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Abstract

Research highlights a growing demand for active, experiential learning methods in higher
education, especially in teacher education. While the benefits of parental involvement
(PI) are well-documented, Hungary lacks tools to effectively prepare teacher trainees for
fostering family-school cooperation. This study addresses this gap by introducing a custom-
designed board game as an innovative teaching tool. The game simulates real-world
challenges in PI through a cooperative, scenario-based framework. Exercises are grounded
in international and national research, ensuring their relevance and evidence-based design.
Tested with 110 students, the game’s educational value was assessed via post-gameplay
questionnaires. Participants emphasized the strengths of its cooperative structure, realistic
scenarios, and integration of humor. Many reported gaining new insights into parental
roles and strategies for effective home-school partnerships. Practical applications include
integrating the game into teacher education curricula and adapting it for other educational
contexts. This study demonstrates how board games can bridge theory and practice,
offering an engaging, effective medium to prepare future teachers for the challenges of PI.

Keywords: parental involvement; board games; teacher education; cooperative learning;
collaboration

1. Introduction

Parental involvement (PI) plays a crucial role in enhancing students” academic success
(Epstein, 2010; Boonk et al., 2018; Watson et al., 2012), fostering positive school climates
(Goodall & Vorhaus, 2011; OECD, 2019), and strengthening family—school partnerships.
Despite its significance, teacher education programs often lack effective tools to prepare
educators for building and maintaining such cooperation. In Hungary, most teacher educa-
tion programs are devoted to subject-specific knowledge, resulting in limited preparation
for responsibilities extending beyond classroom instruction. Research has concluded that
both teacher trainees and university educators consider preparation for working with
parents important, yet they are generally dissatisfied with its effectiveness. While the topic
is addressed theoretically in some courses, practical preparation, especially for collabo-
ration with families, is often lacking, and primarily acquired during in-school practice
(Chrappan, 2025).

Traditional teacher education and in-service training tools primarily emphasize cogni-
tive development, offering little support for challenging the prevailing education-centered
paradigm or for cultivating a broader professional identity that includes renewed pedagog-
ical practices. Additionally, regional and inter-school disparities in student composition
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are particularly stark. In some schools, teachers are required to engage with families from
socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds to effectively support student development,
underscoring the critical need for teacher education programs to address parental involve-
ment (Ceglédi et al., 2024; de Bruine et al., 2014; Hyassat et al., 2024; Jones, 2020; Mutton
et al., 2018; Pusztai et al., 2025; Willemse et al., 2018).

Active and experiential learning approaches, such as game-based learning, have
gained attention for their ability to engage learners and promote critical skills like com-
munication and collaboration (Perini et al., 2018). Research has shown that board games
are particularly effective for introducing complex or sensitive topics in an accessible way
(Antonaci et al., 2015). They provide an interactive platform to simulate real-world chal-
lenges (see Csempesz, 2016), allowing participants to practice strategies in a low-stakes
environment. Moreover, the use of board games has been found to have a positive impact
on student motivation and academic performance (Aldemir et al., 2018; Eltahir et al., 2021;
Karbownik et al., 2016; Viray, 2016).

The aim of our research group is to develop procedures that will lead to the develop-
ment of teacher—parent cooperation integrated in teacher education. This study explores
the potential of a custom-designed board game to enhance teacher trainees’ understanding
of PI, bridging theoretical concepts with practical application. One of our students involved
in the design of the board game is exploring university communities which use the tools
of professional learning communities (PLCs) in the context of teacher education. His re-
search has shown that in such organizations there is a strong emphasis on active, reflective,
trialogical learning, a process that can contribute to the creation of innovations and new
methods. These good practices could later be integrated into formal teacher education, for
example in the form of the board game that is the subject of this study. By being part of
such a community of professional socialization, students involved in the design process
not only develop skills for their future careers, but also contribute indirectly to the career
socialization and professional development of the next generation of students (Bolam et al.,
2005; Hakkarainen & Paavola, 2009; Hipp et al., 2008; Stoll et al., 2006a, 2006b).

2. Literature Review
2.1. Parental Involvement

PI is defined in various ways, including parental activity in schools (Morrison, 1978),
the provision of resources (Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994), investment in children’s education
(LaRocque et al., 2011), or actions of parents within school settings to support academic
success (Hill & Taylor, 2004). Researchers expanded PI into a multidimensional concept,
recognizing both school-based and home-based involvement (Epstein, 2018; Fan & Chen,
2001; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Sui-Chu & Willms, 1996).

Parental involvement (PI), defined as the range of activities parents undertake to
support their children’s education, is most often conceptualized as school-initiated and
structured around institutional expectations. Although Epstein reframed her original model
as a “School, Family, and Community Partnerships” approach (Epstein, 2010, 2018), critics
argue that its implementation remains largely school-centric, often reflects middle-class
norms, and lacks sensitivity to social, ethnic, cultural, and linguistic diversity (Baquedano-
Lépez et al., 2013; Hornby & Blackwell, 2018; Reay, 2023). Recent research reshaped the
concept from “involvement” to “engagement,” emphasizing reciprocal partnerships that
recognize parents’ agency and cultural knowledge (Goodall & Montgomery, 2013; Jeynes,
2018; Kim, 2022; Pushor, 2018).

Despite the variety of conceptualizations, we chose Epstein’s widely used six-
dimensional model for its clarity and practical applicability in designing educational
tools. In our study, we adopt a school-centered definition of PI, in line with Epstein’s
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framework (Epstein, 2010), which focuses on school-initiated activities that encourage par-
ents’ participation in their children’s education. This includes parental presence at school
events, communication with teachers, volunteering, and engaging in school-led learning
activities at home. While broader conceptualizations of parental engagement consider
family-initiated support and home-based learning, our intervention targets aspects of in-
volvement that are school-led and facilitated by teachers. In addition to Epstein’s typology,
we also refer to Hornby and Lafaele’s (2011) model, which provides a critical update by iden-
tifying barriers to parental involvement. This perspective highlights the complex interplay
between teachers’ attitudes, school policies, and parents’ resources or cultural backgrounds,
which are relevant for designing meaningful school-based involvement strategies.

PI in Hungarian schools remains low: only a quarter of parents contact teachers,
slightly more than a quarter of teachers reach out to parents, and fewer than 10% of
parents participate in school boards, figures well below the OECD average (OECD, 2019).
While the COVID-19 pandemic weakened parent—school contact in many OECD countries,
Hungary remained significantly below average in 2022 (OECD, 2020, 2023). Importantly,
our previous study also revealed that different parental groups benefit from different
forms of school outreach: parents with lower educational attainment reported greater
appreciation for support staff and parenting advice, whereas more highly educated parents
valued digital communication and volunteering opportunities more. These findings suggest
that rather than relying on a one-size-fits-all model, schools should adopt differentiated,
responsive family—school-community partnership (FSCP) practices. When such tailored
strategies are implemented, they can mitigate the disadvantages associated with low
socioeconomic status and strengthen parental involvement across diverse groups, both at
home and in school contexts (Pusztai et al., 2025). The research by Ceglédi et al. (2025)
focuses on opportunities to support the success of Roma students, with particular emphasis
on culturally sensitive pedagogy. It highlights that in a very heterogeneous parental
environment, it is necessary to ensure that parents work together on the basis of common
educational principles for the benefit of their children’s development. In addition to the
openness and commitment of teachers, institutional support (financial and personnel) is
necessary for schools to fulfill this important role as successfully as possible and to benefit
from parental involvement through the success of their students. Given the diversity in
Hungarian society, parenting approaches, and teacher—parent cooperation, addressing the
challenges of school-family partnerships is essential for improving public education.

2.2. Preparing Teachers for PI

Research indicates that many schools and teachers fail to recognize the potential
benefits of parental involvement, do not consider fostering family involvement as part of
their responsibilities, and often hold negative, distrustful views of parents (Desforges &
Abouchaar, 2003; Jeynes, 2011). This raises the question of which programs can effectively
promote parental involvement and strengthen collaboration with parents.

Collaboration with parents has been a less emphasized aspect of teacher preparation
(Sheldon & Jung, 2015a). Teacher trainees often feel uncertain about managing relationships
with parents, which can contribute to stress and burnout among novice teachers (Pedditzi
et al., 2021).

Hornby and Lafaele (2011) had introduced a model that clarifies the barriers to parental
involvement (PI) at the family, child, teacher, and societal levels. By enhancing educators’
understanding of these challenges, the model supports more effective PI strategies in both
pre-service teacher education and professional development. This model has been updated
and improved by Hornby and Blackwell (2018). Although the barriers identified in the
study were still present, the authors found that they hindered parental involvement to a
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lesser extent than previously assumed. In their revised model, they also highlighted that,
due to reduced government support for families and changing parental needs (particularly
in the area of communication), schools are also becoming much more aware and proactive
in their efforts to develop parent-school partnerships. According to Sheldon and Jung
(2015b), professional development programs play a key role in equipping teachers with
strategies to enhance family—school collaboration. Initiatives like the National Network
of Partnership Schools (NNPS, see Epstein et al., 2009) and the Family Engagement Part-
nership (FEP, see Sheldon & Hutchins, 2014) provide structured support, training, and
coaching to help educators implement effective collaboration practices. These programs em-
phasize the importance of sustained teacher development in fostering strong school-family
partnerships that positively impact student outcomes.

Although the importance of teacher education in home-school partnerships has been
widely acknowledged, preparation remains inconsistent. Both preservice and practicing
teachers require multiple competencies, including cultural awareness, communication
strategies, and digital skills, to engage effectively with parents (Epstein, 2018; Graham-Clay,
2024). Willemse et al. (2018) reviewed teacher education literature from North America,
Australia, and Europe, highlighting the persistent issue of inadequate preparation for
preservice teachers in engaging with parents. Recent studies confirm this finding: teacher
education in Canada (Antony-Newman, 2025) and in England (Jones et al., 2025) also
marginalize the topic of parenting and collaboration. This is also indicated by the fact
that teachers self-report not feeling adequately prepared for dealing with parents, and
teacher education does not provide any meaningful support in this area, as the topic is
neglected there, as well (Jones et al., 2025; Monfrance et al., 2024). However, empirical
findings suggest that one of the key predictors of the level of parental involvement is how
prepared and competent teachers perceive themselves to be in collaborating with parents
(Monfrance et al., 2024).

2.3. Board Games in Higher Education

Board games are tools in teacher education that allow teacher trainees to try out
different aspects of working with parents in a safe, simulated environment. During this
process, learning experience is deepened, and theoretical knowledge is put into practice.
The incorporation of board games into university-level teacher education aligns closely
with contemporary research on experiential and active learning, offering a practical and
reflective framework for skill development.

Traditional learning theory focuses on the cognitive dimension and does not include
the emotional and social dimensions of learning, which make learners more active and
learning more enjoyable (Illeris, 2003; Lim et al., 2019). Research by Eltahir et al. (2021) fur-
ther demonstrates that game-based learning enhances motivation and persistence. Research
suggests that board games can produce more enduring and impactful learning outcomes
than many conventional teaching methods (Karbownik et al., 2016; Perini et al., 2018),
and also highlights a marked improvement in academic performance among students
engaged with board games, compared to those in traditional instruction settings (Viray,
2016). Among higher education students, the game 5-ST+¥R proved effective in developing
students’ soft skills in hotel management training (Radzi et al., 2020), and a modified ver-
sion of Dixit promoted peer discussion and conceptual understanding in physics education
(Janiga & Haverlikova, 2024). Similarly, the use of Monopoly in teaching financial state-
ment analysis improved students’ cognitive engagement and collaboration (Vijayakumar
& Kulkarni, 2020). BioRacer enhanced engagement, memory retention, and teamwork in
public health biology education (Ezezika et al., 2023). Previous studies have demonstrated
that board games, including those designed or adapted by university students and educa-
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tors, can effectively support learner-centered teaching practices. For instance, Catalyze!
encouraged active learning and pedagogical reflection among teaching assistants (Brydges
& Dembinski, 2019). These examples illustrate that game-based learning, particularly
when future educators are involved in game use or design, can foster critical skills aligned
with learner-centered approaches. For teacher trainees, engaging with (board) games, and
even designing their own, can significantly support their ability to adopt learner-centered
teaching practices (see Brydges & Dembinski, 2019; Frossard et al., 2012).

Serious games, which are purposefully designed for educational, rather than entertain-
ment objectives, offer learners a risk-free context for experimentation and skill development.
These games have the potential to influence learners” attitudes and behaviors in alignment
with pedagogical aims, thereby contributing meaningfully to the learning process (Abt,
1970; Cosimini & Collins, 2023). Game-based learning presents a versatile method for nur-
turing these essential skills. Furthermore, communication, collaboration, critical thinking,
and creativity (the 4Cs)—identified by Trilling and Fadel (2009) as critical competencies
for the 21st-century labor market—are particularly relevant for teachers, who rely on these
skills to work effectively with students, parents, and colleagues.

In Hungary, the following board games are designed primarily for students and univer-
sity learners, focusing on topics related to educational sociology and the field of education
sciences. Mentortarsas presents the educational journey of disadvantaged students all the
way to higher education in an innovative way, using real-life situations. The goal of the
game for players is to achieve the highest possible level of education while confronting
the challenges faced by these students. Rendszerhiba is a cooperative game that explores
how the education system could be made more equitable and effective. Players work
together to identify system failures and develop improvements. It is recommended for ages
16 and up (Csempesz, 2016). Although not originally designed for educational purposes,
Szociopoly effectively illustrates the challenges of poverty and extreme poverty through the
perspective of a disadvantaged family'. It supports the development of social sensitivity
and the critical examination of stereotypes (Kiss, 2021). However, no cooperative board
game has yet been published on the topic of parental involvement.

The aim of this study is to examine the potential of a custom-designed board game
as an innovative tool in teacher education for enhancing knowledge and skills related to
parental involvement.

Given the persistent lack of adequate preparation for engaging with parents in both
initial and ongoing teacher education, there is a pressing need for innovative, practice-
oriented approaches that can bridge this gap. The literature demonstrates that teacher
confidence and competence in parental collaboration are key predictors of successful PI,
yet such skills are rarely developed systematically in training programs. Board games,
especially serious, purpose-driven ones, offer an engaging, low-risk platform for future
teachers to explore the nuances of parent—teacher interactions. By simulating realistic
scenarios and encouraging reflection, communication, and problem-solving, board games
align with experiential learning principles and can serve as a powerful medium for de-
veloping essential Pl-related competencies. Integrating such tools into teacher education
represents a promising, evidence-informed response to a well-documented training deficit.

3. The Current Study

This study aims to present the key steps and methodological foundations of the
board game development process. The objective of this research is to examine how the
custom-designed board game facilitates students’ reflections and understandings of PI. Our
research builds on existing literature, which highlights the need for experiential learning
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tools in teacher education to better prepare future educators for family-school partnerships
(Chrappan, 2025; Epstein, 2018; Frossard et al., 2012; Graham-Clay, 2024).
The study poses the following research questions:

(1) What understandings of parental involvement emerge through the use of the
board game?

(2) How do participants perceive the educational value and applicability of the game in
real-world teaching contexts?

Drawing from the existing literature, we formulated two hypotheses:

H1. The board game is expected to surface nuanced perspectives and understandings of PI,
particularly regarding its challenges and potential in everyday school practice.

H2. It is expected that participants will perceive the cooperative and scenario-based nature of the
board game as beneficial for addressing challenges related to school—family partnerships.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Research Design

This study employed a quantitative research design to assess the educational impact
of a custom-designed board game on students, especially teacher trainees” understanding
of PI. Quantitative data was collected to evaluate participants’ experiences, knowledge
acquisition, and perceptions of the game in simulating real-life challenges in school-family
collaboration.

The development process incorporated several rounds of external evaluation to main-
tain high-quality standards. Initially, 13 individuals offered constructive feedback through-
out different phases of the design (Costa & Kallick, 1993; MacPhail et al., 2021). Furthermore,
an Expert Committee of over 15 professionals from our research group—including senior
and junior researchers, academic staff, interns, teachers, and principals—provided in-
sights to enhance both the educational effectiveness and overall engagement of the game
(Escobar-Pérez & Cuervo-Martinez, 2008).

4.2. Data Collection Methods

Prior to its final deployment, the board game underwent an extensive testing phase,
including 14 trial sessions with former students of teacher education—key representatives
of the target audience. These sessions provided valuable insights, allowing for refinements
that enhanced both the educational impact and the overall playability of the game, ensuring
it met its intended learning objectives while remaining engaging and effective.

Data was gathered through post-gameplay questionnaires administered to 13 non-
teacher trainees, 13 psychology students, and 80 teacher trainees. The questionnaires
included both open-ended and closed questions to measure participants’ reflections on the
game’s realism, cooperative elements, and pedagogical value.

The questionnaire examined several variables, including the participants’ field of
study, their opinion of the board game, and the perceived knowledge acquired during the
game. To ensure the usability of our data, responses to the open-ended questions were
independently coded by two authors and then finalized through consensus. For each
question, multiple codes were developed to capture the content of the responses. These
codes were entered into SPSS 25 as nominal variables. Given the nature of open-ended
questions, responses often conveyed multiple, non-mutually exclusive meanings. Therefore,
in some cases, we used dichotomous (dummy) variables in which the codes themselves
served as the variables.



Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 986

7 of 25

For example, to answer the question “Q2: What did you like about the game?”, a
participant might respond: “The design of the game and the basic idea were very creative.”
In this case, the variables “Q2_graphics” and “Q2_basic_idea” would be coded as 1, while
all other variables (e.g., Q2_cooperation, Q2_characters, etc.) would receive a value of 0.
In other instances, where the question was more direct, the codes could be represented
using a single multicategorical nominal variable. In such cases, the categories within the
variable captured the meanings conveyed by the responses. For example, we created one
multicategorical variable (Q9_code) for the question ,Q9: What did you learn during the
game? Please describe.”, as the semantics of the question encouraged the respondent to
highlight a single aspect.

Participants’ overall impression of the board game was measured using a 10-point
Likert scale and the following question: “Overall, how much did you like the board game

177

on a scale from 1 to 10? Please circle the appropriate number!” Participants provided the
name of their current field of study in free-text format. Based on this, we constructed three
sets of nominal variables: (1) field of study (teacher education, psychology, education,
special needs education, healthcare, judicial administration, or other), (2) professional
relevance (professional [teacher education, educational sciences-pedagogy, special needs
education]; non-professional [psychology, healthcare, judicial administration, other]), and
(3) area of training (humanities and arts, special needs education, law, computer sciences,
or other). The “other” category included a mix of healthcare, IT, and economics-related
training areas. The combination of these fields was justified by their individually low
sample sizes. Descriptive statistics for respondents’ field of study, professional background,

and training area are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Training Characteristics of the Students in the Sample.

Respondent’s Profession N Percent (%)
Teacher education 61 57.5
Psychology 13 12.3
Special needs education 10 9.4
Educational sciences, pedagogy 8 7.5

Other 6 57

Judicial administration 5 4.7
Healthcare 3 2.8

Professional or not

Professional 80 75.5
Non-professional 26 245
Study field

Humanity and arts 86 81.1
Special needs education 10 9.4
Law 5 4.7
Others 5 47
Total 106 100

4.3. Sample

This study involved 13 students who are psychology students; another 13 players
who participated in the course “Educational research (Board games in education)”; and
80 teacher trainees with diverse educational experiences. The participants provided their
written consent on signed forms. They attended game sessions lasting approximately
90 min each.
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4.4. Data Analysis

Quantitative data was analyzed using SPSS Statistics 25, employing descriptive statis-
tics, Mann-Whitney U tests, and Kruskal-Wallis tests to identify differences in responses
based on professional background. Open-ended responses were thematically analyzed
to identify recurring themes related to knowledge and attitudes toward parental involve-
ment. For the between-group comparison of the open-ended questions, we conducted
cross-tabulation analyses due to the nominal nature of the variables, using chi-square test.
Differences were considered significant when the chi-square test reached significance and
the absolute value of the adjusted residuals exceeded 2.

5. Board Game Overview—Steps and Professional Considerations in the
Development of the Board Game

Our board game K.O.SZ.1. (Communication and Connectivity between Parents and
School) is a cooperative, thematic board game designed for teacher trainees and education
professionals to enhance understanding of parental involvement. It falls under the category
of adult board games, as players face numerous decision-making scenarios. It is cooperative,
requiring players to work together, with shared success or failure. The game is considered
advanced due to its mental demands and educational focus, rather than being designed
for pure entertainment. Its replayability stems from varied character abilities, action
cards, and scenarios. With characters possessing distinct skills and collaborating toward a
shared objective, it qualifies as a symmetric game. Moreover, its comprehensive focus on
parental involvement situates it as a thematic game (Gyéri-Nadai & Gy®6ri, 2023). It also
focuses on team-based problem-solving and the integration of best practices. Played by
4-7 participants, the game represents a school year through ten rounds, tackling realistic
challenges in family-school relations. Success depends on collaboration and collective
decision-making (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Board game graphics.

5.1. Objective

Players work together to improve a school’s status on three fields—parental connectiv-
ity, student achievement, and prestige—by solving monthly challenges based on real-world
research and experiences. Studies have confirmed that PI has a positive impact on students’
academic achievement (Jeynes, 2022), but a well-functioning parent-school relationship is
not only beneficial for students and their families. It also has a positive impact on teachers
and school culture. It can improve the school atmosphere (OECD, 2019), and teachers feel
better about themselves and see their work as more effective when they feel that parents
support and appreciate them. PI also benefits the school’s reputation, its relationships

with other institutions and the local community, and its recognition (Goodall & Vorhaus,
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2011; Fine, 1993). These factors have an indirect impact on the school’s reputation, i.e.,
its prestige.

The game’s difficulty is adjustable: the initial school status can be set by attributing
different values to the aforementioned three fields. The ultimate goal is to tackle realistic
challenges in family-school relations by utilizing teamwork, strategy, and knowledge
gained during gameplay.

5.2. Game Setup and Components
5.2.1. Roles and Characters

Players assume diverse school professional roles, each with distinct skills (communi-
cation, connectivity, expertise, and innovation). Participants draw character cards repre-
senting school professionals (e.g., teachers, principals, or support staff) (see Table 2.). While
developing these characters, we aimed to represent school staff in diverse ways, consider-
ing factors such as gender balance, roles, and attitudes. To highlight their personalities, we
assigned them distinctive names, sometimes incorporating wordplay (Figure Al).

Table 2. Features of the game characters.

Characters Distribution by Gender
School staff Principal 2 females, 2 males
Middle school teacher 4 females
High school teacher 1 female, 1 male
Teacher trainee 1 female, 1 male
Form teacher 2 females, 2 males
Staff Supporting staff member 3 females, 2 males
Mentor 2 females, 2 males
Bursar 1 female, 1 male
Staff member 1 female, 4 males

The creation of school characters is based on the work of our research team to date
and on international literature. Principals (Sheldon & Jung, 2015a) play an important role
in the game, and in addition to teachers in primary and secondary schools, school support
professionals (Csok & Pusztai, 2022), mentors (Godé & Hornyék, 2023), and other school
staff are also featured in the game.

Each school character has four skills with a unique set of points attributed to them on
a scale of 1 to 5. The skills are as follows:

e Communication—resolving conflicts and conducting discussions;

e  Connectivity—engaging with parents and external organizations;

e  Expertise—applying knowledge to academic challenges;

e Innovation—finding creative solutions to modern educational issues.

The ‘K.O.SZ.I. Index’ (Thanks Index) was created through the combination of these
skills. K.O.SZ.1. is an acronym made up by the initial letters of the skills’ Hungarian names,
respectively.

As part of the development process, we also created ‘parent cards’ inspired by Smit
et al.’s (2007) typology. The labels used for the six theoretical types (e.g., career-maker,
tormentor) serve purely as analytical tools and are not visible to players during gameplay.
Drawing on this typology, we expanded and adapted the parent profiles, integrating
insights from our own interview-based research with teachers (Fényes et al., 2024; Szabd
et al., 2025). These profiles intentionally include tension or dilemmas to prompt critical
thinking and professional reflection. The first two columns of Table 3 include the typology
developed by Smit et al. (2007, p. 52) (though in a condensed form), which we used as
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a theoretical starting point. Instead, players only interact with the narrative content in
the third column, which presents nuanced parent personas and incorporates our own
contributions. While this typology provided a useful framework to avoid relying solely
on our personal, subjective experiences, the final character set goes beyond Smit et al.’s
categories. We intentionally expanded and adapted the typology by adding original
character ideas and combinations to reflect a broader, more diverse set of parent profiles.
Our goal was to ground the game in theory, yet allow for creative development to ensure
the characters represent realistic and varied perspectives. The resulting 34 parent cards
reflect a wide range of involvement types, challenges, and strengths. Parent cards influence
these skills (K.O.SZ.1. index) positively or negatively (Figure A2). Drawn during each
round, these cards represent diverse family types and impact characters’ skills (positively
or negatively). Their research aimed to identify the expectations of different parent groups
toward schools and, based on these insights, develop strategies to engage various types
of parents.

Although four of the six parent types involve some critical or problematic traits,
we do not aim to reinforce deficit-based perspectives. On the contrary, our intention
is to encourage pre-service teachers to reflect on complex parent-school dynamics and
learn strategies for PI, even with families that present challenges. Some traits may seem
exaggerated; this is a pedagogical strategy: the goal is not to stigmatize, but to help future
teachers develop empathy, flexibility, and professional strategies when navigating complex
parent—school interactions. Each parent card includes potential pathways to cooperation
and emphasizes relational work and professional responsibility on the part of educators.
In fact, several “negative” parents possess positive characteristics that can help players
advance in the game. This reflects our intention to show that every parent has strengths
and potential contributions—even if cooperation is not immediately smooth.

Table 3. Features of some parental characters and their theoretical basis.

Type of
Smit et al. (2007)

Theoretical Characteristics Parent Cards (Card Description)

The supporter

Helpful, nice, solid, creative,
sympathetic, joint thinker,
harmonious, supportive,
enlightening, willing to serve, and

well-adjusted

Otilia, a kindergarten teacher, who has

Satisfied and involved, prepared excellent connections with other
to help parents—they are either her old
with practical matters, willing to  kindergarten groupmates or the parents of
work, an excellent helping hand, the toddlers she teaches. (Positive card.)
pleasant partner, active, available = Ferenc is a repairman who is willing to lend
on demand, and has a helping hand whenever it is
sufficient time necessary—be it a repair in the classroom or

help in decision-making. (Positive card.)

The absentee

Tiinde, a stewardess mother, who is never

at home and leaves parenting to the
Does not consider him /herself grandparents of her child. Support staff or
suited to make a contribution, Staff member characters are able to turn her

Loner, quitter, has (almost) no may only participate when asked negative Communication modifier to
contact with other parents, no explicitly, moderately dissatisfied, positive. (Negative card.)
friendship relations with the uninvolved. School has no Zoérd is an entrepreneur who is
school, uncommunicative, and priority (anymore), leaves choice unreachable by the school. However, a
wrestles with cultural gap dueto  of school up to chance, impossible ~ player character with 2 Expertise points
different cultural background to contact, introverted, and “gains access” to his innovative
unapproachable ideas—in-game, it means that he gives +1

Innovation towards the solution of a
monthly challenge. (Negative card.)
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Table 3. Cont.

Type of
Smit et al. (2007)

Theoretical Characteristics

Parent Cards (Card Description)

The politician
Critical, precise, optimistic, desire
to inspire, and
persuasive

Desire to help make decisions,
exert influence, and be involved;
satisfied as long as parent can
participate in meetings; critical
consumer; extroverted; and pays
attention to ‘democratic” quality
of the choice of school

Vilma, a grandmother and
a retired teacher, who still has an
active role in the school, by
cooperating with the teacher and the
parents of her grandchild’s class.
(Positive card.)

Valéria is an accountant, a divorced mother
with a teenage child. Due to her job, she is
precise, likes to be informed about
everything, and is not afraid to express
her opinion.

(Negative card.)

The career-maker
Aloof, “no news is good news”,
businesslike, and basically all take
and no give

Places responsibility for child
raising, child care,
and education on the school;
one-stop-shopping approach;
satisfied as long as school takes
on all tasks; critical with regard to
choice of school; and has attitude
of “school is for the parents” and
sees teachers as an extension
of parents

Almos is a web designer who ignores the
goals of his children; instead, he wants them
to achieve his dreams. A player with 2 or 3

Connectivity points can unlock his +3
Innovation modifier (negative card).
Ilona, a highly educated parent who works
as a doctor, wants to ensure a secure future
for her child.

(Positive card.)

The tormentor
Know-it-all, cold, insensitive,
aggressive, conflictual, fighter,

theatrical, and impatient

Feel offended and misunderstood
as a result of
the school’s attitude and own
educational experiences;
denounces errors on the part of
the school as a critical consumer,
is an unguided missile for the
school team; and is only satisfied
when the school cringes and takes
responsibility for
suboptimal functioning

Ancsa, an administrator mother, who acts as
a know-it-all, and thus, hinders progress.
However, a confident Principal or Form

Teacher can find the best way to cooperate

with her. (Negative card.)

Real estate agent Roland does not accept
“no” as an answer. 3 Communication points
are required to bring out his positive aspects

(Expertise).
(Negative card.)

The super parent
Loyal, ambitious, strengthener,
innovative,
communicative, inspiring,
walking encyclopedia, and grows

Feels responsible for child raising
and education
together with the school; is
prepared to support the school
alongside a busy job; is willing to
invest in the school relation;
thinks critically along with the
school; contributes good ideas; is
prepared to utilize own networks;
and is satisfied when the school
does its best for the performance
and well-being of own child and
other students

Kata, an event organizer mother, who is
willing to cooperate with the school in
planning fun and meaningful programs for
the students. Her motto is: “Creative events
are the key to a happy school.”
(Positive card.)

Emoke is a foster parent, a supportive
mother with good communication skills.
(Positive card.)

This table demonstrates how theoretical models can be translated into pedagogical
tools in a playful yet reflective way. The narrative diversity of the parent characters
allows players to explore a wide range of school-parent interactions. Regarding the
gender balance: the deck includes 18 female and 14 male parent characters, as well as
two “shadow parents.” The majority of female parent cards reflects the social reality that
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mothers and female guardians are more often in direct contact with schools (Csdk, 2023).
Nevertheless, we intentionally included many fathers and male caregivers to highlight
their roles and contributions to PI. It is to show that both genders are represented in both
positive and negative roles, reinforcing the message that involvement is not gender-specific
but context-dependent.

We believe this nuance is crucial, especially in teacher education. Future teachers will
not only encounter committed, cooperative families, but also need to develop relational
and reflective skills to work with parents facing challenges. Similarly, in real-life school
settings, colleagues—including teachers and staff—represent a spectrum of personalities
and working styles: some may be stricter or more flexible, others more supportive or critical.
Our board game simulates this diversity to better prepare players for realistic, multifaceted
educational environments.

5.2.2. Special Cards

Action cards are unexpected events that have a positive or negative impact on the
school, i.e., they affect the three indicators on the game board (attributed to connectivity,
student achievement, and prestige). There are two subtypes of these cards. The school
problem cards always describe some kind of difficulty, i.e., they reduce the value of the
indicators. Negative school incidents described on the cards were collected by teachers
with years of experience, and with whom our research team works in collaboration. This
way, we have ensured that these cards also confront players with real situations that they
may encounter during their work, and that these situations can either form the basis of a
professional discussion or be used outside the game as a discussion starter or topic guide
in a course. The following are examples of negative action cards:

“The PTA is organizing a team-building trip that you cannot attend because
you’ve become infected with COVID. Effect on the game: parental connectivity is
reduced by 1 point.”

“You had invited a renowned expert to your school to give an interactive presen-
tation on the role of healthy eating. However, only a few parents showed up, and
it negatively affected the reputation of your school. Effect on the game: prestige
is reduced by 1 point.”

“A gifted student missed the deadline of applying to university because she was
afraid to tell her parents that she couldn’t use the application interface. Effect on
the game: student achievement drops by 1 point.”

In contrast, good practice action cards have a positive effect (an increase of one point)
on the school value chosen by the players. Another special feature of these cards is that
they allow players to learn about a variety of established domestic and international good
practices, thus reading the description on the card aloud is recommended.

“Parenting Forums. School-organized events where professionals give lectures to
participants about a given topic related to upbringing and parenting. Lectures
are followed by a discussion.”

“Feedback from Parents. At the end of the school year, parents are asked to fill
out an anonymous questionnaire regarding possible improvements in the future
and issues in need of resolution. Feedback is taken into consideration before the
next year, and parents are also notified about changes based on their answers.”

“Jobs” Night. The event is aimed to welcome pupils in 7th to 8th grades and their
parents. Workshops and activities allow teachers and families to have casual
conversations besides the theme of the program.”
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The good practices have been collected by our research team and are available in more
detail, so they can be useful for teachers outside the game (Pusztai et al., 2024a).

There are 80 negative situation action cards and 60 good practice cards. The deliberate
imbalance (80 negative situation action cards versus 60 good practice cards) serves two
pedagogical purposes. First, we aimed to maintain an engaging level of difficulty; a higher
frequency of setbacks sustains players’ interest and motivation by preserving the game’s
competitive dynamic and preventing it from becoming overly predictable or easy. Second,
the negative cards are designed to stimulate critical reflection and discussion beyond
gameplay, making them versatile tools across multiple course contexts. Moreover, while
our research team has compiled a broader collection of good practice (Pusztai et al., 2024a),
only a subset could be incorporated into the printed version of the game. This limitation
was due to practical constraints related to the earlier finalization and production of the
game, which preceded the completion of the full good practice database.

The deck of action cards should be shuffled to include both types of cards. Players are
required to collectively draw one card from the deck each round (i.e., the card is drawn by
the players as a group, not individually).

Quiz cards are drawn at the end of the round, as well. The quiz questions must be
answered jointly by the players. If there is no game master, the player with the school
principal character reads the quiz question out loud and checks the correctness of the
answer. If the answer is correct, the players decide together which school indicator they
would like to increase by one point, similar to the good practice cards. The correct answers
are always given on the bottom of the quiz cards. These cards are also a way of transferring
knowledge. If players want to find out more about the question outside the game, they can
scan the QR codes on the cards to access the original studies and websites. The questions
were designed to serve as a model for a teacher trainees, so we used different types of
tasks. The tasks can be closed questions (simple choice, true-false, and pairing), as well as
supplementary and open-ended, short-answer tasks. There are 85 quiz cards in total.

5.3. Playing the Game

Players select character cards, ensuring that at least one among them plays as the
Principal. School status for a standard game is having the indicators of the three fields all
set to the middlemost value. Meanwhile, decks containing situation cards, action cards,
and good practice cards are shuffled and arranged on the board. Each player draws a
parent card, which temporarily influences their character’s skills for that round.

At the beginning of each round, the Principal selects a situation card that presents a real-
world school-family challenge for the month. Players collaborate using a solution board
that outlines possible actions, strategically combining their skills while considering the
impact of parent cards (Table 4). Successful problem-solving leads to positive adjustments
on the school’s indicator scales.

After that, the deck of action cards should be shuffled to include both types of cards.
Players are required to collectively draw one card from the deck each round. Finally, quiz
cards are drawn at the end of the round, as well. The quiz questions must be answered
jointly by the players. During the game, players have several opportunities to read sum-
maries of relevant literature on the so-called quiz cards and solution table (game tool),
which contribute to shared learning and problem solving.
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Table 4. The theoretical basis of the solution table (game tool) presented during the game, which
contributes to the players’ joint learning and problem solving.

Possible Options on
the Solution Table

Dimensions of

Epstein’s Model Details References

Home visit
Workshop 1

Consultation

Understanding student behavior,
. izi ily’s ci Hutchins et al., 2012;
Strenethenin recognizing the family’s circumstances and ( . , ;
paren’gng skil%s cultural background, identifying family Paulick et al., 2023; Scher &
strengths, and enhancing pedagogical and ~ Lauver, 2021; Kronholz, 2016)
developmental knowledge and skills.

Joint program for
parents and teachers
Newsletters

Enhancing communication skills with
parents from diverse social and cultural
backgrounds, while recognizing and
leveraging the strength of parental networks. (Allen & McAtee, 2009;
Communication Newsletters offer a practical and effective Graham-Clay, 2024; Jeynes,
means of keeping parents updated on school 2025; Ray, 2013)
and classroom activities. They serve three
key functions: providing information,
offering educational insights, and
encouraging parental involvement.

Community

Expanding school programs through
collaboration with external stakeholders and
Cooperation with the shared responsibilities. Developing the (Block et al., 2015; Coco et al.,
community ability to engage external mentors and 2007)
partners while fostering student motivation
by shaping their aspirations and life goals.

Parental
volunteering

The ability to engage passive families is
improving, while trust is strengthened in
informal settings. Identifying and valuing
Volunteering parents’ talents, delegating tasks by
involving them, and encouraging parents to
support both students and fellow parents in
need, fostering shared responsibility.

(Fensterwald, 2022; Hamlin &
Li, 2019; Marland-Peltoniemi,
2015; Myers, 2022; Kocsis
et al., 2024)

Workshop 2

Plan homework more effectively and

complete tasks with greater confidence.

Strengthen relationships with parents by
Supporting learning at  respecting family time. Identify motivational

home strategies tailored to single-parent
households, overburdened two-parent
families, and those with lower socioeconomic
status.

(Dettmers et al., 2019; Gonida
& Cortina, 2014; Kiiciiker &
Kagar, 2024)

Decision making

Incorporating parents’ perspectives prior to
decision-making helps in more accurately
predicting outcomes. Engaging with parent (Harris, 2012;
Decision making representatives provides a deeper Giilcan & Duran, 2018;
understanding of parenting dynamics, Sakamoto, 2020)
leading to more informed and realistic
decisions.

6. Findings

As a first step in our analysis, we examined participants’ overall impressions of the
board game. Based on the descriptive statistics of a 10-point Likert scale, respondents
generally rated the game quite positively (Mean = 8.97; SD = 0.96; min = 7; max = 10). We
were also curious whether the participants’ field of study, professional background, or
area of training had any influence on their ratings. As the normality test indicated that the
distribution of responses did not follow a normal distribution (Shapiro-Wilk test, p = 0.000),
we employed non-parametric tests for further analysis.
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The Mann-Whitney U test (professional; non-professional) showed that there was no
significant difference by professionalism in how well the game was rated (p = 0.77). In ana-
lyzing the relationship between participants’ field of study (teacher education, psychology,
education, healthcare, judicial administration, or other) and their evaluation of the board
game, the Kruskal-Wallis test indicated no statistically significant differences (p = 0.33).
However, the non-parametric post-hoc test (Dwass—Steel-Critchlow—Fligner, DSCF) also
revealed no significant pairwise differences between the groups. Further analyses were
conducted based on the participants’ broader area of training (humanities and arts, special
needs education, law, or other). Here, the Kruskal-Wallis test revealed significant differ-
ences (p = 0.004). According to the DSCF post-hoc test, students from the “other” training
areas rated the board game significantly lower than those studying in the humanities and
arts (p = 0.019) and special needs education (p = 0.011) fields. The Kruskal-Wallis test
results, along with the rank values for each training area, are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Overall impression of the board game by participants’ area of training.

Study Field N Mean Rank Sign.
Humanity and arts 86 53.12 0.004
Special needs education 10 73.05

Law 5 59.6

Others 5 14.8

Total 106

Based on these results, the extent to which participants liked the board game overall
was independent of their specific field of study and whether they were studying in a
professional domain. However, participants’” evaluations differed by area of training:
students in healthcare, IT, and economics-related programs (grouped under the “other”
category) rated the board game less favorably compared to those studying in the fields of
humanities and arts or special needs education.

In the following section, we examine which aspects of the board game were most
frequently mentioned in a positive light by the respondents. The question was open-ended,
allowing participants to decide freely how to respond. Table 6 presents the number and
percentage distribution of positive mentions related to specific elements of the game.

Table 6. Positive game elements favored by players.

Category Number of Mentions Percent (%)

Cooperation 50 31.06

Mechanics of the board game 29 18.01
Realism of the board game 23 14.28
Characters 21 13.04

Basic idea (to make a game for teachers) 13 8.08
Acquiring knowledge 11 6.83
Graphics 9 5.59

Humor 5 3.11

Total 161 100

The categories show what the respondents highlighted as positive in the game in their
answer. A respondent could mention more than one category in their answer. Nearly one-
third of the mentions referred to the cooperative nature of the board game (31.06%), and a
substantial proportion of the responses also highlighted the core game mechanics (18.01%).
To examine between-group differences in responses, we conducted a cross-tabulation
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analysis using the chi-square test and also took adjusted residuals into account. A significant
difference was found only in the comparison between professionals and non-professionals.
Among the respondents classified as professionals, 26.3% gave positive feedback regarding
the realism of the board game, whereas only 7.7% of the non-professionals did so (p = 0.046).
An open-ended question also asked which specific cards or game mechanisms the
players liked the most. The results related to this question are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Cards and mechanisms favored by players.

Category Number of Mentions

N
N

Parent cards
Characters
Principal
Quiz cards
“Positive” parent cards
Types of cards “Negative” parent cards

Action cards
Situation cards
School staff
“Shadow” parents
Class teacher cards

—_
(o))

Strategic discussions
Influencing mechanism of parent cards
Mechanics of the Drawing a new parent card
board game Real examples
The effect of the parent cards
Retention of parents per circle

PN WERERAN PP PRPRRPRNDOWOSS

In this case, significantly fewer participants commented on the game mechanics;
however, 22 respondents identified the parent cards as their favorite, and the character-
type cards also received a notable number of mentions (16). In this regard, no significant
between-group differences were found based on the chi-square test.

We analyzed what participants learned during the board game session. The most
frequently selected category was cooperation/collaboration, with 34.9% of respondents
mentioning it. General knowledge (covering topics like public information, school, and
science) was the second most frequent response (30.2%). Problem-solving was noted by
17% of respondents, suggesting that it is an important but somewhat less emphasized
area compared to cooperation and general knowledge. Interestingly, acceptance/empathy
was chosen by 2.8% of respondents. The responses also show that openness to parental
communication was rated by 7.5%. Based on our cross-tabulation analysis, a significant
difference emerged according to respondents’ professional background (professional vs.
non-professional). Of the references to cooperation/collaboration, 62.2% came from profes-
sionals and 37.8% from non-professionals. Among those who mentioned problem-solving,
94.4% were professionals, while only 5.6% were non-professionals (p = 0.027).

Finally, we analyzed what novelties the respondents highlighted in relation to the
board game. The answers clustered around two main thematic dimensions (answers related
to the game and answers related to knowledge), within which we identified further subcate-
gories. Based on the results, a significant proportion of students referred to the board game
as a whole as a novelty (18.9%). For these respondents, it was not merely individual game
elements, the nature of the game, or its theme that were considered new, but rather the
overall experience and impression of the game. Additionally, 10.4% of respondents em-
phasized that the game enriched their knowledge about the topic of parental involvement,
while 9.4% found the game mechanics to be a novel and engaging experience. Based on the
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chi-square test, there was no significant difference between groups. The frequencies and
percentages of these mentions are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Frequencies of perceived novelties offered by the board game based on participants” open-
ended responses.

Percent (%) N
The whole game 18.9 20
The mechanics of the game 9.4 10
Aan;vevers related to the The realism of the game 7.5 8
& It is a game for teachers 6.6 7
The cooperative nature of the game 4.7 5
Knowledge about parental involvement 104 11
Mentioned knowledge acquisition in general 7.5 8
Answers related to Knowledge of educational science 6.6 7
knowledge Knowledge of school, school system 6.6 7
Suzuki method 3.8 4
Other specific knowledge mentioned 47 5
It was nothing new 13.2 14
Total 100.0 106

7. Discussion

The purpose of this study is to outline the main stages and methodological principles
involved in developing a board game and to examine how it facilitates students’ reflections
and understandings of parental involvement in education.

We first investigated the extent to which the game simulated real-life challenges in
parent—teacher collaboration. Although various theoretical frameworks have been devel-
oped to conceptualize parental involvement, Epstein’s model remains one of the most
widely recognized and systematically applied in both research and educational practice. Its
structured approach, categorizing involvement into six distinct but interconnected dimen-
sions, offers a clear and comprehensive framework for designing learning materials and
evaluating school-family collaboration efforts. Given its widespread acceptance and appli-
cability across diverse educational contexts, Epstein’s framework served as a practical and
pedagogically robust foundation for the design of our board game. Importantly, its dimen-
sional structure allowed us to create gameplay scenarios that reflect the multifaceted nature
of family-school partnerships, covering a broad spectrum of real-life situations. While we
acknowledge critiques of the model, particularly its perceived school-centric orientation,
we intentionally incorporated diverse family perspectives and culturally responsive ele-
ments into the game design to ensure a more inclusive and critically reflective learning
experience. In this way, Epstein’s framework provided a clear conceptual backbone while
also allowing for creative and critical expansion. This direct application ensures that teacher
trainees do not merely learn about PI but actively practice the skills required for building
and maintaining effective partnerships with families. While our board game is grounded
in Epstein’s six dimensions of parental involvement, its cooperative, scenario-based design
specifically aims to foster students’ reflective and critical engagement with a wide range of
family-school situations. By simulating real-world dilemmas, the game invites participants
to examine their own values, biases, and assumptions about families, thereby contributing
to the reflective dimension of professional socialization (Goodall & Montgomery, 2013;
Pushor, 2018). The inclusion of diverse parent profiles intentionally foregrounds issues of
social, ethnic, and cultural diversity in family—school relations (Baquedano-Loépez et al.,
2013; Hornby & Blackwell, 2018; Pusztai et al., 2025; Reay, 2023). By interacting with
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characters modeled on real-life family backgrounds, participants were challenged to adapt
their communication strategies in context-sensitive ways and to develop skills that support
parental agency (Jeynes, 2018; Kim, 2022; Pushor, 2018). This approach aligns with the
principles of culturally responsive pedagogy, which emphasize affirming diverse family
experiences, and recognizing parents” agency and the value of integrating their cultural
knowledge into educational practices (Cholewa et al., 2014; Pusztai et al., 2024b).

Results from post-game questionnaires indicated that the game successfully provided
an interactive and reflective environment. Also consistent with the extant literature, both
cooperative learning and game-based pedagogy have been shown to enhance engagement
and foster collaboration among learners (Cosimini & Collins, 2023).

Our findings support the hypothesis that the board game encourages participants
to reflect on the complexity of PI and articulate more nuanced understandings of its
practice in everyday school settings. This study highlights how gameplay provides a safe,
collaborative space where students can engage with varied scenarios, parental profiles,
and school-family dynamics. The responses suggest that participants identified both the
challenges and possibilities inherent in family-school cooperation, and were able to connect
theoretical concepts to realistic educational situations. Through shared decision-making
and strategic discussions, the game prompted players to explore diverse perspectives. In
this way, the board game served as a reflective and dialogic learning tool that surfaced
understandings of PI. In addition, we examined the role of different player roles in shaping
the learning experience.

Our second research question explored how participants perceive the educational
value and applicability of the game in real-world teaching contexts. The related hypothesis
assumed that participants will perceive the cooperative and scenario-based nature of the
board game as beneficial for addressing challenges related to school-family partnerships

The structured role-playing and simulated decision-making processes provided op-
portunities to experiment with strategies. Participants also highlighted the engaging nature
of the game, with elements of humor and storytelling making the learning process more
enjoyable and memorable. Most notably, students emphasized the value of teamwork, joint
decision-making, and peer discussion during gameplay. These collaborative elements were
repeatedly identified as key positive aspects in the open-ended responses. The engaging
nature of the board game appeared to support a learning environment where participants
could experiment with possible school-family interaction strategies, test different roles,
and reflect on consequences in a safe and interactive context. Although the focus was
not on direct skill development, the findings suggest that scenario-based and cooperative
game formats can enhance students” and teacher trainees” awareness of the interpersonal
and contextual complexities of PI. However, future research should explore longitudinal
effects, assessing whether knowledge and attitudes gained through gameplay translate
into sustained improvements in real-world teaching practice.

The data suggests that the interactive nature of the game fosters collaboration and
encourages reflective thinking, allowing participants to explore different parental perspec-
tives and problem-solving strategies. Overall, the findings indicate that board games can
support students, especially teacher trainees, in developing a deeper understanding of the
complexities of PIin education.

8. Conclusions

While board games have been studied in educational contexts, their application in
teacher education, particularly in preparing educators for family-school collaboration,
remains relatively unexplored. Through this approach, this study provides an interactive
tool where teacher trainees and practicing educators can develop their knowledge about PL
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This research addresses a critical gap in teacher education: preparing future and cur-
rent educators to navigate the complexities of school-family collaboration. By simulating
real-world challenges, the game enables participants to engage in meaningful discussions
about communication strategies, conflict resolution, and community involvement—areas
often overlooked in traditional teacher education programs.

One limitation of this research is that the study focused primarily on short-term learn-
ing outcomes. Future studies should explore whether the knowledge and attitudes gained
through gameplay result in long-term changes in teacher practice. Additionally, while the
sample included a mix of students, further research could examine how different levels of
teaching experience impact engagement with and benefits from the game. Moreover, while
Epstein’s framework provides a useful structure for categorizing school-family interactions,
reliance on this model may constrain more critical or culturally responsive interpretations.
The final limitation is that some elements of the game risk reinforcing deficit perspectives of
parents. To counterbalance this, it is essential that facilitators or educators lead a reflective,
professionally grounded debriefing after gameplay. Such discussions should explicitly
address stereotypes, explore alternative interpretations of parental behavior, and encourage
critical thinking. For example, participants can also analyze and reflect on those cards that
were not drawn during the game, using them as prompts to broaden the discourse and
consider more diverse perspectives on PI.

Based on these results, it could be recommended that game-based learning approaches
be integrated into teacher education curricula, particularly in courses focusing on school-
family partnerships and communication skills. Given the flexibility of the K.O.SZ.I. board
game, it could also be adapted for use in professional development programs for practicing
teachers, school leaders, and educational policymakers.

The game’s design allows replayability and customization, making it a versatile tool
for various educational contexts. For example, the incorporation of “good practice” and
“quiz” cards introduces international and research-based insights, further enhancing its
pedagogical value.

Moreover, the use of QR codes linking to detailed resources supports self-directed
learning beyond the game. In Hungary, research and practices around parental involvement
in education are less developed compared to other regions, and this study contributes
significantly to the local and regional discourse by providing a culturally sensitive tool that
addresses specific educational challenges.

Although the board game was initially designed for small-group interaction (4-7
players per board), we have successfully implemented it in larger classes of teacher trainees
through the use of multiple simultaneous playgroups and rotational facilitation. In practice,
the classroom is divided into smaller teams, each with their own game set, allowing parallel
gameplay. One or two instructors (or peer facilitators) circulate among groups to support
understanding and promote reflective discussion. To involve the whole class, we include
joint debriefing sessions where students share experiences and insights, helping them
connect the game to broader themes of PI. In large classes, the game can be adapted into
a station-based format, allowing students to rotate between tasks or take on observer
roles. These formats encourage peer learning, critical reflection, and collaborative problem-
solving, skills essential for building strong school-family partnerships.

This study also showed that board games can bridge the gap between theory and
practice in teacher education. By aligning gameplay scenarios with Epstein’s six dimensions
of PI, the game translates abstract theoretical concepts into tangible, experiential learning
opportunities. In conclusion, the findings of this study highlight the potential of board
games as a valuable pedagogical tool in teacher education. As active and experiential
learning methods continue to gain importance in higher education, the integration of
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educational board games could play a crucial role in preparing teachers for the realities of
family—school collaboration, ultimately contributing to more effective educational practices.
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Appendix A

KATEDRA KAROLY

kézépiskolai matematikatanar

Kommunikécié: 3 Szakértelem: 4
BOsszekottetés: 3 Innovécioé: 1

7

Figure Al. A school professional character (high school math teacher). This character is an ageing,
yet respected teacher who has experienced a lot in his long career. He is respected for his great
knowledge and fairness. However, he is at a loss to understand the problems of the modern school
and does not know the latest and most effective solutions. The following text appears on the character
cards in Hungarian. For clarity, here is the English translation of the text directly visible on the cards:
Charles Chair, high school mathematics teacher. Communication: 3, connectivity: 3, expertise: 4, and
innovation: 1.
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YVETT
INFLUENSZER

Lajkvadészat.
Innovacio: +1

Figure A2. A parent card (influencer mom). She is Yvett, the influencer. Her greatest strength is
hunting for likes. She increases the school character’s innovation skill by +1. The following text
appears on the character cards in Hungarian. For clarity, here is the English translation of the text
directly visible on the cards: Yvette, influencer. Special trait: Like hunting. Innovation: +1.

Note
! https:/ /www.szociopoly.hu/j%C3%A1t%C3%A9% (accessed on 30 July 2025).

References

Abt, C. C. (1970). Serious games. The Viking Press.

Aldemir, T., Celik, B., & Kaplan, G. A. (2018). Qualitative investigation of student perceptions of game elements in a gamified course.
Computers in Human Behavior, 78, 235-254. [CrossRef]

Allen, R., & McAtee, C. (2009). Planning newsletters to maximize their impact. Strategies, 22(4), 13-16. [CrossRef]

Antonaci, A., Dagnino, F. M., Ott, M., Bellotti, F,, Berta, R., De Gloria, A., Lavagnino, E., Romero, M., Usart, M., & Mayer, I. (2015). A
gamified collaborative course in entrepreneurship: Focus on objectives and tools. Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 1276-1283.
[CrossRef]

Antony-Newman, M. (2025). Preparing teachers for parent engagement: Role of teacher educators in Canada. Educational Review, 77(5),
1422-1438. [CrossRef]

Baquedano-Lépez, P, Alexander, R. A., & Hernandez, S. J. (2013). Equity issues in parental and community involvement in schools:
What teacher educators need to know. Review of Research in Education, 37(1), 149-182. [CrossRef]

Block, K., Gibbs, L., Macfarlane, S., & Townsend, M. (2015). Promoting appreciation of cultural diversity and inclusion with the
Stephanie Alexander Kitchen garden program. Journal for Multicultural Education, 9(1), 2-9. [CrossRef]

Bolam, R., McMahon, A, Stoll, L., Thomas, S., Wallace, M., Greenwood, A., Hawkey, K., Ingram, M., Atkinson, A., & Smith, M. (2005).
Creating and sustaining effective professional learning communities. Research report 637. DfES and University of Bristol.

Boonk, L., Gijselaers, H. J., Ritzen, H., & Brand-Gruwel, S. (2018). A review of the relationship between parental involvement indicators
and academic achievement. Educational Research Review, 24, 10-30. [CrossRef]

Brydges, S., & Dembinski, H. E. (2019). Catalyze! Lowering the activation barriers to undergraduate students’ success in chemistry: A
board game for teaching assistants. Journal of Chemical Education, 96(3), 511-517. [CrossRef]

Ceglédi, T., Alter, E., God6, K., & Papp, H. (2024). Can high involvement of Roma parents combat the impact of poverty? Resilience
and parental involvement in the success of Roma students at school from the students’ perspective. Horyzonty Wychowania, 23(66),
107-120. [CrossRef]

Ceglédi, T., Pusztai, G., Fénai, M., Heged{is, G., Pallay, K., Bacskai, K., Fekete, E. K., Godé, K., & Papp, H. (2025). Kulttiraazonos
csalad-iskola partnerség. In G. Pusztai, T. Ceglédi, K. Bacskai, & H. Papp (Eds.), Teachers’ and parents’ collaboration for students
(p. 17). CHERD Mtihelytanulményok sorozat. CHERD-Hungary.

Cholewa, B., Goodman, R. D., West-Olatunji, C., & Amatea, E. (2014). A qualitative examination of the impact of culturally responsive
educational practices on the psychological well-being of students of color. The Urban Review, 46, 574-596. [CrossRef]

Chrappan, M. (2025). Pedagégushallgatok felkészitése a képzésben a sziilékkel valé kapcsolattartdsra. In G. Pusztai, T. Ceglédi, K.
Bacskai, & H. Papp (Eds.), Teachers” and parents’ collaboration for students (pp. 20-22). CHERD Mitihelytanulményok sorozat.
CHERD-Hungary.


https://www.szociopoly.hu/j%C3%A1t%C3%A9k
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/08924562.2009.10590827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.11.082
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2024.2324154
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12459718
https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-01-2014-0007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jchemed.8b00544
https://doi.org/10.35765/hw.2024.2366.11
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-014-0272-y

Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 986 22 of 25

Coco, A., Goos, M., & Kostogriz, A. (2007). Tutor and teacher timescapes: Lessons form a home-school partnership. The Australian
Educational Researcher, 34(1), 73-87. [CrossRef]

Cosimini, M. J., & Collins, J. (2023). Card and board game design for medical education: Length and complexity considerations. Korean
Journal of Medical Education, 35(3), 291-296. [CrossRef]

Costa, A. L., & Kallick, B. (1993). Through the lens of a critical friend. Educational Leadership, 51, 49-51.

Csak, Z. (2023). Types of fathers” home-based and school-based involvement in a Hungarian interview study. Central European Journal
of Educational Research, 5(1), 95-103. [CrossRef]

Csempesz, P. (2016, December 14). Mentortarsas és rendszerhiba. Tani-tani online. Available online: https://www.tani-tani.info/
mentortarsas_es_rendszerhiba (accessed on 30 July 2025).

Csok, C., & Pusztai, G. (2022). Parents” and teachers” expectations of school social workers. Social Sciences, 11(10), 487. [CrossRef]

de Bruine, E. J., Willemse, T. M., D'Haem, J., Griswold, P., Vloeberghs, L., & van Eynde, S. (2014). Preparing teacher candidates for
family—school partnerships. European Journal of Teacher Education, 37(4), 409—425. [CrossRef]

Desforges, C., & Abouchaar, A. (2003). The impact of parental involvement, parental support and family education on pupil achievements and
adjustment: A literature review. Department for Education and Skills. Available online: https://www.nationalnumeracy.org.uk/
sites/default/files/documents/impact_of_parental_involvement/the_impact_of_parental_involvement.pdf (accessed on 30
July 2025).

Dettmers, S., Yotyodying, S., & Jonkmann, K. (2019). Antecedents and outcomes of parental homework involvement: How do
family-school partnerships affect parental homework involvement and student outcomes? Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1048.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Eltahir, M. E., Alsalhi, N. R., Al-Qatawneh, S., AlQudah, H. A., & Jaradat, M. (2021). The impact of game-based learning (GBL) on
students” motivation, engagement and academic performance on an Arabic language grammar course in higher education.
Education and Information Technologies, 26, 3251-3278. [CrossRef]

Epstein, J. L. (2010). School/Family/Community partnerships: Caring for the children we share. Phi Delta Kappan, 92(3), 81-96.
[CrossRef]

Epstein, J. L. (2018). School, family, and community partnerships in teachers’ professional work. Journal of Education for Teaching, 44,
397-406. [CrossRef]

Epstein, J. L., Sanders, M. G., Sheldon, S. B., Simon, B. S., Salinas, K. C., Jansorn, N. R., Van Voorhis, F. L., Martin, C. S., Thomas,
B. G., Greenfeld, M. D., & Hutchins, D. J. (2009). School, family and community partnerships: Your handbook for action (3rd ed.).
Corwin Press.

Escobar-Pérez, ., & Cuervo-Martinez, A. (2008). Validez de contenido y juicio de expertos: Una aproximacién a su utilizacién. Avances
En Medicion, 6, 27-36.

Ezezika, O., Fusaro, M., Rebello, J., & Aslemand, A. (2023). The pedagogical impact of board games in public health biology education:
The Bioracer board game. Journal of Biological Education, 57(2), 331-342. [CrossRef]

Fan, X., & Chen, M. (2001). Parental involvement and students” academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review,
13(1), 1-22. [CrossRef]

Fensterwald, J. (2022). Palo Alto sends SOS to parents: Volunteer to keep schools open. EdSource.org. Available online: https:/ /edsource.org/
updates/palo-alto-sends-sos-to-parents-volunteer-to-keep-schools-open (accessed on 30 July 2025).

Fényes, H., Markos, V., Kocsis, Z., & Fazekas, E. (2024). A sziil6k iskolai 6nkéntes munkédja a pedagdégusok interpreticidjdban
Magyarorszag egy hatranyos helyzet(i régidjaban. Metszetek: Tdrsadalomtudomdnyi Folyéirat, 13(1), 28-48. [CrossRef]

Fine, M. (1993). A parent involvement: Reflections on parents, power, and urban public schools. Teachers College Record, 94(4), 682-710.
[CrossRef]

Frossard, F., Barajas, M., & Trifonova, A. (2012). A learner-centred game-design approach: Impacts on teachers’ creativity. Digital
Education Review, 21(1), 13-22.

Godé, K., & Hornydk, A. (2023, October 26-28). A mentordlds vizsgdlata az iskolai kozosségben [Conference presentation]. 23rd National
Conference on Educational Science, E6tvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary.

Gonida, E. N., & Cortina, K. S. (2014). Parental involvement in homework: Relations with parent and student achievement-related
motivational beliefs and achievement. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 84(3), 376-396. [CrossRef]

Goodall, J., & Montgomery, C. (2013). Parental involvement to parental engagement: A continuum. Educational Review, 66(4), 399-410.
[CrossRef]

Goodall, J., & Vorhaus, J. (2011). Review of best practice in parental engagement. UK Department for Education. Available online:
https:/ /purehost.bath.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles /portal /146139638 /DFE_RR156.pdf (accessed on 30 July 2025).

Graham-Clay, S. (2024). Communicating with parents 2.0: Strategies for teachers. School Community Journal, 34(1), 9-60.

Grolnick, W. S., & Slowiaczek, M. L. (1994). Parents’ involvement in children’s schooling: A multidimensional conceptualization and
motivational model. Child Development, 65(1), 237-252. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03216851
https://doi.org/10.3946/kjme.2023.267
https://doi.org/10.37441/cejer/2023/5/1/12047
https://www.tani-tani.info/mentortarsas_es_rendszerhiba
https://www.tani-tani.info/mentortarsas_es_rendszerhiba
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci11100487
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2014.912628
https://www.nationalnumeracy.org.uk/sites/default/files/documents/impact_of_parental_involvement/the_impact_of_parental_involvement.pdf
https://www.nationalnumeracy.org.uk/sites/default/files/documents/impact_of_parental_involvement/the_impact_of_parental_involvement.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01048
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31143149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10396-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009200326
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2018.1465669
https://doi.org/10.1080/00219266.2021.1909638
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009048817385
https://edsource.org/updates/palo-alto-sends-sos-to-parents-volunteer-to-keep-schools-open
https://edsource.org/updates/palo-alto-sends-sos-to-parents-volunteer-to-keep-schools-open
https://doi.org/10.18392/metsz/2024/1/2
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146819309400402
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12039
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2013.781576
https://purehost.bath.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/146139638/DFE_RR156.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131378

Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 986 23 of 25

Gilcan, M. G., & Duran, A. (2018). A cross-national analysis of parent involvement in decision-making: Germany, France and Turkey.
Journal of Education and Training Studies, 6(11a), 147-163. [CrossRef]

Gy6ri-Nédai, R., & Gy®6ri, Z. (2023). Mit jdtsszunk?—Inspirdcié és tudds a modern tdrsasjdtékok birodalmdbdl. Corvina.

Hakkarainen, K., & Paavola, S. (2009). Toward a trialogical approach to learning. In B. Schwarz, T. Dreyfus, & R. Hershkowitz (Eds.),
Transformation of knowledge through classroom interaction (pp. 65-80). Routledge.

Hamlin, D., & Li, A. (2019). The relationship between parent volunteering in school and school safety in disadvantaged urban
neighborhoods. Journal of School Violence, 19(3), 362-376. [CrossRef]

Harris, R. (2012). Parents, teachers tout classroom councils to boost engagement. Education Digest, 77(7), 29-30.

Hill, N. E., & Taylor, L. C. (2004). Parental school involvement and children’s academic achievement: Pragmatics and issues. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 13(4), 161-164. [CrossRef]

Hipp, K. K., Huffman, J. B., Pankake, A. M., & Olivier, D. F. (2008). Sustaining professional learning communities: Case studies. Journal
of Educational Change, 9, 173-195. [CrossRef]

Hoover-Dempsey, K. V., & Sandler, H. M. (1997). Why do parents become involved in their children’s education? Review of Educational
Research, 67(1), 3—42. [CrossRef]

Hornby, G., & Blackwell, I. (2018). Barriers to parental involvement in education: An update. Educational Review, 70(1), 109-119.
[CrossRef]

Hornby, G., & Lafaele, R. (2011). Barriers to parental involvement in education: An explanatory model. Educational Review, 63(1), 37-52.
[CrossRef]

Hutchins, D. J., Greenfeld, M. D., Epstein, J. L., Sanders, M. G., & Galindo, C. L. (2012). Multicultural partnerships: Involve all families.
Routledge.

Hyassat, M., Al-Bakar, A., Al-Makahleh, A., & al-Zyoud, N. (2024). Special education teachers’ perceptions of parental involvement in
inclusive education. Education Sciences, 14(3), 294. [CrossRef]

Illeris, K. (2003). Towards a contemporary and comprehensive theory of learning. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 22(4),
396-406. [CrossRef]

Janiga, L., & Haverlikovd, V. (2024). The board game dixit as a tool for the development of students’ physics concept. International
Journal of Innovation in Science and Mathematics Education, 32(2), 73-82. [CrossRef]

Jeynes, W. H. (2011). Parental involvement and academic success. Routledge.

Jeynes, W. H. (2018). A practical model for school leaders to encourage parental involvement and parental engagement. School
Leadership & Management, 38(2), 147-163. [CrossRef]

Jeynes, W. H. (2022). A meta-analysis: The relationship between the parental expectations component of parental involvement with
students’ academic achievement. Urban Education, 59, 63-95. [CrossRef]

Jeynes, W. H. (2025). What we now know about parental engagement, which will guide the future. Education and Urban Society, 57(5),
444-461. [CrossRef]

Jones, C. (2020). Don't forget the parents: Preparing trainee teachers for family—school partnership. Practice, 2(1), 68-85. [CrossRef]

Jones, C., Sideropoulos, V., & Palikara, O. (2025). Do teachers have the knowledge and skills to facilitate effective parental engagement?
Findings from a national survey in England. Educational Review, 1-24. [CrossRef]

Karbownik, M. S., Wiktorowska-Owczarek, A., Kowalczyk, E., Kwarta, P., Mokros, L., & Pietras, T. (2016). Board game versus
lecturebased seminar in the teaching of pharmacology of antimicrobial drugs: A randomized controlled trial. FEMS Microbiology
Letters, 363(7), fnw045. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kim, S. (2022). Fifty years of parental involvement and achievement research: A second-order meta-analysis. Educational Research
Review, 37, 100463. [CrossRef]

Kiss, G. (2021). A gamifikaci6 szerepe a tarsadalmi kihivasok kezelésében. Informdcios Tdrsadalom: Tdrsadalomtudomdnyi Folyéirat, 21(1),
125-142. [CrossRef]

Kocsis, Z., Markos, V., Fazekas, E., Fényes, Z. H., & Pusztai, G. (2024). “Won't be enough to invite parents to school events”: Results
of a systematic literature review of parental volunteering. Ricerche Di Pedagogia E Didattica. Journal of Theories and Research in
Education, 19(2), 133-153. [CrossRef]

Kronholz, J. (2016). Teacher home visits: School-family partnerships foster student success. Education Next, 16(3), 16-21. Available
online: https://www.educationnext.org/teacher-homevisits-school-family-partnerships/ (accessed on 30 July 2025).

Kiigtiker, E., & Kagar, E. (2024). Meaning and function of homework in elementary school, its effect on student achievement, teachers’
feedback methods, and parental involvement. Uluslararas: Tiirk Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 12(1), 1-34. [CrossRef]

LaRocque, M., Kleiman, L, & Darling, S. M. (2011). Parental involvement: The missing link in school achievement. Preventing School
Failure: Alternative Education for Children and Youth, 55(3), 115-122. [CrossRef]

Lim, G., Shelley, A., & Heo, D. (2019). The regulation of learning and co-creation of new knowledge in mobile learning. Knowledge
Management & E-Learning, 11(4), 449-484. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v6i11a.3812
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2019.1700801
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00298.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-007-9060-8
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543067001003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2018.1388612
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2010.488049
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14030294
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370304837
https://doi.org/10.30722/IJISME.32.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2018.1434767
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420859211073892
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131245251317999
https://doi.org/10.1080/25783858.2020.1732630
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2025.2506802
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsle/fnw045
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26912120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100463
https://doi.org/10.22503/inftars.XXI.2021.1.5
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1970-2221/20185
https://www.educationnext.org/teacher-homevisits-school-family-partnerships/
https://doi.org/10.46778/goputeb.1255121
https://doi.org/10.1080/10459880903472876
https://doi.org/10.34105/j.kmel.2019.11.024

Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 986 24 of 25

MacPhail, A., Tannehill, D., & Ataman, R. (2021). The role of the critical friend in supporting and enhancing professional learning and
development. Professional Development in Education, 50(4), 597-610. [CrossRef]

Marland-Peltoniemi, J. A. (2015). Parent volunteer Ghostland: Why is parental involvement in elementary education generally limited to the
primary grades? [Master’s thesis, Nipissing University].

Monfrance, M., Haelermans, C., Leenders, H., de Jong, J., & Coppens, K. (2024). Parental engagement in primary education: Differences
in teacher perceptions and parent-teacher communication explained. Teachers and Teaching, 1-16. [CrossRef]

Morrison, G. S. (1978). Parental involvement in the home, school, and community. Merill.

Mutton, T., Burn, K., & Thompson, I. (2018). Preparation for family-school partnerships within initial teacher education programmes in
England. Journal of Education for Teaching, 44(3), 278-295. [CrossRef]

Myers, J. (2022). Parent volunteers and COVID-19: Balancing necessity, enthusiasm, and caution [Master’s thesis, California State Univer-
sity]. Digital Commons @ CSUMB. Available online: https://digitalcommons.csumb.edu/caps_thes_all /1307 (accessed on 30
July 2025).

OECD. (2019). PISA 2018 results (volume I1I): What school life means for student’s lives. OECD Publishing.

OECD. (2020). Parental involvement in school activities. In PISA 2018 results (volume III): What school life means for students’ lives. OECD.

OECD. (2023). PISA 2022 results (volume I): The state of learning and equity in education. OECD.

Paulick, J., Kibler, A. K., & Palacois, N. (2023). Understanding literacies in Latinx families: Teachers using home visits to reimagine
classroom practices. The Reading Teacher, 76(5), 578-585. [CrossRef]

Pedditzi, M. L., Nonnis, M., & Nicotra, E. F. (2021). Teacher satisfaction in relationships with students and parents and burnout.
Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 703130. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Perini, S., Luglietti, R., Margoudi, M., Oliveira, M., & Taisch, M. (2018). Learning and motivational effects of digital game-based learning
(DGBL) for manufacturing education—The life cycle assessment (LCA) game. Computers in Industry, 102, 40-49. [CrossRef]
Pushor, D. (2018). Using participatory action research to create systematic parent engagement. Journal of Family Diversity in Education,

3(2), 17-37. [CrossRef]

Pusztai, G., Bacskai, K., Ceglédi, T., Kocsis, Z., & Hine, M. G. (2025). Mission possible? Institutional family-school-community
partnership practices and parental involvement in Hungarian majority and minority schools in three central and eastern
European countries. Social Sciences, 14(2), 107. [CrossRef]

Pusztai, G., Ceglédi, T., Bacskai, K., & Pallay, K. (Eds.). (2024a). Az iskola-sziil§ kapcsolattartds gyakorlatai. Intervencidk, programok,
gyakorlatok pedagégusoktol pedagégusoknak Debrecen, Magyarorszag: Debreceni Egyetem Fels6oktatédsi Kutaté és Fejleszt6
Kozpont (CHERD).

Pusztai, G., Demeter-Kardaszi, Z., Major, E., & Puskas, M. (2024b). Beyond the barriers of deficit orientedness? Comparing distinct
teacher approaches of parental involvement. British Journal of Religious Education, 46(4), 370-388. [CrossRef]

Radzi, S. H. M., Ying, T. Y., Abidin, M. Z. Z., & Ahmad, P. A. (2020). The effectiveness of board game towards soft skills development
for higher education. Ilkogretim Online—Elementary Education Online, 19(2), 94-106.

Ray, J. A. (2013). Family connections: Today’s young families: Successful strategies for engaging millennial parents. Childhood Education,
89(5), 332-334. [CrossRef]

Reay, D. (2023). Class work: Mothers’ involvement in their children’s primary schooling. Routledge. [CrossRef]

Sakamoto, J. (2020). The association between parent participation in school management and student achievement in eight countries
and economies. International Education Studies, 14(1), 115-129. [CrossRef]

Scher, L., & Lauver, S. (2021). Examining the effects of HOME WORKS! The teacher home visit program on student academic
outcomes. School Community Journal, 31(2), 99-139. Available online: https:/ /www.adi.org/journal /2021fw /ScherLauverFW21
.pdf (accessed on 30 July 2025).

Sheldon, S. B., & Hutchins, D. (2014). Year 1 outcomes of the flamboyan foundation initiative. Center on School, Family and Community
Partnerships.

Sheldon, S. B., & Jung, S. B. (2015a, April 16-20). Exploring how school-family partnerships improve attendance: Principals, teachers, and
program organization [Conference presentation]. Annual Conference of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago,
IL, USA.

Sheldon, S. B., & Jung, S. B. (2015b). The family engagement partnership student outcome evaluation. Johns Hopkins University.

Smit, F, Driessen, G., Sluiter, R., & Sleegers, P. (2007). Types of parents and school strategies aimed at the creation of effective
partnerships. International Journal of Parents in Education, 1, 45-52. [CrossRef]

Stoll, L., Bolam, R., McMahon, A., Wallace, M., & Thomas, S. (2006a). Professional learning communities: A review of the literature.
Journal of Educational Change, 7(4), 221-258. [CrossRef]

Stoll, L., McMahon, A., & Thomas, S. (2006b). Identifying and leading effective professional learning communities. Journal of School
Leadership, 16(5), 611-623. [CrossRef]

Sui-Chu, E. H., & Willms, J. D. (1996). Effects of parental involvement on eighth-grade achievement. Sociology of Education, 69(2),
126-141. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2021.1879235
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2024.2397581
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2018.1465624
https://digitalcommons.csumb.edu/caps_thes_all/1307
https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.2178
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.703130
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34659016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2018.08.005
https://doi.org/10.53956/jfde.2018.131
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci14020107
https://doi.org/10.1080/01416200.2024.2388133
https://doi.org/10.1080/00094056.2013.830920
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003419662
https://doi.org/10.5539/ies.v14n1p115
https://www.adi.org/journal/2021fw/ScherLauverFW21.pdf
https://www.adi.org/journal/2021fw/ScherLauverFW21.pdf
https://doi.org/10.54195/ijpe.18248
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-006-0001-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/105268460601600511
https://doi.org/10.2307/2112802

Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 986 25 of 25

Szabé6, D., Kocsis, Z., & Pusztai, G. (2025). Sziil6i részvétel: (Egytitt)m{ikodd online tanar-sziilé6 kommunikacié lehetéségeinek
megismerése és feltérképezése pedagogusinterjuk altal. Informdcids Tdrsadalom: Tdrsadalomtudomdnyi Folydirat, 25(1), 42—64.
[CrossRef]

Trilling, B., & Fadel, C. (2009). 21st century skills: Learning for life in our times. Jossey-Bass.

Vijayakumar, B. S., & Kulkarni, M. S. (2020). Competition in monopoly: Teaching-learning process of financial statement analysis to
information technology management students. International Journal of Information and Communication Technology Education, 16(3),
70-91. [CrossRef]

Viray, J. S. (2016). Engaging students through board games: Measuring its effectiveness on academic performance. International Journal
of Scientific and Research Publications, 6(10), 5-7.

Watson, G. L., Sanders-Lawson, E. R., & McNeal, L. (2012). Understanding parental involvement in American public education.
International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 2(19), 41-50. Available online: https:/ /www ijhssnet.com/journal/index/1318
(accessed on 30 July 2025).

Willemse, T. M., Thompson, I., Vanderlinde, R., & Mutton, T. (2018). Family-school partnerships: A challenge for teacher education.
Journal of Education for Teaching, 44(3), 252-257. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.22503/inftars.XXV.2025.1.3
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJICTE.2020070106
https://www.ijhssnet.com/journal/index/1318
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2018.1465545

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Parental Involvement 
	Preparing Teachers for PI 
	Board Games in Higher Education 

	The Current Study 
	Materials and Methods 
	Research Design 
	Data Collection Methods 
	Sample 
	Data Analysis 

	Board Game Overview—Steps and Professional Considerations in the Development of the Board Game 
	Objective 
	Game Setup and Components 
	Roles and Characters 
	Special Cards 

	Playing the Game 

	Findings 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

