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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship bethveeumber of
resources and levels of parent involvement across state-fundszhqoe programs in
lllinois. This dissertation presented a mixed methods study gsingy data from the
lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation FY09 (n=843and interviews with ten preschool
administrators who completed the sur{ey10). Based on the survey data for lllinois
state-funded preschools, the number of social resources providedptpgram was
positively associated with levels of parent involvement. The ctioelanalysis (= -
0.22, p=.000] and analysis of variance (ANOVA)(2,708) = 23.19, p =.000{indings
both demonstrated a positive relationships wherein high numbers of sociatessoare
associated with higher levels of parent involvement in programs. dihmenigtrator
interviews revealed further depth to the role of early childhoodranag; the social
resources they provide, and levels of parent involvement in additiamtionaing survey
responses. Administrators spoke to the barriers for providing respuagiers to
families using the resources, and successes and challengegagingnparents in
programs. The mixed methods findings together illustrated the criypbetween level
of social resources and levels of parent involvement in Illinoischoed programs.

Research, practice, and policy implications are presented in the conclodptgrc

Xiii



CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION

There is a classic African quote that statetakes a village to raise a childt is
a subtle yet powerful statement that highlights the importance of coltadeogffort in
child development. Raising children who are healthy, happy, and ready to engage in their
changing environment requires more than just the parents. For parents who face
numerous challenges such as unemployment, physical or mental illness, those who are
victims of domestic violence, or parents who are new immigrants/refupéas t
country, sometimes it does take “a village” to help raise their child.

Early childhood programs and the social resources they provide can be a valuable
support to children and families facing challenging circumstances. &aldjrood
programs provide children with a safe, enriching environment to support theintgarni
and development, which may not be present otherwise. At the same time, parents who
require or request social resources and referrals have access totiofornegources,
and services that may enable them to help themselves and their famaigls as
Ultimately, when there is a goal to support the healthy development of youngchildr
critical supports like early childhood programs, social resources, and pam@rement
are valuable tools that can help parents support the developmental agenda of their

children. These forces together were the focus of this dissertation.



Rationale

Research provides evidence supporting the importance of early relationghips an
early experiences in child development (Ritchie & Willer, 2008a; Shonkoff &ipil
2000). Although the early childhood years can be defined as the period of birth to three
years, birth to five years, and in some cases birth to eight years, it isliyamnsdarstood
that development within these periods sets the foundation for future development
throughout the lifespan (Urdang, 2008; Davies, 1999; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). How a
child develops depends on the interactions and influences that occur in his environment.
As an infant matures into her toddler through school-age years, this developihgitthil
begin interacting with a world that extends beyond the arms of her parents and the
comforts of her own home (Urdang, 2008; Berk & Winsler, 1995). Through the early
years, a child’s environment grows dramatically from one-on-one intanactivh a
primary caregiver within a familiar setting (e.g., the home) to a moredvanvironment
(e.g., schools and neighborhood communities) with a variety of initially unfaratas
(e.g., peers and teachers). The social structure becomes more complex ant @abora
the context extends to school, day-care centers, and a network of neighborhood and
community friends (Bjorklund, 2000; Greenspan, 1993a; Greenspan, 1993b). This shift
into a broader social environment and context places more demands on the child;
demands that, if met, will enable her to succeed more readily within the novel social
structures to come.

Early childhood settings like preschool become an entrée for young children int

a new world of interaction with peers, teachers, and academic learnihgefBre that



3
learning even begins, a child needs to be ready to engage in this new environment.

“Learning does not necessarily occur in schools or as a result of instructiozyri$ ot

the split-second initiatives that children take with others as they try talagegage,

interact, communicate and reason” (Greenspan & Lodish, 1991, p. 1). More importantly,

“before children can learn reading, writing, and arithmetic, they must posst®ol

literacy” — that is, they need to kndwow to learri (Greenspan & Lodish, 1991, p 2).
According to Greenspan and Lodish, school literacy consists of four elenignts:

attending and focusing — the ability to take in information and focus attention on the

acquired information while remaining relatively stable, 2) establishinigjyeos

relationships — the ability to relate to others in a warm and trusting way tpatfosier a

learning relationship, 3) communicating — the ability to share informatigmess and

read cues, learn to think and verbally express thoughts in more logical terms and 4),

being able to observe and monitor oneself — the ability to observe oneself in thes proce

of doing a task and being able to evaluate one’s thoughts and actions (Greenspan &

Lodish, 1991). Each element is a capacity every child has the potential to acquire, and

taken together, they are characteristics a child needs to develop in order to bsfslcce

at school and in life. According to Child Mental Health Foundations and Agencies

Network (FAN report, 2000), learning involves a series of social interactibngaers

and adults but it cannot happen without the social-emotional competence to engage. For

these reasons, learning how to learn is an important agenda for the preschosktsas i

the foundation for future success when she enters her school-aged years and beyond. If

the preschooler is able to demonstrate relative mastery of these “stdrachli abilities,



4
she will more likely thrive when she enters the school environment (Greenspadiist L

1991). These are but a few of the skills and benefits for children who participaté-in hig
quality early childhood programs.

When children are not able to engage because they have not yet learned how to
learn and appropriately engage, these children are at risk for a varoigilehges
including poor early school outcomes, social-emotional or cognitive delays, acdltffi
developing a sense of self and relationships with others (Laible, Carolo & Roesch, 2004;
Zhou et al., 2002; Garbarino & Ganzel, 2000; Shonkoff & Marshall, 2000; Bjorklund,
2000). The idea of risk and its impact on developing children, however, is not always
clearly defined or understood. Biological and environmental contributions can all have
influences that are both promoting and detrimental to developmental outcomesy Clear
defined characteristics such as autism, developmental disabilities, areanatnt are
factors that are more likely to put children at-risk for a myriad of chalke(@arbarino
& Ganzel, 2000; Garcia-Coll & Magnuson, 2000; Denham, 1998). Other factors like
temperament, socioeconomic status, or minority status are not so definite arallgen
such relative risks are not final or cannot be equated with failure (Garbarino &lGanz
2000; Garcia-Coll & Magnuson, 2000). A variety of converging circumstances can
contribute to the idea of risk — biological and environmental — that will ultimatgdgct
a child’s development and ability to thrive in school settings.

According to the Child Mental Health Foundations and Agencies Network (FAN
report, 2000), biological and environmental factors such as low birth weight and

neurological delays, difficult temperament and personality, low level of nzter



5
education, immigrant status, minority status, low-socio-economic statusgataiént,

insecure attachments, psychophysiological markers, and even home, classroom and
community settings are considered potential risk factors that predispbgd & greater
challenges in reaching his/her developmental milestones. Conversely,iped@ctbdrs
such as high cognitive functioning of the child, easy temperament of the chiltioeah
availability of caregivers, high maternal education, stable, predidtabbhe environment,
secure attachments, and social support can all buffer the negative affesitqBAN
report, 2000; Werner, 2000; Osofsky & Thompson, 2000; Davies, 1999). There is,
however, no substantiated research indicating that risk and protective festessarily
translate into a child’s success or failure (FAN report, 2000). The mairmsitiest the
presence of each factor in the child’s life has the capacity to shape anddafher
developmental agenda as she matures from early childhood onward. In turn, the child
who is more at-risk will inevitably meet more challenges to surmount as she centinue
develop (Garbarino & Ganzel, 2000; Shonkoff & Marshall, 2000; Davies, 1999).

While each child and family is unique, and each unique context will determine the
balance between risk and protective factors, the prevalence of risk and itsenggpéict
on child development must still be considered. Moreover, research does suggest that
consistent, warm, and nurturing care from mothers or primary caregiver arg quali
experiences in early childhood produces preschoolers and school-age children who are
more likely to engage in positive and supportive relationships with peers. These ar
young children who will learn the social skills and emotional competence needed t

thrive in school settings, and who will continue to effectively build on their overall



6
development, which will further assist them as they mature into adulthood (Urdang,

2008; Werner, 2000; FAN report, 2000; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Davies, 1999;
Denham, 1998).

For children considered at-risk for developmental delays or poor academic
outcomes, early childhood programs could be a potential solution (Ritchie & Willer
2008a; Olds, Sadler & Kitzman, 2007; Kirp, 2007; Schweinhart, 2004). These are the
characteristics of children you will likely find in lllinois PreK and Pphograms. Early
childhood programs are intended to support early development and are used to help
ameliorate risks that may be present. This is achieved by providing a safgngnga
environment that can help children get back on the trajectory for positive deegibpm
(Olds et al., 2007; Bjorklund, 2000; Werner, 2000). Legislative leaders, advocates,
policy-makers and early childhood professionals share a common understandingy of wha
research tells us; the early years are critical and investing inaéidhood is an
investment for the future (Kirp, 2007; Meisels & Shonkoff, 2000).

But knowing the value of early years and having early childhood programs is not
sufficient to supporting child development. Parent involvement inside and outside the
classroom setting is also critical. It has been designated as a cornefdtiomais early
childhood programs so that what is learned in the program is further supported and
reaffirmed in the home. Unfortunately, some parents are so overwhelmed bywheir o

personal circumstances — whether unemployment, financial worries, or #leas

O

supporting their child’s development is less likely due to the other stregs

e pr

X

(Growing in Poverty Project, 2000; Garcia-Coll & Magnuson, 2000; Garbarino &
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Ganzel, 2000). When resources are made available to support the parents, it is possible t

posit that these parents may be more attuned to the needs of the child, more engaged in
programs, and better able to support their child’s developmental agenda. Thistitissert
looked at three areas in the literature: 1) best practices in early childlogemps, 2) the

role of parents and parent involvement, and 3) the role of social support and social
support networks. The literature supported these ideas wherein there weres benefit
parent involvement and social resources yet there were few studies lookiag at t

association between the two. This relationship was the focus of this dissertation.

Statement of the Study Issue

It was plausible to suggest the existence of a relationship between early childhood
programs, parent involvement levels, and the provision of social resources/rééerrals
families participating in Illinois PreK and PFA programs. This idea based on what
was available in the literature as well as discussions occurring in thelei#thood
field. Thus, if there was an association between social resources and levedsof par
involvement, one can posit a change in levels of parent involvement depending on the
number of resources available to the child and family. This study hypothesized & modes
increase in parent involvement levels when more resources were availalifee K/PFA
program.

Purpose of the Study

This dissertation presented a descriptive study that examined the relg@tionshi

between early childhood programs, social resources, and levels of parent involvement

early childhood programs. The rationale suggested each of the elements auflakihd
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development to some degree. The study focused on state-funded early child pnograms

lllinois — PreKindergarten Programs for Children at Risk of Academic Failure (PreK)
andPreschool for All (PFA) targeting at-risk children and their families across the
state. The relationship between levels of parent involvement and the number of social
resources offered was studied within these two types of preschool programs.

A mixed methods design was used to analyze program-level data froifimtie Birth

to FiveEvaluation (Evaluationand interviews with PreK/PFA administrators who
completed the survey. The details of the design will be discussed in greaitdndeta
Chapter 3: Methodologyand the results and summary of the findings will be discussed
in Chapter 4: ResultandChapter 5: Summarsespectively. Ultimately, the study
provided greater understanding of the barriers for providing resources to program
participants, barriers to families using the resources, and successesliEmngesan
engaging parents across PreK/PFA programs. Implications for the fistatiaf work

and early childhood are discussed along with policy implications for both frettde
Summary chapter.

Significance of the Study

lllinois PreK and PFA programs serve thousands of at-risk children and families
across the state by providing high-quality learning environments and a varsetyiaif
resources aimed at meeting the overall needs of children and familiesqIBiinth to
Five Evaluation FY09 Final Report, 2009). The proposed study gave greater insight into
the role social resources play for participants in early childhood prograsisg U

secondary survey data from tBealuationand administrator interviews, this study
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examined whether or not there was a relationship between levels of parent irerdlvem

and the number of resources in a program, a perspective that hadn’t been studied at the
scale that was possible with the statewide data used.

The findings informed on the promoters and barriers in providing resources to
families, factors in getting families to use resources, and successekallenges in
engaging parents that is relevant to lllinois PreK/PFA programs sigtewhe findings
also gave better understanding of the characteristics of families afsldéparent
involvement in programs. This study provided insight into the areas of parent
involvement and focus on the non-educational needs of participants in high quality early
childhood settings thereby adding to the discussion on best practice considanations
early childhood settings.

Taken together, this study provided valuable information for PreK/PFA programs
in the state as well as early childhood programs nationwide that may falze simi
challenges as in lllinois. Moreover, this study produced findings that can mavgact
both in direct practice and in the policy arena. Findings may highlight other best
practices that have not been considered, enabling administrators and policy4tmakers
make better-informed decisions about early childhood programs. Lastly, ingoigat
linked to funding needs, program infrastructure development, and training may also bea
greater significance given the outcomes of this study. The potential to cantdbut
knowledge in the fields of social work and early childhood was evident, and will be
illustrated with the next chapters of this dissertation that delve into treduite, the

theoretical basis for the study, and the methodological design for the study.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE &

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Working in the Service of At-Risk Children and Families: Review bétLiterature

It does indeed take a village when working in the service of young children. Tha
‘village’ becomes more dynamic and complex as the circumstances aedtaufrdat-risk
children become more complex as discussed in Chapter 1. The current study provided a
unique opportunity to examine a relationship between social support and parent
involvement. These are two concepts that are not exclusively related todeefiel
social work or early childhood education, although they are prominent components of the
two fields. Early childhood settings, medical settings, community settims\een
home environments are all systems that touch the lives of children and famdlits a
which one needs to consider the role of social support and parent involvement, and its
ultimate impact on the family system. As stated, this study focused oratienship
between the provision of resources and the levels of parent involvement in lllinois

PreK/PFA programs that, in turn, may have an impact on child outcomes.

10
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Figure 1: Systems interactions within early childhood programs

The above diagram illustrates a basic logic model for this study. The model
suggests that when resources are inputted into the family system, theentsapfar a
chance in parent involvement levels within and early childhood setting. The subsequent
result is a potential impact on the child as well as the family. Although thdg dtd not
focus on child outcomes directly, it highlighted the interplay of systems and cetitapt
are involved when one focuses on serving young at-risk children and their families
preschool learning environments.

To begin, the current study was rooted in the several tenets of the social work
profession described by Dubois & Miley (2008):

e Establish linkages between people and societal resources to further social
functioning and enhance the quality of life.
e Develop cooperative networks within the institution resource system.

e Facilitate the responsiveness of the institutional resource systemsttbea#h
and human needs.
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e Contribute to the development of knowledge for the social work profession
through research and evaluation.

e Encourage an information exchange in those institutional systems in which both
problems and resource opportunities are produced.

e Embrace a worldview of human issues and solutions to problems.

In pursuit of these efforts, this dissertation also aimed to inform social woticpradth
young children and families in collaboration with early childhood programs.

Often times in the social work field, there are discussions around its focus on the
person-in-environment meaning that in order to understand those we work with, we must
focus on the individual and her environment simultaneously (Urdang, 2008). There is a
reciprocal interaction between the two and in social work practice, the perswt ba
understood without consideration of the environment and vice versa. Moreover, the social
work profession has remained attentive to improving the quality of life for allichdgils
by focusing on the interplay between the two as social work is seen agltfeeld®tween
the person and environment (Dubois & Miley, 2008). These qualities are valuable
characteristics of the social work field that complement other helping piarfies
Moreover, these social work qualities afford greater capacity to improvieeiseof
others through systems-building, collaboration, and interdisciplinary learning.

Early childhood programs are systems that intersect with the social work
profession on a variety of fronts. This study illustrated the ways in whichatalidyrood
and social work professionals could potentially encounter the same families in need of
resources and referrals within their respective settings. The potentiakftappwas
especially true for state-funded early education programs in Illinoispleaifically

targeted children and families considered high risk. lllinois children aretadrmito
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state-funded, tuition-free preschool programs based on meeting eligibgityements

that denote the children (or their families) are considered most at-risthimolSailure.
Such at-risk factors include academic and developmental challenges ¢ailth¢he
socio-economic status of the family, the parents’ level of education, physallogeds

of the child and/or parent, or immigrant status to name a few (lllinois Birttvéo Fi
Evaluation FY09 Final Report, 2009; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (DHHS;ACF
2005). Only those considered most at-risk for school failure due to diverse clabeage
admitted into the limited number of preschool slots throughout the state at no costs to the
parents. Given this demographic, the fields of social work and early childhood can
overlap and intersect while serving the same population. This was evident in the data
collected for this study.

In lllinois, early childhood programs collaborated with a variety of organizations
in order to address the educational and non-educational needs of enrolled children and
their families. Early childhood programs were connected to social servicaesgenc
organizations that provided job training and English-language lessons, and even
organizations that provide counseling support to both children and their parents; just a
few of resources that were being offered to participants (lllinois Birtlivie Evaluation
FYO09 Final Report, 2009). These early learning centers were a critiessagoint for
families in need of a variety of social resources and referralbefdame time, social
work professionals can refer a child and family to PreK/PFA programs Wwhgrse¢e

them in settings like hospitals, community agencies, and private practieaforgs
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needs. This is important when there is a recognized need for educational supports for a

client who is a young child.

The following sections discussing early childhood programs, the role of parents
and parent involvement, and the role of social support in early childhood programs
explore the relevant literature for this study.

Early Childhood Programs

Early childhood programs have been associated with short-term and long-term
benefits for children. For instance, high-quality programs have beenicadiigiroven
to influence early development and promote long-term prevention against risk faators t
can inhibit successful social-emotional, cognitive, and language developmedtal, a
academic outcomes (Kirp, 2007; Olds et al., 2007; Henry, Henderson, Ponder, Gordon,
Mashburn, & Rickman, 2003). Early childhood programs have also been linked to
closing the academic gap between children of low-income and high-incontiegam
(Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Kirp, 2007; DHHS-ACF, 2005).

Additionally, social benefits can be gained for enrolled children and these include
reduced risks of educational disability, crime, unemployment, school drop-out, and even
dependence on welfare assistance (Schweinhart, Barnes, & Weikart, 199%) wake
consensus that early childhood programs aim to support children in a way that gives the
greatest chance of success in school and beyond although the nuances of programs may
vary based on the local needs of the populations served, available funding, and the
leadership (Arnold, Zelijo & Doctoroff, 2008; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). Such goals
were achieved through thoughtful consideration of the child’s developmental needs and

providing a rich environment early on to cultivate skills that prepare a child fancedt
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learning during the school-age years (Ritchie & Willer, 2008a; Duch, 2005 ;e8uiant,

2004).

What are best practices for early childhood programs?

Early childhood programs endeavor to meet the diverse needs of enrolled children
and their families as a best practice policy (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; [NHFS-
2005; Schweinhart, 2004). Supporting young learners requires efforts both inside and
outside the classroom and program administrators, teachers, and parents aragtotner
achieve better outcomes for all parties (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Epstein, B@86).
practices and best outcomes for early childhood programs, however, cannot bd realiz
without a framework to guide it. Schweinhart (2004) provided such a framework that
outlined the components of what constitutes a high-quality early childhood program so
that administrators could have a reference for goal-setting within &spiective settings.

Coincidentally, many of the items that denote characteristics of a quality
programs are very much in-line with what we would expect as best pracdtices f

supporting young children and families in such programs.
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Schweinhart provides the following table:

Table 1. Schweinhart (2004) Components of early childhood programs

COMPONENTS OF HIGH-QUALITY EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

A child development educational model

Low enrollment limits, with a teaching/care-giving team assigneddhb group of children
Staff trained in early childhood development

Supervisory support and in-service training for a child development edwaatiodel
Involvement of parents as partners with program staff

Sensitivity to the non-educational needs of the child and family

Developmentally appropriate evaluation procedures.

Schweinhart, L. (2004). A school administrator'sdguto early childhood programs!2Ed. High/Scope
Educational Research Foundation. (p.15).

Each component was considered essential if an early childhood program wasve achie
the goals and reap the benefits described in early childhood literature. Téd study
focused on two of the referenced components: 1) the involvement of parents and 2)
sensitivity to the non-educational needs of children and families. These congpparent
the basis of discussion throughout this dissertation.
The involvement of parents as partners with program staff

High-quality early childhood programs want to involve parents and encourage
staff to engage parents as much as possible (Gonzales-Mena, 2010; Copple &
Bredekamp, 2009; Schweinhart, 2004). The research suggested that the parent-child
relationship was critical to positive developmental outcomes for children agk par
engagement in programs was a valuable method of further supporting child development
both inside and outside academic settings (Arnold et al., 2008; Driessen, Smit &

Sleegers, 2005; Duch, 2005). The key phrasepagsershipbetween parents and
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programs. As a team, parent, administrators and program staff together kaowards

supporting the overall needs and goals for the child (Gonzalez-Mena, 2010; Ritchie &
Willer, 2008a; Schweinhart, 2004). Research has also shown children have higher
academic success rates in schools when their families are engagedprotjraim and
when the family promotes school learning and social activities in the home (BIGIHS-
2005; Ramey & Ramey, 1999).

At the same time, there are benefits to parents who are more involved in
programs. Involved parents have greater access to information that can support thei
family’s needs (Epstein, 2006). Families are also becoming empowerechimlyed in
advocacy and governance in schools and parent organizations as a result, adding to
increased involvement overall (Gonzales-Mena, 2010; Epstein, 2006; Ramey & Ramey,
1999).

Sensitivity to the non-educational needs of the child and family

Many families deal with other challenges that extend beyond the clasar@itsn
Families in early childhood programs were dealing with issues around poverdy;atal
needs, transportation, unemployment, lack of education, new immigrants, and English-
language learners, or being a single- or teen-parent (lllinois BirtivécdEvaluation
FYO09 Final Report, 2009; DHHS-ACF, 2005). As programs aim to support children and
families, administrators and teachers found themselves connecting withcessand
agencies outside the early childhood program as they worked towards meetingrde dive
needs presented in the classroom (Administrator Interviews-various, Chapterd). A

former preschool teacher, it was not uncommon for parents to ask the researcher for
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information that was outside the sphere of their child’s progress in the classtelly,

this focus on the non-education needs could better enable families in getting tlo@iimos
of early childhood programs. This dissertation saw the meeting of these notiesdica
needs through the provision of social resourdescribed in subsequent sections.
Addressing the separate needs of the family may have benefits teatingt can
go beyond just school success. According to NAEYC program standards, early
childhood programs need to be aware of the families being served and this includes
knowledge of the family’s socioeconomic status, language, racial and cultural
backgrounds and connecting these families with needed resources availahte in the
respective communities (Ritchie & Willer, 2008a). The rationale was agdde
following:
Young children’s learning and development are integrally connected to
their families. Consequently, to support and promote children’s optimal
learning and development, programs need to recognize the primary role of
children’s families, establish relationships with families based on mutual
trust and respect, support and involve families in their children’s
educational growth, and invite families to fully participate in the program.
(Ritchie & Willer, 2008a, p.14).
These ideas were congruent with the research questions in this study, whestedigige
provision of resources helps to support the parents in a way that allows them to be more
actively engaged in early childhood settings. There was the potential that tbésett
engagement may in turn, have a level of impact on the child’s overall development. The

impact on child development was a component not included in the current study but the

findings support further inquiry in these areas.

! Social resources described in this study will rédethose noted in thdlinois Birth to Five Evaluation
survey and the administrator interviews.
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The general benefits of addressing the non-educational needs go beyond the

classroom walls and impacts the parents themselves. Such benefits can inichuaze
literacy skills, positive parenting behaviors, and self-empowerment (Ep20€i6:;

DHHS-ACF, 2005). While these are ideal outcomes, there must be caution when looking
at the benefits early childhood programs can afford at-risk populations. Schweinhart
(2004) noted early childhood programs “cannot be all things to all people.” Generally,
there will always be challenges in funding, infrastructures, adapting anehmapting
programs, and management that will need to be re-evaluated and considered in all
programs.

That being said, however; administrators, staff, and programs themselves are in a
unique position in which they are working with families and they can identify needs of
participating families and can act accordingly. The action can be inrtheofaffering
a specific resource such as WIC or food subsidies or it can be a refeothidoservices
such as one-on-one counseling or English-language lessons available in riinendym
The responses on tlraluationsurvey confirmed programs across lllinois PreK/PFA
classrooms were giving diverse social resources to address needs piagenbegam
participants.

The task of observing, recognizing, and being open to addressing needs that go
beyond the child and classroom was critical to participants — child and familyessucc
in the program because the effects of early childhood programs and addressing socia
circumstances impact all members in the family — child, parent, and sibllingseffects

may also be seen with other participating families in the program. In pregvaim
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mixed income children, research showed benefits because of the exposure and

scaffolding that happens in the classroom (Schecter & Bye, 2007). Subsequeseting
diverse needs of children and families could have both the academic and socitd benef
for all participants, which are ultimately the goals of early childhood pragrarhese

are areas that were addressed in the qualitative component which sought totidentify
extent to which the administrator interview remarks mimicked these topicgtieom

literature.

What are administrators doing to support best practices in early childhood

“The job of an early childhood program administrator is complex and demanding.
It requires a remarkable combination of skills and talents to organize, dul, gnd
manage an early childhood program” (Ritchie & Willer, 2008b, p.12). Administra®rs ar
charged with a variety of responsibilities including leading the progrnasoriag the
fiscal accountability of the program, maintaining a healthy and safeoenvant,
developing positive relationships with staff and families, and continuously reiagset
how to improve quality within a program setting (Ritchie & Willer, 2008b). Additionally
school administrators and teachers who want to assist parents in rearighitesn do
so by providing children and families with the types of early childhood progtahare
needed (Houston, 2004). Those that support social-emotional development and engage
preschoolers support preschoolers in a way that will allow them to better enter
kindergarten ready to learn.

In order to support best practices, administrators and principals must be able to

adhere to strong educational models that support the over-arching goals ofjtiaenpr



21
share work with staff to accomplish goals, and then share those goals withettis pa

(Ritchie & Willer, 2008b; Schweinhart, 2004; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). At the helm
of these programs, administrators can see what is going on at a prog@alevehtind

can ensure that high-quality standards are enacted in the program. NAHYC Ea
Childhood Program Standards require a focus on building and maintaining relationships
with families and the community to support the children and families within thegonogr
(Ritchie & Willer, 2008b).

At the same time NAEYC standards for the leadership and management was cited
as follows: “The program effectively implements policies, procedures, atehsythat
support stable staff and strong personnel, fiscal, and program management so afi,childr
families, and staff have high-quality experiences (Ritchie & Wi)Il2008b). These
standards fall under the direction of the administrators. In sum, administi@tors c
determine where professional development training is needed, areas in which &ads ne
to be allocated, and can take steps towards building a system that effexdedgses
some of the academic and non-academic needs that are presented bymartidipa
gualitative interviews with administrators demonstrated further suppoitlithais

PreK/PFA programs were addressing such issues.

Using social resources and engaging parents in early childhood programs

One critical caveat of this discussion is that the short-term and langv&arefits
of early childhood programs aoaly associated when the programs are high-quality
(Schweinhart, 2004). Children who would benefit most from these programs, particularly

low-income children, typically do not have access to high-quality preschooldlor we
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trained teachers (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). Despite the disparities on who does or

does not access quality early childhood programs, the benefits are appahnentarww
early childhood program is “characterized by a child development educationd| mode
trained teaching staff, administrative leadership and curriculum supportcisaes
with a teacher and a teaching assistant, and systematic efforts to invelnts @ae
partners[,]” it is a program that can expect some of the benefits we've @idcuss
(Schweinhart, 2004, p.7). Moreover, the definition of ‘high quality’ expands if we are to
further discuss the role of parents and attendance to the non-educational needsaf childr
and families. What does it take to involve and engage parents? What is the impact of
involvement? How do we address the non-educational needs of children and families, and
what are those needs?

These are questions addressed in the literature and a concern on the minds of
many administrators as realized in conducting the current study. In anefiot get
ahead of the data analysis sections, the study suggested there was divérsity
strategies programs use to engage parents. That engagement, in turn, hatioinspioca
child development (Ritchie & Willer, 2008a; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Rimm-
Kaufman & Pianta, 2005). And the non-educational needs for at-risk children and
families in lllinois were diverse and complex, but providing resources arndatefdid
matter. It was linked to greater participation, greater compliance, aedafevell-being
in the family (se€Chapter 5: Summay)y lllinois programs are touted as providing high-

guality environments for at-risk children and their attendance to parent invatvemd
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the non-educational needs of participants were evident in the administratoeintetwi

be discussed in Chapter 4.

The critical point here is early childhood programs can serve a dual purpose for
children and families. The programs can be settings to address the academitafnd soc
emotional needs of young childrandit can be a hub for accessing a variety of
resources. This dual role requires that early childhood programs maintain thedstandar
for a high-quality program. At the same time, the programs must maintain an-goin
relationships with social services and other health agencies so thatralldydo meet
the diverse needs presented in the classroom (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Schweinhart
2004). Simultaneously, the parents need to continue playing a visible and active role in
programs with two-way relationships with program staff to ensure thatraégare
working in the best interest of the child.

While such high-quality programs tend to be expensive to operationalize, there
was believed to be high return on the investment among preschool administrators. The
Early Childhood Division of the lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE) hatema
extensive efforts to ensure high-quality programming for young childréntokfive
years of age yet the challenges of supporting best practices ig stita of focus needed
in the state (lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation FY09 Final Report, 2009). The benefits of
preschool experience were noted as high because children enter the schools ezandy to |
(Kirp, 2007; DHHS-ACF, 2005; various administrator interviews, 2009).

lllinois is well aware of the importance particularly to parents and thegioovof

resources to meet non-educational needs. lllinois state-funded programs have
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requirements that build such components into the protocol (lllinois Birth to Five

Evaluation FY09 Final Report, 2009). That being said, both areas — engaging padents a
meeting the non-educational needs of children and families — were understoodaa have
impact on child outcomes and the extent to which lllinois PreK/PFA programs address
these areas were well reflected in the administrator interviews.

The Role of Parents in Early Childhood Programs
The importance of the parents and parent-child relationships

Levine (1988) provided the classic outline of the three basic goals of parenting:
survival, economic welfare, and self-actualization. Survival is the most iesgerat
and parents have the primary responsibility of ensuring there child willnmexinee,
healthy, and able to mature into adulthood herself. When survival is considered likely,
Levine says parents can help their child develop the skills necessary for eceetimi
sufficiency through adulthood (1988). This goal is followed by helping the child develop
more sophisticated skills that are culture-specific and can bring about a seale of
fulfillment (Levine, 1988).

The role of culture is equally important and omitted by Levine. The trariemiss
of culture is a critical goal of parenting as parents have a partiolganrtransmitting
values, norms, and perceptions of given culture that will shape the worldview of their
child and subsequently, the interactions that child will have with her environment
(Rogoff, 2003). Copple & Bredekamp (2009) describe culture as “the customary $elieve
and patterns of behavior, both explicit and implicit, that are inculcated by tie¢yseor
by a social, religious, or ethnic group within the society — in its members” (jn13).

terms of early development, the ways in which children and families operate are
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constantly influenced by the sociocultural context that shapes how they understand

learning, developmental milestones, and developmental and academic achievement
(Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). Furthermore, the social and cultural context within whic
children develop is imperative to understanding children’s development within early
learning programs, in the home and throughout the community (Rogoff, 2003; Ritchie &
Willer, 2008a; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009).

Thus, it is imperative for all professionals working with children and famiies t
consider the cultural context, as it will shape the nature of the interactionsraguaida
intervention efforts. As noted by Gonzales-Mena (2010), families come to the program
from all backgrounds, structures and circumstances and it is the program’s ik@kfyons
to equally address the diverse needs that are presented inside and outsidsrtmarclas
environment in a culturally sensitive, responsive manner.

The role of the parent, and the related goals of parenthood, is therefore imperative
from birth onward. In child development literature, early parent-child reldtipnfave
been cited as invaluable in supporting children as they work towards meeting the
individual developmental agendas, which has implications throughout the lifespan
(Urdang, 2008; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Davies, 1999). The quality of parent-child
relationships during those early years are critical because tlrenpeesf a warm,
nurtured, responsive care-giving will ensure the appropriate skills arpesdeavith the
idea of supporting self sufficiency (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). A strong, secure
attachment during the early years has been highly correlated witkrgskifis in

development relationships throughout adolescence and young adulthood (Nells & Rae,
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2008; Urdang, 2008; Laible, 2007; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Bjorklund, 2000). It has

also been tied to developing better coping skills and a more secure sense of self and
others that can help navigate the changing environment through the lifespar(Simm
Gooty, Nelson & Little, 2009; Urdang, 2008; Laible, Carlo & Roesch, 2004).

Moving forward and in the context of promoting development, parents are
significant because they are the immediate source of social inbaraéter a child’s
birth. They are the primary caregivers who attend to the physiologiadd nééne child,
who foster social-emotional development, who help an infant strengthen his cognitive
capacities, and who will nurture other skills that will support the child’s gromdh a
learning (Urdang, 2008; Shonkoff & Philips, 2000; Zhou et al, 2002). If this holds true,
one must consider the personal history, experiences, and actions of a panesd theese
aspects will inevitably affects how that parent raises his or her ctitwl(2t al., 2002;
Gerhold, Laucht, Texdorf & Shmidt, 2002).

Those circumstances, in turn, will shape the on-going perceptions the child will
develop about himself, his relationships, and his surroundings (Shonkoff & Philips,
2000). The nature of influence and learning is cyclical, and this is why greater
consideration of the parent and his/her circumstances is necessary when tioking
child outcomes. The nature of the parent’'s experiences and her relationship with her
child will affect how the child develops and relates to other aspects of his enutonme
(Urdang 2008; Shonkoff & Philips, 2000).

It is also worthwhile to discuss the challenges of understanding parent

involvement especially in the context of educational settings. Despitengsaljg
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accepted importance, parent involvement is quite difficult to define. It hasdyesadt

parent engagement, parent volunteerism, parent participation, or even refagnced
parent-school relationships. The types of activities and the level of patitcip
characteristic of parent involvement are also distinct.

Driessen, Smit & Sleegers (2005) attempt to understand the different kinds of
parents and types of parent involvement by outlining four types of parent groups with
four different levels of involvement; partners, participants, delegators, andlavisi
parents — in order from most involved to least. These definitions outline parent
involvement within a learning setting and the characteristics range orecmnomic
status (high SES to low), level of engagement (high/low) and other generaitehatias
such as ethnic background. This is just one example that illustrates the @saiteng
understanding parent involvement, what it really means to be an “involved parent,” and
how much “involvement” is necessary for it to be considered adequate or have an impact.
Although the survey data does not reflect the complexity of defining parent invaelveme
with so many different characterizations, the administrator interviewssostudy

resonated the challenges of defining parent involvement evident in the literature.

What influences levels of parent involvement?

Parent involvement levels can be influenced by a number of factors that will be
discussed in this section. The literature reviewed here will present a noimaeiables
that have been associated with parent engagement, paying particulaoratte

education and achievement in early learning settings.
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The role of ethnic background and language

There are a number of studies available that suggest disparities in academi
outcomes based on racial-ethnic backgrounds. Rates of retention, suspension, expulsion
as well as academic excellence vary depending on the student’s etfWiaity &

Hughes, 2006). According to a study by Wong & Hughes (2006) looking at the
relationship between ethnicity and language on the dimension of parent involyement
Black parents reported higher levels of involvement with schools as compared to White,
Hispanic-English speaking and Hispanic-Spanish speaking parents. Hispanis parent
tended to show more deferential involvement in their child’s education and were less
comfortable with the teachers and/or schools.

Additionally, findings show that Hispanic families tends to have very low levels
of communication with the school, low sense of responsibility in their child’s tegrni
and are less involved in their child’s learning in the home and school (Wong & Hughes,
2006). Because parenting involvement is critical in predicting achievement, lack of
parent involvement can be a huge disadvantage directly related with ettkgcdasnd.

Some parents cite linguistic and cultural barriers as a challengectter
involvement in their child’s school (Sohn & Wang, 2006). Parents from diverse cultural
backgrounds also cited feelings of discrimination and limited school support. In such
cases, the importance of building strong relationships with the teacherhaadl isc
evident wherein the teacher/school needs to reach out to ethnically diverse patents
the same time, parents need to more actively engage in the school and educate about

cultural differences (Sohn & Wang, 2006). This discussion returns us to the importance
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of understanding the context and environment within which children and families live. It

requires that administrators and professionals diminish the barriers tiegjbadge and
culture because it produces possible challenges for positive developmentalderdiaca
outcomes for ethnically diverse students.

One study also suggests that there is a correlate between social-ethgronaad
and student achievement. The gaps are more pronounced for low-income, minority
students who demonstrated lower academic achievement levels as compared-to highe
income, non-minority students (Driessen et al., 2005). Again, the diversity ohicdlue
and environment are all considerations for why such outcomes are possible. In a
proactive effort, schools cited in the study as having larger percentagbsiofreinority
students devoted more attention to parent involvement activities within the school as a
potential strategy to lessen the gap (Driessen et al., 2005). The strategjites! i@
modest gains but challenges due to feelings of discrimination, limited supmbfgraily
dynamics continued to serve as barriers for engaging parent.
The role of income and employment

Desimone (1999) used data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988 that involved a sample of 24,599 graders, 1,035 schools and parent surveys from
almost 21,000 students. Her work showed a statistically significant relapdretiveen
parent involvement and student achievement records based on the students’ ra¢g-ethnici
and family income with a similar premise to the previously noted study. Her vaork al

showed that parent-school involvement was predictive of grades across kkttawia
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and income lines suggesting that parent involvement positively influences avadsb

above individual test scores (Desimone, 1999).

Brooks-Gunn, Han & Waldfogel (2002) discussed the relevant of maternal
employment on child cognitive outcomes wherein child outcomes were higher when the
mothers did have some level of employment. Weiss and her colleagues took a different
perspective on employment and used it as a measure of parent involvement Bpécifica
children’s elementary education (Weiss, Mayer, Kreider, Vaughanijrige&lencke &

Pinto, 2003). Their study shows that mothers working full-time or attending school full-
time were less involved in their child’s school. The participants were allloame

earners who communicated the challenges of maintaining employment, reackorpper
education goals, and balancing involvement in the classroom (Weiss et al., 2003). Both
studies suggest that environmental circumstances like employment and imeorakda
factors that affect levels of parent involvement even if the desire taipaté and the
importance of parent involvement is understood.

The role of parent perceptions

Parent’s perception and rationale for making decisions is related to levels of
parent involvement and this is particularly true in education settings. Knopf acki Sw
(2006) note that levels of parent involvement are affected by the parents’ perception of
their relationship with their child’s teacher. The authors further cite a nurhber
influences including personal views, values, and previous relationship experiences tha

will impact their perceptions of the parent-teacher relationship to some {KgaH &
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Swick, 2006). Previous relationships with teachers, whether positive or negative, could

also impact the current parent-teacher-school relationship.

This is important for early childhood programs because parents have certain
expectations in their relationship with early childhood professionals. Thus, poofdss
would benefit from understanding those expectations, correcting any misconceptions
expectations (such as the parents do not care or they are not interested démanise
was not returned), and building relationships that render more positive perceptions
towards the teacher and program. This could then influence levels of parent involvement
in the program, which is a general goal of high-quality early learning setting
Researchers suggests that incorporating relationship-building ssaitety the parent-
teacher-school relationship can result in greater involvement of parents inodgnanpy
which is what the literature cites as valuable for early development (ln8pfick,

2006; Gonzales-Mena, 2010).

Anderson & Minke (2007) provide an alternate perspective as to why parents
decide to get involved by looking at the rationale behind why parents decide to make
decisions about involvement in their children’s education in the first place. Thesauthor
looked at four variables — role construction, sense of efficacy, resources, aftipasc
of teacher invitations — as reasons why parent decide to get involved at home and in the
schools. The findings were complex yet the data overwhelming showed perceptions
teacher invitations were the strongest influence for parent involvement followtbd by
other variables. This suggests that parents will decide to participate wiigretbeive

that their involvement is wanted and necessary, and the teacher germratiymicates
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this explicitly (Anderson & Minke, 2007). Again, this demonstrates the role of

perception and relationships with schools that will be discussed further in the next
section.

Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler (1995) also provide a model for why parents get
involved. In the authors’ perspective, involvement happens partly because parents may
see it as part of the role as parent to be involved in their child’s education. Whiag¢ever t
reason for their engagement, Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler (1995) suggest thest wdre
engage to the extent to which their time and skills enable them through reirdatcem
modeling or instruction with their children in manners that are developmentally
appropriate, and by what is proscribed by the school. This model suggests thatréhe desi
comes from the parents and the school is a supportive partner congruent with the idea of
partnership discussed by researchers (Arnold et al., 2008; Duch, 2005; Gonzales-Mena,
2010). This idea is slightly contrasted with discussions in the next section that smphas
the collaborative nature between parent and educator in supporting a child’s
developmental agenda, which is in-line with general best practice modeéslfor e
childhood programs.

The role of parent-school relationships

Cultivating cooperative relationships between schools and parents has been cited
as a cornerstone for increasing parent involvement in their child’s learninigool sc
settings. One Dutch study aimed to understand the impact of school-initiated parent
involvement activities, parent-initiated involvement activities, child charetics and

outcomes (Driessen et al., 2005). Although the findings showed no statistically



33
significant effect of parent involvement on student achievement, findings didatkia

number of strong qualities between the school and parent that had a positive aorrelati
Many of the schools in the study placed an emphasis on being available to pakergs, t
their concerns into consideration extensively, and providing information and
communicating often (Driessen et al., 2005). For those schools that did consider parent-
relationships as important, those schools had better contact with the parentuibioh res
the relationship-building efforts (Driessen et al., 2005).

Teacher’s attitudes and the strategies teachers use to engage paregisidy
important in influencing parent involvement levels in the school and home. Epstein and
Dauber (1991) note that teachers who have more positive attitudes towards parent
involvement are more likely to communicate more regularly with parents abouttstude
performance and programs and had greater success in collaborating witto*heaidh”
parents. Teachers also cited that the climate of the school is importantéoinfpand
sustaining parent engagement in the schools (Gonzalez-Mena, 2010; Copple &
Bredekamp, 2009; Epstein & Dauber, 1991). Moreover, A school that values and
supports strong parent involvement will have standards that require teachers and
programs to follow a similar agenda (DHHS-ACF, 2005; Ritchie & Willer, 2008a;
Epstein & Dauber, 1991).

Cultural differences in cultivating parent-teacher-school relationshipsld also
be considered. Different ethnic groups may respond to the teacher/school environment
differently which will impact involvement levels in the school and in their child’s

development. One study suggests that teachers related less with Black tharedhite
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or Hispanic parents which can have a negative impact on engagement under the research

stated above (Wong & Hughes, 2006). Again, the importance of cultural contexisema
relevant and impact perceptions and relationships that may ultimately impect chi

outcomes because it is a salient element of the environment.

What do levels of parent involvement influence?

In the same way that parent involvement levels are influenced by a variety of
factors, levels of parent involvement can be equally influential. This sectibtiseiliss
several areas that are influenced by parent involvement.

Academic achievement outcomes

Arnold and his colleagues provide an excellent overview of the ways in which
parent involvement in school environments has been positively related to children’s
academic learning for school-age children (Arnold et al., 2008). They go one step
further, however, to discuss the relationship as it affects preschool children and the
results are equally compelling. For preschoolers from low-income fanghester
parent involvement was positively associated with stronger prelitekdisy(srnold et
al., 2008; DHHS-ACF, 2005; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009).

Studies have also shown that supportive parent involvement has shown positive
associations with mathematics achievement scores wherein practicescinataged
parents and families to support mathematics learning in the home had children who
scored at or above proficiency levels on standardized math achievemerghesdsr &
Epstein, 2005). Jimerson, Egeland & Teo (1999) further cited findings in which parent

involved in their child’s first three years of formal schooling could predict upwa
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trajectories in academic achievement through thgréde. Similar findings were found

in the Head Start Impact Study (DHHS-ACF, 2005). These are all pronfiisttiggs that
speak to the beneficial impact of parent involvement in academic outcomes fonchildre

Despite the general consensus that parent involvement supports academic
achievement (Sheldon et al., 2005; Arnold et al., 2008), however, there are some who
make a distinction between parent involvement in schools-settings and in the home
arguing that it is involvement in academics in floenethat causes the greatest impact
(DePlanty, Coulter-Kern & Duchane, 2007). One study showed that teachers and
students felt parent involvement in the school was less of an indicator for higthes.gra
Parents who were more involved in academics in the home, who provided a good
structure for homework, and who provide a supportive home environment were more
likely to show positive indicator effects on academic achievement (DgRiat., 2007).
This suggests that parent involvement is not bound by the location. Instead, parent
involvement is more bound by the intention. When the intention is to support a child in
school — and that support can come either in the school, home, or through activities that
engage the child and parent in ways that promote learning — the same positive outcomes
are plausible.
Student engagement, motivation, and academic socialization

The importance and benefits of the parent-child relationship and parent
involvement in schools go far beyond just high test scores and academic outcomes.
Parent involvement can influence the desire and underlying motivation thas rasult

high academic outcomes. According to Mo & Singh (2008), parent involvement
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encompasses more than engaging activities in the school. It also includdattbeship

the parent has with her child and educational aspirations for her child that she shares
inside and outside the school setting. Mo & Singh (2008) further conclude that this type
of parent behavior and involvement will enhance the student’s behavior, emotional, and
cognitive engagement in schools, which will then impact school involvement.

Student motivation is also linked to parent involvement. Gonzalez-DeHass,
Willems, & Holbein (2005) reviewed parent involvement and motivation literature
finding that students reported interest in learning, feeling greater campetetheir in
their work, increased efforts and greater attention when their parents wexedchwaith
their academic endeavors. Parental monitoring was helpful, as was encamiaged
praise (Gonzalez-DeHass et al., 2005). Additionally, their findings furtheesuiiat
parent involvement lead to greater responsibility for learning on the part déitens
and more goal setting (Gonzalez-DeHass et al., 2005). Parent involvement, thdissprovi
valuable supports for social-emotional and academic developments that will ees®nat

young students move towards adulthood.

The parent component in early childhood programs

In early childhood programs, there is evidence suggesting parent involvement is a
critical component to positive child outcomes (Epstein, 2001). Researchers believe tha
understanding the important role of parents and families, respecting them, angd shari
information is a valuable method of enhancing a child’s experience in an eadlyoddl
program (Ritchie & Willer, 2008a; Rimm-Kaufman & Pianta, 2005). The importance of

parents has sufficient evidence that programs will include parent partaigatia key
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area of evaluation for program effectiveness (Prekindergarten Rrégyaduct

Evaluation Report, 2000). Other programs require parent representation in advisory
councils throughout the district and actively develop parent network, host workshops, and
provide services to support parents and the community members in an effort to support
students (Gonzales-Mena, 2010; Washington, 2001).

Again, the parent component is an integral element in the infrastructure of early
childhood programs. It is one that is gaining more attention for its impact on child
outcomes because parents play such an inter-related role with prograrmie (&itc
Willer, 2008; Schweinhart, 2004). Parents have a great responsibility to share
information about their child, the family’s culture, language, and goals thanflvience
what happens in the programs. In return, programs need parents who are responsive to
suggestions that will further support the child’s learning and growth. Ritchiell&r\Wi
(2008a) said it best saying, “because the family and the program sta# hawemon
interest in the child’s well-being and because they share the task of caeumadion, it
is important to establish positive relationships through communication, cooperation, and
collaboration.” (p.12). Doing so can only support positive developmental outcomes and
overall needs for children and families, which goes back to best practicerdsafuta
high-quality early childhood programs.

The benefits of parent involvements are readily recognizable in school settings
but research has shown the benefit to extend beyond the students as well. Impacts on the
parents are evident in the literature. Involvement, specifically in schooigsettias been

seen to have positive effects on the parent, leading to better relationships betwsen par
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and child, parent and school, and a greater sense of self-confidence in pareliigg abi

(Hughes & MacNaugton, 2000; Fantuzzo, Perry & Childs, 2006). Thus, the relationship
between parent involvement and early childhood programs is one that is mutually
beneficial and complimentary, and is a relationship that is recognized ielthéRitchie

& Willers, 2008; Rimm-Kaufmann & Pianta, 2005).

As scholarship in this area of study increases, the field still facesmped in
succinctly defining and understanding parent involvement, what it really neebasan
“involved parent,” and how much “involvement” is necessary for it to be considered
adequate or have an impact. Attempts are being made to clearly definentlyettéhere
continues to be very little collective agreement because parent involvement i
multidimensional, complex, and involves and influences so many other parties.

Although there are numerous definitions for parent involvement in the literature,
extra caution will be taken when studying parent involvement in the context of the
current study. For the purpose of this study, parent involvement is defined as any type of
voluntary involvement on the part of the parent in support of the child’s academic success
in school and in support of the child’s overall social-emotional development. For the
parent, this can include attending parent-teacher conferences, volunteeniag in t
classroom, using resources are referrals offered by the program, amdghie@
interactions with teacher and staff. In turn and based on the literature, trexge pa
involvement activities may have some degree of impact on a child including potential
influence on the child’s ability to thrive in school settings. This working dedmitvill

be used to ground the methodology and for analyzing the data in this study
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The Role of Social Support Resources and Referrals in Programs

What is social support?

Humans are social beings. We exist within a realm of relationships that develop
through interactions with one another and this social quality manifestsrit$iedf human
desire to make connections with others. It is most evident in the help-seekingpiseha
people use to meet individual needs. Social support or developing a social support
network are two terms are often used interchangeably when discussing the pfoces
locating, procuring, or providing diverse forms of support through relationships with
others. This concept of social support is the basis of the discussion in this section.

The literature suggests that many turn to social support and creating networks
because iis an effective way for people to cope and adjust to life’s stressful sitisati
(Kim, Sherman & Taylor, 20085 0cial networksire defined as “the web of identified
social relationships that surround an individual and include the characteristicseof thos
relationships” (Kumar & Oakley Browne, 2008, p.440). Social support networks vary in
size, density i.e. the degree of connectedness between members, the lasial of s
engagement involved, and the level of access to resources and material gokis(B
& Glass, 2000). Social support is then a provision of these networks and can include
people who are close contacts or a group tied by a special bond (Berkmars& Glas
2000).

According to Keel & Drew (2004 }o0cial supporis described as social
relationships that afford provisions in order to meet individual needs. It can be a set of
individuals, groups, organization, communities, or nations, tied together by both formal

and informal relationships and who are able to lend some form of support (Balaji,
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Claussen, Smith, Visser, Morales & Perou, 2007; Thompson & Peebles-Wilkins, 1992).

Social supportan also be characterized as providing some form of emotional or tangible
support via social networks and it is through these relationships that resourdesialma
emotional, physical — are made available. Some have gone so far as to divide the
concept of social support into categories based on the purpose behind the support. The
distinctions can include the type of support provided, the perceptions attributed to the
support by the recipient, and the intentions of the support by the provider (Hupcey,
1998).

Despite the distinctions, the value of social support and social support networks
lies in what is afforded to the individual and family. Stewart, Anderson, Beise
Mwakarima, Neufeld, Simich & Spitzer (2008) said language difficultiesesaround
employment, adjusting to disrupted family dynamics, and discriminatiomajce
challenges that require support. To address such diverse needs, social networks are
developed by family and close relatives, joining religious groups, making friatids w
community who may have first-hand experience and knowledge to share (Crocker &
Canevello, 2008; Stewart et al., 2008). School and workmates who were outside their
own ethnic community and participating in community programs or volunteer woek wer
also accessed for help (Stewart et al., 2008). Additionally, the need for atifonad
support i.e. advice or assistance in the decision-making process or emotional support,
seemed most needed over tangible support such as home-cooked meals and clothing
(Berkman et al., 2000). And the use of formal institutions such as agencies and school

were only used when new immigrants became comfortable and had exhausted supports
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from close family and friends (Crocker & Canevello, 2008; Stewart et al., 20083 Soci

support is thus accessed through a variety of sources to meet diverse needs.

There are existing barriers that keep people from accessing itstbattéugh
the value of social support is generally accepted. Such barriers can loeféiaddf
perceived stigma when accessing support, embarrassment, languags,laraven the
reactions of others in the network or in the wider community (Ahmed, Steward, Teng,
Wahoush & Gagnon, 2008). Most notably, newcomers seek support from people and
agencies that speak their own language, which speaks to potential strateggasHting
those seeking support (Stewart et al., 2008). Furthermore, there is a clémeiteo
the use of social support and social support networks, and the role of culture cannot be
underestimated. Both terms are culturally-derived constructs.

According to Kim et al. (2008), “as social support inherently involves
relationships among individuals, how it is practiced should be viewed within the context
of culturally specific patterns of social relationships. People from diffexdtural
backgrounds may utilize and be affected by support from close others diffenezrlyf
they possess equally supportive social networks” (p. 518). The authors furthestsugg
that the norms and expectations attributed to relationships and the use ofugpoal s
within the specific cultural framework dictates how social support is udesther or not
it is used, and influences help-seeking behavior (Kim et al., 2008). The study
emphasizes the relevance of cultural context and the ways in which it infllenveemne
studies and understands the role of social support networks used by populations served by

the social work profession.
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This discussion helps to support the rationale for why the current study reviewed

the use and provision of social resources in lllinois PreK/PFA programs. &taduie

points to the various benefits linked to social resources and having a social support
network. Understanding the resources afforded to these participants through early
childhood settings is essential for participants of PreK/PFA programs wkorasielered

at considerable risk for academic failure and who are identified with etyafinon-
educational needs to be met by the programs. Early childhood programs like PreK/PFA
are hubs for providing social resources (support) as well as serving aslkdesatiygport

network for some of its participants.

What influences social support?

The qualities and characteristics attributed to social support and social support
networks are important considerations when discussing the utility and the use these
resources. The type of support, its purpose, and the structure of networks all have
implications on the extent to which individuals will seek or actively use social gsuppor
These qualities may also have implications for quality and effectivendss sfipport
and related networks. This section provides a brief discussion of such charestiias
are relevant influences for the context of this study.

The rationale for seeking social support and membership in social support
networks can be influenced by cultural practices and norms, one’s gendericeducat
levels, socioeconomic status, or the perceived quality of the support and/or network
(Payne, 2005; Olstad, Sexton, & Sogaard, 2001; Griffith, 1985; Thompson & Peebles-

Wilkins, 1992). The structure of the social support is a consideration asnificinal
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supportnetworks can refer to support received from family and friends vdriteal

supportgroups are typically organized institutions such as social service/comgmunit
organizations, churches, schools, and the workplace. Willingness to seek help and
participate may depend on such structures. Generally, the literature sugtpstes

and close friends as the primary social support contacts (Thompson & Peeliies;Wil
1992). Social institutions such as schools, workplace, church, and social service
agencies were the next source of support contacts (Payne, 2005; Thompson & Peebles-
Wilkins, 1992).

Social support type is sometimes discussed in terms of functional or structural;
another quality that influences the use and utility of social supparictional supports
defined in terms of quality, availability and the perceived or actualptegkassistance
from another (Brown & Riley, 2005)Structural supports defined as a quantitative
measure that looks at the number of individuals in a network, the number of ties, the
density and size of a network (Brown & Riley, 2005). Again, the qualities mentioned —
culture, gender, education, socio-economic status, and perception — will influgicbe w
type of support is sought and the goodness of fit for that support. Hupcey (1998) further
stresses that the recipients’ perceptions of the support and the intentions of the provide
are equally important in understanding the importance and value of social support
networks. These factors, too play a role in social support.

Moreover, some suggest that it is the quality and not the size or type of the
network that matters most (Somhlaba, & Wait, 2008). Networks with greater neember

can create more opportunity to get resources, information, support, however if ret stabl
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such networks may not be as effective. Informal networks of acquaintances or

problematic social ties have also been correlated with negative outconed tela
emotional and psychological health (Balaji et al., 2007). Ultimately, it is the clos
connections and the availability of emotional support that seem to show greatésbenef

to recipients irrespective of group size (Somhlaba, & Wait, 2008).

What does social support influence?

Social support and social support networks are concepts that depict a bi-
directional relationship and that are mutually influential. On one hand, the utility and us
of social support is influenced by a number of factors/areas. On the other hand, the use
of social support and social support networks can be influence other areas. To be
explicit, this section discusses some of those areas that are influencedusg tf social
support. These areas include mental health, physical health, economic stahi¢ymeac
achievement and interpersonal competencies.

Implications for mental health

The mental health arena is giving greater attention to social support network
because it is believed to play a role in mediating personal stressors,ayafiiest
psychological distress symptomatology, influence help-seeking behavior, and support
positive mental health (Kumar & Oakley Browne, 2008; Griffith, 1985; Olstad,et al
2001). According to Balaji et al. (2007), “larger and more supportive networks have been
associated with lower stress, increased personal wellbeing, and gexataral self-
efficacy” (p.1388). Social support has also been studied in victims of trauma and PTSD.

The positive outcomes have been linked to social networks that provide on-going support
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for trauma/PTSD patients while in treatment and thereafter (Laf@eeella, Drescher,

& Rosen, 2008). Social support from intimate relationships is further cited asnblke-'s

most important factor facilitating psychological adjustment following splaiesath”
(Somhalaba & Wait, 2008, p.342). Conversely, there is research to suggest that without a
network and its buffering benefits, “an individual’s vulnerability to mental disordgr m
increase” and seeking services may be necessary (Somhalaba & Wait, 2008, p. 440).

Studies also show that social support networks can influence the ways in which
people with mental illnesses use mental health services (Kumar & (akleye,

2008). Kumar & Oakley Browne notes the influence social support networks is
manifested in the help-seeking behavior people use to get more information about menta
illnesses, the way they mobilize resources to meet mental health need=seldand sarly
identification. Networks can facilitate access to services and céerfymtevent feelings

of isolation in and outside of treatment facilities (Kumar & Oakley Br&008). In

turn, mental health service providers may provide a new network of support equally
valuable to the individual.

The extent to which social support impacts mental health, however, is determined
by the cultural context that defines mental health. Some cultures do not havda term
translate mental health and for others, the term is attached to stigma conrestiay m
illness (Somhlaba & Wait, 2008). Other studies have found certain cultures (euy. Asi
Americans) underutilize mental health services partly because of tgtmainstream
American models because of a concern that practitioners will not be culrespiynsive

to the cultural norms of ethnic minorities or that western practitioners may éoc
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disclosure, which is not always desired in this population (Kim et al., 2008). Again

mental health needs are indeed impacted by social support, but there are cultural
considerations that will impact the extent to which social supports are used ed\dsw
useful.
Implications for physical health

Social support is also tied to a number of physical health benefits including
positive adjustment to chronic illnesses such as heart disease, diabetes daseg dis
arthritis, and cancer (Holahan, Moos, Holahan & Brennan, 1997). Some also suggest a
reduction in recovery time from illness and a reduction in mortality rates @ttoeint
of social support and networks (Kim et al., 2008). Its presence has been tied to emotional
and other supports that aid beyond attendance to physical needs. Research alao shows
correlation between social support networks and drug use in which one’s network can
either discourage or promote substance abuse (Brown & Riley, 2005). Furthermore, the
quality of social support networks is also associated with fewer relapseklicisaand
better outcomes as well. (Brown & Riley, 2005). Lastly, social support and netasks
been one factor found to increase physical activity, as it is a form of encourdgerde
accountability among group members. This is particularly important for eaaigptd
women who are at higher risk for cardiovascular disease because they aresivatlghy
active (Peterson, Yates & Hertzog, 2008).
Implications for economic stability

Economic adaptation is assessed by a number of indicators including employment

status, income, earnings, and welfare utilization (Potocky-Tripodi, 2002). The most
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important factors for adaptation include household composition, various acculturation

indicators, gender, and human capital such as networks, competencies, shared norms, and
social trust that facilitate and are coordinated for mutual benefits etopodi,

2002). As such, economic adaptation is dynamic and complex, presenting the potential

for diverse challenges for those seeking economic stability. Social supgets @an

support those transitioning between cultures and countries as well as support economi
adaptation.

Economic pursuit and stability is a valuable desire particularly in the ¢urren
economic climate in the Unite States. Employment is a direct avenue for sugetga
finding that job can be difficult and may require a level of support that can be gained
through the presence of social support networks. In a study focusing on immigrant
welfare recipients, the presence of social support along with psychosuopialverment
— efforts to encourage critical reflection and action to promote a gregreeds control
over relevant resources and opportunities in one’s life — helped to improve imsiigrant
employment status (Garcia-Ramirez et al., 2005). Thus, immigrantipante were
better able to secure a job when they had access to support networks connecting them
with opportunities along with a mental state that seeks to use those networkulieshe
extent. This finding could potentially be related to any population of individuals seeking
employment opportunities.

Subsequently, employment has been seen as a common link between social
support, economic pursuit, and economic stability. Again, social support plays a valuable

role in the process. The ability to depend on a support network for advice and
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information was cited as a significant support in an active job search, developraent of

positive self-concept, and identifying the importance of employment ag®agitia-
Ramirez et al., 2005). Those who had a positive self-concept about their professional
competence, those who held internal attributions about their employment, and those who
engaged in an active job search were more likely to be working (Gamadzeet al.,
2005).

For new immigrants specifically, there is research that suggests thispapul
does indeed access and use social support networks, and there are relatsddenefi
those connections. Interestingly, there is research showing greater nfeeroél social
networks versus formal social networks, which one is more likely to find among new
immigrant groups. Informal networks have several advantages including greater
accessibility when help is mobilized among interpersonal relationships¢gstaras and
understanding related to help-seeking behavior and needs, and multiple forms of support
can be given simultaneously (emotional, material, resources) (HernRfadegz-Alonso-
Morilljo, & Pozo-Munez, 2006).

Additionally, informal networks are characterized as having greateristainice
the networks are among peers and provide greater flexibility in comp&oisomal
social networks (Hernandez-Plaza et al., 2006). Accessing informal netwaylalso
be easier than formal networks due to some level of rigidity around language tanal cul
understanding, and accessibility of the program e.g. location and hours (HerRéambez-
et al., 2006). Issues around trust and confidence also come into play with a formal

network when an immigrant has an undocumented status (Hernandez-Plaza et al., 2006).
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The extent to which social support is sought can be influenced by these considerations

As early childhood programs are serving more and more immigrants, this raayabea
to address in the program since parents may be seeking information to gain economi
stability for their families.

Other implications

Social support has been tied to academic achievement and interpersonal

competencies (Bost, Vaughn, Boston, Kazura & O’Neal, 2004; Lopez, Ehly & Garcia-
Vazquez, 2002; Thompson & Peebles-Wilkins, 1992). Students with stable social
support were found to have higher academic outcome scores, self-esteem, and greater
relationship building skills (Bost et al., 2004). Social support deemed adequate and
positive can also play an important role in parenting as it is seen to provide a buffer
against the stresses that occur within the family (Hardy & Darlington, 2C08)yersely,
negative supports or a lack thereof, coupled with the prevalence of negative relationships
in general, contribute to poor family functioning and inadequate coping skills. These
attributes have been linked to increased risks of child abuse in the home (Hardy &

Darlington, 2008).

What does social support look like in early childhood programs and does it ater?
The bi-directional influence of social support and social support networks has

direct implications for early childhood programs because the two are a primeans of

addressing the non-educational needs of children and families in early lesettings;

one of the best practice components of high-quality early childhood programs. When

supporting families is policy for early childhood programs, the provision of social
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resources and referrals is just want strategy for reaching such Gmalsl support can

come in the types and availability of resources that can help children atié$amtio
participate in such programs.

The provision of social support can be invaluable for at-risk children and families
in early childhood programs. Early childhood programs in lllinois are able to provide a
variety of social resources and referrals such as parent education, counselatg, hom
visiting as well as connecting families with a variety of human servimsesources in
the community; all resources that can fall under the categories of sgmpairs(llinois
Birth to Five Evaluatior-Y09 Final Report, 2009). Simultaneously, early childhood
programs are a type of social support network and the benefits of a good support system
with resources can be just what at-risk families need.

Taken together and as alluded to previously, an early childhood program can be
the hub for connecting families with much need resources. One can argue that the
provision of resources can, in turn, potentially have an impact on the overall functioning
of that family with effects on both the parents and the children. The socialeservic
agencies that serve similar families may also connect with eattihobd programs to
ensure that the transmission of resources and support are provided efficientlyhad wi
duplication or confusion. Subsequently, the provision of resources can have potential
implications for parent involvement if parents are supported and some of the non-
educational needs that serve as barriers for participation are addresssds fay feel
better apt to participate in such cases. This is a relationship between oot and

levels of parent involvement in early childhood programs will be studied in this
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dissertation because all of these connections matter when within the purview of

supporting child development.

Theoretical Foundations

Understanding the potential significance of social support on parent involvement
in early childhood programs is an ideal area of study but it can only be fully waterst
when based on theoretical foundations that help to explain why a relationship may exist
in the first place. Two theories, derived from General Systems Theorydeuddby
Ludwig von Bertalanffy (1901-1972), guided my understanding of this topic and have
been the basis for the research questions in this study. In its most basjatsystem
can be defined as a set of objects that have relationships to other objects antukesatt
of other objects (Broderick, 1993). Bertalanffy presented a theory that looked@t li
organisms as existing within a system that includes relationships and iotesaath
other systems, contributing to growth and change for every unit involved (Friedman,
1997). His proposal suggests “the whole is more than the sum of its parts”gBféytal
1968, p.18) and the interactions and the relationships between the units have an impact on

all parts of the collective system.

These ideas serve as the basis for understanding why parents mattérestoe
children, why social support matters for parents, and why early childhood progmams c
have an impact both children and parents. I've chosen Family Systems Theory from
Murray Bowen and Ecological Systems Theory from Urie Bronfenbrenner — both

developed using concepts from Bertalanffy’s theory — to help explain how theory is
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relevant to understanding the connections suggested in this study. Each of the considered

theories will be discussed in greater detail in this section.
Family Systems Theory

Family Systems Theory, developed by Murray Bowen in the 1970’s, posits that
families are like other systems that involve interrelated elementsitbedét and are
interdependent on one another. Family systems are interrelated, hanespattiee
ways the member interacts, and there are boundaries to consider and rules agdsness
that guide relationships within the family unit (Gilbert, 2006; Broderick, 1993). For
Bowen, the family is considered an emotional unit wherein any impact on ong famil
member will inevitably impact another part/family member in the syshechit is within
this context that children’s development typically happens (Gilbert, 2006). Angdali
Schaffer (1996), families are the ideal context for supporting child developneznisiee
they are typically small, intimate groups composed of individuals invested iadtetg
and care of the child.

At the same time, family units are able to link the child with a variety ofdmuts
settings (e.g. other families, workplace, schools) connected with the {&uligffer,
1996). Parents are considered the leaders of the nuclear family under this imerediyw
they have the ability to observe the interactions within the unit, direct and tedirec
negative stressors like anxiety or frustration, and facilitate therayis a way that makes
the family unit more functional and cooperative (Gilbert, 2006). It is the parentsvtiee
are in a critical position to either facilitate or hinder a child’s developed the

general functioning of the family. It is also the parental role that can @digbenefit
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from the use of resources tied to early childhood programs that can further proenote t

functioning of the family system.

Family Systems Theory is relevant for this study because it provitdasawork
for understanding the relationships between children, parents, early childhood [grogram
and social resources and why each can influence the others. In this {pezspae sees
the family as a unit, the child is part of that unit, and inputs from the environment will
impact the family unit in one manner or the other. Early childhood programs aoé part
the child and family environment thus we can expect some level of exchangerbétee
two as well. Same goes for the provision and use of social resources antsrafbich
can have an impact on the family as a whole. This theory does not assume thatsall input
are beneficial or detrimental to the family unit but it does explain the ititarac
between systems and the ways in which each party will be affected in some hanne
the interactions (Gilbert, 2006).

If the preschooler is attending an early childhood program and the teacher’s
recognize a need because the parents are not visiting the school or it's notidesl that t
children are ill-kept, services can be offered. More information may be found hbout t
family circumstances when addressing the needs of the participatitig ithmay be the
case that one or both parents are unemployed, or there are health needs currently not
addressed, or a lack of support systems to help the family. Whatever the pressding n
the family dynamics will change when inputs of resources are provided andralbbers

of the families may be affected. For example, the children may getpuositere
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attention, the family may be better fed, and there may be less anxiety ralghkreeto

the parents unemployment status, financial or health hardships.

This is an oversimplified example, yet it is an appropriate illustration oeB®~
theory and what can happen when social resources (inputs) are introduced intg a famil
unit. One system does influence another and within the family unit, changes in one
member produces changes in each member as well. Using this theory givesntsight i
why this study can suggest changes in parent involvement when resources are given to
parents or changes in the family when the family participates in gnobéidhood
program.

Ecological Systems Theory

Urie Bronfenbrenner (1988) developed the Ecological Systems Theory with
influence from Bertalanffy’s work. Bronfenbrenner felt General Systéheory did not
provide a sufficient explanation for the complex and dynamic relationships withah soc
systems and that there was a need to consider the ecological environment whieg stud
systems (Friedman, 1997). His view posts that “human development cannot be seen in
isolation but must be viewed within the context of the individual’s relationship with the
environment” (Friedman, 1997, p.6). In this perspective, Bronfenbrenner’s work
provides an explanation for the ways in which child development occurs within a system
embedded in a distinct environmental environment, and that both direct and indirect
influences will impact the child in that given context while also providing a complex

matrix for understanding and defining behavior (Friedman, 1997; Shaffer, 1996).
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The family unit and peers are the most immediate contexts in which child

development occurs but there are also many other social influences thdtuznce
development. These influences can include direct contact such as school and community
settings or there can be indirect influences such as those from social conditiding like
country’s economic conditions or the presence of war and conflict in the regiaffé€8ch
1996). Bronfenbrenner outlines five systems structures — microsystemsystesss
exosystems, macrosystems, and chronosystems — that are all layers of@mresmi

that can influences a child’s overall development. As the child matures, thersetkat
include the immediate family, the community context, and even the societaldpadsc

will all have some form of influence on how that child matures. Her interactiins w
these changing environments will only continue to grow and become more complex as
her skills to engage with this ever-changing and expanding world continue to develop.

The figure below illustrates the multiple inter-related systemgithesic
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Figure 2: Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems Modell984



56
Given the multiple influences on child development, understanding the layers of

environments that do have a potential impact is also a foundation for the proposed study.
This study argued that multiple systems are relevant and involved when thib&urig a
children in early childhood programs. The complexity of the relationships iesreas

when we study the impacts of parents, their involvement in early childhood programs,
and the services offered to parents to further support the parents in the program thus
helping the child in the process. Like Family Systems Theory, Ecoldgysams

Theory helps to explain the interactions between relationships and systera§exdsta

child and family. These interactions are at the core of what is being propoked in t
study. This theoretical framework also takes into consideration the envirowmittettie
family unit and the ultimate impact on the children within that unit, and underlying theme
of this research.

Additionally and congruent with the current study, Bronfenbrenner provides the
argument that early childhood programs need to involve the children's parents and
community so that all environments touching the child will have similar goal$aadat
greater impact (Bronfenbrenner, 1988). School is considered a significamt socia
institution that greatly influences a child’s development and the family ucaiise so
much time is spent there (Schaffer, 1996). Family and schools are microsgatethe
relationship between the two requires consideration of the mesosystenedeaiteatae the
interconnectedness between the systems whereby Schaffer (1996) emphasizes
children’s development cannot be fully understood without recognizing the inbesacti

and connections between family and school systems. These explanations help to further
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understand the value of early childhood programs in the lives of children and $amilie

particularly those considered at-risk for developmental challenges, astdate the
appropriateness of this theoretical perspective for the research.

Early childhood programs are part of the systems that interact with the otild a
family and will thus have some influence on overall outcomes. Because eathodil
programs are intrinsically a part of the early childhood years thatiacaldo child
development, greater consideration of what happens in such programs must be studied as
it has implications for family systems functioning as well as macroragstenctioning
with schools, community, and society as a whole. Fig. 2 illustrates the ecoldgidof
development adapted from Bronfenbrenner’s work, which emphasizes the valuable role
of early childhood programs in child development. He notes that early childhood

programs are intrinsically tied to the ecological environment of a child amdilg.fa

—

mplete Ecological Model
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Figure 3: Ecological Model for Child Development, 284
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Moving forward with a strong theoretical foundation based on the two theories

presented, the next step is to review the literature for prevalence ofjtiested

relationship in the field.

Prior Related Work in the Profession: A Critical Literature Review

This section will provide an overview of the relevant literature found in the social
work, education, early childhood, psychology, and sociology disciplines and will include
a discussion of the gaps in the literature that would be in support for my research study
To review, this study suggested there might be a relationship betweerolepatent
involvement and the number of social resources and referrals available inrelaiypod
programs. The focus is specifically on the possible connection in preschool settings
serving at-risk children ages 3-5 and their families. This study alsa dorexamine
preschool administrator perceptions of the connection between the social reaadrces
parent involvement and what these professionals see as barriers to usies sardi
engaging parents.

The literature was reviewed to better understand what work had already been
completed to address my topic area. As a preview, what was found was mornet televa
the factors that influence parent involvement in support of child outcomes and less was
available on the ways in whigksourcescan impact levels of parent involvement in
support of child outcomes. Much of the literature also focused on older age groups and
less on the early childhood years (birth to five years). And little was found hgcoisi

the administrators in preschool programs and their thoughts about parent involvement
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and resources in preschool programs. These findings and the gaps in the lialiabere

addressed in greater detail in the coming pages.

Parent involvement effects on development and student performance idcational
settings

The literature on parent involvement in early childhood programs and the ways in
which parent involvement can have an impact on child outcomes is available. Some of
the literature on parent involvement was described in the earlier sectiGhauier 2,
but the review uncovered material specific to factors that influence cambéetween
parent involvement and young children, academic performance, and developmental
outcomes.

Higher socio-economic status was correlated with higher levels of parent
involvement, which in turn, was linked to higher children’s pre-literacy (Arnold,et a
2008). Social-ethnic characteristics were also tied to parent involveenveid &nd
linked to student achievement (Driessen et al., 2005). In-line with this evidenwe, s
programs with a high percentage of ethnic minority pupils devoted extra attention to
parent involvement activities in the school because such efforts were seendb impa
academic outcomes for students (Driessen et al., 2005). The quality of the program
specifically classroom quality, was further tied to parent involvementeadtbtart
programs, classroom quality was the strongest predictor of parent involvement above
parent’s experience in the program, years of education for the parent, agptipascof
parent involvement in the class (Castro, Bryant, Peisner-Feinberg & Skinner, 2004).

Income and employment was also noted as a factor influencing parent

involvement in academic settings. Desimone (1999) conducted a study that stmgests
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is a relationship between parent involvement and student achievement records based on

the students’ race-ethnicity and family income. Parent employment was dree of t
strongest predictors for parent involvement right above income and a correlatieeine

the two were seen in Head Start through elementary school setting® @asdty 2004;

Weiss, Mayer, Kreider, Vaughan, Dearing, Hencke & Pinto, 2003). Weiss et al. (2003)
offered data to support that mothers working full-time or attending schoolmdl:tiere

less involved in their child’s school, related to the notion that employment and income do
effect parent involvement. Mothers who worked fewer hours or who were attending
school part-time showed higher involvement levels than the previous group, which could
have implications for their child’s developmental and academic outcomess(é{eik,

2003).

The impact of resources and interventions on levels of parent involvement

The literature provided a few useful references that compliment the siatos
resources and parent involvement and the relationships between the two. Parent
engagement activities such as home-visiting and center-based groupsudere and
have been found to modestly increase parent involvement levels in the program settings
(Santos, 2005). Others suggest that the provision of social support services (e.g. food
stamps, parent education, etc.) and intervention services (e.g. early inberveote-
visiting, etc.) have been tied to positive parenting behaviors and improvements in child
behavior (Dishion, Shaw, Connel, Gardener, Weaver & Wilson, 2008). One study found
that parents were more responsive to their child’s needs and spanked less vdnéda chil
had less tantrums and were more responsive to instruction when resources weee in pla

(Dishion et al. ). Still others have tied the provision of services like yditalacy
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programs to greater outcomes for young chilgmedtheir parents. St. Pierre and his

colleagues found evidence from a study on literacy programs, showing an irafrease
literacy skills for both parties with the use of the services (St. PierreiuRi&
Rimdzius, 2005).

Resources intended to support school readiness for children, and which are
delivered in the home environment, have been tied to an increase in parent involvement
in their child’s academic learning with more expressive languatie Bking developed
(Necoechea, 2007). Early childhood programs were also cited among the types of
services supporting children and families that can influence parent involvement
Programs like Head Start have showed positive benefits to children includiag bett
cognitive/language performance, social-emotional skills were presahtower levels of
aggression as compared to control groups in the study (Love et al., 2005). Most notably,
improvements were seen in the parents of children enrolled in Head Start gagram
they showed higher engagement levels in the program, reported less spanking in the
home, and more receptive behaviors towards their children (Love et al., 2005). The
authors do caution that programs must be fully implemented and should adhere to the
standards proscribed but positive outcomes found in Early Head Start prognams we
generally associated with those who patrticipate.

The impact of social resources on young children and families

The Abecedarian Project was one important contribution to the field and one of
the few examples of social resource inputs linked to child outcomes. The Abatedaria
preschool program provided an individualized approach to high risk children and families

by giving early childhood education, pediatric healthcare, and family suppacdeseto
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participants (Ramey, Campbell, Burchinal, Skinner, Gardner & Ramey, 2000).igsamil

who were socioeconomically at-risk were given many public and private resabhet

were presumed to improve the overall performance participants (Ramley2&00).

Control groups received a combination of nutritional supplements, family support social
services, and pediatric care and referrals while the ‘preschool treagreup was given
these components in addition to participation in early childhood education programs.
Findings showed that the most vulnerable children benefit from the preschool program i
terms of cognitive advancements and buffered against non-optimal biological and/or
behavioral qualities (Ramey et al.).

While these findings illustrate successful academic outcomes can be ietluenc
with early intervention education programs coupled with social support resources, agai
the focus of the study was on child development and not on the levels of parent
engagement or parent input. It would have been interesting to see what non-academi
outcomes came from the control group that received only social resources. &hat w
the effects on the parents and their engagement in the classroom? Werewjzoentse
given these resources still able to support their child’s development in the home
environment in other ways such as story telling, strong attachment relationshifpge pos
behavior practices?

Other references have been found to show positive effects of resources on child
outcomes (again, however, without reference to parent involvement). Zaslow, McGroder
& Moore (2000) found that preschool-age children who had custodial parents

participating in welfare-to-work programs showed some benefits in th@acegnitive
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development and emotional adjustment although findings were small. Other studies

looked at the impact of what would fall under the category of ‘social resourcesieand t
effects on child outcomes and school readiness, but were not necessarily linked to earl
childhood programs. One example is a study looking at parent education programs and
its impact on children birth to six-months in age (Bakermans-Kranenburg, Vdodjze
& Bradley, 2005). The study suggests that early intervention programs using parent
education programs were more effective based on findings from the Home&dioser
for Measurement of the Environment (HOME) inventory that would demonstrag@er hi
guality home environment supportive of the infant (Bakermans-Kranenburg et al., 2005).
This tells us resources can have a wider-range impact that can even amzlodes in
the home environment.

This same idea is reflected in another study reviewing the Family @h@ck-
(FCU) program — another type of social resources — and its impact on parefit& pos
behavior support and school readiness in early childhood (Lunkenheimer, Dishion, Shaw,
Connell, Garner, Wilson, & Skuban, 2008). FCU parent participants did show
improvements in positive parenting, which in turn, promoted their children’s language
development and inhibitory control skills (Lunkenheimer et al., 2008). These findings
were aimed at supporting parenting practices that could then indirectlytisgbaol
readiness for preschoolers. Nievar and colleagues (2008) looked at school rdadiness
preschoolers as well. Services that aimed at supporting parents’ sensefhicsely,
help in addressing children’s behaviors and language skills, and addressingrissnés a

maternal depression and parenting practices would show positive outcomes for the
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parents and preschooler, but only within the context of services being delivered through

home-visitation (Nievar, Jacobson, & Dier, 2008). The study did not look at the impact
of the services themselves and instead, focused on the services delivered in the home
environment, which is where outcomes were studied, but the findings are still worth
mentioning.

These references show that the provision of social resources can have an impact
on the child and family. What the references do not show isdbatircescan have an
impact onparent involvementyhich in turn can impact both child outcomes linked to
school readiness and development and parent/family outcomes. The literature also
doesn't present findings in the context of early childhood progranpédschoolers
Although some research is available to suggest there are connections betugeeses
and general outcomes for young children and their families, unfortunately there is not
sufficient evidence in the literature to suggest that the proposed argumergeardhe
guestions are accurate or fully plausible without further investigation and eahpiri
testing.

Contrary findings in the literature

There are studies that contradict the proposed relationship between parent
involvement, early childhood programs, social service supports, and child/family
outcomes, stating that there is little influence between the variables. S@mences
were located suggesting that social resources have no bearing on parentiaublveat
instead, it is a mechanism that inhibits families from gaining independenkiagniizem
more dependent on the welfare system (Growing Up in Poverty Project, 2000). Other

articles reference the inadequacy of services in general so that we auyrexdressing
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the needs of disadvantaged populations (Reid, Bailey, Cane, Cook & Buchard, 1994).

Concerns about the impact of resources on parent involvement levels were considered
moot in the perspective of this author.

Several studies also argue that supports given to parents do not have an impact on
positive child outcomes. One study showed no statistically significant impadne of t
Comprehensive Child Development Program (CCDP) program — a program that provides
case management and home visiting to multi-risk, low-income preschool chitdten a
their families — as compared to control group families in the areas of ivegnitd social-
emotional development for children or positive parent outcomes. Anticipated outcomes
such as enhanced parenting skills or economic self-sufficiency was not fatistically
significant and home-visiting also wasn’t seen as an effective intemeapproach
(Goodson, Layzer, St. Pierre, Bernstein & Lopez, 2000).

Olds, O’Brien, Racine, Glazner & Kitzman (1998) reviewed their findings from
previous randomized trails of prenatal and early childhood home visitation programs
involving more than 1,500 woman in New York and Tennessee and noted similar
challenges in the findings. The authors cited a problem when, in the midst of wanting
fervently to help children and families, there is an overstatement of the pbbemefits
of health and social welfare programs that becomes translated by advocatescgnd pol
makers in the policy arena (Olds et al., 1998). The authors argue thas there
relationship between the social welfare programs and individual outcombs (0ase,

supporting maternal health), however the benefits of the relationships areestardy
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as strong as some may assume which is against my position that thereng a str

relationships between the two.

Additionally, there remain skeptics of the value of early childhood programs and
social services to at-risk families despite the research that hightightmportance and
value of such resources (Davies, 1999; FAN report, 2000). Kirp (2007) argues that
research shows the effectiveness of early childhood programs in gettorgrchigady
for kindergarten learning and beyond but only if the programs and curriculum are
implemented properly. Less understood is what makes a quality program and how do we
know that the fidelity of the curriculum is being true to its design? This lineritiy
has cast some doubt on the general effect of early childhood programs and was the
driving force of thdllinois Birth to Five Evaluatiorstudy on which this study is based.

Gaps in the literature

This critical literature review shows that researchers amkitty about the
importance of parent involvement and its effect on child, parent, and family owtcome
Researchers are even discussing the role of social resources in chiitl, gpatdamily
outcomes. The gap in the literature lies in the available evidence showinyptet df
social resourcesn parent involvemerthat in turn can have effects on child, parent, and
family outcomes. The first step in addressing this area of scholarship woold be t
understand the relationship between social resources and parent involvement before one
could even begin to address outcomes. Therefore, the purpose of this dissertation was to
address this gap using a methodological design that studied the potent@mhshlpti
between the two concepts using data fromiltm®is Birth to Five Evaluation FY09

survey and qualitative interviews with administrators who completeBuakiation
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survey. In doing so, the study contributed to the scholarship filling this gap in the

literature.



CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation FY09 Study

(Text from this section was taken from bheois Birth to Five Evaluation FY09 Final
Report, 2009Permission to use this text was given by the Principal Investigator.)

Over the past decade, much attention has been paid to the need for public funding
of early education and intervention programs to support the healthy development of
children birth to age five and their families. The persistent achievegagrfor children
from low-income, minority families, coupled with federal and state mandates for
educational accountability, have created incentives for public programs to provide
positive and enriching experiences during the critically formative gadys of
development in order to establish a foundation for later learning. Yet, in a decade whe
many states’ public investments in early childhood educational programs havedreac
all-time high, the question remairtdow do we know what works, for whom does it work
with, and how does it work?

In order to fully understand and appropriately target programmatic efforts to the
needs of young children and families, it is essential to examine questions dicaay ef
and quality implementation in the “real world” of large-scale publicly-fundety e

childhood systems. Because the lllinois early childhood system is one of the country’s

68
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largest and most well-financed, evaluation of the Early Childhood Block GramGle

offers a unique and important opportunity to explore a number of issues at the forefront
of early childhood education and policy including how best to deliver early childhood
services for children birth to age five and how those services relate tedatstional

and developmental outcomes.

The ECBG Programs and their Logic
Established in 1997 by Section 1C-2 of the School Code (105 ILCS 5/1C-2), the

Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG) includes four programs: (1) Prekindergart
Program for Children at Risk of Academic Failure; (2) Preschool for Ald@&m
program; (3) Prevention Initiative for programs offering coordinated sertacat-risk
children and their families (birth to three); and (4) the Model ParentalifigaProgram.
The development of ECBG strongly suggests the commitment of key policymakegs in t
state to creating a system of support for children ages birth to five and théiedasl
four ECBG programs share the goal of fostering early development and szdmdiokss
competencies for children throughout the state of lllinois who are considered to be “a
risk” socially and academically. These efforts place an emphasis orckédlyood
intervention, with mandates to involve parents in children’s early development and
learning and to foster interagency collaboration and community outreach &fforts
children, families, and communities in greatest need of services.

The Prekindergarten Program for Children at Risk of Academic Failure (PreK)
and thePreschool for All (PFAprogram are the largest of the ECBG programs. With the
ultimate objective of expanding preschool universally to all three- and fourigsam

lllinois, Preschool for Allalso provides funding to serve families of low to moderate
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income whose children are not considered to be at risk academically, althougbsservic

for at-risk children take priority.

Overarching lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation Questions

Since the onset of the evaluation contract Erikson and subcontractor SRI
International, Inc. have worked closely with ISBE and its research adwsomittee to
discuss and prioritize the research questions to be addressed in this evaluatiarthesive
overarching objective of the ECBG to improve the school readiness and later oubéomes
children, support at-risk families, and provide quality early childhood servicescto rea
that goal, the major constructs and research questions that drive the evaluatioe: plan ar

Questions about Program Implementation and Quality

1. How are the programs being implemented and what is the quality of ECBG

programs?

Questions about Participants

2. What are the characteristics of children and families participatitiggi

ECBG programs?

Questions about Children’s Development

3. What are the developmental outcomes of the children attending ECBG

programs?

ThePhase lactivities of lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation study include (1)

Analysis of ISBE Program Administrative Data; (2) Conducting Stakeholder
Interviews to better understand perceptions about early childhood programs in the
field; (3) Conducting a Program Web-Based Survey on all programs funded by the
ECBG; and (4) Site visits of Birth-to-Three programs.

Program Web-based Survey

The evaluation team developed two-sets of web-based program surveys: one-set

for the birth-to-three programs (Prevention Initiative & Parentaing) and a second-
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set for the three-to-five programs (PreK and PFA). Within each set of suorey

survey was sent to the ISBE Grantee survey and the second survey was sent to the
program site level where children and families were actually servedaRrite-level
contact information was not available from ISBE, so we asked in the Grantee survey
contact information about each of their program’s sites. Therefore, weowigrable to
distribute the survey to sites for which the grantee provided contact informatioa.dsom
the grantees completed the site survey(s) themselves, while otherentaiethe site
contact and completed by a director or coordinator at the site.

In fall 2008, the web-based survey was sent to all birth-to-three and thiige-to-f
programs funded by the ECBG in order to obtain a comprehensive picture of the
landscape of the entire ECBG system—that is, to get a better picturebaisine
characteristics of ECBG programs across the state—and to get an initiatamdiecs
about how programs are being implemented. Another purpose was to collect ildfiormat
not only from each ISBE grantee (the entity that receives the state fundsgdofrom
the individual program sites at which children and families actually reE&NeG
services. The web survey collected a great deal of information, including:

e Numbers and demographic characteristics of children served and theiegamili
¢ Numbers and distribution of programs, classrooms, sessions and teaching staff

e Parent engagement and program participation (e.g., duration, frequency,yntensit
of contacts, etc.)

e Program structural and management characteristics (e.g., caselpadxfty
services provided, staff turnover, program models and curricula used, etc.)

e Staff educational background, experiences, training, and professional
development
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From these surveys, we learned information about how programs operate,
descriptive characteristics of the programs, their staff, and the chdddefamilies they
served. The survey response rates were excellent for both the 0-3 and 3-5 prégrmams
the 3-5 PreK and PFA programs specifically, the following responses rates w
recorded:

Grantee Survey$22 out of 601 completed surveys (87% response rate)

Site-Level Surveys843 out of 914 completed surveys (92% responsé rate)

(End of excerpt taken from thiinois Birth to Five Evaluation FY09 Final Report
2009)

Research Design: A Mixed-Methods Approach to Social Inquiry

The mixed methods approach is a valuable type of research design in the social
sciences and a method that is used in the current study. It is based on a way of thinking
that acknowledges the complexity of social phenomena, recognizes tltateaagproach
with involve some level of partiality and embraces the idea of using multiple appsoa
to social inquiry (Greene, 2007). According to Greene (2007), the primary purpose for
using mixed methods in research is to better understand phenomena. That understanding
could entail several ideas: 1) addressing and enhancing the validity arilityesdiour
findings, 2) generating greater depth, breadth, and inclusive understanding ofevhat w
study, 3) using multiple perspectives to challenge and probe for new informatiof), a

engaging in dialogue around differences in that understanding (Greene, 2007).

2 Only site-level PreK/PFA survey data was usedénguantitative component of the current mixed
method study.
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Additionally, the philosophy of this approach invites multiple ways of studying

the same concept. The approach lends to more depth and generative material versus
limiting our scholarship because it does not hold fast to one only approach of inquiry
(Greene & Careacelli, 1997a). Moreover, mixed methods include diverse apprmaches
design, data collection and analysis, interpretation and reporting, wini¢hobade the
use of diverse methodologies, a thoughtful design, and purposeful intention for social
inquiry (Greene, 2007). Lastly, mixed methods designs embraces dialogic ergagem
with difference in order to challenge old ideas and generate new aregsio§ (Greene,
2007). Such qualities are strengths of mixed methods designs in research when one
attempts to grapple with the complexity and diversity of studying social ptesraoas
evident in the study.

According to Greene (2007), the mixed methods approach serves five purposes:
triangulation, complementarity, development, initiation and expangiaangulation
refers to the intentional use of multiple methods to study the same phenomenon as a
means of strengthening the results (Greene, 2007; Creswell, 2009). It has bean used i
both quantitative and qualitative methods, and has been used to increase validity while
designed to offset biases (Creswell, 2009). When results are consistenis tireater
confidence in the material.

Complementarityseeks broader, deeper, and more comprehensive social
understandings by using methods that tap into different facts or dimensions of ¢he sam
complex phenomenon... [it] serves to elaborate, enhance, deepen, and broaden the

overall interpretations and inferences form the study” (Greene, 2007, p. 101). This
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purpose allows for use of different approaches in research that compliment each other

and help contribute findings to the overall study that can only be found using different
methods of engagement. This concept follows that there are many ways of knagving a
learning. Strategically planning to study one phenomenon from different pérspect
yields a more complete understanding of the foci being studied.

Developmentefers to using information attained in one method to inform the
sequential implementation of another method in studying the same phenomena,(Greene
2007). This is evident when studies begin with quantitative measures and a qualitative
component is added to look more in-depth at individuals and case studies related to the
first method employed; a common practice in the social sciences. This purplsee is
closely tied to triangulation in social science research, which has beeassaealuable
component and tradition in the field (Caracelli & Greene, 1997).

Initiation refers to use the multiple methods for studying the same concept to
understand divergence and dissonance in results that would build into new areas of
inquiry (Greene, 2007). This purpose has been tied to Greene’s ideas of complgmentarit
but the main distinction is the focus on difference and looking at areas for further
investigation. In doing so, there is generative potential for gaining insighhew areas
that were not previously considered and can include the use of different methodologies
and philosophies for social inquiry.

And lastly,expansiomrefers to using different methods to assess different
phenomena so that the scope of the study is expanded and the multiple methods to study

the phenomena are expanded as well (Greene, 2007). When different methods are used
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to assess different phenomena, “collectively, [the study] expands the rangjé... w

beyond the reach of a single method or methodological tradition” (Greene, 2007, p.104).
There are benefits to this method as it opens up the possibility for discovering new
information and tailoring a methodological design more accurately to whatelesided
as the foci for the study. This particular intention is not within the scope ofitrent
study but the obvious benefits of this concept can be applied in future related studies.
Generally, the characteristics and intentions of mixed method designs were
appropriate for the current study, which used both quantitative survey data from a
secondary source and qualitative interview data. This study sought to deedribe a
understand the relationship between social resources and level of parent involmement
early childhood programs from different perspectives. The complexity ofabiesl s
phenomenon could not be fully understood with one component alone — neither survey
nor interviews could capture the relationship fully in isolation. Thus, the current study
sought to validate findings from a quantitative component with a qualitative component
(triangulation). The study used a design that complimented different methods for
understanding the same phenomeaanplementarity It used findings from one
component that used survey data to inform the design and approach of the other
component that employed intervievdeyelopment And the study was designed with
the intent of initiation as it focused on the divergence and dissonance in the findings that
spurred new areas of social inquimyitjation). The value and utility of a mixed methods
research design will be more evident in the forthcoming discussion of the study

methodology.
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Current Study and Research Questions

The original purpose of th#inois Birth to Five Evaluatiorwas to look at the
landscape of early childhood programs. The research questions and purpose of the
original study were very explicit in that in-depth inquiry into any one @g parent
involvement, professional development) was not intended. The current purpose was to
take the survey data from the origifalaluation and move it one step further. This
dissertation addressed a new set of research questions based on the Pra&/eF& s
survey, and studied a relationship between two variables discussed in the survaly — soci
resources and levels of parent involvement.

The current study sought to 1) examine whether or not there was a sthtistical
significant relationship between the varialdesial resourcesndparent involvemenn
the survey that was not due to random error and 2) to better understand the relationships
between variables at the program-level by means of interviews witmisthators.

Together, the mixed-methods research design provided greater understaridéng of
complex relationship between social resources and levels of parent involvaeraarlyi
childhood programs.

The research questions of the current study were divided based on the format —
guantitative or qualitative — in which the responses were attained. Infomaéti
families and program characteristics collected in the originay stede used to set the
context and background for the current study.

Quantitative data hypothesis

Programs that offer more resources to parents will demonstrate moressndeesls of
parent involvement in their programs.
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Qualitative data research questions

1. What types of social resources and referrals do PreK/PFA prograndepfioei
reflected in the survey) and are there any services that programs want to provide but
can’t? What prohibits or supports these programs in offering those servicestargl get
families to use the resources?

2. How is parent involvement described in programs that offer varying numbers of social
resources?

3. What are the reasons for low levels of parent involvement if all the necessary

resources are provided for a participating family? Conversely, whatearedsons for
the high levels of parent involvement when limited resources are provided?

Quantitative Component (Part 1)

Among the various types of research methods found in social work literature,
there are both fixed and flexible modes of research. These terms originate from
fallibilistic realist perspective that believe the goal of sciente iglescribe] or
[understand] the properties of specific phenomena and [describe] or [understand] how
those phenomena react or change in the presence or absence of other specific phenomena
in an open system” (Anastas, 1999, p.20). The idea being that scientific research is
fundamentally descriptive regardless of the modality.

This study employed both fixed and flexible methods of research, the first
component being a type of fixed method modality using secondary survey data from the
lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation The survey data represented a preplanned, structured
method that was designed to be invariant as the survey was completed in the field; a
characteristic of fixed method research (Cresswell, 2009; Weinbach &egriz007;
Anastas, 1999). The result of the investigation was the completion of a survey by a

designated sample (described below) that was treated like an aggreggite The
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findings were descriptive of what was occurring in the population at largdaifcbd

the nature or appearance of a given phenomena (Cresswell, 2009; Anastas, 1999).

Unlike flexible methods, fixed methods research assumes the researcher i
removed from the phenomena being study and is present simply to record @llressw
2009). In addition, this mode of investigation records a static picture that is limiged t
specific time, place, and point of view thus it cannot reflect across a lentitiecdnd
space (Weinbach & Grinnel, 2007; Anastas, 1999). The results then lend themselves to
descriptive quantitative analysis and each of these characteriaBawident in this
study component.

The role of the researcher in the origiBahluationstudy was to distribute a
statewide survey to program administrators of PreK and PFA programs and to get a
snapshot of what was occurring across lllinois early childhood programs in Navembe
2008. The survey was designed to be descriptive in nature, control for any bias in
guestions, and the data was treated as aggregate to describe the population tasccompl
the survey. The original purpose of the survey was to understand what was happening in
context. The current study also intended to do the same except there walcafepes
on the interplay between two phenomena in that context: the prevalence of social
resources and the levels of parent involvement in early childhood programs.

Part 1: Sampling

The study’s unit of analysis was lllinois PreK/PFA preschool progfanded by

the lllinois Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG). Preschool sites receivir§d&C

funds according to the grantee survey were asked to complete a survey in November
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2008. Appendix As a map of lllinois illustrating the five regions based on the regions

outlined by the Department of Human Services for health districts and is thersgme
used by ISBE to designate the locations of the programs. These include: Regomk 1 (
County excluding Chicadp Region 2 Collar counties around Cook CoulyRegion 3
(central region including Peoria and ChampajgRegion 4 ¢entral/southern region
including Montgomery Counfyand Region 5sputhern region of the stagtelfhe sample
in the original study was the entire population of PreK and PFA programs in Regions 1
in the state of lllinois. This sample was comprised of 842 sites in the statentaeted
the survey, n=843/914 (92% response rate). Findings from the study reflected tla¢ gene
population and can thus be generalized across all lllinois PreK and PFA prbgrams

All completed surveys were included in the study. This decision was based in the
interest of attaining a broad understanding of the relationship betweenitdi#essocial
resourcesandparent involvemerdcross all PreK and PFA programs in the state. An
alternate sampling plan had been considered that would control for certainegriabl
including child, family, and program characteristics. These controls would be dxase
studies found in the literature that would sub-set data analysis based on tese sa

characteristics. These alternate plans were ultimately abandoneddsoah plans

3 Chicago/Chicago Public Schools (CPS) is a recaif&CBG funds. Chicago was excluded from the
original dissemination of the web survey becauseatuation entitled th€hicago Preschool Evaluation
Project (CPER had just been completed in 200BPEP surveyed Chicago-based programs in a similar
fashion to what was to be attained in tiaois Birth to Five Evaluationlt was later decided that CPS
programs would be included the web survey compoogtite Evaluationin April 2009, however, the
findings will not be included in the current study.

* 73 surveys were marked as missing due to incomplatvey data or a survey that was not returned.
Missing surveys account for only 8% of the totahpée.
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would reduce the reliability of the findings and would limit the types of statigests

that could be employed.
As discussed in the literature review, levels of parent involvement can be
associated with certain qualities of the parent and/or family unit (Wongghés, 2006;
Sohn & Wang, 2006; Driessen et al, 2005; Brooks-Gunn et al., 2002; Weis et al., 2003;
Knopf & Swick, 2006; Anderson & Minke, 2007). Question 19 of the original survey
asked for the characteristics of families in PreK/PFA programs. Resgendere given
24 options and were asked to select all characteristics of families thatatipd
participants in their programs. The responses varied throughout the region but the most
frequently selected characteristics were: low-income status, piresiinot have a high
school diploma, single parent households, blended households, teen parents, history of
substance abuse, and families that receive community resources (lliimbisB-ive
Evaluation FY09 Final Report, 2009). These responses could have served as an indicator
for levels of parent involvement and the responses could be used for sub-setting the data.
One option was to only sample surveys that reflected common responses
indicating the above family characteristics. The concern, howeverhatasurveys did
not reflected all these qualities consistently. One survey may haveede?enut of the 7
most common characteristics while another survey may have noted 5 out of 7.
Stratifying the data for these specific control variables would havéygleaered the
sample size for the study. This may have resulted in less reliablesresult
The same concern was evident when considering a sample based on preschool site

characteristics such as the size of the program, the type of curriculunthestgicher-
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student ratio, or the demographic make-up of the staff and students program. There was

enough variability among programs that sampling based on specific site \savialoilel
have \also decreased the sample size and thus resulted in less ralidtsdesewell.
The extent to which findings could be generalized across the programs ciatewid
also be diminished with this plan.

Given these considerations, it was decided to include all completed surveys in the
study. The current sampling plan allowed the examination of trends in PreK/PFA
programs throughout state of Illinois. Future studies can build on this general foundation
and employ sampling plans that control for the variables in a way that was nolefeasi
for the current study.

Part 1: Research design

Statewide PreK and PFA site-level survey data on two quedtmmsthelllinois
Birth to Five Evaluation (FYOQas used in the current study. One questioned looked
specifically at resources and referral types offered to pnagparticipants (Section 6,
Question 31 and the second was a question on parent involvement (Section 6, Question
32af. The responses for these two questions were extracted froamttata and used
create a new data set. This new data set was then usedytthstudlationship between
resources and parent involvement in PreK/PFA programs. S$estatiastical methods
were used including the chi-square test, correlation analytic t@3tarson and

Spearman’s rho), and a simple analysis of variance (ANOVA) test.

® Site-level survey question on resources and ®@@fe(Bection 6, Question 31) is attached in AppefXi

® Site-level survey question on parent involvem&etction 6, Question 31) is attached in Appendix C
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Part 1: Measurement of quantitative data

Theindependent variablén this study was social support. T¢wnceptual
definitionof the independent variable was as follows: Social support can be defined

broadly but for the purpose of this study, the terms “social support servicesdl“soci

resources,” “social support,” “community resources,” and “social sergfeerals” all

apply to the same concept of providing parents (and by extension, family memiers) wi
the financial, educational and/or emotional tools to support individual functioning. This
study posited that early childhood programs provide many of the resources aradsreferr
needed by at-risk families participating in their programs. These suppaytgiclude —

but were not limited to — parent education, job employment support, or connecting
families with social service agencies. The ultimate goal of social symowisions is to
ensure children and families to remain supported inside and outside of the preschool
program. The rational follows that social support was a critical elemeairkyf

childhood programs that could arguably impact at-risk families depending on thernumbe
of resources that was available and used.

Theoperational definitiorof the independent variable was based on the web-
survey. The original survey included a section on program resources and referrals
offered to parents of children enrolled in PreK/PFA programs (Section 6, Question 31).
These included, but were not limited to, home visits, parent-child interactioniastivit
parenting skill development activities, GED classes, linking with other contynuni

resources and general social services resources. The independent wasableasured

as either categorical or ratio-level data depending on the type of analysis



83
Thedependent variablén this study was parent involvement. Tdanceptual

definitionof the dependent variable was based on definitions found in the literature and
the working definition for this study. One definition was presented by Dnigssal.

(2005) who outlined four types of parent groups with four different levels of involvement
— partners, participants, delegators, and invisible parents — in order from mostdreolve
least. These identifier outlined parent involvement within a learning settingend t
characteristics range in socio-economic status (high SES = partrlerg SES =

invisible), level of engagement (high = partnerdow = invisible) and other general
characteristics including ethnic make-up, immigrant status, and Englighdge

abilities.

Another was the study’s working definition for parent involvement, as previously
noted, which was the extent to which parents were engaged in a program on a voluntary
basis and when that engagement was in support of their child’s success in school. For the
parent, this could include attending parent-teacher conferences, volunte¢hag i
classroom, using resources are referrals offered by the program, amdgbie@
interactions with teacher and staff. In turn, the rationale follows thse: fherent
involvement activities may have some degree of impact on a child including potentia
influence on the child’s ability to thrive in school settings. These last finaegs
rooted and supported in the literature (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Mo & Singh, 2008;
Arnold et al., 2008; DHHS-ACF, 2005; Gonzales-DeHass et al., 2005).

In relation to the hypothesis, the lower levels of parent involvement types

(delegators and invisible) are two groups that match what is known of theeamili
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PreK/PFA programs from the survey data. Mainly, the families in thity stere of

lower SES, lower education levels, more involved in informal activities in schoals, a
more reliant on school/teachers for expertise than parents who soughpadiisipation
in the classroom or engagement in their child’s progress (Driessen et al., 2865). T
study also contended that parents described in these lower categories of iemblvem
would be in greater need of social resources and thus the value and impact of such
resources was relevant. Furthermore, the working definition was broacheilooug
encompass the characteristics that were evident in the quantitatied as the
gualitative data used in the study.

Theoperational definitiorof the dependent variable was measured using the
PreK/PFA site-level web survey question on parent involvengaution 6, Question
328). The question asked a set of five sub-questions pertaining to parent involvement
rated on a 4-point Likert scale (completely successful, mostly stgcessnewhat
successful, and not successful). These questions relatedot@ginem’sperception of
parent involvement and success in engaging parents with the program based on
observations from the previous academic year. The dependent variable \sascches
either ordinal or interval-level data depending on the employed statisstalliwo
reliability tests — Pearson and Spearman’s rho — were also be used orefite par
involvement questions to test the validity of the responses and to ensure that all five
guestions were measuring the same concept. A simple ANOVA tests wias asklition

to post hoc pair-wise comparisons (Tukey’'s and Scheffe’s) to validate AN ds.
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Lastly, effect sizes were calculated on all pair-wise comparisohshbwed statistical

significance (Thalheimer & Cook, 2002).

Qualitative Component (Part 2)

Qualitative research is the most commonly termed flexible reseatttodin
which the methods of empirical inquiry are “intended to define, explore, or map the
nature of emergent, complex, or poorly understood phenomena” (Anastas, 1999, p.55).
This type of method is seen as increasingly more valuable for researciainswk and
the human services. The nature of procedures used to gather data emphasizes on
discovery, flexibility, and capturing phenomena as “experience-near” fmattieipant
and the researcher as possible (Anastas, 1999). Together, the participant and the
researcher are interacting, informing each other, and there is an opportunity for co
reaction of knowledge.

Additionally, flexible methods are argued as necessary to supplant fixeddset
(quantitative research) because such flexible methods represented theedias
practice and were seen as better suited for the problems seen in socialavitn& a
human services (Tyson, 1995; Gilgun, 1994). It has been characterized as being
naturalistic and not manipulative (Greene, 2007; Anastas, 1999). The researcher is
responsible for identifying what matters through interpretation and foligidering
meaning, as it is understood in the context of the participant (Eisner, 1991). And it is
employs expressive language and the presence of “voice in text” (Eisner, 1991, p36).

Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) outline 12 aspects of qualitative research interviews

from a phenomenological perspective, which are also worth discukgmguorld,
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meaning, qualitative, descriptive, specificity, deliberate naiveté, focused, ampiguit

change, sensitivity, interpersonal situation, positive experie@uelitative research
interviews reflect the everyday world in which the participant lives (ldedy and seeks
to find meaning within that world (meaning). The interview is not intended to quantif
findings as in quantitative research but instead, it seeks to attain knowledgssedpre
through language and meaning interpretation (qualitative). At the samehien
interview component encourages in-depth descriptions of what is experiencedgdfelt, a
opinions with less focus on fixed comments (descriptive).

The interviews in the current study demonstrated an element of spgcifici
wherein the line of question was directly related to specific situaéiod<ontexts, and
meaning was found within those descriptions of those situations and contexts
(specificity). Simultaneously, the researcher exhibited a level of Kwede &

Brinkmann (2009) terndeliberate naivet®ecause the interviewer was supposed to be
open to “new and unexpected phenomena, rather than having readymade categories and
schemes of interpretation” (p. 30). Furthermore, the collected interfoewsed on a

topic of research through open ended questions (focused) and relied on the ambiguous
nature of responses to open doors to interpretative options (ambiguity).

Additional strengths of the qualitative research interview evident in thig,stud
relate to the implications for the participant. Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) stuguesthe
line of questioning within the interview may spur a process of reflection on thef plaet
interviewee as the subject may change their descriptions in the intgmoeass

(change). In such cases, the interviewer must be able to recognize andthe gensi
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potential changes in the discussion that has implications for the research study

(sensitivity). Moreover, the interview process is interactive betweempéople and thus
considerations for the possible anxiety or defense evoked in the processas criti
(interpersonal situation) to ensure that the experience of interviewingtiv@&sr the
participant. As noted, “a well-conducted research interview may be anchemndching
experience for the subject, who may obtain new insights into his or her lifeagitua
(positive experience) (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p.32).

All of these intentions were considered in Part 2 of the study. The interview
component provided a more in-depth inquiry into programs that was not originally
intended because the component asked questions regarding the purpose, utility, and
barriers to providing social resources in PreK/PFA programs not previously adked. T
interviews delved directly into the topic of parent involvement, asking questions about
the levels of parent involvement in the program and challenges in engaging parents.
Additionally, the interviews identified whether there was a differdoetereen the ways
in which parent involvement was described in programs offering a varying number of
social resources to participants.

The interview component supplanted the survey data and produced an opportunity
to gain experience-near information that was naturalistic in nature stool@ithrough
researcher interpretation, which gave a voice to administrators who compketed t
original survey. At the same time, the format evoked the various qualities dgatjel
research that strengthened the current study, giving way to tritiogudad the

emergence of new material.
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Part 2: Sampling

A purposive sample of ten administrators was drawn from PreK/PFA preschool
sites that completed the Web-survey. These administrators weredélecaeise they
have expert knowledge of their programs and spoke to the utility and challeoges ar
providing social resource, the extent to which resources are used in programsjesd iss
around engaging parents. 843 participants completed the original survey and 54 out of
the 843 participants fell under the sampling criteria outlined for the interaspanent.
Participants from these local regions were contacted based on the indorthaiy
provided in the survéy

The sampling criteria used the quadrant method to determine four categories of
participants based on the extreme frequency of scores for social resanadesels of
parent involvement on thevaluationsurvey. For the criteria based on social resources,
the study selected two groups of candidates in programs that offered a higér mdim
resources (11 or more) and programs that offered low number of resources (4 ootess). F
sample selection based on parent involvement, two groups of candidates wéee:selec
programs that reported all responses as “completely successful” (higgtamiend the
other with all responses as “somewhat successful/not successful” (loatanili&/ery
few respondents selected the lowest indicator (not successful) therefavptton was

combined with the second lowest indicator (somewhat successful).

" Respondents were informed on the survey consemtd®the possibility that they may be contacted in
the future regarding their responses. By compietie survey and providing contact information, the
respondents thereby agreed to being contacted@ssary according to the consent form. An additiona
consent form was sent when the participant agreée part of the study.
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The categories were sorted into four categories illustrated in Figure 3:

Figure 4: Qualitative data - Sampling criteria by categor

Category | Category Il

High Resources High Resources
High Parent Involvement Low Parent Involvement

(3 participants) (2 participants)

Category Il Category IV

Low Resources Low Resources
High Parent Involvement Low Parent Involvement

(2 participants) (3 participants)

These four sample categories reflect four very contrasting points of view. The
most interesting comments were anticipated from Categoraslllll because these
groups represent outcomes that were contrary to the hypothesis presented in the

guantitative portion of the study.

Part 2: Research design
Identifying the participants

The first step of the Administrator Interview component was to send out a pre-
notification letter to PreK and/or PFA administrators sampled for thistsudly-8 ensure
adequate response ratdppendix D. The ultimate goal was to get 10 out of the total
potential administrators contacted for the final study. Invitation emaile sent to those
who fell under the categorical sampling criteria, which included up to 54 potential
participants total: 34 in Category I, 5 in Category Il, 4 in Categoryrit,Hl in Category

V.
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All potential participants were contacted in Category Il and 11l beedhere were

so few potential participants. For Category | and IV, ten of the total number was
contacted initially and a sample group was selected for the initial contadlisnately,
three participants were selected for both Categories | and IV widlparticipants were
selected for both Categories Il and Ill.

The notification letter provided a brief description of the interview component
and informed recipients that those who were selected could be contactedhethéxt
few days. Administrators were contacted by phone to confirm participationl. semale
selections were chosen based on geographic location and type of program. | Wesgoa
to have as close to a representative sample of PreK/PFA programs thaitefiect the
regions in the state (Regions 1-5) and the types of programs (public vs. privasers,ogr
school-based vs. community-based programs). Upon confirmation of the administrator’s
participation, an email was sent with Informed Verbal Consent Fappendix F and
the interview protocol (Appendix G). For those who expressed interest in pantigipati
but were not selected, an email was sent to thank potential participantsrfartdvest
and they were informed that they were not been selected to participatesindje
Conducting the administrator interview

The purpose of the administrator interview was to verify findings from tie we
survey and to address the current research questions for the study. The intgereews
conducted in-person or on the phbaea date and time of the administrator’s choosing.
The interviews lasted between 45-60 minutes and the format was semirstlugith

part open-ended and close-ended questions. The protocol was piloted with one participa

8 Only participants from Regions 4 and 5 had thetieriviews conducted by phone.
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prior so that adjustments could be made for length and clarity. All intervieves w

audio-recorded and the interviewer asked the administrator for verbatgemto
record the interview before beginning the interview. The interviewer edsewed the
Informed Verbal Consent form prior to conducting the interview. A summary of the
interview was sent to the administrator via email after the interview toeeasauracy of
the material (member checking).
Description of all potential risks

For all proposed research activities, any potential risks that existmiammal.
No form of deception was included in the administrator interview and most of the
guestions related to the program’s operations, services, and the population sened. Whil
some questions solicited personal feelings or beliefs of the administratoindavidual
had complete discretion as to which questions to answer. The interview was goédesi
to provide information on the effectiveness of a particular program, but rathenta gai
deeper understanding of how the program operates in practice. Although thewtervi
could have potentially identified barriers in the program, which may be thiegt® the
participant, the protocol was designed in a manner that focused on a balanembetwe
strengths and challenges in the program. Administrators were encourageaktalspsa
successes as much as potential barriers that could be identified duringrthevinded
this balance was believed to ameliorate any potential risk of discoimfie

participants.
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Procedures to be used to obtain informed consent

Confirmed participants were sent the Informed Verbal Consent form as
mentioned. This form included a description of the purpose of the study and the rights of
the participant in the study. The form was reviewed again prior to the interwelwct
time, consent was obtained and the interview was conducted.

Description of how subjects’ welfare and confidentiality will be safeguarded

All data collected was held in the strictest confidence. Electronic aisterere
stored on a password-protected computer and were accessible only tcheysearking
on the project. All participating programs and individuals were assigneddeidtiiable,
unique ID number. Once ID numbers were assigned, any identifying infomveds
removed from all documents. A document containing the subjects’ names and
corresponding ID numbers was created in the event it was necessanteit tue
subject(s) to clarify a comment and this document was also be passwodear.ofd!
recorded materials and notes have been stored in a locked cabinet for tioa dfithe
study and will be destroyed after the oral defense.

Part 2: Measurement of qualitative data

Qualitative procedures involve a different approach to scholarly inquiry. The
approach is based on a distinct philosophical basis and employs differegiesréde
inquiry, data collection, analysis, and interpretation (Cresswell, 2008)tollbwing is a
brief introduction to the purpose and methodological plan for measuring thesstudy’

gualitative data.
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This study uses multiple sources of data (in the form of ten interviews) to

understand a relationship between social resources and levels of parent involvement in
PreK and PFA programs. The study took an inductive analytic stance to dstasahat
organized the interview data into patterns, categories, and themes thabmstemntly
refined into more abstract units of information (Cresswell, 2009). The approachdfocuse
on the meanings that interviewees attribute to the issue and the studyenagiive in
nature meaning that the researcher made interpretations of wheg¢evaseard, and
understood in the process (Cresswell, 2009).

These elements collectively were used to organize and analyze thatiyeali
data. The ten interviews were organized by themes from the literatugeyeone with
the survey, and themes that emerged in the interview transcripts during inductive
analysis. The study looked at the meaning that interviewees shared aboutcthedopi
used member checking — sending the material back to participants to confimatéreal
—in order to validate the data. Lastly, the data was interpreted witbuParattention to
researcher and participant biases that emerged in the data collecti@sproce

Moreover, the qualitative component used a complementary approach to
gualitative research, designed to produce findings that would be triangultigtev
guantitative data in this study. The interview component also generated new irdarmati
for developing new research questions. Questions 1-6 of the interview protocol (see
Appendix G) were questions were used to triangulate with the survey datstioQsI&-
12 built on the findings of both the survey and initial portion of the interview and

produced more information pertaining to the success and challenges in using or providing
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resources, the types of resources that families need, and understanditajitmesingo

between the number of resources and parent involvement levels in a manner that was not
achieved or intended in the survey. The data collected from the interviews was

transcribed and analyzed using Atlas.ti software and findings are preseQtedpter 4.

Summary of the Research Methodology

As previously stated, this was a descriptive study using a mixed-methods
approach. The study addressed research questions that built off the dhigoisiBirth
to Five Evaluatiorand contextual information relating to the characteristics of children,
families, and programs from the original study was shared to place thet@iugy in
context. This was followed by Part 1 of the study that took secondary quaatilata
from a statewide survey previously distributed to PreK/PFA adminisiratnded by the
lllinois Early Childhood Block Grant. Responses to two questions on the original survey
were extracted from the raw data set and analyzed for the potentiangt#gp between
number of resources/referrals and levels of parent involvement reported/ey sur
respondents. The second component —interviews with PreK/PFA administraedoksa
flexible research approach using qualitative interview data. The sampke pvaposive
group of ten administrators who were asked to participate in a semiistaiatterview
that delved deeper into the research questions posed in the current study. Rich,
descriptive data about challenges to providing services, the adequacy of supports to
families, and barriers to engaging parents were better collectedthttoese interviews

and the information was used to triangulate with survey data findings.
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Careful consideration of a study’s research design is always agcessrder to

minimize the appearance of bias, to ensure ethical standards are maintainied, and

increase reliability and validity of measures that may produce more §adimjs. The

original survey addressed each of these points. First, the appearance of bias was

minimized because the survey was semtlt@administrators who were receiving ECBG

funds to run a PreK or PFA program throughout the state of Illinois accorditigadsl|

State Board of Education records. To ensure ethical compliance, the Erikgaielnst

Ethics Review Board approved a protocol in which all respondents were informed of the

study prior to the distribution of the survey and an informed consent form was emailed

prior to the interview and reviewed again before the interview. Completion airreys

was understood to be an acknowledgment of respondent accepting the benefitsand ris

of completing the survey, and consent to be contacted in the future regarding this study
The web-survey was pilot tested and the responses were discussed among several

program administrators and the research team to ensure the reliability alitg valihe

instrument. The survey questions were geared towards attaining a descsidpshot’

of programs and respondents were asked to simply report what they saw givéreir

programs within the appropriate fields. Within the large representative population of

PreK/PFA programs, the survey responses were stable among respondegisrboynr

the state and across programs with similar characteristics (edydehilographic was

similar or program make-up was similar). Very few administrators repodefusion

about how to answer the survey questions either and the feedback from the survey

suggests that the instrument was easy to understand, it recorded what wadiaighde
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responses could adequately reflect what is occurring across PreK/PFampsdg the

state.

Part 2 of study (administrator interviews) employed a researchndigsighad the
same goals of minimizing bias, ensuring adherence to ethical standards;raading
reliability and validity of the instrument. In order to minimize bias amongethe
administrators/programs that participated in the interviews, aside lfi@category
distinction (high vs. low resource providers), the sample programs werersimigams
of child, family, and staff characteristics and curriculum used. The Erikstitute
Ethics Review Board reviewed this component that built off the previously approved
survey instrument and the approved protocol was used. This protocol included a
notification letter informing of the study, follow-up calls and emailsfiose who are
interested in participating, and the review of an Informed Consent Form prior to
beginning the interview process.

In order to increase the reliability and validity of the instrument, the ietrvi
protocol was pilot tested with one program administrator included in tHeséingple.
Replication was also used to test the soundness of the protocol, which was why
candidates were chosen from four categories. The semi-structured, opeiosmal-
ended protocol explicitly asked the research questions of this study and theHelped
to ensure that questions would be asked consistently across all intervieippaisi
Lastly, an audit trail for each interview participant was compiled. Thig aadi
included personal memos and notes recording the researcher’s personal @iciteunt

interviews, description of possible situations that could affect the findings, arodheary
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observations that could help control for researcher bias. These notes were ednsider

the final analysis of the interview data.

In sum, this mixed methods approach was a strong research design that
demonstrated the necessary and sufficient conditions for addressing thehresear
guestions in this study. The elements of the current study design wererdesihf
secondary data and interviews to examine the relationship between socialessmar
levels of parent involvement in lllinois PreK and PFA programs. And ultimately, th
subsequent analysis of both components was informative for the fields of socialwork a

early childhood education.



CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Quantitative Component: Data Analysis

The purpose of the quantitative component in this study was to test the one-tailed
research hypothesisRreK and PFA programs that offer more social resources to
parents are associated with higher success rates around parent involveosng
survey data from the origin&valuationstudy. The administrators of PreK and PFA
programs completed thHevaluationsurvey thus responses reflect only the perceptions of
the respondent. In addition, the information administrators have provided represents
program-level data only. Student- or parent-level data was not included in tlyi;mstud
the original study.

The independent variable — social resources — was based on responses from
Question 31 on the origin&lvaluationsurvey. The question consisted of 12 options
listing possible resources/referrals offered in programs and one fill-te $pa
respondents to note any additional resources not otherwise listed. Respondents were
asked to check all resources that apply to their respective PreK/PFA prddramritten
responses (option M) were used to supplement the qualitative component of the study.
The dependent variable — parent involvement — was based on responses from Question
32a, which consisted of five sub-questions relating to levels of parent involvemieat in t

respective program. The response options wenepletely successful, mostly successful,

98
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somewhat successfalndnot successfidnd respondents were asked to select one

response per question. The responses from these two questions were then compiled into

one data set for analysis.

BOX 1: Operational definitions for the variables — Site-level survey

31) Operational definition for the independent variable (socialress)
Section 6, Question 3: Which of the following types of services does the PreK/PFA progrhm

offer to or refer parents of children enrolle@@he service is provided by the PreK/PFA
program or referrals are made for services available in the community). (Maitkadlapply).
____a.Home visits ____g. Health and nutrition workshop/class
____b. One-to-one consultation/counseling _ h. Adult literacy/job development activifes
____c. Parent-child interaction activities 1. GED classes
____d. Parenting skill development activities ____j. Social services resources
____e. Parent resource library ____ k. Linking with other community resourdes
____f. Other parent education/support activities __|. Our program does not provide any plent

resources
m. Other, please specify:

32a) Operational definition for the dependent variable (parent ieneat)
Section 6, Question 3Z: In your opinion, how successful was your program in the 200]
2008 school year with regard to the following statements about parent inesii@arents
of children who are attending the PreK/PFA program). (Mark one for each item).
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not
successful successful successful successfuf

a. Program staff and parents have effective [ 0 0 0
and meaningful two-way communication

on a regular basis

b. Our program helps promote and support [ 0 0 0
parenting skills

c. Our program integrally involves parents [ N N N
in assisting their children’s learning

d. Parents feel welcome in the program ] N N N
e. Program staff actively seek parent’s ] N N N

support and involvement
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In order to analyze the site-level survey data, the following steps asdvisst used:

1.

Raw data responses for the two questions were compiled and cleaned
using SAS software.

Conduct reliability tests on the varialgarent involvemenising
Pearson’s and Spearmanido correlation analysis.

Analysis #1: Chi-square test of association.

3.

Define “high” and “low” program categories based on frequencies of the
responses osocial resources

Use the chi-square test to determine the significance of the relaponshi
between “high” and “low” resource providers and the five questions on
levels of parent involvement based on a scale of “completely successful,”
“mostly successful,” and “somewhat successful.”

Analysis #2: Correlation analysis.

5.

Create a single ratio-level score for dozial resource¢lV) and a single
ratio-level score foparent involvementDV), and conduct a correlation
analysis on the two variables.

Analysis #3: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

6.

Define three value categories (Most, Some, Few resources) for the
independent variablgocial resourcebased on the frequencies of the data.

Use ANOVA analysis to test the relationships between the mean value of
each value category ebcial resourcesand the mean value fparent
involvement

Conduct post hoc pair-wise comparisons to verify the comparative means
found in the ANOVA analysis.

Calculate effect sizes for the post hoc comparisons that demonstrated
statistical significance.

Step 1: Creating a raw data set

The first steps of the study required extracting the responses on questions 31 a

32a from 843 surveys and import the data into a new database. The data was then

cleaned of any error entries. For example, respondents that did not fully eothplet
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five sub-questions of 32a were cleaned to reflect a missing response insteaatdihg

partial data. The social resources question (31) allowed for administrasamiect up to

12 resource options and the data was stored with each individual selections asnvell as a
aggregate score for the question i.e. administrator selected: home-visiicgsand

parent resource library (2 out of 12 resources selected).

The parent involvement question (32) consisted of five sub-questions with four
self-report options and each response level was given a Gdu®letely successfall,
Mostly successfut 2, Somewhat successfl3, and\ot successfut 4. The data was
stored with a score for each sub-question. Aggregate scores for the entiendgest
responses were also stored. For example, one administrator selzotgaetely
successfulon 4 out of 5 questions (total value = 4) ailgbmewhat successfain 1 out
of 5 questions (total value = 3). Her total score was 7 (total value = 4+3). Total values
that were lower (5=lowest) denoted higher success in parent involvement based on the
survey. Total values that were higher (20=highest) denoted lower levels adsircce
parent involvement. Very few administrators respondsat successfut 4” on all sub-
guestions, which would have resulted in a total score of 20. Given this scoring and clean
data, this new set was used for analysis.

Step 2: Conducting reliability tests

In examining the data for this study, issues around face validity caigéattéolr
the Question 32a on levels of parent involvement. At the surface, some of the questions
did not seem to reflect a measure of parent involvement. For example, sub-question E
states: “Program staff actively seek parent’s support and involvenAdtiidugh this

guestion has been seen in other surveys assessing levels of parent involvement, it didn’t
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appear to be a related question if reviewed alone and without the context of the other

guestions.

To ensure that the varialpp@rent involvemenwas reliable and measures the
same concept, the study conducted a number of correlations tests betweemthe pare
involvement sub-questions (see Table 2 and Table 3) resulting in a Pearson’s product
moment correlation coefficient (Pearsonjyvalue and SpearmarrBo nonparametric
test value. Pearsonfsvas an appropriate parametric test that assumed the variable was at
an interval or ratio levels of measurement and normally distributed within the populati
applicable to the data in this test. The Spearntéiwsest was a particularly appropriate
test for use with rank-order data, which also applied. Values ranging -1 to 1 denote a
strong correlation between variables whereas a value closer to zero shealsea
correlation.

Table 2: Survey Question 32a on levels of parent involvement

In your opinion, how successful was your program in the 2007-2008 school year with
regard to the following statements about parent involvement:

32a. Program staff and parents have effective meaningful two-wayeoication on a
regular basis

32b. Our program helps promote and support parenting skills

32c. Our program integrally involves parents in assisting their ehilsliearning

32d. Parents feel welcome in the program

32e. Program staff actively seek parents’ support and involvement

Each question was paired with each subsequent question. That is, Question A @as teste
against questions B, C, D, and E. Question B was tested against question C, D, E and so

forth. The results were as follows:
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Table 3: Correlation test on Q32a (parent involvement) outcomes

Analysis pairs Pearson’s r Spearman’s rhg
Question A—B 0.5578 0.5600
Question A-C 0.4859 0.4913
Question A—D 0.4641 0.4815
Question A—E 0.4695 0.4807
QuestionB - C 0.6327 0.6305
QuestionB-D 0.3899 0.3969
QuestionB-E 0.5049 0.5044
QuestionC-D 0.4354 0.4338
Question C - E 0.5672 0.5441
Question D — E 0.5909 0.5932

Sample size = 709; Frequency missing = 134

The findings showed a generally positive correlation between the questionswherei
Pearson’s and Spearmanio values ranged from .40 to .63. As noted, the Spearman’s
rho test was appropriate for rank-order data and the values denoted an adegquate le
correlation between questions (see Table 3). Although some questions werelatecke r
than others (e.g. questions B and C or D and E), together the questions on parent
involvement produced correlation values that suggested the questions sufficiently
measure the same concept. This outcome supported the use of the mean value for the

variableparent involvemenh subsequent statistical tests.

Analysis #1: Chi-square Test of Association
This study used the chi-square test to determine whether there wadiaahatis
significant association between the varialpasent involvemerdandsocial resourceghat
could not be explained by random error.
Step 3: Defining categories based on resource frequencies
To begin analysis, the study distinguished between programs that offered high

number of resources versus programs that offered low numbers of resources, and
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compared these two groups against the sub-questions on parent involvement. In order to

define the categories of high and low resource providers, the frequency ofpthieses

on social resources were reviewed. Respondents were asked to maduatie®that

apply to their program and could select anywhere from 1-12 options. Table 4 shows the
category break down for the “high” and “low” resource provider groups based on the
number of resource options that were selected oBRvhkiationsurvey.

Table 4: Program categories for “low” versus “high” resource providers (n=757)

Category No. of Resources Options Frequency Cumulative %
Selected (max =12)

Low 1 5 .66
2 7 1.59
3 19 4.10
4 51 10.83
5 64 19.29
6 125 35.80
7 86 47.16*

High 8 90 59.05*
9 79 69.48
10 77 79.66
11 145 98.81
12 9 100
Missing Frequency: 86

The literature provided no conceptual or operational definitions for social
resources in this study. Other studies that looked at the impact of resourcesd on chil
parent outcomes provided no concrete examples of how to categorize a prograer as eit
a high or low providers of resources and/or services. Without a frame of refemeince a
based on the uniqueness of the survey, only relevant to lllinois PreK and PFA programs,
it was decided to define high and low categories based around'tipesentile.

Programs were considered “low resource providers” if that program skele@teesource

options on the survey. Programs were considered “high resource providers” if 8 or more
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options were selected. Given this breakdown, approximately 47% of the programs fell

within the low range and the remaining 53% fell in the high range and these iestegor

were used to conduct the chi-square tests (see Table 4).

Step 4: Chi-Square analysis: Program type versus levels of parent inveiment

The chi-square test of association is a widely used nonparametridcstiatiesit
that requires only nominal (categorical) level measurements for the indepande
dependent variables (Weinbach & Grinnell, 2007). By using chi-square between
variables, the study was able to determine whether or not an association betweah nom
variables in a sample was so strong it could not be attributed to a sampling error. The
current study proposed a relationship between social resources and levelatof pare
involvement based on the responses from the survey data with the hyp&hedsiand
PFA programs that offer more social resources to parents are associated with higher
success rates around parent involvement.

Using chi-square analysis, each chi-square test compared two cateforie
programs against three types of parent involvement responses: Completely, Mostl
Somewhat Successful. “Not Successful” was a fourth option but because so few
respondents selected this option, these responses were not included out of concern for
skewing the data findings.

Chi-square results

A summary of the chi-square value, degrees of freedonp-aatlies are noted

below (see Table 5) and full descriptions of the chi-square tests can be found in the

appendix (Appendix C).



Table 5: Chi-square test findings
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Question v value DF P-value
32a Program staff and parents have effective

meaningful two-way communication on a regulay®=11.31| df=2 p<.004
basis

32k Our program helps promote and support | v°=43.93 _

parenting skills df=2 p<.0001
32c Our program integrally involves parents in| 5 _

assisting their children’s learning (=13.03) dfi=2 p<.002
32d Parents feel welcome in the program x°=2.80 | df=2 p<.247
32e Program staff actively seek parents’ support,_ _

and involvement x'=20.53| df=2 | p<.0001

In a chi-square analysis, tpevalue corresponds to the level of significance and

indicates the probability that sampling error has produced the relationship betereen t

variables being tested. Traditionallyp-®alue of .05 serves as the cutoff point for

determining whether or not we can reject the null hypothesis for a ced-tesit

applicable for the current study. For this study, the null hypothesis statessther

relationship between the variables.

Box 2: Chi-square test for question 32a

association is due to random chance.

Chi-square for Question 32a

Question 32aProgram staff and parents have effective meaningful two-way
communication on a regular basiBhe findings for 32a suggest the
probability of the relationship between the independent and dependent
variable is due to sampling error is p=.004, making it unlikely that the

Frequency Missing =

48

Frequency D 2) 3)
Percent Completely Mostly Somewhat
Successful Successful | Successful
High Resource Provider 188 187 10
26.55 26.41 1.41
Low Resource Provider 157 140 26
22.18 19.77 3.67
Total 345 327 36
48.73 46.19 5.08

TOTAL

385
54.38
323
45.62
708
100.00

v?=11.31, df=2p<.0E




107
The chi-square test for each sub-question on parent involvement (except question 32d)

resulted inp-values below the traditional .05 rejection level suggesting there was a
relationship between variables that was not due to random sampling error. Box 2
illustrates one of the chi-square tests with strong findings that support aaiesoci
between the variables in this stugly,(2, N=708) = 11.31, p<.05. Question 3Refent

staff and parents have effective meaningful two-way communication on a regular basis”
had ap-value of .004, a value well below the .05 rejection level which allowed us to
reject the null hypothesis.

Question 32d “parents feel welcome in the program,” resulteg-vadue greater
than the .05 rejection level on a one-tailed tpstd47) and it is possible the relationship
between the value categories for resources and this question was not syfstient
and may be due to sampling error. Overall, the chi-square findings suggestedaba
positive association between the variables that was not due to sampling error and furthe

tests examined the strength of that association.

Analysis #2: Correlation Analysis
Step 5: Conducting a correlation analysis on single, ratio-level data

This study conducted correlation tests (Pearsoaisd Spearman’s rho) by using
the mean value of all responses for both variadbesal resourcesndparent
involvement Using the mean value allowed both variables to be read as ratio-level data,
which was necessary for basic correlation analysis. Operating under th@rssmise of
testing the hypothesisPreK and PFA programs that offer more social resources to

parents are associated with higher success rates around parent involvethent
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findings of the correlation analysis are summarized in the following téddesTable 6,

Table 7):

Table 6: Simple statistics used for the correlation analysis (social resources vs.
parent involvement

Variable N Mean Std. Sum Min Max
Dev.
Parent involvement | 709 7.95 2.41 5635 5.00 15.00
(BV)
Social resources 757 7.74 2.50 5856 1.00 12.00
(V)

Table 7: Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficient

Parent involvement (DV)
Social resources (1V) -0.22
<.0001

709

r=-0.22, p=.0001

Thep-value level of significancep&.0001]) indicated the null hypothesis was
rejected and the one-tailed research hypothesis was supported. That is, sheere wa
statistically significant relationship between the variables that wasueadtio sampling
error. The findings also supported the hypothesis wherein high levels of ssciaices
were associated with high levels of parent involvement. The correlation @reffic
r = - 0.22 value denoted a positive relationship based on the values assigned to each
parent involvement indicator. Lower numeric values were associated wittspiuzse
indicators for higher levels of success in parent involvement and vice versa on tlye surve
thus a negative coefficient accurately depicted the relationship that wipgddrsthe
study’s hypothesis.

Interestingly however, the correlation coefficiert {0.22) indicated that the

effect of variance for one variable on the other was 4 penc@ntThis means that only
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4% of the variance in parent involvement levels was attributed to the number of essourc

in a program. The other 96% of variance in parent involvement levels could be explained
by another variable not identified. At the same time, this was a very lowatmnel

value that did not tell us the magnitude or practical significance of the difi=se

between the ‘levels of parent involvement — number of social resourcesinshap. In

sum, the correlation analysis found there was a positive relationship hetveee

variables, but only 4% of the variance in parent involvement could be linked to social
resources and the effect sizes could not be verified based on such a low caefficient
Further investigation with the qualitative component was further necessitatedigese

results.

Analysis #3: One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
Step 6: Define three value categories for social resources (1V)

A one-way ANOVA test can be used when a study has one independent variable
that has three or more value categories and one dependent variable that is contmuous. |
this first one-way ANOVA test, the independent variaddeial resourcevas defined
with three value categories based on the number of resources selected stavdyet
resources” (1-4 resources selected), “Some resources” (5-8 reseelax#ed) and “Most
resources” (9 or more resources selected). These groups were testddiagaiesn
value for the dependent varialparent involvement

The first step was to define the three value categories for the independent
variable. As noted in the chi-square test, the literature provided no conceptual or

operational definitions for defining social resources levels and there waasnme &f
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reference for defining value categories due to the uniquenessBidheationsurvey.

Thus, the number of categories (three) was selected because it was pdoessar

conducting the ANOVA analysis. Subsequently, the values for the three grogps wer

based on the frequency of selected resources that could be divided into threet differe

categories. Table 8 shows the three value categories for the vadaialeresources

Table 8: Value categories for the independent variable social resources

Social Resources Categories Frequengy Percent Cumulati@umulative
Frequency Percent
Group 1. Few resources 82 10.88 82 10.83
Group 2. Some resources 365 48.22 447 59.0b
Group 3: Most resources 310 40.95 757 100.00

Frequency Missing = 86
Step 7: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)

The ANOVA examined the difference between the mean value of each value
category of social resources (Few, Some, Most) and the mean value for parent
involvement. The result was a powerful parametric test that identifietbrelaips
between variables that may have been missed using other tests. The ANOyé#sanal
produced arr-value f ratio) that was used to determine whether it was justifiable to
reject a null hypothesis. The analysis was signifidafa,708) = 23.19, p =.000Jand
so one can reject the null hypothesis stating there was no relationshiprbdtevee
variables. As the value férincreases, thp-value decreases and in this test, there was a
largeF value £=23.19) and @-value less than <.0001 suggesting there was significant
relationship between the variables that was not due to sampling error (se®)rdilis

result was similar to the chi-square test and the correlation analysis.



111

The ANOVA test also produced a plot graph output that summarized the mean

value for parent involvement based on the resource categories. There wais@ posit

relationship between the variables in which higher levels of social resaugoes

associated with programs with higher levels of parent involvement (Figuiehé)same

value formats were used for the parent involvement indicators wherein lower numeric

values reflect higher success in parent involvement and vice versa, based on the surve

Therefore, the findings of the ANOVA were similar to those found in the cooelat

analysis and supported the hypothesis being tested. The use of post hocepair-wis

comparisons were then used to confirm the ANOVA results.

Table 9: ANOVA findings

Source DF Sum of Mean F-Value P-value
Squares | Square
Model 2 253.78 126.89 23.19 <.000
Error 706 3863.30 5.47
Corrected Total 708 4117.07

F(2,708) = 23.19, p <.0001

Figure 5: ANOVA Plot of findings based on social resource category and mean value for
parent involvement

Farent Involvement levels
16

137

10

F."_

44 r . .
Group 1: Few Group 2: Some Group 3 Most
rESOUICES resource resource

Social Resource Categories
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Step 8: Post hoc pair-wise comparisons

Post-hoc comparisons allow us to reexamine the results of an ANOVA analysis.
This test used pair-wise comparisons that examined the difference in meaesrbetw
groups tested in the ANOVA analysis and determined whether there wascatatis
significance between group values at the standard .05-level for one-¢aiied The
varying results in the ANOVA necessitated use of the two commonly used post hoc
comparison tests: Tukey’'s HSD method and the Scheffe test.

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) test controls the Type | erroamdtevas used
to compare the three categories of social resources for the independent vapabie
(e.g. Group 1: Few resources vs. Group 3: Most resources) against the meaorvalue f
parent involvement levels. The test produced values for the difference between means
and simultaneous 95% confidence limits. For this test, all pair-wise comparigoys us
Tukey’'s method showed statistical significance at the 0.05-level for ded-fests

(Table 10).

Table 10: Tukey’'s HSD method for ANOVA post hoc comparisons (critical

value = 3.322)
Social Resources: Category | Difference Simultaneous 95% | Comparison
Comparison Between Confidence Limits Significant
Group 1: Few Resources, Means at the 0.05
Group 2: Some Resources, level (*)
Group 3: Most resources
Group 2: Some vs. Group 1: Few -1.36 -2.07 -0.6p *
Group 3: Most vs. Group 1: Few, -2.03 -2.74 -1.31 *
Group 3: Most vs. Group 2: Some -0.66 -1.10 -0.28 *

The Scheffe’s Test for post hoc comparisons controls for Type | erreratade

generally has a higher Type Il error rate than Tukey’s for all pse-aomparisons.
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Despite the distinction, the Scheffe’s test found similar findings in which alixpse

comparisons showed statistical significance at the 0.05-level for dee-tasts (Table
11). These results suggested that the relationship between parent involvement and social
resources, as described ANOVA, was statistically significant and nob chaenpling

error. Effect sizes calculations would illustrate the magnitude of theoredhaip.

Table 11: Scheffe’s test for ANOVA post hoc comparisons (critical value of F = 3.00848)

Social Resources: Category | Difference Simultaneous 95% | Comparison
Comparison Between Confidence Limits Significant
Group 1. Few Resources, Means at the 0.05
Group 2: Some Resources, level (*)
Group 3: Most resources
Group 2: Some vs. Group 1: Few -1.36 -2.10 -0.62 *
Group 3: Most vs. Group 1: Few, -2.03 -2.77 -1.2§ *
Group 3: Most vs. Group 2: Somje -0.66 -1.12 -0.21 *

Step 9: Calculating effect sizes for the post hoc comparisons

Statistical tests like the ANOVA tell us the likelihood that experimeatalts
differ from chance expectations but effect-size measurements canttedl magnitude of
the effect of the treatment (Thalheimer & Cook, 2002). Effect sizes (Calfjesilow us
to compare the magnitude of treatments from one group to another by looking at the
difference between two means divided by the standard deviation of the two conditions
(Thalheimer & Cook, 2002). This study calculated the effect size for the ANOMA pos
hoc comparisons that demonstrated statistical significance at the 0.05-lex@idiAg to
Table 10 and 11, all three post hoc pair-wise comparisons showed statisti¢alagsigai

thus effect sizes for each test was calculated.
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To attain the Cohend effect size, the study used the following equation

appropriate when the sample groups are not equal, the degrees of freedomatare gre

than 1, and there are multiple condition levels for the sample category (sscialces).

Xe1— Xa2
ESsv (Cohen’sd) = S
‘ [(nA]_— 1)SZA1+ (nAz— l)SZAZJ ‘ ‘ 1 1 ‘
Sp = sqrt +
‘ (Na1 + Naz — 2] | | Na1 Na2 ‘ 1)

Where: ES = Effect Size
X1 — Xa2 = Difference Between Group Means (values in the post hoc table)

Sp = Sample Distribution of Difference Between Means of Pair-wise Graups;
sample pool of distribution for the difference between means when the two
samples are not equal in size

Na1 andNp, = Groupobservations for two samples

S*a1 andSa, = Sample variation of groups,And A respectively

The group observationgi{; andna,) and the sample variation/standard
deviation &1 andSa2) values inputted into the equation are noted in Table 12. The

results of the effect size calculation for each pair-wise comparison ackindiable 13.

Table 12: Mean values for variable social resources used to determine effect size

Social Resources: N Mean Standard Min Max
Category Obs Deviation
Group 1: Few resources 82 341 0.89 1.0(¢ 4.00
Group 2: Some resource 365 6.55 1.0% 5.00 8.00
Group 3: Most resources 310 10.27 0.88 9.00 12.00
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Table 13: Effects size for ANOVA post hoc pair-wise comparison

Social Resources: Category Diff Comparison| Effect Magnitude
Comparison Between | Significant Size of Effect
Group 1. Few Resources, Means at the 0.05
Group 2: Some Resources, level (*)
Group 3: Most resources

Group 1: Few vs. Group 2: Some 1.36 * 10.90 Large
Group 1: Few vs. Group 3: Most 2.03 * 18.53 Large
Group 2: Some vs. Group 3: Mot 0.66 * 8.76 Large

A Cohen’sd value of 0.2 to 0.3 denotes a “small effect.” Values around 0.5 show
a “medium effect” and values 0.8 to infinity reflect a “large effect”.sizegether, these
values denote the magnitude of the relationship being studied. Cohaliges typically
range from O to 1 but that wasn’t the case in the ANOVA. The results in Table 13
showed very large effect sizes for each post hoc comparison signifitaatGa05-level
for a one-tailed test. The reason the effect size values were larger thaméocaase the
interval measures between the parent involvement levels (four intervaldevels
Completely, Mostly, Somewhat, Not Successful) against the social regpauges (three
— Most, Some, Few) (see Table 12). The small interval values resulted in véiry sma
standard deviation values for each category. When one calculates a largeddifiere
means against a small standard deviation value, the result is an inflat¢dietfe

In sum, the results of the ANOVA showed a positive relationship between the
variablessocial resourcegsndparent involvemenwherein higher values in one variable
resulted in higher values in the other and vice versa. The relationship wsEaligt
significant at the standard 0.05-level for a one-tailed test, meaning treathe indeed a

relationship between the variables that was not due to sampling error, and thteideagni
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of that relationship was large based on the effect size calculations. Thesgdindi

supported the hypothesis and were triangulated with the qualitative component.

Qualitative Component: Data Analysis

The quantitative findings from thievaluationsurvey demonstrated that there was
a statistically significant association — inverse relationshipsatst between the
number of social resources and levels of parent involvement in Illinois PreK/PFA
programs. Unfortunately, the relationships between variables were limitetbdhby
responses reflected in the original survey; a survey that presented a nuttgatdns.

As previously noted, the survey reflected 12 options and one fill-in blank for social
resources offered by a given program. It is possible that there wereaes that were

not reflected in the survey. Additionally, parent involvement levels were ediécm a
program-level perspective using five basic questions on a four-point likert ke¢sle

possible that there were issues around parent involvement that could not be reflected due
to the format of the survey and the quality (and quantity) of the questions. tdl{ima

the original survey did not provide the necessary depth of information on these two
critical components of PreK and PFA programs that, in turn, could adequately support the
line of inquiry presented in this study.

The qualitative component was thus designed to supplement the survey data
findings. Through interviews with administrators who completed the survey, the
information attained was used to triangulate with previous findings and provide an
opportunity for further inquiry on the relationship between social resourcesvatsl dé

parent involvement. The goal was to also address the following research questions:
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1. What types of social resources and referrals do PreK/PFA prograndepfioei
reflected in the survey) and are there any services that programs want to provide but
can’t? What prohibits or supports these programs in offering those servicestargl get
families to use the resources?

2. How is parent involvement described in programs that offer varying numbers of social
resources?

3. What are the reasons for low levels of parent involvement if all the necessary
resources are provided for a participating family? Conversely, whatearedsons for
the high levels of parent involvement when limited resources are provided?

In order to complete the qualitative component for this study, the following steps w

taken:

1. Select a sample of program providers and complete the notification
process.

Conduct the interview using the Administrative Interview Protocol.
Analyze the interview transcription data.

Step 1: Selecting the sample & complete the notification process

The sampling criterion was based on the number of resources/refereatsl iy
the program and the levels of parent involvement indicated on the survey. Only extreme
frequencies for each variable were selected. The study selctégbes of programs
that reported high number of resources (11 or more resources of out 12) and those
programs that reported low number of resources (4 resources or less). Fer sampl
selection based on parent involvement, two types of programs were selectedhahos
reported all responses as “completely successful” (high indicatorhase that reported
all responses as “somewhat successful/not successful” (low indicatoy)tevie
respondents selected the lowest indicator (not successful) therefore thisvogi

combined with the second lowest indicator (somewhat successful).
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As noted in the Methodology chapt&h@pter 4, the quadrant method was used

in this study to reflect four distinct categories of programs: 1) high # of resgunigh

levels of parent involvement, 2) high # of resources, low levels of parent involvement, 3)
low # of resources, high levels of parent involvement, and 4) low # of resources, low
levels of parent involvement. 843 participants completed the original survey. 54 out of
the 843 participants fell under the sampling criteria based on extreme salvey. The

four categories of participants selected based on the extreme frequecoyesf for

social resources and levels of parent involvement okvaiationsurvey and the total

number of possible participants was as follows (Table 24):

Table 14: Total numbers of potential participants for the Administrator Interview

CATEGORY I Il [l v

# of potential participants 34 5 4 11

A sample of 29 programs/administers reflecting these categoriesowgsled.
The contact information for these programs was provided in the original survey and
invitation emails were sent to those who fell under the categorical samptergac All
potential participants were contacted in Category 2 and 3 because there were so fe
potential participants. For Category 1 and 4, ten of the total numbers were abntacte
initially and a sample of participants was confirmed within that initi@lg. Participants
were chosen based on geographic location and type of program because as the goal wa
to have as close to a representative sample that reflects the regiongartetiiReyions

1-5) and the types of programs available (school-based vs. community-basadgiogr

The following figure illustrates the participant categories in tmee.
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Figure 6: Qualitative data - Sampling criteria by category

(1 (11
High Resources High Resources
High Parent Involvement Low Parent Involvement
(3 participants) (2 participants)
(1 (V)
Low Resources Low Resources
High Parent Involvement Low Parent Involvement
(2 participants) (3 participants)

These four sample categories reflected four very contrasting points of view. The
most interesting comments were anticipated from Categoriesl llllBbecause these
groups represent outcomes that are contrary to the hypothesis and would addegshk re
question #3.

A notification letter was emailed to the list of 29 potential participaraaing
the purpose of the current study and informing that the recipient of the letter would be
contacted in the coming days to discuss his/her participation. Participantspoahi
were called if they agreed to participate after receiving the Natiibic Letter or received
a reminder email if no response was received within several days. Wheniaipaats
were confirmed and scheduled, the participants were emailed the Infoerieal V
Consent form (Appendix E) and the interview protocol (Appendix F).

The final sample included ten preschool administrators in lllinois. All ppaiits
were either the “Director” or “Coordinator” of the early childhood prograntiseasite
and directly oversaw the preschool program. One of the respondents was eProgra

Coordinatorand preschool teacher in the program. Three participants were recruited for
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both Categories 1 and 4 and two participants were recruited for both Categories 2 and 3.

Three administrators were in community-based programs, six administreie $n
school-based programs, and one administrator had a program located on a military base
Six participants were from Region 2, one participant was from Region 4, and tnee w
from Region 5. All participants were female administrators.

The following table summarizes the characteristics of the participadtdheair

respective programs. Appendix G provides a brief description of all participants

Table 15: Summary of Administrator Interview sample (n=10)

CATEGORY (# of participants)
Category 1 3
Category 2 2
Category 3 2
Category 4 3

PROGRAM TYPE
School-based 6
Community-based 3
Military-based 1
REGION*

Region 2 6
Region 4 1
Region 5 3

* Participants in Regions 1 and 3 were not present in the sample pool.

Step 2: Conduct the administrator interview

The interviews were conducted at a time and location convenient to the
participant. All interviews were conducted in person except for those locatedionFe
wherein phone interviews were employed. The one participant from Region 4 was
attending a training in Chicago therefore an in-person interview was setetiuing her
time in the city. The Informed Verbal Consent form was reviewed and p@mtss

audio-record the interview was obtained before the interview process.
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The researcher then proceeded with the interview protocol, which involved a

series of open-ended, semi-structured questions that would confirm administrator
responses on the survey and elicit new information related to the researcbnguésti

the end of the interview, the participant was asked if she had any additionamgiest
comments, they were thanked for their time, and were provided contact informatien if s
needed any further assistance related to their participation. Parscipanmgt also sent
summaries of their interviews via email and asked to confirm the mategakure data
validity (member checking). Once the member checking confirmations voigead,

the interviews were transcribed and were uploaded into Atlas.ti for analysis.

Step 3: Analysis of qualitative research interviews

The process of qualitative data analysis is continuous and interactive. Vesvol
continual reflection on the interviews, asking questions, creating codes,regeyal
themes from the interviews, and re-examining of each of these steps seuulby
(Creswell, 2009). Creswell (2009) outlined five steps for data analysis in qualitat
research that were followed in part for this study. The first step was to zegamd
prepare the data by transcribing the interviews, sorting the data into its agigropri
categories, and adding field notes to each interview. The second step was totihead al
data and reflect on the overall content of the interviews. An extensive codinggnoce
which codes were assigned for each relevant theme followed this step. Theftiremes
this study were based on three sources — the literature, information from thalorig
survey, and emergent themes from the interviews. The fourth step was to use the codes
to generate a description of the categories and themes that surfaced iyie, amal

begin to advance the representation of the materials in narrative forrm{pcesethe
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forthcoming sections). The last step (step five) of data analysis involved the

interpretation of the findings, which are presented in Chapter 5.

To begin, Table 26, 27, and 28 illustrate the themes, descriptions and codes used
to analyze the interview transcriptions. The coding structure is discussedealgparide
next sections for each source from which the themes were derived.

Themes from the literature (Table 26)

Themes from the literature on best practices in early childhood programs, the role
of parent and parent involvement, and the value of social support and social resource
networks surfaced throughout the administrator interviews. Table 26 outlines these thre
main categories and sub-categories based in the literature and related that fell
under each category. The coding structure for each of those distinct thesrtberva
used to analyze the interview transcriptions.

The category dbest practices in early childhood prograemvered a number of
topics evident in the interviews. According to Schweinhart (2004), DHHS-ACF (2005),
Copple & Bredekamp (2009), and Kirp (2007), quality early childhood programs focus
on engaging parents and the non-educational needs of children and families as such
component contribute to the success of all participants in the program. All adabdmgst
spoke to the value of engaging parents and they discussed the various stkategies f
getting parent involved in the classroom, increasing attendance at faraiyeor
activities, and the importance of communicating valuable information to the parent
regarding their child and/or resources in the community. All administrdsorspoke to

the essential role they and their programs played in addressing the noneaalicaeds
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of families presented in the program. These ideas were also tied tatkgist used to

connect families with much needed resources in the area.

The development of strong parent-teacher-school relationships was also
commonly cited in the interviews and a theme resonating in the early childhoatlifite
on best practices. As noted in previous chapters, research suggests that the parent
engagement in programs is a valuable method of supporting child development inside and
outside the classroom, and it is through partnership between parents and programs that
the needs and goals of children are well supported (Arnold et al., 2008; Driedsen et a
2005; Duch, 2005; Schweinhart, 2004). The relationships between parents and programs
also have benefits for the parents as involved parents have greater accessianfor
to support personal family needs (Epstein, 2006). Administrators spoke to the
importance of building relationships with families and strategies theyusedto
connect with the participants in their program because they have seen the loénefit
those relationships.

Administrators also described the overall benefits when children patgan
preschool programs. Participation in high-quality early childhood programs hawve be
seen to close the academic gap between students and gains are evident in social-
emotional development for participating children (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009; Kirp,
2007; DHHS-ACF, 2005; Henry et al., 2003). According to administrators, elementary
schools and districts see the dramatic difference between children who have had a
preschool experience and those without (Respondents 1A, 1B, 1C, 3G, 4l). Further

evidence of this will be described in the analysis sections.
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The role of parents and parent involvemenass a second category in which

administrator comments were reflected in the literature and vice vershtefaiire
suggested that there were benefits to both the child and parent when parents pdrticipat
in the programs. Research noted that parent engagement in programs was a valuable
method for supporting child development both inside and outside the classroom and it
was through partnership with the parent and the program in which the overall needs and
goals of the child were well supported (Arnold et al., 2008; Ritchie & Willer, 2008a;
Driessen et al., 2005; Duch, 2005; Schweinhart, 2004). Administrators shared similar
sentiments noting benefits to parents as engaged parents had a bettef salfise
efficacy and had greater access to information that would support thely’ apaitsonal
needs; concepts evident in the literature (Gonzales-Mena, 2010; Epstein, 2006).

Administrators also discussed the challenges to engaging parents. dkeyptp
the role of ethnic and cultural background, the role of income and employment, parent
perceptions of the teacher-school relationships, and also the parents’ level arehegper
with formal education. Each of these factors has implications for levels of parent
involvement as each was reflected in the literature (Wong & Hughes, 2006; Sohn &
Wang, 2006; Driessen et al., 2005; Desimone, 1999; Weiss et al., 2003; Knopf & Swick,
2006; Anderson & Minke, 2007; DHHS-ACF, 2009).

The relevance damily circumstancevas a related category discussed in the
interviews. One administrator lead a program located on a military bdsistussed the
challenges of working with children and families in the military (Respondd). Other

administrators who had programs located in rural areas and discussed thd rsatiate
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of families in their programs (Respondent 1A, 1B, 2D, 2E, 3F, 41). Some of the

administrators described their participating families as single/amag-parent
households that presented its own challenges in terms of isolation, lack of support, and
financial struggles (Respondent 1C, 2D, 2E, 3F, 3G, 4H, 41). And unemployment was a
another need cited among program administrators (Respondent 2D, 3F). Administrators
recognized the importance of engaging parents and made it a priority iprtiggiams,
however, there were diverse challenges (and successes) depending on thegrdgram
circumstances of participating families.

Lastly,the role of social support (resources) and social support netweaaksa
category widely discussed in the interviews with comment that were ewdirat
literature. Kim et al. (2008) discuss the importance of social support and crestioigla
resource network because it is an effective way to cope and adjust witlstliéssful
situations. Participants in Illinois PreK and PFA programs are admittethimprogram
based on level of risk for the child and family as a whole, and administrators
communicated that their participating families are in need of diversercescand
networks as a result of their circumstances. The conversations describefgdhance
of social support and developing a network of resources that would serve the non-
educational needs of family in early learning settings; discussionsmelavhe
literature (Keel & Drew, 2004; Balaji et al., 2007; Stewart et al., 2008)

Building a system of support in the community and among paseasts related
category that resonated in the interviews. Administrates communicatedpibktainte of

having a system to connect children and families with necessary ssoataes in their
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community; an idea present in the literature (Gonzalez-Mena, 2010; Ritchides: W

2008a). This concept was very much tied to the literature on meeting the nonesuicati
needs of parents. Some administrators discussed the importance of understanding the
community and outreach in order to support families in the preschool program
(Respondent 1C, 2E, 3G, 4H, 4J). Other administrators impressed on the importance of
building a community of support and networks for families to rely on once they leave th
preschool program (Respondent 1C, 2E).

As noted in the literature, early childhood professionals must be acutely aware of
“the family’s structure, culture, language, customs, and beliefs and then iraterfiat
they learn into the [preschool] environment ... and their interactions the child and family
(Ritchie & Willer, 2008a, p.13). Creating a safe space for parents to ask quesatsts i
critical to building that system of support (Gonzales-Mena, 2010). The role of dalture
equally important, as it will frame the type of systems and relationshiparthat
developed (Rogoff, 2003; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). These ideas were also evident in
the interviews.

Overall, administrators discussed a number of topics that they believedaeitLie
the use of recommended resources and barriers to getting participantdexhrineme
with what was present in the literature, administrators discussed the lefamdies use
to seek support wherein type of support, the importance of network size, the quality of
the support, and the availability. These were all considerations that infiixehe¢her
or not resources would be used (Stewart et al., 2008; Berkman et al, 2008). Cultural

background also plays a role in the extent to which resources are used (Kim et al., 2008).
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The literature and administrators alike also cited the various barrierstprasources

and accessing networks including the perceived stigma attached to gefipurt,

embarrassment, language barriers, and concerns of reactions in the cgnfAiunid et

al., 2008; Stewart et al., 2008). These themes were noted in the interviews and were

coded accordingly.

Table 16: Themes, descriptions, and codes based on themes in the literature

THEMES FROM THE LITERATURE

Theme

Codes

Best practices in early childhood programs
e Focus on engaging parents
e Focus on the non-educational needs of
children and families
e Developing the parent/teacher/school
relationships
e Benefits of preschool experience (e.g. clog

for children, empowered parents)

academic gap, social-emotional development

Parent engagement focus
Non-educational needs focu

Parent-School relationship
focus
PreK/PFA benefits

The role of parents and parent involvement
e Benefits for children and parents related to
parent involvement
e Successes in parent involvement
e Challenges in parent involvement
Relevance of family circumstances (implications f
parent involvement)
e Military families
Isolated families in rural areas
Single, young parent households
Role of income and employment
Role of parents’ experience with education
Family dynamics (DV, DCFS, abuse,
composition)
e Access to transportation/issues in
transportation

Qr

Pl: Child/parent benefits

Pl Successes
P1 Challenges
P1: Family circumstances
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Theme Codes
The role of social support and social support
networks
e Type, size, quality and availability of e SS: Characteristics
support/support network
¢ Benefits of social support/networks e SS: Benefits

(including economic stability,
physical/mental health, parent involvement
access to information)
¢ Challenges of social support/networks e SS: Challenges
(including lack of use, stigma,
embarrassment, language barriers, over-
dependence, difficult transitions)
Building a system of support in the community ance SS: Community/parent
among parents network
e Developing resource connections
e Building community/parent support network
e Cultural component in use of resources and
building networks e SS: Cultural component

Congruent information from the quantitative survey (Table 27)

The original lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation provided the landscape of early
childhood programs in lllinois. The interview descriptions ondégiaographic
characteristicsof participating children and family in programs match what was noted in
the survey results as well as Head Start demographic data (lllinois dkihet
Evaluation Final Report FY09, 2009; DHHS-ACF, 2005). Families were descsbed a
having low socio-economic status, low levels of parent education, singlepdesnts,
English-language learners, and some new immigrants. There were alsofcases
homelessness, domestic violence, and unemployed program participants. Along with
these characteristics, administrators discussed the challengeskorgweith at-risk

populations discussed in the subsequent sections.
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Thelevel of resourcewvas an additional theme in the interviews that was

triangulated with the survey data and survey analysis results. Thechesaaviewed
the survey responses with each administrator to confirm accuracy and to ihquire i
additional resources were provided to participants that was not reflected invine shar
some cases, contrary responses were noted between the original survey and the
information attained in the interview (Respondent 4J).

Lastly,levels of parent involvemewias another theme in the interviews used to
triangulate with the survey data and to provide more information for the gtigatita
results. Like the number of resources, the researcher reviewed the resp@nses on
levels of parent involvement with each administrator to confirm accuracy. The
interviews reflected successes and challenges around engaging pacdethis strategies
used to increase level of parent involvement. In some cases, contrary resyEnesaso
noted between the original survey and the information attained in the interview
(Respondent 2E and 3F). The relevant code scheme of themes for survey congruence

described in Table 27.

Table 17: Themes, descriptions and codes based on congruent material from the survey

CONGRUENT INFORMATION FROM THE QUANTITATIVE SURVEY

Theme Codes
Demographic characteristics e Parent/child characteristics
e Low socioeconomic status
e Low education levels
e Single-/teen-parents
e English-language learners
¢ New immigrants
e Homelessness
e Unemployed
Level of resources
e High levels of resources provided (including High resources
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those not noted in the survey & resources
desired)

e Low levels of resources provided (includin
resources desired)

e Low resources

(@]

e Contrary responses to survey e Resources: Contrary response
Levels of parent involvement

e High levels of parent involvement e High PI

e Low levels of parent involvement e LowPI

e Contrary responses to survey e PI: Contrary response

Emergent themes from the administrator interviews (Table 28)

Review of the interview transcriptions resulted in several emergent shbiate
were consistently communicated by the participants. Seven themes t&alexsised
from the analysis and the related coding scheme is described in Table 28.

Fundingwas a consistent theme that was discussed by all participants. FY2009
resulted in a 10% cut in funding for all ECBG-funded programs, which was a decrease
from the planned 33% cut (ISBE Report, 2009). As a result, all participantss#iddhe
challenges programs faced as a result of continued cuts in funding and a stagnant
economy. Specifically, participants spoke of challenges in providing adequaiecess
in the classroom, challenges in providing the same level of parent engagelné@sact
challenges in maintaining staff programs and preschool programs, as Wearsafor
sustaining the program if further cuts are made in subsequent years. dilseofi¢hese
comments were evident in the interview transcriptions.

Cultural understanding and the ethnic component to parent involvemant
discussed by the participants. Several administrators shared theyewsng sthnically
diverse populations that required a level of cultural understanding in order to eaahy r

the participants (Respondent 1C, 2D, 3G, 4H). One respondent (Respondent 3G) noted
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she served Burmese refugees and many new immigrants; a population thatrsigdir

training so that the professionals could adequately and competently work with these
groups.

Staff composition and professional developnea a concern of participants.

The parent educator position was seen as a valuable role for bridging the connecti
between classroom and families but the availability of funding to maintdipakaion

in preschools was cited as a challenge (Respondents 1C, 3G, 4J). Training and
professional development for teachers and aides was also a common concem becaus
funding cuts had resulted in a decrease in opportunities to fund additional staffjgainin
Staff turnover was also a cited concern because of the budget cuts that could nat mainta
the level of staffing from previous years.

Related to levels of parent engagementfah@mat of parent engagement
activitieswas a prominent topic of discussion and closely related to the importance of
parent involvement in early childhood programs. All administrators discussed the
importance of timing and format of parent activities that support good family
participation. The location and time of the event (afternoon versus eveningntieed
components that dictated the level of participation. Family-oriented azsiwere cited
with higher participation rates versus parent-only activities. The poovidichildcare,
food, and incentives were also strategies employed to get families to aitiertcbs.
Challenges to participation were tied to the location of the event as somiegamikt

travel quite a distance to return to school and issues arose around the timing of the event
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(Respondent 1A, 1B, 2D, 3F). Some families found it difficult to return to school after

picking their children up in the afternoon (Respondent 1B, 2D, 4H, 4I).

The theme opreschool infrastructures/as evident in the interviews and noted in
the literature as well. Copple & Bredekamp (2009) discussed the need to ereate a
improved and better-connected education system between preschool and elementary
programs that can operate with varied funding sources, different infraste)dtacktions
and values. These ideas were discussed by six participants who spoke to the fear of
further funding cuts that would result in closing the preschool programs colyplete
(Respondents 1A, 1B, 1C, 2E, 3F, 3G). School-based program administrators and the
one administrator tied to a Kindercare corporation impressed on the importanaegof be
tied to a school district/private funder because the external entity weaadioulder
some of the costs when funding cuts were employed this fiscal year (Respbihgd@ht
3G, 4H). Other administrators were hopeful that school districts would establish mor
permanent preschool classrooms and build the program into the general budget so the
transition would be more seamless for children and parents transitioning #ech@ol
into kindergarten (Respondent 1C, 2D, 3G). This was believed could ensure that
preschool programs would not be closed based on funding determined at the state level
from year to year.

Lastly, all participants discussederall strength&ndoverall challengesin
terms of strengths, the participants spoke of the general strengths oidhenchind
families who participated in the preschool program. The interviews alsdadvea

strengths related to the programs themselves as well as successestegdstor
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engaging parents and increase the use of available resources. Converseliicifhenpsr

shared overall challenges in their programs. The interviews revealechsiaruial
challenges (unemployment, homelessness, isolation, etc.) fueling tthamtiifamily
participants as well as challenges in running the preschool program. Adatimgsalso
spoke of the barriers to engaging parents and increasing the use of resithingbeir

respective sites. These emergent themes are outlined in Table 28 below.

Table 18: Emergent themes from the interviews

EMERGENT THEMES FROM THE INTERVIEWS
Theme Codes
Funding e Funding

e |ssues relating to classroom environment
(e.g. ability to provide basic class supplies|or
meet ISBE standards)

e |Issues related to parent/family activities (elg.
cutting parent programs)

e |Issues related to staff (e.g. staff cuts, cut in
professional development, and closing
classrooms)

e |Issues related to sustainability (e.qg.
dependence on district, fear of closing
programs)

Cultural understanding/ethnic component to parensé Cultural understanding
involvement
¢ Need for cultural understanding in programs

¢ Role of ethnic/cultural background on levels
of parent involvement (including language,
feelings of discrimination, lack of familiarity
with programs)

e Strengths and challenges in working with
ethnically diverse children and families

Staff composition and professional development |e  Staff considerations

¢ Role of parent educator is key in some
programs

e Importance of trained teachers and aides

e Importance of professional development
however limitations due to funding
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e Issues in staff turnover due to limited
funding
Parent engagement activities e Parent engagement activities
e Location and time of parent activities
(afternoon vs. evening)

e Parent-child format vs. parent-only format
e Incentives
e Food

e Space for other children
e Opportunities to meet personal needs
Preschool Infrastructure e Preschool infrastructure
e Creating more secure funding streams ang
permanent classrooms
e Building preschool program into elementarny
program; seamless transition for children and
families
e Waitlists for preschool programs
e School-based vs. community-based programs
(strengths and challenges)
Overall strengths and successes e Overall strengths
e Strengths of the children and families
e Strengths of the program
e Strategies that engage parents & increase use
of resources
Overall challenges and concerns e Overall challenges
e Challenges of the children and families
e Challenges for the programs
e Areas of need and improvement
e Barriers to engaging parents & increased use
of resources

Results of the Administrator Interviews
Category I: High Resources, High Levels of Parent Involvement (n=3)

Themes from the literature
Focus on engaging parents (Code: Parent engagement focus)l respondents
in this category discussed the strategies their programs have used to engjaige pa

Respondent 1A shared she has parents who approach her looking for preschool programs
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and the program does outreach to get families enrolled as well (persomaiiomation,

November 13, 2009). Her program used newsletters, postings in the newspaper, and
word of mouth to help get parents enrolled and engaged in the programs. She also used
incentives like food and prizes to keep the families engaged (personal comrouanicati
November 13, 2009). Respondent 1B communicated with parents through weekly and
monthly newsletters sent to parents to announce events and classroom progress and a
Parents As Teacher newsletter was also sent to parents with advemtisenevents
throughout the county (personal communication, November 16, 2009). Respondent 1C’s
program engaged parents through newsletters, word of mouth, and the extensive use of
the parent educator who ‘diligently’ informs of the events and resources awailabl
(personal communication, November 19, 2009). Respondent 1C also encouraged parents
to get involved in the community’s Parent Association Committee (PAC) to hdigheit
planning and direction of family activities (personal communication, November 19,

2009). She saw this type of involvement in external committees as a proponent of
increasing involvement in the classroom.

Focus on the non-educational needs of children and families (Code: iNo
educational needs focus)Attendance to the non-educational needs of participating
children and families in PreK/PFA programs is a best practice standénaois
programs and Respondent 1C shared the philosophy of her program exemplifying this
approach. When discussing the resources given to parents, Respondent 1C said:

We do everything to support them and if we cannot, we find ways to do

that and that'’s first and foremost. And if we are having an issue with a

parent, we have no problems getting them to come in and work with us
(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.8).
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Respondent 1C said that creating a safe space for parents was essagaitihy parents
involved and addressing their needs to ultimately support the children and faraily a
whole. She said,

| think word of mouth that we’ve done a lot of the things that we’ve done

gets more parents to come in and ask questions...they don’t feel stupid

and that’s one of the biggest things. Everyone has these questions and

we’re just here to provide information. And again, if we don’t have the

information immediately, we can go find the resources for them. Then if

they don’t want to go alone, we don’t just send them alone. We’'ll go with

them (Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 13, 2009, p.

5).

It was also important to give families a space to bring their other children.
Respondent 1C was able to address this point saying, “They [participatingsphesat
babies so we have made it comfortable for them to bring their kids in [the program] and
they [parents] begin helping and being a part of the program” (personal coratramic
November 19, 2009). Respondent 1A shared her program created a lending
library/computer area for parents to use while the programs were in sgesisonal
communication, November 13, 2009). This helped the teachers connect with parents
more because the parents were on-site longer.

Developing parent/teacher/school relationships (Code: Parent-School
relationship focus). Strong relationships between the parent and the teacher have been
seen to help improve levels of parent involvement and getting families involved in the
program. Respondent 1A discussed the importance of parent relationships with the

teachers and the parent educators noting “it's that personal touch that eeatlyegn

involved” (Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p. 7).
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Respondent 1A continued saying, “When teachers say, ‘I really want to seetyou tha

night'...it's a lot of positive along with that relationship-building that | thirdglty
involves the parents” (personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 7). These
relationships in turn could help improve the communication lines for getting social
resources to families who need them but may not want to ask for them.

Benefits of preschool experience (Code: BP-Preschool benefitdll
respondents in Category 1 shared the benefits of the PreK/PFA expénience
participating children and families. Respondent 1B communicated:

The districts are appreciating the impact of the preschool experience...

And we’ve heard from several districts now that they can tell which kids

are coming in without the PreK versus the ones that have and they've been

really helping us locate those children [who need preschool] (Respondent

1B, personal communication, November 16, 2009, p. 2).
Respondent 1C shared similar sentiments saying:

We are seeing remarkable results academically...They [schools and

districts] know who are the PreK students who are in kindergarten. They

[the students] know the structure, their letters, sounds, colors. Literally,

leaps and bounds above those kids who don’t have the structure. We

know they are there and our kids are doing better academically overall

(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.8)
All respondents in this category hoped that these academic benefits would support the
establishment of more permanent preschool classrooms that would not be in jeopardy of
closing if funding from the state were to be cut or eliminated (Respondent 1A, persona
communication, November 13, 2009; Respondent 1B, personal communication,
November 16, 2009; Respondent 1c, personal communication, November 19, 2009).

Relevance of family circumstances (Code: PI: Family circumstancksOne

Category | respondent communicated the relevance of unique family ciano@sthat
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could contribute to the challenges when the interviews moved to the topics of available

social resources and increasing levels of parent involvement. Respondent 1A shared
transportation was an issue because some of her families do not have a car (Respondent
1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009). Respondent 1B also shared struggles
with transportation, as it is limited in the rural areas in which her progrémoated. She
further said she wished she could provide transportation because she believed the
availability of transportation could help increase enrollment numbers in her program
(Respondent 1B, personal communication, November 16, 2009).

Building a system of support in the community and among parents (Code: SS
Community/Parent networks). Building a system of support among parents and within
the community has been a valuable component of early childhood programs (Ritchie &
Willer, 2008a; Schweinhart, 2004). Respondent 1C said her families consistentlyocome t
the program because “they know the quality that we [the program] put out. They know
the support that we provide. They know the relationships are built” (personal
communication, November 19, 2009, p.4). Respondent 1C also said building
relationships with the community was incredibly valuable and mentioned that ncahy lo
stores and professionals have donated in-kind goods to her program (personal
communication, November 19, 2009). This administrator also works to create a network
of support among parents and community members saying:

The parents build relationships with other parents by hanging out and

staying around so if one parent doesn’'t necessarily want to say something,

another parent might come in and say, “they [point to another person] are

having a little problem.” We can direct them and move forward with that”
(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.6)
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A community of parents is also believed to be a critical for a successfahpods

program. Respondent 1C affirmed this idea saying:

It goes back to the relationship. It goes back to creating a community of

parents. | have parents who do outstanding things for other parents...[it

is]the unselfish nature and awareness of there’s all these people involved

in this so how can we do things to better each other. We do a lot of coat

drives and food drives and the reality is that we do it for parents”

(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.10).
Preschool program seems more successful in engaging parents and intheassagof
resources when parents feel engaged and welcomed which is a goal of high-qtlglity e

childhood programs (Kirp, 2007; Copple & Bredekemp, 2009; Gonzales-Mena, 2010).

Congruency with the survey

Demographic characteristics (Code: Parent/child characteristig).
Respondents 1A, 1B, and 1C confirmed responses from the survey reporting they served
children and families of low-socioeconomic status, young single parents and a iwfimbe
ethnically diverse English-language learners. Respondent 1B gave fasigbt into
the populations her program serves saying, “l think because... the familie® sl t
transport, we don’'t end up with the lowest of the low-income. We link those children
with Head Start. We don’t have the transportation so we have the slightly higher
involved families” (personal communication, November 16, 2009, p.2). Respondent 1C
confirmed that her program served a number of families whose parents haaehagtty
school education and who are very young. She also noted she serves a large number of
Hispanic families (personal communication, November 19, 2009).

High levels of resources provided (Code: High resourcesill respondents in

Category 1 confirmed they provided all the resources noted on the survey and programs
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in Category | have been proactive in ensuring that families are connetteal wairiety

or social resources available in the community. According to Respondent 1A,

We have a lot of resources that we kind of keep at our fingertips and [in]

case anyone needs anything, we are on the phone. We can adapt and it

differentiates for each family. If we know a family is having trouble

putting food on the table, we can say let’s connect you with Open Arms

Mission and get you set up there or [we say] ‘here’s a number, let's have

you call.’...Whatever their needs are, they are more comfortable sharing

those needs and getting resources... We look at the needs of the family

and say what are the needs that are going to help the children be successful

here. And if we need to connect this family with some sort of resource to

help that child, that is exactly what we are looking for... We want to

provide our families with at much guidance as we can” (Respondent 1A,

personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 4)

Respondent 1A’s comments mimicked similar sentiments of other respondents in the
same category who also took a proactive approach to linking families withaesour
(Respondent 1B, personal communication, November 16, 2009; Respondent 1C, personal
communication, November 19, 2009).

The Category | respondents also provided other resources that were not listed on
the original survey. Respondent 1A and 1B have a special staff in the programs that
provided case management for children receiving multiple services including
occupational therapy, physical therapy, and/or speech therapy. Respondent 1Aedlso not
that her program provided transportation for participating students. In terns®ofaes
the programs would like to have, Respondent 1A and 1B would like more full-day
classroom programs to admit more students, the ability to provide home visitsltesiami

and more staff development opportunities (Respondent 1A, personal communication,

November 13, 2009; Respondent 1B, personal communication, November 16, 2009).
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Both suggested, however, that the flexibility to get these additional resources and

program components were dependent on the funding.

High levels of parent involvement (Code: High PI)All respondents in
Category | shared that they experienced very high levels of parent inaitiem
Respondent 1A shared that she connects families with each other to help inaeatse pa
involvement saying, “We try to network families together and we try to cotimect
with play groups and that sort of thing. It's very interactive” (personal aamoation,
November 13, 2009, p. 2). Respondent 1C shared that all parent activities have “100%
participation.” For example, an event called the Day of the Child held in April “had
easily 200 families in attendance” (Respondent 1C, personal communication, November
19, 2009, p.4). This administrator further communicated that when attendance is not
high, she would contact the parents to see what the issue was so that they can ensure
better attendance at subsequent events. It was a very proactive approachit@enga
parents as Respondent 1C shared:

We had an activity last week that we didn’t have the numbers that we

normally have and so we’re going to send out a survey to the parents to

see what we did and what we need to do to be more accommodating

(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.4).

Despite tough circumstances facing some programs with varied ciheeshutes,
limited classroom spaces, and limited transportation, Respondent 1B shared that parent
ban together to address challenges saying,

All the districts have different starting times. It's just been a ehg#.

But the families have really stepped up and been really good about

bringing other children with [them]... we’ve been able to work internally

linking one family with another family willing to transport children with
them... We are then seeing families every day now because they are there
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to pick-up and drop-off. We get a lot more parent involvement than other
programs [because of this]” (Respondent 1B, personal communication,
November 16, 2009, p.3).

This networking and support had been cited to increase parent involvement in

Respondent 1B’s area.

Emergent themes

Code: Funding. Funding was a major concern of all administrators and of
particular concern for Category | administrators who hoped to maintain the higly quali
of their preschool programs. Respondent 1A shared her concerns and the benefits of
being a school-based program stating:

If we were on our own [without district support], we wouldn’t be saved.

It's a snowball effect and it all stems from the funding... | can tell you that
the program would not run if we were not part of the district because ISBE
doesn’t pay all of our transportation or supplies... The district takes over a
lot of that. We use a lot of funding from the district to supplement the
ISBE to get the programs where they have to be and to be a success.”
(Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 6)

This same administrator expressed her concerns for maintaining thg quali
standards required in the classroom environment when funding constraint kept her from
making the necessary improvements to her classroom setting. Respondent 1A shared:

“[A conference was] explaining the new guidelines for ISBE [lllinoigeSta
Board of Education] and [there were] a lot of the guidelines in there. They
[ISBE] want us to have these things in place but there is no funding there.
| was thinking about playground. Is it the safest? Are we going to be
graded absolutely perfectly on that? Probably not but we don’t have the
funding to fix that as well. You will be scored down low for things out of
your control” (Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13,
2009, p. 7).

Respondent 1C expressed fears if the funding did go away saying, “if the funding

goes away, the PreK program goes away and | think that is the sametierahdr
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programs in the state” (personal communication, November 19, 2009, p.8). Respondent

1B shared related concerns saying that that the lack of funding had made it luedossi

her to provide a full-day program, which could help families who need a full-day

program for their children (personal communication, November 16, 2009). These diverse
concerns all stem from the limited funding for PreK/PFA programs in tteeatd the

potential threat for additional funding cuts in the next fiscal year 2010.

Code: Cultural understanding. Respondent 1C administered the only program
in Category | that have a culturally diverse program population. Respondent 1€ s&erve
large population of Hispanic families and made the following remarks:

There is a difference between our Hispanic families and our non-Hispanic

families and how supportive they are... They [Hispanic families] may not

have the means but they have everything else you want to see. Strong

family matriarchs. Just very strong structures built in so the famikem ar

tact. This is something missing in the non-Hispanic families (Respondent

1C, personal communication, November 1, 2009, p.2).

Respondent 1C further noted that the Hispanic families in her program were very
involved and active in the Parent Association Committee (PAC) in which the ngeeting
were held in Spanish. Having the PAC component connected to the preschool program
was believed to help increase the level of parent involvement and helped to maintain the
strong connections between the preschool program and the program participants
(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009).

Code: Parent engagement formatRegarding attendance to parent activities, it
was cited as “significantly a lot more [attendance] when we havédi¢artogether”

(Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 2). Respondent 1B

shared similar sentiments saying that “parent-child types [of pargvities] get better
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turnout” as well as when there is a topic of interest to the parents (personal

communication, November 16, 2009). For example, Respondent 1B said she hosted an
informational session about the HIN1 virus, which had a large attendance. Incardives a
food were used by Respondent 1A and Respondent 1B who also used programs hosted in
the evening to reach parents. Respondent 1C shared that her parent activities are a
several points during the day so that her program can accommodate the \argohges

of parents (personal communication, November 19, 2009). Furthermore, teacher’s aide
and high school students were used in all programs to help with childcare during the
activities and this was seen to boost attendance (Respondents 1A, 1B, 1C).

Respondent 1C’s program participation was noted as exceptionally high which
she attributed to the strong relationships between the program and the parents:

Our parent-child activities are once a month. We always have 100%

participation in that. It's just the relationships we build when we go out to

our families with the home visits. With parents, we are building. We

share the importance of this. It's a teaching opportunity for you. It's a

teaching opportunity for us to help you (Respondent 1C, personal

communication, November 19, 2009, p.4).

Code: Staff considerations Respondent 1C expressed the importance of having
the right people and the right positions in the preschool in order to address the non-
educational needs of families and engage parents saying:

We also have a parent coordinator who is also bi-lingual. If you really

want to know why we are successful, it's because we’ve hired the right

people for the right positions. We’ve are people-oriented. Our parents

come to us for everything. My parent coordinator... [is] very firm and

very direct. [She says,]“This is for your children. You need to be doing

this and this is not an option. You need to be here”... Most other

programs... cut that [parent educator] position and | did everything to
keep that position because that is the life-line. Parents are more apt to talk
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to the parent educator than they are to talk to me, the principal”

(Respondent 1C, personal communication, November 19, 2009, p. 1)
Other respondents shared needs of the staff including staff development thatngdoordi
Respondent 1A, “suffered because of funding” (Respondent 1A, personal
communication, November 13, 2009, p. 6). Overall, all respondents suggested that it was
the strong staff that has been pivotal in creating their strong preschool programs.

Code: Preschool infrastructure. The preschool infrastructure itself was a topic
of discussion for some of the administrators in Category I. Respondent 1A shared
various concerns relating to this theme saying:

Our programs are bursting at the seams. We have long waitlists for

children wanting to get into our program and we have kids leaving 0-3

program and [who] not being able to transfer into the 3-5 programs

because their needs are not as severe as other children. We definitely need

an increase in our preschool program” (Respondent 1A, personal

communication, November 13, 2009, p. 6).
Her program was facing issues with transition between Birth to Threeapnedo
preschool to kindergarten. She also had to deal with the limited spaces due to funders
and classroom facilities (Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009)

The considerations of having a preschool program housed within a district
(school-based programs) were communicated by two of the administragsgorigent
1A said that being school-based program was critical to allowing the preschaainprog
to continue: “I can't stress enough how our district has provided funds for us to survive
the cut that the state has instilled” (Respondent 1A, personal communication, November

13, 2009, p. 8). Transition from the preschool to the elementary school settings was also

an issue for administrators. Respondent 1C said the transition from a family-like
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environment in the preschool setting was not as evident in the elementary schoal level,

quality that is unfamiliar to most of her family participants (personal cancation,

November 19, 2009).

Overall Strengths & Challenges

Code: Overall Strengths Respondents 1A, 1B, and 1C communicated a number
of strengths and successes experienced in their respective preschool pchgragithe
interviews. Respondent 1A cited the strength of her program was théspasesie said,
“They [parents] love their children. They want what'’s best for them and that ihesy
have gone through the screenings and learned about this program from other people”
(Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 2). She also cited the
importance of a preschool experience saying:

| hope in your gathering of information that somehow the message gets

across that early intervention is a necessity in the lives of these children.

The earlier we can prevent the gap from widening the better chances these

students have to become successful in school and life” (Respondent 1A,

personal communication, November 13, 2009, p. 8).

Administrators also spoke of the strengths of their preschool program. Most
poignantly, Respondent 1C said her program sought to diminish any barriers and keep
families from making excuses for not attending the program or gettingzatdiWe
work really hard not to create those barriers. If there is a barrier, wesadldaed we
find a way to fix it. And families aren’t scared to agRespondent 1C, personal
communication, November 19, 2009, p.6). She further suggested that a preschool

program can be successful when that program has a firm understanding ofdiggudsti

saying, “We’re aware of the need and we understand our population ... and that is what it
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comes down to...You see the big picture and see how to make it happen. It's more

seamless for the children and families” (Respondent 1C, personal communication, p. 11)
This understanding contributes to a greater ability to build relationships withefs
connect with them, and get parents engaged.

Code: Overall Challenges Respondents were asked what they saw as the overall
challenges in engaging parents in their PreK/PFA programs and incréesungge of
available social resources. Respondent 1A replied:

| think they are embarrassed. That their problems [are their problem and —

oh they can do it on their own — but some of them can’t and they need a

little hand holding and guidance. We all have trouble times and we need

them to understand that we are here to help them and help their kids. It's

always in the best interest of the kigRespondent 1A, personal

communication, p. 4).

She also shared challenges in engaging parents who experience a senseeaf “lear
helplessness” which has been a relevant challenge for getting sucls prarelhvied
(Respondent 1A, personal communication, November 13, 2009). Respondent 1B cited
similar challenges tied to the lack of role models and breaking that bdreared
helplessness to get parent “on board” (personal communication, November 16, 2009).
“Lack of role models to support her own development and so you know, breaking that
barrier is the challenge. It's like that learned helplessness wxging to overcome”
(Respondent 1B, personal communication, p. 6).

At the same time, parents have to do their part. Respondent 1B said that in
working with difficult to reach parents — a mother in her example — theréhwas

component of “getting the commitment back on her part too. We've offered, offered,

offered but at some point, the mom has to give back too and step up and say ok”
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(personal communication, November 16, 2009, p.7). Progress was seen only when parent

and school could collaborate in an effort to support the child and family. Lastly,
Respondent 1A and 1B cited fear as a barrier to getting families engagedngnd us

available resources.

Category Il: High Resources, Low Levels of Parent Involvement (n=2)

Themes from the literature

Focus on engaging parents (Code: Parent engagement focl®)th
respondents in Category Il expressed the importance of engaging parents in the
respective programs. To get parents more involved, Respondent 2D’s progsaim tri
accommodate families by offering events at times that are convenidgan and
offering food and incentives to keep families engaged (personal communication,
November 6, 2009). The dates and content of the events are communicated by the
teachers and via weekly newsletters sent home as well (personal conmionnica
November 6, 2009). Those responses were similar to what was shared by Category |
participants.

Respondent 2E shared a different approach for engaging a parent thatvliegun
thinking about how to approach and engage them in the first place. It also involved
greater focus on building that relationship with the parents. Respondent 2E first
suggested that one consider whether or not you are trying to get parentsytmijand
your program, or are you joining the parents (personal communication, November 12,
2009). She went on to say this is a different approach, further stating:

If you are waiting the parents to join you and you have laid out a program
for them to join you, that’s going to be tough and you're going to have to
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work really hard at building relationships. It can be done but if your

philosophy and you think through for your agency and your mission is to

join parents, then you are going to have a very different approach. This is

the approach we encourage” (Respondent 2E, personal communication,

November 12, 2009, p.5).

The model used in Respondents 2E’s program was more proactive at identifying
at-risk children and families as these populations were approached in divings se
including prenatal clinics, hospitals, WIC programs, in early childhood programs) and i
the high school settings (personal communication, November 12, 2009). When a child or
family was identified as needing social support, representatives fromoiip@ipr were
able to target them and recommend them to preschool programs and diverse services
throughout the community. The model approach was described as holistic, intentional
approach to identifying and recruiting families that Respondent 2E felt hzesdHedr
program to build relationships with parents, actively engage them in the different
program with which they participate, and increase levels of parent involvemesdr(gler
communication, November 12, 2009).

Focus on the non-educational needs of children and families (Code: iNo
educational needs focus)Respondent 2E felt that her program did an exceptional job at
addressing the non-educational needs of the families she serves and that asgvice
tailored to address the here-and-now needs of the families (personal contimnica
November 12, 2009). The administrator shared:

The resources provided were developed because we saw a need in our

community. And that is how we present it to other [preschool] sites as

well. You need to get a pulse on your community and figure out what you

need. If you have a GED program and there is no need, why would you
have it” (Respondent 2E, personal communication, November 12, 2009,

p.4).
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The interviewer then asked if the resources currently offered by theaprdmave
evolved, to which the Respondent 2E said, “Yes, getting a pulse on the community and
seeing a need is what we had to do. Assessing the need of the community and the family
and responding and filling the gap” (personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.5).
In this way, this administrator felt her program could provide more appropriagroes
and she encouraged other programs to follow suit.

Developing parent/teacher/school relationships (Code: Parent-School
relationship focus). Respondents in this category shared the value and benefits of strong
parent-teacher relationships that were related to levels of parent involvatheogh
parent involvement levels for this category were low based on the survey data.
Respondent 2D said “There are good relationships and that could help with participation.
The teacher-parent relationship does make a huge impact and our curremtitaache
really connected with them and that has strengthened program” (personal
communication, November 6, 2009, p.5). Respondent 2E informed that her program
does not have transportation for the preschool program as they are community-based
center but the lack of public transportation has enabled the program to builthsdigis
with the parents. This is because parents must drop off their children:

We have an opportunity two times a day to connect face to face with

someone who cares about that child so relationships can form and

whatever it is with that child come up, we can talk about it or celebrate

successes that kind of thing. We do have that opportunity to make those

relationships with those parents (Respondent 2E, personal communication,
November 12, 2009, p.2).
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Both respondents shared they used the program activities and the staff to helpolseild t

relationships with parents that could support the children in their respectiverpsogra

Relevance of family circumstances (Code: PI Family circumstances)he
disparity between high resources and low levels of parent involvement for Respondent
2D could be attributed to the unique family circumstances of participants. Unangpib
was a concern for the families served by Respondent 2D who said, “employment has
been the issue. Our low SES families are the most hit since their hoursngreuigi
(personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.2). Respondent 2D also said her program
served quite a number of teen parents and the related challenges when workihg with t
lllinois Department of Human Services (IDHS) could be problematic for her paapdt
parent engagement. Respondent 2D shared the following example illustratieggesa
in helping teen parents navigate resources through IDHS:

[IDHS is] very strict about if that parent is a student in high school,

whatever time they are out of high school, their baby or preschooler needs

to be picked up. Believe it or not, we have a 16 year-old dad with a 3 year-

old son...the person with full custody is him and he wants to play football.

You have teenage parents who want a full life but IDHS will only pay

high school and not the part-time job or school activities” (Respondent

2D, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.2).
Respondent 2D felt these circumstances made it difficult for teen parents topdesel
individuals and effective parents, which could have implications for theicpation in
the programs (personal communication, November 6, 2009). Furthermore, she said:

A lot of our families work evenings and that has been difficult. A lot of

them have very limited resources. We have some children who are out of

DCEFS protective custody so those moms are emotionally ill-equipped.

They are doing just the basic needs of life” (Respondent 2D, personal
communication, November 6, 2009, p.2).
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These circumstances, in turn, make it difficult for families to be involved in tisehvel

program.

Challenges in use of social support/social support networks (Code: SS
Challenges) When asked what were the challenges present among parents that kept them
from using the available resources in the program, Respondent 2D said that “personal
barriers” were the only barriers she could see to families using resameasgrvices.
She attributed personal barriers to feelings of pride, embarrassment iafpkfsanal
communication, November 6, 2009).

Building a system of support in the community and among parents (Code: SS
Community and parent networks). Respondent 2E described the creation of a system
of support for families with young children as paramount to a successful eddllyodd
program and success for at-risk families outside the classroom. She provided the
following framework for setting up a system of support that extends beyond the
preschool classroom:

For 3-5 (year old children and programs) you need a system. Think

macro, micro. Think of your district or your program within a larger

system and how is that connected and that system within a community.

How is that connected? And then around each family you are build a

system... Identify the need and deliver the service and this translates

across all age levels (Respondent 2E, personal communication, November

12, 2009, p.1)

This respondent felt that such a system was in-line with meeting the norti@dalca

needs of families that could translate to success in the preschool programs.
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Congruency with the survey

Demographic characteristics (Code: Parent/child characteristis).
Respondents 2D and 2E confirmed their survey responses with regards to the populations
served in their respective programs. Both administrators noted they servedlgthnic
diverse families of low-socioeconomic status, teen and young parents, Eaglisizde
learners, and many parents who were unemployed. Respondent 2E noted her program
served a large number of teen parents trying to finish high school and her pragram al
connected with families who need medical insurance as well. Respondent 2E further
noted, “Some of our most at-risk families are pretty isolated and don’t have ttatispor
so they aren’t able to attend our program” (personal communication, November 12, 2009,
p.6). The lack of transportation had further implications discussed in the forthcoming
preschool infrastructure section.

High level of resources provided (Code: High resourcesiRespondents 2D and
2E selected all possible resource options on the survey and confirmed their response
during the interview. Additionally, Respondent 2D shared that her program was wel
connected with numerous resources in the community (personal communication,
November 6, 2009). Although she ran a community-based program, Respondent 2D feels
she did receive support from the local district because her building wasdeadgeent
to the local public school and early childhood center that housed early intervention
services (personal communication, November 6, 2009). Respondent 2D also noted her
program provides childcare from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. which helped for students in the

half-day preschool program (personal communication, November 6, 2009). Respondent
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2E shared that her preschool program was one component of a system of caielor at-r

children and families. Families in the preschool program accessed thendiffenaces
and programs within that ‘system’ which included home visiting serviceqjtpare
activities, and referrals to a variety of resources in the community (persona
communication, November 12, 2009).

Additional resources and services were provided to Category Il predhat
were not reflected in the survey. Respondent 2D noted her program provides breakfast
and lunch during the school day, and dinner at parent events (Respondent 2D, personal
communication, November 6, 2009). She also said her program provides mental health
consultation in collaboration with the mental health organizations in the community
(Respondent 2D, personal communication, November 6, 2009). Respondent 2E cited
many resources that were not included in the survey. This administrator’'s program
offered parent-infant classes, music classes for children, sign-gglasses, hospital
visits, programming for teen parents, Lapsits, Family Fun Times (fareijered
activities), Family Literacy programs, a ‘Warmline’ for pateto call in if they have
developmental questions, and they support families in the prenatal clinic and the WIC
clinic (Respondent 2D, personal communication, November 12, 2009). In terms of
resources the respondents want to provide but can't at this time, Respondent 2D said she
would like more parent education programs available and Respondent 2E wanted to
provide transportation to participants in her program (Respondent 2D, personal
communication, November 6, 2009; Respondent 2E, personal communication, November

12, 2009)
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Low levels of parent involvement (Code: Low Pl)When Respondent 2D was

asked why she thinks her program experiences low levels of parent involvement, she
replied that alcoholism, selfishness, lack of education, pride, and an indifferehoséo t
things available to children an families were the reason for a lack of prawehement
(personal communication, November 6, 2009). She went on to say that there was always
better participation, however, when incentives were provided and parent events (persona
communication, November 6, 2009). Interestingly, Respondent 2D shared comments that
reflect an inverse relationship between parent involvement and resources sayin

We definitely have parents who want to be a part of the programs. The

parents who come are the ones who don’'t need resources. [Their] homes

have two parents in the home or a grandparent. The ones who need the

resources are the ones who are not accessible. Those who don't need the

resources are more present. It is an interesting dynamic in my opinion”

(Respondent 2D, personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.5).
The survey responses for Category Il participants describe this grtiupigh numbers
of resources available and low levels of parent involvement, and Respondent 2D’s
comments mimic this inverse relationship found in the survey analysis.

Contrary responses on levels of parent involvement (Code: Pl Contrary
response) Respondent 2E’s survey responses noted low levels of parent involvement in
her preschool program, however, discussions with the respondent communicated
otherwise. The respondent shared “In PreK, we are very open and proactive when it
comes to parent involvement or parent participation or parent conversation...” and some
parents have commented that representatives for Baby Talk are preseywtere” as

they will see staff not only in the preschool settings but in the hospital, mediaaiszent

community agencies helping to support the same families in the PreK program
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(Respondent 2E, personal communication, November 12, 2009). She attributed the

multiple contacts with families in diverse setting contributing to high lesgbrent
engagement because a “strong relationship” was developed with familieshibubtite
community (personal communication, November 12, 2009). These remarks are contrary
to the survey and reflect the strength of a mixed method approach that could verify and

validate data findings.

Emergent themes

Code: Funding. Category Il respondents expressed similar concerns to the
funding and the inherent lack thereof similar to Category | participantsrtioypar,
Respondent 2D communicated several concerns regarding funding. She said the late
disbursement of funds from the state caused problems for her program each year

We wait months to get funding from the state for the childcare subsidy.

For the preschool program, we are in otfry2ar. The problem is that we
don’t get our money [on time] and we haven’t gotten any payments [so
far]. That is a huge problem and there are a lot of programs closing
because of it... The children come and we serve them but we just carry the
cost and it comes out of their bottom line. It makes it tough for us...

This is the second fall that we’ve had to carry for without funding
(Respondent 2D, personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.1).

Responded 2D also shared:

If there are new needs, we are pretty limited because our budget was cut
by 10%. Our community resources were the hardest hit so the services we
provide are the bare bones. We know we need to pay a teacher, we need
to provide a snack and a qualified TA and we need to serve as many
children as we can (Respondent 2D, personal communication, November
6, 2009, p. 4).
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Respondent 2D had hoped to provide her own monthly parenting classes but was unable

at this time due to funding constraints (Respondent 2D, personal communication,
November 6, 2009)

Respondent 2E shared similar concerns saying:

We think state funding is going to go away. We thought we knew this

lesson but we're learning it again. You cannot be reliant on a single

funding source. We really have to diversify and we’ve taken steps to do

that. We got a 10% cut this year. We didn’t have to lay anyone off

because we had four retirements and so we just didn’t replace them [the

teachers]. We had to cut some hours but we are going to families less

(Respondent 2E, personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.7).

The implications of an unsteady, fluctuating funding source has caused alisicitors
to cut back in their programs and prepare for the possibility of additional cuts.

Code: Parent engagement activities.Respondent 2D shared that she used $20
gas cards as incentives to bring parents to programs held once-a month an@pisose st
resulted in good attendance rates (personal communication, November 6, 2009). She
described the challenges and format of her program saying that parentotvere
interested in returning to the school for a parent engagement activityadlgpeben the
families in her program have multiple children in the household. In order to
accommodate these issues, Respondent 2D said her programs are hosted at 5:00 p.m. and
dinner was always served along with the provision of childcare for the presshoole
(personal communication, November 6, 2009). This format was seen to help increase
parent involvement levels. Respondent 2D further commented, “It has to come in the

bottom line. There needs to be something for them to take-away that is tangible”

(personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.5)
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Home visits formats have been altered to be more helpful in engaging parents as

well. Respondent 2D said:

Most families are resistant to someone coming in the home so we do the

visits at the center. | think it is hard to go from work and then go home and

feel they have to clean their homes so we schedule it at the centers right

after work to make sure it actually happens. We want to make it work for

them. We offer the visits on the Saturday. We offer parent days on

weekend and that makes a big difference (Respondent 2D, personal

communication, November 6, 2009, p.3)
The general idea from Category Il respondents was to make the programsdi¢tse
and circumstances of the parents versus asking the parents to bend the schaool progra
formats. Accommodating parents was a means for increasing parent invalveme

Code: Preschool infrastructure. Respondent 2E said that her program was not
connected with a school district and that had been a mixed blessing. In som&dvags a
previously discussed, the approach of her program sought families in diversgsdite
health clinics, community agencies, and school settings to identify child andsparent
the preschool programs and other services they may need. In such a way, Respondent 2E
says her program was able to identify more at-risk families who could usesHoh@ol
program (personal communication, November 12, 2009). Unfortunately and according to
the respondent, the local superintendent has said that families can only beedahtac
they belong to the school district. At the same time, Respondent 2E noted she held an
extensive waitlist, which was of concern for her, as she could provide no alterfatives

families looking to enter the preschool program (personal communication, Novégber

2009).
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Overall Strengths & Challenges

Code: Overall Strengths. Category Il respondents shared a number of strengths
and successes for their respective programs and the families they setvength of
parent in Respondent 2D’s family was described as follows: “I know they love their
children. We look at the strengths of the family versus the deficits and workhaith t
For example, in a family that has a strong work ethic, we will try to wottk the
families work schedule” (Respondent 2D, personal communication, November 6, 2009,
p.5). Respondent 2E shared a similar strengths-perspective approach sayingshere w
value in, “establishing strengths in the family, building on those strengths, and knowing
that the parent is the expert” (personal communication, November 6, 2009, p.3).
Respondent 2E also said that when the approach was to join the family versus expecting
the family to join the program, there was less resistance and more openhess in t
relationship (personal communication, November 12, 2009). She continued saying,
“That’s what we do in PreK. We want to join their family in educating theidclihd
we see that as ‘you’re responsibility and we want to help you with that' ” (Reggonde
2E, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.3).

Respondent 2E’s program model extends beyond the preschool classroom as
representatives are within the community also looking to serve the modt. at-his was
considered a strength of her program (personal communication, November 12, 2009).
Respondent 2E described her work as the following: “we want children to be $uiccess

when they come to school, we are going to look a little closer at potential and we ar
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going to identify them in different agencies” (personal communication, Noeef?,

2009, p.2). Respondent 2E further suggested strategies for engaging parents saying
We would focus on the child. | think that is a strategy we would use with
parents. If the family is not engaged, we would focus on the child and do
a lot of games and play and attention on the child use the behavior of the
child and try to engage the parent through the child (Respondent 2E,
personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.8).

Code: Overall Challenges. Respondent 2E provided a valuable response to what
was the overall challenges facing the use of available social resourcasgagihg

parents in early childhood programs stating:

You are not going to make a change in every family. Some families are
not at that point that they can make a change. They are not willing. They
are not able. And the goals that we have for families may not be the goal
that that family has for themselves right then. Maybe that family’sigoal
to get food on the table and they are on survival mode. | think it's about
establishing whose goals we are thinking about (Respondent 2E, personal
communication, November 12, 2009, p.8)
These sentiments were similar to those shared by all interview partgipahis study.
The program may have a better sense of how to connect with hard-to-redigs fam

through early childhood programs if the program started with parent goaldened dis

perception of parent engagement and active use of resources,

Category lll: Low Resources, High Levels of Parent Involvement (n=2)

Themes from the literature

Focus on engaging parents (Code: Parent engagement focub).an effort to
engage parents and similar to other respondents, Respondent 3F shared her program had
changed the format of the parent activities to accommodate parent sehddetearent-

child activities were hosted only in the evenings as a result and food was sbmagd
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as an incentive for families to come in (personal communication, November 12, 2009).

Additionally Respondent 3F said all parents received a weekly newsletter amuptineci
activities and opportunities for parent to get involved. Parents were also incluted in t
mailing list for the Prevention Initiative (Birth-Three programs) indbemunity and

they were welcome to those events as well (personal communication, November 12,
2009).

Respondent 3G had a similar approach to engaging parent in her program.
Programs were tailored to the cultural context of the participants and hosted in the
afternoons and evenings to accommodate schedules. For example, Hispanite wer
predominant group in the programs so parent-activity events centered around craft-
making and discussions that were valued in this particular cultural group (personal
communication, November 23, 2009). Additionally, newsletters were used to
communicate resources and events that would be of need or interest to participating
families in Respondent 3G’s program (personal communication, November 23, 2009).

Developing the parent/teacher/school relationship (Code: Parentisgol
relationship focus) and Successes in parent involvement (Code: Ricgesses)One
respondent (3F) spoke to the successes in parent engagement she’s experienced in he
program despite the limited availability of resources. That success hascoetertie
quality of her teachers: “I have thought for a long time that the succes$es/eie.is
directly connected to the teacher. The teachers who are enthusiastic abantilyur f
involvement activities are the sites — the teachers in those sites — wheralwbave

extraordinary attendance at times (personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.3).
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Relevance of family circumstances on levels of parent involvement (Codd: P

Family circumstances). Unique family circumstances were considered when thinking
about the challenges in using limited resources available for Categprgdgiiams and
engaging parents. Respondent 3F noted a number of concerns for families including
unemployment and limited social services available as everyone expeérigrts due to

the local, state, and federal economies (personal communication, November 12, 2009).
She further gave an example:

My co-worker coordinates a Christmas giving tree with local churches and

local banks and there are families coming in seeking help sooner. More

families than we have seen before... We have families coming in saying

‘we know it isn’t going to be easy... we aren’t going to have much of a

holidays this year. Can you help out?’ (Respondent 3F, personal

communication, November 12, 2009, p.3).

Given the tough circumstances facing families, these were important @@tisids for
understanding parent involvement and use of social resources.

Code: Challenges in parent involvement (Code: Pl ChallengesWhen asked
about the challenges in parent involvement, Respondent 3G discussed the lack of cultural
understanding as a major barrier to parent engagement (personal comigmynicat
November 23, 2009). She felt that if the teachers, staff, and administrators fail to
understand the cultural heritage of their participants, then they ardyafrea
disadvantage for connecting with families. Culture was an important component of who
the families are and how they related to the preschool program (Respondent 8@&alpers
communication, November 23, 2009). She also said she would be using some of her

funds to bring in experts on family involvement because her program needs to have a

better understanding of what family involvement looks like when the participants ar
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ethnically diverse communities: “We’re working with a new demographdt...there is

just a cultural understanding that has to happen... | mean, what do we do when have a
child come in who come from a vastly different culture than our own?” (Respondent 3G,
personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.4). Addressing these issues was
believed could potentially increase levels of parent involvement in her program.

Code: Building a system of support in the community and among parents
(Code: SS Community and parent network). Respondent 3G mentioned the
importance of building a system of support for her program during the interview.
Respondent 3G’s program was a school-based program and she cited benefits to being
connected to a district because it helped provide a system of support fordaintiesy
accessed it (personal communication, November 23, 2009). She said, “We are linked to
community contacts and we provide that support” but unfortunately “not a lot of parents
take the district up on that” (personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.6). The

resources, however, were available if needed by families in her program.

Congruency with the survey

Demographic characteristics (Code: Parent/child characteristi).
Respondents 3F and 3G confirmed the demographic data they provided in the survey
citing they served families of low socioeconomic status and ethnically diverse
populations. Respondent 3F noted she served households in which parents worked two
jobs in the tourism industry (personal communication, November 12, 2009). Her families
lived in rural areas and had to commute quite a distance to attend the preschool programs

“many of families are working 30 minutes away, 30 miles away, 45 minutes gandy,
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it's very difficult for families to take advantage of local programsalbse the

transportation” (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p. 2).

Respondent 3G confirmed serving many English-language learners, patknts wi
lower levels of education, and refugee populations (personal communication, November
23, 2009). She described participants in her program as follows:

Our at-risk factors for our community really include issues like second-

language learners. We have limited bi-lingual classes. It just so happens

that two places that run programs just started bi-lingual classes for

kindergarten two years ago but majority of our kinds are second-language

learners. Other risk factors are definitely low income, low level of

education, single families, homelessness and foster. We do have children

who have siblings with special education needs. We’'ve had students with

siblings who have autism so some of their social skills (older siblings) so

some of their social skills have been questionable...We’ve also had

incarcerated parents. We've had some of those issues where one or both of

the parents are incarcerated (Respondent 3G, personal communication,

November 23, 2009, p.2)

Low levels of resources provided (Code: Low resourcespBoth respondents
confirmed their survey responses noting they offered limited resourcesitippéirtg
children and families. The resources offered were limited to home visits (Responde
3F), parent-child activities (Respondents 3F and 3G), parent-skill activigspdRdent
3F), parent resource library (Respondents 3F and 3G), and linking to other community
services (Respondents 3F and 3G). Funding cuts were also attributed to why fewer
resources could be made available. For example, Respondent 3F said “Andyiwealit
do not have the funding to maintain much of a resource library for many years” (jpersona
communication, November 12, 2009, p.5). She went on to say, “We’re pretty much

limited to education services but we do try to link families with other senfitasilies

express a need or we see a need... it's what we can do... | think it is part of our
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responsibility” (personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.7). In terms of linking

families to community resources, Respondent 3G said, “that is few and faebdand]
more in terms of crisis intervention...we do that but on a real case-to-cse ba
(personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.5). These comments speak to, and
confirm, the limited resources for Category Ill participants.

Respondent 3F did share that her program provided transportation to students
through the district (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12, 2009). This
is information that was not reflected in the survey. She went on to say that she would
like to provide more half-day programs as her program only consists of full-day
preschool programs at the moment, but there is not funding to allow it. Respondent 3G
didn’t mention any additional resources above what was noted in the survey but did
mention she would like more staff development for her program. Again, the availability
of such a resources was not possible due to funding constraints (Respondent 3G, personal
communication, November 23, 2009).

Contrary response on levels of parent involvement (Code: Pl Contrary
response). Respondent 3F cited high levels of parent involvement in the survey,
however her remarks noted otherwise. In the interview, she cited moderatefevels
parent involvement that were incongruent with her responses on the survey saying:

In the past, we would have parent involvement activities once a month in

some districts. And we would do some during the day and our daytime

activities. We just don’t get many people because so many of our parents

work... [and] as our funding started covering less and less of our teacher

and aide salaries, we had to cut back. So now, we do 3 parent activities

evening.., we've just had a lot less involvement (Respondent 3F, personal
communication, November 12, 2009, p. 8)
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In some programs, the presence of strong and involved teachers were tggtbtddvels

of parent involvement but generally, levels of parent involvement were considered |
(personal communication, November 12, 2009). At the same time, Respondent 3F did
cite some successes in parent involvement that could speak to higher levels of parent
involvement than what she initially alluded to. This was evident in her following
statements:

We always have messy things [at parent engagement events]. We're

always finger painting, gluing, cutting things and where we’re crgati

We're doing all kinds of things and everyone can let go and do messy

things. | think so many of many families don’t take time for that. They

are working parents. They are trying to keep up with meals and taking

care of the house and other community activities and religious kinds of

education and meetings and they are involved in lots of things. And | think

that the busy parents are the — busy people are more involved. It's parent

get involved in things, they are involved in everything and they want to be

involved in their children’s education. But | don’t know — we just have

families who are involved because they want to do things with their
children. (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12, 2009,

p. 8)

Although these remarks were made, it remained consistent that levelsrif pare
involvement in her program were not congruent with the survey responses and were not
as high as she had hoped for (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12,
2009)

Respondent 3G cited contrary responses to parent involvement as well during the
interview. She noted that the transportation services for the preschool program was a
barrier to increasing parent involvement and building a relationship with parents;
comments that alluded to low levels of parent involvement (personal communication,

November 23, 2009). Respondent 3G said, “l don't like the idea that parents don’'t come
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to the school. They put their kids on the bus and they never see the teachers, they never

see the classroom. They never see the other kids” (personal communication, November
23, 2009, p.2) When asked specifically about parent involvement levels, Respondent 3G
said, “It's minimal. I’'m not happy about it. It's minimal” (personal comneation,

November 23, 2009, p.4).

Emergent themes

Code: Funding. As with other respondents, Respondents 3F and 3G both shared
similar concerns due to cut in early childhood programming funds. Respondent 3F,
running a school-based program, shared:

It has been a number of years since we’ve had sufficient funding to
completely fund our preschool program. For probably, maybe
approaching eight or nine years, we have had money for only partial
salaries and benefits for teachers and aides. So for those years, we have
funded what we can for teachers and asked districts to pick up the
remaining of the funding as well as the day-to-day expense (Respondent
3F, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.1).

There was a general fear regarding additional cuts as well that Wiooildeée preschool
programs entirely. Respondent 3F said:

| anticipate if our funding is cut more, all districts will eliminateAPF
sections across the board. The talk is we may eliminate 40-50% or more,
our districts will be unable to offer the level of preschool that they are able
to offer now (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12,
2009, p. 1).

Respondent 3G shared similar sentiments saying:

When the cuts came out which was like 27% or something like that, there
was a lot of talk here about not going forward with the program at all. So
that was pretty scary...And then when it was refunded to the 90% level,
there was more of an appreciation that we would carry on with it
(Respondent 3G, personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.1).
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Funding cuts have also changed the format of the program. For Respondent 3F,

funding cuts resulted in a decrease in the number of home visits being made ta familie
each year (personal communication, November 12, 2009). This decrease was seen to
negatively impact the relationship and decrease parent involvement:

“Parents are positive about that [home visits] and are sad to see the

multiple home visits go by the wayside... they [parents] see that as the

teacher and the program and the school district as taking a personal

interest and | think parents are more responsive then to our teachers when

they have that one-to-one basis (Respondent 3F, personal communication,

November 12, 2009, p.4).

The number of parenting activities in Respondent 3F’s program also was cut and he
program was unable to offer as many field trips as before because tlot ciéstmno
longer shoulder the cost (personal communication, November 12, 2009).

Code: Cultural understanding. When describing the children served in her
program, Respondent 3G tied many of the characteristics to the cultural background of
the children and discussed the importance of cultural understanding when working wit
ethnically diverse populations (personal communication, November 23, 2009). With
regards to the children, she said the Hispanic children are quite resiliensdelapthe
classroom environment and they exhibit a “level of social skills and awarenesspbé
at a very young age” (Respondent 3G, personal communication, November 23, 2009,
p.3). Respondent 3G continued saying, “I think it is absolutely a cultural component”
(personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.3).

Insofar as cultural understanding, Respondent 3G said “we’ve got to start

incorporating into our PreK program, cultural understanding. We just don't get it”

(personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.3). She continued saying:
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There is no excuse not to get on the internet and research what education
looks like in their countries. Not that their child has been in an
educational environment but the parent has and you have to know what the
norms are and what the family norms are and | really. The bi-lingual
community came out with a statement saying the next best thing or better
than the next best thing — if you don’t have a bi-lingual, bi-cultural
teacher, then you need to understand the culture. A teacher doesn’t even
have to speak the language. She just needs to know the culture and
incorporate that into the education and | don’t see that’s happening very
well (Respondent 3G, personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.3).

This need for cultural understanding was tied to similar comments on endmgitigs.
Respondent 3G believed that this level of understanding would help increase parent
involvement and relationships in the program.

Code: Staff considerations When asked about the importance of the staff
composition, one administrator discussed the current challenges facsmaitasn her
program and the important role of the teacher. Respondent 3F noted the importance of
having trained teachers in the programs to help address the greatest neefdsoigraer,
which was cited as behavior problems:

| think that we are seeing children with less ability to delay gratifinati

Less ability to attend to issues and topics with | think they’'ve had less

direction. They come with fewer ruleghut] we have very strong

teachers, however, who typically able to help children understand the

whole concept of school” (Respondent 3F, personal communication,

November 12, 2009, p.3).

This administrator felt this was an example of why qualified teacheesweeessary in
PreK/PFA programs (personal communication, November 12, 2009).
Code: Preschool infrastructure. The preschool infrastructure was of particular

importance to Respondent 3G who felt better connections between the preschool and

elementary programs could have greater benefits for the children butdbat t
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connections were currently problematic (personal communication, November 23, 2009).

Respondent 3G felt the districts were not aware of preschool benefitslflvtes. She
stated:

If you take a district like this one that has 14,000 kids, frankly 60 kids is a

drop in the bucket. | happen to think a very important drop in the bucket

but nevertheless a drop in the bucket so does it help? Does it hurt? The

principals ...are very interested in maintaining those program so that

becomes very helpful in a district and in this case, it's very true

(Respondent 3G, personal communication, November 23, 2009, p.2).
Respondent 3G also cited frustration in district mandates to continue screerdngnchil
to determine risk level however children who were screened were placed dristyvea
process considered ingenuous to families (Respondent 3G, personal communication
November 23, 2009). Respondent 3G further expressed challenges in making preschool

programs a present member at the district meetings while coordinating jomdéss

development activities for the staff (personal communication, November 23, 2009).

Overall Strengths & Challenges

Code: Overall Strengths When discussing the strengths and successes of the
early childhood programs, both respondents in Category Il spoke in terms of the.parent
When asked about strengths, Respondent 3F said, “Their [parent’s] willingness to be
involved. | believe every parent wants a good life for their child and | think some of
parents are better equipped than others to be able to work toward that end” (personal
communication, November 12, 2009, p.2). Similarly, Respondent 3G communicated that
some parents have a respect for education and they want the opportunity fchilthesn

while support for themselves (personal communication, November 23, 2009). When
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parents did see the value of education and the preschool programs, it was orotiyerspe

that was used to better engage parents in early learning settings.

Code: Overall Challenges.When asked about the overall challenges, the
responses were divided between challenges with the parents and barhenstwitl
understanding. Respondent 3F cited challenges relating to the parent saying:

| think that many of our parents are very involved in their own lives, their

own difficulties, their own problems and it manifests itself, at least on the

surface, as parents who don'’t care. 1 still believe that parents do care but
some are better equipped. They were dealt a better hand in life and
emotionally equipped to respond to their children” (Respondent 3F,

personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.2).

She went on to say, “Parent who are so involved with their own lives and difficulties that
even though we do everything we can think of to help, | think sometimes familigstare
not capable” (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November 12, 2009, p.7).
Respondent 3F concluded:

| don’t believe that it is families who don’t care. | believe it is families

who are ill-equipped to handle the situations they find themselves in.

Granted, those situations might be because the parents made bad choices

but | fear that many of our parents are just not capable. They might know

what is the best choice but they aren’t capable of following through with
that better choice (Respondent 3F, personal communication, November

12, 2009, p. 8).

Respondent 3G cited language barriers and cultural familiarity aschiesgfr
challenges to engaging parents and increasing the use of resourcasalpers
communication, November 23, 2009). This respondent also tied the challenges to

previous experiences with education wherein parents who did not have a good experience

were less willing to participate and visit the school (personal commuwmcitovember
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23, 2009). These were additional considerations in examining the complexity of why

parent get involved or use available resources through early childhood programs.

Category IV: Low Resources, Low Levels of Parent Involvement (n=3)

Themes from the literature

Focus on engaging parents (Code: Parent engagement foguéll respondents
in Category IV shared strategies they used to engage parents that maagelyltproven
unsuccessful. Respondent 4H provided information to parents through the cubby system
and meeting with parents as they come to pick up and drop off children in the program
(personal communication, November 9, 2009). Respondent 41 sent materials and
reminders home with the children’s homework packets as well as weekly riersslet
(personal communication, November 17, 2009). Respondent 4J reached parents at
several points when they sign in at the front desk to pick up their children and again when
the parents reach the classroom (personal communication, November 5, 2009). The
levels of engagement remained low despite the focus on getting parents involved,
personally inviting them to events, and consistent encouragement to use avarkttle pa
resources.

All Category IV respondents also formatted parent events so that the evetds w
be convenient to the parents in the hopes of increasing engagement. Respondent 4H
scheduled parent conference close to pick-up time so that parents would attend and would
not feel burdened by having to return at a separate time for the meetirapgbers
communication, November 9, 2009). Respondent 4l used stickers and incentives given to

the children in the hopes of getting parent to remember events important to the children
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and increase attendance. She noted that this has helped in some instances but parent

engagement has remained low despite her efforts (personal communication, Novembe
17, 2009). Respondent 4J further communicated similar remarks wherein her program
was tailored to fit the interests and schedules of the family partisipémher program,
parents were also diligently encouraged to attend events (personalinmation,

November 5, 2009). Again and despite these efforts, parent involvement levels remained
low as reflected in the survey data and the interview remarks.

Focus on the non-educational needs of children and families (Code: iNo
educational needs focus)Category IV respondents shared efforts to address the non-
educational needs of their program participants. Respondent 4H said:

| get a lot of families that come in that come in asking for help (not related

to the child). Sometimes not because | have to earn that trust with them

but because | have a fairly established relationship with majority of my

families so they do come to me and say, “this is where | went. | don’t

know what to do.” And so | will try to dig holes to figure out where they

have to go and will try to get on the phone and help out (Respondent 4H,

personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.2).

She went on to say, “at other agencies, they are just a number. So thereeasod sens
degradation. You know and feeling that they aren’t important enough...Here they aren’t
treated like a number” (personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.2). Focusing on
the non-educational needs of participating families has helped her to builchshais

in her program but not enough to create a moderate difference in levels of engagement

Respondent 4l also expressed a desire to meet the non-educational needs sf familie

saying, “I just do all that | can do” to help the families in her programsugebmes still
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resulted in low parent involvement levels despite her efforts program ifpérso

communication, November 17, 2009, p.4).

Relevance of family circumstances (Code: PI Family circumstanced)he
unique family circumstances were a consideration for why parent did not usuaitaé |
resources available in Category IV programs or why Category IV gmugyexperienced
low levels of parent involvement. When asked if parents were involved in the program,
Respondent 4H gave the following response:

| would see them trying to participate [but] some of these parents, you

have to remember, are trying to make themselves better. They have a full

house of kids. They are low-income. They are trying to be both father

and mother and in some cases they are trying to figure if they can go to

school. They have to figure out if they can make that happen. You just

can’t say that just because they didn’t read with the kids, they aren’t

interested. | told her [the teacher] that she has to stretch her boundaries a

little bit and see what is really happening (Respondent 4H, personal

communication, November 9, 2009, p.2).

Respondent 4H felt that parents were doing the best they could and while it $é&keme
they didn’t care, Respondent 4H felt this wasn’t the case. Their circurestiagt

parents from being better engaged in the preschool program (personal communication,
November 9, 2009).

Respondent 41 also shared similar sentiments that family circumstanchsas
income status, could have implications for levels of parent involvement. She said:
I've been asking myself this. Which ones [parents] get involved and

which ones don’t. | think the lower incomes come the most. | think they

take advantage of the family nights and coming to the classroom. Of the

time I've been here, those are the families | notice (Respondent 4,
personal communication, November 17, 2009, p.4)
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Respondent 4J was the one administrator in this study whose program was located

on a military base. This administrator informed that her programs seiiteyrfiimilies
that include the Air Force, Army, Navy, National Guard, Marines, and retervis
(personal communication, November 5, 2009). For participating military faitie
stresses were quite unique. Respondent 4J cited the parenting needs ofreamacel
women as the greatest saying:

Many times, there are families here who have no assistance from their

own families from raising children and the hectic schedules of being in the

military and being called to duty while finding child care last minute...

It's hard for them to find the care they are comfortable with and deal with

the stresses of that and being deployed. The stress of putting your life on

the line and having arrangements if needed. The stress on the family and
children when the parents are gone (Respondent 4J, personal

communication, November 5, 2009, p.2)

The direct stresses of being in the military with two active wars oversrasmwmediate
circumstances that were believed to impact the levels of engagemenponBest 4J's
programs.

Challenges in parent involvement (Code: Pl Challenges)Respondent 4J
continued her comments on the needs of military families and the main challenges to
engaging military parents saying:

It's the timing. We are fighting a war right now. Many people are

deployed so on base, people are doing the work of three or four people in

their place and they just don’t have the time to break away for parent
education events but they know the importance of being with children

(Respondent 4J, personal communication, November 5, 2009, p.3).
Although military families did recognize the importance of being involvetean t

programs, their circumstances made it difficult for that to happen (Respondent 4J,

personal communication, November 5, 2009).



176
Challenges of the use of social support/networks (Code: SS Challengeks)

terms of challenges relating to the use of social resources, Respondent 4hanede
challenges in getting parents to use the parent resource library. tShatfpharents were

not interested in as seen in their behavior at pick-up and drop-off times in thenprogra
“They come in and they come out [of programs]. We have parents coming in on their
cell phones and they don’t have time to talk to the teachers” (personal communication,
November 9, 2009, p.4). This inability to connect with parents in the program was also
seen as a contributing factor to the low levels of involvement noted in Respondent 4H’s
program.

Building a system of support in the community and among parents (Code: SS
Community and parent network). Respondent 4H recognized the importance of
having a system of support and resources for families; however, she expogssed s
challenges in this area. She stated: “My stumbling ground is that | know theréoad
programs out there but | have had a chance to look at what resources arecaaadabl
investigate what is out there” (personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.4).
Respondent 4H recognized her role in building the system and cited a neeater gre
collaboration in the community and among parents as well.

Respondent 4J noted the system of support that is available for militariegamil
in particular, which appeared to be quite extensive from her remarks. She said:

Many of the services [available to parents in the preschool program] are

offered because they are based on studies on military families and what

are most needed. It is based on knowing how to help them and how to

succeed especially as part of the military. It's pretty standacdsatine
base (Respondent 4J, personal communication, November 5, 2009, p.6).
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Respondent 4J also noted that the internal activities like parent involvemenieagtivit

were derived from her survey team who surveyed the individual parents toegstao$
what their needs are. She said, “so many of the things we do for our parents come from
the result of those surveys and the team deciding what we need to address thesamswver ar
where we aren’t meeting needs effectively” (Respondent 4J, personal caratiami
November 5, 2009, p.6). Additionally, she noted her program has a military life
consultant who works with the staff and families on base around individual family needs

(personal communication, November 5, 2009).

Congruency with the survey

Demographic characteristics (Code: Parent/child characteristi). All
respondents in Category IV confirmed their survey responses with réspleet
characteristics of the families served in the program. Respondent 4H natedrtha
program served single- and teen-parent families, families of low-sociostc status.
She also served a number of English-language learners, primarily Sppesters.
Respondent 41 noted her program serviced primarily Caucasian, English-spgh&er
are of higher incomes while Respondent 4J’s program served military fanSiese
preschool participants in Respondent 4J’s program were children of officeescaom
from two-income homes or single-family homes, and there were both English and
Spanish speakers in her program.

Low levels of resources (Code: Low resourcesRespondent 4H, 41 and 4J
noted providing only four resources on the survey — parent-child activities, parent skill

development activities, a parent resource library, and linking families tonaaity
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resources — and these responses were confirmed during the interview. According to

Respondent 4H, the ability to offer services “comes down to cost and how are we paying
for it” (personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.6).

Category IV respondents did share having more resources than what was noted i
the survey. Respondent 4H shared that her program does provide childcare because the
preschool program is housed within a KinderCare early learning center (Respdirde
personal communication, November 9, 2009). Respondent 4J also noted additional
resources that lead to a contrary response to what was noted in the survey. | Deis wil
discussed in the next section but it is important to note that her program did provide a
variety of resources that were not otherwise specified in the lllinois ®irfEive
Evaluation survey. Interms of desired resources, Respondent 4H said she would like the
parents and staff to receive more child development training (Respondent 4H, personal
communication, November 9, 2009). Respondent 4J said she would like more parent
education programs and affordable childcare (Respondent 4J, personal communication,
November 5, 2009). These flexibility of getting these resources howeved t®ul
difficult due to funding constraints; sentiments shared by both respondents.

Contrary response on levels of resources (Code: Resources-Contrary
response). Respondent 4J noted her program was located on a military base and it didn’t
have many resources on the survey but these statements appeared to be contrary during
the interview. Her interview highlighted numerous resources that were agddabl
participants. Families on base have access to a Military Life Conswitanivas akin to

a parent educator and who could provide services particularly around children’sobehavi
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issues due to constant moving and deployments (Respondent 4J, personal

communication, November 5, 2009). In addition, she cited an additional resource saying,

We are unique in that if [families] didn’t take advantage what [programs]

are offering and they were having trouble with paying bills and behavior

problems, then the supervisor can get involved and they know that in the

back of there mind. | can’t think in the past ten years when a supervisor

needed to get involved because a family did not want to get involved

(Respondent 4J, personal communication, November 5, 2009, p.3).

These were additional resources that were available to families. i¢samitJ’s program
also had access to mental health consultants, medical services, caristmecassand the
commissary where items could be bought at a discount (Respondent 4J, personal
communication, November 5, 2009).

Low levels of parent involvement (Code: Low PI).All respondents
communicated experiencing low levels of parent involvement in their programs, which
was congruent with their reports on the survey. Respondent 41 described the season a
“Life is so busy and there is so much to do. Like parents working. We have a lot of
parents working” (personal communication, November 17, 2009, p.1). When asked about
parent involvement in her program, she responded that they “were struggliregemi s
like they do [school] work in the beginning of the school year and then they decrease.
Like the first project, the first family night, we have a big turn out and thetarits
decreasing” (Respondent 41, personal communication, November 17, 2009, p.2). As
shared previously, Respondent 4H felt families were not interested irggetknow the

program or teachers (personal communication, November 9, 2009) and families from

Respondent 4J’s program were dealing with the circumstances of being ifitiue mi
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during a time of war (personal communication, November 5, 2009). These were all

factors contributing to the low levels of parent involvement in Category |V gmogyr

Emergent themes.

Code: Funding. The availability of funding was a concern shared by several of
the respondents. Respondent 4J said that all decisions relating to new resources and ne
activities must take funding into consideration: “Funding is always an issueco#ti
something, we would have to look at the resource needed and work with that” (personal
communication, November 5, 2009, p.Bespondent 4H said she had hoped to get
additional training on child development for her staff and the parents in her program but
funding kept her from offering it. Respondent 4H further shared that she ran a PFA
program in a KinderCare early learning center and stated, “It is expensettoose
types of [comprehensive] programs and for me in a corporate settings, [Kiedeashr
got shareholders and a bottom line and it looks like they don't really care andtbhave
wonder about that” (personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.6). A corporate
setting like KinderCare puts further limits on how Respondent 4H can use funding in her
program since there is an extensive approval process to implement to programs and/or
services (personal communication, November 9, 2009). Ultimately, funding lilsmts w
seen as a barrier to improving the preschool program for the children, parentsffand sta

Code: Cultural understanding. Respondent 4H was the only administrator in
Category IV who served ethnically diverse populations in her preschool program
Respondent 4H cited the following:

| think the greatest challenges have been learning to communicate [with
ethnically diverse populations] in different ways so that the program is
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really understood. Even the children if they don’t have the English skills,

if they don’t have the basis down in their own language, if that is shaky

and then you come in and throw English language on top of that, there is

something that takes place. Sometimes it clicks and moves forward and

sometimes they just stare at you with a blank look (Respondent 4H,

personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.2).

These were considerations for working with English-language lesaiméer program.
Respondent 4H also cited differences in cultural understanding that had an impact on
how her staff worked with the children and parents in her program. She stated:

I've noticed with the Hispanic/Latino baby boy is considered that, a baby

boy and at 5 yrs old, he is still and infant. In their eyes, they want him to

stay a baby boy forever so self-help skills have been a real challenge

(Respondent 4H, personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.2)

She connected challenges in language and cultural understanding as a possible
barriers to parent involvement. Respondent 4H shared “People who are not bi-lingual
participate more. And the two-parent families participate more. | would bag to do
with the communication and the difference of priorities” (personal communication,
November 9, 2009, p.3). This consideration had implications for working with different
ethnic populations in early learning settings and for increasing levetgagement with
this population.

Code: Parent engagement activities.Respondent 41 gave a confirmation of the
low parent involvement levels in her program. She said parent activities in hemprogra
were always family-oriented and in the evening but due to traveling timeipation
was consistently low (personal communication, November 17, 2009). She shared the

following: “Last time, we only had 11 out of 100 invited. It was really bad. But itavas

bad time and we knew that but that was the only time we could do it” (personal
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communication, November 17, 2009, p. 3). Despite the efforts of all Category IV

participants to change the format of the activities to accommodate faredg,ne
attendance still remained low.

Code: Preschool infrastructure. Respondent 4H spoke extensively on the
benefits and challenges of having a community-based KinderCare eanindgarogram
that offered the state-funded PFA preschool program. When asked if this nested,
community-based program was helpful, she said:

| think it is a plus simply because it is one more way to be able to help the
families that do call. My primary goal as a director is to help each and
every family with what there needs are. To identify those needs and see
what we can do to accommodate them. As a director, when someone
calls, it does help because | have my own program with a school. If
someone calls and says they want preschool and they can’t get them in a
school district or a head start and | can say we have that very same
program here (Respondent 4H, personal communication, November 9,
2009, p.4).

Despite the benefits, she cited challenges saying:
In some ways though, it is a deterrent because they look at KinderCare and
all they see is a daycare. And | have the same issue and tell them about
the program. They have to see it before they believe it. Even though
inside the program, we do have a preschool program and we are not just a
baby-sitting service. And so it's education all the way around and it's not
just with the PFA program. It's changing the mindset of people to see that

it is an early learning program and we offer PFA as one more program to
offer (Respondent 4H, personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.4).

These unique challenges of a corporate-sponsored, community-based program have
implications for other programs in similar situations and it is uncertain theeruwh
state-funded preschool programs in KinderCare-like programs at thisltasgy,
Respondent 41 and 4J mentioned little with regards to the infrastructure other thran havi

ties to the school district was evident in their programs.
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Overall Strengths & Challenges

Code: Overall Strengths. Category IV strengths were distinct for each
respondent. Respondent 4H’s program was housed in an early learning center that ha
childcare and external costs built into the program (personal communication, b&vem
9, 2009). Respondent 41 said she felt supported by her school and that the school
provided her with adequate professional development opportunities even though her
child/parent engagement outcomes were not very high (personal communication,
November 17, 2009). Respondent 4J spoke of the supports from the military that have
helped to support her program participants despite the challenges factagyrfaimilies
(personal communication, November 5, 2009).

Respondent 4J attributed the high levels of parent involvement, despite a lack of
need/use of resources to the parents. She stated:

[Parents understand the] importance of involvement and the impact on the

children and the importance of the program. They understand the impact

on the staff and the other families in the program. For the families who are

always participating, | think it is because we have a good relationship with

them since we see them so much. | think it is the level of education. They
studied education and understand the importance of parent involvement.

In other cases, they just find the responsibility of being a parent as a huge

responsibility but one that being involved and being with children and

knowing what their children are doing is important to them (Respondent

4], personal communication, November 5, 2009, p.6)

Her comments speak to the importance of relationships and past experiences with
education systems, themes discussed by other groups.

Code: Overall Challenges All respondents were more focused on the

challenges of their programs versus the successes. Two of the respdmaleats s

extensively the challenges being faced in the field as an administratoeaflg
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childhood program. Respondent 4H felt that being part of a corporate institution required

observing the bottom line and there was an approval process for all changes stie wante
to implement, making it difficult for her to make any program adjustmeetsgnal
communication, November 9, 2009). Additionally, Respondent 4H passionately shared
the following:

There is a whole understanding that needs to take place among the poverty
level. I'm sure there are other issues with wealthy people becausésthere
still that neglect piece. But no matter what, no matter rich or poor, there
has to be an understanding of what is normal behavior and how to do we
make it normal because it is our job as an educational piece of society to
help these kids and this stage to understand that we need to work within
the socio-logical standards and limitations they've been given. And if

they are already behind because of some physical factor that we cannot
see, some emotional deprivation, or chemical imbalance or whatever, then
it is our job to figure that out. | have been told too often that | need to let
some of that go and | have a hard time doing that. (Respondent 4H,
personal communication, November 5, 2009, p.6)

Respondent 4H went on to say that fear was a huge barrier for parents wanting to
get involved. She gave the following dialogue that parents may be thinking:

(parent internal discussion) There are a couple of different things twat | ¢

consider and I'm trying to look through their scope. | don’t want to admit

it that I'm not making it happen. | don’t want you to tell me that I'm not

making it happen. | don’t want you to know what I'm doing. And oh my

goodness, don't tell me that something is wrong with my child

(Respondent 4H, personal communication, November 9, 2009, p.7).
Respondent 4H felt that parents would rather remain ignorant and not ask questions
rather than recognizing the needs of the child (personal communication, November 9,

2009). Respondent 4J shared related sentiments saying that parents who do not want to

get involved despite the available resources remain uninvolved because “|dwaitts
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think they need it [the activities or services]” (personal communication, Novémber

2009, p.6). This was attached to feelings of pride as well as fear.
Connections Between the Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

The purpose of the qualitative component was to triangulate and confirm
findings from the survey data and produce new areas of inquiry that were not
addressed in the originBvaluationsurvey. Upon analysis of both components,
there were obvious connections between the quantitative and qualitative findings
supported the strengths of this study’s design.

The correlation and ANOVA findings congruent with Categories | and hé. T
results of the correlation and ANOVA analysis demonstrated a statissgnificant
relationship between levels of social resources and levels of parent involtbatenas
not due to sampling error. That relationship was a positive association wherein low
levels and high levels of each variable were congruent. These quantitatingdindire
congruent with the Category I (high resources/high parent involvement) and @dégor
(low resources/low parent involvement) participants. The interview dataredfthe
survey responses for both categories except for Respondent 4J in Category IV.
Respondent 4J’s interview suggested higher levels of resources than indicated on the
survey (personal communication, November 5, 2009). The new areas of inquiry from the
Category Il and Il interview data will be further discussed inShemarychapter

(Chapter 5).



CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY

Findings from the Quantitative Data
Integrative summary and fit with the hypothesis

The beginning of this dissertation stated the purpose of this study’s quaatitati
component was to test the one-tailed research hypothBsek-and PFA programs that
offer more social resources to parents are associated with higher success rates around
parent involvement using survey data from the origif@alaluationstudy. This was
achieved using multiple methods of analysis. The first step was to creatmalata set
reflecting the responses to tlwaluationsurvey questions on social resources and
parent involvement levels in lllinois PreK and PFA programs. The next stej e t
the reliability and validity of the responses for parent involvement on the suingy us
Pearson’s and Spearmani$o correlation analysis. Both tests showed that the five sub-
guestions on parent involvement levels adequately measure the same concept thus the
mean value for the parent involvement responses were used in subsequent tests.

A chi-square test of association was used to determine whether or not there was a
significant relationship between the varialdesial resourcesndparent involvement
that was not due to sampling error. Two categories were created — high arddavece
providers — based on the number of resources provided in the program. These two
categories were tested against the five questions on parent involvement based on the

186
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indicators “completely successful,” “mostly successful,” and “somewltaiessful.” The

findings of the chi-square test showed that there was a statisticailifjcsigt association
between both variables across all questions at the .05-level of significaracerfe-tailed
test and that the relationship was not due to sampling error. This finding supported the
hypothesis.

A correlation analysis was conducted using the mean value for the vaoalake
resourcesagainst the mean value for the varigideent involvementThe findings
showed that one could reject the null hypothesis stating that there was romséiati
between the two variables becausegivalue £<.0001) was significant at the standard
.05-level of significance for a one-tailed test. The remainder of the finsupgsorted
the hypothesis as the analysis resulted in a positive relationship betwiedtega
Higher values in social resources were associated with in highés tfyearent
involvement and vice versa. While the relationship was positive, the correlation
coefficient (=-.22) was very low and suggested that only 4% of the variance could be
explained by the relationship of one variable on the other. The low correlation value als
indicated that the magnitude and the practical significance of the diféebetween
variables were negligible. These findings, although supportive of the hypothesis,
highlighted further need to analyze the variables using different testssbexfahe 4%
variance outcome.

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tested three value catedoriéise
variablesocial resourcegMost, Some, Few resources) against the mean value of

responses for variabjgrent involvementThe analysis produced significant results,
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F(2,708) = 23.19p<.0001 which stated there was a significant relationship between the

variables that was not due to sampling error. The results also showed a positive
relationship between variables wherein slightly higher levels of sesaurces were
associated with higher levels of parent involvement and vice versa.

Post hoc pair-wise comparisons were then used to verify the ANOVA findings.
The Tukey's HSD Method and Scheffe’s tests confirmed the pair-wise retd@pons
between groups to be statistically significant at the standard .05-¢e\eebhe-tailed test.
Effect sizes were also calculated for all post hoc comparison that shovistttatat
significance (three total) and the results were large effect sieaning the magnitude of
the relationship between the variables was large. Overall, these findimgised
supportive of the hypothesis in the study due to its inference of a positive relationshi

between variables.

Convergence or divergence with past literature

In congruence with the literature, the survey data used in the quantitative
component demonstrated the importance and focus given to engaging parents and
addressing the non-educational needs of children and families in lllinoisaAceRFA
programs. Both ideas were addressed in the survey and the responses described the
‘landscape’ of what was occurring at the program-level across tedrsthese two
areas.

Parent involvement was a key component of this study because it was seen as a
cornerstone of lllinois programs thus program administrators were askegponaeo

guestions around parent involvement in their programs on the survey. High-quality early
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childhood programs should have a strong parent involvement component (Kirp, 2007;

Schweinhart, 2004) and given the responses oRvhRiationsurvey, one might infer

that lllinois was achieving its goals of providing high-quality preschamjnams for

residents. Most program administrators responded to the parent involvement questions as
being “completely successful” (frequency of 562 out of 843 responses) and “mostly
successful” (frequency of 542 out of 843 responses); very high, positive response rates on
parent involvement.

Meeting the non-educational needs of children and families was also a key
component of th&valuationstudy and an element congruent with the literature on best
practices in early childhood programs. The original survey included questions on the
number of social resources and referrals that were offered to children andgamihe
program that is directly related to the idea of meeting the non-educatiodalafee
children and families in early learning settings. The survey findings shtvattlinois
PreK and PFA programs offered a variety of social resources to patitigj families as
indicated by the responses on Ehaluationsurvey. Over 50% of programs offered 7 or
more resources to participants; a diversity of services that could poteatidhess the
needs encountered in program settings. Although the current study did not look at
outcomes for participants, the number of resources provided suggested there may be
benefits to children and families that go beyond school success; an idea that needed
further examination with the administrator interviews.

Insofar as divergence with the past literature, the quantitative compodemtdi

have a basis in the literature. The literature provided references to thadefhfesocial
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support on child, parent, and family outcomes. The literature also provided references on

the influence of parent involvement on child, parent, and family outcomes. The gap lay
in the relationship between social resources and levels of parent involvement, whech w
addressed in this study and the results were unique to lllinois PreK and PFAn®ogra
that completed thEvaluationsurvey.

This uniqueness of the current study contributed the issues around defining
program categories for ‘high resource providers’ and ‘low resource providibes.’
uniqueness of the secondary data also contributed to the challenges in anézing t
relationship between variables. Resources and parent involvement were variables
outlined without the use of standardized measures. Given these circumstances, the
current study did not present a divergence from past literature assIiRneK/PFA
programs had never been studied in this manner prior to the current study. Instead, the
guantitative analysis provided a new contribution that supports there is a relasonshi
inverse at times, between the provision of social resources and levels of parent
involvement in lllinois PreK/PFA programs that is statistically sigarit. These
findings cannot be generalized across all early childhood programs but theegariabl
discussed — social resources and parent involvement — can be discussed agross earl

learning settings.

Explanation of the findings

Taken together, the findings from all tests demonstrated a statissigadlficant
relationship between the variabkscial resourcesindparent involvemenn the

Evaluationsurvey that were not due to sampling error. Multiple methods of analysis
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were employed to verify findings and the overwhelming result was thas lefvparent

involvement were positively associated with the number of resources in arpragd
the relationship between the two had a large magnitude based on the effect size
calculations. Overall, the quantitative analysis illustrated theegxistof a relationship
between the identified variables in lllinois PreK and PFA programs. ®hbld tead one
to consider focusing on increasing resources in such programs that targjechtldren
and families with the intent of increasing parent involvement. At the sameettiis
finding suggested further research into the factors that could also playiraaéfiecting

levels of parent involvement.

Limitations

There are always limitations present when using secondary data arzhttesnc
was no less relevant in this study. In this section, the discussion will adloeesbvious
limitations in using the survey data of tilenois Birth to Five EvaluationAt the same
time, the researcher contends the data that had been collected wasatilleval
Juxtaposed with an added qualitative component, the findings from the survey data was
validated and was ultimately informative for those interested in better teuudirg the
relationship between social support and levels of parent involvement in lllinéisaRde
PFA preschool programs.

The original purpose of tHevaluationSurvey was to understand the universe of
early childhood programs funded by the ECBG. The questions included in all the
instruments were general in nature and aimed at understanding what ceoh#tieut

“universe” of ECBG-funded programs, the landscape of where programs watedloc
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the demographics of children, families, and staff, and what services and cumsoukre

being used in the programs. Basic information attained from the initial phaseutif-a m
year study helped to inform the research design to be used in the subsequeat years
research design to address specific questions not related to the currentrstilyth
inquiries into any one area of interest (e.g. parent involvement, forms of socialtsuppor
demographics), however, were not addressed in any greater detail tharagmated in
the final instrument versions — an obvious limitation in the data. The data was also
reported as programmatic level information given by the administnatidoralead
teachers in the program and input from parents was not included in this phase of the
study. This was another limitation as the study aimed to discuss parent imgotve
without input from the parents being referenced.

The number of resources and referrals listed in the survey presentethgoimi
as well. 12 items were listed as possible resources and/or referrald biferach
program with one fill-in the blank option. A small committee of five persons including
program directors, researchers, and teachers compiled this list of comnuwidiedr
resources in early childhood programs. The person completing the survey was asked to
check each item that applied to his/her given program. It was thereforel@dsat
other services were being offered but were not listed; therefore this atformwvas not
reflected in the survey data. It was also possible that services wegeolfened but
were not used appropriately due to other barriers that were not considerdelctedaen
the survey. For example, programs may have offered parent education clagsesriist

may not use the programs due to conflicts with transportation or childcare. The data
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reflected the availability of the resource but it showed no information on the use or

success of the programs nor did it reflect the challenges for paremjsoifeired
resources. All these limits were addressed with the administratoriéwts that were
designed to fill the gaps in the survey data such as understanding the role of
resources/referrals, their effectiveness, and barriers to resource use

Additionally, parent involvement was measured from a programmatic ledel a
not at the level of the parents. Parent involvement levels on the survey were based on the
administrator'perceptionof parent involvement across the PreK/PFA programs and
responses were reported only on a 4-point likert scale. Again, the survey responses didn’
include any input of parents directly. Additionally, only five questions evaluatirempa
involvement were included in the surveys and were very general questions. Some may
say that these questions did not accurately reflect parent involvement anengfel
way because the questions were so general in nature. Standardized scalestfor par
involvement were available but when the original designers of the survey worked on this
section, it was believed that including the scales into the current surveys woalksacr
the likelihood that people would not complete the survey. The survey was already
considered too long and adding this component would add a considerable amount of time
thereby increasing the likelihood of lower response rates.

The questions that did remain were more linked to the level of participation of
parents in classroom activities and parent-teacher conferences. Theesshdmot
necessarily reflect the participation of individual families. Insteadsefigonses reflected

an aggregate sum of the participation of all parents in a given program. Tkiteddo
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guestions about the validity or the ability to generalize the data. For exampla] a sm

group of parents may participate ten times more than others which couldmdbalt i
perception of great parent involvement at the program when that was not an accurate
depiction of parent involvement overall. It is important to recognize that adratorstr
are responded to the surveys in this study and there was a level of subjectivy i
responses. Confirmation of responses with the qualitative component helped to validate
responses but the contrasting responses between the survey and interviews further
illustrate the variability and subjectivity involved in the different data usdakeistudy.

Lastly, this study suggested there might be a relationship between the mimber
resources in a given program and levels of parent involvement; a research gasstbn t
using various methodological instruments. While the various tests itestize
presence of a relationship between variables — whether weak or strong — tli&ltools
test or control for other relevant factors or barriers that would influenceldétiemship
being studied. Underlying barriers/factors alluded to in the literatsteh as
demographic characteristics, language, transportation needs, and coordinaremetw
being tested in this study. This was another limitation that spoke to the scolpat dlfils
study could imply with the findings. It was possible that without consideration of
external variables like these, there indeed may not have been a relationshgesarrect
variables were not being tested at this time.

Despite these limitations, findings from tBealuationsurvey were tested for
statistical significance fadministrator perceptionsf parent involvement and the

relationship between variables showed statistical significance. Tgriegsam-level data
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and relevant only to lllinois PreK/PFA programs at the specific tmvehiich the

Evaluation survey was completed. The findings are entirely legitimate sadahgs
distinction is fully recognized. Additionally, the administrative intengedelved into
the background context and questions regarding resources, referrals and parent
involvement that were not collected in the surveys. What wasn't attained/@yswvas
better reflected in the interviews thereby providing more adequate respotises
research questions in this study and shedding light on additional barriers thabtvere
considered in the survey data.

It is important to remember that the quantitative results@etybased on
analysis of thé&valuationsurvey and the variables taken from that survey unique to
lllinois state-funded preschool programs. The results also reflect onpetseective of
the program administrators. The analysis was conducted with consideratioré&o all t
limitations discussed when using secondary data and furthermore, all findlags re
program-level data. Despite the limitations discussed, the findings providedtiller
valuable and would not have been possible without analysis &vedaationsurvey data

in its current form.

Specific research needed to extend the findings

The mixed method design was the valuable centerpiece of the study that was used
to extend the findings from the quantitative component because the conflictimgéndi
from the data analysis and the limitations presented in using the seconddrpmicthe
Evaluationsurvey necessitated further steps be taken to validate the currentdinding

The second component — qualitative interviews with administrators — was added to
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address these issues. The qualitative component, in turn, produced information that was

used to triangulate with findings from the quantitative component and provided further
support for the outcomes of the various tests used in this chapter. Presentation of the
gualitative findings is found in the subsequent sections.

Additionally, this study needs to include a sample of teachers/staff aamtpar
who should be surveyed and interviewed to further extend the current findings. The input
from theses two groups could give greater input on the relationship being studied and
most importantly, it includes the voice of the parents. This is a critical comipwhen
trying to understanding levels of parent involvement in early childhood programs. The
inclusion of these two groups was also noted in the qualitative component, which would
have been strengthened with their inclusion.

Findings from the Qualitative Data
Category | and IV (positive relationships)

Integrative summary and fit with the research questions

Categories | and IV represented the two groups that had positive relgignshi
between number of resources and levels of parent involvement based on the survey data.
Category | represented programs with high numbers of resources and high levels of
parent involvement. Category IV represented programs with low numbereofaes
and low levels of parent involvement. Six respondents — three in each category — were
sampled for the administrator interviews and their responses were reviewleehies
related to the literature, congruence with the survey data, and emergess thaharose

from the interviews themselves as discussedhapter 4: ResultsAgain, these
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interviews were conducted with the goal of addressing the research questioss in t

component.

Generally, the information attained through the interviews confirmed the
administrator’s responses previously submitted irBveduationsurvey and opened new
areas of inquiry that were not considered in the original study. The use of thiwmter
protocol (Appendix F) aided the confirmation of survey material and discovery of new
topics that addressed the research questions in this component. The interviews delved
into the resources that program provide that were not otherwise specified orvéye sur
Category | respondents cited transportation and case management as adesmmaes
provided in their programs (Respondent 1A and 1B) while Category IV participants
shared they provided childcare (Respondent 4H) and family consultation forymilitar
families (Respondent 4J).

Both categories of respondents shared information about the resources they would
like to have but cannot provide at this time. Respondents cited a need for more preschool
programs to accommodate students on long waitlists for the program (Respondent 1A and
1B), childcare (Respondent 1B and 4J), more parent education programs (Respondent
4J), and a need for more parent and staff development in the area of child development
(Respondent 1A and 4H). The extent to which these resources could be provided all
depended on funding; a frustration shared by all respondents in each category.

Participants also shared ideas on what prohibited and supported their programs in
offering services and getting families to use the available resoballenges in

offering diverse services were related to funding constraints in mees.c&etting the
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families to use resources was different for the respondents. Cat¥gagpbndents,

who had very low levels of parent involvement in their program, discussed the ghallen
of getting parents to use resources. Respondents 4H, 4l, and 4J cited family
circumstances, busy lives, and a lack of interest as barriers to gettintsparese
available resources and increasing parent engagement in the program.

Additionally, the administrators gave their insights into why levels of parent
involvement are low when all the necessary resources were availablenaedsety,
why parent involvement levels were high when resources were not neetledjuality
of the program, the relationships with the parents, and an understanding on the part of the
parent for the importance of education were all reasons why parents wage@ g
programs even when resources were not needed — a noted strength of the programs.
Conversely, low levels of parent engagement when resources were avadedbkied to
feels of embarrassment, fear, and pride. Respondents in both categories ait@mwle
that they could not help every family and not every family would seek help. Thigyprior
instead was to reach as many at-risk families as possible and makeevlthtferences
was possible with those who were open to receiving support.
Convergence or divergence with past literature

Category | and IV respondents discussed several important themes congluent w
the literature. In the area of best practices in early childhood programs, respondent
discussed the importance of focusing on engagement parents, addressing the non-
educational needs of children and families, the importance of developing the parent-

teacher-school relationship and the overall benefits of a preschool experience.
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Respondents also discussed the relevance of family circumstances sucom@al per

barriers, isolated families, and a lack of transportation as barriers to mgbkement
levels (Respondent 1B). Respondents also discussed the importance of building a system
of support in the community and among parents. Respondent 1C said this was one of the
more effective strategies at getting parents involved and increasing tberaseurces.
Convergence or divergence with the survey data

Category | and IV participants confirmed the demographic data from teysu
Both groups were serving low-income, ethnically diverse families, yoursgisaiSome
of the families lived in very rural and isolated areas (Respondent 1B) and oéners w
single-parent households (Respondent 4H, 4J). Both groups confirmed the levels of
resources and levels of parent involvement. Only one respondent had contrary survey
responses as compared to her remarks in the interview. Respondent 4J noted very low
resources in her program but in speaking with her, she said her program provided
participating families with quite a number of resources including faroihggltation and
therapy, access to the health clinics and social services departments,on base
transportation, and additional support through military supervisors (personal
communication, November 5, 2009).
Relevance of emergent themes

Emergent themes resonated among the interviews. Funding was an issue
discussed by all respondents in both categories. Everyone shared the challenges i
dealing with funding cuts and working towards maintaining a high-quality pyekch

program. Funding was considered a reason for the decrease in resources and
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programming available to parents. Funding was also seen as a barrier teiagdres

needs in the program such as staff development, renovations in the classroom
environment, and providing more parent-child activities to families.

Cultural understanding was also a theme that emerged from the interiianyg.
of the respondents in Categories | and IV served ethnically diverse faamliecultural
understanding was necessary to adequately address the needs of these populations
Respondent 1C noted that her parent association committee was conducted in Spanish
because they had so many Spanish-speaking families in the program. Making the
language switch and building relationships with the families had helped¢asecparent
involvement to the point at which attendance rates were always 100% in henprogra
(personal communication, November 19, 2009).

The format of the parent engagement programs was also an important component
in the interviews as administrators discussed strategies for ing¢a@sent involvement
in their programs. The most successful program formats were those that heshelsd
to accommodate the parents work schedule (typically in the evenings) and involved
incentives such as food and something to take home. Such take-hoe incentives included
books, gas cards, or supplies for the children. Successful events were also thoseethat w
informed by the interests of the parents and were events that were open to ¢he entir
family.

Preschool infrastructure and the extent to which the preschool progranedvis ti
the kindergarten/elementary levels was an important topic of discussion that all

respondents considered. Administrators in school-based programs that weretied t
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specific district spoke of the critical relationship between the preschddha district

saying that the preschool program would not survive if the district didn’t come through
with funds when the state cut early childhood funding. Others suggested that the
preschool program needed to play a more prominent role in the elementary scleool syst
so that the transition from preschool to kindergarten would be more seamless for
children.
Explanation of the findings

The positive relationships (high resources/high parent involvement and low
resources/low parent involvement) in Categories | and IV reflectednithi@djs in the
correlation and ANOVA findings of the quantitative analysis. In the survalysis,
there was a positive association between the number of resources and the [euestof
involvement, and the relationship between the two variables was not due to sampling
error. These findings support the hypothesis, confirmed the survey analysis, and
addressed the various research questions in the qualitative component. At thesame t
the information from the interviews gave more depth to a relationship that seemed
relatively simplistic on the survey. In reality, the relationship betweemamber of
resources and levels of parent involvement was quite complex and that compéexity w
described more fully with the administrator interviews.

Category | administrators reported high number of resources and high levels of
parent involvement on thevaluationsurvey. Important to highlight: The high numbers
of resources these administrators provided were not tied to their respectvanms

having more money than others. The availability of diverse resources were matte
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of good planning, resourcefulness in a time of fiscal constraints and making comsect

in the community to fill in gaps in services that PreK/PFA program could not meet
Category | administrators spoke about getting by with less classaistgetting

creative with activities, and asking for more donations. Whatever the mettthdhese
administrators were able to provide the high level of resources becausedbgyized a
need and adapted to meet that need even in the midst of threats to the entire programs
funding source.

The high levels of parent involvement reported by this Category | partisipaist
attributed to the strong relationships that were developed between the program
administration and staff, and the programs participants. Levels of parent inealvem
were not simply tied to the availability of many resources that wereedfterthem.

Instead, it was a combination of using the early childhood programs to access needed
social resources while accessing valuable emotional support and encouragement
compassionate teachers and administrators who made an effort to conneamiigs f

on a deeper level. Families who felt more valued by the preschool and who haih@ trust
relationship with the teachers/program were more likely to be highly involvatds.

Upon review of the demographics served across all program categories, the
families demonstrated similar risk characteristics. The distinctitvmelea the success
rates of other categories and Category | lay in the way these specific
administrators/programs approached the families served in their resgacigrams.
Regardless of the specific characteristics of program participaateg@@y |

administrators found ways to access and engage their specific population inhatvay t
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was meaningful to the participant. This meant extensive use of the pattcipame

language and adapting programming to meet the families needs with scheahdi
getting the correct social resources needed. In some cases, itwdiagtadditional
staff like a parent educator whose sole job was to help the program support the
challenging needs of families. Whatever the strategy, the efforésimtentional and
Category | programs consistently made a concerted effort to understaathtiesfin
their programs and make the early childhood program fit their group as closely as
possible. The resources available were then adapted to meet the respedsva ne
participants.

In sum, Category | programs evidenced what were considered optimal ogsults
the spectrum of social resource provisions and parent involvement levels. It wag not tha
these programs had more money or more training than other programs imtiffere
categories. The results were tied to the ability of these programs to hd plaoh
resourceful with the limited resources they were provided and what couldn’t bedattaine
from the program itself was acquired through outreach in the community. Theantport
gualities that made this possible was the relationship and collaboration felebehge
families and the schools.

More resources did not equate with better involvement. It waygpkef
resources that presented the best fit with the needs of the families tlaethatbst. It
was programs in Category | in which we would see continuous review and reaualjisstm
of programs to fit of the non-educational needs of participants. In this waldeail

funds were used most efficiently to ensure that nothing was wasted on progranesgser
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that were not widely used or needed by program participants. The procession§ meet

non-educational needs was not considered a static point and there was no one perfect wa
to meet the diverse needs presented in the PreK/PFA programs.

Lastly and for Category | administrators, the key seemed to be recapttiei
changing nature of the participants and macro circumstance — such as tHengtrugg
economy and unemployment — and then adapting the program or methods of engagement
to reflect the change. These programs had a firm understanding of theamprog
participants and this understanding was reflected in the changing senvicapproaches
used to engage parents. Category | programs were consistentlyuatiegeihe
effectiveness of the program’s ability to meet the educational and non-edatageds
of child and family participants.

At the opposite side of the spectrum, Category IV administrators reported low
numbers of social resources and low levels of parent involvement &vahetion
survey. The number of social resources reported on the survey was low and according to
the interviews, the resources that were available were not widely usedsghehparent
resource library. Although funding was part of the reason why limited ses@lirces
were available, there was also the sense that having resources would not havetan impa
on levels of parent involvement during the interviews.

The low levels of parent involvement were consistently attributed to the unique
family circumstances and lack of strong relationships with the programs maoréhe
available resources. Issues such as unemployment, lack of transportatiteq isola

families, or families being members of the military during two actraes were just
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some of the circumstances that Category IV respondents felt werentdiziae

discussion of parent involvement. While it is possible to suggest more resoarceg m
an avenue for better connecting with families, Category IV progsaesed to struggle
with the basic understanding of the true needs of their participants; a differgregieve
than Category | programs who understood their participants and the local community
very well.

Compounded with these issues was the sense of frustration and exhaustion
communicated by Category IV administrators. The program challeveyesspoken to
more often than the successes of the programs and there is a need for cautianynecess
when programs accept the status quo without seeing opportunities for alternate paths
reaching parents. Administrators communicated a sense of acceptaritestisathe
way it is.” It became apparent that the administrators and staff in@gt®gprograms
needed more support to find creative ways to approaching families and gettirgy a bett
understanding of what the programs needed to better serve its participantevélros
infrastructure would need to come from a higher structure such as the digélicrle
statewide-governing lllinois State Board of Education office. Greater duippor
higher levels of the education system could help Category IV programs, in turn,tsuppor
their program participants possibly resulting in the implementation of morepajgie
social resources in PreK/PFA programs and higher levels of parent involviement
Category IV programs.

Ultimately, programs with higher numbers of social resources wereiatel

with higher levels of parent involvement. These findings came from both the survey data
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and the interviews. The social resources were an appropriate fit to the tieed of

participating families in PreK/PFA programs (Category |) aweis the quality, not the
guantity, of the resources that mattered most. Social resources were als®aisaal a

for building relationships between programs and participants, which was seen to help
support higher levels of parent involvement. Lastly, and most importantly, fikeors
program quality, funding, cultural understanding, staff composition, and unique family
circumstances were all considerations that influenced the extent to whodncesswere

used in the program and the extent to which parents were engaged. These compounded
influences speak more than the number of resources available and were duectéetl

as to why parents do and do not engage in the program.

A vivid example was given by Respondent 4J in Category IV. Her program was
located on a military base and she shared that parents in her program were more
concerned about deployment and getting appropriate care for their children when they
were deployed rather than attending parent activities or coming to tseoclas
Respondent 4J said her parents do want to be involved but the circumstances make it
difficult for them to take the time to come to a parent education night when they are
actively engaged in two wars abroad (personal communication, November 5, 2009). This
discussion of the interview themes provided a better understanding of the preschool
programs, and the complex dynamic between children, parents, and programs that are the
crux of this dissertation. Although the interviews did support the hypothesis in the
guantitative analysis, the interviews also shed light on the variety of compounduorg fac

not otherwise considered in the original survey.
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Category Il and Il (inverse relationships)

Integrative summary and fit with the research questions

Category Il and Il administrators represented two sample groups that
demonstrated an inverse relationship addressing research questions #3.y@ategor
represented programs with high numbers of resources and low levels of parent
involvement. Category Il represented programs with low numbersainass and high
levels of parent involvement. Four respondents — two in each category — were sampled
for the administrator interviews and their responses were reviewed faeghehated to
the literature, congruence with the survey data, and emergent themesdbdt@n the
interviews themselves (Chapter 4).

Generally, the information attained through the interviews confirmed the
administrator’s responses reported in Bvaluationsurvey and opened new areas of
inquiry that were not considered in the original study. Similar to the previousssiisa,
the interviews delved into the resources that programs provided not otherwisedpecifi
on the survey. Category Il respondents cited diverse resources availablents pa
including mental health consultation and meals including breakfast and lunch for students
in the program and dinner for all parent events (Respondent 2D). Respondent 2E cited
even more resources and programs not reflected in the program including literacy
programs, ESL classes for parents, programs for teen parents, parentiogaaimns,
and support in prenatal and WIC clinics (Respondent 2E). Respondent 3F from Category
lIl also noted that her program provided transportation to the preschool, which is

provided by the district and was not included inEvaluationsurvey.
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Both categories of respondents shared information about the resources they would

like to have but could not provide at this time. Respondents cited a need for more
preschool programs to accommodate students on long waitlists for the program
(Respondent 3F), more parent education programs (Respondent 2D), and a need for more
parent and staff development in the area of child development (Respondent 3F)h As wit
Category | and IV administrators, the extent to which these resawguksbe provided
all depended on funding.

Participants also shared ideas on what supports and prohibits their programs in
offering services and getting families to use the available resoukrong relationship
with parents was seen to increase the level of resource use and levegageineent
(Respondent 2E and 3F). Challenges in offering diverse services werd telateding
constraints which cut home visiting, the number of programs for parents anermhildr
and even supplies in the program (Respondents 2D, 2E, 3F, and 3G). These resources
were seen as strategies to connect with families but those relatiorshighs10t be as
fully developed without funding especially for home visits.

Category Il and Il administrators also gave their insights into letgis of
parent involvement were low when all the necessary resources wer®lavaiid
conversely, why parent involvement levels were high when resources weredetine
When discussing the overall strengths of the program, administrators 2D and Biasai
focusing on the strengths of the families and using those strengths as a nggge e
parents was a great approach to having good outcomes in the program. The twd also sai

that building a strong system of support among resources in the community and parents
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was also key to have good outcomes related to resource use and parent engagement.

These steps were attributed to why parents may be involved even when reseueces
low.

Category Il and Il participants were also asked why parent invoivelenxels
were seemingly low even when all necessary resources werebées/édldhem or levels
of parent involvement were high when resources were not needed. Respondent 2E
expressed that low levels of parent engagement when resources ardeanaahot be
a problem of the parent, but a problem of the professionals working with the parents. She
said that while some families may not be able to change, it was still impartant t
determine what the goals of the family are instead of the goals of thermprogra
Respondent 2E continued saying that when programs focus on parent goals, there may be
greater use of services when those services are in-line with the fameltis (personal
communication, November 12, 2009). Respondents in these categories also
acknowledged that they could not help every family and not every familyegil selp.
Respondent 3G from Category lll further shared that cultural familianitylanguage
barriers were a reason why parents do not get involved even if they need esbuece
lack of familiarity could be a reason for a lack of participation.
Convergence or divergence with past literature

Respondents from the two categories discussed best practices in preschool
programs, which are cited in the literature. The four participants distctiese
importance of focusing on parent engagement, attending to the non-educational needs of

their participants, the importance of the parent-teacher-school relationsigtl as the
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benefits of a preschool experience for children and families. Respondents 2D, 3F, and

3G spoke of the benefits and challenges in getting parents to use resources and
engagement parents while Respondents 2E and 3G discussed the importance of building a
system of support within the community and among parents. Together, the interview
remarks mimic much of what we found in the literature pertaining to eattihood
programming and the importance of parent involvement and resources within those
settings.

Convergence or divergence with the survey data

Both categories confirmed the demographic data from the survey. Both groups
were currently serving low-income, ethnically diverse families, whdarggish-
language learners. Participants in Respondent 2E and 3F also noted servieg faithili
low levels of education. Unemployment was an issue in both categories and Respondent
3G even cited serving refugees in her community. Some of the families livediruvedr
and isolated areas (Respondent 3F) and others were single-parent households
(Respondent 2E).

Additionally, the groups confirmed the levels of resources and levels of parent
involvement. Two of the four respondents had contrary survey responses as compared to
their remarks in the interview. Respondent 2E noted very low levels of parent
involvement in her program but in speaking with her, she shared that parent involvement
levels were quite high because her program is well connected with servareghtbut
the community (personal communication, November 12, 2009). Respondent 3G also

provided contrasting responses. Her survey described her program with high levels of
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parent involvement but when speaking with her, she described the levels as low and an

area of struggle for her program (personal communication, November 23, 2009).
Emergent themes

Emergent themes also resonated among the Category Il and Il interviews.
Funding was an issue discussed by all respondents in both categories. All four
administrators in these two categories shared the challenges in da#iifigngding cuts
and maintaining a high-quality preschool program. Funding was considered afogason
the decrease in resources and the availability of parent/familygmnoging. Funding
was also a concern when it came to the sustainability of programs andstichtors
were discussing the importance of finding alternate funding sources t@imaieir
programs (Respondent 2D and 2E).

Cultural understanding was an additional theme that emerged from theewtervi
Respondents 2E and 3G served ethnically diverse families and cultural umtiacsta
was necessary to adequately address the needs of these populations. Respondent 2E sai
that serving English-language learners required understanding cultura sothmat
these families could be encouraged to use other resources in the program. Respondent 3G
served predominantly Hispanic families and refugees as well. To her, cultural
understanding was critical to accessing parents and supporting theirrckitrim early
childhood settings because culture shaped how her families viewed the progréwirand t
interactions within it.

The format of the parent engagement programs was also an important component

in the interviews as administrators discussed different strategiddarsincreasing
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parent involvement in their programs. Respondent 2D and 3F felt her parent events had

high attendance rates when hosted in the evenings to accommodate familyeslaedll
food and incentives were provided. Successful events were also those that werednfor
by the interests of the parents and were events open to the entire family.

Additionally, preschool infrastructure and the extent to which the preschool
program was tied to the kindergarten/elementary levels was an important topic of
discussion for Respondents 2E, 3F, and 3G. Respondent 2E ran a community-based
program and cited the difficulties of not being tied to a district. She noted that
transportation was an issue and with long waitlists, it would be nice to be parstia di
in which students can be transferred/accommodated when her program was full.
Respondent 3F was an administrator in school-based program and she felt thalhé wa
district that made it possible for her to maintain her programs with ealtjhobd
program funds was cut at the state-level. She had hoped for more full-day programs so
that parents would not have to worry about childcare.

Lastly, Respondent 3G spoke of the importance of preschool infrastructure
expressing her frustrations in being a school-based program. She said thatitihe dist
required constant screening of preschool children to determine the levél loditrigis
task created long waitlist that were ingenuous to parents. Risk mayniiéaeden their
children but there was no space in the program for children to attend. Respondent 3G
further noted that the preschool component was a very small part of the langelratsl
that she hoped the district would create a more permanent place for presoboarhst

She saw this as a necessary step to diminish the threat of closing prelEdsrobms
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when state-preschool funding was not available. Respondent 3G also felt this wpuld hel

the transition for students from preschool to kindergarten and would make it more
seamless for children.
Explanation of the findings

The inverse relationships noted in Categories Il and Il participatged&o
address the research questions and address new areas of inquiry not reflected in the
survey findings. The interview sample for the two groups also helped to confirm the
guantitative results to a certain extent. The interviews helped to confirmalseve
discrepancies between responses on the survey and what was currently happleaing in t
program. Respondent 2E noted low parent involvement in the survey but her interview
remarks suggested high levels of parent involvement, while Respondent 3G who noted
high levels of parent involvement on the survey but her interview remarks suggested |
levels of parent involvement. This type of confirmation was one strength of thé mixe
methods design as survey responses were confirmed and in-depth information on the
inverse relationship could be better understood.

The Category Il and Il interview analysis reflected a persgectintrary to the
hypothesis yet provided depth of information to address the research questions. The
remarks from these two groups spoke directly to what this study ultimatelyncedfi
The relationship between social resources and levels of parent involvemehtys hig
complex and so many other factors must be considered in order to explain the interplay
between variables. As alluded to in the Category | and IV discussion, fagtbras

family circumstances, culture, staff composition, and even funding all infldehee
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extent to which resources were made available and used, as well as, Iheflpaeent

involvement.

Category Il administrators reported high numbers of resources and lowdévels
parent involvement on thevaluationsurvey. Although a high number of resources were
reported on the survey, the question to address was whether or not these resources were
the ones needed by program participants. The interviews from Categdmyitlistrators
illustrated parent involvement levels were not simply about having social resourc
They discussed the barriers to using resources to be considered such as a lack of
transportation, language barriers, or even fear of accessing resotitgée consideration
went beyond a program simply having a high number of social resources. €hercrit
for Category Il supports this point. Despite the program’s high provisions of social
resources, its levels of parent involvement were reported as low and the inteougWws s
to reconcile this finding.

Category Il administrators placed an emphasis on looking at the famdilhe
relationships that family has with the program because it is within thesextotitat
parent involvement levels could be better understood. For children and families in their
programs, parent involvement levels remained low because of circumstancesnthat w
beyond the number of resources available in their respective PreK/PFA pragsues
around isolation, unemployment, low parent education among other factors contributed to
why parents didn’t get involved despite the availability of resources thlt be
believed to support their engagement. When resources were targeted at ttiesitheee

involvement was seen to improve.
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For programs that find themselves in this situation, attention must be directed at

the needs of the family versus concerns over what blanket resources are standard in a
program. Category Il administrators believed the resources were of ndhmsedid not
meet the needs of participants and in a time of fiscal constraints, monies shoutétbe bet
spent in other areas that would help to support families more effectively. Forcest

the parent resource library was noted as rarely used. Funding to support thesesesour
was being channeled into a specific service/program option that would be of greate
utility such as parent-child activities.

An important point that came out of the Category Il interviews was this idea that
the decisions for what social resources can and cannot be offered is sométitreey ar
and programs do not always have control. Funding constraints and approval processes
within the district and program could be inhibitors to offering the types of social
resources that participating families need and ask for. Despite this, libeid still be a
concerted effort to match the resources available with those that are neadedould
be useful for engaging parents and may contribute to the types of outcome evident in
Category | programs.

In contrast to the Category Il sample, Category Illl administratpsrted low
numbers of resources and high levels of parent involvement d&véheationsurvey and
this finding also depicted the complexity of understanding the relationship studesl in t
dissertation. Analysis of the interviews for this group illustrated thastues was
whether or not the programs provided tigdt resources — not necessarily theantity of

the resources — that mattered most to the effects on parent involvement levelthe For



216
resources that were provided in Category Ill programs, those resoureewelleused

such as the parent-child activities and the parent education programs.

Insofar as the levels of parent involvement, Category Il administratorsthis
group were adamant about the importance of understanding the culture of thpguestic
as this understanding was what contributed to the high levels of engagement. The use of
social resources like parent-child activities and linking to community resyweee
seen as opportunities for building relationships between families and the program, an
essential component of increasing parent involvement. At the same time,rgétego
administrators emphasized looking at the needs of the family and seeinguihht s
resources were available to them in the community as well. This waearatd
strategy for getting assistance to program participants that could not beeprbyithe
PreK/PFA program otherwise. When the early childhood programs collaborated with
community resources, parents could be assisted even if not directly by thBP&eK/
program.

Overall, the information from the Category Il and Il interviews provicexdte
in-depth information on the inverse relationship that was not present in the survey
analysis. The interviews illustrated that the relationship between the nofriespurces
and levels of parent involvement was widely influenced by other factors suchdasd,
cultural understanding, staff composition, preschool infrastructure, and uniqug famil
circumstances. These compounded influences also spoke more to why parents do and do
not engage in the program with or without respect to the use of resources provided by that

program.
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As a result, different programs used different approaches and strdtegies

increasing parent involvement and use of the available resources in theitivesptss.
Some adjusted the format and timing of resources like the parent-child estant

parent education programs to match parent schedules. Other administreieed all
parents to play a more active role in the planning and type of engagement the program
would have with participants such as changing the language spoken in the nagkting a
having a parent committee coordinate/direct parent activities. In sum, tdgoGall

and Il interviews demonstrated the dynamic interplay between faimgymstances, the
use of social resources and parent involvement in PreK/PFA programs. Tunirgginto t
families needs and background was critical to relationship-building that couldbatatr

to higher levels of parent involvement in the programs.

Limitations

The qualitative component presented a number of strengths in the mixed methods
design but there were limitations as well. A total of ten administratonisipatéed in the
administrative interviews, three each from Category | and Categoant two each
from Category Il and Category lll. Each respondent provided a wealtifoafiation of
what was happening illustrating that the relationship being studied in théstdison
cannot be over-simplified to one linear explanation. Ten administrators represented
very small sample consideration when over 800 surveys were completed. Although the
sample attempted to reflect the diversity in programs (school-based vensosigity
based) and different regions in the state (Regions 2, 4, and 5), this was stiivalyelat

small sample making it difficult to produce general remarks acrossigllob#idhood
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programs in lllinois. There was enough diversity in program settings to reféect

difference available in programs but that also presented challenges in makerglized
statements to a certain extent.

There were also discrepancies between the survey responses and interview
remarks for Respondents 2E, 3G, and 4J,which could be seen as a limitation of the
participant sample pool. Triangulation of the findings was limited for thesgarats
because of the disconnected responses between survey and interview datamieplace
candidates should have been added to help support the research findings but there were
no additional participants to sample given the small number of administratorslithat f
under these two categories. Most poignantly, the remarks reflect progvam-|
understanding of the preschool programs from the perspective of adminisaratdrse
administrators only. We lose the voice of the teachers and the parent participheats
program since they are not included in the sample. The input of both groups —
teachers/staff and parents — would need to be included to get a better-roundeaificture

the relationship being studied in this dissertation.

Specific research needed to extend the findings

Administrators were more than happy to share information about their programs
and the challenges in running a program within the context of the current economy and
the challenges facing program participants. Greater understandhegretdtionships
between parents and teachers needed to be better understood since it was this component
that seemed to be the most relevant in parent involvement in the preschool programs.

Teachers/staff and parents should be surveyed and interviewed to further swgport t
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survey findings and administrative interviews. Parents, in particular, neednclumed

because they are the essential component of discussing parent involvement not
considered. This extra step would create a more holistic understanding oftibaskia
between levels of resources and levels of parent involvement in preschool prodpiam. T
study would be better rounded if it included four components — parent, teacher and
program surveys, administrative interviews, teacher/staff interviewlsparent

interviews — designed to address the research questions.

Additionally, and specific to Categories Il and 1ll, a more in-depth look at the
relationships between parents and teachers/school would be vital for understamding t
relationship between variables. All respondents attributed success in pargeneaga
and use of resources in part to the close relationships within the program. Teherefor
further investigation of what these parent-teacher-school relationships lookdikehey
were developed, and how the relationships were maintained would be very informative t
understanding the inverse outcomes for these two groups.

Summary of the Mixed Methods Findings

This mixed method study was designed to examine the relationship between two
variables — social resources and parent involvement — diviieationstudy. This
study was not intended to test for a causal relationship between social resmace
levels of parent involvement or social resources and positive child outcomesd Inste
this study proposed to examine a non-causal relationship that suggested a possible
connection between resources and parent involvement in lllinois PreK/PFAamsgr

The study’s goal was also to introduce more areas of inquiry that couddolouihe
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guantitative findings, providing entrée into research on the impact of socialaesaur

child outcomes in the future. These goals were achieved in the current study.

The significant relationship between the number of resources and levels of parent
involvement in lllinois PreK/PFA programs was better understood by analyzing
Evaluationsurvey data and triangulating the findings with the administrator ietervi
data. The mixed methods approach aided in lessening the limitations presamtéukf
use of the survey data set alone and provided new information not otherwise gained in the
original study. Furthermore, the analysis in this study resulted in enhgvicence of a
positive relationship between the number of resources a program provided anelthe le
of parent involvement in Illinois PreK and PFA programs.

In sum, the hypothesis was supportpdograms that offer more resources to
parents will demonstrate more success in levels of parent involvement in theamsogr
Additionally, the all research questions were addressed in the adminisitatoiews.
Programs did offer resources above what was noted on the survey including
transportation, service coordination, childcare, mental health consultation and food.
Programs would like to offer enrollment to more children eligible for PreK/PF
programs as well as offer more staff development in the area of child devatophmel
funding and family circumstances were just some of the barriers for gettiilge§ato
use available resources or offer more social resources in the progranite Bese
challenges, administrators said resourcefulness, good planning, and extemsaehout
was the strategies used to support use and acquisition of resources for program

participants (Research Question 1).
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Additionally, parent involvement was described to varying degrees depending on

the levels of resources in the program (Research Question 2). Categuatylll a
administrators addressed the factors around why parent involvement may be high i
programs offering few resources and vice versa (Research Question 3). Thesfinding
suggested unique family circumstances and the goodness of fit between theesesour
offered and the needs of the participants were what mattered most. It waes not t
guantity of the resources but the quality and appropriateness to what was needed in the
program that had the greatest influence of parent involvement and use of resources.
Together, the mixed methods study addressed all of these points and goalsumetite ¢
study.

In summation, the following points are take-away messages from this study:
1) In addition to the prevalence of needed social resources in a program, dtrsr fac

such as unique family circumstances and culture also have an important influence on
levels of parent involvement

2) Definitions of parent involvement vary widely among administrators andsacros
programs.

3) Strong relationships between programs and program participants hachtiestgre
influence on the program’s ability to engage parents and were evident rampgogith
high levels of parent involvement.

4) Reassessment of participant needs and adaptation of the program aré consta
endeavors for administrators seeking to support the changing academic acdademia
needs of program participants.

Indeedsocial resources were just one factor that influenced levels of parent
involvement in lllinois PreK/PFA programSpecifically, the quantitative analysis
confirmed more resources does not have a direct association with higher leveénbf par

involvement; low numbers of resources were tied to high levels of parent involvement in
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some cases. The qualitative analysis provided the necessary support of the above

statement. Administrators discussed their programs in great length and ay mas/
social resources considered the primary influence on levels of parent involvement.
Parent involvement levels were described to varying degrees depending on theafumber
resources noted in the survey. More importantly, the levels of parent involvemedt varie
based on the specific populations served by a program, the environment within which
participating families lived, and the unique qualities and make-up of the program that
influenced the extent to which parents did or did not use

When discussing the topic of social resources, administrators honed in on the
appropriateness of the resources and the goodness of fit for the resource witldghef nee
program participants. The sheer number of available social support outlets was not a
focus. Most notably, respondents discussed the unique family circumstances that ha
implications for participation levels. Administrators were serving higffamilies
including those tied to the military, which created an entirely new, unique seed$
and the availability of social resources would not be the only solution to addréesing t
needs and getting families engaged.

Parent involvement and the definitions attributed to that involvement were also at
the crux of the interviews. This suggested that survey provided an oversimpilifio&ti
what parent involvement in preschool programs entailed. Administrators wegreleer
that involvement looks very different depending on the characteristics of the papulati
the region of the state, and the general needs of the community. For example, a singl

mother of two children living in a rural town with no transportation could be considered
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highly involved if she was able to get her preschooler to school every day and attend

programs infrequently. Given her circumstances, achieving this level of aitenda

would be a feat and demonstrated a level of engagement that may be lacking in parents
who do have quick access to cars and programs. Respondents also spoke to the
difference in parent involvement based on ethnic background. Ultimately, theatake-a
message from administrators wBefinitions of parent involvement vary widely among
administrators and across programf&esources are just one outlet for reaching them but
were by no means the panacea for dealing with low levels of parent engagernent in t
program.

Strong relationships between programs and program participants had the
greatest influence on the program’s ability to engage parents and were evident in
programs with high levels of parent involvemeRiegardless of whether a program had a
high number or low number of resources, it was the relationships between the
administrator/teacher and the child/parents that was the best determivwiuet oér
families would be engaged in the program. Administrators communicated ihevas t
‘personal invitation’ and the accountability of the program staff that madédarfael
connected to the program and encouraged involvement inside the classroom and in the
community.

There was recognition that not all families can or want to be helped but there wa
a general sense that early childhood programs must be open and focused on meeting the
educational and non-educational needs of participating families as besathey

Maintaining strong relationships allowed programs to achieve these endsan@sdigat
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demonstrated the high levels of parent involvement in the survey and interviews all noted

that they firmly understood their community and the participants they workled wit
making the program work for them through open communication and strong, safe,
supportive relationships.

Reassessment of participant needs and adaptation of the program are constant
endeavors for administrators seeking to support the changing academic and non-
academic needs of program participan&sdministrators who reported high levels of
parent involvement consistently recognized the changing needs of the prograada
tried to reassess and readjust their programs even when funding limitst imade i
difficult. When different needs were presented, administrators got creative a
conducted extensive outreach programs in the community to get PreK/PFAppattci
what they need. The result was families who felt deeply connected to the program,
families who felt valued, and families who were more involved in the various program
activities and who used recommended services.

Administrators also spoke to the importance of the preschool infrastructure and it
fit with the larger community because this goodness of fit influenced teatagtwhich
parent used resources and/or was engaged in the preschool programs. Thish&as anot
component of reassessment and adaptation that was needed in the program. Having
stronger connections with the larger school district made transitions froohpoé$o
kindergarten more seamless and could help to maintain relationships that were develope
in preschool through the child’s school-age years. Building this infrasteustas seen

as a strategy to ensure preschool classrooms could be maintained even when fisiding ¢
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threaten to close the programs which would help children and parent navigate between

preschool and kindergarten classrooms. Having preschool as a secure program option
would also be an additional method to support both the academic and non-academic
needs of participants through a system familiar to preschool families.

Together, the materials in the interviews spoke to the variety of fabtaireeed
to be considered when discussing the connection between resources and parent
involvement. While there are no easy answers, the survey data and interviews
highlighted important considerations for getting parents engaged and usaailadle
resources. The relationship presented in this dissertation was complexrangdieea
variety of factors relevant to each particular preschool setting but overalitiggpos
relationship is indeed present between resources and levels of parent involvement in
lllinois programs.

On a broader context, the study illustrated a place for interdiscipliraryrg in
the fields of social work and early childhood education when working with at-risk
populations. Increased collaboration and information exchange between early childhood
professionals and social work professionals could streamline the process of providing the
appropriate services to at-risk children and families particularly thasssiog and using
early learning settings. Early childhood settings connect families wtialgesources
inside the program and within the community. Helping professionals like social workers
should see early childhood programs also as a social resource to support children and

families they encounter in their respective sites, and refer them to sucamsogr
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When a child is identified as needing a safe environment to develop social-

emotional and academic skills, he/she should refer to state-funded preschools like
PreK/PFA programs. The benefits to children and families have beeraii@gsin this

study thus professionals in social work and other helping professions should use early
childhood programs as a viable intervention tool and resource for further supporting at-

risk clients, particularly young children, found in their respective settings.

Implications of Findings
Research implications

Initially, this study sought to examine what was a seemingly simiglgoreships:
social resources and levels of parent involvement in PreK/PFA programsndimgsi
from both the quantitative and qualitative components clearly evidenced that the
relationships is far more complex. Other factors such as culture, unique family
circumstances, and staff composition played an influential role and a \afretytems
interplayed as well. The family system, the school systems, and the comaysté&ms
all intersected in this study and each had the ability to influence the extehich
resources were available, the extent to which resources were used, and arhather
parents would engage in their child’s preschool program.

As previously discussed, there are some options to extend the findings of the
current study. One could isolate specific social resources and studyatienstlips of
that specific resource with the levels of parent involvement, controlling for tlosar
factors mentioned. One could also focus on a specific system — for examplajithe fa

unit — and study changes in the family unit based on input of resources. Most importantly,
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the findings illustrated the need for parent input in this study that focuses tsndeve

parent involvement. This group was omitted in the current study and illustrated the need
for research to include all relevant participants when studying a socialrpbaon like
parent involvement.

This study also demonstrated the limitations of conducting analysis on
guantitative data that wasn’t designed for bivariate analysis. This is esttlenthe
effect size calculations that were inflated. The use of standardizedne®asuld help as
well. Moreover, the uniqueness of the secondary data also had implications to the extent
to which findings could be generalized across all early childhood programs haifibiea
survey data was unique to PreK/PFA programs but on the other had, one can use the

findings as a reference for other early childhood programs facing schaddenges.
Applied implications

The findings helped to illustrate possible gaps in the connection between social
services agencies and early childhood programs serving the same populatign. Earl
childhood programs may be able to identify needs in the classroom but in making
referrals to services, those referrals may either interfere or deplidtht what an affiliate
caseworker may be recommending outside of the preschool program. Hatipaoti
professionals and social work professionals need to streamline the connectioes betwe
the two systems so that resources given in the early childhood program are netetliplic
elsewhere. Early childhood programs use social resources in the program and the
community as a tool to support the non-educational needs of participating farmlies. |

the same token, social service agencies can use early childhood programs dde valua
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intervention tool to support at-risk children in the community. In this way, early

childhood programs and social services compliment each other and this collaboration ca
be used as a method of providing wrap-around services that are linked to families
regardless of the setting.

Lastly, this study implied a new value placed on the role of social resonrces i
PreK/PFA programs. Social resources are a means of addressing the raiioealuc
needs but also, it is a tool for building relationships, a factor tied to levels of parent
involvement. Additionally, the study highlighted the importance of quality over quantity
of social resources and goodness of fit. Programs need to pay attention to the how the
resources fit with the needs of participants as that has implications foetbéths

social resources and levels of engagement.

Policy implications

Society is facing a time of fiscal cuts wherein accountabilificiency, and cost-
benefit analysis are the bottom-line for which issues are attended to amdandirot.
Understanding the dynamic relationship between social support and parent involvement
in early childhood programs can provide insight to areas needing greaterfads
money — that have long-standing implications for families using public rescandes
federally/state-funded preschool programs.

This study makes specific policy recommendations to the lllinois StetedBf
Education and lllinois school district administrators that can be used to suppprt earl
childhood programs and the at-risk families who participate in them:

1. There needs to be standards and guidelines that require the provision and
evaluation of social resources in preschool programs that are appropriate to
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program participants and determined through a systematic review of participant
needs.

2. Funding needs to be secured to ensure that the non-educational needs of program
participants can be met through the provision of social resources.

3. To ensure the coordination of services and minimize duplication of efforts in
meeting the non-educational needs of participants, community-based programs
should be tied to school-based programs and services through a coordinated
electronic database that can indicate points of service.

4. Professional development training should be provided to program staff to ensure
greater skills in addressing the role of culture in preschool programs and using
cultural understanding to connect with parents of ethnically diverse backgrounds
in preschool programs.

Support from higher administration could help establish and stabilize PreK/PFA
programs throughout the state. Currently, PreK/PFA programs need stable funding,
administrative support for addressing the non-educational needs of particibsiafh
training so that these programs can in turn support the children and familiesrireey s
Programs need more guidance in creating standard connections betweehildadpd
programs and services in the community. Community-based programs need to be tied to
the school district to ensure seamless transition for preschoolers into kinelerghaite
ensuring that services put in place during preschool are continued during the gehool-a
years. A coordinated, electronic database could fulfill this gap in ensuringadigoiiof
services is not occurring in preschool programs. And all of these infrasérogtalities
fall under the discretion and direction of higher administration, a group betteopdsiti
make programmatic guidelines and requirements that can be implementeshdtate
district-wide.

Additionally, best practice policies for high quality early learningreggtmust

include the reassessment of social resources in the program and allowngrameaapt
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to the needs of the current participants. This way, it can be assured that funding for

maintaining social resources is more effectively spent on those resowtcemke the
most difference for participating families. Moreover, administrators tfidstould

have funding and access to support and training for working with culturally diverse
populations and for addressing unique family circumstances in their respeotjvams.
Professional development opportunities to help programs understand their program
participants will support the programs capacity to meet educational and nonethlcat
needs more efficiently and effectively.

These policy recommendations reflect the needs and concerns presented by the
administrators interviewed in this study. The availability of social ressurside the
program and within the surrounding community was seen as a valuable addition to the
program that helped strengthen relationships with participants. These stredgthene
relationships resulted in higher levels of parent involvement which is tied to diverse
benefits for both the child and family.

Additionally, ensuring that programs are tailored to meet the educational and non-
educational needs of families is a best practice ideology and could be bettattmet w
continuous re-evaluation, training, and program adaptation. Such changes would support
families in the program and would ensure that transitions from the preschoolssetting
would be less abrupt and jarring to families already struggling withstivarallenges.

There is a need for systems-building and connections between the prescleoolaysbt
the elementary school systems, as well as, connections to social serviess sythe

community at large. These policy recommendations are intended to help bridge the



231
connections and build a unified system for working with at-risk children and éamili

participating in early childhood programs like PreK and PFA.

Future Directions

This dissertation provided entrée into thinking about the diverse purpose of social
resources and the role of parent involvement in early childhood programs, and the
relationship between the two. The study highlighted the complexity of thi®nslaips
and the need to expand the scope of factors that influence the interplay betwden socia
resources and parent involvement levels. Moving forward, greater attention needs to be
paid to the various areas suggested in this study including family circunsstdreeole
of culture, and even the program infrastructure in order to understand the social
phenomenon being studied.

Ultimately, early intervention matters and early childhood programs @ixetal
intervention tool that can change the trajectory of a child considered &riséhool
failure. With coordination between early learning settings and soc@lnes within the
program and in the community, one can support children and families in a way that has
both academic and non-academic benefits that will have a long-lasting itmmaghout
the lifespan. Additional research on the relationship considered in this studiyrtkidir
contribute to evidence supporting the importance of early development and family

systems in our community.
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Erikson Institute IRB Approval Letter for use of secondary data and interview
component

451 North LaSalle Avenue
Chicago, Illinois GD654
312-755-2250t 3127550028 1
www.eriksan.edu

Founded by Irving B. Harris

September 1, 2009 Re: 09-007

Aimee Hilado

Erikson Institute

451 North LaSalle Avenue
Chicago, IL. 60654

PROJECT INVESTIGATORS: Aimee Hilado

PROPQSAL TITLE: Understanding the Impact of Social Resources on Levels of parental

Involverment in llfinois EC Programs
TYPE OF REVIEW: Expedited

Dear Ms. Hilado:

The Erikson Institute Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects has
reviewed your response to our concerns and we are satisfied that you have addressed them
appropriately. Approval is granted for a year.

Sincerely,

Molly F. Collins, Ed.D.

Acting Chair, Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects

09-007

@ graduate school in child development

erikson institute
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Research Services

Institutional Review Board for The Protection of Human Subjects
Lakeside

Lake Shore Campus

1032 W. Sheridan Road | Chicago, lllinois 60660

GLORIAM

November 3, 2009
Dear Ms. Aimee Hilado,

Thank you for submitting the research project entitled: Understanding the Relationship
Between Social Resources and Levels of parent Involvement in Illinois Early Childhood
Programs: A Program-Level Perspective, for expedited review by the Institutional
Review Board [or the Protection of Human Subjects. Alter carelul examination ol the
materials you submitted, we have approved this project as described for a period of one
year.

Approximately eleven months [rom your initial review date, you will receive a renewal
notice stating that approval of your project is about to expire. This notice will give you
detailed instructions for submitting a renewal application. If you do not submit a renewal
application prior to November 3, 2010, your approval will automatically lapse and your
project will be suspended. When a project is suspended, no more research or writing
regarding human subjects may be done until the project is reevaluated and re-
approved. I recommend that you respond to these annual renewals in a complete and
timely (ashion.

This review procedure, administered by the IRB, in no way absolves you, the
rescarcher, from the obligation to immediately inform the IRB in writing if you
would like to change aspects of your approved project (please consult our website for
specilic instructions). You, the researcher, are respectfully reminded that the University's
ability to support its researchers in litigation is dependent upon conformity with
continuing approval for their work. Should you have questions regarding this letter or
general procedures, please contact the Compliance Manager at (773) 508-2689. Please
quote File #74247 if this project is specifically involved.

With best wishes for the success of your work,

Dr. Raymond H. Dye, Jr.
Chair, Institutional Review Board

CC: Dr. Marta Lundy -Social Work

htp://www.luc.edu/ors/itb_home.shtml
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Chi-square for Question 32aParent staff and parents have effective meaningful two-way
communication on a regular basis

Frequency ) 2) 3)
Percent Completely | Mostly Somewhat
Row % Successful | Successful | Successful
Column %
High Resource Provider 188 187 10
26.55 26.41 1.41
48.83 48.57 2.60
54.49 57.19 27.78
Low Resource Provider 157 140 26
22.18 19.77 3.67
48.61 43.34 8.05
45,51 42.81 72.22
Total 345 327 36
48.73 46.19 5.08

Frequency Missing = 48

TOTAL

385

54.38

323
45.62

708
100.00

x°=11.31, df=2, p<.004

Chi-square for Question 32i@ur program helps promote and support

Frequency (2) (2) 3)
Percent Completely | Mostly Somewhat
Row % Successful | Successful Successful
Column %
High Resource Provider 147 205 34
20.79 29.00 4.81
38.08 53.11 8.81
64.19 57.42 28.10
Low Resource Provider 82 152 87
11.60 21.50 12.31
25.55 47.35 27.10
35.81 42.58 71.90
Total 229 357 121
32.39 50.50 17.11

Frequency Missing = 48

arenting skills
TOTAL

386

54.60

321
45.40

707
100.00

X°=43.93, df=2, p<.0001
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Chi-square for Question 32Qur program integrally involves parents in assisting their children’s

learning
Frequency Q) 2) 3) TOTAL
Percent Completely | Mostly Somewhat
Row % Successful | Successful | Successful
Column %
High Resource Provider 162 190 34 386
22.85 26.80 4.80 54.44
41.97 49.22 8.81
57.04 57.06 36.96
Low Resource Provider 122 143 58 323
17.21 20.17 8.18 45.56
37.77 44.27 17.96
42.96 42.94 63.04
Total 284 333 92 709
40.06 46.97 12.98 100.00
Frequency Missing = 48
x°=13.03, df=2, p<.002
Chi-square for Question 32&arents feel welcome in the program
Frequency D) 2) 3) TOTAL
Percent Completely | Mostly Somewhat
Row % Successful | Successful | Successful
Column %
High Resource Provider| 266 117 3 386
37.52 16.50 0.42 54.44
68.91 30.31 0.78
54.07 56.52 30.00
Low Resource Provider 226 90 7 323
31.88 12.69 0.99 45.56
69.97 27.86 2.17
45.93 43.48 70.00
Total 492 207 10 709
69.39 29.20 1.41 100.00

Frequency Missing = 48

x°=2.80, df=2, p<.247
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Chi-square for Question 32€rogram staff actively seeks parents’ support and involvement

Frequency (2) (2) 3
Percent Completely | Mostly Somewhat
Row % Successful | Successful | Successful
Column %
High Resource Provider| 239 137 10
33.71 19.32 1.41
61.92 35.49 2.59
57.59 55.02 22.22
Low Resource Provider 176 112 35
24.82 15.80 4.94
54.49 34.67 10.84
42.41 44.98 77.78
Total 415 249 45
58.53 35.12 6.35

Frequency Missing = 48

TOTAL

386

54.44

323
45.56

709
100.00

x°=20.53, df=2, p<0001
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Dear«FIRSTNAME» «LASTNAME»:

The lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE) contracted with the HeredRels Center for
Children and Social Policy at Erikson Institute to conduct a stateaviaeation of the programs
funded by lllinois’ Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG). This study is knowthadllinois

Birth to Five Evaluatiorand we thank you again for your participation in completing the Web-
Survey distributed in 2008.

To build on the information you provided in your survey responses, | would like te youi to
participate in a follow-up administrator interview so that we catiiéunrunderstand your program,
the services and resources you offer to participants, and the successeali@mges you've

faced in engaging parents in your work. This sub-study dEtaduationis being done with full
support from thé&valuatioris Principal Investigator and the lllinois State Board of Education as
part of a my dissertation. | am a doctoral student at Loyola UniversitaghiSchool of Social
Work, in addition to being a member of thealuationteam, and this portion of the study will be
conducted for partial fulfillment for the requirements of my programfiddlings will be shared
and disseminated to the Herr Research Center, Loyola University Chiodg&BE upon
completion of the study.

If you participate, you will be one of 10 lllinois PreK /PFA administratorgllimerview across
the state. The interview will last about 45-60 minutes, either in persamtbe telephone, and
can be scheduled at a time that is convenient for you. It will consishdf af specific questions,
informal conversation and questions to allow you to discuss topics treftgneatest concern to
you. The conversation and all information you provide will be kept completelidential.

| will be contacting you over the next week to see about your willingness atabditgito meet.
You may also communicate your interest by contacting me at (312) 893-7207 or
ahilado@erikson.edunterviews will take place between now and November 1st. | very much
value your input and look forward to speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,

Aimee V. Hilado, M.S., M.S.W.

Research Analyst, Herr Research Center for Children and Social Policy
Doctoral Candidate, Loyola University Chicago — School of Social Work

Erikson Institute

Graduate school in child development

451 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, lllinois 60654
312 893-7207 (Tel) 312 855-0928 (Fax)
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW
A sub-study of the lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation
Informed Verbal Consent Form

What is this study?

The Herr Research Center for Children and Social Policy at Erikson Insidtsiteeen
contracted by the lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE) to conducteavatiat
evaluation of programs funded by the Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG) entitled the
lllinois Birth to Five Evaluation FY08tudy. Your program has already participated in
part of Phase 1 of the evaluation study involving completion of a Web-survey desdribut
statewide. The current sub-study will be used to complement the information you
provided in the original Web-survey and aims to better understand the children and
families being served by your program, the social resources andief#fered to your
program participants, barriers to families using services, and succedsgsldenges to
increasing parent involvement.

What will | ask you to do?

If you agree to participate in this study, | will ask you questions about thesgjraaeds
of the children and families you serve, the social resources and rejeuatan or would
like to provide, and questions around parent involvement in your program. This
interview will take about 45-60 minutes to complete. There are no physicabtioeai
risks beyond the risks of daily life in completing the interview. There @iirect
benefits to you, but it is an opportunity to further inform on the workings of your
program.

Will my interview responses be confidential?

Yes, your interview responses are completely confidential and will onlypbetee as
part of summarized findings. Your name or other identifying information wilbeot
reported in any publications. | will protect your identity by using a code num&tead

of personal names to identify each interviewee. Any personal names, otigasiza
phone numbers or email addresses will be deleted at the end of the study toypustect
identity. | would like to tape the interview so that | can accurately re@rdwews and
so that | can focus on talking with you rather than on taking notes. You may ask the
interviewer to turn off the tape recorder at any time during the inteaeirthe
interviews will be stored to ensure confidentiality.
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Do have to complete this interview?

No, your participation is completely voluntary. During the interview, you alsoskia
any questions you do not wish to answer and stop the interview at any time.
Furthermore, your willingness to participate or not will have no bearing on your
employment or agency’s funding from ISBE.

Who do | contact if | have questions?

Please contact Aimee Hilado, the Principal Investigator on the study2at8®&3-7207

or ahilado@erikson.eduYou may also contact the Chairperson of study: Marta Lundy,
Ph.D., LCSW at (312)915-7007 anlundy@Iuc.edu If you have questions about your
rights as a research participant, you may contact the Compliance Mamaggola’s
Office of Research Services at (773) 508-2689 or the Erikson Institute Instiut
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at (312) 755-2250.
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW
A sub-study of the lllinois Birth To Five Evaluation
Interview Protocol

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk

Tasks: ReviewInformed Conserfform & request permission to record the interview
Length of Interview: 45-60 minutes
Purpose: To understand the greatest needs of children and families in eddlyodid programs,

the social resources and referrals offered to program participanterdtr families using
services and parent involvement.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk

General information

1. Tell me about the families you serve.
Probe What makes your families different than families in other programs? (e.g. SES,
ethnicity, languages spoken etc.)

2. What are the greatest strengths of the families you serve? Whha¢ apeatest
needs of the families you serve?

Understanding parents and parent involvement

3. Tell me about the levels of parent involvement in your program?
4. Tell me about some of the successes and challenges you've faced in engaging
parents?

Probe What have been some helpful strategies for getting parents involved?

5. Do you serve immigrants in your programs? Refugees? English-language
learners? What are levels of parent involvement for these different groups?
Probe Is there a difference in their participation levels compared to gtaeents? Is
there a difference in the strategies you use to engage them?

Information about social resources and referrals

NOTE: I will have their responses from the web-survey
247
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Based on the resources and referrals you noted on the web-survey, how widely
used are those resources?

Could you describe some of the successes and barriers to getting families to
use/access the resources you provide?

Probe Are there issues with other forces — family dynamics, language, domesti
violence, immigration status, etc.? What else comes to mind?

What have been some helpful strategies for supporting the success of program
use? What are some strategies for overcoming these barriers (if any)?
Probe In what ways have you been able to increase the use of resources?

I'd like to ask you about specific resources and services that were not mentioned
in the survey. Some may tie into the responses you've already given.

Probe Do you offer the following? Are there any others resources/servicegdhat

provide that | have not mentioned?

Transportation

Service coordination/case management
Communication about resources and services
Child Care

Food (lunch/dinners)

Mental health consultation

Other:

Other:

Other:

—TS@TmeP oo T

What child/parent indicators (if any) prompted the decision to offer these
resources? What does each resource/service entail?
Probe Which are the most in demand?

Types of Service

Demand

Description

Transportation

Service
coordination/case
management

Communication about
services

Child Care

Food (lunch/dinners)
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Mental health
consultation

Other:

Other:

Other:

11.  Are there any resources you would like to provide but can’t at this time?
Probe What keeps you from offering them?
What prohibits you — transportation, location, coordination?
In what ways do you think they would be helpful?

Wrap-up questions

12. Scenario I Can you think of a family who has diverse needs and you are able to
cater to every request concern they have (e.g. transportation, parentoggucati
child care, etc.) but the levels of parent involvement are still low? What do you
think are some of the reasons for this outcome?

Probe What are other barriers that aren’t being considered when it comes to parent
involvement?

13.  Scenario 2 Can you think of a family that is very involved in your program
although the program offers limited resources? What do you think are some
reasons for that outcome?

Probe What are other barriers that aren’t being considered when it comes to parent
involvement?
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DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVIEW SAMPLE

CATEGORY 1: HIGH RESOURCES/ HIGH PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Participant 1A This participant was an Administrator in a local elementary school

within in a school-based preschool program located in Region 2. Her programezbnsist
of eight blended classrooms and three special education classrooms fundedyin part b

ISBE. The program was located in a rural area serving low-incombeamiHer
program serviced a number of English-language learners as well. Transpaves an
issue because the program was located in a rural area and public teditgpasds not
an option for participants. Given the state-funding cuts, the school district washee
to support the program because the district supplemented funds that were not prov
ISBE. This participant said that her program would not have survived without thetd
funds. She further commented that she had a full program and carried a longj e¥aitli
preschoolers who wanted to get into the program but there was no space to open
enrollment. This participant consistently cited strong relationships witlid¢a as a
strength and support for family engagement in her program.

na
ided by
stric

Participant 1B This participant was the Early Childhood Coordinator who operated
programs on behalf of her area’s regional office of education (ROE) and provided
prekindergarten programs for four small districts that were too small to ruschpods
programs on their own. This program was not tied directly to any one school-distri
funds were received from the ROE, thus the program operated relatively sinailar t
school-based program. This participant cited all her programs were latatny rural
areas that were outside town limits and were very small with 20-200 studeathin e
district. She further noted that most of the families are very low income witedim
transportation and limited access to public resources such as public libraries and
museums which were either too far or required money to access. The partiagb#mts
many of her program participants were very isolated and it was an issoerdinating
programs to fit the needs of family participants. She said her program resgdrspa
other districts in order to provide the venue for the preschool programs, which has
implications. It also limits her ability to offer full-day preschool peogs because
amenities such as a kitchen are not available to her program. This partitspant a
commented that there were many factory jobs in the area but those factoriekbhatsie
in recent years, forcing families to move out of state for work or commus@ #%inutes
to the nearest factory jobs. She further cited strong relationships witlefathat help

her

J

Ct

a

cost

increase levels of engagement in the program.
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Participant 1C This participant is the Director of Instructional Services in a school-
based preschool program housed in a Middle School building. Her program is loce
a local Lutheran Church and is staffed with bi-lingual teachers, aides,pamnera
educator who all speak Spanish because the preschool program heavily caters to :
Hispanic population. The participant said that many of her participants are [samgte
households, young parents, low-income families and families in which the gramspa
play a large role in raising children. She also cited strong familyaneis and that
these families are very isolated although most have access to transpoi$soalso
cited limited access to computers and technology unless these famiteethe local
library. This participant further cited strong community support for the lpoesc

ited at

A

re

program in which different businesses and organizations donate to the various sctiyvitie

and causes hosted by the preschool program. She also cited a very strong parent
community that helps to mobilize activities and which hold meetings held in Spanis
accommodate the large Hispanic population using the program. The participant als
shared that the program has become a safe space for family members toummong y
children not in the program and this has helped cultivate stronger relationships with
program staff, which in turn have resulted in higher engagement levels. Shediietig
the strength of her program laid in having the right people in the right positions. i&H
having a bi-lingual staff and a parent educator whose primary role is to supgport t
families has been key in keeping the program connected with the families and
community, thus resulting in such high levels of engagement within the program.

h to
o}
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CATEGORY 2: HIGH RESOURCES/LOW PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Participant 2D This participant was an Administrator and business owner of a
community-based preschool program. The participant took over a failing child care
center, re-licensed/revamped the program and currently provide prografomimignts
toddlers and preschoolers with a capacity for 38 preschoolers and 20 school-age ¢
The program is located across the street from a public school and an edHypaittil
center that houses early intervention programs. The participant shared her psogra
well connected with the school district thus children transition easily from hertgri
program to the public school system. It was also shared that this programveeyves
low income families with 70-75% being African American, 20% Caucasian and the
remaining being Hispanic or of mixed ethnicity. This participant noted that pérsona
barriers were the main reasons why parents were not involved as margw-areome
families who work evenings as well as young teen parents. This participarmitad
pride as a reason for the lack of participation in the program despite the provision ¢
diverse resources. In such cases, it was the strong teacher-patiemistéjas that help
to keep families in the program.

hildren.

i

f

Participant 2E This participant was a Program Coordinator for a community-based
preschool and family resource program. This participant discussed the impartanc

creating a network of services in the community and then helping to building the fa
into that support network. She also shared that they serve a range of familieesém
different risks and it is open to all families who are in the preschool program or thos
who have children who are younger. It was also shared that the program serves E

Mmily
pr
5e
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learners as ¥4 of the population served are Hispanic. The services and resouwoa®tha
provided by this program were based on needs presented in the community. Whep a need
was presented, the program could build connections in the community to meet that need.
The approach of this program was also different. This program proactively soughtto
recruit families into the preschool programs which in turn would grant the factlss
to the various resources that the program offered. The program also had the idéolagy
meeting the parents where the parents were at and making the programs wugk for
families. Despite survey responses that would indicate low parent involvement, the
interviews suggested that parent involvement was high. This was a resulstrbtige
relationships building between program and participant, and having a program thatf met
the diverse needs presented by families.

CATEGORY 3: LOW RESOURCES/HIGH PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Participant 3F: This participant was the Coordinator of a school-based preschool
program. She managements PFA-funded preschool programs for 240 children spread
across 7 rural districts. This participant shared her programs serve & daregs of
need including low-income, ELL-learners, those who need intensive Head 8taese
and families living in rural areas. The school district provides transportatiothéhus
preschool programs are all full-day because this would allow for the highest noimbe
enrollment since the district cannot provide transportation for half-day prograins a
parents need full-day programs since they are working. The coordinator shared tha
evening programs were well-attended because parents work during theddawas the
strong teacher-parent relationships that further contributed to high turn-cut Taiis
participant shared limits to the resources that she could provide program paiticipa
She said that she could only give education services that are part of thelulistnier
program would proactively look for additional services for families if a need were
presented. This participant further commented that the reason for challetigpanent
involvement were tied t the families simply being ill-equipped to handle theisiisa
they find themselves in. It had nothing to do with care for the child or interest in the
child’s needs. It was more a matter of personal barriers.

-

Participant 3G This participant was the Director for Early Childhood in a school-based
preschool program. Her program currently served 40 preschool children and giver the
state-cuts in budget, she said her program would not have survived if it had not been
housed within a school district. The school district provided in-kind supports but he
program was at risk of being cut because state-funding may fall through in thrgycom
fiscal year. She shared that the preschool program is so small in comparison to the
14,000 students served by the entire district but the importance of preschool wat evide
particular to the teacher who receive the students in their kindergartsroolas. The
participant shared he serves low-SES families with low levels of education agd ma
English language learners. She also cited serving single familiebe$awho are
experience homelessness, and who may have a member incarcerated. This was a
participant who discussed the relevance of culture as her program servesiespanic
population. She said she incorporate cultural themes into the activities and it hds helpe
in getting families more involved. She further discussed the importance of tultura

- =
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understanding and the need for staff training in this area in order to connectogitiinp
participants.

CATEGORY 4: LOW RESOURCES/LOW PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Participant 4H: This participant was the Center Director of a community-based, priv
KinderCare Learning Center. She described her participants as sintgjesfafow-
SES and some English-language learners. She further cited it beingyéhstinan her
program was funded by a private company (Kindercare) because Kindercarerhas b
able to shoulder the costs when state-funding was cut. For example, thedauild
supplies were still provided and maintained despite funding cuts. The participant
communicated challenges to having a PFA program in a private center as wedhidsh
that parents associate her program as simply child care, which she confirsnsat,iand
that has been a challenge. She said that parents who cannot access PFA athisklp
programs in the district can access her program but they aren’t awareavétladility.
This participant also discussed the need for cultural understanding and thetiomsio&
cultural upbringing on the child’s ability to acquire skills in her setting. Shiegiurt
communicated that it is her strong relationships with families that helsayer
connected but there is still a lack of understanding on the part of parents for the
importance of early development. This participant also shared that if sheovesqmand
the program in any way, she would have to get approval from the administration of
private company, which is a barrier to tailoring this program to meet the uniqueafieq
program participants.
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Participant 4I: This participant was the Early Childhood Coordinator and a teacher
Regional Office of Education, school-based preschool program. She shared that p
has two preschool classrooms and that given the area in which her progranmed; kalta
children who are interested in entering are able to access the program. 8lreenotg
higher income families who were all Caucasian. This participant shatedetpte
these characteristics, participation in her program remains low. Heaprdws diverse
services provided by the district but her parents remain unengaged and shesexgres
need for additional training on ways to connect with program participants. This

respondent was difficult to engage during the interview which contributed to a more

restricted picture of her preschool program.

at a
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Participant 42 This participant was the Director of an early childhood development
center located on a military base. Her program in total serves 176 childre\ageks
to 5 years of age. She serves families in the air force, army, navy, natiael g
marines, and reservist. This participant described the families areedassd primarily
English-speakers although she did serves Spanish-speaking families. Bére furt
commented that families tied to the military are connected with a whale tdrservices
that go beyond early childhood programs and this is standard for those tied to the |
They are provided mental health consultants, medical services, family reaclassses,
commissary, and even a military life consultant/parent educator whofaglpes with
deployment and other familial needs. She further commented that since weamndycu

pase.

r

in two wars, participation in the preschool and early childhood programs have not |

een a
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priority for families even if they recognize the importance of such progring. Itis
these personal and environmental circumstances that had implications on théoexte
which families used resources and were involved in the offered early childhood

programs.
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