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Abstract

This study relates to the growing recognition of the school–family relationship as a key
factor in equity, inclusion, and educational success, highlighting the need to strengthen
teacher education in this area. The aim was to design and content validate a specific
instrument for identifying teachers’ training needs in relation to the promotion of this
relationship. The EVANEFEF questionnaire was developed from a prior qualitative study
and subsequently subjected to content validation by an expert panel of eleven specialists,
followed by a pilot study. The final instrument, comprising 114 items on prior training
and the self-assessment of competencies related to the school–family relationship, showed
adequate content validity. The findings indicate that the questionnaire enables the assess-
ment of teachers’ perceptions and the identification of training needs in key areas such as
communicative, digital, socio-emotional, and multicultural competencies. In conclusion,
EVANEFEF is a useful tool for guiding the design of teacher-training programmes that are
more closely aligned with actual needs, thereby strengthening school–family collaboration
and, ultimately, improving educational quality.

Keywords: questionnaire; content validation; expert judgment; school–family relationship;
teacher training

1. Introduction
The school–family relationship is a structural feature of contemporary education

systems, as it constitutes the interface between students’ two main contexts of socialisation
(Lorence-Lara et al., 2024). Schools that foster effective family participation achieve better
indicators of equity, well-being, and academic performance, especially in contexts of
social and cultural diversity (OECD, 2021). In addition, UNESCO emphasises that family
involvement is a key factor in advancing inclusive and equitable education aligned with
the principles of social justice and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly
SDG 4, which aims to ensure quality education for all (UNESCO, 2022).

Schools that consolidate sustainable relationships with families integrate participation
and transparency as pillars of their institutional culture (Shen, 2025), showing an explicit
commitment to democratising the involvement of the school community (Ceballos-Vacas &
Morillo-Lesme, 2026). In other words, collaboration is not incidental; rather, it permeates
the entire teaching–learning process (Dor, 2024; Jung & Sheldon, 2020). When this occurs,
schools organise spaces and schedules to facilitate family participation and recognise it
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as an essential value (Myende & Nhlumayo, 2022; Willemse et al., 2018). This type of
institutional culture generates an educational environment in which relationships with
families are built on trust and mutual respect, shared responsibility, and a commitment to
continuous improvement (Conus & Fahrni, 2019; Epstein & Boone, 2022; Hernández-Prados
& Álvarez-Muñoz, 2023; Lorence-Lara et al., 2024).

Despite broad consensus regarding the benefits of the relationship between schools
and families, various studies underline the complexity of moving towards a school culture
that is favourable to collaboration with families (Bueno-Villaverde et al., 2023; Ceballos-
López & Saiz-Linares, 2021; Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2023), an aspect that cannot be developed
without taking teachers and their needs into account (Galián-Nicolás et al., 2023). In this
regard, shortcomings have been identified that condition teachers’ ability to establish
strong and sustainable ties with families and to build full collaboration between both
educational agents (Alemán-Falcón et al., 2023; Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025b). Identifying
these shortcomings points to the need to design training initiatives aimed at both teachers
and families (Hernández-Prados et al., 2019), although with priority given to equipping
teachers as key agents in promoting collaboration with families. To this end, it is essential
to listen to teachers’ voices and explore which training needs they perceive as fundamental
and which they reject because they do not consider them part of their professional remit
(Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a, 2026; Galián-Nicolás et al., 2023).

For these reasons, it is pertinent to develop tools capable of identifying teachers’
training needs, drawing on findings from educational research without losing sight of
their perceived needs. Throughout this article, the importance of having an instrument
specifically designed for this purpose is substantiated. The instrument was subjected to
expert review and a pilot study, thus enabling a more in-depth examination of teachers’
training needs and progress towards more inclusive, participatory, and diversity-sensitive
training models capable of responding effectively to current educational challenges.

2. Teacher Training in the School–Family Relationship
The current educational regulatory framework has, in recent years, driven significant

progress in recognising the importance of family involvement, consolidating it as a funda-
mental axis in the configuration of education systems (OECD, 2021; UNESCO, 2022). The
family is conceived as a relevant agent in the construction and strengthening of schools
oriented towards the principles of inclusion, equity, and democratic participation, which
implies family participation in decision-making, support in educational processes, and
the full recognition of shared responsibility for students’ holistic development (Lago et al.,
2021). However, family participation in school life, as a basic principle of the education
system, is still far from being fully achieved (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025b), underscoring the
urgency of consolidating policies and practices that materialise it effectively.

Initial teacher education and continuing professional development (European Com-
mission, 2021; UNESCO, 2022) are essential for strengthening teachers’ capacity to work
effectively with families (Jones, 2020; Kambouri et al., 2022). Scientific evidence shows that
families, particularly those from socioeconomically disadvantaged or culturally diverse
contexts, face structural and symbolic barriers that limit their participation in school life:
lack of knowledge about how the education system works, work–life balance difficulties,
insufficient competencies to support learning at home, and experiences of exclusion or
ineffective communication in schools (Gomila-Grau et al., 2018; OECD, 2020). In this sce-
nario, schools must adopt a proactive role in strengthening and empowering families by
articulating intentional and planned strategies that foster authentic, shared, and meaningful
participation (Housel, 2021; Lohman et al., 2018; Marschall & Shah, 2020).
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In this regard, the need is emphasised for initial teacher-education programmes to sys-
tematically incorporate competencies linked to school–family collaboration to foster positive
attitudes towards families and provide basic tools for managing their diversity (Galián-Nicolás
et al., 2023). However, teachers report that their initial preparation in this area was insuf-
ficient (Lindqvist, 2019; Smith & Sheridan, 2019; Thompson et al., 2018; Vallespir-Soler &
Morey-López, 2019). In fact, the limited content offered tends to have a marked theoretical
component and to focus on risk and vulnerability factors (Jarauta-Borrasca & Medina-Moya,
2023), leading to a deficit-based view of families, who are assumed to possess limited or
negative competencies to support their children’s educational process. From this perspec-
tive, families are conceived mainly as recipients of guidance and intervention rather than
as collaborators with their own knowledge and resources. Consequently, the school–family
relationship is conceived from an asymmetrical logic that limits the possibility of building
more horizontal forms of collaboration (Willis & Exley, 2022).

This unfavourable view may be reinforced if the practicum period takes place in schools
with a culture opposed to participation (Gomila-Grau & Pascual-Barrio, 2015; G. E. Miller
et al., 2018), thereby losing a valuable opportunity to understand the complexity and diversity
of families and to learn how to promote collaboration with them (Benito-Ambrona et al., 2022).
The 2018 TALIS Report (Ministerio de Educación y Formación Profesional, 2019) highlights
continuing professional development, understood as an ongoing process of updating, spe-
cialisation, and critical reflection on teaching practice, as a key driver of such collaboration
(Santamarina-Sancho & Núñez-Delgado, 2023). However, it also points out that only 43% of
Primary Education teachers have participated in training on cooperation between schools and
families. Moreover, such content tends to be shaped by a bureaucratic and administrative
emphasis, far removed from teachers’ actual needs when it comes to encouraging democratic
participation in schools (Escudero-Muñoz, 2020; Willemse et al., 2018).

Consequently, both initial teacher education and continuing professional development
tend to adopt a theoretical and bureaucratised approach, often permeated by a negative bias
towards families (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a), while overlooking the competencies needed
to promote community participation, multicultural communication, and the management
of family diversity (Epstein & Sheldon, 2016). These competencies become even more
significant when working with culturally diverse families, whose diversity should be
regarded as a source of cultural capital for the community (Bernad-Cavero & Llevot-Calvet,
2025; Ceballos-Vacas & Trujillo-González, 2021). It should also be borne in mind that these
families often face additional logistical barriers to approaching the school, such as poor
transport provision or limited digital literacy (Rodríguez-Ruiz et al., 2016).

In this sense, the importance of fostering specific competencies to enhance relationships
with families is highlighted (Alemán-Falcón et al., 2023; Bartau-Rojas et al., 2019). The Family
Engagement Core Competencies developed by the National Association for Family, School,
and Community Engagement (NAFSCE, 2022) comprehensively outline essential practices,
including valuing families, promoting equity, building trust, and co-constructing learning
opportunities. This framework emphasises the multidimensional nature of family involvement
and underscores the need for structured, competency-based teacher education programmes.

Moreover, communication should be continuous, meaningful, and bidirectional, en-
acted through multiple channels, aligned with the interests of all families (Macià-Bordalba,
2019), and oriented towards mutual understanding and the co-construction of educational
expectations and practices (Epstein & Boone, 2022). However, shortcomings in this area
often result in predominantly one-way communication practices (Ceballos-López & Saiz-
Linares, 2021; Houri et al., 2019), focused mainly on bureaucratic and academic matters,
especially when problems arise. This undermines the development of closer and genuinely
collaborative school–family relationships (Bueno-Villaverde et al., 2023; Willemse et al.,
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2018). In addition, the gap in digital competence affecting part of the teaching profession,
particularly older teachers, further limits communication with families through digital
communication tools (Hernández-Prados & Álvarez-Muñoz, 2023).

At the same time, teachers face complex situations daily with colleagues, students,
and families, often without the training required to address them (Cárcamo-Vásquez &
Garreta-Bochaca, 2020; Cárcamo-Vásquez & Gubbins-Foxley, 2023). This highlights the
need to include the development of socio-emotional competencies in teacher education in
order to promote positive relationships (Cabral et al., 2024; González-Herrera et al., 2017;
López-Larrosa et al., 2019; Vallespir-Soler & Morey-López, 2019), which is particularly im-
portant with families that are more culturally distant or when dealing with sensitive issues
such as behavioural difficulties or children’s academic failure (Smith & Sheridan, 2019).
Unfortunately, previous experiences with problematic families constitute an important
source of stress for teachers and may lead to widespread rejection of family participation (K.
Miller, 2022; Rodríguez-Ruiz et al., 2024). Hence the importance of training in competencies
geared towards assertive conflict management, which entails sensitivity to understanding
others’ emotions and self-regulating one’s own (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a; Jones, 2020;
Lindqvist, 2019).

In this context, it is crucial to analyse the training needs perceived by Early Child-
hood and Primary Education teachers regarding collaborative relationships with fami-
lies, considering their perceptions, experiences, and emotions (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2026;
Rodríguez-Ruiz & Hervella-Fariñas, 2023). Identifying explicit training needs serves as a
vital prerequisite for designing teacher education curricula that effectively align with the
contemporary demands of school and family environments (Cabral et al., 2024).

3. Assessing Teachers’ Training Needs to Improve the
School–Family Relationship

Despite the growing evidence on the importance of family involvement in students’
academic success (Day et al., 2024; Epstein & Sheldon, 2019), a gap persists between the
theoretical recognition of this relationship and teachers’ actual preparedness to manage it
effectively (Alemán-Falcón et al., 2023). Therefore, the importance of identifying teachers’
training needs as a prior step in programme design is emphasised, also considering their
beliefs and feelings regarding the school–family relationship. In this line, the design of
specific instruments for assessing training needs emerges as a necessary condition for
improving teacher education.

To this end, various tools have been developed, mainly questionnaires that gather
teachers’ views on general aspects of the school–family relationship. For example, the
Family–School Relationship Survey (Adams & Christenson, 2000) explores teachers’ views
of factors that hinder or facilitate relationships with families through 17 items distributed
across three dimensions: the frequency and nature of teacher–family relationships, trust,
and trust-building. The Parent–Teacher Relationship Scale–II (Dawson & Wymbs, 2016)
examines teachers’ perspectives on relationships with families through 24 items distributed
across two dimensions: communication and partnership. Along similar lines, López-
Larrosa et al. (2019) developed a 22-item questionnaire to explore teachers’ beliefs about
collaboration, subordination, and delegation, with one item to measure their perceived
self-efficacy in relating to families.

Some instruments have focused more thoroughly on the self-assessment of compe-
tencies for school–family relationships. For example, De Coninck et al. (2018) used video
recordings of teacher–family interaction situations accompanied by open-ended ques-
tions to explore teachers’ self-assessment of their communicative competence, thereby
enabling a more experience-based analysis. Likewise, the “Training School Professionals to
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Engage Families Questionnaire” (Bartels & Eskow, 2010) explores, through one of three
open-response items, the competencies acquired from a teacher professional development
programme on family involvement. Additionally, Peterson and Ladky (2007) designed the
questionnaire “A Survey of Teachers’ and Principals’ Practices and Challenges in Fostering
New Immigrant Parent Involvement” with 18 items designed to identify effective practices
and challenges in promoting the participation of migrant families.

However, these self-assessments provide only a partial picture, as they do not capture
the full range of competencies required to foster effective school–family relationships. A
more comprehensive approach is represented by the Family Engagement Efficacy Beliefs
of Educators (FEEB-E) survey, which examines educators’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding
their ability to collaborate with families (Bachman & Beard, 2025a, 2025b). Grounded
in social cognitive theory and aligned with ecological models, this 20-item instrument
is based on the NAFSCE core competencies and assesses five dimensions of educator
efficacy: collaborating for learning, communicating, partnering, honouring all families, and
embracing equity (Bachman & Beard, 2025b).

In the same vein, the QFIS-TP (“Questionnaire on Family Involvement in School,
Teacher-Promoter”; Gomariz-Vicente et al., 2022) addresses teachers’ perceptions of fami-
lies’ relationships with the school through 91 items corresponding to seven dimensions:
communication with the school, participation in school activities, sense of belonging,
involvement at home, involvement in the parents’ association and the school council,
community participation, and training. This final dimension is of particular note, with
two items examining willingness to receive training aimed at promoting school–family
relationships. Nevertheless, only few other instruments assess teachers’ self-perceived
training needs in this area and, even then, they tend also to adopt a limited approach. For
example, one of the nine dimensions of the “Questionnaire on the training needs of future
secondary-school teachers” (Yanes-Cabrera & Ries, 2013), entitled “Working with Families”,
assesses some general aspects of teacher education, and one item measures perceptions of
initial teacher education: “I consider that my previous academic training has provided me
with the appropriate competencies”.

This brief and non-exhaustive review shows that, although the school–family rela-
tionship has been widely addressed, the assessment of training needs for acquiring the
competencies that foster it is superficial and has received far less attention. Therefore, the
development of an instrument capable of identifying these training gaps could constitute a
key tool for designing training plans grounded in the real needs of teachers and families.

4. Development and Validation of the “Assessment of Teachers’ Training
Needs to Promote the School–Family Relationship”
Questionnaire (EVANEFEF)

The EVANEFEF questionnaire seeks to examine the training challenges faced by
teachers in this field to contribute to teacher education aimed at strengthening the school–
family bond. In this sense, as noted above, it is pertinent to analyse competencies for
fostering school–family collaboration, as well as teachers’ communicative, digital, socio-
emotional, and multicultural competencies. The design and construction of the EVANEFEF
questionnaire is described below in four phases (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Phases in the process of developing and content validating the questionnaire.

4.1. Phase 1: Development of the Initial Questionnaire

The initial questionnaire was developed based on a review of the literature and ex-
isting instruments, in line with the considerations outlined above. In addition, a prior
exploratory, phenomenological study was conducted through three focus groups with Early
Childhood and Primary Education teachers, allowing their perceptions and experiences to
be recorded (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a, 2025b; Rodríguez-Ruiz & Hervella-Fariñas, 2023).
Group interaction fostered the emergence of holistic narratives and the co-construction of
meanings regarding teaching practice (Flick, 2022; Kuckartz & Rädiker, 2023) in a climate of
trust, which made it possible to obtain sincere responses and the verbalisation of sensitive
experiences (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2026; Ibarra-Sáiz et al., 2023; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009).
The information was analysed through deductive and inductive procedures using stepwise
content analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Transparency in the coding process was ensured
so that the discursive material could be transformed into robust and reliable categories
(Cofie et al., 2022; Kuckartz & Rädiker, 2023). Specifically, transparency was operational-
ized through three interconnected actions: (1) developing an initial codebook based on the
literature, which was subsequently refined inductively during transcript analysis; (2) using
research memos within ATLAS.ti (Version 7.5.10) to document and justify all category modi-
fications; and (3) conducting independent, blind double-coding on the text. To this end, two
expert reviewers reached 95% agreement in assigning excerpts to the 40 categories resulting
from the dimensions of initial teacher education, teacher placements, continuing profes-
sional development, communicative competencies, digital communication competencies,
socio-emotional competencies, and multicultural competencies.

Based on these dimensions and categories, a first version of the questionnaire, “Assess-
ment of Teachers’ Training Needs to Promote the School–Family Relationship” (EVANE-
FEF), was developed. This version contained 143 items distributed across three sections.
The first section comprised teacher identification data (13 items), information on students’
academic achievement (one item), and perceptions of relationships with families in the
current school (four items). The second section focused on teacher education through
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four dimensions: (1) school–family relationship (17 items; e.g., “I consider that my school
facilitates the relationship with families”, “I encourage families to participate in school
activities (workshops, translation work, parties. . .)”); (2) initial teacher education (20 items;
e.g., “The initial training I received regarding the school–family relationship was of high
quality”); (3) teacher placements during university training (20 items; e.g., “My university
placement regarding the school–family relationship was sufficient”); and (4) continuing
professional development (22 items; e.g., “My school offers high-quality training on the
relationship between schools and families”). The third section addressed competencies
for the school–family relationship through four further dimensions: (1) communicative
competencies (15 items; e.g., “I communicate with the families of my students”); (2) digital
competencies (11 items; e.g., “The educational administration’s training provision on digital
competencies to promote the school–family relationship is sufficient”); (3) socio-emotional
competencies (10 items; e.g., “I have the knowledge to respond to the emotional needs of
families”); and (4) multicultural competencies (10 items; e.g., “Family multiculturalism is a
teaching–learning opportunity”).

A 12-point Likert-type scale was selected, grouped into four response bands: 0–2 not at
all in agreement; 3–5 slightly in agreement; 6–8 moderately in agreement; and 9–11 strongly in
agreement. This format was chosen instead of the traditional 5-point scale to mitigate the social
desirability bias and ceiling effects that are likely to occur in self-assessments of competencies,
thereby enhancing the reliability and validity of the instrument (Preston & Colman, 2000).
Furthermore, a broad-response scale allows for greater nuance in participants’ ratings and
provides respondents with more flexibility to select the option that most accurately reflects
their views, rather than merely the closest one (Joshi et al., 2015). Finally, psychometric research
suggests that the use of seven or more response categories may make it more defensible to
treat the resulting data as approximately continuous interval variables (Rhemtulla et al., 2012),
thereby potentially facilitating future psychometric analyses and validation studies.

4.2. Content Validation by an Expert Panel

Content validity concerns the extent to which the content of an assessment instrument
appropriately reflects the domain of the construct it is designed to measure within a
particular assessment context (Yusoff, 2019). Thus, the study followed the phases proposed
by Caballero-Rodríguez et al. (2025) for questionnaire content validation, including expert
reviews, defined as “an informed opinion from individuals with experience in the field,
regarded by others as qualified experts and capable of providing information, evidence,
judgments, and evaluations” (Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-Martínez, 2008, p. 29). Expert input
is essential for clarifying, refining, and, when necessary, modifying the instrument’s content,
and provides high-quality feedback generating rich information on the subject under study
(Fernández-Gómez et al., 2020). Moreover, the quality of content validation depends on
appropriate expert selection, the number of judges involved, and the instruments used.
Because experts play a key role in refining and improving an instrument, they should be
selected because of their academic expertise, professional experience, and knowledge of
the subject matter (Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-Martínez, 2008).

Hence, the panel of experts was selected through expert purposive sampling (Singh,
2007) according to the following criteria: (a) being university faculty members; (b) belonging
to fields linked to education; (c) having teaching or research experience in the area of school–
family relationships; and (d) having teaching or research experience in the construction of
information-gathering instruments in the social sciences. The decision regarding the number
of experts required was based on the methodological criteria established by Llamas (2020),
who indicates a minimum of ten people to guarantee the validity of expert judgement in
instrument-evaluation processes. Accordingly, eleven experts participated: nine female and
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two male Spanish lecturers from universities across different regions of Spain (Asturias,
Galicia, Balearic Islands, Andalusia, Murcia and Canary Islands), ten of whom held tenured
positions, whereas one did not. All participants had teaching and research experience in
the field; five were experts in Research Methods and Assessment in Education, while the
remaining experts represented other education-related disciplines (Sociology and Psychology).

The experts were contacted by email and were provided with the questionnaire
together with an ad hoc validation template (Supplementary Materials File S1), following
the methodological guidelines proposed by Reyes and Hernández-Moncada (2021). During
the process, experts rated the different dimensions and provided qualitative feedback.
Thus, expert judgement incorporates both a quantitative and a qualitative assessment
of each section of the questionnaire and its corresponding items, in accordance with the
recommendations of Pedrosa et al. (2013), allowing the strengths and weaknesses of the
instrument to be identified (Fernández-Gómez et al., 2020).

The analysis considered the following criteria: (a) sufficiency (the items belonging to
the same dimension are enough to measure it); (b) clarity (the item has adequate syntax and
semantics, and it is understandable and comprehensible); (c) coherence (the item is logically
related to the dimension and not to another, and it is coherent and related to the other
items included in the same dimension); (d) relevance (the item is essential or important
and should therefore be included); and (e) precision (the item measures what it claims
to measure). For sufficiency, clarity, coherence, and relevance, a four-point Likert-type
scale was used (1 = does not meet the criterion; 2 = low level; 3 = moderate level; 4 = high
level), whereas for precision a rubric with four options was used (1 = delete; 2 = change;
3 = improve; 4 = keep). In addition, this analysis was complemented by qualitative
evaluation of the dimensions and items, ensuring content validity, the appropriateness
of wording, the removal of ambiguities, and cultural relevance (Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-
Martínez, 2008).

The results obtained show ratings clustered around moderate-to-high levels for suffi-
ciency (M = 3.76; SD = 0.51), clarity (M = 3.44; SD = 0.43), coherence (M = 3.89; SD = 0.16),
and relevance (M = 3.91; SD = 0.09). Likewise, for precision, scores across all sections of
the questionnaire tended towards retaining the unchanged items (M = 3.71; SD = 0.36).
Agreement in the responses, assessed through Kendall’s W and calculated with SPSS 28,
showed a positive evaluation of the instrument as a whole (W = 0.18), as well as of its differ-
ent dimensions, especially Initial Training (W = 0.18), Teacher Placements (W = 0.15), and
Communicative Competencies (W = 0.12), although with a weak degree of agreement. This
may be attributable to the greater difficulty of achieving consensus among a larger number
of experts providing independent assessments, compared with face-to-face approaches,
which tend to minimise discrepancies. Nevertheless, the non-face-to-face approach was
adopted to reduce the time demands associated with the validation process (Yusoff, 2019).
However, this pointed to the need to pay particular attention to the qualitative comments
to improve the quality of the instrument. As a result, we removed the dimension “School–
family relationship”, since the experts claimed that it was focused on general attitudinal
perceptions, which diverged from the central objective of the study, namely the analysis of
training dimensions.

Considering the item-level results, we decided to refine the instrument according to
the following criteria: (1) when redundant items were identified, those with the highest
mean score in the expert review were retained, thereby avoiding unnecessary duplication.
For example, the item “I consider that I have the competencies to communicate effectively
with families” was retained, whereas the items “I consider that I have communicative
competencies to understand families” and “I consider that I have communicative compe-
tencies to generate trust in families” were removed; (2) items addressing overly general
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issues or contributing no relevant content to the established analytical dimensions were
removed (e.g., “I consider that a more specific regulation of the school–family relationship
is necessary”). This refinement strengthened content validity by ensuring that the final
instrument maintained greater theoretical unidimensionality; and (3) items whose wording
lacked the clarity required to guarantee unambiguous interpretation were removed (e.g., “I
consider the Tutorial Action Plan to be a key element”).

Additionally, the analysis of the qualitative information enabled the refinement of the
questionnaire items, resulting in clearer and more direct wording (Galicia-Alarcón et al.,
2017). The improvements introduced included the correction of typographical errors and
the simplification of wording (for example, “provided me with the competencies needed to
involve families in their children’s teaching–learning process” was replaced by “trained
me in strategies to involve families in their children’s teaching–learning process”), as well
as greater linguistic precision (for example, “I communicate digitally and effectively with
families” was replaced by “I use digital applications and technological resources effectively
to communicate information to families”).

4.3. Pilot Study with Teachers

The revised version of the instrument was subjected to pilot testing to incorporate
suggestions that would improve the wording and content of the items, thus contributing
to a more precise definition of the construct to be assessed (Galicia-Alarcón et al., 2017;
Kang et al., 2024) and obtain an initial estimate of its reliability (Sandoval-Perdomo &
Juárez-Hernández, 2026). Twenty-four teachers (13 men and 11 women) participated in the
pilot study; they had a mean age of 49.8 years, worked predominantly in Primary Education
(75%), and were selected by convenience sampling. They were asked to assess whether the
wording of the items was correct and understandable (Yes/No) (Supplementary Materials
File S2). As in Phase 1, the ethical principles of voluntariness, confidentiality, and anonymity
were guaranteed.

The reliability coefficient of the instrument was α = 0.97. Regarding the wording of
the items, we concluded that the need for improvement was estimated from a percentage
value above 13%, identifying three items in the Continuing Training dimension, which
were modified to achieve clearer wording.

We also verified that the wording met the criteria established by Palou (2011), ensuring:
(a) clarity and precision through unambiguous formulations; (b) item unidimensionality, by
focusing each item on a single construct; (c) the use of accessible, non-specialised language;
(d) the absence of bias and negatively worded items, thereby avoiding interpretative
ambiguities; and (e) balance in the response options, favouring an even distribution across
response categories.

In addition, the pilot study indicated that participants experienced no difficulties in
completing the scale and made it possible to calculate the time required to complete the
questionnaire, which was estimated at 15 min.

4.4. Final Version of the Questionnaire

After completing the validation process, the number of items in the final version of the
instrument was reduced to 114, compared with the 143 items in the initial questionnaire (see
Table 1). In addition, while the initial questionnaire consisted of three sections, we decided
to organise the final questionnaire into four, since Section 1 of the initial questionnaire,
“Identification data, information on academic achievement, and perceptions of relationships
with families in the current school”, was subdivided into two separate sections in order
to improve thematic organisation. This included “Teacher identification data and school
context” and a brief contextual section on “Perceptions of relationships with families in the
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current school”, although the total 18 items across both sections remained the same as in
the initial Section 1.

Table 1. Initial and final questionnaires with their respective sections, dimensions, and number
of items.

Initial Questionnaire Number of
Items Final Questionnaire Number of

Items

Section 1: Teacher
identification data,
information on academic
achievement, and perceptions
of relationships with families
in the current school

Teacher identification data
and school context 13 Section 1: Teacher

identification data and school
context

15
Information on academic
achievement 1

Perceptions of
relationships with families
in the current school

4
Section 2: Perceptions of
relationships with families in
the current school

3

Section 2: Teacher training Section 3: Teacher training
School–family
relationship 17

Initial training 20 Initial training 19
Teacher placements 20 Teacher placements 19
Continuing training 22 Continuing training 25

Section 3: Competencies for
the school–family
relationship

Section 4: Self-assessment of
specific competencies

Communicative 15 Communicative 13
Digital 11 Digital 6
Socio-emotional 10 Socio-emotional 8
Multicultural 10 Multicultural 6

Total 143 114

In the new Section 3, “Teacher training”, we removed the 17 items corresponding to
“School–family relationship”, although the dimensions of “Initial training”, “Teacher place-
ments”, and “Continuing professional development” were retained, with slight variations
in the corresponding number of items as a result of the previous phases. Thus, the items in
this section reduced from 77 to 63. Finally, the new Section 4 was entitled “Self-assessment
of specific competencies”, as this was considered a more conceptually precise description
of its content than the more generic “Competencies for the school–family relationship”.
In this section, the number of items in its four dimensions (communicative, digital, socio-
emotional, and multicultural) was also reduced, from the initial 46 to 33 in the final version.
This refinement process strengthened content validity and optimised the technical precision
of the final instrument.

5. Description of the Final “Assessment of Teachers’ Training Needs
to Promote the School–Family Relationship” Questionnaire (EVANEFEF)

In accordance with the above, the final version of the questionnaire entitled “Assess-
ment of Teachers’ Training Needs to Promote the School–Family Relationship” (EVANEFEF)
was finalised. The questionnaire is structured as follows. The first page begins by explain-

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16071124

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16071124


Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 1124 11 of 19

ing the objective of the questionnaire, informing respondents of its confidential nature,
and requesting informed consent, in accordance with Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the
European Parliament and Organic Law 3/2018 of 5 December on Personal Data Protection
and the Guarantee of Digital Rights.

The instructions are then provided, followed by the four sections already described,
whose items are specified in greater detail below:

1. Teacher identification data and school context: This section comprises 15 items cover-
ing sex (male; female; prefer not to say), age, degree completed (teacher diploma in
Early Childhood Education; bachelor’s degree in Early Childhood Education; teacher
diploma in Primary Education; bachelor’s degree in Primary Education; another
education-related degree), specialisation (hearing and language [HL]; therapeutic
pedagogy [TP]; English/French; physical education; music; other), years of profes-
sional experience, school sector (public; publicly funded private; private), province,
municipality, and school setting (urban; semi-urban; rural), years of teaching expe-
rience in Early Childhood and Primary Education (1 to 5; 6 to 10; 11 to 15; 16 to 20;
21 to 25; more than 25), years of professional experience in the current school (1 to 5;
6 to 10; 11 to 15; 16 to 20; 21 to 25; more than 25), number of classes per year group in
the current school (one-stream; two-stream; three-stream; four-stream; five or more
streams), status as a form tutor (Are you a form tutor? yes; no), membership of the
school leadership team (Are you part of your school’s leadership team? yes; no), and
general information about students (during the current academic year, the proportion
of your students who achieved academic success [were promoted] was. . . above 25%;
above 50%; above 75%; 100%).

2. Perceptions of relationships with families in the current school: This section includes
three items on general perceptions of relationships with families in the current school:
(1) How important do you think family participation in the school should be? (not
at all; little; somewhat; a lot); (2) indicate the percentage of your students’ families
with whom you maintain a positive relationship (0–24%; 25–49%; 50–74%; 75–100%);
and (3) indicate the percentage of your students’ families with whom you maintain
frequent contact (whether positive or negative) (0–24%; 25–49%; 50–74%; 75–100%).

3. Teacher training: This section comprises 63 items grouped into the following dimen-
sions: initial teacher education, understood as university preparation for the teaching
profession (19 items); teacher placements, understood as training experiences under-
taken in schools during university studies (19 items); and continuing professional
development, understood as the in-service updating of practising teachers (25 items).
The items in each dimension are answered using a 12-point Likert-type scale grouped
into four response bands: 0–2 not at all in agreement; 3–5 slightly in agreement;
6–8 moderately in agreement; and 9–11 strongly in agreement (see Figure 2).

4. Self-assessment of specific competencies: This section comprises 33 items distributed
across the following dimensions: communicative competencies, understood as the
skills required to establish and maintain ongoing, meaningful, and bidirectional
interactions (13 items); digital competencies, understood as the skills required to
use technological tools critically, safely, and pedagogically (6 items); socio-emotional
competencies, understood as emotional-management and conflict-resolution skills
(8 items); and multicultural competencies, understood as the skills needed to include,
respect, and value cultural diversity (6 items). The same response scale is used as in
the previous section (see Figure 3).
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Figure 2. Dimensions with example items from the “Teacher training” section.

 

Figure 3. Dimensions with example items from the “Self-assessment of specific competencies” section.

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16071124

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16071124


Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 1124 13 of 19

6. Discussion
The school–family relationship constitutes a strategic pillar for moving towards more

equitable and inclusive education systems oriented towards students’ well-being and
improved educational quality (OECD, 2021; Shen, 2025; UNESCO, 2022). Nevertheless, a
significant gap persists between the formal recognition of this relationship and its effective
implementation in school practice (Bueno-Villaverde et al., 2023; Ceballos-López & Saiz-
Linares, 2021; Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2023). Findings in this regard show that teacher
education continues to be the critical link in strengthening this relationship (Alemán-Falcón
et al., 2023; Galián-Nicolás et al., 2023). Both initial teacher education and continuing
professional development display theoretical and bureaucratic approaches, limited practical
orientation, and, not infrequently, a negatively biassed view of families, all of which clearly
indicate the need to revise the design of current training provisions (Bartels & Eskow,
2010; European Commission, 2021; Jarauta-Borrasca & Medina-Moya, 2023; Jones, 2020;
Kambouri et al., 2022). At the same time, teachers engage with families in an increasingly
complex context in which communicative, digital, socio-emotional, and multicultural
competencies emerge as critical training dimensions (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a).

Although the school–family relationship has been widely researched, there are few
instruments aimed at systematically identifying teachers’ training needs, even though this
is essential for designing training plans that are aligned with the real demands of teachers
and families. Consequently, the development of rigorous instruments for identifying
training needs emerges as a necessary contribution to guiding more coherent professional
development policies and optimising the resources devoted to improving the school–family
relationship. For this reason, an instrument was developed with the aim of exploring
teachers’ training needs based on their own perceptions.

In this way, EVANEFEF was developed based on a previous qualitative study
(Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2025a, 2025b, 2026). It was subsequently content validated through an
expert panel, combining quantitative and qualitative assessment to ensure content validity
and transparency (Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-Martínez, 2008) and obtaining optimal results
in sufficiency, clarity, coherence, and relevance. In addition, the subsequent pilot study
helped to further refine the appropriateness of the wording. The result is a valuable tool
that identifies the possible strengths and weaknesses of the training received by teachers,
as well as their self-assessment of the key competencies required to promote positive atti-
tudes towards families and to recognise them as active agents with their own knowledge
(Galián-Nicolás et al., 2023; Willis & Exley, 2022).

Despite the merits of the instrument, the robustness of its internal structure and the
dimensionality of its constructs have not yet been empirically established. Accordingly,
further construct validation is warranted through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) within the framework of Classical Test Theory. In addi-
tion, future research should continue to provide further evidence of its validity, reliability,
and generalizability across relevant participant characteristics, including sex, educational
level, and professional experience.

Thus, the relevance of the instrument lies in its content-validated design, which is in-
tended to comprehensively capture teachers’ perceptions of the teacher-education process,
including initial preparation, teacher placements, and continuing professional development,
within a single framework. This design provides a basis for examining perceived strengths,
competency gaps, and patterns across teachers’ professional trajectories. In addition, it
explicitly links teachers’ training needs with specific professional competencies required to
manage relationships with families. Following further psychometric validation, the instru-
ment may help inform the development of teacher-training programmes that incorporate
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key competencies—communicative, digital, socio-emotional, and multicultural—as pillars
for fostering collaborative and democratic relationships with families.

Furthermore, EVANEFEF focuses on assessing the professional competencies required
to remove the structural barriers faced by families, particularly vulnerable ones (Epstein
& Sheldon, 2016). Specifically, the Multicultural Competencies section directly addresses
the assessment of teachers’ ability to view diversity as cultural capital and to adapt their
communication practices accordingly. At the same time, the Communicative and Digital
Competencies dimensions explicitly assess teachers’ readiness to establish two-way, horizontal,
and flexible channels of communication that adapt to diverse socioeconomic situations and
logistical constraints, such as work–life balance difficulties or limited digital literacy. Finally,
the Socio-emotional Competencies dimension addresses assertive conflict management and
emotional self-regulation, which are crucial for mitigating teacher biases and fostering trust
while fully accounting for family diversity (Cabral et al., 2024; González-Herrera et al., 2017;
López-Larrosa et al., 2019; Vallespir-Soler & Morey-López, 2019).

EVANEFEF is intended to characterise the training received and to identify teachers’
training needs by differentiating between levels of competence and establishing training
priorities in a well-founded manner (Tejada-Fernández, 2009). Following further psychome-
tric validation, it may facilitate comparative analyses across educational stages, schools, and
regions. In this respect, it is important to explore differences in the training background of
teachers working at different educational stages, bearing in mind that family-participation
outcomes decline as students progress through educational stages (Rodríguez-Ruiz et al.,
2016), which points to the need to intensify training efforts at more advanced stages. Since
school cultures regarding democratic participation differ according to educational stage,
it may be pertinent to adapt teacher education to the magnitude of these needs. EVANE-
FEF therefore offers the possibility of designing tailor-made training that combines the
competencies required in each case. Likewise, the instrument may provide support for
a longitudinal evaluation of the impact of implemented training interventions, thereby
verifying the effectiveness of the actions undertaken.

These points should be considered without losing sight of the fact that training must
always be practical and contextualised, grounded in teachers’ experiences and reflections on
their own actions (Bartau-Rojas et al., 2019). To this end, training based on an experiential
model is particularly useful, as it allows teachers to reflect on the educational practices to
be implemented in each case, taking real critical incidents as a reference and recognising
themselves in them. In this experiential model, the role of trainers is less that of experts
and more that of facilitators of discussion among participants. The credibility of training
increases when it is delivered by teachers from schools with previous successful experiences
who can also provide a range of intervention alternatives that can be adapted to the reality
of each school.

Likewise, it should be remembered that the training of teachers and families is usually
developed in parallel, without shared spaces for dialogue between the two groups. In response
to this situation, joint training emerges as an innovative opportunity to foster dialogue, mutual
recognition, and the shared construction of collaborative proposals (Hernández-Prados et al.,
2019). Along these lines, the experiences of schools that have achieved effective collaboration
with families show that the transformation of teaching practices constitutes a key element in
driving changes in school culture (Ceballos-Vacas et al., 2023).

7. Conclusions
Advancing towards effective collaboration between schools and families requires

moving beyond merely declarative, normative, and bureaucratised approaches (Willemse
et al., 2018) to promote competency-based and diversity-sensitive teacher education (Galián-
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Nicolás et al., 2023). The complexity and heterogeneity of contemporary educational
realities highlight that initial teacher education, although indispensable, is insufficient to
respond to the challenges involved in establishing an effective and sustainable school–
family relationship over time (Housel, 2021; Lohman et al., 2018; Marschall & Shah, 2020).
Only through the intentional strengthening of teachers’ professional capacities will it be
possible to consolidate truly participatory school cultures and respond to the educational
challenges of today’s society.

To achieve this, it is necessary to start from the actual needs of teachers and families,
considering teachers’ perceptions, experiences, and emotions. EVANEFEF was developed
through a content validation process that began by incorporating teachers’ perspectives and
was subsequently supported by expert review, providing evidence of its content validity.
The resulting instrument represents a promising tool for the systematic collection of data
on teacher education in competencies related to the school–family relationship. Once its
psychometric properties were established through empirical validation, it will provide
a sound basis for generating robust evidence in this area and support future research
and practice. Unlike other scales that primarily analyse administrative aspects or general
attitudes, EVANEFEF makes an epistemological contribution by assessing the training
needs that teachers themselves perceive during their initial training and throughout their
professional careers. Furthermore, a key contribution of the instrument is the explicit
integration of socio-emotional and multicultural competences. By focusing on these dimen-
sions, EVANEFEF goes beyond deficit-based models and enables the assessment of cultural
diversity, as well as aspects of socio-emotional well-being, in line with the principles of
equity and inclusion within the context of the school–family relationship (Bachman &
Beard, 2025a, 2025b).

Moreover, and in applied terms, EVANEFEF may make it possible to establish train-
ing priorities and to design training proposals tailored to the specific needs of different
educational contexts and stages. This is especially relevant considering the decline in
family participation at higher educational levels. In sum, it is expected that the results
obtained through the instrument will help teacher education move beyond theoretical
and bureaucratic approaches by incorporating these competencies in a practical manner,
thereby strengthening effective educational collaboration (Santamarina-Sancho & Núñez-
Delgado, 2023). Mastery of these capacities can transform schools into a welcoming space
for effective collaboration, mitigating the gap between institutions and families to ensure
students’ holistic development and a move towards a more inclusive, participatory, and
socially responsive education system (Epstein & Boone, 2022).
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