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Introduction: The purpose of the study was to determine if mobile-friendly digital tools 
have an impact in K-2 classrooms in rural New Hampshire Schools. The research 
questions on which this study focused were: Does a digital tool improve adult-support 
involvement in a K-2 classroom? What features of digital tools are important to K-2 
teachers and adult-supports at home?  
 
Problem of Practice: The problem of practice is that there is a trend of declining family 
involvement happening in schools nationwide (Flynn & Nolan, 2008).  To reach more 
families, schools are now using various technology tools to disseminate information 
(Bosch et al., 2017; Clifford, 2020; Graham-Clay, 2005; Olmstead, 2013; Patrikakou, 
2016; Yancey,2009). However, little research exists to demonstrate if technology tools 
foster family involvement in schools and if these tools can be successful at the primary 
level (Bradley, 2013; Timmons et al., 2021).  
 
Research Method: This research was intended to be a mixed method study but low 
results on open responses led to strictly quantitative methods. The surveys were self- 
created with Qualtrics and used mainly Likert scale questions. Surveys were sent digitally 
to principals via email and digital survey links were passed on to teachers and families 
from principals that chose to participate. 
 
Summary of Findings: Results from this research study found that families preferred 
communication that was accessible via cellular devices and through applications that 
were easy to use. Survey results also showed that digital communications can be 
successfully used for two-way communication as well. 84 % of families felt they could 
easily respond and communicate back digitally to the school. Teachers and families also 
had positive responses to using mobile-friendly digital tools for communication. 68% of 
teachers, families and principals believe that the digital tool they use makes it easier to 
communicate between home and school. 
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Limitation(s) of Study: The study focused on K-2 principals, families, and teachers in 
rural areas of New Hampshire. Therefore, implications of the study may not be generally 
applied to other regions in the country or outside of the United States. This research 
helped to gain insight into families’, teachers’, and administrators’ perspectives of digital 
tools; however, response rates made it difficult to obtain statistically significant results. 
 
Implications/Significance of Study: Results from this study showed that overall, 84% of 
family participants felt comfortable using a digital communication tool to respond back; 
however, the breakdowns of digital tools did have varied results. The number of 
responses for each digital tool were too small to determine if there is a statistically 
significant difference between digital tools; however, responses do indicate there may be 
trends with preferred tools for parents, teachers, and principals.  Further research is 
needed to look at specific digital tools used by schools and the perceptions of these tools 
for various groups.  
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Chapter 1:  Introduction to the Study 

Problem of Practice 

Over time research has emphasized the importance of family involvement in 

molding successful students (Shirvani, 2007). Family involvement is defined as behaviors 

and actions taken by family members in collaboration with school faculty to support the 

academic, social, and emotional growth of a child (El Nokali et al., 2010). Yet, there is a 

trend of declining family involvement happening in schools nationwide (Flynn & Nolan, 

2008).  To reach more families, schools are now using various technology tools to 

disseminate information (Bosch et al., 2017; Clifford, 2020; Graham-Clay, 2005; 

Olmstead, 2013; Patrikakou, 2016; Yancey,2009). However, little research exists to 

demonstrate if technology tools foster family involvement in schools and if these tools 

can be successful at the primary level (Bradley, 2013; Timmons et al., 2021). This is a 

problem as schools continue to invest time and money into implementing new technology 

tools without evidence of increasing two-way communication between schools and adult 

supports (Bauer & Kenton, 2005; Hu, 2007). It is important for school districts to look at 

the different communication needs and wants for families of students throughout their 

educational career and find digital tools that best meet these needs (Bergmen, 2012; Kraft 

& Dougherty, 2013). This action research will focus on determining what kinds of 

information adult supports of primary students are interested in and if this information 

can be shared successfully through digital applications.  

Although past research often focused on making connections with parents or 

family members that support a child at home, for the purpose of this study the term “adult 
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supports” will be used (Bradley, 2013; Epstein, 2009). Adult supports can be defined as 

family members, guardians, foster parents, or other adults that support the child’s 

development outside of the school setting. Students today often are supported by adults 

other than family members and guardians and therefore it is a more appropriate term for 

the purpose of this research. In reference to past research, the terms “family members” 

and “parents” are used interchangeably with the term adult supports.  

Global Perspective 

               Schools worldwide are struggling to find ways to connect and communicate 

with families (Siniharju, 2003). In one example from Finland, lack of available time was 

noted as a challenge in home-school communication for both teachers and parents. Many 

parents would like to be better informed about their children’s progress and school 

events. Furthermore, parents also struggle to find time for home-school communication 

(Siniharju, 2003). International schools have strong needs for translation features with 

digital tools as their communities speak a variety of different languages (Schneider, 2016; 

Thompson et al., 2015). International schools have been shifting to mobile apps as they 

provide communication features that increase the accessibility and effectiveness of 

communication between home and school (Schneider, 2016; Thompson et al., 2015). 

When the COVID-19 pandemic hit in March of 2020, all 50 U.S. states closed 

kindergarten-grade 12 schools and childcare centers in a 10-day period (Donahue & 

Miller, 2020). UNESCO (2021) reported an estimated 90% of the world’s school aged 

children had their education disrupted by the pandemic. Schools and families depended 
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on digital communication during this time, yet little research exists on the impact of these 

different digital communication tools (Vargo et al., 2021). 

Access to technology at home is a critical factor to an adult support and school 

communication program that depends on technology. Unfortunately, access to technology 

can vary greatly from home to home (Anderson, 2019). Adults from households earning 

less than $30,000 a year are less likely than affluent adults to use the internet (Anderson, 

2019). According to Anderson (2019), “roughly one in four lower income American 

adults are ‘smartphone-only’ internet users – meaning they own a smartphone, but do not 

have traditional home broadband service” (para. 14). In 2016, 89% of Americans had a 

computer, which included smartphones, and 81% had a broadband internet subscription 

(Camille, 2018). The technology access rate in American homes differs by race and 

socio-economic status (Vigdor et al., 2014). According to the National Center for 

Education Statistics (2018), 94% of children ages 3 to 18 had a computer at home and 

61% of children ages 3 to 18 had internet access at home. In 2017, the percentage of 

children ages 3 to 18 with no internet access at home was higher for children whose 

parents had lower levels of educational attainment (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2018). This discrepancy in access may play a role in families’ abilities to 

communicate with the school through new technology tools (Anderson, 2019).  

Local Context  

There are various factors that play roles in family involvement including parents 

work schedule, lack of childcare coverage to attend school events during the day, and 

language communication barriers (Mendez & Westerberg, 2012; Stacer & Perruci,2013; 
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Winnail et al., 2000). Family involvement in both school and home is negatively 

associated with the amount of time parents work (Stacer & Perruci, 2013). Lack of 

childcare makes family involvement difficult (Mendez & Westerberg, 2012) and there are 

communication barriers to informing parents how they can become involved (Winnail et 

al., 2000). Schools have used a variety of tools for communicating with families such as 

newsletters, phone calls, websites, and email; however, few researchers have explored 

parents’ use of mobile devices to communicate with teachers (Hill &Tyson, 2009; Wang 

et al., 2011). 

This research will focus on using mobile-friendly tools for digital communication. 

Mobile friendly tools can be defined as applications that are accessible solely on a 

smartphone without the need for broadband in a home (Seesaw, 2021). 

Advocacy and Ethics 

This research is based on the ethical paradigm of care. As Noddings (1992) stated, 

“the first job of the schools is to care for our children” (p. xiv). Schools show they care 

by communicating concerns and ideas for promoting student growth with adult supports 

at home (Wentzel, 1997). In return, adult supports respond and engage with school staff 

to show they too care about the students’ progress and respect the school’s effort to 

communicate progress (Klein et al.,1999). Proper tools are needed to keep this line of 

communication open and be sure that messages of care are sent and received. As Shapiro 

and Stefkovich (2016) stated, “the ethic of care requires leaders to consider multiple 

voices in the decision-making process” (p. 17). Research is needed to gather input from 
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families and teachers about what ways digital tools can be beneficial for family 

engagement. 

Strong communication is essential for parent involvement in their children’s 

education (Epstein, 2001). The breakdown of the communication process can harmfully 

impact parental involvement and in turn, negatively affect student learning (Green et al., 

2007; Keen, 2007). When schools create positive relationships using reciprocal 

conversation, they proactively deter conflicts with parents regarding supporting student 

learning and social/behavioral issues (Hafizi & Papa, 2012). It is important that schools 

utilize the right tools for developing positive reciprocal conversations that are accessible 

to all families. According to researchers, parents with a lack of educational background 

or experiences often lack self-efficacy and feel ill-equipped to discuss their child’s 

academics (Ingram et al., 2007; Wood, 2009). The key social justice issue addressed 

within this research will be making these positive reciprocal conversations available and 

comfortable for all families.  

The organizations that will need to be included in the advocacy for change 

include parent organizations, public school staff, and technology specialists. The 

stakeholders needed to advance this advocacy for mobile-friendly digital tool integrations 

include school board members, school leadership, school staff, and community members. 

This advocacy plan will help to address the problem of practice by collecting data and 

information about families' desires for communication and abilities to access the 

communication tools. The goal of this research is to ensure that all families have access 
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to communication tools, can use them comfortably, and have input in a two-way system 

for communication.  

One ethical dilemma that arises within this area of research is the inequity of 

technology devices, access, and training for families. Journell, (2007) described the 

digital divide as “technological segregation based on access, digital literacy, and cultural 

limitations” (p.138). Funding is the primary barrier to digital equality and the digital 

divide disproportionately affects large numbers of African-American and Latino 

populations (Huang & Russell, 2006). Rural areas have their own unique challenges 

besides funding issues. There are still rural areas out of range for internet services or with 

limited access to broadband (Haythornthwaite et al., 2016). For an estimated 12% of 

adult Americans, the internet is only accessed through their smartphones, as they have 

neither home broadband nor easily available access elsewhere (Smith, 2017). The 

problem of practice for this research study focuses on digital tools that are accessible 

without the use of broadband, making the communications more accessible for all 

families. There may still be an ethical dilemma involved with this research, as not all 

families have equal access to smartphones, or the skill set to communicate effectively 

with these tools (Tsetsi & Rains, 2017).  

Focused Problem of Practice 

Technology is constantly changing and so are the tools schools are using. 

Although many studies have investigated technology tools that are still widely used, little 

research has been done specifically on mobile-friendly digital tools. Bower and Griffin 

(2011) studied the reasons for low levels of parent involvement in elementary school and 
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found that considering the schools’ culture was key to the effectiveness of parental 

involvement activities or programs. This may be true for the selection of technology tools 

for elementary schools as well.  Studies on the usage of mobile-friendly digital tools for 

improving connections between adult supports and schools have been done to look at 

urban populations (Chang et al., 2011). A rural school could have significantly different 

results compared to an urban school using the same tools, especially when looking at 

technology use (Chang et al., 2011). 

 As schools continue trying to keep up with the times, tools like digital portfolios 

and online courses are becoming more prevalent (Setiawan & Iasha, 2020; Zhang et al., 

2004). The access to technology has also increased significantly in schools and at home 

(Cole, 2000; Goodall, 2016). This change in access could impact the feasibility of using a 

technology tool for successful communication between adult supports and school.  

Research has continued to show the importance of developing relationships between 

adult supports and schools (Barnard, 2004; Cooper et al., 2010; Englund et al., 2008; Hill 

& Taylor, 2004; Ou et al., 2007; Pong et al., 2005; Wang & Sheikh-Khalil, 2014). This 

study is needed to look at specific mobile-friendly digital tools that have been adopted by 

rural schools and determine if they have any effect on improving the adult support-school 

connection. 

This research study will look at the types of mobile friendly digital 

communication tools that schools use.  It will also look at how adult supports, teachers 

and building principals perceive the effectiveness of these tools for communication 

between home and school. Data will be collected to determine what messages are 
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preferred by adult supports and what types of messages from teachers and building 

principals trigger responses from adult supports. This information is important to learn 

more about what families consider helpful for building a strong connection with school 

and what kinds of communications encourage families to reciprocate.  

A survey will be sent to primary school principals in New Hampshire to collect 

data on the current perceptions of communication levels between home and school and 

desires for the future. Principals that choose to participate will be asked to distribute a K-

2 teacher and K-2 family survey as well. This will help to determine the preferences for 

digital communication between schools and families. The preferred state of practice will 

be defined as positive feedback on a digital tool from all three groups: parents, teachers 

and school principals.   

The social justice issue most directly related to the current set of practices would 

be economic disparity. According to the New Hampshire Department of Education 

(2017), in 2017 26.4 % of New Hampshire elementary school students received 

free/reduced lunch. For these students access to technology tools for communication may 

be challenging. This disparity in access can lead to imbalances in communication and 

parental involvement with school, which is why there has been a continued push to close 

the gap of the digital divide all over the country (Smith, 2017). Recently, in response to 

the Covid-19 pandemic, the Emergency Connectivity Fund Program helped ensure 2.4 

million dollars to expand access to online resources for students and staff at schools 

across New Hampshire (Shaheen, 2021).  These funds help support families getting 

access to technology, but communication and training will also play an important role in 
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getting all families connected.  For families that struggle with technology, there may be 

pushback as schools shift to digital communication. It will be important for schools to 

offer multiple formats for communication as the transition is made and provide in-person 

training and support for families that struggle with digital tools.  

Central Research Questions 

Does a mobile friendly digital tool improve adult support involvement in a K-2 

classroom? What features of mobile friendly digital tools are influential to K-2 teachers 

and adult supports at home?  
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Chapter 2: Review of Knowledge for Action   

Researchers have shown that building connections between home and school 

leads to improved academics (Barnard, 2004; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Jeynes, 2012; Wang 

& Sheikh-Khalil, 2014). With technology continually advancing and new products 

constantly becoming available, it is important for schools to evaluate what kind of 

information is shared through technology and how it impacts the connections schools 

have with students’ adult supports (Goodall, 2016; Smith, 2017; Vargo et al., 2021). A 

variety of mobile-friendly digital tools have become popular for home-school 

communication in the past six years, including Seesaw, Facebook, Remind, Twitter, 

Class Dojo and YouTube (Bosch et al., 2017; Mazza, 2013). This research is focused on 

building on the knowledge of past studies of mobile friendly digital tools to determine the 

preferred features for elementary school families, teachers and principals in rural New 

Hampshire.   

The essential research questions for this study are as follows: Does a digital tool 

improve adult support involvement in a K-2 classroom? What features of digital tools are 

important to K-2 teachers and adult supports at home? The following sections will outline 

the theoretical frameworks, empirical research, and data from relevant stakeholders and 

organizations that support this research.  

Theoretical Analysis  

The conceptual framework for this study combines ideas from two theoretical 

frameworks: Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory and the Technology 

Acceptance Model as shown in Figure 1.1 (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Davis,1989). 



    
 

   
 

11 

Figure 1.1  

Technology Acceptance Model for Home-School Communication 

 

The basis for the home-school communication framework is that for a technology tool 

to foster communication between adult supports and schools (mesosystem level), this tool 

must be considered useful and easy to use by both adult supports and school staff 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Chen et al., 2011).  

Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory is based on the idea that a 

child’s development is shaped by many different layers of their environment. The 

ecological framework identifies four systems of influence: microsystem, 

mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). For the purpose of 
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this study the focus will be placed on the two inner systems in the ecological systems 

theory, the microsystem and mesosystem.  

The microsystem refers to the immediate environment with which a person 

interacts (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). For a student, two separate microsystems would be 

school and home. A student spends a significant amount of time in each of these settings 

and based on this theory, each of these systems will play a role in shaping the 

development of the student (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  

The interaction between these school and home systems, known as the 

mesosystem, will also play a role in shaping a child’s development (Bronfenbrenner, 

1979). For example, if an adult support is upset with a decision made by the school, they 

might take out frustrations at home, and this may in turn impact how a child feels about 

school. Improving connections between adult supports and school faculty can help build 

better connections between two microsystems that play a major role in a child’s life and 

development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).   

The second theoretical framework is based on Davis’s (1989) Technology 

Acceptance Model. The basic premise of this model is that the use of a technology tool is 

based on a few key factors. The perceived usefulness of a technology tool and a person’s 

perceived ease of using the technology will affect a person’s attitude about it and, 

ultimately, their use of the technology (Chen et al., 2011). As schools make decisions 

about the technologies they select to use, it is important to evaluate the perceptions of 

these technologies with the users, as well as to determine if they are useful and easy to 

use (Chen et al., 2011).   
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Although grants and funding have helped provide access to the internet, training 

is another crucial element for its use. Technology skills and attitudes towards technology 

vary for different generations of parents/grandparents (Salkowitz, 2008). Teachers’ 

technology skills vary with experience and attitude towards its use. 25% of teachers 

indicate they are intimidated by students’ knowledge and use of tech (Cortez, 2017). As 

Papa (2011) stated,  

Just having the technology is not enough; you must have professional  

development for teachers and the appropriate support personnel. A sound program  

in professional development requires a coordinated effort between teachers  

interested in enhancing their teaching using technology and the ‘techsperts’,  

continuous follow-up, and availability of resources. (p. 50)  

Papa (2011) defined the word techspert as “individuals who are very 

knowledgeable regarding hardware, software, and related applications” (p. 47). However, 

teachers need support and training to implement technology in the classroom.  As 

Roschelle and his colleagues (2000) stated,  

Research indicates that the use of technology as an effective learning tool is more 

likely to take place when embedded in a broader education reform movement that 

includes improvements in teacher training, curriculum, student assessment, and a 

school's capacity for change. (p. 76) 

Therefore, the central research questions focus on determining if mobile digital 

tools are perceived as easy to use by school staff and family members and if these tools 

can increase two-way communication. The problem of practice focuses on the lack of 
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two-way communication between home and school and this conceptual framework is 

designed to take a closer look at methods for communication. 

Empirical Analysis 

This review of literature will examine the use of digital media tools for family-

school communication. Table 1.1 provides an overview of definitions found in the 

literature to serve as a guide for understanding the terms utilized by experts in the field. 

Table 1.1  

Terms and Definitions  

Term Definition Authors 

Date of 
Publication 

Parental 
Involvement 

The participation of parents in a regular, two way and 
meaningful communication involving student 
academic learning and other school activities 
including ensuring (a)that parents play an integral role 
in assisting their child’s learning; (b) that parents are 
encouraged to be actively involved in their child’s 
education and are included, as appropriate, in decision 
making and on advisory committees to assist in the 
education of their child 

(Tran, 2014, p.19) 

 

Family 
Involvement 

A six-level framework that includes parenting skills, 
learning in the home, communicating with the school, 
volunteering in the classroom, being involved in the 
decision making at school, and collaborating with the 
community 

(Epstein, 2009) 

Learning 
Management 
System (LMS) 

An online system that allows users to share 
information and collaborate online. 

(Lonn & Teasley, 
2009) 

Electronic 
Portfolio 

A multimedia collection of student work that provides 
evidence of a student’s skills and knowledge. 

(Niguidula, 2010) 

Rural School  Schools that do not lie inside an urbanized area or 
urban cluster. An urbanized area has a population of 
50,000 or more, and an urban cluster is an area that 
contains between 2,500 and 50,000 people. 

(Provasnik, 2007) 
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The following empirical studies provide recent and relevant research on the 

impact digital tools have on communication between families and schools. These studies 

provide support for the benefits of using digital tools for communication with families. 

However, they also address a gap and need for further research on specific mobile 

friendly digital tools used for communication.  

Seesaw, a digital portfolio tool created in 2013, has become an increasingly 

popular tool for communication between schools and students’ adult supports (Clifford, 

2020). Seesaw’s customer base tripled in a year during the COVID-19 pandemic 

(Clifford, 2020). Now more than three quarters of American schools are using the 

application for communication (Clifford, 2020).  

Jarvis and Martin (2018) completed a study on the impact of using Seesaw among 

students, parents, and teachers in an elementary setting. Jarvis and Martin’s (2018) study 

focused on two urban school environments in North Dakota and Minnesota.  Their study 

showed a positive impact on the teacher, parent, and student relationships. In Jarvis and 

Martin’s (2018) study of a first-grade classroom over a six-week period, data showed that 

every week had an increase in parents liking and commenting on student work in the 

Seesaw application. 

 Jarvis and Martin’s (2018) pre- and post-survey of parents also showed a 72% 

increase in families stating they saw their child’s schoolwork after using the Seesaw 

application. Additionally, post-survey data showed that 100% of parent participants 

agreed that the Seesaw application helped them know what was going in the classroom 



    
 

   
 

16 

each day, and the application helped them communicate with their child at home about 

what they were learning in school (Jarvis & Martin, 2018).  

The current study is designed to build on the knowledge from Jarvis and Martin’s 

(2018) study and evaluate the impact of using Seesaw and other mobile friendly digital 

tools in rural school districts in New Hampshire. The purpose of this study is to learn if 

elementary schools in New Hampshire are using this tool and if it has an effect on 

building connections between students’ adult supports and school faculty.   

Laho (2019) searched for answers as to whether integrating an LMS in a rural 

Michigan school district would impact parents’ and teachers’ school-home 

communication practices and perceptions. Further research questions included whether 

income or education impacted parents’ or teachers’ perceptions and practices.  The target 

district for this research was a rural K-12 school, which included one elementary school, 

one middle school, one traditional high school, and one alternative high school.  

The school district Laho (2019) studied, researched the adoption of a new LMS, 

Schoology, to replace an old LMS, My Big Campus. Surveys were sent to all 901 

families in the district and 83 teachers in the district. The survey asked families and 

teachers questions on a five-point Likert scale to evaluate school-home communication, 

including questions about the role Schoology played in communication for those that had 

accessed the LMS. To establish validity in the survey, two experienced researchers and 

an educational technologist reviewed the survey questions and provided input for 

revisions. A pilot group of eight teachers and eight parents were also given the survey 

prior to the study as a test group so that the survey instrument could be further revised.   
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Laho’s (2019) survey was distributed via email to teachers and mainly through 

emails for families. There were 53 families in the district that had requested mailed 

communication from the school; therefore, those families were sent paper copies of the 

survey. Families with more than one child in the district were asked to answer the 

questions on the survey based on communication practices regarding their oldest child. 

Results of the survey were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(version 24.4.0). The survey design allowed participants to participate anonymously and 

access the survey via the preferred method of communication. Weekly reminders also 

helped encourage participation. 

One major limitation to Laho’s (2019) study is that it only focused on one school 

district and included a very specific and limited population. The population in this district 

is primarily White/Caucasian. Due to the ethnic homogeneity, it may be difficult to 

generalize results to other populations.  

Despite attempts to include families that preferred written communication, the 

return rate for the school district’s survey also included very few paper copies (four) and 

therefore this population was poorly represented in the study (Laho, 2019). It is likely 

that families with a lack of internet access may have been underreported because of this. 

In addition, the survey questions that focused on the LMS were only given to families 

that had accessed the LMS. No questions were asked to families that had not accessed the 

LMS about their reasoning (Laho,2019). This population could provide valuable insight 

into why the tool was not being utilized.  
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Finally, the intent of the Laho (2019) study was to measure communication with a 

specific tool, Schoology. Although the survey did collect valuable information and 

insight into communication between home and school, 66.3% of parents that had 

accessed Schoology and 70.8% of teachers were still using the same forms of 

communication they had prior to the Schoology rollout (Laho, 2019).  

In the Laho (2019) study, there was a 25.2% response rate on the survey from the 

families in the district, in which 35.1% of the families that responded answered questions 

regarding students in elementary school, 18.6% in middle school, 43.3% in high school 

and 3% in an alternative high school. Although the largest percentage of responses was 

from elementary parents, the results did not show a strong percentage of families utilizing 

the Schoology application. Future research is needed to determine if a digital tool can be 

utilized to increase family communication at the primary level. The table below shows 

results from the survey of communication tools used by parents and teachers in the 

district. 

Table 1.2  

Communication Tools in 2019 by Frequency Percentage (Laho, 2019) 

Tool Parent Teacher 
Email 71.2 94.1 
Phone 31.7 88.2 
Skyward 22.6 39.7 
Newsletters 0.0 36.8 
Texting 12.4 30.9 
Schoology  6.0 27.9 
Weekly/Monthly Folder 15.8 19.1 
Webpage 4.2 14.7 
Facebook 4.3 10.3 
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Adapted from “Enhancing school-home communication through learning management 

system adoption: Parent and teacher perceptions and practices,” by N. Laho, 2019, School 

Community Journal, 29(1), p. 130. 

In the Laho (2019) study, nearly half of the parents (45.3%) and teachers (40.9%) 

agreed or strongly agreed that Schoology was a valuable addition to district’s resources. 

However, of the parents and teachers that had accessed Schoology, fewer than half of 

parents (43.2%) and teachers (47%) felt comfortable using Schoology’s communication 

tool. Survey results also identified numerous drawbacks to the LMS including login 

issues and challenges with the iPad application. Results of this study suggest that teachers 

and families are comfortable using digital tools for communication and have access to the 

internet on a regular basis. However, results also show that families and teachers chose to 

use digital tools that are convenient and easy to use, and not necessarily the LMS. 

Finally, the results show that parents primarily use cell phones to access the internet and 

therefore the digital tool selected should be accessible in this format. Further research is 

needed to determine if another digital tool that is easily accessible via cell phone access 

can improve communication between families and school. 

 Snell et al. (2020) chose to focus on a digital tool that was specific to cellular 

devices. The study focused on teachers’ and families’ experiences with using texting to 

support family-school engagement in early childhood settings. The research study took 

place in an urban community in the eastern United States and focused on preschool 

programs that serve low-income families. The researchers focused on three questions:  
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(1) What is the nature of current communication between schools and families, 

including but not limited to texting?  

(2) To what degree are teachers and families open to the ideas of sending or 

receiving communication via text or texting-based applications?  

(3) To what extent do teachers and families believe texting can support or ‘nudge’ 

aspects of family school engagement, including home involvement activities and 

families’ motivation to become involved? (p. 450) 

The Snell et al. (2020) mixed method study included quantitative analysis of 

teacher and family surveys as well as qualitative analysis from four focus groups (two 

teacher focus groups and two-family focus groups). The focus groups were semi-

structured conversations with the entire group that used prompting questions designed to 

understand more about communication practices, texting and family-school engagement, 

and communication perceptions on both sides. Focus groups were recorded, transcribed 

and then coded to address the three research questions.  

Results from the Snell et al. (2020) study showed that teachers used a variety of 

forms of communication including weekly paper handouts, calling families, texting, and 

other digital messaging platforms like Class Dojo and Facebook. Although paper 

handouts were the most common teacher practice for communication from the teachers 

surveyed, less than one-third (30%) of family members reported receiving them (Snell et 

al., 2020). In addition, 93% of families reported using one or more form(s) of digital 

technology to communicate with their child’s teacher and 83% of families supported the 

use of texting as a preferred form of communication (Snell et al., 2020). Results from this 
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study revealed that texting increases families' perceptions of invitations to be involved 

and can be a good tool for families with different levels of knowledge and skills, 

including language differences.  

One limitation of the Snell et al. (2020) study is that it was a small-scale pilot that 

focused on lower socio-economic families and results might not be applicable to all 

families. Another limitation of this study is that it only focused on perceptions and did 

not actually measure changes in family engagement or child learning outcomes. Snell et 

al. encouraged future researchers to measure teacher implementation of texting, including 

the frequency and content of the messages as well as measure how families respond to 

texts and if they actually perform the suggested activities. The Snell et al. (2020) study 

included texting-based applications, such as Remind, as part of their “texting” definition 

when questioning families and teachers. Future research is needed to differentiate the use 

of these applications and determine if texting-based applications can be as successful as 

regular text messages for communicating with families. The use of these applications 

allows teachers and families to maintain privacy and communicate without sharing 

personal contact information like phone numbers (Remind, 2021). 

The differentiation of texting-based applications versus regular text messages is 

important to clarify as this requires parents to adopt and use a new digital tool. Bordalba 

and Bochaca (2019) looked specifically at what motivates families and teachers to adopt 

and use new digital tools to communicate.  The research focused on an adaptation of 

Taylor and Todd’s (1995) decomposed theory of planned behavior (as cited in Bordalba 

& Bochaca, 2019). Bordalba and Bochaca (2019) looked specifically at technological 
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acceptance in parent-teacher interactions. The research, based out of Spain, focused on 

collecting data from families and teachers at 11 different schools through semi-structured 

interviews. Results from this study show there are two key factors that play a role in 

increasing the adoption of digital tools: convenience and immediacy. Both teachers and 

families were more likely to use a new tool if it was perceived as easy to use and if 

helped to communicate the message faster.   

Stakeholder and Organization Data 

Studies have repeatedly shown that there are benefits to family involvement with 

schools (Barnard, 2004; Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Cooper et al., 2010; Englund et al., 

2008; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Ou et al., 2007; Pong et al., 2005; Snell et al., 2020; Wang & 

Sheikh-Khalil, 2014). These benefits start with the academic achievements of students. 

Cooper et al. (2010) found that children with highly involved parents have better 

developed pre-reading and mathematical skills in their early years of schooling. 

Furthermore, studies have linked family involvement to increased grade point averages 

(Ou et al., 2007; Pong et al., 2005). Higher levels of parent involvement in elementary 

school significantly predicted better academic outcomes for students in high school 

(Barnard, 2004). Family involvement has also been linked to an increased likelihood of 

high school graduation (Englund et al., 2008; Ou et al., 2007). Overall, a correlation 

between family involvement and an increase in academic performance is evident.  

Family involvement not only benefits students academically, but it also provides 

social behavior benefits for students. For example, when schools and students’ adult 

supports work together to create common language about behavior and expectations and 
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reinforce these expectations across both settings, there is a decrease in problem behaviors 

(Hill & Taylor, 2004; Wang & Sheikh-Khalil, 2014). When schools and families work 

together the impact on students is evident. Family involvement clearly benefits students, 

but it also benefits schools. In a study by Alemeda-Lawson et al. (2010), family 

involvement was shown to improve school morale. When students’ adult supports 

volunteered and became more involved in school activities, they felt they contributed to 

the child’s development, and their perspective of the school also improved. 

 When students’ adult supports engage in school activities, teachers and faculty, in 

turn, also feel more supported in their efforts (Almeda-Lawson et al., 2010). Crozier et 

al.’s (2010) study demonstrated that family involvement improved self-efficacy of family 

members. Self-efficacy is defined as a belief that they have the ability to make a 

difference in their child’s educational outcomes (Crozier et al., 2010). Communication 

between schools and families teaches families not only how to support their children in 

academics, but it also helps them learn how to support their children in other ways, for 

example through extra-curricular activities. Families that become more involved in 

schools learn more about their roles as parents (Cunningham et al., 2012). This supports 

the belief that connections between students’ adult supports and school faculty foster 

positive child development. 

School-home communication has evolved over the years due to advances in new 

technologies (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Patrikakou, 2016; Snell et al., 2018; Thompson 

et al., 2015; Xu et al., 2021).  Families prefer electronic communication due to the 

convenience and speed (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Xu et al., 2021). As Barrera and 
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Warner (2006) found, communication needs to be frequent and meaningful to be 

effective. Although face to face communication is still used for parent teacher meetings, 

conferences, open houses, and parent workshops, many adult supports prefer to 

communicate with technology because of the flexibility it gives them to respond on their 

time. Lazaros’ (2016) study showed that parents found text messaging was more efficient 

than a traditional phone call home. Technology helps to provide adult supports with a 

more instantaneous and effective two-way form of communication. As Bosch et al., 

(2017) explained,  

 Ensuring that parents have a clear understanding of what happens in their child’s 

 classroom allows for carryover of learning at home. Digital communication 

enables teachers to contact parents about a child’s learning quickly and 

conveniently. Parents have the opportunity to read and respond to the message at 

a time that is convenient for them. (p. 4) 

However, using technology to communicate with adult supports adds another 

dynamic that can cause further barriers for communication between home and school 

(Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Flowers, 2015).  

Two key barriers that exist with electronic communication include lack of internet 

access and lack of skills (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019, Flowers, 2015). Not all homes have 

internet access, and some adult supports lack the skills necessary to navigate digital 

communication tools set up by schools (Flowers, 2015). For example, if a school is using 

a technology tool to communicate with families, but families are not aware of how to 

access or login to see the communications, the communication would not be successful. 
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This emphasizes the importance of accessibility of the digital tool selected for 

communication use. A cross-sectional correlational study by Flowers (2015) indicated 

several factors showed a significant correlation to an increase in use of mobile devices to 

communicate with teachers. The higher the knowledge of using mobile devices, general 

use of mobile devices, purpose for using mobile devices, perceived ease of using mobile 

devices, perceived usefulness of mobile devices and positive attitude toward using mobile 

devices, the greater the parental use of mobile devices to communicate with teachers 

(Flowers, 2015). Flowers’ study helps to stress the need for choosing the right digital tool 

for communication between adult supports and school faculty.  

Access to technology at home is a critical factor to an adult support and school 

communication program that depends on technology (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019, 

Flowers, 2015). Unfortunately, access to technology can vary greatly from home to 

home. Adults from households earning less than $30,000 a year are less likely than 

affluent adults to use the internet (Pew Research Center, 2019). In 2019, roughly one in 

five American adults were “smartphone-only” internet users – meaning they owned a 

smartphone but did not have traditional home broadband service (Pew Research Center, 

2019). In 2016, 89% of Americans had a computer, which included smartphones, and 

81% had a broadband internet subscription (Camille, 2018). In an effort to communicate 

with more families with technology, tools used to communicate should be accessible 

through mobile devices. 
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Summary 

Past research has shown that families are ready for digital communication 

between home and school (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Mazer et al., 2015; Snell et al., 

2018; Xu et al., 2021). Research has also shown that input from families on the types of 

communication and format for communication is essential for selecting a tool that will be 

used by both school staff and families (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019). 

 Evaluating a digital tool for characteristics like perceived ease of use and ease of 

accessibility for both teachers and families is essential for it to be successful (Bordalba & 

Bochaca, 2019). Bower and Griffin (2011) studied the reasons for low levels of parent 

involvement in elementary school and found that considering the school’s culture was 

key to the effectiveness of parental involvement activities or programs. It is important 

that future research look at digital tools designed to meet the specific needs and wants of 

families of primary aged students.  

 Although research has been done to look at how technology tools can be used to 

bridge the gap between adult supports and schools, many of these studies investigated 

using different kinds of technologies (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Laho, 2019; Snell et 

al., 2020). Studies have shown that technology applications that are easily accessible 

through mobile devices are more attainable for families (Loho, 2019; Snell et al., 2020).  

Little research has been done on Seesaw, a digital tool designed for primary 

students and families that is easily accessible on mobile devices (Seesaw, 2021). Studies 

on the usage of Seesaw for improving connections between adult supports and schools 

looked at urban populations (Jarvis & Martin, 2018). A rural school could have 
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significantly different results compared to an urban school using the same tools, 

especially when looking at technology use. 

 In the United States the access to technology has also increased significantly in 

schools and at home. This change in access could impact the ability to use a technology 

tool for successful school-home communication.  Research has continued to show the 

importance of developing relationships between adult supports and schools (Barnard, 

2004; Cooper et al., 2010; Englund et al., 2008; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Ou et al., 2007; 

Pong et al., 2005; Wang & Sheikh-Khalil, 2014). This study is needed to look at specific 

mobile friendly digital tools to determine if they have any effect on improving the adult 

support school connection in rural New Hampshire elementary schools. 
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Chapter 3: Methods and Design for Action  

Mobile friendly digital tools have increasingly become popular communication 

tools for primary teachers as teachers are seeing the benefits in their own classrooms 

(Clifford, 2020). Although digital communication has increased over the years, these 

tools have primarily been used to broadcast information to families, and not for two-way 

communication (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019). Little research exists to demonstrate if 

these technology tools foster family involvement in schools at the primary level (K-2). 

This research study will focus on the following research questions: Does a digital tool 

improve adult-support involvement in a K-2 classroom? What features of digital tools are 

important to K-2 teachers and adult-supports at home? This chapter gives an overview of 

the research design and methods that were used in the study. 

Study Purpose and Design  

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of using mobile-friendly 

digital tools to communicate with families, specifically in rural areas of New Hampshire. 

This study focused on practical action research as it was intended to address a specific 

problem within rural schools in New Hampshire and identify tools that can be 

implemented by classroom teachers and principals to improve it. 

Surveys were selected as the research method for a variety of reasons. Surveys 

allowed researchers to reach a large number of participants in a variety of different 

schools (Mohanty et al., 2020). Online surveys helped to save time and simplify the 

process of sending and collecting responses (Mohanty et al., 2020). Surveys distributed 

via email on average are returned six days faster than those distributed by mail (Truell et 
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al., 2002). Data collected via survey also gave teachers, families, and administrators the 

ability to fill out the survey at time that worked best for them without having to 

accommodate the researcher's schedule (Mohanty et al., 2020). Skip logic options in 

digital surveys also used the information participants gave to skip irrelevant questions 

based on past responses (Mohanty et al., 2020).  

Participants and Data Sources 

This study focused on rural elementary schools in New Hampshire. Emails were 

distributed to all rural elementary school principals via a state listserv. In order to 

determine which principals work in rural schools, the state principal listserv was filtered 

to only include principals that work in towns that contain less than 25,000 people. This 

initial email distribution determined which school administrators were willing to 

participate in the study. Principals that choose to participate were asked to distribute a 

digital letter explaining the study as well as the digital survey to K-2 staff and families. 

The digital survey distributed to families and staff contained a built-in consent form that 

required acknowledgement of consent before participation in survey questions. The goal 

was to receive a 30% response rate to produce a significant sample size from a variety of 

schools using mobile-friendly digital tools in New Hampshire. The survey was 

distributed April 22, 2022 and remained open until May 13, 2022. 

Data Collection and Specific Practices 

A mixed method approach was selected for this research in an effort to collect 

quantitative and qualitative responses from all participants. Family, teacher and 

administrator surveys all contained questions with five-point Likert rating scales as well 
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as two open-ended questions. This was done purposefully to give the researcher 

quantifiable measurements for comparison as well as give participants opportunities to 

express thoughts freely with open response questions.  

The survey was designed using Qualtrics and distributed digitally to all 

participants. Paper copies of the survey were also distributed to building principals and 

available to any families or teachers who requested it. The intent of the survey was to 

measure current mobile-friendly tools utilized in K-2 classrooms, families’ and teachers' 

perceptions of these tools, and perceptions of family engagement with school as a result 

of using these tools.  A five-point Likert scale was utilized with parameters such as 

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=somewhat agree 4=agree, 5=strongly agree. Survey 

responses were collected, stored digitally, and password protected. 

Survey participants remained anonymous and were not identified by name. 

Security measures were taken to ensure that survey responses and school identifiers 

remained secure and confidential.  

Data Analysis and Evaluation  

Data analysis for this mixed methods study was planned to take place in two 

phases. First quantifiable Likert scale survey questions from families, teachers and 

administrators were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Second, open ended responses 

from all three survey groups were to be analyzed and coded for themes using Nvivo 

coding software. Triangulation of perceptions of digital tools will occur through analysis 

of at least the three members of each group from different schools (principals, teachers 
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and family members). Unfortunately, due to a low response rate on open ended questions 

there was not enough responses produced for qualitative analysis. 

Targets and Timeline 

      The first step in this study was the creation of three surveys: one for parents, one 

for administrators, and one for teachers. Questions were created to focus on learning 

about participants’ desires for home-school communication, current practices with digital 

tools, perceptions of what features of digital tools are successful and what features need 

improvement, and perceptions of family engagement with schools through digital tools. 

Surveys were evaluated by a team to ensure instrument validity. The research group 

provided feedback to the researcher to improve clarity of questions and the researcher 

revised as needed. The surveys were also distributed to a sample group of teachers, 

principals and families to compare responses and check for reliability of the survey. 

Finally, the surveys and research proposal were submitted for Internal Review Board 

(IRB) approval along with the research proposal. 

After IRB approval for the research and survey, an electronic email was sent to all 

principals of rural elementary schools from the listserv provided from the Department of 

Education in New Hampshire. The electronic communication included an explanation of 

research and an electronic survey with a built-in consent form. Contact information for 

the researcher was included in this communication. Building principals were also 

provided a written description of the research study in electronic form to distribute to K-2 

teachers and families. This electronic communication included links to digital surveys 

(with built in consent forms) for families and teachers to respond to. Principals that 
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choose to participate were asked to send reminder emails to families and teachers to 

complete the survey on a weekly basis after the initial email.  

Table 2.1  

Timeline for Research  

Date Steps Taken 

January 24-31, 2022 Survey creation  

February 1-14, 2022 Dissertation committee reviews chapters and 

provides feedback  

February 25, 2022 Revisions completed and IRB proposal 

submitted  

March 20, 2022 IRB approval  

April 22 - May 13, 2022  Surveys distributed electronically with 

consent forms and open for responses  

May 13 - May 25, 2022  Data analysis 

 

Limitations 

There are several known limitations to this study. First and foremost, the 

researcher is currently a teacher in a rural New Hampshire elementary school that focuses 

on technology use in the classroom. It was important for the researcher to be aware of 

personal bias while conducting the study. The views of the researcher were known in the 

school in which the researcher was employed and could be influential when participants 

were answering questions specific to digital tools.  Several steps were taken to remove 
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researcher bias. To start, no data was collected from the school in which the researcher 

was employed. Next, a team was used to evaluate surveys prior to distribution to ensure 

no questions were leading or influencing to respondents. Finally, during the analysis, 

additional researchers were used to analyze results and establish inter-rater reliability.  In 

an effort to include families that did not regularly check email, paper copies of the survey 

were also made available by request.  

An additional limitation to the survey was the circumstances and time period the 

research took place in. A COVID-19 outbreak was declared January 30, 2020 by the 

General Director of the World Health Organization (Will, 2021).  This outbreak was 

declared a global pandemic in March of 2020 (WHO, 2020). By the start of April 2020 an 

estimated 124,000 of the 132,000 public and private schools in the United States were 

closed to in person learning (Will, 2021). These changes impacted the lives of teachers 

and administrators greatly. Three-quarters of teachers who reported in an EdWeek survey 

in November 2020 said their morale was lower than before the pandemic (Will, 2021). 

School principals, too, reported struggling with low morale and anxiety (Brackett et al., 

2020). Surveys of families revealed widespread concerns about students falling behind in 

school, and those whose children attended school partly or fully remotely were more 

likely to express these concerns than parents whose children received in-person 

instruction (Jochim et al., 2020). It is likely that some of these stressors may have 

influenced how participants perceived communication needs between home and school 

differently based on the time period and pandemic situation.  
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 Other limitations involved with this study included sample size, and sampling 

error. Although all principals for K-2 elementary schools in New Hampshire located in 

towns with less than 10,000 people were sent information about participating in the study 

(n=214), the actual number of participants depended on the willingness of the population. 

Teacher and family support data was limited to the schools with principals that chose to 

participate in the study.  The initial distribution to 214 principals limited the ability to 

generalize results to larger populations and urban schools (Purswell & Ray, 2014).  

Another limitation within the study was the survey sampling. The participants’ 

who were willing to participate and return surveys may have similar characteristics and 

not be an accurate representation of the entire population (Roster et al., 2004). This could 

skew the data and create results that are not generalizable to the population being studied.  

Summary 

As the literature review indicates, there continue to be gaps in family and school 

communication (Bauer & Kenton, 2005; Bradley, 2013; Flynn & Nolan, 2008; Hu, 2007; 

Siniharju, 2003; Timmons et al., 2021). The purpose of this study was to learn more 

about perceptions from K-2 families, K-2 teachers, and K-2 administrators. The goal was 

to identify challenges that exist and if digital tools are helping to improve this problem. 

Quantitative data was gathered and analyzed to see what improvements can be made to 

increase family communication and engagement with schools.  

Quantitative data was collected using Qualtrics survey platform for building 

principals, K-2 teachers and K-2 families in rural New Hampshire schools. The 

quantitative data was then analyzed using descriptive statistics. The limited open-ended 
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responses collected from the survey were unable to be coded using a thematic approach. 

This research focused on primary grades (K-2) in rural New Hampshire towns. Further 

research could be done to see if similar patterns occur in other rural areas outside of New 

Hampshire or in urban areas as well.    
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Chapter Four: Description of Findings and Recommended Actions   

The purpose of this research is to determine if mobile-friendly digital tools have 

an impact in K-2 classrooms in rural New Hampshire Schools. The two main research 

questions on which this study focuses are: Does a digital tool improve adult-support 

involvement in a K-2 classroom? What features of digital tools are important to K-2 

teachers and adult-supports at home? This chapter will discuss the findings from the 

survey, impacts this research has on the field of education, recommendations for 

advocacy and the researcher's final reflective summary.    

Discussion of Findings   

Participants    

The survey participants for this study consisted of 31 principals, 19 teachers and 

34 parent/adult supports of kindergarten-second grade students. This totaled 84 

participants from 23 different rural New Hampshire schools. Rural New Hampshire 

schools are defined as schools located in towns with a population of less than 25,000 

people. Principals for these schools were contacted via email and invited to participate in 

the study and share the survey link with families and teaching staff for kindergarten-

second grade students. The 84 participants are the results of the those who chose to 

participate and complete the survey. Table 3.1 summarizes the demographics of survey 

participants.   
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Table 3.1  

Demographics of Survey Participants  

  Age Range  Race  Grade Level Taught  
Teacher Survey 

Participants  
25-64  White                   11  

Prefer not to say    8   
Kindergarten            5  

 First grade                5  
  Second grade           4  
Prefer Not to Say     5  

  
   Age Range  Race  Grade Levels Supervised  

Principal Survey 
Participants  

25-64    White                     25  
Prefer not to say      6  

Pre-Kindergarten     13  
Kindergarten            27  
First                          28  
Second                     28  
Third                        26  
Fourth                      25  
Fifth                         24  
Sixth                        19  
Seventh                    11  
Eighth                      11  
Ninth                         1  
Tenth                         1  
Eleventh                     1  
Twelfth                       1  

  
  Age Range  Race  Student Grade Level  

Family Survey 
Participants  

25-54  White                      25  
Asian                        1  
Other                        1   
Prefer Not to Say     7  

Kindergarten              3  
First Grade               20  
Second Grade            7  
Prefer Not to Say       4  

  

The Qualtrics platform was used for survey creation and distribution. The survey 

was distributed via email and remained open for a three-week period from April 22 – 

May 13, 2022. Weekly reminders were pushed out to encourage participation. Principals 

were asked to distribute survey information to families and teachers in their district and 

asked to send reminders weekly, as well.    
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The survey asked participants to respond and rate various digital tools. Because all 

schools did not utilize the same digital tools, many questions yielded limited responses. 

The following results help provide insight into the research questions, but further 

research will be needed to determine if the trends in this small sample are consistent with 

larger groups.    

Digital Tools That Support Family Involvement   

Teachers, families, and principals were surveyed about a variety of digital tools. 

These tools included Schoology, Twitter, Google Classroom, Seesaw, Class Dojo, Instant 

Alert, Facebook, and Remind. Participants were asked to rank each of the tools they used 

on a Likert scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Figure 3.1 (below) shows 

the breakdown of how participants rated the tools' ability to make it “easier to 

communicate between home and school.” 68% of participants “agreed or strongly 

agreed” that these tools make it easier to communicate with home/school.    
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Figure 3.1   

Participants Responses to “This tool make is easier to communicate with home/school”  

  

The responses to this question varied by both the digital tool used, as well as the 

group rating the tool. With limited responses for each digital tool, it makes it difficult to 

generalize the results about specific tools. For example, one tool, Seesaw, had six 

responses for users. All responses from parents, teachers and administrators “agreed” or 

“strongly agreed” that Seesaw makes it easier to communicate. With only six participants 

completing this question, it is difficult to make assumptions about this tool. However, 

these rating are in line with Jarvis and Martin’s (2018) study in which they found 100% 

of parents agree that this tool helped them communicate. Although more research is 
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needed to solidify assumptions, these findings hint that Seesaw may be a powerful tool 

for K-2 communication and is worthy of further investigation.    

Another notable finding on individual digital tools ratings showed a discrepancy 

in principal and teacher ratings for Google Classroom. Google classroom received 

positive ratings of “agree or strongly agree” that the tool makes it easier to communicate 

from principals and negative ratings of “disagree” or “strongly disagree” from teachers.   

These negative teacher ratings are the opposite of past studies such as Harjanto 

and Sumarni (2021). Harjanto and Sumarni’s (2021) qualitative study of high school 

teachers’ perceptions of Google Classroom showed teacher’s perceived Google 

Classroom as helpful, easy to use, and easy to communicate with students. Harjanto and 

Sumarni’s (2021) participants all engaged in regular technology training with Google 

Classroom, worked with high school students, and used the tool as a communication 

device for students, not families. These variables could all contribute to their positive 

perceptions of the tool. Further research is needed to determine if these ratings are 

consistent with more participants and if so, why teachers and principals have opposite 

views on this communication tool.    

When selecting participants, ensuring that teachers and administrators have 

adequate training with Google Classroom and at least one year teaching with this tool 

before rating is essential. This will help to ensure evaluations are based on a standard of 

experience. A qualitative study utilizing focus groups or interviews is recommended. 

This would allow researchers to dive more into the reasoning behind K-2 teacher and 
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administrator ratings.  A qualitative study would leave more room for participants to 

explain their reasoning behind question responses.  

Teachers and principals were also asked to rate the digital tools they used and the 

impact they feel this tool has on their ability to “stay connected to families.” Figure 3.2 

(below) shows the breakdown of their responses. 69% of teachers and principals believe 

that tools they use help them stay connected. Again, these responses had varied results 

depending on the group responding and the tool they were using. In this study, Google 

Classroom’s reviews were split between principals who all rated the tool with “neutral, 

agree, or strongly agree” versus teachers who all rated with “neutral, or disagree.” Further 

research is needed to determine if this trend would be consistent with a larger number of 

participants using Google Classroom.   

Figure 3.2   

Teacher and Principal Responses to “this tool helps me stay connected to families”  
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These differentiated results are similar to findings from Laho (2019). Laho 

surveyed 227 families in public schools as well as the teachers that worked at those 

schools. Survey participants were asked about their usage and ratings of a variety of 

methods for communication. Examples of methods of communication included email, 

phone calls, Skyward, Schoology, and Facebook. Over half of the parents indicated that 

they did not use any of the listed communication tools in the week prior to the survey. 

However, 97.1 % of teachers agreed that had used a tool from 1-10 times in the week 

prior to the survey. This example illustrated how one group might identify a digital tool 

as useful for communication because it allows them to easily send a message out, but if 

the receiving party never sees the message the perceived communication is not truly 

successful.    

 Although open response questions were included in the survey to learn more 

about the reasoning behind ratings, many participants chose to leave these questions 

blank. Holland and Christian (2009) found that web surveys have a significant problem 

with non-response rates on open ended questions. The researcher chose not to create a 

survey with forced responses in order to meet Internal Review Board (IRB) criteria. 

According to Nayak and Narayan (2019), using forced response questions on a digital 

survey was reported as a violation of participants rights not to answer individual 

questions by three-quarters of 52 IRBs surveyed. Adding interviews into the research 

methodology could be beneficial in the future to learn more about why teachers and 

administrators rated certain tools the way they did.     
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  Tran (2014) defined parental involvement as “the participation of regular two-way 

and meaningful communication involving student academic learning and other school 

activities” (p. 19). The current study included survey questions on the content of digital 

messages and perceptions of teachers and principals about what types of messages 

encourage these two-way communications with families. Figure 3.3 shows the 

breakdown of responses for principals and teachers that rated which types of digital 

messages they feel are most likely to trigger a family to respond back to communication 

from the school. Teachers and principals both agreed that personalized messages to 

families were one of the strongest ways to trigger feedback. Grades and progress updates 

also stood out as likely to trigger a response. These findings are consistent with similar 

research studies done in the past such as one completed by Olmstead (2013). Olmstead’s 

research included a mixed method study using surveys and semi structured interviews to 

learn more about teacher and parent perspectives of effectiveness of digital tools. 

Olmstead found that both families and teachers placed a high value on keeping parents 

informed about student progress.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

   
 

44 

Figure 3.3   

NH Principals and Teachers Response of Digital Communication Most Likely to Trigger 

Two- Way Communication  

 

Past research has shown that technology applications that are easily accessible 

through mobile devices are more attainable for families (Loho, 2019; Snell et al., 2020). 

This research aimed to find out if these tools were accessible and easy to use and for 

families. Past research by Brown and Hagel (2005) had shown that many schools push 

information digitally to families but did not provide a method for parents to respond 

digitally to that communication. Figure 3.4 shows family responses to the ease of 

communicating back digitally through these tools. The results from the survey showed 

that 84% percent of families feel they can easily return communication back 
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digitally. This confirms the results from similar studies done by Jarvis and Martin (2018) 

and Bosch et al. (2017).   

Figure 3.4   

NH Families' Responses to Ease of Use with Digital Communication   

  

Importance of Features    

As each digital tool has different features, families were asked to rate what types of 

communication were important for them to receive digitally. Figure 3.5 shows the 

rankings for a variety of different types of communication. Results show that families are 

interested in a variety of types of messages but personalized messages from their child’s 

teacher ranks the highest. This importance of personalized communication is not a new 

finding. Upham et al. (1998) found that improved communication and development of 
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personalized communication between teachers, middle-school students and families were 

related to improvement in desired outcomes for students. Photos of their child during the 

school day and social emotional progress updates ranked higher than grades/progress 

updates for K-2 families. These findings are in line with the 2017 Phi Delta Kappan Poll 

of the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools. This poll found 82% of families feel 

it is highly important for schools to help students develop interpersonal skills, such as 

being cooperative, respectful of others, and persistent at solving problems (Richardson, 

2017).     

Figure 3.5   

Preferred Communication Content from Rural New Hampshire Families  

  

  Families were also asked to rank the importance of these different types of 

communications to help clarify the significance of these types of communication. Figure 

3.6 shows how families ranked the importance from extremely important (red) to not at 
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all important (green). The results again show that families would like communication on 

a variety of different aspects from their child’s school. Communications that are focused 

on their individual child (progress, behavior, frustrations) are ranked as more important 

than district and school-wide communications. Upham et al. (1998) study included 

interviews with teachers and families in two communities in New Hampshire. Although 

this study did not investigate digital communication, when asked about the content of 

communication, personalized messages were preferred by families. Upham et al. (1998) 

study asked participants what their desires were for communication between the home 

and school. Although teachers felt meeting with families in large groups like open houses 

was their desired mode of communication, parents agreed they wanted individualized 

communication that focused on their child’s unique needs.   
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Figure 3.6    

Families Ratings for Importance of Varied Types of Digital Communication   

  

Families were asked about the method they use to access the internet and 

messages sent from the school. Figure 3.7 shows these responses. Cell phones are the 

dominate method for digital communication with 84% of families primarily accessing the 

internet through their smartphone. These results demonstrate similar findings as past 

studies that show the number of families accessing the internet through cellular device 

continues to increase (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Xu et al., 2021).     
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Figure 3.7   

Families Responses to the Primary Device they Use to Access the Internet   

  

Organization and Field Impacts   

Like other studies (Bordalba & Bochaca, 2019; Clifford, 2020; Jarvis & Martin, 

2018; Laho, 2019), survey results indicate that families are interested in receiving digital 

communications about their child. This study along with others (Bordalba & Bochaca, 

2019; Clifford, 2020) also showed that families are primarily accessing the internet 

through their cell phone.    

Past research has shown that families aren’t always comfortable using specific 

digital tools like Laho’s (2019) study on Schoology, where fewer than half of parents 

(43.2%) felt comfortable using Schoology’s communication tool. Results from this study 

showed that overall, 84% of family participants felt comfortable using a digital 

communication tool to respond back; however, the breakdowns of digital tools did have 
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varied results. The number of responses for each digital tool were too small to determine 

if there is a statistically significant difference between digital tools; however, responses 

do indicate there may be trends with preferred tools for parents, teachers, and 

principals. Table 3.2 shows the response rate for individual digital tools for each 

participant group.   
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Table 3.2   

Number of Participants That Reported Using Digital Tools  

Digital Tool    

Use This Tool to 
Receive Messages 

Only   

Use this Tool to 
Send Messages 

Only   

Use this tool to send 
and receive 

messages  
Class Dojo   Principals 0  Principals 0  Principals 4  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 1  
  Families 1  Families 1  Families 1  
Seesaw  Principals 1  Principals 0  Principals 2  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 1  
  Families 1  Families 0  Families 1  
Instant Alert  Principals 0  Principals 2  Principals 3  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 0  
  Families 1  Families 0  Families 0  
Facebook  Principals 0  Principals 3  Principals 8  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 1  
  Families 3  Families 0  Families 0  
Twitter  Principals 1  Principals 0  Principals 0  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 0  
  Families 0  Families 0  Families 0  
Schoology   Principals 0  Principals 0  Principals 1  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 0  
  Families 0  Families 0  Families 0  
Google Classroom  Principals 1  Principals 1  Principals 7  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 1  Teachers 2  
  Families 1  Families 0  Families 4  
Remind   Principals 1  Principals 0  Principals 2  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 0  
  Families 0  Families 0  Families 1  
Other  Principals 1  Principals 1  Principals 7  
  Teachers 0   Teachers 0  Teachers 2  
  Families 0  Families 0  Families 3  
  

Further research is needed to look at specific digital tools used by schools and the 

perceptions of these tools for various groups. This research study attempted to collect 

data to break down sub-groups of users of Class Dojo, Seesaw, Instant Alert, Facebook, 
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Twitter, Schoology, Google Classroom, Remind, and other digital tools. The goal of this 

breakdown was to determine if one tool was more successful than another. As the results 

in Table 2 show, response rates were too small to determine any significant differences. 

Stakeholders using specific digital tools should focus on collecting data from families, 

teachers, and administrators in their school/district to ensure the digital tools they are 

using in school are easy to access and use for members from all three groups.    

Recommendations for Advocacy    

As indicated by this research, schools are making choices to use varied digital 

tools for communication. From the 23 schools surveyed, 11 different digital 

communication applications were being used. As digital tools used for two-way 

communication are dependent on two different groups utilizing the tool, it is important 

for schools to continue to evaluate (survey/host focus groups) to ensure that all parties are 

happy with the digital tool chosen for use. As Laho (2019) found, the communication 

rating from teachers can be completely opposite of that for families. If this is the case, the 

digital tool as a communication method serves no purpose. Another example of this 

comes from parent survey response. On this survey, in regard to the Class Dojo tool, the 

participant stated in their open response, “I liked how easy it was but then the teacher 

seems to have stopped using it.”  McIlroy et al. (2016) found that 98% of apps are 

updated weekly or more.  With digital tools evolving at a rapid rate, the importance of 

continuing to check in on digital tool use and preference and use is essential for 

maintaining up-to-date communication models.   
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Regarding future methods of research, a survey worked well for collecting basic 

data on apps used and overall ratings. However, qualitative research including interviews 

or focus groups could be more beneficial for gaining insight to understand more about the 

reasoning behind the ratings. One possibility would be casting a broader net for an initial 

survey about digital tools used. After the initial survey, more detailed surveys or focus 

groups could be selected from specific schools using a particular digital tool. This could 

help to ensure a larger sample for questions about one specific tool. This research was 

also dependent on email for distribution. The impersonal nature of email surveys from 

unknown sources can limit response rates (Deutskens et al., 2004).  The use of links on 

school webpages and devices set up with the survey open at school events like 

conferences or open houses might also be more successful at increasing participation. 

With a larger team this research could be done to evaluate multiple tools and obtain large 

enough samples to be able to compare digital tools against one another.    

Results from this survey showed that families were interested in communication 

about a variety of different aspects of their child’s progress as well as hearing about a 

variety of different schoolwide and district-wide events (see Figure 5 and Figure 6). It is 

important for schools to take note of this and remember, no matter what tool they choose 

for communication, it is also important to look at the content of the messages as well. 

Some schools might be surprised to learn that in this study K-2 families rated social-

emotional progress updates as more important than grades/progress updates.   

 Further qualitative research to collect information from families, teachers, and 

principals' perspectives on individual technology tools is recommended. This will allow 
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stakeholders to evaluate the specific digital tools schools are using and if they are the best 

choice for increasing communication between these groups. If a digital tool is found not 

to be successful for all three groups, this qualitative research could help to understand 

more about the reasons for ratings. Participants’ explanations can encourage stakeholders 

to make changes to improve usage with the existing tool or select new digital tools to try 

based on feedback. Future researchers might be interested in collecting larger samples of 

users with specific digital tools to see how the tools ratings compare to one another. 

Qualitative research into training and rollout for digital tools would also be valuable. Are 

digital tools that are rolled out with training for families, staff, and administrators more 

successful? Or is finding a digital tool that is user friendly and intuitive more successful 

when little training is needed?     

Reflective Summary    

This research helped to gain insight into families’, teachers’, and administrators’ 

perspectives of digital tools; however, a larger number of participants could have helped 

to make this research more conclusive and allowed checking for significant differences. 

One limitation in this research was obtaining willing survey participants. Given more 

time, as well as visits to schools to attend staff meetings and parent events to present the 

research and rollout the survey in person could have really helped to increase 

participation. Research from Nayak and Narayan (2019) has shown that digitally 

administered surveys are more successful at organizations when a group of people gather 

in a central location to answer the questions.  Possible limitations to the study included a 

limited research team. In the future, a larger research team with more connections to 
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different schools could have also helped to increase participation. A shorter survey could 

have also helped to increase participation. Looking back at the survey, the number of 

demographic questions could have been cut down, as ultimately many of them did not 

contribute to answering the research questions specific to this study. A pilot study 

focused on specific digital tools used could help to evaluate the impact of such tools. The 

use of social media to post survey links could have also been a beneficial tool for 

spreading the word and gaining more participation. Finally, in the future, this researcher 

recommends using a small raffle or incentive for survey participants to encourage 

participation.    

The educational literature really helped to provide insight into the increasing need 

for building stronger digital connections for families and schools (Jarvis & Martin, 2018; 

Richardson, 2017). As shown in Figure 5, the research itself also made it evident that K-2 

families want more than just communication from the school about academic progress. 

There is a need to refine the surveys to create a more concise tool that could be used 

regularly for schools to monitor communication needs and usage of families, teachers, 

and administrators.    

Next steps for this researcher include refining the survey tool and testing it with a 

collection of data from families, students, and administrators at the school where they 

currently work to see if these tools are successful for all three groups or if there is a gap 

in communication. Are families receiving digital communication about all aspects of their 

child in which they are interested, or are there gaps? Given time to learn more about this 

problem, future steps will include working toward finding a solution. Future research on 
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digital tools and collaboration with app creators to refine these tools to meet schools and 

families’ needs are also part of the plan.    
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Appendix A 

 
 
Date March 14, 2022 
 
Dear  Kathleen deCamp 
 
Study:   Building Connections Between School Staff and Families with   
Mobile Friendly Digital Tools 
Approval Date: March 14, 2022 
 
The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRB) has 
reviewed and approved the protocol for your study as Expedited as described in Title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 46, Subsection 1101(b).  Approval is granted to conduct your 
study as described in your protocol.  Be sure to complete the Final Report Form when your 
research is finished.  
 
If, during the course of your project you intend to make changes that may significantly affect the 
human subjects involved (particularly methodological changes), you must obtain IRB approval 
prior to implementing these changes.  Any unanticipated problems related to your use of human 
subjects must be promptly reported to the IRB.  The IRB may be contacted through Dr. Clarissa 
M. Uttley, Chair of the IRB.  This is required so that the IRB can update or revise protective 
measures for human subjects as may be necessary.   
 
You are expected to maintain as an essential part of your project records, any records pertaining 
to the use of humans as subjects in your research.  This includes any information or materials 
conveyed to and received from the subjects as well as any executed forms, data and analysis 
results.  If this is a funded project (federal, state, private, other organization), you should be aware 
that these records are subject to inspection and review by authorized representatives of the 
University, State of New Hampshire, and/or the federal government. 
 
Please note that IRB approval cannot exceed one year.  If you expect your project to continue 
beyond this approval period, you must submit a request for continuance to the IRB for renewal of 
IRB approval.  IRB approval must be obtained and maintained for the entire term of your project 
or award. 
 
Please notify the IRB in writing when the project is completed.  We may ask that you provide 
information regarding your experiences with human subjects and with the IRB review process.  
Upon notification, we will close our files pertaining to your project.  Any subsequent reactivation 
of the project will require a new IRB application. I have attached the Project Completion Form 
for your convenience. 
 



    
 

   
 

70 

Please do not hesitate to contact the IRB if you have any questions or require assistance.  We will 
be happy to assist you in any way we can.  Thank you for your cooperation and efforts throughout 
this review process.  We wish you success in this endeavor. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Clarissa M. Uttley, PhD 
Institutional Review Board 
cmuttley@plymouth.edu 
 

Human Subjects Research Final Report 

7/7/2022 

Study Title: Building Connections Between School Staff and Families with Mobile-

Friendly Digital Tools  

Upon completion of your study, please provide the information requested below and 

submit to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) along with a report of findings for this 

study, for audit purposes. Copies of abstracts, articles, and/or publications specific to the 

project are acceptable. Send the report to the IRB at psu-irb@plymouth.edu. 

1. Please give termination date of study’s intervention or interaction with participant data 

        May 13, 2022 

2. How many people were studied in your research? 84 participants 

3. Did you conduct the research in accordance with the procedures reviewed and 

approved by the IRB? (Yes or No) Yes (If NO, please describe on a separate sheet) 

4. Did any problems emerge or were any serious unexpected adverse subject experiences 

observed? Yes or No No(If YES, please describe on a separate sheet)  

Principal Investigator or Advisor 

Signature:____________________________________________ 
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Appendix B 

Survey Questions for Teachers 

 
Q1 What school do you currently work at? 
▼ Drop down menu of options  
  
Q2 What grade(s) do you teach? Check all that apply 
▢        K  
▢        1  
▢        2 
  
Q3 How are you primarily teaching currently? (select one response only):  
o In person, at school, with students attending in person  
o In a hybrid environment (in person on somedays, at school, and virtually on other days)  
o All virtually  
o Other (please specify)  ________________________________________________ 
 
Q4 What is your age range? 
o 20-24 years old 
o 25-34 years old 
o 35-44 years old   
o 45-54 years old   
o 55-64 years old   
o 65+ years old   
  
Q5 
Please indicate your best estimate at your entire household income in (previous year) 
before taxes. 
o Less than $10,000   
o $10,000 to $19,999   
o $20,000 to $29,999   
o $30,000 to $39,999   
o $40,000 to $49,999   
o $50,000 to $59,999   
o $60,000 to $69,999   
o $70,000 to $79,999   
o $80,000 to $89,999   
o $90,000 to $99,999   
o $100,000 to $149,999   
o $150,000 or more   
o prefer not to say   
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Q6 Choose one or more races that you identify as: 
▢        White   
▢        Black or African American   
▢        American Indian or Alaska Native   
▢        Asian   
▢        Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   
▢        Other   ________________________________________________ 
 
Q7 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you 
have received?  
o Some college but no degree   
o Associate degree in college (2-year)   
o Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)   
o Master's degree   
o Doctoral degree   
o Professional degree (JD, MD)   
 
Q8 What is your current marital status? 
o Married   
o Living with a partner   
o Widowed   
o Divorced/Separated   
o Never been married   
  
Q9 What types of communication do you currently send digitally to families? (Check all 
that apply) 
▢        Videos of students during the day   
▢        Photos of students during the day  
▢        Personalized messages to families   
▢        Classroom Newsletters   
▢        Photos of student's work   
▢        Grades/Progress Updates   
▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates   
▢        Alerts about School Closures   
▢        Other   ________________________________________________ 
 
Q10 What kinds of digital communication that you send to families is most likely to 
trigger parents to respond back to the communication? (Check all that apply) 
▢        Videos of students during the day  
▢        Photos of students during the day   
▢        Personalized messages to families   
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▢        Classroom Newsletters   
▢        Photos of student's work   
▢        Grades/Progress Updates   
▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates  
▢        Alerts about School Closures  
▢        Other  ________________________________________________ 
 
Q11 Do you use any of the following communication tools from your cell phone to send 
or receive messages to families? Please select a choice for each tool  

  No  Yes, I receive 
messages only  

Yes I send 
messages only  

Yes, I send and 
receive 

messages  
Class Dojo  o   o   o   o   

Seesaw  o   o   o   o   
Instant Alert  o   o   o   o   

Facebook  o   o   o   o   
Twitter  o   o   o   o   

Schoology  o   o   o   o   
Google 

Classroom o   o   o   o   

Remind  o   o   o   o   
Other  o   o   o   o   

 
Q12 What do you like/dislike about the tool selected?  

________________________________________________________________ 
  
  
Q13 Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the tool selected?  
 

Features of this application are easy to use 
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
 

This application made it easier to communicate with my students’ families  
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
 

This application helped me stay connected to my students’ families  
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
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Appendix C 

Survey Questions for Families 
 

Q1 What school does your child(ren) attend?  
▼ Drop down menu of options 
  
Q2 Do you have a child(ren) in any of the following grades? Check all that apply. 
▢        K   
▢        1   
▢        2   
  
Q3 How is your child(ren) from K-2 learning primarily this year (select all that apply):  
▢        in person at school   
▢        In a hybrid environment (in person on somedays, at school, and virtually on other 
days)   
▢        All virtually   
▢        Other (please specify)  _____________________________________________ 
  
Q4 What is your age range?  
o Under 18  
o 18-24 years old  
o 25-34 years old   
o 35-44 years old   
o 45-54 years old   
o 55-64 years old   
o 65+ years old   
  
Q5 
Please indicate your best estimate at your total household income in (previous year). 
o Less than $10,000   
o $10,000 to $19,999   
o $20,000 to $29,999   
o $30,000 to $39,999   
o $40,000 to $49,999   
o $50,000 to $59,999   
o $60,000 to $69,999   
o $70,000 to $79,999   
o $80,000 to $89,999   
o $90,000 to $99,999   
o $100,000 to $149,999   
o $150,000 or more   
o rather not say  
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Q6 Choose one or more races that you identify as: 
▢        White   
▢        Black or African American   
▢        American Indian or Alaska Native   
▢        Asian   
▢        Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   
▢        Other  ________________________________________________ 
  
Q7 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you 
have received?  
o Less than high school degree   
o High school graduate (high school diploma or equivalent including GED)   
o Some college but no degree   
o Associate degree in college (2-year)   
o Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)   
o Master's degree   
o Doctoral degree   
o Professional degree (JD, MD)   
  
Q8 What is your current marital status?  
▢        Married   
▢        Living with a partner   
▢        Widowed   
▢        Divorced/Separated   
▢        Never been married   
  
Q9 What is the primary device you use to access digital messages from the school?  
o cell phone   
o ipad or tablet   
o laptop  
o personal computer   
o other (please specify)   _______________________________________________ 
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Q10 How satisfied are you with the digital communications from your child's school 
currently?  
 

  Extremely 
dissatisfied  

Somewhat 
dissatisfied  

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied  

Somewhat 
satisfied  

Extremely 
satisfied  

Communicati
on About My 

Child  
o   o   o   o   o   

Communicati
on About 
School 
Events  

o   o   o   o   o   

  
Q11 What types of communication do you currently receive digitally from the school? 
(Check all that apply) 
▢        Videos of my child during the day   
▢        Photos of my child during the day   
▢        Personalized messages from my child's teacher   
▢        Personalized messages from school administration (principals, counselors, ect.)   
▢        Classroom Newsletters   
▢        School Newsletter   
▢        Photos of my child's work   
▢        Grades/Progress Updates   
▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates   
▢        Alerts about School Closures   
▢        Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
  
Q12 What types of communication would you like to receive digitally from the school? 
(Check all that apply) 
▢        Videos of my child during the day   
▢        Photos of my child during the day   
▢        Personalized messages from my child's teacher   
▢        Personalized messages from school administration (principals, counselors, ect.)   
▢        Classroom Newsletters   
▢        School Newsletters   
▢        Photos of my child's work   
▢        Grades/Progress Updates   
▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates   
▢        Alerts about School Closures   
▢        Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Q13 Do you use any of the following communication tools from your cell phone to send 
or receive messages from the school?  

  No  Yes, I receive 
messages only  

Yes, I send 
messages only  

Yes, I send and 
receive 

messages  
Class Dojo  o   o   o   o   

Seesaw  o   o   o   o   
Instant Alert  o   o   o   o   

Facebook  o   o   o   o   
Twitter  o   o   o   o   

Schoology  o   o   o   o   
Google 

Classroom o   o   o   o   

Remind o   o   o   o   
Other  o   o   o   o   

  
  
Q14 Please rate how important these different types of communication from the school 
are to you. 

  Not at all 
important  

Slightly 
important  

Moderately 
important 

Very 
important  

Extremely 
important  

My child's 
academic 
progress  

o   o   o   o   o   

My child's 
behavior  o   o   o   o   o   

My child's 
friendships  o   o   o   o   o   

My child's 
frustrations  o   o   o   o   o   

Classroom 
activities  o   o   o   o   o   

School wide 
activities  o   o   o   o   o   

District wide 
activities  o   o   o   o   o   

Ideas to 
support my 
child with 
academic 
progress  

o   o   o   o   o   

Ideas to 
support my o   o   o   o   o   
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child with 
social/emotio
nal wellness  

Other  o   o   o   o   o   
  
  
Q15 When you receive digital communications from the school do you feel you can 
easily  communicate back digitally?  
o Yes   
o No   
 
Q16 When you receive digital communications from the school do you feel comfortable 
communicating back digitally?  
o Yes   
o No   
 
Q17 What do you like/dislike about the tool selected ?  

________________________________________________________________ 
  
Q18 Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the tool selected?  

Features of this application are easy to use 
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
 

This application made it easier to communicate with my students’ school 
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
 

This application helped me stay connected to my students’ school 
( )Strongly Disagree ( ) Disagree ( ) Neutral ( ) Agree ( ) Strongly Agree 
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Appendix D 

Survey Questions for Principals: 

Q1  What school do you currently work at? 

▼ Drop down menu of choices 

 

Q2 What grade(s) do you oversee? Check all that apply 

▢        PK   

▢        K   

▢        1   

▢        2   

▢        3   

▢        4   

▢        5   

▢        6   

▢        7  

▢        8   

▢        9   

▢        10   

▢        11   

▢        12   

 

Q3 How is your school primarily operating? (select one response only):  

o In person, at school, with students attending in person   

o In a hybrid environment (in person on somedays, at school, and virtually on other days)   
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o All virtually   

o Other (please specify)_______________________________________________ 

 

Q4 What is your age range? 

o 20-24 years old   

o 25-34 years old   

o 35-44 years old   

o 45-54 years old   

o 55-64 years old   

o 65+ years old   

 

Q5 Please indicate your best guess at your total household income in (previous year) 
before taxes. 

o Less than $10,000   

o $10,000 to $19,999   

o $20,000 to $29,999   

o $30,000 to $39,999   

o $40,000 to $49,999   

o $50,000 to $59,999   

o $60,000 to $69,999   

o $70,000 to $79,999   

o $80,000 to $89,999   

o $90,000 to $99,999  

o $100,000 to $149,999   

o $150,000 or more   

o Prefer not to say   
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Q6 Choose one or more races that you identify as: 

▢        White   

▢        Black or African American   

▢        American Indian or Alaska Native   

▢        Asian   

▢        Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   

▢        Other   ________________________________________________ 

 

Q7 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you 
have received?  

o Bachelor's degree in college   

o Master's degree   

o Doctoral degree   

o Professional degree (JD, MD)   

 

Q8 What is your current marital status? 

o Married   

o Living with a partner   

o Widowed   

o Divorced/Separated   

o Never been married   

  

Q9 What types of communication do you currently send digitally to families? (Check all 
that apply) 

▢        Videos of students working during the day   

▢        Photos of students working during the day   
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▢        Personalized messages to families   

▢        School Newsletters   

▢        Photos of student's work   

▢        Grades/Progress Updates   

▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates   

▢        Alerts about School Closures   

▢        Other   ________________________________________________ 

Q10 What kinds of digital communication that you send to families, are most likely to 
trigger a parent to respond back to the communication? (Check all that apply) 

▢        Videos of students during the day   

▢        Photos of students during the day   

▢        Personalized messages to families   

▢        Classroom Newsletters   

▢        Photos of student's work   

▢        Grades/Progress Updates   

▢        Social Emotional Progress Updates   

▢        Alerts about School Closures   

▢        Other   ________________________________________________ 
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Q11 Do you use any of the following communication tools from your cell phone to send 
or receive messages to families? Please select a choice for each tool. 

  No  Yes, I receive 
messages only  

Yes, I send 
messages only  

Yes, I send and 
receive 

messages  
Class Dojo  o   o   o   o   

Seesaw  o   o   o   o   
Instant Alert  o   o   o   o   

Facebook  o   o   o   o   
Twitter  o   o   o   o   

Schoology  o   o   o   o   
Google 

Classroom  o   o   o   o   

Remind  o   o   o   o   
Other  o   o   o   o   

  

Q12 What do you like/dislike about the selected tool? 
_______________________________________________________________ 

Q13  Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the selected tool?  

  Strongly 
Disagree Disagree  Neutral  Agree  Strongly 

Agree  
Features of 

this 
application 
are easy to 

use.  

o   o   o   o   o   

This 
application 

made it easier 
to 

communicate 
with my 
students' 
families.  

o   o   o   o   o   

This 
application 
helped me 

stay 
connected to 

students' 
families.  

o   o   o   o   o   
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 Appendix E 

Invitation to Participate in the Survey 
 

Sender: Kathleen DeCamp, Plymouth State University Doctoral Candidate 
Subject Line: Invitation to Participate in Research on Digital Tools 
 
Dear New Hampshire Principal, 
 
My name is Kathleen DeCamp. I am a doctoral candidate in the Education program at 
Plymouth State University. This year, I am writing my dissertation titled, Building 
Connections Between School Staff and Families with Mobile Friendly Digital Tools. This 
is also my 18th year of teaching elementary school in New Hampshire public schools.  
 
I am writing to ask for your participation in my research study for my dissertation. This 
study aims to learn more about the perceptions of communication between home and 
school from primary teachers (K-2), administrators (K-2) and families of K-2 students. I 
am recruiting rural elementary school principals (K-2), teachers (K-2) and families across 
the state of New Hampshire to participate in this research.  
 
Your participation in this study will require a short Qualtrics survey to collect 
information about current practices of digital communication tools, perceptions of these 
practices and desires for improvement in the future. I would also ask that you distribute 
the teacher and family survey out to your K-2 teachers and family members. 
 
In order to ensure your privacy and anonymity, I will use pseudonyms for your name, 
your school/district, and town or city. You may choose to withdraw from this study at 
any time and for any reason. If you choose to drop out of the study, you may contact me 
and your research records will be destroyed. 
 
There may be no direct benefits of participating in this study; however, the knowledge 
received may be of value to the stakeholders in New Hampshire rural elementary schools. 
This research could have an impact on the future of digital communication used in rural 
New Hampshire schools.  
 
If you are willing to participate in my study, please let me know by completing the 
attached survey including the consent form on the first page. If at any time you wish to 
end the survey you may simply close the browser. If you have any questions or would 
like more information about this research my email address is kburke4@plymouth.edu 
 
Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Kathleen DeCamp, MA 
Doctoral Candidate in the Department of Education 
Plymouth State University  
kburke4@plymouth.edu 
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Appendix F 

Consent to Participate Voluntarily in a Survey 

Plymouth State University  

Investigator’s Name: Kathleen DeCamp 

Study Title: Building Connections Between School Staff and Families with Mobile 

Friendly Digital Tools 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research study is to understand the perceptions of K-2 

teachers, K-2 families and K-2 administrators on the use of digital communication tools 

used to communicate between home and school. You are being asked to be a participant 

in the study because hearing from K-2 teachers, families and administrators will be 

crucial to understanding how digital tools play a role in communication between families 

and school.  

Description of the Study  

This study aims to present teachers, families and administrators' perspectives on 

digital tools used for communication between K-2 teachers and families. Participants in 

this study are expected to complete a short Qualtrics survey. The researcher will ask 

demographic questions followed by Likert rating questions, multiple choice and open-

ended questions. The amount of time required to participate in the study is 10 minutes. 

There will be no cost to the participants.  

Risks and Discomforts  

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research study. 
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Benefits  

There may be no direct benefits of participating in this study; however, the 

knowledge received may be of value to the stakeholders in New Hampshire rural 

schools and have an impact on the choices they make moving forward with 

digital tools for home school communication. 

Alternative Procedures 

The alternative would be not to participate in this study. 

Confidentiality   

All documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept 

confidential in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations. The data generated by the study may be reviewed by Plymouth State 

University's Institutional Review Board, which is the committee responsible for ensuring 

your welfare and rights as a research participant, to assure proper conduct of the study 

and compliance with university regulations. If any presentations or publications result 

from this research, you will not be identified by name. As per federal guidelines, the 

information collected during your participation in this study will be kept for a minimum 

of three years.  

I plan to maintain the confidentiality of all data and records associated with your 

participation in this research. There are, however, rare instances when I may be required 

to share individually identifiable information with the following:  

● Officials at Plymouth State University (PSU),  

● Regulatory and oversight government agencies  
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To help protect the confidentiality of your information, your name, your school 

and school district’s name, and your town/city will remain confidential and pseudonyms 

will be used in their places. In addition, I will be the only person who has access to your 

confidential information. When software is used to code information from the 

transcripts, the pseudonyms will already be embedded in the transcripts. Data, once de-

identified, may be used for future studies. I will report the data using pseudonyms. The 

results may be used in reports, presentations and publications I may write or present in 

the future.  

Termination of Participation 

You may choose to withdraw from this study at any time and for any reason. If 

you choose to drop out of the study, you may contact the investigator and your research 

records will be destroyed. 

Compensation 

You will not receive payment for being in this study. Participation in this study 

is strictly voluntary. There will be no cost to you for participating in this research.  

Injury Compensation  

Neither Plymouth State University nor any government or other agency funding 

this research project will provide special services, free care, or compensation for any 

injuries resulting from this research. The treatment for such injuries will be at your 

expense and/or paid through your medical plan. 

Questions  

If you have further questions about this study, you may contact Kathleen 
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DeCamp (principle investigator) at 603-630-8315, kburke4@plymouth.edu or Dr. 

Marcel Lebrun (faculty supervisor), mrlebrun@plymouth.edu. If you have any 

questions about the rights of research participants, you may call the Chairperson Dr. 

Clarissa Uttley of the Plymouth State University’s Institutional Review Board at 603- 

535-2915 (Valid until July 2024).  

Voluntary Participation 

You understand that your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and 

that refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits. You are free to 

withdraw or refuse consent, or to discontinue your participation in this study at any time 

without penalty or consequence.   

I understand that by clicking continue I understand the study fully and carefully 

explained by me and have been given an opportunity to ask any questions regarding 

the nature, risks, and benefits of participation in this research study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 


