

(V) Effective feedback loops

Effective feedback loops for TSHS communication aracial and need to be
implemented across the wider school includingedichers and departments, not just
at the individual level between EAL staff and pasen

(vi)  School-wide TSHS communication policy

It is vital that schools develop a written (tratst) TSHS policy for parents of EAL

pupils which addresses the above mentioned arefsmation and data collection,

appropriate communication strategies, translataicies, parental empowerment and
effective feedback loops.

The implementation of a TSHS communication systenplves costs. However,
several of the recommendations are not very costigh as: the wider dissemination
of information which EAL co-ordinators already hagechange in assumptions about
migrant communities and the implementation of a mmmication policy for EAL.
Recommendations relating to data collection andstedion services are potentially
more costly. Schools could reduce costs by tappitmynetworks in the community,
developing parental ambassadors and networks, ecebsing websites which offer
templates of standard school information in differanguages (Authors et al., 2016).
Schools should also lobby the government to offerariunding for EAL provision as

it will be for the short- to long-term economic aswtial benefit of the country.

8. Conclusion

We have argued that a TSHS communication systenid coelp overcome the
discrepancies between teachers’ and migrant paneetseptions on issues such as
parental knowledge, engagement and the barrieeadagement. To implement such
a communication system a range of wider issuesdvoekd to be addressed: (lack of)
school data and information regarding migrant patenews and experiences; staff's
assumptions about migrant families; schools’ inczirat strategies with regard to
translations; parental empowerment; effective fee#lbloops; and school-wide
communication policies for migrant parents. Schoaked to reflect on their
communication practices, just as much as any osgdon needs to do, making sure
that they have addressed the demands and oppasuaftan increasingly diverse,
transnational and globally mobile world (Author,12). The arrival of migrant
parents and their children, from whichever courdnd background, and however
much they speak the language of the school — snddse English - is a litmus test of
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the inclusive values of a country and their edweceti organisations (Author et al,
2010).
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Appendix 1: (General) descriptive codes

Parents’ knowledge and
Understanding

Understanding of school system

Knowledge of child’s learning

Parents’ engagement

Interest in child’s learning

Engagement at school

Engagement at home

Barriers to parents’ engagement at school

Individual level

School level

Barriers to parents’ engagement at home

Individual level

School level

Appendix 2: (General) pattern codes (teacher intenews)

Staff's lack of information

Parental knowledge

Parental engagement

Barriers to parental engagement

Lack of school data

Parental knowledge

Parents’ engagement

Barriers to parental engagement

Teachers’ positive attitude

Teachers’ assumptions

Parental knowledge

Parental engagement

Barriers to parents’ engagement

Central role of EAL co-ordinator

Understanding of parental knowledge, engagemenbarriers to engagement

Transactional communication

Inconsistency across the school

School-home-school communication

Translations

Translations
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Reliance on EAL pupils

Lack of effective feedback loops

Lack of wider school policy

Appendix 3 (General) pattern codes (parent intervies)

Proactive engagement

At home

At school

Investment

Translations at home

Translators for school meetings

Resilience

Overcoming barriers to engagement

Need for parental empowerment

Knowledge about school system and child’s learning

Representation

Confidence

Opportunities

Parental interest in schooling

Parental resources
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Transactional school-home-school communication: addssing the mismatches
between migrant parents’ and teachers’ views of pantal knowledge,
engagement and barriers to engagement

» Effective transactional school-home-school commaitino (TSHS) empowers
migrant parents.

« Migrant parents’ knowledge about the English scimgosystem cannot be
assumed.

« Migrant parents’ strong engagement in their chiktlsication is not recognised.

» Teachers need to be aware of migrant parents’ fapearriers to communication.

* The ‘one-size-fits-all’ school-home communicationdel disadvantages EAL

pupils.



