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Abstract

How can researchers better understand the mindsets of educators re-
garding their work with parents in order to build better relationships 
among adults to support each and every child? Before recently, a lack of 
clarity about the domain of educators’ work when engaging with parents 
and caregivers stymied efforts to investigate educators’ mindsets about 
family engagement. This study explored the nature of teachers’ family en-
gagement efficacy beliefs and developed a measurement instrument, the 
Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs of Educators (FEEB-E) survey. An in-
terpretation–use argument approach (Kane, 2016) guided the validation of 
its scores. Analysis of data from an administration of FEEB-E to 318 fami-
ly-facing professionals indicated the FEEB-E items to be representative of 
family engagement efficacy beliefs, an adequate and reliable representation 
of the beliefs of the sample, without extraneous sources of variability, and, 
taken together, appropriate for use as a research instrument.

Key Words: parent involvement, family engagement, teacher efficacy, val-
idation, scale development, educator beliefs, survey instrument, FEEB-E

Introduction and Statement of Purpose

A disconnect persists between educators’ beliefs in their capabilities for 
family engagement, also known as parental involvement, and the benefits 
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of family engagement for students demonstrated by decades of research. 
In their report introducing the Dual Capacity-Building Framework, Mapp 
and Kuttner (2013) describe an ongoing challenge of educators’ low confi-
dence in working with parents from research gathered as early as 2008. In 
fact, educators continue to report parents as a significant source of stress 
and burnout over a decade later (Pressley, 2021). Even when they see value 
in evidence-based family engagement practices, most teachers would pre-
fer not to continue implementing them, citing a lack of time or buy-in from 
parents (Sheldon et al., 2024). Yet, significant positive outcomes of well-im-
plemented, evidence-based family engagement have been demonstrated by 
numerous studies (e.g., Domina, 2005; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Galin-
do & Sheldon, 2012; Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994; LaRosa et al., 2025; 
O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2014; Sheldon, 2007; Sheldon & Epstein, 2002). 
Without a thorough exploration of the source of the disconnect, remedies 
such as improved preservice preparation, professional development, or 
mentoring can only partially address the gap.

How can researchers better understand the mindsets of educators re-
garding their work with parents? Before now, there was no measure 
demonstrating valid and reliable interpretation and use of scores for re-
searching the family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators. A major 
barrier to the creation of such a measure was a lack of consensus about 
the nature of educators’ work with parents, or even what constitutes par-
ent involvement (Ferrara, 2009). In 2022, the National Association for 
Family, School, and Community Engagement (NAFSCE) published the 
Family Engagement Core Competencies, which significantly contributed to 
the understanding of educators’ work in family engagement —a previous-
ly underexplored domain. The Family Engagement Core Competencies are 
aspirational, as all sets of professional standards are. In other words, they 
are intended both to mirror everyday reality but also to create a high bar 
towards which current educators may strive for improvement.

The family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators construct is defined 
as the extent to which an educator believes themself capable of organizing 
and executing courses of action required to partner with parents to im-
prove instruction and student learning. We sought to better understand 
how educators conceive of their own knowledge and skills for building 
relationships with parents; thus, our study’s main objective was to inves-
tigate the construct of family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators—a 
construct rooted in social cognitive theory. To accomplish the main objec-
tive, two more goals were necessary: the establishment of a measure, and 
the analysis of the items’ relationship with the latent construct. As such, a 
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survey measure was developed to explore the construct. The interpretation 
and use of its scores were validated through an interpretation–use argu-
ment (Kane, 2016).

Literature

In this section, major constructs undergirding the development of fam-
ily engagement efficacy beliefs of educators—namely, family engagement 
and self-efficacy in education—are defined, and relevant literature and pri-
or survey instruments are reviewed. The section closes with a rationale for 
developing a new measure. For the purposes of this study, family engage-
ment is defined as a balanced and equitable partnership between educators 
and parents characterized by open and reciprocal relationships built on 
mutual trust and regard for one another’s roles. The purpose of the partner-
ship is to promote conditions for student learning and well-being through 
shared knowledge, skills, and resources. This definition adopts a positive 
psychological lens but also aligns with the definition promoted by the U.S. 
Department of Education (Weiss et al., 2010). Whereas prior research liter-
ature has often used the term parental involvement, among others, this study 
adopts the term family engagement intentionally to indicate bidirection-
al, equitable, and goal-driven collaboration. Only when prior researchers 
named scales or constructs using parental involvement will the term be re-
tained. The terms parents and families are used interchangeably to refer 
to the caregiving adults (e.g., biological parents, foster parents, guardian 
grandparents, etc.) of the children whom educators teach.

Review of Family Engagement in Education

The benefits of family–school collaboration have long been demon-
strated for students, teachers, and parents. For students, strong family 
engagement has been linked to academic achievement (Galindo & Shel-
don, 2012; Grolnich & Slowiaczek, 1994; O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2014), 
higher rates of attendance (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Sheldon, 2007; Shel-
don & Epstein, 2002), and improved behavior (Domina, 2005; Grolnick & 
Slowiaczek, 1994; Sheldon & Epstein, 2002). Teachers with strong relation-
ships with their students’ parents are more willing to experiment with new 
practices, which increases their instructional repertoire and improves their 
sense of efficacy as a teacher (Hoy et al., 2006). Teachers also report lower 
burnout when they perceive high family engagement (Pas et al., 2012) and 
a greater ability to motivate students and help them value education (Bach-
man et al., 2022). Parents benefit through an increased understanding of 
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their children’s learning (Epstein, 1986) and an increase in their percep-
tions of positive experiences in the school and with staff (Boone, 2002; 
Schuck et al., 2022). Jointly, parents and educators report improved per-
ceptions of the school increase their sense of mutual understanding and 
provide a greater sense that the school is improving (Boone, 2002). Thus, 
students, educators, and parents, as well as the school as an organization, 
benefit from strong family engagement practices.

However, as well-established as the benefits of family engagement may 
be, challenges persist that hinder the realization of these benefits. The 
practical framework promoted by the U.S. Department of Education, the 
Dual Capacity-Building Framework (Mapp & Bergman, 2019), identifies 
four primary challenges preventing educators from successfully fulfilling 
the courses of action necessary to partner with parents for improving in-
struction and student learning as: (a) not having been exposed to strong 
examples of family engagement; (b) having received minimal training; (c) 
not seeing partnership building as an essential practice; and (d) having de-
veloped deficit mindsets.

Research literature points to similar themes. A NAFSCE study of 678 
family-facing professionals found that fewer than 40% of respondents be-
lieve their preservice or in-service professional development prepared 
them fully for family engagement (Mickie Rops Consulting LLC, 2021). 
“Teachers feel ill-equipped to interact with students’ families” (Mapp & 
Bergman, 2013, pp. 8–9). As of 2020, only 51% of educator preparation 
programs nationwide offered a standalone course in family engagement 
(NAFSCE, 2022). In addition to a lack of exposure and training, educators’ 
mindsets about family engagement may also be lacking. In a seminal study 
of teachers in parent partnerships, Becker and Epstein (1982) found that 
teachers articulated “common stereotypes of parents—‘pushy’ upper-mid-
dle-class parents, ‘helpful’ middle-class parents, and ‘incapable’ lower-class 
parents” (p. 97). These common stereotypes persist even today. Similarly, 
deficit views hinder engagement with parents of color; educators struggle 
to perceive the assets of these families (Grice, 2020). When parents of col-
or attempt to engage with schools, their attempts are frequently interpreted 
by educators as hostile (Ishimaru, 2020). Despite educators’ perceptions, 
parents of color exhibit high rates of family engagement through educa-
tional expectations, learning at home, and academic socialization (Galindo 
& Sheldon, 2012; Latunde & Clark-Louque, 2016). Thus, the exploration 
of the gap in educator mindsets and their practices is critical for the equita-
ble educational experience of all children.
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Review of Self-Efficacy in Education

Self-efficacy beliefs are one’s perceptions about one’s own ability to or-
ganize and execute a course of action to achieve a goal (Bandura, 1997). 
Teacher self-efficacy has been defined as “teachers’ beliefs that they can 
teach, that their students can learn, and that they can access a body of pro-
fessional knowledge when they need it” (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1987, p. 
429). Teacher self-efficacy is an umbrella term encompassing various discrete 
aspects of a teacher’s job. Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) defined teacher 
self-efficacy as “the teacher’s belief in his or her capability to organize and 
execute courses of action required to accomplish a specific teaching task in 
a particular context” (p. 233). Teacher self-efficacy, therefore, has two di-
mensions: task complexity analysis, and personal competence analysis.

Self-Efficacy Scale Review
For the study, a full review of teacher self-efficacy scales, family engage-

ment efficacy belief scales, and other efficacy belief scales in education was 
conducted (Bachman, 2023). Only scales deemed psychometrically sound 
or relevant to the construct are reported here.

Bandura’s Teacher Efficacy Scale. Not the first self-efficacy belief mea-
sure, but one created by the theorist himself, Bandura wrote a scale that 
included 30 items with seven subscales. One subscale is efficacy to enlist 
parental involvement, with only three items (Bandura, 1997). However, ac-
cording to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), Bandura never published 
reliability/validity data. Bandura’s scale, while not widely used, remains 
important because of its contribution to researchers’ understanding of how 
to write efficacy belief items.

Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale. Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) de-
scribed the development of an improved measure for gauging teacher sense 
of efficacy. Fifty-two items were piloted and rated regarding the importance 
for effective teaching. Principal-axis factoring with a varimax rotation led 
to a reduction to 32 items. The refined scale was piloted again, and anoth-
er principal-axis factoring with varimax rotation was performed, and three 
factors emerged. Finally, items were reduced to 18 based on factor loading. 
The three factors were called efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for 
instructional strategies, and efficacy for classroom management. The three 
subscales revealed one strong factor measuring the underlying construct 
of efficacy. Reliability for the scale was determined by Cronbach’s alpha 
of 0.95. Additional items were added to the final instrument, resulting in 
36 items. It was tested with a final sample of 410 respondents; reliabilities 
were high, and intercorrelations were strong. Intercorrelations for long and 
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short forms were also high. Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) concluded it 
is a superior instrument to previous teacher efficacy belief measures, and it 
remains the gold standard for assessing teacher sense of efficacy.

Principal Efficacy Beliefs for Instructional Leadership (PEBIL). 
Principal efficacy beliefs for instructional leadership are similar to family 
engagement efficacy beliefs because they are both social self-efficacy beliefs 
for organizing and executing courses of action to engage others to assist 
with achieving a goal. Goddard et al. (2021) defined “school principals’ 
sense of efficacy for instructional leadership as the degree to which princi-
pals believe themselves capable of organizing and executing the courses of 
action required to support teachers in improving instruction and student 
learning” (p. 476). The measure was developed by a panel of experts who 
reviewed content literature, generated items, and consulted with princi-
pals. Then, a sample of 95 principals piloted the measure. In their analysis, 
researchers first checked the normality of data and subsequently used 
confirmatory factor analysis to validate the measure using Mplus with a 
maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard errors. Cronbach’s al-
pha was used to assess reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis revealed 
all items were loaded on a single factor. In the study, principal efficacy be-
liefs for instructional leadership were found to have a significant influence 
on teachers’ collective efficacy, and teachers’ collective efficacy significantly 
influenced student achievement. Accordingly, social self-efficacy in achiev-
ing proximate goals remains promising.

General Teacher Efficacy and Parental Involvement. Hoover-Dempsey 
et al. (1987) were the first known researchers to consider a link between 
teacher efficacy and family engagement. The team used the “Teacher Opin-
ion Questionnaire” with 11 items, α = .87, to explore the link between 
teacher efficacy beliefs and parent involvement practices. The efficacy por-
tion of the scale assessed each teacher’s certainty in the effectiveness of their 
instructional skills; sample item: “I feel that I am making a significant differ-
ence in the lives of my students” (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1987, p. 425). The 
research article does not describe the validation of the measure. Teacher 
efficacy scores were significantly correlated with all five criterion variables 
for parent involvement: parent–teacher conference participation, parent 
volunteers, parent tutoring, parent home instruction, and parent support. 

Family Involvement Teacher Efficacy Scale. Garcia (2004) developed 
a scale to measure teacher efficacy for family engagement. Originally pre-
sented at the American Educational Research Association (AERA) Annual 
Meeting, the scale consists of 35 Likert-type items from 1–6 matching tasks 
in Epstein’s family engagement model, and using an I can/Teachers can 
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dichotomy from a prior teacher efficacy scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) 
no longer recommended for teacher sense of efficacy research (Tschan-
nen-Moran et al., 1998). Internal consistency was demonstrated at an alpha 
of .85. Scores are summed. The full scale, however, is not published. In the 
study, teacher efficacy significantly correlated to and predicted five types of 
family involvement based on the Epstein model. However, because the Ep-
stein model is an organizational-level model for family engagement, items 
in the Garcia scale do not well represent the work of individual educators. 

Assessment of Parent Involvement Efficacy Scale. Stuckey (2010) devel-
oped a measure for assessing teacher efficacy beliefs for family engagement. 
First, she conducted a pilot study of 38 preservice teachers. Her initial mea-
sure consisted of 11 items on a scale of 1–4 from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree with no neutral response. Items are worded primarily as “I will be 
able to.” Principal component and reliability analyses were conducted to 
explore the construct validity and reliability of the measure, which revealed 
an alpha of .83. Self-competency beliefs carried 51% of the variance with an 
eigenvalue greater than 1.00, and expectancy beliefs loaded on the second 
component and accounted for 10% of the variance. Then, Stuckey used the 
measure for a pretest–posttest nonequivalent control-group quasi-experi-
mental design.

Rationale for Developing a New Measure
Prior efficacy belief measures in education fall short of capturing the 

family engagement efficacy beliefs of individual educators for one of two 
reasons. First, many efficacy belief measures in the past have been over-
ly broad, focused more on instruction and classroom management rather 
than being task-specific to family engagement work. According to Bandu-
ra (2006), “There is no all-purpose measure of perceived self-efficacy. The 
‘one measure fits all’ approach usually has limited explanatory and predic-
tive value because most of the items in an all-purpose test may have little or 
no relevance to the domain of functioning” (p. 307). Hence, if researchers 
and policymakers wish to explain the outcomes of family engagement ef-
ficacy beliefs or predict what contributes to their development, there must 
be a measure tailored to this purpose.

Second, until recently, there has been little agreement about the work 
of individual educators. Absent a “good conceptual analysis of the relevant 
domain of functioning” (Bandura, 2006, p. 310), the few prior scales (e.g., 
Garcia, 2004; Stuckey, 2010) attempting to assess efficacy beliefs for en-
gaging families have failed to accurately reflect the tasks at the individual 
educator level. Prior efforts over-relied on the Epstein model for family 
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engagement, an organizational-level model. Fortunately, NAFSCE com-
pleted a comprehensive, multiphase project to document the practices, 
knowledge, and skills of individual family-facing professionals (including 
teachers) in 2022. Their work illuminated a set of core competencies upon 
which an efficacy belief measure can be grounded.

Therefore, prior efficacy belief measures have either been too broad to 
capture the family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators with adequate 
sensitivity (e.g., Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale) or have failed to manifest 
the nature of the construct accurately and completely (e.g., Assessment of 
Parent Involvement Efficacy Scale). Now that consensus has been achieved 
about the domain of work of individual educators for family engagement, 
the development of a new measure is appropriate.

Theoretical and Practical Frameworks

Both theoretical and practical frameworks guided the development of 
the Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs of Educators (FEEB-E) survey in-
strument and the subsequent validation study. As an abstract construct, 
family engagement efficacy beliefs lack concrete specificity (McCoach et 
al., 2013). Therefore, the theoretical and practical underpinnings of the 
construct guiding the development of the survey instrument are described. 
For each, the connection between the framework and the design of the 
FEEB-E is clarified.

Theoretical Frameworks

Two theoretical frameworks anchor the design of the FEEB-E. Social 
cognitive theory was advanced by Albert Bandura, and ecological systems 
theory was proposed by Urie Bronfenbrenner. Each is summarized and 
connected to the development of the FEEB-E.

Social Cognitive Theory
Drawing from social cognitive theory, which emphasizes the triadic 

reinforcement among behavior, personal thoughts/feelings, and the envi-
ronment (Bandura, 1997), a teacher’s efficacy beliefs are shaped by their 
behaviors and the environment in which they operate. Efficacy beliefs are 
primarily strengthened through four mechanisms: mastery experiences, in 
which an individual sets out to accomplish a task and successfully com-
pletes it; vicarious experiences, in which an individual observes a similar 
peer experience success at a task; social persuasion, in which others con-
vince an individual of the likelihood of success; and physiological and 
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affective states, which refer to the biological and emotional feedback in-
terpreted as positive or negative by an individual, such as heart racing or 
feelings of strength, which then contribute to an individual’s assessment of 
success likelihood (Bandura, 1997). Successful collaboration with parents 
establishes relational trust, enabling a teacher to take risks, learn from set-
backs, and raise student achievement (Hoy et al., 2006). 

According to social cognitive theory, efficacy beliefs are the foundation 
of humans’ intentions for action or their human agency (Bandura, 2001). 
Social self-efficacy beliefs, the beliefs one holds in the ability one has to in-
fluence others, influence proxy agency (Bandura, 2001). Proxy agency is the 
intention to act to achieve a desired goal (such as improving a student’s be-
havior) by activating the efforts and talents of another person, for example, 
the parents. The FEEB-E is a measure designed to capture an individual’s 
assessment of social self-efficacy beliefs. Social cognitive theory informs the 
FEEB-E measure through the design of each question as an assessment of 
the interplay between an individual’s actions, the environment, and their 
own thoughts/feelings about their capabilities in the present moment. 

Ecological Systems Theory
Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1992) proposed the ecological systems theory to 

conceptualize children’s development. In this model, humans exist in nest-
ed environments: initially, only direct contact with a caregiving home (the 
microsystem), which gradually broadens to direct contact with other do-
mains such as the school. When these environments interact, the nature of 
the interactions results in changes and development for the individual (the 
mesosystem). Events also occur in the greater society that do not directly 
involve the individual yet still have an impact (the exosystem). Finally, an 
individual is affected by their cultural history and spheres of identity (the 
macrosystem). 

Applied to family engagement, the sphere of interaction between the 
school and parents occurs in a child’s mesosystem. These interactions may 
be collaborative and thus have a positive influence on the child’s develop-
ment, or they may be rife with conflict and thus cause dissonance for the 
child. Government policies like IDEA and Title I, along with events such as 
COVID-19 that shifted family–school roles (Beard, 2018), influence family 
engagement at the exosystem level. These factors also profoundly impact a 
child’s development, depending on how successfully they are implement-
ed. Finally, the historical and social context of the broader community also 
influences the family–school relationship. An example of this would be the 
complex stereotypes an Asian American family may face when interacting 
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with a school, affected both by a cultural history as being perceived as an 
immigrant group as well as being regarded as a “model” minority. 

Ecological systems theory grounds items in the FEEB-E through its focus 
on the multiple systems at work in a child’s sphere of influence. These in-
clude the educator’s direct influence over a child’s learning (microsystem); 
the educator’s communication with parents (mesosystem); the recognition 
of external goals (exosystem); and the broader social and historical context 
(macrosystem).

Practical Frameworks

Two practical frameworks anchor the FEEB-E: the Dual Capacity-Build-
ing Framework and the Family Engagement Core Competencies. Each 
framework is described, and its connection to the design of the FEEB-E is 
elucidated.

Dual Capacity-Building Framework
The Dual Capacity-Building Framework (Mapp & Bergman, 2019) 

emphasizes the need to build the knowledge and skills of educators and 
parents to address the structural barriers to partnerships through systemic, 
integrated, and sustained policies and programs. In the framework, educa-
tors and parents each face separate sets of challenges hindering their efforts 
at successful collaboration. For educators, these challenges include a lack of 
training and deficit mindsets, among others. The framework then proposes 
several essential conditions, divided into process conditions and organi-
zational conditions, required for collaboration. These include that family 
engagement be linked to learning and development (process condition) 
and sustained with resources and infrastructure (organizational condi-
tion). Then, the framework posits specifically that four capacities must be 
developed for both educators and parents: capabilities, connection, cogni-
tion, and confidence. As a result of this dual capacity-building, educators 
are empowered, and parents engage in diverse roles; thus, effective part-
nerships support student achievement.

The Dual Capacity-Building Framework has made a significant contri-
bution to the field’s understanding that a challenge in family engagement 
work lies not just with parents’ capabilities but also with educators’ pre-
paredness to work with them (Beard, 2018). The FEEB-E is grounded in 
this perspective, and the study provides a survey instrument to gauge edu-
cators’ mindsets for their capacity to engage with parents at the time they 
take the survey. This will provide useful data to school leaders and policy-
makers for informing professional preservice and in-service development, 
as well as demonstrate changes in mindsets or attitudes over time.
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Family Engagement Core Competencies
This study adopts NAFSCE’s Family Engagement Core Competencies 

(2022) as a framework for conceptualizing educators’ practices in family 
engagement. These competencies include: (1) respecting, honoring, and 
valuing families; (2) embracing equity throughout family engagement; (3) 
building trusting relationships with families; (4) fostering community part-
nerships for learning and family well-being; (5) co-constructing learning 
opportunities with families; (6) linking family and community engagement 
to learning and development; (7) taking part in lifelong learning; and (8) 
advocating for systems change. The Family Engagement Core Competencies 
were the basis for the development of the FEEB-E items used in this explor-
atory study.

NAFSCE is a professional organization devoted to supporting and ad-
vancing family engagement and family-facing professionals. Over two years, 
the organization endeavored to “identify and understand the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions that family-facing professionals bring to form-
ing these strong family, school, and community partnerships” (NAFSCE, 
2021, p. 1). NAFSCE identified and drafted family engagement competen-
cies with input from the National Education Association, state education 
agency administrators, and university faculty members. The competencies 
were then cross-walked with the professional organization standards of 
various family-facing professions and vetted by several focus groups. Final-
ly, a field survey of 600 family-facing professionals across the U.S. provided 
final impressions and revisions. Therefore, the competencies selected rep-
resent the most accurate conceptualization to date of the work of teachers 
and other family-facing professionals engaged in collaborating with fami-
lies for student success.

Methods

There were three goals guiding this study. The first was to explore the 
family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators construct, defined as the 
degree to which an educator believes herself/himself capable of organizing 
and executing the courses of action required to partner with families for im-
proving instruction and student learning. The second goal was to create a 
valid and reliable measure of the construct. A 30-item scale, the FEEB-E, 
was developed and piloted as a research tool for the field, and its interpre-
tation and use were validated. The validation of the interpretation and use 
of the survey scores was guided by an interpretation–use argument (Kane, 
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2016). To explore the factor structure, a survey measure, the FEEB-E was 
developed, and a study was conducted to collect response data. The third 
and primary goal of this study was to investigate the relationship between 
the observed variables (items) and the latent factor of family engagement 
efficacy beliefs to ensure the validity and reliability of a useful measure.

Instrument Development

The FEEB-E survey instrument was developed through an iterative 
process involving seven stages: literature review, review of existing instru-
ments, item generation, subject matter expert feedback, response-scale 
selection, crafting directions, and user testing. Each stage informed and 
shaped the final instrument tested in the study. For the first two stages, a 
literature review and review of existing instruments were conducted. These 
two stages were detailed in the Literature section above. 

In the third stage, 24 items were generated. Previous self-efficacy items 
and inventories for family engagement were crosswalked with the NAFSCE 
(2022) Family Engagement Core Competencies (see Table 1 for sources of po-
tential items). Notably, very few prior items were found to match a NAFSCE 
(2022) competency. Three items were drawn from prior scales (Tschan-
nen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Bandura, 2006; Stuckey, 2010). Where there were 
competencies lacking items, the PEBIL phrasing structure was initially used 
as a guide (i.e., I am now capable of…) due to its close adherence to Ban-
dura’s (2006) efficacy-belief survey development instructions. Based on the 
work of Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), at least one item in the set for each 
competency asks respondents to judge their personal capabilities against 
challenges in a particular context. Two NAFSCE Core Competencies were 
combined, and one additional subdomain (initially called “Efficacy for En-
gaging with Families in their Children’s Learning”) was added to capture 
the nature of the items from previous efficacy belief scales.
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Table 1. Sources for Potential Items
Instrument Structure Example Items

Teachers’ Sense 
of Efficacy 
Scale (Tschan-
nen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001)

24 items on a 9-point 
Likert scale from 
“Nothing” to “A Great 
Deal.” Only 1 item 
specific to family en-
gagement.

How much can you assist families 
in helping their children do well in 
school?

Teacher Self-Ef-
ficacy Scale 
(Bandura, 2006)

28 items representing 
things teachers do, for 
which respondents 
rate degree of con-
fidence from 0–100. 
Only 3 items specific 
to family engagement.

Get parents to become involved in 
school activities.
Assist parents in helping their chil-
dren do well.
Make parents feel comfortable com-
ing to school.

Assessment of 
Parent Involve-
ment Efficacy 
(Stuckey, 2010)

11 items on a 6-point 
Likert scale ranging 
from “Strongly Dis-
agree” to “Strongly 
Agree.” 

I will be able to effectively engage 
parents in fostering good studying 
and learning habits in children.

Principal Effi-
cacy Beliefs for 
Instructional 
Leadership (PE-
BIL; Goddard 
et al., 2021)

5 items measuring 
principal efficacy 
for expressing proxy 
agency.

I am now capable of working with 
teachers in ways that improve their 
instruction.

Family En-
gagement Core 
Competencies 
(NAFSCE, 
2022)

8 competencies, each 
with 2–4 subskills.

Build trusting reciprocal relation-
ships with families.
•	 Cultivate mutual trust.
•	 Communicate effectively.
•	 Create welcoming environments.
•	 Reach out actively to families, es-
pecially those who might be most 
underserved.

In the fourth stage, four subject matter experts were consulted, and 
items were revised based on their feedback. All subject matter experts are 
considered experts in their particular fields. Each subject matter expert 
met with the researchers via videoconference, during which screen-sharing 
showed the survey draft. Items were previewed, with the overall goal of the 
instrument and rationale behind each item explained. Formative feedback 
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item-by-item was generated, focusing on which items to keep as written, 
which items to retain with revisions, and which items to review. Subject 
matter expert 1 is an expert on the NAFSCE Family Engagement Core 
Competencies and focused on providing feedback on the representative-
ness of items based on the domain of family engagement as it is expressed 
in the Competencies. Subject matter expert 2 is a director of family engage-
ment programs at a research university and focused on providing feedback 
on whether items represented content congruent with family engagement 
theory and research. Subject matter expert 3 is an associate professor of 
educational leadership with expertise in school and community relations, 
race and policy, and positive school leadership. Her feedback focused on 
whether items fully captured competency with engaging nondominant 
families (Ishimaru, 2020), as well as the avoidance of bias in item word-
ing such that items would be equitably accessible regardless of the cultural 
identity of respondents or the population they serve. Subject matter expert 
4 is a research development specialist at a university and an expert in sur-
vey development and validation; her feedback focused on item wording 
congruent with test development theory. Based on subject matter expert 
interviews, several items were revised, and six additional items were gener-
ated, bringing the total number to 30.

In the fifth and sixth stages, the response scale was selected, and di-
rections were written. A review of prior scales in efficacy research was 
conducted to select the response scale for the FEEB-E. A “reflect me” scale 
was selected because it best matches a survey in which a respondent is as-
sessing the fit of an item to themself (McCoach et al., 2013). 
  7. Very true of me 
  6. True of me
  5. Somewhat true of me
  4. Neutral
  3. Somewhat untrue of me
  2. Untrue of me
  1. Very untrue of me 
A 7-point version of this scale was chosen for adequate nuance (Bandura, 
2006) and to provide a neutral option. Directions were crafted to avoid 
the use of the term “efficacy” or other technical jargon that would bias or 
confuse respondents (Bandura, 2006). The instructions advise the respon-
dent to assess each statement based on the current time, as befitting efficacy 
beliefs (Bandura, 2006). To minimize social desirability bias, instructions 
assure respondents that answers will be kept strictly confidential (Bandura, 
2006). 
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Finally, in the seventh stage, the FEEB-E survey draft was tested by sam-
ple users, all of whom were family-facing professionals who worked in 
schools. The users provided feedback regarding the clarity of terms used 
in scaling and items, whether the directions were easy to follow, the flow 
of items, the survey’s two-item eligibility display logic, and the tone of the 
end-of-survey messaging. Based on user feedback, final revisions were 
made, and the 30-item FEEB-E was prepared for distribution.

Sample

The sample was recruited widely. A recruitment email was sent to all 
recipients of the Ohio Statewide Family Engagement Center News & Guid-
ance e-newsletter, consisting of 1,500+ primarily school and district leaders. 
These people were invited to forward the survey to their staff. An invitation 
to take the FEEB-E was also posted to the NAFSCE message board and was 
shared via email by several other partners (e.g., Ohio Department of Educa-
tion, Ohio Federation of Teachers, Ohio Afterschool Network, State Support 
Teams, etc.). Attendees of a conference session at the Institute of Education-
al Leadership Community Schools and Family Engagement Conference in 
Los Angeles, CA, in June 2022 were also recruited, as were attendees of a 
meeting of the Family Engagement Leaders of Ohio network group. 

The potential for volunteer bias is a limitation of this method. Certain 
response patterns may emerge among those who chose to take the sur-
vey after being invited. However, the final sample is representative of the 
national profile of educators, indicating the sample is appropriate for ex-
ploring the validity of the interpretation and use of the FEEB-E.

The final sample consisted of 318 educators working in school buildings 
located in Ohio and other states across the United States. The majority of 
respondents in this sample were White female teachers between the ages of 
40–49, with 21–25 years of teaching experience and holding master’s de-
grees. These characteristics align with the national teacher profile in terms 
of age, race, gender, and education level. However, the sample had a higher 
number of years of experience compared to the national average, likely due 
to the inclusion of administrators in the sample. The sampled educators 
worked in diverse school contexts, representing various school levels, ur-
banicity, and economic status.

Data Collection

Respondents accessed the FEEB-E survey either via a link in an email 
or by scanning a QR code during synchronous professional development. 
The survey was hosted on Qualtrics. Respondents could take the survey 
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wherever they chose, on any preferred device, during the window of data 
collection. After reading the consent information, respondents decided 
whether or not to consent to participate in the research. Consenting partic-
ipants were then given two items to screen for eligibility for inclusion: (1) 
Are you an educator currently employed at a public school building serving 
students who are between PreK through 12th grade? (2) Do you have direct 
contact with students and their families through your work as an educator 
in your school? If either question elicited a negative response, the respon-
dent was taken to the end of the survey and informed that they were not 
eligible for inclusion.

After their eligibility for inclusion was determined, participants re-
sponded to 30 items on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from very true 
of me to very untrue of me, with a neutral option. Following the items fo-
cused on family engagement efficacy beliefs, nine additional items gathered 
demographic information. No incentives were provided for participation 
in the study.

Data Analysis

The data analysis involved conducting an exploratory factor analysis us-
ing principal axis factoring with IBM SPSS Statistics Version 28.0.1.0(142) 
and Mplus 8.7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017) to examine the factor 
structure. Additionally, a parallel analysis was performed by comparing the 
eigenvalues derived from the original data matrix with the mean and 95th 
percentile of eigenvalues obtained from a Monte Carlo simulated matrix 
using random data. A reliability analysis was conducted to assess the inter-
nal consistency of the survey instrument. Based on the results of the data 
analyses, final revisions were made to the FEEB-E, with items removed to 
reduce redundancy and improve parsimony of the scale. Three items were 
also added to capture missing aspects of the construct’s domains, and a few 
items were reworded after seeming to cause confusion to respondents, such 
as negatively worded items reworded to the positive. The end result is a sur-
vey measure comprising 20 items (See Appendix A).

Findings

Four primary findings were inferred from the evidence by employing 
an interpretation–use argument approach (Kane, 2013). Interpretations 
and uses can be considered valid when the inferences in the interpreta-
tion–use argument are credible based on either the evidence provided or 
are highly plausible based on logic (Kane, 2013). Different types of infer-
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ences require distinct types of evidence, either procedural or empirical. 
Procedural evidence relates to how the FEEB-E was constructed and ad-
ministered. Empirical evidence was gathered from the data analysis of an 
administration of the FEEB-E in the study. 

Finding 1. FEEB-E Survey Items Are Representative of the Tar-
get Domains

The study’s first finding concerns the FEEB-E items’ accurate repre-
sentation of self-efficacy beliefs and the family engagement aspect of an 
educator’s job. Each part of this finding is discussed in turn, with procedural 
evidence presented from the process of developing the FEEB-E instrument.

 Claim 1. Items on the FEEB-E Accurately Capture Self-Efficacy Be-
liefs, Congruent With Social Cognitive Theory
Procedural evidence supports Claim 1. A literature review on social cog-

nitive theory and self-efficacy belief measures provided the basis for FEEB-E 
items. A review of teacher efficacy belief instruments by Tschannen-Moran 
et al. (1998) concluded that teacher efficacy consists of two distinct facets: 
an assessment of one’s capabilities, and an analysis of task complexity. For 
example, the item, “I am able to connect classroom learning to my students’ 
home lives,” directs respondents to consider personal capabilities. In con-
trast, the item, “Even if a student is struggling, I am capable of helping a 
family engage in educational activities,” steers respondents to analyze task 
complexity. Another crucial element of efficacy belief measurement is to 
ensure that knowledge and skills are assessed at the current time, not a fu-
ture imagined possibility (Bandura, 2006). As such, all items were worded 
in the simple present tense, and clear directions indicated that responses 
should represent how well the statement matches the respondent’s abilities 
at the current time. Thus, items on the FEEB-E accurately capture self-effi-
cacy beliefs, congruent with social cognitive theory.

Claim 2. Items on the FEEB-E Fully Capture the Domain of Educators’ 
Work With Families
Claim 2 is supported by procedural evidence, as detailed in the Instru-

ment Development section of this article. The FEEB-E was based on the 
NAFSCE (2022) Family Engagement Core Competencies. It was further re-
fined through an iterative process of subject matter expert feedback and 
revision to ensure it fully captured the domain. Each of the eight compe-
tencies corresponds to at least three items on the 30-item measure piloted 
in the study and to at least two items on the final 20-item measure. Because 
the FEEB-E is based on the Family Engagement Core Competencies and 
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further strengthened through subject matter expert feedback, the items on 
the FEEB-E fully capture the domain of educators’ work with families.

Finding 2. There Are No Extraneous Sources of Variability

The second finding of the study examines the FEEB-E for sources of 
extraneous variability. In a well-crafted survey instrument, all sources of 
variability will relate to genuine differences in responses related to the vari-
able of interest. Procedural evidence from the study indicates that wording, 
order, and scale did not introduce extraneous variability.

Claim 3. The Wording of Items and Directions Are Clear
Claim 3 is supported by procedural evidence. Items and directions were 

worded following methods used in prior efficacy belief scales reviewed for 
the study. When writing items, the researchers avoided double-barreled 
items, vague items, negatively worded items, acronyms, and jargon. When 
such items were inadvertently included, subject matter expert 4, an expert 
in survey development and validation, provided feedback on rewording. 
Additionally, 12 users (family-facing professionals not included in the 
study) beta-tested the FEEB-E and provided feedback. They suggested a 
simplified item stem, but otherwise, they found both items and directions 
to be straightforward, without preventing their understanding. Thus, the 
wording of items and directions on the FEEB-E are clear.

Claim 4. The Order of Items Promotes Comprehension
Procedural evidence supports Claim 4. Items on the final 20-item ver-

sion of the FEEB-E are blocked by factor without indicating factor names 
on the participant-facing survey. This method reduces the extraneous load 
for respondents without introducing bias. Respondents can flow from one 
item to another in logical progression without making semantic jumps to 
starkly different topics. Items and factors are ordered from less challenging 
to more challenging, based on a survey of family-facing professionals con-
ducted by Mickie Rops Consulting LLC (2021) of the Family Engagement 
Core Competencies. Sample users reported no issues with item order affect-
ing comprehension during beta testing. Thus, the order of FEEB-E items 
promotes comprehension.

Claim 5. The Scoring Scale Is Intuitive
Claim 5, regarding the nature of the scoring scale, is also supported by 

procedural evidence. The scoring scale was selected from many other op-
tions because it fits the items. Items on the FEEB-E are worded as “can do” 
statements about specific family engagement tasks (e.g., I can use various 
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communication methods to reach families.). The scoring scale is a 7-point 
“reflect me” scale, indicating the degree to which each item is true of the 
respondent. Users who beta-tested the FEEB-E reported that the scoring 
scale was straightforward. They described the “reflect me” scale as match-
ing the items, which are descriptive first-person, present-tense statements 
describing the ability to accomplish various family engagement activities. 
Thus, the scoring scale of the FEEB-E is intuitive.

Finding 3. The Survey Items Measure the Intended Population 
Adequately and Reliably

Third, FEEB-E items were analyzed to determine if they measure educa-
tors’ family engagement efficacy beliefs adequately and reliably. To measure 
adequately, survey items must capture a range of possible response within 
each item as well as capture multiple dimensions within the construct if 
necessary. To measure reliably, items should measure a respondent consis-
tently across a survey administration. 

Claim 6. Scores From an Administration of the FEEB-E Reflect a 
Range of Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs
Claim 6 is supported by empirical evidence. Descriptive statistics were 

analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 28.0.1.0(142) for each of the 
FEEB-E items to examine if scores reflected a range of efficacy beliefs. Item 
ranges varied from 3 on two items (neutral to very true of me) to 6 on 14 
items (very untrue of me to very true of me), with the median range score 
of 5 (untrue of me to very true of me). In other words, on most items, some 
respondents answered with low scores, and others answered with high 
scores, with most answers falling somewhere between. All scores skewed 
negatively toward a ceiling but fell within acceptable levels between -2 and 
+2. This shows that, in general, educators feel more confident than not in 
their abilities to work with families, yet still within the level of what is ac-
ceptable on this type of survey. One possible explanation for the skew in 
the data is social desirability bias, or that respondents may answer in a way 
that aligns with their perceived best possible scenario, leading to a ceiling 
effect in the data (Bandura, 2006). Social desirability and teacher efficacy 
have been indicated to be significantly correlated in a prior study of teach-
ers (Renfro, 2018). See Table 2 for descriptive statistics for each item on 
the piloted version of the survey; a table with the correlation coefficients 
among the items is available from the authors upon request. Thus, items on 
the FEEB-E capture a range of family engagement efficacy beliefs, indicat-
ing an adequate measure of efficacy beliefs.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for FEEB-E Pilot Version
N (N = 318) Me-

dian Range Skew-
nessValid Missing

I am capable of assisting families 
in helping their children do well in 
school.

318 0 7 4 -1.236

I can successfully encourage families 
to support their children’s academics. 318 0 6 5 -1.193

Even if a student is struggling, I am 
capable of helping a family engage in 
educational activities.

318 0 6 5 -1.167

I can demonstrate respect for families 
that have a different culture than me. 317 1 7 3 -1.969

I am capable of valuing the perspec-
tives of families of any background. 317 1 7 3 -1.282

At this time, I can successfully sup-
port families as children grow up. 317 1 6 5 -1.278

It’s difficult to build a strong rapport 
with families who are different from 
me.

317 1 2 6 1.363

I am able to recognize my biases 
when interacting with families. 316 2 6 6 -1.528

I can reflect on how community his-
tory influences my relationships with 
families.

314 4 6 6 -1.402

I can reflect on how social context 
influences my relationships with fam-
ilies

314 4 6 6 -1.870

I am capable of reaching families 
who are most underserved. 299 19 6 6 -1.212

I am capable of creating welcoming 
environments for families. 299 19 7 4 -1.331

I can communicate effectively with 
families. 299 19 6 6 -1.897

I am able to build mutual trust with 
families. 299 19 6 4 -1.143

I can involve families in the school 
community. 298 20 6 5 -1.027
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I am capable of building connections 
among families. 298 20 6 5 -.941

It’s hard for me to connect all fami-
lies to the school community. 298 20 3.5 6 .067

I am capable of building on family 
knowledge to inform my work. 298 20 6 6 -1.856

I am able to incorporate families’ 
ideas in planning for my work. 299 19 6 6 -1.008

I am able to ask for family feedback 
to improve my work. 299 19 6 5 -1.386

I can communicate student progress 
to families in ways they understand. 285 33 6 5 -1.250

I can confidently communicate con-
cerns for struggling students with 
families.

285 33 6 6 -1.675

I am capable of providing resources 
that expand on learning at home. 286 32 6 5 -1.029

I am able to use data systems in ways 
that are accessible to families. 286 32 6 6 -.840

I am able to prioritize partnering 
with families, even when I have a lot 
to do.

286 32 6 6 -1.220

I am capable of growing my family 
engagement skills. 286 32 6 5 -1.581

I can use data to learn how well I am 
engaging families in my school. 287 31 6 6 -.977

I can work together with families to 
advance common goals. 288 30 6 6 -1.430

When a family disagrees with the 
school’s practices, I am able to listen 
to their concerns.

287 31 6 4 -1.422

I can work with families to advocate 
for change in my school. 286 32 6 5 -1.096

The resulting five factors were identified as: Efficacy for Collaborating 
for Learning, Efficacy for Communicating, Efficacy for Partnering, Efficacy 

Table 2, continued
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for Honoring All Families, and Efficacy for Embracing Equity. The overall 
fit of the five-factor model was found to be satisfactory, according to Hu and 
Bentler’s (1999) guidelines. The Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
tion (RMSEA) value of .071 indicated a fair fit, although it may have been 
influenced by the lack of data normality in the pilot study. However, both 
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR), which are less affected by data normality, demonstrat-
ed good fit. The CFI value of .950 suggested that the model accounted for 
a substantial amount of (co)variance compared to a null model, and the 
SRMR value of 0.48 indicated that there was minimal unexplained (co)
variance in the model. See Table 3 for the fit statistics for models ranging 
from one to eight factors.

Table 3. Fit Statistics From Mplus Output of EFA in Pilot Study
Fit  

Statistic
Factors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
RMSEA .113 .097 .086 .078 .071 .064 .058 .052
CFI .826 .882 .910 .934 .950 .963 .973 .980
SRMR .098 .080 .068 .060 .048 .042 .035 .030

As an additional check of the five-factor model, a parallel analysis was 
conducted to compare the eigenvalues derived from the original data to 
those generated from a Monte Carlo simulated matrix of random data. The 
pilot study data exhibited a clear distinction from the simulated data, with 
the scree plot showing a significant break at the fifth factor (see Figure 1). 
This indicates that a five-factor model explains the data significantly better 
than a null model would and that the data from the FEEB-E is quite dif-
ferent than randomly generated data. In other words, family engagement 
efficacy beliefs are not random. Instead, they follow a predictable response 
pattern, with responses to items grouping similarly around five similar 
subtopics. Therefore, the FEEB-E was able to measure five dimensions of 
family engagement efficacy beliefs.

Finally, one purpose of an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is to explore 
the items on a new survey in order to determine which items to retain in a 
more parsimonious version (Tavakol & Wetzel, 2020). An EFA also allows 
survey developers to consider whether survey items group together based 
on prior theory and if new items need to be drafted for a final survey to cap-
ture unrepresented theory. As can be seen in the Pattern Coefficient Matrix 
table (Appendix B), all of the original 30 items were loaded on the five ex-
tracted factors. However, some loaded on more than one factor, and some 
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factors were overrepresented. Researchers consulted with subject matter 
experts to determine which items to retain, congruent with prior theory es-
tablished by the Family Engagement Core Competencies (NAFSCE, 2022). 
As described previously, 17 items were retained, and three new items were 
constructed, resulting in a final set of 20 items (Appendix A). 

Figure 1. Parallel Analysis of Pilot Study Eigenvalues With Simulated Ei-
genvalues

Claim 8. Scores From an Administration of the FEEB-E Reliably Re-
flect the Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs of Educators
Reliability analysis of the retained 17 items indicated a Cronbach’s Al-

pha coefficient of .877, demonstrating good internal consistency without 
redundancies. This means that the questions on the FEEB-E are consistent-
ly measuring family engagement efficacy beliefs, giving comparable results 
across items for someone with high efficacy versus low efficacy. The FEEB-
E’s strong reliability also indicates that, while the FEEB-E measures five 
facets of family engagement efficacy belief, these are all parts of one larger 
factor. Thus, scores from an administration of the FEEB-E reliably reflect 
the family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators.

Finding 4. The Survey Is Appropriate for Use as a Research  
Instrument

The fourth finding centers on the use of the FEEB-E as a research in-
strument. According to Kane (2016), all potential uses of measurement 
instruments must be justified for the instrument to be used in such a way. 
Uses are inseparable from the interpretation of a survey’s scores, and with-
out justifying its use, one risks the survey being used without consideration 
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for the adverse consequences of doing so. Use justifications require that the 
instrument achieves the goals of the program for which it is being used and 
that the benefits of its use outweigh the risks. Therefore, our study collect-
ed procedural and empirical evidence to justify the use of the FEEB-E as a 
research instrument.

Claim 9. The Benefits of Using the FEEB-E Outweigh the Potential 
Consequences
Claim 9 is supported by procedural evidence. First, during the study, 

The Ohio State University’s Office of Responsible Research Practices re-
viewed the content and survey procedures of the FEEB-E and concluded 
that no risk of harm was posed to respondents by any identifiers being dis-
closed outside of research. On this basis, the study was determined to be 
exempt from full review. During recruitment, respondents have complete 
control over how and where they take the survey, which allows for full pri-
vacy. Other than the respondents themselves, no one knows if they take the 
survey or not. Using the FEEB-E as a research instrument provides the field 
of family engagement and educational administration the opportunity to 
better understand the mindsets of educators who work with students and 
their families. The FEEB-E can provide valuable insights into the specif-
ic family engagement competencies in which educators hold the strongest 
and weakest efficacy beliefs. Therefore, as described, potential risks for in-
dividual respondents taking the FEEB-E are minimal, whereas the benefits 
of its use as a research instrument are significant. Therefore, the benefits of 
using the FEEB-E outweigh the potential consequences.

Claim 10. The FEEB-E Is a Low-Cost Research Tool
Cost efficiency is a consideration in any research undertaking. The 

FEEB-E is free to use. It can be administered digitally, using common sur-
vey distribution and data analysis software. While incentives can be added 
to increase the response rate, this is not a requirement and was not used in 
this study. Therefore, the FEEB-E is a low-cost research tool.

Claim 11. The FEEB-E Is Superior to the Few Other Research Instruments 
for Assessing the Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs of Educators
Evidence to support Claim 11 is both procedural and empirical. As re-

viewed, only two prior measures have previously attempted to assess the 
family engagement efficacy beliefs of educators. Garcia’s (2004) Family In-
volvement Teacher Efficacy Scale has several notable shortcomings for use. 
First, it relied on the TES (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) as its model, which has 
both conceptual and statistical problems (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 
It also adopted a systems-level conceptual model of family engagement as 
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the content base, not well-suited to the work of individual educators. Final-
ly, the scale demonstrates lower reliability, and the full scale is unpublished, 
making it unavailable as a research instrument.

Stuckey’s (2010) family engagement efficacy belief survey also present-
ed shortcomings. First, it only represents one factor (Collaborating for 
Learning), inconsistent with the Family Engagement Core Competencies 
(NAFSCE, 2022). The scale was piloted with a small sample (N = 38); thus, 
it may have unresolved psychometric issues. Furthermore, items are word-
ed in future tense, conflicting with best practices in self-efficacy belief scale 
development (Bandura, 2006). Finally, the scale also demonstrated lower 
reliability.

As argued in the first three findings, the FEEB-E accurately and reli-
ably assesses educators’ family engagement efficacy beliefs. It represents the 
current best understanding of educators’ work in family and community 
partnership and self-efficacy beliefs, consistent with social cognitive theory. 
Analysis of data from the study indicates a factor structure aligned with the-
ory. The survey produced reliable scores. Thus, the FEEB-E is currently the 
measure most suitable for assessing the family engagement efficacy beliefs 
of educators. Future validation studies to establish the relationship between 
family engagement efficacy beliefs and related constructs will further sup-
port the instrument’s utility.

Conclusion and Discussion

Prior to this study, there was a lack of a valid and reliable measure to assess 
educators’ efficacy beliefs specifically in family engagement. To address the 
gap between educator mindsets and the known benefits of family engage-
ment for students, it is imperative to study the meaning and measurement 
of family engagement efficacy beliefs. When the family engagement effica-
cy beliefs of educators are better understood, their motivations to act or 
not act will also be better understood and can be addressed through inter-
vention and remediation. The instrument developed in this study is based 
on the widely accepted Family Engagement Core Competencies (NAFSCE, 
2022), providing a definitive description of the work teachers undertake 
when engaging with families.

As a next step in developing the FEEB-E, confirming the factor struc-
ture of the final survey measure through subsequent studies was a priority 
(Bachman & Beard, 2025). Similarly, patterns of response between educa-
tor roles and across educational contexts should be explored. The FEEB-E 
should be a useful tool to uncover antecedents and outcomes of family 
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engagement efficacy beliefs and to explore whether efficacy beliefs can be 
strengthened through educator preparation, in-service professional devel-
opment, mentoring, or other interventions.

This study contributes to the field’s understanding of effective collab-
oration between educators and families by addressing a critical research 
gap and introducing a new measure of teachers’ efficacy beliefs for family 
engagement. Data on educators’ beliefs about family engagement will help 
researchers, policymakers, and school leaders tailor interventions and al-
locate resources more effectively. This approach recognizes the power of 
educators’ insights into their strengths and areas for growth in building 
strong partnerships with families. The field of family engagement requires 
more than just ideas; it calls for tools such as the FEEB-E to illuminate 
courses of decisive action to maximize relationships among adults for sup-
porting every child in our schools and communities.
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Appendix A. Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs of Educators (FEEB-E) Survey 

Note: Content in brackets did not appear to participants. There were no line breaks 
between items or section headings differentiating the factors.

Participant-Facing Title: Family Engagement Survey

Directions: Please answer the following questions about your work with families 
at your school. The responses range from 7 (very true of me) through 1 (very 
untrue of me). Read each statement and select the one response that most clearly 
represents how well the statement matches your abilities at the current time. Your 
answers will be kept strictly confidential.

[Scoring]
  7. Very true of me 
  6. True of me
  5. Somewhat true of me
  4. Neutral
  3. Somewhat untrue of me
  2. Untrue of me
  1. Very untrue of me 
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[Efficacy for Collaborating for Learning]
1.	 I am capable of assisting families in helping their children do well in 

school. 
2.	 I can successfully encourage families to support their children’s academ-

ics. 
3.	 Even if a student is struggling, I am capable of helping a family engage in 

educational activities. 
4.	 I am able to connect classroom learning to my students’ home lives. 

[Efficacy for Communicating]
5.	 I can communicate student progress to families in ways they understand. 
6.	 I can confidently talk with families about concerns for struggling students. 
7.	 I can use various communication methods to reach families.

 
[Efficacy for Partnering]

8.	 I can involve families in the school community. 
9.	 I am capable of building connections among families. 
10.	 I am able to incorporate families’ ideas to improve my work. 
11.	 I am able to prioritize partnering with families, even when I have a lot to 

do. 
12.	 I can use data to learn how well I am engaging families in my school. 
13.	 I can work together with families to advance common goals. 
14.	 I can work with families to advocate for change in my school. 

[Efficacy for Honoring All Families]
15.	 I can demonstrate respect for families who have a different culture than 

mine. 
16.	 I am capable of valuing the perspectives of families of any background. 
17.	 I can build relationships with families who are different from me. 

[Efficacy for Embracing Equity]
18.	 I can reflect on how community history influences my relationships with 

families. 
19.	 I can reflect on how social context influences my relationships with fam-

ilies. 
20.	 I am able to recognize my biases when interacting with families. 
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Appendix B. Pattern Coefficient Matrix of All Piloted Items 
Factor

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
I can use data to learn how well I am engaging fami-
lies in my school .769

I am able to prioritize partnering with families, even 
when I have a lot to do .745

I can involve families in the school community .739
I am able to incorporate families’ ideas in planning 
for my work .717

I am able to ask for family feedback to improve my 
work .712

I can work with families to advocate for change in 
my school .684

I am capable of building connections among fami-
lies .638

I can work together with families to advance com-
mon goals .627

I am capable of reaching families who are most un-
derserved .470

When a family disagrees with the school’s practices, 
I am able to listen to their concerns .454 .393

I am able to use data systems in ways that are acces-
sible to families .371 .315

I am capable of growing my family engagement 
skills .366

It’s hard for me to connect all families to the school 
community (reversed) .347

I am capable of creating welcoming environments 
for families .314 .313

I am capable of building on family knowledge to in-
form my work
I can communicate student progress to families in 
ways they understand .876

I can confidently communicate concerns for strug-
gling students with families .842

I can communicate effectively with families .509
I am capable of providing resources that expand on 
learning at home .330

I am able to build mutual trust with families .317
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I can successfully encourage families to support 
their children’s academics .820

Even if a student is struggling, I am capable of help-
ing a family engage in educational activities .748

I am capable of assisting families in helping their 
children do well in school .584

At this time, I can successfully support families as 
children grow up .537

I can reflect on how social context influences my re-
lationships with families .833

I can reflect on how community history influences 
my relationships with families .821

I am able to recognize my biases when interacting 
with families .564

I am capable of valuing the perspectives of families 
of any background .791

I can demonstrate respect for families who have a 
different culture than mine .677

It’s difficult to build a strong rapport with families 
who are different from me (reversed) .304 .314

Appendix B, continued


