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Abstract

:

The Finnish National curriculum obligates teachers to give parents encouraging feedback about their children’s learning and development, the aim being to build a constructive relationship between homes and schools and to encourage close collaboration among all parties. Teachers in Finland nowadays use digital platforms that allow effective online communication. The frequency and quality of such communication vary a great deal. In particular, there seems to be a lack of clarity concerning the amount of encouraging feedback delivered in this way. The focus in this paper is on the extent to which Finnish parents (N = 1117) in both urban and rural areas are content with the amount of such feedback. We carried out a logistic regression analysis to predict parental contentment with the amount of encouraging messaging, with the pupil’s grade level, parental attitudes to digital communication, as well as parental educational level and gender as independent variables. In sum, parents who were less highly educated, with a neutral-to-positive attitude to digital communication and with a child in lower secondary school were most likely to be content with the amount of communication. These results have both research and practical implications in terms of enhancing the understanding of how best to deliver encouraging digital feedback between homes and schools. Furthermore, it seems that teacher education should focus on communicative competence early on. The current study completes our three-part series of studies on digital home–school communication in Finland.
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1. Introduction


According to the Finnish National Core Curriculum for Basic Education (grades 1 to 9) [1], frequent encouraging feedback from teachers enhances pupils’ learning by creating an appreciative and motivating learning environment. Feedback should be realistic, versatile and non-oppressive. Teachers in Finnish schools are obligated to give encouraging feedback to their pupils, and close collaboration between schools and homes is expected. In fact, the Finnish National Core Curriculum for Basic Education instructs schools to send parents ‘supportive and positive messages about their child’s learning and development’ [1]. The aim of this study is to deepen the understanding about what constitutes encouraging feedback, and more precisely, to find out what factors predict parental views on the amount of encouraging digital feedback they receive.



Positive feedback propels human actions. It generates the energy and motivation to pursue goals and carry on even in the face of adversity. In particular, encouraging feedback provided by a positive authority could be a true game-changer [2], whereas motivational opportunities may be missed if such feedback is given sparingly. Digital communication (DC) is the most common way of managing home–school collaboration in Finland, offering a multitude of opportunities to share positive messages and to give motivational feedback. However, informative issues seem to dominate the contents of DC [3]. This finding was supported in our earlier study on parental experiences of DC content: informative issues about the child’s studies were considered important, but encouraging feedback was also seen as one of the priorities [4,5].



The quality of any encouraging feedback matters. It should always be focused on the learning process in that non-specified person-targeted feedback could have a negative effect on learning, even if the content is positive [6,7,8]. Personal feedback such as ‘good girl, great effort´ contains little task-related information and is rarely converted into stronger engagement, commitment to learning goals or enhanced self-efficacy [7]. Giving realistic and process-targeted feedback may help to strengthen a pupil’s feelings of competence in the learning process [6,9], whereas constant negative feedback may have the opposite effect [10]. These findings are in line with our previous results concerning parental wishes about the content of digital feedback: parents appreciate versatile and realistic feedback on their children’s learning, but an excess of corrective feedback could be discouraging [5].



A plenitude of previous studies indicates that collaboration between parents and teachers is effective in fostering the well-being and academic achievements of pupils [11,12,13,14]. Consequently, schools should invite parents to participate more actively in their children’s studies. Encouraging digital communication could become an essential tool in the home–school partnership. Parental socio-economic background is strongly related to pupil learning outcomes [15]. Teachers should make sure that families lacking the opportunity to participate in their children’s studies are engaged in collaboration. Digital communication could offer the tools to make this happen. The international study achievement assessments [16] refer to Mendel’s [17] statement: ‘Education is power and parents are force´: this is now more relevant than ever. Homes and schools must work together to balance socio-economic and educational inequity.



Joyce Epstein’s pioneering work [11,12] on home–school partnership emphasises the importance of shared responsibility among parents, teachers and communities in taking care of pupils’ education and development. Epstein’s Theory of Overlapping Spheres of Influence establishes the importance of frequent interaction between schools and homes [11]. It is also pointed out that the more contact parents have with the school and the more involvement in their children’s studies, the more likely the children are to do their homework, to succeed in tests and to develop positive attitudes towards school [18,19]. However, it is not only the quantity of contacts that enhances the home–school partnership, but also the quality of communication. Dannesboe et al. [20] showed in a recent study that home–school communication could foster anxiety and feelings of inadequacy among parents if their children were stigmatised as displaying ‘constant inappropriate behaviour’ [20]. Findings from studies on emotional reactions to digital feedback among pupils confirm that constant negative feedback does not serve a learning purpose, and only causes disappointment, concern and anger [21]. Schools in socio-economically distressed areas in particular seem to be contacting families about difficulties and problems more frequently than about advancements [12]. As Epstein et al. [12] point out, teachers in these areas should carefully consider the communication to make sure that it contains more feedback about pupils’ successes. Moreover, negative feedback easily accumulates among pupils with special educational needs [22], who are in the greatest need of encouragement. Thus, there is a need to raise teachers’ awareness of the importance of quality in the home–school partnership, and to focus on communicative competence early on in teacher education so as to engage all parents more deeply in their children’s studies [23,24].



1.1. The Finnish Context


Finnish compulsory basic education comprises one-year of pre-primary schooling for six-year-olds and nine years of basic education for 7- to 16-year-olds proceeding from the primary (grades 1 to 6) to the secondary (grades 7 to 9) level. Most subjects are taught by one class teacher in grades 1 to 6, whereas a multitude of teachers give instruction in their own subjects in grades 7 to 9 [25]. All teachers have a Master’s degree [26], and they are responsible for giving low-threshold support to pupils who struggle in their learning. The Finnish government has recently launched a reform to extend compulsory and free-of-charge education up to the age of 18, the aim being to raise Finland’s general level of education, and to foster equality and non-discrimination [27].



Home–school collaboration has not always been very active in Finland. Teachers were supposed to do their share in schools, and parents to do theirs in the home [28]. There has been extensive discussion in recent decades about the boundaries of responsibility in bringing up and educating children [29]. The revised National Core Curriculum for Basic Education [1] places more emphasis on the role of parents in their children’s schooling, obligating them to take an active role in their children’s studies during their years of compulsory basic education. Correspondingly, schools are responsible for teaching their pupils, enhancing the home–school partnership and supporting parents on matters concerning their children’s studies [1].



At least 95 percent of Finnish schools have a digital communication (DC) platform. One pupil may have several teachers even in grades 1 to 6, and digital platforms have been used to facilitate feedback from all teachers. Indeed, DC has enabled frequent and effective two-way communication and feedback between parents and teachers [4]. In addition to giving feedback, teachers use DC to inform parents and pupils about timetables, exams, events in school and other current issues [4]. In other countries, DC has been shown to offer several benefits in home–school collaboration [30,31,32]. In Finland, many DC messages comprise predefined ‘quick-markings’, which are short notes about forgotten items, schoolwork or behaviour-related matters, for example. The selection of predefined quick-markings has been supplemented with positive remarks in many Finnish municipalities because of the public discussion about a negative corrective bias in home–school communication [33]. Pupils are usually given access to a home–school DC platform in the fourth grade, so that they can read the information notices and the teachers’ quick-markings. The number and nature of DC messages seems to change in the transition to lower secondary school: it was shown in a recent Finnish study that pupils in grades 7 to 9 were more likely than younger pupils to receive encouraging teacher feedback via DC [33,34,35].



Gender equality is at a high level in Finland compared to many other countries. Men and women both need to negotiate the work–life balance, and they are supposed to share household chores [36]. The provision of services in the early childhood education and care sector has made it possible for mothers to go to work relatively soon after childbirth. Family-friendly policies further support fathers wishing to take paid family leave [37,38]. Gender equality has also given mothers and fathers the opportunity to share the responsibility for taking care of their children’s studies and communication with school.



Digital two-way communication allows schools to give both parents equal opportunities in terms of being involved in home–school collaboration. Digital platforms may also benefit the partnership among parents who cannot easily get to the school or do not wish to talk on the phone [32]. Hence, DC serves to increase equity in home–school communication [12]. This is the case in Finland, too.



In addition to promoting family-friendly policies, the Finnish government has emphasised the goal of equal opportunities and high-quality education for all. It has raised the educational level in the country in recent decades. Currently, 32 percent of over-15-year-olds with a Finnish background have a tertiary-level education, and 74 percent of this population has at least a higher-secondary-level education. On the other hand, 12 percent of women and 18 percent of men with a Finnish background only completed lower-secondary education (age group 30 to 34). The educational level has risen mainly as a result of women pursuing higher education: 48 percent of women aged 30 to 34 have a tertiary-level education, the corresponding proportion for men being 33 percent [39]. Moreover, a majority of teachers in Finnish schools are highly educated women [26].




1.2. The Current Study


Digital communication (DC) in Finland has facilitated frequent and effective two-way communication and feedback between teachers and parents [4,5]. However, the quality and quantity of teacher feedback varies a lot, as do parental experiences of received feedback [22,32]. The same message may be understood very differently depending on the expectations and overall attitudes to school and digital communication. More research is needed to shed more light on the nature of digital home–school communication and to develop common practicalities.



The current study completes our three-part series of studies on digital home–school communication in Finland. In the first study we used a new, specially designed 14-item digital communication scale [4] to elicit the opinions of parents (N = 1123) and teachers (N = 118) on digital communication. The second study clarified the wishes of parents and teachers regarding the content of digital messages [5] The current study analyses the responses of parents (N = 1117) to questions concerning their contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback.



According to the results of our first two studies, parents and teachers are generally satisfied with the communication, which they perceive as supporting the parent–teacher partnership and providing valuable information on pupil development and study issues. However, the parents felt that the feedback they received about their children was less encouraging than the teachers thought it was. In particular, there was wide variance in the parents’ responses concerning the amount of encouraging feedback in the DC messages [5]. Thus, there seemed to be discrepancy between the teachers’ intentions and the parents’ understanding of the message content.



We firmly believe that encouraging digital feedback could enhance the home–school partnership by encouraging different kinds of families to participate more actively in their children’s studies [11]. We therefore perceive a need to enhance understanding of the factors that predict parental contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback. In the present study, we define encouraging digital feedback as information about the child’s successes and strengths, as suggested in the Finnish National Core Curriculum for Basic Education [1]. Specifically, we analyse the explanatory factors regarding contentment with the amount of feedback using the previously extracted factor Encouraging feedback as the dependent variable [Digital Communication Scale with a three-factor structure, 4]. Pupil grade level, parental attitudes towards digital communication, education and gender were selected as independent variables.



We addressed the following three research questions to find out which factors predict contentment with the amount of encouraging digital teacher feedback among Finnish parents:



1. How content are the parents of pupils in primary and lower secondary school with the amount of encouraging digital feedback?



2. How content are parents with the amount of encouraging digital feedback depending on their attitudes to digital communication?



3. How content are parents with the amount of encouraging digital feedback depending on their educational level?





2. Materials and Methods


The data collection took place in 2016. The participants were 1123 voluntary, anonymous parents (79.8% mothers, 18.5% fathers, 1.7% did not mention their role) from one urban and one rural city in Finland. We sent an informative email to the educational authorities in the cities, who then delivered invitations to the school principals to participate in the study. The principals forwarded the link to our questionnaire to parents via a commonly used DC platform. The recruitment of particpants is explained in more detail in our previous studies [4].



The questionnaire comprised the digital communication scale and several background variables, also reported in more detail in our previous studies [4,5]. The background variables in the current study were the pupil’s school grade level, the parents’ attitudes to digital communication, and parental educational level and gender (see Table 1). The children of the participating parents were in primary (63%) or lower-secondary (37%) school. Overall parental attitude was assessed on a single question: ‘What is your first reaction when you receive a digital message from the school?´ The overwhelming majority of parents (84%) reported a first reaction that was not negative (neutral, 15.8%; appropriate interest, 64.8%; and delight, 3.4%). These respondents were categorised as having a neutral-to-positive attitude. Parents with a higher educational level were overrepresented (58%) (Table 1).



The respondents could choose not to answer any specific question. Only six of the original 1123 participants did not respond to every item of the encouraging feedback factor, and they were removed from the study. Thus, the final number of participants was 1117.



In the current study, we followed the guidelines of the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity [40] with regard to participant selection, data collection, and the analysis and interpretation of the results.



Data Analysis


In our previous study [4], we found three items from the 14-item digital communication scale that were loaded on the Encouraging feedback factor, which were rated on a four-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree somewhat, 3 = agree somewhat, 4 = strongly agree). In that particular study, the 1117 parents responded to the three items as follows: I get enough information about my child’s strengths M = 2.44, SD = 0.98; I get enough information about my child’s successes M = 2.72, SD = 0.98; The teacher’s digital communication is encouraging for my child M = 2.77, SD = 0.95. For the whole Encouraging feedback factor, M = 2.62 and SD = 0.97, indicating wide variability in responses [4].



To identify the strongest predictors of contentment with the amount of encouraging feedback, and in order to conduct the subsequent logistic regression analyses, we dichotomised the scores of the Encouraging feedback factor using the median (2.67) as a cut-off point. Those with a factor score of 2.67 or less were assigned to group 1 (43.7%), the others to group 2 (56.3%). We similarly dichotomised the background variables (see Table 1).



First, we carried out a decision tree analysis (DTA) to give us initial information about the chosen independent variables. DTA is used in the preliminary investigation of data for finding appropriate groups of variables and predicting future observations [41]. In this study, according to chi square values, DTA showed the order of importance of the background variables related to contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback, thereby facilitating the formulation of a hierarchy of predicting variables (Figure 1).



Following the initial DTA analysis, we carried out a binary logistic regression analysis with forward stepwise selection to establish the predictive power of each independent variable in detail. We calculated the odds of belonging to group 1 (not receiving enough encouraging digital feedback) or group 2 (receiving enough encouraging digital feedback) in the presence of the four background variables.





3. Results


The decision tree analysis (DTA) revealed the order of the predicting variables (Figure 1). The most significant predictor was the grade level of the pupil: having a child in lower-secondary school increased the probability of belonging to the group of parents who were content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback. The second most significant predictor was the overall attitude to digital communication: having a neutral-to-positive attitude was related to being content with the amount of feedback. The third predictor was parental education: being less highly educated was related to being content with the digital feedback. Parental gender was not significantly related to being content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback.



The binary logistic regression analysis confirmed the results of the DTA (Table 2). The model fitted the data well, χ2 (3) = 136.97, p < 0.000, correctly classifying 63.9 percent of parents who were content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback and 65.6 percent of parents who were not. The overall percentage of correct classifications was 64.6. The ROC curve evidenced a tolerable goodness of fit, W = 0.69, SD = 0.016, p < 0.001, CI(0.95) = 0.66–0.72. Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 was 0.16.



Next, we report the results in line with our research questions.



1. How content are the parents of pupils in primary and lower secondary school with the amount of encouraging digital feedback?



According to the initial DTA, the background variable that produced the biggest statistically significant differences between the groups as an explanatory factor for parental contentment on the amount of encouraging digital feedback was the pupil’s school grade (Table 2). Parents whose children were in lower-secondary school were more content (72%) than those with children in primary school (47%). The logistic regression analysis revealed an odds ratio (OR) of 2.76 for parents of lower-secondary pupils. In other words, the parents of children on the lower-secondary level were 2.76 times more likely to be content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback than the parents of pupils at primary school (Table 2).



2. How content are parents with the amount of encouraging digital feedback depending on their attitudes to digital communication?



The DTA revealed a further split in both parental groups (with children at primary or lower-secondary school), depending on whether they had a neutral-to-positive or a negative attitude to digital communication. This variable was the second strongest predictor of contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback. Parents with a negative attitude were more likely to claim that they did not receive enough positive feedback (75% and 58% of those with children in primary and lower-secondary school, respectively). According to the logistic regression analysis (Table 2), parents with a negative attitude were less likely than their counterparts with a neutral-to-positive attitude to be content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback (OR 0.26).



3. How content are parents with the amount of encouraging digital feedback depending on their educational level?



The third most significant splitting variable was parental educational level. Parents on the lower levels (with a neutral-to-positive attitude to digital communication and having children in lower-secondary education) were more likely to be content (60%) with the amount of encouraging digital feedback than parents with a higher-level education (47%). Regression analysis (Table 2) confirmed that parents in the latter group were less likely to be content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback than their less-highly-educated counterparts. (OR 0.61).




4. Discussion


The aim of the present study was to investigate the factors that predict parental contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback in communication between homes and schools. This investigation completes a three-part series of studies on digital home–school communication in Finland. The first study identified the content that parents and teachers wanted to communicate with the help of digital tools [4], whereas the second one explored the quality of the feedback that was given and received via these tools [5].



The results of the current research reveal that of the explanatory variables we applied, the factor that best predicted parental contentment was the pupil’s grade level, with parental attitude to digital communication in second place, followed by parental educational level. Parental gender did not have a statistically significant effect.



In sum, parents with a lower educational level, a neutral-to-positive attitude to digital communication and with children at lower-secondary school are the most likely to be content with the amount of encouraging digital communication. We discuss the possible explanations for these results below in line with our research questions.



Our findings indicate that the parents of pupils in lower-secondary school are more content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback than their counterparts with children in primary school. This result is in line with those reported in a previous Finnish study about pupils´ receiving more encouraging feedback in lower-secondary school [33]. Pupils at lower-secondary school are taught by several teachers; hence, the chance of receiving encouraging feedback is higher than in the (mainly) one class teacher system in primary school. Thus, an individual teacher’s feedback and communication practices do not play as big a role. Although the workload of Finnish teachers in terms of teaching hours is among the lowest in the OECD countries [42], stress and burnout rates have increased. This is a recognised trend affecting the educational field in many countries [43,44]. Having to constantly give digital feedback may, to some extent, affect how they manage their working hours, work-related stress and well-being [5,44]. This may be particularly salient among class teachers who tend to be the only feedback providers for the entire class.



It seems that teachers in the higher grade levels have mastered the skill of providing encouraging feedback by digital means, which could be interpreted as an attempt to motivate and engage students in the face of growing learning demands. Pupils in higher grades have access to personal digital feedback from the teacher. Well-given direct feedback may promote positive emotions and motivate the learning process [2,6]. Hence, the provision of encouraging feedback to pupils at lower-secondary schools may stem from a desire to target the feedback directly at the pupil. Active parental support is a prerequisite when pupils are entering a more independent phase in their studying [12]. It requires more home–school collaboration and could enhance digital home–school communication.



Overall, there are fewer face-to-face meetings and less printed communication from teachers in lower-secondary school than in primary school, meaning that almost all messaging is DC-based. Furthermore, expectations of receiving encouraging feedback may be higher among parents whose children are younger and less independent [5]. It seems that even if these parents were frequently given encouraging feedback about their children’s achievements, more than half of them wanted to have more of it digitally.



Parents with an overall negative attitude to digital communication were less content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback than those with a neutral or positive attitude. This result seems obvious, but what lies behind it is more complicated. The optimal home–school partnership involves the exchange of realistic, positive information concerning the child’s achievements and development [12,45]. Parents who receive multiple notes from school that are purely informative or even negative may interpret all messages accordingly. Being constantly reminded of the child’s misbehaviour and learning difficulties may be burdensome and perceived as stigmatising [4,20]. Almost every class in Finland has students with special educational needs, and negative feedback easily accumulates among them [22]. Care should be taken in such cases to carry out appraisals and give extra encouragement to ensure that the home–school partnership remains respectful and positive, even in the face of obstacles [20].



Finally, our findings indicate that highly educated parents are less likely to be content with the amount of encouraging digital feedback they receive than their less highly educated counterparts. This may be attributable to the greater demands on the highly educated. They may have higher expectations, and their own experiences may influence what they consider to be a sufficient amount of encouragement form teachers. Parents who were accomplished in their own studies probably received good feedback during their school years, and probably wish the same for their own children. The positive effect on learning outcomes and attitudes towards school among pupils with highly educated parents is well-known [39,46,47].




5. Implications


Our study findings have multiple research implications. First, the quality of encouraging feedback should be explored in detail, not only the amount. It would be beneficial to build experimental research designs to find ways of delivering personalised positive feedback time-efficiently by digital means. It would also be worth developing enriched programs for active home–school messaging using visual materials. This would be of particular value in communication with families who do not speak the same language as the teacher. Controlled interventions using innovative digital technologies could help to improve home–school collaboration among families with special needs.



We reported in our previous research [4] that parents perceived the feedback they received from teachers about their children as less encouraging than the teachers thought it was. Further research should be conducted to explore teachers’ views on their feedback practices and the factors related to it. One contributory factor may be the heavy workload of teachers as well as time-management challenges. Digital platforms should be improved to offer more predefined positive options regarding digital quick-markings [33]. This concrete improvement could ease the daily workload of teachers and guide them in giving more encouraging feedback. However, teachers should not be left alone: practices related to home–school digital communication and feedback should be negotiated on the school level. Furthermore, teacher education should include courses on digital communication to ensure that future teachers acquire the necessary knowledge and competences to exploit the special nature and potential of online messaging. Parents, in turn, should be invited to reflect on their role in digital parent–teacher communication: communication is a two-way channel that should build respect in both directions.



Last but not least, digital communication could promote educational democracy. Most parents have the desire to support their child’s studies actively, even if they find it difficult to attend parents’ evenings and other meetings in the school. Digital communication may lower the barrier to participation and strengthen the idea of striving towards common goals in supporting pupils in their studies and their lives [4,5,12].



No study is without limitations. There was a gender bias in the current study, most of the respondents being mothers. This is in line with previous studies on the home–school partnership [18,32]: it shows that even though task sharing has become more effective in Finnish families, mothers are still the primary communicators regarding home–school issues. Furthermore, the questionnaire was provided only in Finnish, meaning that non-native speakers probably did not respond. Nevertheless, we are happy with the high number of both urban and rural participants in our three-part study [4,5]. As a methodological limitation, the use of dichotomised variables could be perceived as simplifying the data. However, the purpose of the current study was to build a general picture of the factors affecting parental views on encouraging digital feedback. Future studies will reveal more fine-grained information on how such feedback is experienced by a variety of parents, and on the kind of messages that are really understood as encouraging and as supporting pupils.



Our data was collected before the COVID-19 crisis, as a result of which digital communication was almost the only way of exchanging messages between schools and homes. The extent to which these exceptional circumstances will affect communication in the future remains to be seen. In any case, training is needed to guarantee that all teachers have good enough communication and digital skills to collaborate effectively with families of all kinds.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, methodology, validation, A.-M.K., L.U. and K.T.; Writing—Original draft preparation, A.-M.K.; Writing—Review and editing, A.-M.K., L.U. and K.T.; Project administration, A.-M.K.; All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki. Our study did not deal with animals or any vulnerable groups, nor did it involve risks for participant well-being, or use of biomedical devices, or invasive investigation tools. Our study did not need ethics approval, according to our national regulations as well as to the Ethical board of the University of Helsinki.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


Data are contained within the article.




Acknowledgments


Open access funding provided by University of Helsinki.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



FNBE. National Core Curriculum for Basic Education. Helsinki: Finnish National Agency for Education. 2014. Available online: https://www.oph.fi/en/statistics-and-publications/publications/new-national-core-curriculum-basic-education-focus-school (accessed on 5 September 2020).

	



Oinas, S.; Thuneberg, H.; Vainikainen, M.-P.; Hotulainen, R. Technology-enhanced feedback profiles and their associations with learning and academic well-being indicators in basic education. Contemp. Educ. Technol. 2020, 12, ep271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tanes, Z.; Arnold, K.E.; King, A.S.; Remnet, M.A. Using Signals for appropriate feedback: Perceptions and practices. Comput. Educ. 2011, 57, 2414–2422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuusimäki, A.-M.; Uusitalo-Malmivaara, L.; Tirri, K. Parents’ and teachers’ views on digital communication in Finland. Educ. Res. Int. 2019, 2019, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuusimäki, A.-M.; Uusitalo-Malmivaara, L.; Tirri, K. The role of digital communication in teacher well-being. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 2257. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dweck, C.S.; Master, A. Self-theories and motivation, students’ beliefs about intelligence. In Handbook of Motivation at, School; Wentzel, K.R., Wickfield, A., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2009; pp. 123–140. [Google Scholar]

	



Hattie, J.; Timperley, H. The power of feedback. Rev. Educ. Res. 2007, 77, 81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wiliam, D. What is assessment for learning? Stud. Educ. Eval. 2011, 37, 3–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vuorinen, K.; Erikivi, A.; Uusitalo-Malmivaara, L. A character strength intervention in 11 inclusive Finnish classrooms to promote social participation of students with special educational needs. J. Res. Special Educ. Needs 2019, 19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Griffin, N.L. Using assessment feedback for motivation among early adolescents: A grounded theory study. Ph.D. Thesis, Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA, USA, June 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Epstein, J. School, family and community partnership. Phi Delta Kappan 1995, 76, 702–712. [Google Scholar]

	



Epstein, J.L.; Sanders, M.G.; Sheldon, S.; Simon, B.; Salinas, K.C.; Jansorn, N.R.; van Voorhis, F.L.; Martin, C.S.; Thomas, B.G.; Greenfeld, M.D.; et al. School, Family, and Community Partnerships: Your Handbook for Action, 3rd ed.; Corwin Press: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	



Kumpulainen, K.; Lipponen, L.; Hilppö, J.; Mikkola, A. Building on the positive in children’s lives: A co-partipatory study on the social construction of children‘s sense of agency. Early Child Dev. Care 2013, 184, 211–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Perälä-Littunen, S.; Böök, M.-L. Finnish teacher-students’ views on home-school cooperation. Int. J. Parents Educ. 2019, 11, 37–45. [Google Scholar]

	



OECD. TALIS 2018 Results (Volume I): Teachers and School Leaders as Lifelong Learners; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



OECD. Pisa Results, Programme for International Student Assessment. 2018. Available online: https://www.oecd.org/pisa/publications/pisa-2018-results.htm (accessed on 25 August 2020).

	



Mendel, M. Education is power and parents are force. Int. J. Parents Educ. 2020, 12, 1–7. [Google Scholar]

	



Bauch, J.P. Applications of technology to linking schools, families, and students. In Proceedings of the Families, Technology, and Education Conference, Chicago, IL, USA, 30 October–1 November 1997; Available online: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED425017 (accessed on 22 December 2020).

	



Freytag, C.E. Teacher-parent communication: Starting the year off right. Paper presented at the Biennial Meeting of the Kappa Delta Pi International Honor Society in Education. November 2001. Available online: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED460087 (accessed on 31 August 2020).

	



Dannesboe, K.I.; Kryger, N.; Palludan, C. When school-family relations matter-discomfort and struggle among children, young people and their parents. Int. J. Parents Educ. 2019, 11, 55–65. [Google Scholar]

	



Oinas, S.; Ahtiainen, R.; Vainikainen, M.-P.; Hotulainen, R. Pupils’ perceptions about technology-enhanced feedback: Do emojis guide self-regulated learning? Scand. J. Educ. Res. 2020. [CrossRef]

	



Oinas, S.; Vainikainen, M.-P.; Hotulainen, R. Is technology-enhanced feedback encouraging for all in Finnish basic education? A person-centered approach. Learn. Instr. 2018, 58, 12–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alanko, A. Preparing pre-service teachers for home-school cooperation: Exploring Finnish teachers education programmes. J. Educ. Teach. 2018, 44, 321–332. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Levinthal, C.I.; Kuusisto, E. Parental engagement in children’s learning: A holistic approach to teacher-parents’ partnerships. In Pedagogy in Basic and Higher Education; Tirri, K., Toom, A., Eds.; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2020. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finnish National Agency for Education (FNAE). Compulsory education in Finland. 2018. Available online: https://www.oph.fi/sites/default/files/documents/compulsory_education_in_finland.pdf (accessed on 4 September 2020).

	



Tirri, K. The last 40 years in Finnish teacher education. J. Educ. Teach. 2014, 40, 600–609. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ministry of Education and Culture. Extencion of Compulsory education in Finland. 2020. Available online: https://minedu.fi/en/-/compulsory-education-to-be-extended-in-august-2021-reform-aims-to-improve-conditions-for-learning-and-wellbeing-among-young-people-and-to-increase-employment-rate (accessed on 31 August 2020).

	



Sormunen, M.; Goranskaya, S.; Kirilina, V.; Tossavainen, K. Interaction between home and school: The views of teachers and parents from Finland and Russia. Int. J. Parents Educ. 2018, 10, 33–46. [Google Scholar]

	



Ojakangas, M. Lapsuus ja Auktoriteetti. Pedagogisen Vallan Historia Snellmannista Koskenniemeen; Childhood and AuthorityTutkijaliitto Hansaprint: Helsinki, Finland, 1997. [Google Scholar]

	



Carr, N.; Heath, D.; Maghrabi, R. Implications of information and communication technologies (ICT) for school-home communication. J. Inf. Technol. Educ. Res. 2015, 14, 363–396. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chu, S.-Y. erspectives from both sides of the parent–professional partnership: A preliminary study on taiwan’s early childhood special education services. PInt. J. Disabil. Dev. Educ. 2018, 65, 355–372. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Palts, K.; Kalmus, V. Digital channels in teacher-parent communication: The case of Estonia. Est. Int. J. Educ. Dev. Inf. Commun. Technol. 2015, 11, 65–81. [Google Scholar]

	



Oinas, S.; Vainikainen, M.-P.; Hotulainen, R. Technology-enhanced feedback for pupils and parents in Finnish basic education. Comput. Educ. 2017, 108, 59–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, C.; Wong, A.F.L.; Cheah, H.M.; Wong, P. Patterns of email use by teachers and implications: A Singapore experience. Comput. Educ. 2009, 53, 623–631. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seitsinger, A.M.; Felner, R.D.; Brand, S.; Burns, A. A large-scale examination of the nature and efficacy of teachers’ practices to engage parents: Assessment, parental contact, and student-level impact. J. School Psychol. 2008, 46, 477–505. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hofstede, G.; Hofstede, G.J.; Minkov, M. Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind, 3rd ed.; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Chzhen, Y.; Gromada, A.; Rees, G. Are the World’s Richest Countries Family Friendly? Policy in the OECD and EU. 2020. Available online: https://www.unicef.org/media/55696/file/Family-friendly%20policies%20research%202019.pdf (accessed on 18 September 2020).

	



European Parliament. Maternity and Paternity Leave in the EU. Infographic—December. International Network On Leave Policies and Research, International Review of Leave Policies and Related Research. 2016. Available online: https://www.leavenetwork.org/fileadmin/user_upload/k_leavenetwork/annual_reviews/2016_Full_draft_20_July.pdf (accessed on 11 September 2020).

	



Statistics Finland. Educational Structure of Finnish Population. 2019. Available online: https://www.stat.fi/til/vkour/2019/vkour_2019_2020-11-05_tie_001_en.html (accessed on 18 September 2020).

	



Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity. Ethical Principles of Research in the Humanities and Social and Behavioural Sciences and Proposals for Ethical Review. 2009. Available online: https://www.tenk.fi/en/ethical-review-in-human-sciences (accessed on 20 July 2020).

	



Metsämuuronen, J. Essentials of Research Methods in Human Sciences. Volume 2, Multivariate Analysi; Sage Publications India Pvt Ltd.: New Delhi, India, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



OECD. Published Data: Teachers Teaching Hours. 2019. Available online: https://data.oecd.org/teachers/teaching-hours.htm (accessed on 5 May 2021).

	



Chang, M.-L. An appraisal perspective of teacher burnout: Examining the emotional work of teachers. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2009, 21, 193–218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Skaalvik, E.M.; Skaalvik, S. Teacher job satisfaction and motivation to leave the teaching profession: Relations with school context, feeling of belonging, and emotional exhaustion. Teach. Teacher Educ. 2011, 27, 1029–1038. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Juniu, S. Computer mediated parent-teacher communication. Rev. Electrónica Actual. Investig. Educ. 2009, 9, 1–19. [Google Scholar]

	



OECD. Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators; OECD: Paris, France, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Hautamäki, A. activity environment, social class and educational career: Development of mastery among 11–17-Year-Olds. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 1986, 30, 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Education 11 00253 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Decision tree showing the order of variables predicting parental contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback. 
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Table 1. The recoding of the parental background variables.
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	1. Child’s grade level

1st to 6th

7th to 9th
	 [image: Education 11 00253 i001]
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	1. primary school

2. lower secondary school



	2. Parental attitude to DC

a. neutral

b. appropriate interest

c. delight

d. concern

e. irritation
	 [image: Education 11 00253 i003]
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	1. positive/neutral







2. negative







	3. Educational level

a. lower secondary education or less

b. upper secondary education

c. lowest level tertiary education

d. bachelor or equivalent level

e. polytechnic education

f. university
	 [image: Education 11 00253 i005]
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	1. lower education









2. higher education



	4. Gender
	
	1. female

2. male
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Table 2. Logistic regression analysis predicting parental contentment with the amount of encouraging digital feedback.
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	Measure
	B
	Wald

χ2-Test
	p
	OR
	95% CI
	for OR





	Child’s grade level
	1.02
	53.83
	0.000
	2.76
	2.10
	3.62



	Parental attitude to DC
	−1.34
	53.65
	0.000
	0.26
	0.18
	0.37



	Parental educational level
	−0.50
	14.32
	0.000
	0.61
	0.47
	0.79







Note. Parents N = 1117.
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