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I. INTRODUCTION:
Our overarching thesis in this chapter is that to be effective classroom managers, teachers also need to be effective at inviting family engagement. 	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: THIS IS JUST BACKGROUND: MAY NOT GO IN FINAL VERSION. 

Our contributions to previous editions of the Handbook of Classroom Management looked at the psychological mechanisms underlying teacher and family influence on children’s development and school outcomes (Walker & H-D, 2006; W&HD, 2014). These works explored how and why specific teaching and parenting practices ‘worked’ within the ecologies of home and classroom and drew parallels between their paths of influence and outcomes. In this edition, we take a more applied approach to pose the following questions, 
In what ways does family engagement enhance teachers’ classroom management? and What can teachers learn from families that make them better classroom managers? 
What do teachers need to know, be able to do and feel committed to in order to learn from and engage families?
How can increase teachers’ opportunities to learn the KSD required for effectively inviting families in the service of classroom management?




Figure above: Depicts proportional emphasis/content of typical teacher professional education content. (Need current cites to back up); Also depicts how the primary outcome of student learning depends on the social context of teaching, first in creating the classroom LE/CM and then, in gaining knowledge of students through FE. Conclusion: Teachers cannot support schools academic achievement goals unless they also master effective CM; teachers cannot master CM without an understanding of/fluency with FE.

Practically, we assert that to be effective classroom managers, teachers must be able to build interpersonal relationships or partnerships with students and their families. While partnership certainly requires both families and teachers’ commitments, we focus on teachers’ responsibilities because these professionals hold the major share of knowledge and power essential to the effective education of students. Teachers’ capacity to build relationships with families and students is critical because it is only when all parties are fully engaged and committed to sharing perspectives, knowledge, and information that each one’s goals for children’s learning and school success are achieved. We support our thesis by summarizing recent evidence of how teacher-family interactions relate to student outcomes including achievement and the “inner resources” (Grolnick) needed for achievement. 
Developmentally, teachers’ ability to build relationships with families and students is important because children move daily between the social spheres of home and school. Successfully navigating this transition between home and school requires adaptation to different cultures, languages, norms and expectations. This is a significantly complex and often underestimated process/burden for children. Teachers can provide critical support to students by functioning as a ‘living bridge’ by viewing their work as creating a ‘mesosystem’ that supports children’s transition between home and school (Walker & Hoover-Dempsey, 2006, 2014).
Psychologically, we argue that effectiveness in the two professional areas of family engagement and classroom management requires similar knowledge, skills and dispositions. Uniting the two professional competencies is the underlying psychological construct of teachers’ capacity for partnership /social competence. Our definition of teachers’ social competence draws from evidence about shared attributes of family and classroom contexts that support child development. Consistent with our previous work, which drew parallels between the active ingredients of effective parenting and effective teaching (cites), we argue that teachers’ social competence in the context of both CM and FE involves their capacity to use three specific strategies or mechanisms—structure, autonomy support and responsiveness. 
Finally, we assert that these mechanisms of effectiveness can be taught and learned. To support this argument, we summarize evidence of efforts to support pre-and in-service teachers’ capacity to invite families in the service of effective classroom management. In this section, we highlight innovations in teachers’ professional education including the use of simulations and other forms of experiential learning. We also showcase efforts to develop teachers’ responsiveness (e.g., cultural responsiveness, acknowledging and overcoming implicit bias, etc.)	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: Is this how the PD you’ve been researching is framed? Please share a summary of key studies and findings. I think we want ONLY want to look at PD that bridges the areas of CM and FE. If there isn’t much in this space, that is okay. 

We conclude the chapter with recommendations for policy, practice and research. As we have argued elsewhere (JW cites), it is essential that the field of teacher education recognize the social context of teachers’ work and the critical value of developing teachers’ social competence “soft skills” alongside the “hard skills” of content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. Psychologically, the field of teachers’ readiness and development of social competence represents a rich vein for researchers interested in how interpersonal skills co-develop alongside the traditional target areas of professional education. What is the nature of teachers’ social competence? What does it look and sound like when it is applied in the contexts of FE and CM? Intra-psychologically, how does it relate to teachers CK and PCK development? Inter-psychologically, how do teachers’ level/quality of social competence impact their partners in the enterprise of school? (students and families)

II. Evidence of how teacher-family interactions relate to student outcomes including achievement and the “inner resources” 
a. family engagement in children’s education is a critical contributor to student achievement across grade levels and ethnic groups (e.g., Wilder, 2014; UPDATE CITES OF META-ANALYSES/META-SYNTHESES; e.g., Dumont, Trautwein, Nagy, & Nagengast, 2014; Hill & Tyson, 2009; Jeynes, 2012).
b. when teachers and parents work together, student learning and engagement are enhanced; conversely, when home and school are not aligned, student success is hindered (Christenson & Reschley, 2010; Henderson, Mapp, Johnson & Davies, 2007; Hill & Chao, 2009; Hughes & Kwok, 2007).
c. Several investigators have focused on understanding how, why, and under what circumstances specific elements of family, school, and family–school relationships support students’ school success across the preschool through secondary years (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Crosnoe, 2009; Fan & Williams, 2010; Grolnick, Kurowski, & Gurland, 1999; Lavenda, 2011; Pomerantz, Moorman, & Litwack, 2007).
d. Appears to work along multiple pathways (see earlier editions: makes teachers more effective in the classroom, enhances student engagement, amplifies families’ contributions—academic socialization as key).	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: MESO SYSTEMS RESEARCH: DRAWING PARALLELS ACROSS THE CONTEXTS OF HOME AND SCHOOL
Although families and teachers each make significant contributions to student school success, few studies have directly examined how home–school interactions contribute to student outcomes. In this section, we review research set within the overlap between the spheres of home and school (i.e., the mesosystem level of the ecology). We organize this section along two questions. First, does the quality of dyadic relationships among parents, teachers, and students influence other dyadic interactions: Does the parent–child relationship quality predict teacher–child relationship quality? Does the quality of parent–teacher interactions predict teacher– student interactions? Second, what is the nature of parent and teacher contributions to student learning and related student outcomes when both socializing agents are considered in predictive models? Are the contributions of each interactive, additive, or compensatory?

Does the Quality of the Parent–Student Relationship Influence Teacher–Student Interactions?
The answer to this question is yes, especially during entry to school and the early childhood years. Grounded in attachment theory, which views the mother–child bond as a foundational interpersonal relationship whose quality serves as a template for all subsequent social interactions, young children’s attachment or feelings of emotional security with their mothers extends to their relationships with other
caregivers (Booth, Kelly, Spieker, & Zuckerman, 2003). For example, preschool children with secure attachments to parents had secure attachment to teachers (Ahnert, Pinquart, & Lamb, 2006); insecurely attached children had lower-quality relationships with teachers (O’Connor & McCartney, 2007). Observational work across the transition to kindergarten suggests that the negative effects of less secure maternal attachment can be moderated by teacher responsiveness (Buyse, Verschueren, & Doumen, 2011). Attachment is important to students’ school outcomes because it is fundamentally related to the quality of the TSR, which predicts student engagement. If parent–child attachment serves as a relational template for children’s connections with teachers, then it is also possible that students’ early TSRs serve as a model for connecting to future teachers. Indeed, despite the fact that students experience different teachers each year, once formed, the quality of teacher–student attachment appears stable across the preschool, kindergarten, and first-grade years (O’Connor & McCartney, 2006). Unfortunately, very few studies have examined links between parent–child relationship quality and student social and academic functioning beyond early childhood and into adolescence. In one of the few examples of research in this area, Barber and Olsen (2004) reported, consistent with findings for earlier developmental stages, that positive parent–student interactions supported adolescents’ relational functioning in the classroom. 

Do Parent–Teacher Interactions Influence the Teacher–Student Relationship?
In general, higher levels of family involvement are associated with more positive TSRs, whereas lower levels of family involvement are associated with teacher–student conflict. For example, Mantzicopoulos (2005) found that when kindergarten teachers reported less positive home–school relationships within the school, their students were more likely to report higher levels of conflict with their teacher. In longitudinal work following over 300 low-income students from kindergarten through fifth grade, mothers’ reported that involvement in school was directly and positively related to students’ reported relationships with teachers and indirectly related to students’ positive feelings about school, as well as their perceptions of competency in literacy and math (Dearing, Kreider, Simpkins, & Weiss, 2006).

The connection between family involvement and TSR quality has been found to differ along lines of class and gender. Wyrick and Rudasill (2009), for example, examined the extent to which teachers’ perceptions of TSR quality in third grade varied as a function of parents’ self-reported school involvement and child characteristics. Controlling for child gender and family income, regression analyses revealed that higher levels of parents’ school involvement predicted positive TSRs, while less parent school involvement predicted teacher–student conflict. However, parent involvement and family income worked together to explain teacher–student conflict; specifically, higher parent school involvement predicted less teacher–student conflict for low-income students.

These and related findings (e.g., Hughes & Kwok, 2007) demonstrating that higher levels and quality of teacher–parent interactions produce social and academic benefits for students suggest that if the tenor of dyadic interactions between parents and teachers can be improved, the teacher–student relationship will also improve. In fact, students’ perceptions of their relationship to their teacher can fully mediate the link between parent involvement and teacher ratings of the child’s classroom academic performance (Topor, Keane, Shelton, & Calkins, 2010). In sum, research suggests that positive parent–teacher interactions enhance student outcomes in part by shaping teachers’ attention to and perceptions of students.

What Is the Nature of Parent and Teacher Contributions to Student Learning and Related Outcomes When Both are Considered in Predictive Models?
In general, research addressing this question has found that, during secondary school, some aspects of the TSR predict student academic and social variables over and above similar aspects of parent–child relationships. For example, middle school students’ perceptions of teacher emotional support have positively related to students’ perceived self-competence and interest in academics, over and above the influence of perceived parental support (Marchant, Paulson, & Rothlisberg, 2001). Similarly, Wentzel (1998) found that perceived support from parents related to students’ motivational orientations, whereas perceived teacher support uniquely related to student interest in class and social goals (i.e., compliance with classroom norms). It should be noted, however, that the student outcomes examined in this work often pertain exclusively to the classroom context. In such cases, it is logical that teacher variables would be more strongly related to student classroom-specific outcomes than to parent variables.

Although TSRs can perform a compensatory function in the preschool and elementary school years (e.g., Buyse, Verschueren, & Doumen, 2011), the effects of these relationships during adolescence appear to be unique and additive. Gregory and Weinstein (2004), for example, examined adolescents’ perceptions of (1) connection with and (2) regulation received from both parents and teachers. Parent and teacher regulation uniquely predicted students’ academic growth in math from eighth to twelfth grade, strongly suggesting additive effects of home and school. The combination of teacher connection and regulation (i.e., an authoritative teaching style) predicted greater academic growth in math for adolescents from low socioeconomic backgrounds. Similarly, in a study comparing the relative impact of students’, parents’, and teachers’ positive expectations, each party’s expectations uniquely contributed to tenth-graders’ postsecondary status four years later (Gregory & Huang, 2013). Teacher and parent expectations for how far the student would go in his or her education were stronger predictors of student postsecondary status than were student characteristics (e.g., achievement, race, and gender). Related to the question of mechanisms, although parental expectations are one of the most robust predictors of student outcomes across socioeconomic groups (e.g., Jeynes, 2007), we know little about how this psychological construct is translated into parental behaviors and, in turn, students’ inner resources for school success.

e. The rest of this section needs to update research in the mesosystem/overlap since 2014. It could be organized by the Qs used in 2014 (see comment in this section) OR it could be organized according to trends observed in the research.	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: JW to take lead on this
Needs to incorporate JP research in this area.


III. Evidence of how 3 core mechanisms—structure, autonomy support and responsiveness—function to support children’s development in the ecologies of home and classroom. 
a. Define the 3 mechanisms; give examples of how they appear across contexts

To understand classrooms as developmental contexts and teachers as socializing agents, several investigators have drawn explicitly from the parenting literature to argue that effective teachers are like good parents in that they use responsiveness, autonomy support, and firm behavioral control to support student learning and engagement (Walker, 2009; Wentzel, 2002). In this section, we summarize recent research on teachers’ use of these three authoritative practices and each one’s relation to varied student outcomes. To explain how the three teacher behaviors influence student learning and development, we integrate parenting style theory with self-determination theory. Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) is a robust framework arguing that all humans have an intrinsic need for relatedness, autonomy, and competence. When these needs are met, healthy social development and learning ensues; when they are not met, less healthy outcomes ensue.	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: UPDATES IN THIS LINE	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: Possible material for this section: Need to update with any new research, esp. in the biological sciences methods. 

As true of research examining parental engagement and its contributions to student outcomes, classroom management research has firmly established that the prevalence and quality of specific teacher practices can support a range of student social and academic outcomes (Evertson & Weinstein, 2006). Evidence of these effects has been aggregated over time and through a breadth of methodologies including teacher and student self-report, objective observation, and, more recently, biological science. For example, children who experienced a supportive classroom learning environment produced levels of salivary cortisol consistent with effective stress regulation (Blair, 2010). Now the field seeks to understand the specific psychological mechanisms behind these effects and to articulate what they look like across the span of K–12 education.


	
	Parenting Example
	Effective Classroom Management Strategies
	Practices for Inviting Family Engagement

	Structure
	Setting a curfew
	Setting expectations for classroom behavior; Observing consistent routines; Applying consequences; 
	Explain teaching goal; Offer relevant supporting evidence/material; Describe actions taken;  

	Autonomy support
	Adjusting curfew to child maturity
	Providing bounded choices; Allowing freedom of movement in the classroom; Allowing students to work alone or in pairs; 
	Positioning family as expert on the child; Asking families what approaches work (or not) for them; Asking for suggestions, strategies.

	Responsiveness
	Providing child with resources to observe curfew
	Providing resources that allow students to succeed; Recognizing students as individuals with unique interests and abilities
	Ask families’ preferences for communication; Ask families’ hopes and dreams for the child; 



b. Assemble evidence of work involving these 3 attributes—self-determination theory research—HOW THEY function/ influence student outcomes 

How do parenting style theory and self-determination theory fit together? Recall Darling and Steinberg’s (1993) assertion that parenting style alters the effectiveness of a given parenting practice by influencing student openness to parental influence. From this standpoint, constellations of parent and teacher practices that reflect responsiveness and demandingness influence student social and cognitive development only to the extent that students are willing to “tune in” to parents’ and teachers’ socialization eff orts. Essentially, style theory affirms that student socialization is a co-constructed process in which parents/teachers and students play active roles. Self-determination theory complements style theory by offering an explanation for how parents and teachers can engage students in the socialization process. From a self-determination perspective, students are more likely to attend to and internalize parent and teacher expectations when their intrinsic needs have been met. Thus, to foster positive student social and academic outcomes, teachers and parents must express support and warmth to meet students’ need for relatedness and use behavioral control, adjusted to students’ developing capacity for self-sufficiency, to meet students’ needs for competence and autonomy.

Firm Control/Structure
The term “classroom management” is synonymous with structure. Structure involves setting expectations, giving clear directions, and generally establishing order (Doyle, 1986), and it has been positively associated with student learning and engagement (Emmer & Stough, 2010; Evertson & Weinstein, 2006). Teachers who provide structure help students understand what is required and offer guidance on how to achieve an expected outcome; these teacher characteristics, in turn, support learning because they foster students’ sense of competence (Jang, Reeve, & Deci, 2010). Structure is often confused with control or the lack of student choice; however, in effectively managed classrooms, teacher structure and autonomy support are positively correlated. Moreover, both variables promote student engagement but in different ways. For example, Jang, Reeve, and Deci (2010) found that high school teachers who gave clear directives were actually more likely to support student interest and initiative than less structured teachers. Further, these authors found that structure supported students’ behavioral engagement, whereas autonomy support was associated with cognitive engagement. Put simply, effective classroom managers tell students what they expect, make academic work personally relevant to students, and then get out of the way.

Autonomy Support
Teacher support for student autonomy involves teacher speech and behaviors that rely on students’ inner motivational resources, such as personal interest, rather than on extrinsic reasons for learning, such as grades or consequences. Teacher support for student autonomy is positively related to important student outcomes including engagement, content understanding, grades, and well-being (Reeve, 2009). Consistent with the idea that autonomy support is an instructional “signal” that leads students to choose to tune in rather than tune out (Walker, 2009), adolescents’ perceptions of autonomy support fosters their engagement in learning, and its perceived absence can lead to deliberate student disengagement (Collins & Laursen, 2004). Autonomous environments promote learning and engagement by increasing cognitive involvement and effort and by decreasing boredom (Ryan & Deci, 2000). So, like good parenting, effective teaching involves provision of choice, the avoidance of intrusion, and connecting student choice to personal interests and goals. Again, however, Reeve’s (2009) research indicates that teachers, especially at the secondary level, tend to be more controlling than autonomy supportive during instruction. 
Teachers benefit from supporting student autonomy. For example, Hafen and colleagues (2012) found that if high school students perceived that their classroom encouraged autonomy in the first few weeks of the year, their engagement increased throughout the course. By contrast, students in classrooms with less perceived autonomy typically declined in engagement. These findings echo classroom management research indicating that the opening weeks of school are a developmentally sensitive period and that classroom norms and culture established early on by teachers can result in very different student outcomes later in the year (Bohn, Roerhig, & Pressley, 2004; Emmer, Evertson, & Anderson, 1980; Walker, 2008). Although autonomy support might seem more developmentally appropriate during adolescence, as early as third-grade students can distinguish among different forms of teacher autonomy support (i.e., providing choice versus explaining relevance) and, like adolescents, are negatively influenced by forms of autonomy suppression (e.g., intrusiveness; Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002).

Responsiveness
Teacher responsiveness can be defined as emotional support (e.g., providing comfort, warmth) and as meeting students’ needs as individual learners (e.g., connecting academic content to student interests). In a notable meta-analytic study, learner centered or responsive teacher–student relationships (TSRs) were linked to a range of K–12 student outcomes including increased participation, critical thinking, satisfaction, achievement, motivation, social connection, and reduced disruptive behavior (see Cornelius-White, 2007). From a self-determination perspective, responsive TSRs affect learning through their impact on students’ feelings of psychological safety, which lead, in turn, to increased student engagement and academic self-efficacy. Given this, it is logical to assume that negative TSRs can accelerate problematic behaviors and hinder students’ success; however, few studies have examined this trajectory (cf. Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007).
Positive TSRs at entry to school have been found to predict positive social and academic outcomes in middle school (Hamre & Pianta, 2001), and they hold particular benefits for at-risk students and those with learning difficulties (e.g., Baker, 2006; Hamre & Pianta, 2005). In general, African American and Latino students benefit more from positive TSRs than their white peers (Hamre & Pianta, 2005); however, African American students tend to have less supportive TSRs than their Latino and White counterparts (Hughes & Kwok, 2007). Sadly, levels of teacher responsiveness are generally low but variable across elementary school classrooms (Pianta, Belsky, Houts, Morrison & the NICHD ECCRN, 2007). Moreover, the average quality of TSRs declines across the elementary school years (O’Connor & McCartney, 2007). This is troubling given that the transition to secondary school is often the beginning of a downward motivational and academic spiral for many adolescents (Barber & Olson, 2004). At a developmental period when they might benefit most from positive TSRs, adolescents are least likely to experience them. 
TRANSITION TO NEXT SECTION: Helping secondary teachers learn the critical role of positive TSRs in adolescent learning and how to forge positive relationships with students (and their families) holds promise as a tool for increasing teacher effectiveness and enhancing adolescent school outcomes. 
(This is a chance for us to talk about how teacher ed should mirror the ‘nested’ work of teachers—work with s’s first (CM), then move to working with families in the context of conversations about students. Opp to connect to FE Handbook chapter on experiential pedagogies/core practice, Walker, 2019)


IV. How these 3 core mechanisms of effectiveness can be taught and learned
a. Policy / standards
Since 2006, U.S. education policy has reflected increasing attention to the overlap between the contexts of home and school and the role each plays in the larger societal aims of schooling. For example, policy focused on family engagement has included increasing calls to offer families the right to choose educational avenues for their children that diverge from the traditional options of private and public schooling (e.g., charter schools, home schooling). In terms of policy relevant to schools and classrooms, there has been intense scrutiny of teacher practice and the adoption of performance benchmarks that focus on holding teachers and schools accountable for student achievement. (Danielson, 2011, CEC 2015), IDEA, 2004; section 300.322
From a developmental perspective, these policies represent efforts to distribute responsibility for children’s education across schools and families. They also demonstrate increased awareness that effective teaching pertains to both skillful classroom management and to teachers’ family engagement skills. These two areas of professional competence are embodied in Danielson’s (2007, 2011) Framework for Teaching, which contains four domains of teacher performance: Planning and Preparation, Classroom Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities. The Classroom Environment domain (Domain 2) articulates abiding challenges in classroom management, including management of instructional groups, transitions and materials, and monitoring and responding to student misbehavior. It also recognizes the importance of the psychological dimensions of classroom management such as teacher expectations, student pride, and the value of academic learning. The Professional Responsibilities domain (Domain 4) (Phaneuf & McIntrye, 2011) includes classroom-related activities such as providing families with information about instructional programs and their individual student. Perhaps most importantly, this domain also emphasizes teachers’ efforts to engage families in the school’s instructional programs or goals. Within each domain, teacher performance is compared to four levels of effectiveness (ranging from highly effective, effective, developing and ineffective). Grounded in this framework, many school districts across the United States now use a formal approach to teacher evaluation that views classroom management and family engagement as interdependent professional obligations.	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: Need to integrate text below:

Professional frameworks such as the Danielson Framework for Teaching (year) articulate general principles of effective teaching across a range of professional responsibilities. Similarly, the InTASC standards (CCSSO, 2013) offer general descriptions of what the development of teaching competence looks like within a set of 10 general areas. However, these structures do not (and were never intended to) articulate specific teaching knowledge, skills and dispositions or recommend how they can be developed. 
Moreover, these frameworks speak only implicitly about issues of diversity, equity and inclusion in implicit ways. 
For example, the DFT articulate two domains that are directly relevant to our argument that effective CM depends on teachers’ capacity for FE. Domain 2, which addresses Classroom Management, does not make any mention of collaboration with families. 
While the Danielson Framework has become the standard for teacher competency and evaluation, it does not address the need for continued targeted Professional Development (PD), thoughtful collaboration with families, and the strategic used of Response to Intervention (RTI), (Wells 2018, Phaneuf & McIntrye, 2011) the multi-tiered intervention strategies for students with disabilities.

This domain also fails to address the role of implicit bias and discipline of students generally as well as with regard to students with disabilities, given that the original framework has not significantly changed since 2011, when it was developed, it has not addressed growing research around the role of culture and climate in the classroom setting and how this impacts CM. 

Strategies often omits the parental collaboration component and ignores the issue of race and disability disproportionately in discipline.

HOWEVER, there is wide variation in how local school communities support families and teachers. For example, the No Child Left Behind Act requires that all Title I schools and school districts (including charter schools) have a written plan that makes parents partners in their children’s education; unfortunately, most school districts have an uneven record of translating written policy into systematic and equitable opportunities for family engagement (Weiss, Lopez, & Rosenberg, 2010). Moreover, as evidenced in a status report on teacher professional development, teachers across the United States have few high-quality opportunities to learn about classroom management and family engagement (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). This latter issue is particularly troublesome given that most teacher preparation programs also fail to offer substantial training in these areas (Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Stough, 2006). The question remains: How will teachers meet new and increasingly rigorous standards for classroom management and family engagement without support?

b. Efforts to enhance pre- and in-service teachers’ capacity for inviting families as partners in the enterprise of school (Hoover-Dempsey, Walker, Jones & Reed, 2002). 	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: The substructure of this section is not yet clear to me; it may emerge from the lit review you’ve been conducting or the “what, who and how” structure that’s here now may be a good fit. Let’s see.
While parent-teacher collaboration can yield positive outcomes for students, in part, through teachers’ improved classroom management, translating this body of work into appropriate evidence based strategies and practices for classroom use is both limited and a relatively new area (2016 citation—what is this?). This section offers examples of how teachers can develop specific knowledge, skills and dispositions for partnering with families in ways that allows them to create a classroom learning environment that meets all student needs. 	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: This is a key phrase concept for this entire chapter. 
Danielson 2, only mentions respect for culture and background, and "limiting favoritism, but not linked to bias, SPED or disipline 4 doesn't mention 

What is taught: 
1. PTCC: Parent-teacher conversations are one opportunity for communication and collaboration that takes place in schools. Epstein et al. (2009) as well as Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995, 2005) have described communication as one relevant aspect of parental school involvement. So far, research has shown that parent-teacher conversations, including parental consultation and information exchange, can lead to parent outcome variables, such as parental satisfaction, perceived benefit, and parental motivation toward school involvement (Akers, 2005; Grady, 2013; Hilkenmeier, Wiescholek, & Buhl 2017; Hilkenmeier & Buhl, 2017; Minke & Anderson, 2003; Sacher, 2005). However, these effects depend on the quality of the conversation whether it successfully leads to an increase in parental motivation and well-being (Hilkenmeier, 2017).
· Communication with parents vs. information sharing (informative). We need families as collaborative partners, currently the Danielson Framework only mentions families one time in Domain 4c, under communication with families. Proficient teaching practices are defined as, “The teacher provides frequent and appropriate information to families about the instructional program and conveys information about individual student progress in a culturally sensitive manner. The teacher makes some attempts to engage families in the instructional program” (Danielson, 2011, 2013). This definition in the rubric represents merely a one directional approach to family engagement and does not actively collaborate with families to develop a meaningful connection, rather this becomes a “checklist” of administrative duties for the teacher. The rubric which represents the National Standard for teacher evaluation only sites specific examples of what proficiency rather than a systematic approach to teacher development. It is our belief that these standards represent a portion of teacher development towards an effective collaboration with parents that will result in effective CM and student outcomes.  
· The use of PD and other strategic models of family engagements such as Walker 7 steps, and (Walker & see annotation xyz) and cite)

2. PBIS, FBA, BIP, RTI
· As national educational trends continue to shift towards a more inclusive educational environment, teachers and families need continued resources for the collaborative use of PBIS, Functional Behavior Assessments (FBA), Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP) and the role of RTI in the classroom environment. Historically, the Danielson Framework has not included these in its framework or rubric, leaving only the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA) 2004 as the only guide and reference for standards in special education policy for both behavior management and collaboration with families, this is problematic as it is a policy that is limited both in its dated structure and its lack of evidence-based strategies to serve as a guide for effective practice.   Research is now focusing on becoming less reactive and more proactive approaches to CM through the use of PBIS (Netzel & Eber, 2003) and FE (Moore et al., 2016).
· The use of Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS) and strategies for implementation (Bethune, 2017, Wells, 2018). Additionally, PBIS and the role on family engagement are also not mentioned or used as an example for effectively management student behaviors in the classroom and home environments for students with exceptional behavioral needs. 
While research in this area of CM and FE has been developed, what appears to be lacking is a means of providing teachers with the necessary road map and protocol tools to implement and subsequently an effective means for assessing their success in this implementation. As our understanding of time and culture have developed and expanded over the past decade since the Danielson Framework was last revised (2007, 2011, 2013), we need to begin to shift and expand our approach to supporting teachers and families with regard to classroom management. 


c. Who is taught: what’s available at the pre vs inservice level? Is more offered to SpEd and ECE? That appears to be the trend. 	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: Use portions of the text below from Walker, 2019?

Barriers to Teaching and Learning about Family Engagement
Four barriers perpetuate the gap between teachers’ day-to-day work and their professional preparation (de Bruine, Willemse, D’Haem, Griswold, Vloeberghs & van Eynde, 2014; Evans 2013). These barriers include the EPP curriculum, the uneven nature of candidates’ clinical experiences, growing cultural mismatch between candidates and the students and families they are likely to serve, and the complexity of social interactions. 
Curriculum as Barrier
Family engagement has perennially been given a small plot in the acreage of candidates’ coursework (Epstein & Sanders, 2006). For example, a survey of 20 Illinois-based EPPs, found that while all 20 offered at least one course that addressed family engagement, this meant that candidates were exposed to the topic in as little as one course session (Flanigan, 2007). Across programs there is also variability in who is taught about family engagement. The topic is included most often in early childhood, elementary and special education courses. Lack of attention to families in secondary coursework may explain why these teachers report higher levels of stress about family engagement (Markow & Pieters, 2012). When candidates are exposed to the topic, instruction tends to emphasize either general ideas such as barriers and benefits, or specifics such as the legal and procedural aspects of developing and using an Individualized Education Program. Neither approach tackles what candidates want to know about working with families (e.g., How do I tell a parent that their child is struggling or misbehaving? How can I get parents to be accountable? How do I deal with parents who have little education or parents from other cultures? How do I invite involvement without losing control?; Walker & Hoover-Dempsey, 2008). In addition to lacking relevance, instruction focused on generalities or specific procedures is unlikely to unveil or alter candidates’ dispositions or implicit biases about families. Finally, the methods typically used to teach about family engagement, such as lecture and reading (Epstein, 2001), are valuable yet do little to overcome the problem of “inert knowledge” (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1985), or the reality that while novices can know facts, they often fail to recognize when and how to use them.
In sum, most EPP curricula limit the quantity, scope and quality of candidates’ access to family engagement instruction. What candidates appear to need is a series of personally relevant, authentic experiences that demonstrate how content knowledge is used in the social context of schools. 
Uneven Fieldwork as Barrier
A second barrier is the uneven quality and quantity of candidates’ clinical or fieldwork experiences. Prospective teachers receive few opportunities to enter the field in a structured, gradual way—especially when compared to other service professions such as counseling or medicine (Grossman, Compton, Igra, Ronfeldt, Shahan & Williamson, 2009). Moreover, fieldwork typically occurs late in candidates’ preparation such as in the final year of student teaching. During student teaching, the family engagement activities seen by faculty as most helpful to candidates include attending Open Houses, preparing newsletters, and observing individual PTCs (Flanigan, 2007). While valuable, these activities position candidates as either a passive observer or one-way broadcaster rather than an inviting partner. Finally, during fieldwork candidates often interact with members of the school community who have perspectives about families that conflict with what they were taught in their EPP. Candidates appear to resolve this conflict by adopting the “come-if-we-call” norms of their local field placement (Waddell, 2013), which view parents as sources of support but restrict their voice about how students should be educated (Mapp & Kuttner, 2013). 
In sum, fieldwork’s potential to impact candidates’ readiness to invite families is blunted by its late timing, restriction of candidates’ roles, and uneven models of professional practice. What candidates appear to need are early and repeated opportunities to observe and experience tactics for negotiating the dynamics of teacher-family communication. 
Cultural Mismatch as Barrier
A third barrier is mismatch between the demographics of candidates and the students and families they are likely to serve. White middle-class females comprise most of the U.S. teaching workforce (Goldring, Gray & Bitterman, 2013); yet our nation’s student body includes an increasingly diverse array of children (Bitterman, Gray & Goldring, 2013). Cultural mismatch can hinder effective teacher-family partnerships because candidates tend to enter their programs with deeply held and often implicit views about families’ roles and abilities (Amatea, Cholewa & Mixon, 2012; Evans, 2013; Waddell, 2013). For example, while most Latino parents value education and hold high educational aspirations for their children (Walker, 2016), their support is often home-based; this can lead teachers and school leaders to make inaccurate assumptions about parents’ commitment to their children’s education and in turn, depress their invitations (Durand, 2010; Mena, 2011; Zarate, 2007). 
Without significant opportunities to become aware of and question their assumptions about families, candidates are unlikely to extend effective invitations (Amatea et al. 2012; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2002). What candidates appear to need are opportunities to (1) become aware of and concerned about the consequences of their implicit biases (Plant & Devine, 2009) and (2) replace assumptions with professional skills that enable them to learn about students and families and to look at situations from multiple perspectives.
The Complexity of Social Interactions
A fourth barrier is the complexity of parent-teacher interactions. These “essential conversations” (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2004) often center on issues of power, equity, responsibility and high-stakes decisions about students’ education. Take for example, the scenario below, which introduces us to Javier Soto’s teacher. (We met Javier’s mother Carmen at the beginning of the chapter.) What challenges does this situation present for his teacher? What tactics should the teacher use to invite Carmen Soto as a partner in Javier’s education? How would you make the conference successful? Jot down your ideas now.
Javier Soto is a polite 5th grade student who gets along well with his classmates. His behavior isn’t an issue, aside from the occasional bout of silliness or inattention typical for a boy his age. You are Javier’s teacher. Academically, during the opening weeks of school you have noted that Javier is a strong performer in math; however, his reading skills are below grade level. You checked his academic history and learned the he was below grade-level expectations in reading last year too. Based on Javier’s history and current performance, you decide to implement a reading intervention. For the next several weeks you will try an intensive form of small group instruction with Javier and a few of his classmates who have a similar academic profile. Along the way you will monitor his progress and then analyze the results. Your hope is that Javier will respond to this intervention and his reading skills will improve. If not, then a potential next step is working with a reading specialist. He might also be referred for special education. To begin the intervention, you must inform Javier’s family about his performance and what you plan to do to help him. In educational jargon, you will conduct a pre-referral conference. The school is scheduling the first round of parent-teacher conferences for the year and Javier’s mother, Carmen, has signed up for a 15-minute appointment next week. This is your chance to share your plans. What will you say and do to make this conference successful?

This common professional situation demands considerable knowledge, sensitivity and skill. Yet, teachers are expected to conduct conversations like this one with little to no preparation nor any systematic, high-quality guidance once they enter the profession (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Richardson & Orphanos, 2009).  To better hit the ground running, candidates need a road map for navigating the unfamiliar terrain of professional conversations with families. 



d. How is FE taught? Opens door for research on innovations
i. IDEA of COACHING!!! PARENTS AND TEACHERS:-Bethune, 2017, Reddy et al. 2021, Fettig et al., (2015)
ii. Simulations/experiential learning environments (see Walker, 2019 for examples; chance to cite our sims/case studies work)
iii. Danielson- Domain 4, self-reflection however reflection is only on teaching content, not on CM or FE (bias, control vs. care)



V. Recommendations for policy, practice and research 
a. Policy: Teacher professional standards designate classroom management and family engagement as part of teachers’ professional responsibilities. For example, the Danielson Framework for Teaching (2013) and CCSSO criteria…..While important, rarely emphasized.
b. Teacher education curriculum reform: Recognize FE and CM as core practices; show how they fit criteria (Grossman)
a. Is this where we refer the reader to the resources/appendices for practitioners? Who is the target of our resources for practitioners? Is it K-12 teachers? Teacher educators? Both?
· Resources for Practitioners	Comment by Walker, Joan T.: This is the list you provided. Can you provide a 2-sentence description of each one and then a 1-2 sentence description of how it can be used?
· 7 steps-walker
· 7 steps-pankowski
· Avatar simulations (Pankowski & Walker, 2016)
· Cases –Bias / -control vs care
· Danielson coupled with specific “action steps”

c. Education/psychological research: Recognize the social context of teachers’ work and the critical value of developing teachers’ “soft skills” alongside the “hard skills” of content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge; That is, what connects Domains 2 and 4 of the DFT is the underlying psychological construct of social competence.
a. Need to acknowledge constructs like implicit bias


CONCLUSION
This chapter has drawn from the literatures on parent engagement and classroom management to underscore the potential that teachers and families—and productive family-teacher relationships—hold for increasing teachers’ and parents’ effectiveness in supporting student learning and school success.
· We have argued.. TELL EM OUR THESIS AGAIN.
· TELL EM THE EVIDENCE BASE WE DREW FROM To make our case, we have drawn from a growing body of research demonstrating that … …. 
· Grounded in this summary of research, we have offered a set of recommendations for how to…. transform our knowledge into action. 
· “if our society is to achieve its aim of a good education for every child, then parents and teachers both must be informed about—and empowered to fulfill—the critical part each plays in the collaborative enterprise of students’ successful schooling.”
· Recognize CM and FE as core practices
· Reform teacher education and continuing education to follow a practice-based approach using situated/experiential pedagogies
· Update frameworks of teaching to acknowledge previously overlooked aspects of FE and CM
· Use new tools and evidence-based models, coaching, to teach/address ethically charged, thorny problems, e.g., Psychology has some answers from research on how to mitigate implicit bias https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3603687/
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