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ABSTRACT

According to the National Center for Child Poverty, in 2011 nearly half of the 72
million children in the U.S. were living in low-income families. Through this study, the
author examined the effect that student poverty has on teachers’ beliefs about student
print knowledge including school readiness and print literacy. Teachers’ beliefs were
explored using a social justice framework that surrounds an explanatory sequential
design. This mixed methods research helped me to identify whether or not teachers’
beliefs about students differ based on family socio-economic status (SES). The author of
this study worked with a large urban school district located in the California Central
Valley. The school district administers a Head Start preschool program and a California
State preschool program. A total of 89 preschool teachers from these preschool programs
participated in a Likert-style questionnaire. Participants were asked to share their beliefs
about student print knowledge, school readiness, and parental involvement based on their
2016-2017 students. After collecting all questionnaires, 10 participants were interviewed
to further investigate the effect of poverty on teacher’s beliefs about students and
families. The overall findings of this study showed that poverty level thresholds between
the two preschool programs did not appear to have an effect on participant’s beliefs
regarding student print literacy, school readiness, and parental involvement. Participants
were consistent in beliefs across both programs. Overall, participants were more positive
in the areas of school readiness and parent involvement. Participants in both preschool

programs were less positive in regards to student print literacy.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Early childhood education refers to the first educational experiences young
children (birth — 8 years of age) have outside of their home with typically non-relative
adults (Follari, 2007). Early childhood education can take place in many diverse settings.
Some children receive services in a home-based program where they may spend several
hours a day at another individual’s home with children of similar ages. Other children
may receive services in a childcare center. This type of business setting may have one or
more locations with multiple teachers and classrooms. Another program model may be
run through a local school district and housed within the community on a school campus.
Regardless of the setting, early childhood education programs provide vital resources to
the community and families. The significance of resources is magnified for families in
poverty.

The foundation of any early childhood education program is the curriculum. A
high-quality early childhood curriculum should focus on three main developmental areas:
physical, cognitive, and social-emotional (Follari, 2007). In addition to focusing on the
three core areas, effective early education programs should be built around the Preschool
Foundations (California Preschool Foundations, 2008). The Preschool Foundations
provide a clear understanding of the types of activities and scope of learning that should
be happening in a preschool classroom. All children can benefit from early educational
opportunities, but opportunities for high-quality early childhood education makes a
pronounced difference in the lives of at-risk children and children of poverty. High
profile research such as the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study and Head Start have
shown that at-risk children benefit long-term from early preschool experiences (Lipina &

Colombo, 2009).



The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study began in the 1960s and studied two
groups of African American boys over the span of 40 years. This longitudinal study
looked at three- and four-year-olds who were born into poverty and were identified as
being at risk of failing in school. The sample student population (African American
boys) was split into two groups. One group received a high-quality preschool experience;
the other group received no preschool services. The participants were contacted for
interviews over the following years, and data was gathered through social service and
school records to form a picture of the effect of early preschool experiences on lifetime
goals and achievements. The researchers concluded that children who attend a high-
quality preschool were more likely to graduate high school, hold down a job, and receive
higher pay- and were less likely to commit crimes (Schweinhart, 2005).

In response to President Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” the Head Start
program was established to provide opportunities for low-income children who would
otherwise not be able to participate or compete at the same level as their classmates from
middle and upper-class families. In addition to providing academic support, this
comprehensive program focuses on dental, vision, and health screenings that might
otherwise go unfilled. Another large portion of the program is family goal setting and
support. The Head Start philosophy is to support and mentor the entire family unit
through educational programs and community resources (Mills, 1998). This approach
allows for the strengthening of the family unit to help ensure long-term success.

Research Questions
1. Are there differences in teachers’ beliefs about children’s print knowledge in

preschool based on the socio-economic status (SES) of children’s families?



2. Do teachers vary in their beliefs about parental involvement in children’s print
literacy development based on the families” SES?
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research was to explore the issues of early literacy
development, school readiness, and family involvement within early childhood education
with particular attention to be given to teacher beliefs. The focus was on educational
policy and teacher attitudes within a social justice construct. The author used the Gorski
(2013) Equity Literacy framework for assessing and conceptualizing the effect of
teacher’s beliefs regarding student knowledge, school readiness, and family involvement
on student academic opportunity.

This study made a significant contribution to the field of early childhood
education and literacy by highlighting the importance of teachers’ beliefs in relation to
student poverty. In the wake of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (U.S. Department of
Education, 2001), educators continue to wrestle with the reality that many of our students
are not making significant gains and becoming proficient readers (Payne, 2013). The
Obama administration’s attempt to further support school reform was coined Race to the
Top. This model took a reward approach to school reform. Schools that were able to
provide top teachers and increase academic scores were rewarded financially for their
efforts (Fact Sheet: The Race to the Top, 2009). School reform saw another revision with
the signing by President Obama of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) on December
10, 2015, which officially replaced NCLB. The ESSA essentially reauthorized the
longstanding Elementary and Secondary Schools Act that was signed into law

approximately 50 years ago. The ESSA will continue to focus on the positive gains that



have been made over the past decade while also refocusing efforts supporting equal
opportunity for all students and continually improving student outcomes (United States,
Department of Education, 2015). Despite focused effort and funds, many students and
schools in the United States continue to struggle academically. Although there may be
many contributing factors, students of poverty show significantly fewer academic gains
than many of their more affluent peers (Burchinal et al. 2011; Diamond & Baroody,
2013; Howard, 2010; Jensen, 2009; Payne, 2013). This study focused on teachers’
beliefs about students of differing poverty levels, in relation to literacy development,
school readiness, and family participation.
Theoretical Framework

In 1995, Ruby Payne published A Framework for Understanding Poverty. This
original work, along with multiple revised editions, were written to help understand the
great cultural and economic divide within the United States. In no other place is it more
obviously highlighted than in the public school system. The highly publicized
achievement tests that have driven public education for more than a decade have focused
all eyes on the largely growing achievement gap (Howard, 2010). The insistence on
publishing student achievement data has resulted in school and teacher ranking. It has
also left academics and educators’ trying to conceptualize what is happening to our
students of poverty. Why do the students in the poverty subgroup continue to achieve at
a slower rate than their middle and upper-class peers? Payne’s longitudinal qualitative
research has allowed for the public to look into the lives of the poor in the United States

and the highly complex nature of generational and situational poverty (Payne, 2013).



Poverty itself is multifaceted. Finances are important but are only one
component, or resource, of poverty (Kiernan & Mensah, 2011). Children need more than
just available funds to ensure success. Payne (2013) makes the distinction that poverty is
not only financial. She describes nine key factors in identifying student resources
necessary for positive cognitive development and academic achievement. The essential
factors are (a) Financial; (b) Emotional; (c) Mental/Cognitive; (d) Spiritual; (e) Physical;
() Support Systems; (g) Relationships/Role Models; (h) Knowledge of Hidden Rules;
and (i) Language/Formal Register. These resources may be present in the lives of
students and families to different degrees (Payne, 2013). Resource availability should be
considered fluid. At times all of the resources may be available, while life circumstances
may make some resources unavailable at other times.

Furthermore, when considering financial resources, one must take into account
whether or not the family has enough funds to purchase what is necessary to survive. If a
family is frequently unable to make ends meet or is relying on community food banks or
subsidized housing, they do not have the financial resources to be self-sufficient. It
becomes apparent in communities of poverty when financial resources are limited. You
might see payday loan businesses pop up in local strip malls, signs referring to electronic
benefit transfers or other state aid resources accepted here. These are subtle signs that the
community suffers from few financial resources.

When evaluating the availability of emotional resources, it is important to
consider if the family has enough internal control to choose the necessary emotional
responses to all situations without resorting to self-destructive or detrimental behavior.

This is not always easy. Families lacking emotional support systems may resort to



alcohol or drug abuse. Family members may be emotionally or physically unavailable to
their family. When a family member is unable to make positive decisions for themselves
and others, they may need emotional support.

If a family does not have the mental or cognitive ability to deal with everyday
situations, they are described as lacking cognitive resources. An example of such a
detriment could be a documented learning disability that makes comprehending and
decision-making difficult. 1f a family struggles in this area and does not have others to
lean on when making difficult decisions, they are considered to be lacking cognitive
resources (Payne, 2013). This is especially important when dealing with young children.
It is important for parents to have the necessary cognitive support to make the right
decisions for their children. If they do not fully understand their rights or options, they
could make decisions that are not in the child’s best interest.

Families lacking in spiritual resources might not have a plan or see themselves as
having a bright future. Having spiritual resources may include believing in a type of
divine power. A family with positive spiritual resources may rely on their church or
place of worship to gain guidance or direction when necessary. This type of resource is
something to fall back on during turbulent times (Payne, 2013).

A family with sufficient physical resources can get where they need to go on a
daily basis. Remaining healthy and active as well as having the ability to work and
maintain a job are examples of physical resources. The concern for physical resources is
reflected in a family need for adequate and consistent medical care. If a family must

access emergency room care rather than seeing a regular physician, they lack in physical



resources. The same goes for a family who cannot hold down a steady job because of
injury or chronic absences due to stress or disease.

Family and friends outside of the home are crucial to success. A single mom,
with a sick child, who needs to get to work must have an active support system. She
needs someone to call to help with childcare or to request a ride from when the car breaks
down. Without a strong support system, small issues turn into major barriers to success.

Having role models who display positive qualities can help to steer individuals
away from choices that society would not view as appropriate. If all a child knows is
criminal behavior, it is unlikely that they will choose another path, but if they have a
positive relationship with a role model who exhibits socially acceptable positive qualities,
then they have a choice in behaviors. Resources of relationships and role models allow
for a family to know better and therefore do better.

Not all communities are explicit about the rules of acceptance. In some cases,
there are hidden rules or assumed knowledge. A family with the knowledge of hidden
rules is better able to acclimate to a new environment as well as comply with the
expectations of a different group. This resource is critical for school success. There are
specific school rules that have a level of expected understanding. One example is
language and vocabulary usage. It is unacceptable to use foul language when speaking to
a teacher. A child who comes from a family that uses foul language when speaking in
normal conversation may naturally talk to his/her teacher in the same manner. Having
access to hidden rules in education or any situation is beneficial.

The ability to switch language register to match the environment is crucial. A

family who recognizes and can use appropriate vocabulary and sentence structure for the



environment is said to have language/formal register resources. The manner in which
one might speak to their best friend or neighbor is not appropriate when applying for a
job or giving a presentation at school. Those that can switch easily between language
registers are able to create a sense of belonging to any group by just changing speech
patterns.

Identifying resources, or lack thereof, is not enough to understand poverty. It is
just as important to comprehend the underlying mindset of poverty. Some people
experience poverty suddenly or for a short time. Payne (2013) concluded that this is
typically due to an event such as an accident or illness. She labeled this as situational
poverty. Situational poverty is often looked at as a setback. The family will typically
have a plan to resolve the situation or get back on their feet. They may be reluctant to
identify themselves as poor and look to re-establish themselves as self-sufficient as soon
as possible.

Others are born into poverty and continue to live within the rules and expectations
of poverty itself. Payne (2013) described this as generational poverty. Those individuals
who experience generational poverty often have no other context with which to compare
their situation. They only understand the social rules of poverty. Their views do not
extend past their neighborhood and current situation. This narrow understanding of
opportunity leaves many born into generational poverty with so few resources that they
are ill-equipped to navigate the path out of poverty.

The greatest opportunity to be exposed to something other than poverty is through
education and the school system (Payne, 2013). Unfortunately, this opportunity comes

with many challenges. Because most of the standard practices and expectations of the



education system come from a middle-class perspective, many students of poverty are
left learning more than just the alphabet (Howard et al., 2009). Students are expected to
understand the unspoken rules of school without being first taught the vocabulary
necessary to succeed. Payne (2013) discussed the need to initially understand the use of
language concerning school compared to home. Speech patterns used at home are not
necessarily acceptable at school. Payne identifies the five registers of all language:
frozen, formal, consultative, casual, and intimate (2013). Using these registers correctly
which depends on social situations, are imperative to success.

Frozen register is the repeating of language that does not change. An example is
saying a prayer or the Pledge of Allegiance. Formal register is the speech pattern used at
school or in the workplace. Standard English is formal register. Consultative register is
conversational English. It is not as formal, but still uses correct grammar and complete
sentences. Casual register does not follow all the rules of the English language. Slang
may sometimes be used, as well as short and less complex sentences. In casual register,
non-verbal cues are just as important as verbal speech. The final register to consider is
intimate. Intimate register is that which is inappropriate to anyone other than twins or
lovers (Nichol, 2011).

Students in poverty may not have access to all forms of register. For example,
they may only have access to casual register. This puts them at a disadvantage in the
school setting. Students are expected to speak in the formal register at school. The
majority of middle class students will have access to formal register as well as the
expanded vocabulary to make themselves understood using numerous types of expanded

sentence structures (Payne, 2013). It is important to note that the typical three-year-old in
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a middle-class home has a larger vocabulary than an adult of generational poverty (Hart
& Risley, 1995).

Identifying formal versus casual register is not the only struggle for students of
poverty. They must also be able to actively switch between language registers and
patterns of discourse. Middle-class families and the school system teach language
patterns to replicate formal register discourse. When a story is told, it is explained in a
sequential manner that highlights the central theme or plot of the story. Casual register
discourse, which is commonly used in homes of generational poverty, often highlights
other aspects of the story rather than the plot. The speaker may seem to discuss
everything except the actual events of the story. The speaker, as well as comments
regarding all parties of the story, validates participation from the listener. Although this
casual discourse is more entertaining, it is not the accepted story structure for work or
school (Payne, 2013). Understanding that children are exposed to language and syntax
solely in the home unless quality daycare or preschool is an option, it is no wonder that
children of poverty are entering school at a remarkable disadvantage to their middle-class
peers.

Payne’s work is not without critics. In contrast, numerous authors have written
about the perceived racial undertones of Payne’s work, as well as the perpetuation of
inaccurate information regarding the intellectual capabilities of diverse populations
(Delpit, 2006; Gorski, 2013). It is further expressed that Payne’s work has allowed a
culture of lackadaisical teaching and excuse based rhetoric within the public school

system. The research will adopt a balanced philosophical approach while investigating
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the effect of poverty on young children and families as well as the teachers working to
educate them.
Definition of Terms

At-risk: children who are less likely to transition smoothly into adulthood

Poverty: the state of being without the needed amount of money or material
possessions

Socioeconomic Status (SES): the social standing of a particular individual or
group; measured by education, finances, and occupation

Class: the commonly understood categories used to describe a person’s place in
society most often derived from their socioeconomic standing

Family: a group of people living together; often related

Community: a group of people who live in the same area

Neighborhood: a section of a town or city

Teacher: an individual who teaches something; a person whose job it is to educate
students about defined subjects

Beliefs: a feeling that something is true or fact

Literacy: the ability to read and write

Early Literacy: the ability to recognize individual letters, phonemes, and rime;
differentiate between objects or print, understand that print has meaning and represents
the spoken word

Family Involvement: the commitment of a family to support and engage in
meaningful activities that extend academic learning beyond the time spent in the

classroom
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School Readiness: a measure of how prepared a child is to succeed in school:
cognitively, socially, and emotionally

Student Achievement: the ability of a student to master a skill that has been
previously taught in the classroom as measured by a standardized assessment

No Child Left Behind: Federal law (2002) that required states to test students in
reading and math in grades 3-8 and twice in high school. Students were expected to meet
or exceed state standards by 2014. Schools that did not meet expectations of
predetermined growth were subject to heavy sanctions including financial loss and
reorganization or dismissal of faculty and staff.

Race to the Top: Federal initiative launched in 2012, by the Obama
Administration to raise academic achievement by implementing the Common Core State
Standards, focusing on College and Career Readiness, and leveraging high-quality
teaching strategies and targeted interventions.

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA): Signed into law on December 10, 2015 by
President Barack Obama. The newest federal law that looks to capitalize on the positive
momentum in education that has been seen over the past eight years of the Obama
administration. This law continues to require high standards, accountability, and annual
testing but shifts away from negative consequences tied to test scores. The ESSA
provides additional funding for early childhood education and requires safety nets for
students who fall behind. An emphasis is placed on local decision making and flexibility

rather than a one size fits all model.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter acquaints the reader with the rationale of further study regarding
poverty in education and the effect of personal experiences and beliefs on professional
practices and educational philosophies. The researcher highlights the widening
achievement gap and socioeconomic divide among American children enrolled in
subsidized preschool programs. Theories regarding poverty and equity have been widely
studied and written about, however the author provides a targeted approach by focusing
on the beliefs’ of teachers regarding early childhood education and quality care. The
further effect of poverty and beliefs on educational opportunities will be presented in
relation to teacher training, professional development, and a changing society. The
researcher presents the following review of the literature as it pertains to the current
research: (a) social justice theory, (b) poverty, (c) American family, (d) American
teacher, (e) school readiness, (f) ensuring quality preschool, and (g) expected outcomes.

Social Justice Theory

The term social justice is not new to the field of education. John Dewey*s work
in the early 1900s titled The Relation of Theory and Practice in Education highlighted
two distinct types of school theory and practice. In theory one, “apprentice practice” the
student or teacher tries to mimic or model their learning in the image of a mentor or
expert (Bogotch, 2000; Dewey, 1904). Using this theory, the student would attempt to
model exactly what the teacher is doing. In the construct of the teacher education model,
where early childhood educators participate in teacher training programs to acquire

credentials or permits, the student teacher would look to the expert to share knowledge
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and experience of how to teach young children. This model does not foster growth as
self-identified best practices are provided to students as a recipe for student success.

The second definition described by Dewey is the act of “laboratory practice”.
This intellectual activity allows student teachers the ability to craft beliefs through
experiences. This second definition is more likely a catalyst for change. Laboratory
practice moves away from rote techniques described in a textbook or academic lecture
and embraces actual student practice to improve performance (Bogotch, 2000; Dewey,
1904). Dewey did not consider practice and theory to be conducted in silos. Rather, he
saw the benefit of combining theory and practice to produce the best outcome.

In order to fully appreciate Dewy and his effect on the social justice approach, it
is necessary to understand his belief that much of student success depends upon the
educator in the classroom. Dewey believed it was imperative for teachers to understand
individual student perspectives to promote student learning (Bogotch, 2000; Dewey,
1904). This concept is similar to the theory of social justice. Social justice in education
is the idea that all students are unique and deserving of an opportunity to engage in an
educational system that will allow them to reach their full potential of social and
academic growth (Bogotch, 2000; Gorski, 2013; Jensen, 2009). The ability of each
student to meet their greatest potential will vary based on many different factors such as
consistent family support, access to health care, and the availability of adequate food and
shelter. Paul Gorski created his Equity Literacy Framework as a way to assist educators
in addressing the needs of all students with a primary focus on students of poverty.
Gorski rejected many of the commonly used frameworks of poverty that emphasize a

deficit model of low-income families and often perpetuate stereotypical views and
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overgeneralizations regarding work ethic, economic competence, and intellectual
potential.
Equity Literacy

Equity Literacy requires an individual to resist the notion that equality is the
answer to closing the achievement gap when looking at the student performance of
students of poverty. Equity asks us to create an educational environment where students
are provided the resources that they need to reach their individual potential. The
resources required by each student will differ based on the student’s particular
circumstance. Equity Literacy Theory is a lens with which to view student needs. It
requires the ability to recognize and respond the circumstances that become barriers to
student learning and success (Gorski, 2013).

Equity literacy includes four core abilities among educators: recognize bias,
respond to bias, redress biases, and create a bias-free educational environment (Gorski,
2013). The educator must have the ability to identify biases and inequities within the
educational atmosphere. Those inequities may include classroom and school culture as
well as societal injustice no matter how subtle. The educator must be able to respond to
biases as they are identified within the school and classroom environment. Educators
must have the ability to redress or resolve biases that are identified. The creation and
cultivation of a bias-free environment must be continually revisited to ensure an equitable
learning environment for all students regardless of socioeconomic status (Gorski, 2013).
Equity Literacy Theory (2013) not only identifies the four abilities that an equity-literate
educator must possess but further identifies ten guiding principles to guide the

framework. The ten principles identified by Gorski are (a) The right to equitable
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educational opportunity is universal; (b) Poverty and class are intersectional in nature; (c)
Poor people are diverse; (d) What we believe, including biases and prejudices, about
people in poverty informs how we teach and relate to people in poverty; (e) We cannot
understand the relationship between poverty and education without understanding biases
and inequities experienced by people in poverty; (f) Test scores are adequate measures of
equity; (g) Class disparities in education are the result of inequities, not the result of
cultures; (h) Equitable educators adopt a resiliency rather than a deficit view of low-
income students and families; (i) Strategies for bolstering school engagement and
learning must be based on evidence for what works; and (j) The inalienable educational
opportunity includes the right to high expectations, higher-order pedagogies, and
engaging curricula.

Principle one is the universal right to an equitable education. Often equitable
educational opportunities are not provided based on factors such as funding using
property taxes. Children living in poor urban communities in East Palo Alto California
will not benefit from the level of school funding generated from a more affluent area such
as Redwood City California. Although the geographic distance is small, the degree of
wealth differs tremendously (Gorski, 2013; Kozol, 2012).

Principal two identifies the overlapping existence of both class and poverty. It is
important to understand that one’s class, defined as poverty, working class, middle class,
upper middle class, or owning class (Gorski, 2013), is associated with both income and
wealth. Class identification does not ignore many other identifying factors such as race,
ethnicity, living environment, home language, and other conditions that are not controlled

by the individual.
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Principle three speaks to the vast diversity amongst groups in poverty. Gorski
urged educators to resist the ideology that poor people share a culture simply because
they are poor. Instead, he insisted that the commonality between people of poverty are
the experiences that they have as a result of their circumstance. Gorski cautioned that
because of this diversity there is no one size fits all approach to ending poverty or to
reaching every student of poverty as has been widely accepted through previously
published works such as that of Payne. Understanding the complexity of poverty
emphasizes the urgency and the complicated nature of reaching and teaching students of
poverty.

Principle four encourages all educators to identify and reflect on their biases to
understand that biases regarding the socioeconomically disadvantaged influence beliefs
and impact interactions with the poor. What teachers believe about students of poverty
will affect their expectations of poor students. Expectations have a direct effect on
outcomes and achievements. Educator beliefs about the causes of poverty predict the
interventions and strategies that will be used to address and eliminate classroom
inequities (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003; Gorski, 2013; Williams, 2009).

Principal five challenges educators to recognize the biases and inequities that are
the realities experienced by people of poverty. To understand the depth of these
inequities, it is important to realize the larger societal contributors to this discrimination.
These contributors include inadequate access to affordable housing, lack of employment
opportunities, disproportionate access to medical and dental providers and services, food

insecurities, and a lack of access to equitable educational opportunities (Gorski, 2013).



18

Principal five asks educators to approach interactions with students of poverty from a
position of understanding while attempting to create equity for all students to succeed.

Principal six conveys the message that has been playing out in urban school
districts across the United States since the ratification of NCLB. Test scores do not
measure equity. Test scores are only one aspect of education. Standardized testing has
reduced schools, districts, and students to nothing more than a number. Standardized
tests cannot explain many other aspects of education such as creativity, perseverance, and
empathy, all of which demonstrate growth and achievement.

Principal seven indicates the need to move away or reject the mindset that class
disparities in education are the result of culture. Culture, as it relates to poverty, has
become the catch phrase of educational jargon. The term culture, when being used to
explain most inequities, has lost a sense of meaning or a recipe for remediation. It has
become an excepted bias in the education field. In principal seven, Gorski (2013) asks
the educator to resist the urge to blame or label students based on their perceived culture.
The equitable teacher looks further into the situation and makes every effort to recognize,
respond, and redress inequities within the school system.

Principal eight requires educators to shift from a deficit model, focusing on
inequities that students of poverty face, and instead, highlight the high resilience among
people of poverty. This change in perspective allows the educator to focus on a
strengths-based approach to reach and teach poor students. This shift is not made easily
as research shows that even educators who promote equity and dedication toward
advocating for students of poverty often operate from the dominant deficit view (Garza &

Garza, 2010; Gorski, 2013; Lindsey et al., 2010).
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Principal nine highlights the need for evidence-based approaches when teaching
students of poverty. Although there are strategies that have been shown to be effective
for reaching students of poverty, many schools and districts are not implementing these
strategies. Instead, schools move from one new strategy to another often implementing
what is trendy rather than looking at research and practice as to what works for the
population of students being served. Principal nine also reminds educators that there will
never be a one-size-fits-all approach that will reach all students and bolster academic
achievement. All programs must be tailored to meet the needs of the school, community,
and individual student.

The last principal of equity literacy is the right of all students to an equitable
education that includes high standards, high rigor, and high expectation. This includes
engaging curriculum and teachers who implement instructional strategies that promote
higher order thinking and problem solving. Students of poverty respond to those that
believe in their abilities to succeed and their intellectual potential (Delpit, 2012; Gorski,
2013; Hoy, Tarter, & Hoy, 2006; Kennedy, 2010).

Poverty

Poverty and food scarcity are an international crisis. With one-sixth of the
world’s population living on less than $1 a day, it is apparent why over 800 million people
in the world are malnourished (Raphel, 2013). It is estimated that an upward of 200
million children worldwide are suffering from a chronic and persistent lack of nutritious
food. Approximately 30,000 children die each day from malnutrition and preventable

disease (Raphel, 2013). There are numerous humanitarian groups and nonprofit
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organizations that work to alleviate hunger and poverty in developing countries around
the globe, but who is fighting poverty in America?

Poverty and hunger put children at high risk for health, developmental, and
behavioral problems. The children at greatest risk are those who experience poverty when
they are young and children who experience persistent and profound poverty. Child
poverty is also associated with difficulties later in life such as dropping out of school,
poor adolescent and adult health, teenage pregnancy, special needs, and poor employment
outcomes. For many families, circumstances could be improved through better utilization
of existing state and federal programs.

America’s Great Depression unmasked the societal danger of poverty, and while
the federal government and numerous state governments have allocated efforts and
resources to improve the quality of life for underserved communities, poverty persists as
a chronic issue plaguing America. Poverty thresholds in the United States were
developed in the early 1960s by an economist, Mollie Orshansky, who was working to
develop a measure to assess the risks of low economic status among different groups of
Americans. She worked for the Social Security Administration and the work lead her to
develop two types of poverty thresholds. One type was derived from the Department of
Agriculture’s economy food plan, and the other was derived from the low-cost food plan
(Fisher, 1992; Orshansky, 1963). Orshansky expanded her original thresholds in 1965 to
include families of different make-ups including those without children (Fisher, 1992).
Shortly after the publication of Orshansky’s report, President Lyndon Johnson announced

the new movement, “War on Poverty,” in 1965. Poverty rates did decrease for several
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years, but the recession of the early 1980s allowed many families to slide back into
poverty (Huston, 1994).

According to the U. S. Census Bureau’s “2012 American Community Survey 1-
Year Estimates,” the median family income within the United States was $51,371 and yet
28,296,568 households earned less than $25,000 annually. For men, failing to graduate
high school with a degree had a direct effect on their reported median income. These
men, with less than a high school degree, reported a median income at or below the
national poverty line. Women who reported an education level of high school completion
still reported a median income at or below the poverty threshold.

National poverty guidelines identify three levels of poverty: extreme poverty-
below 50% of poverty, poverty-below 100% of poverty, and near poverty-below 125% of
poverty. A family of four that earns an annual income less than $23,550 is considered to
be living in poverty. Statistics show that families where a woman is the head of
household are more often affected by extreme poverty. Of those living in extreme
poverty, 65.5% are households headed by single women (U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, 2013). According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012), 24.4% of
households in the United States are living under the poverty line for a family of four.

The most unfortunate statistics are those that affect children. The U.S. Census
Bureau report identified 20,229,811 children living in poverty. That number represents
roughly 22% of U.S. children. That is greater than the child poverty rates of the 1970s
when the War on Poverty had reduced the percentage of children living in poverty to
nearly 15% (Darling-Hammond, 2010). It was documented in the year 2000 that the

United States had the highest rate of child poverty compared to any industrialized nation
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(Darling-Hammond, 2010). To further illustrate the significant threat of poverty, the
American Academy of Pediatrics identified poverty as the number one risk to a child’s
health (Raphel, 2013).

Poverty impacts the lives of children in many ways. Every 32 seconds in the
United States, another child is born into poverty (Children’s Defense Fund, 2010).
Children who are experiencing poverty often worry about having their basic needs met.
These children may worry about whether or not food will be available for their next meal.
These food insecurities exist in every county in the United States (Raphel, 2013). A
correlation has been made between the food insecurities of children and an increase in
behavioral problems and lagging language development (Coles, 2009; Jensen, 2009;
Krashen, 2011; Raphel, 2013). In addition to food insecurities, these children may also
live in homes where health and physical safety are a concern. These children are less
likely to receive regular medical care due to a lack of health insurance, high copays, or
lack of transportation (Berliner, 2009; Krashen, 2011). Children of poverty often attend
schools that do not employ a full-time nurse therefore lessening their chances of
receiving timely medical care (Berliner, 2009; Krashen, 2011). Safety may be a concern
within their neighborhood. Families who are struggling to provide adequate food,
shelter and a safe environment are less likely to have the means and time to create a print
rich environment for their young children. Libraries within the community are often not
in proximity to poor neighborhoods (Paul Gorski, Reaching and Teaching Students in
Poverty, 2013). School libraries that serve primarily poor children are also less likely to
be fully stocked with high-quality literature. These libraries are often used as vehicles to

solve immediate adult issues such as the search for employment or to type a resume.
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Libraries in poor neighborhoods are less likely to be utilized to increase literacy
opportunities among young children (Neuman & Celano, 2001/2012).

Darling-Hammond (2010) states in her book The Flat World and Education, “We
need to take education for poor children as seriously as we take the education of the rich,
and we need to create a system that guarantees all of the elements of educational
investment routinely to all children” (p. 279). The highly publicized study Worlds Apart:
One City, Two Libraries, and Ten Years of Watching Inequality Grow (Neuman &
Celano, 2012) identified the need for additional efforts to help low-income families
access the services they need. It is not enough to simply provide adequate or equal
facilities. Community and education leaders must provide the amount of scaffolding
necessary for community members to access the support that is needed to benefit from
the resources available (Neuman & Celano, 2012). National programs such as Head
Start were created to help provide an equitable start to at-risk children, children of
poverty, and their families (Mills, 1998).

The American Family

The term family was not coined until the late 14" century (Coontz, 2011). Before
this, kin groupings were so sparse that no word was necessary to describe their makeup.
As groups began to inhabit areas that were closer in proximity to one another, it became
necessary to establish a word and definition to define the groups. The word family that
we use today was derived from a Latin word meaning household (Coontz, 2011).

Early families would typically consist of extended family and acquaintances
living together under one head of household. The common patriarch set them apart from

other groups who were living nearby (Coontz, 2011). This simple definition of the
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family continued into the early 19" century. During this period, many families consisted
of blood relatives as well as household workers and borders. This broad sense of family
was embraced by both Europeans and Americans who commonly considered a shared
residence as the crux of family life.

By the late 19" century, the term family began to take on a narrower meaning.
During this era, the family began to be defined much as it is today: as man and wife
(Coontz, 2000/2011). This definition was further solidified as families began to live
further apart and the industrial revolution was in full swing. With the emphasis away
from the family farm and self-sufficiency, families no longer needed to be large or
include multiple generations to ensure survival.

The definition of the American family has evolved throughout the 20" and into
the 21% century. Family values and socially acceptable gender roles must be mutually
shared to identify a standard definition of any word, especially family. Each decade
dawned a new shift in American values beginning in the 1950°s. The typical American
family of the 1950’s consisted of a father who was the sole wage earner, a mother who
took care of the home, and two or more children (Bianchi & Casper, 2000). The image of
this typical American family held fast the values of marriage and distinct gender roles
within the family unit. The strong economy of this period allowed for such gender roles
to persist. It was possible for a man to successfully own a home and support a family on
one income. Governmental policies supported this ideal family by embracing economic
policies and employment practices that favored males and specifically Caucasian males

(Bianchi &Casper, 2000).
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The civil rights movement of the 1960s bolstered support for minorities and
women to gain legal protection in their employment and lessen the discriminatory
practices that were common only a decade prior. This new era gave way to a
transformation in attitude, belief, and practice regarding family values as well. The
availability of contraception and the movement of the 1960s and 70s to seek individual
fulfillment led to a change in the typical behavior of teens and young adults. Women
were no longer marrying directly out of high school. Men and women became more
accepting of multiple partners and pushed off having children until later in life. It was no
longer taboo to cohabitate, reside with roommates, or even to live alone (Bianchi &
Casper, 2000).

Although marriage was still typical in America, divorce was quickly becoming
just as common. The gains in average life expectancy and the shift in economic freedom
afforded women more choices. Shifting gender roles and a changing economy meant that
many women were quickly becoming primary wage earners. Men became participants in
the raising of children and caring for and maintaining the household. This change was
classically portrayed in the 1983 film “Mr. Mom” (Dragoti, 1983). The film captures the
changing gender norms of the American family. In the movie, Michael Keaton finds
himself unemployed and suddenly caring for his children while his wife lands a high-
paying job at an advertising firm. This movie illustrates the changing family norms of
the 1980s and 90s.

As gender norms begin to blur, so too does the reality of the American family.
For statistical purposes, the definition of family is two or more people living together

who are related by marriage, blood, or adoption (Bianchi & Casper, 2000). This narrow
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definition of family does not necessarily match the reality of most American homes. In
1960, 85 percent of households were considered family households. By the year 2000,
only 69 percent of households were considered family. Between 1960 and 2000, two
parent homes with children dropped from 44 percent to just 24 percent of all households
(Bianchi & Casper, 2000). These changes in household demographics have just as much
to do with an aging population as they do with a widening of cultural values to include an
acceptance of individuals who live with partners or who choose to live alone. Many
families, due to economic hardships, live in homes with either multiple generations or
live in multifamily homes. Women are more likely than ever to find themselves as head
of household. Forty percent of women are the primary breadwinners today, compared to
11 percent in 1960 (Angier, 2013).

In today’s world, family culture may appear very different than the families that
were represented during the colonial time. Immigration and globalization have impacted
families by bringing diverse cultures together to form many different modern day family
structures. Both choice and circumstance have influenced the way that Americans are
living their daily lives.

Modern day families come in many shapes and sizes. Expanding views and
acceptance of differences have led to a pivotal time in our global culture. As business
and entertainment rapidly change to emphasize changing values, so does the concept of
family. In our schools and communities, we can see many different family structures that
are unique.

The nuclear family is typically labeled the intact family. This term came to be

during the 1940s and was used to describe a family with a father, mother, and children.
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This family type is still considered by some to be the ideal type of household and has
historically been supported by mainstream media. Up until the last decade, the nuclear
family was portrayed on television and in movies as the ideal family. Television shows
such as Ozzy and Harriet, Leave it to Beaver, The Cosby Show, and Family Ties all
allowed the viewing audience a chance to see what a family looks like and how it should
behave. Emphasis was put on economic stability, thriftiness, and high moral values. This
is not the reality of many Americans, the 2008 Bureau of Census reported that only 25%
of children live in nuclear families (Barbour, C., Barbour, N., & Scully, 2011).

Single parent families are becoming a typical family structure in America
(Barbour et al. 2011). Most of these families are led by mothers. Rather than quickly
remarrying, like most women would have done 50 years ago, women are choosing to
remain single heads of household. Growing acceptance of divorce and marriage out of
wedlock combined with the likelihood of women working outside the home have given
women more choices regarding family and the romanticized ideal family structure.
Medical advances have also allowed women to become pregnant for a larger window of
time and under certain circumstances without a particular mate. Sperm donors have
opened the door for women to design their family, even if it does not fit the norm
(Barbour et al. 2011).

The blended family is quickly becoming the most common family in America
(Barbour et al. 2011). The blended family may include a parent with children who
marries an individual without children. This type of blended family is the simplest form
and may be labeled the post-nuclear family. When a parent with children marries another

parent with children it is referred to as a reconstituted family (Barbour et al. 2011). The
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most recognized blended or reconstituted family was portrayed on television as The
Brady Bunch. In the fictional sittcom The Brady Bunch, a mother with three daughters
marries a man with three sons. Together they form the Brady Bunch. Although this
reconstituted family is widely accepted these days, a new type of blended family is
becoming more common. The single blended family is growing in popularity as some
adults feel strongly that marriage is not for them. Although they may live as married
partners with children from previous relationships, they choose not to engage in the
formality of marriage (Barbour et al. 2011).

The extended family consists of a nuclear, single parent, or blended family plus
additional people who are typically relatives. An example of an extended family that is
becoming more common in the United States is the multigenerational family. As “baby
boomers” continue to age and modern medicine has allowed the average adult lifespan to
increase, many grandparents are moving in with their adult children and their families.

An example of the extended family is that of Monique and Juan. Monique and
Juan married right out of high school. They have been together for 20 years and have
two sons. As Monique’s parents have continued to age, they have been plagued with
numerous health issues. Her mother has diabetes and has had multiple falls over the last
year. Her father suffers from heart problems and requires some supervision. Due to the
increasing need of care, Monique and Juan have arranged for her parents to move in with
them. This new living arrangement will benefit both families. The grandparents will be
able to help with some supervision of the children and Monique will be able to supervise

and initiate emergency care for her parents if necessary. This extended family structure
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has been historically prevalent in other countries but is just now trending in American
family culture.

Adoptive families can take many forms. Some parents choose to adopt because
they have a desire to have children but an inability to produce biological children of their
own. Other families adopt children into a home where biological children also reside.
Some adoptions may be private adoptions handled by doctors or lawyers, and others are
public adoptions through a city or county agency. Others are considered kinship
adoptions where families adopt children that were born to a relative or a stepparent
(Barbour et al. 2011). However an adoption comes about, it is a legal joining of a new
family that may or may not be of the same nationality or race. It is the newly formed
family that will create their family culture full of traditions and values.

An increasingly common family structure is the subfamily. This structure is
typically formed for economic reasons (Barbour et al. 2011), allowing two families to
live under one roof to share in household responsibilities and expenses. Another type of
subfamily that became quite common during the Great Recession of the late 2000s was
the young family that moved back in with maternal or paternal grandparents. Due to lost
jobs and unstable housing conditions, many adult children made the necessary decision to
move themselves and sometimes their entire family into the homes in which they grew
up.

Not all families consist of blood or biological relatives. Foster families are those
who take in children who have been removed from their homes due to abuse or neglect,
children who are orphaned, or children who have been abandoned. Foster families are in

high demand as the number of children needing suitable housing continues to grow in
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urban communities. It is important to note that two-thirds of all children in foster care
are children of color (Barbour et al. 2011). Although many of these children eventually
become available for adoption, some are difficult to find permanent homes due to
medical needs and the lasting effects of trauma. Growing up in the foster care system can
be difficult for foster children and equally as trying for the families who provide care.

The foster system itself is not without flaws. Because of the financial incentives
to provide homes for foster children, not all foster families are part of the system for the
right reasons. There have been high-profile cases in the news that depict awful living
conditions, abuse, and neglect of children while in the foster care system. All the while,
high-quality and committed foster families continue to be greatly needed in urban cities.

In some cultures, homosexual families face significant scrutiny and
discrimination, but gay and lesbian families are gaining more mainstream status in the
United States. Popular television shows like Modern Family highlight the normality of
the same-sex family. Same-sex families with children form through many ways
including adoption, artificial insemination, and previous heterosexual relationships.
Same sex families struggle with the same issues as does all other families. They juggle
family and work commitments, children’s schooling, and financial hardships as any other
family would endure. Gay and leshian families are subjected to a greater amount of
prejudice and must take greater precautions to ensure that they have acquired legal
custody of shared children through adoption.

Another variant of the American family is that of an incarcerated parent. The
United States of America is now the world’s leading jailer. The nation’s prison

population has nearly quadrupled over the past 30 years (Angier, 2013). One out of
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every 28 children has an incarcerated parent. It is estimated that more than half of the 2.3
million inmates are parents to children under the age of 18 (Angier, 2013). Low income,
low educated, children of color are seven and a half times more likely to have an
incarcerated parent at some point during their childhood (Angier, 2013). This family
model has become so mainstream that a popular children’s show, Sesame Street, has
developed a character to help children identify and cope with their feelings. Alex, the
Muppet with an incarcerated father, joined the cast of Sesame Street featured in an online
teaching kit titled, “Little Children, Big Challenges’ (Ortiz, 2013). The changing
dynamics of the American family are a reflection of the lives of the children in our
classrooms.
The American Teacher

The typical American teacher has evolved since colonial times. The PBS series
Only a Teacher documents the changing educational system in the United States as well
as the changing role of the teacher. During the early American years, most schoolmasters
were young men (Levin & Pinto, 2000). These men used their experience in the
classroom as a way to better themselves, become more connected to their community,
and eventually move on to a more prestigious job. This process left many schools with
frequent turnover and at times a teacher shortage. With the draw of various career
opportunities and the growing need for educators, women began to take center stage in
the American classroom. This was a massive cultural shift, as women were not typically
seen working outside of the home.

The need for teachers continued to grow as early school reformers such as Horace

Mann began to envision free schools for all children in all communities. These schools
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were called “common schools” and were revolutionary for their time. Religious
institutions did not back them and they did not require students to pay tuition. They were
funded through taxation of the people and offered an opportunity to instill universal
political values as well as a basic education.

The teacher in the common school was most likely a woman and young. In the
early years, teachers were not likely to be much older than their students. Young women
in their teens would often be at the head of the class and offering daily instruction. By
1849, schools dedicated to the education of teachers began openly. The first such school
opened in Massachusetts in 1849. This new institution was called a “Normal School”.
Its sole purpose was to prepare the nation’s teachers better to meet the needs of students
in America. The acceptance of women as educators and their need to be well educated
themselves allowed for the evolution of teacher programs to become more frequently
offered at colleges and universities throughout the United States. For the first time,
women were widely accepted in a profession. Many women began to see themselves as
having a purpose beyond the family and home.

As more schools were opening to meet the need of the growing immigrant
population, teachers became tasked with teaching students’ American values and customs
along with the English language. The American classroom today still holds many
similarities to that of the early colonial days. Teachers may not be teaching in a one-
room school house, but many are still working to meet the needs of students who come
from many different cultures and backgrounds.

According to the National Center for Education Information, there are

approximately 3.2 million public school teachers in the United States (Feistritzer, 2011).
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The demographics of America’s teachers point to an increasingly younger more liberal
female teacher who may have had a previous career other than teaching (Feistritzer,
2011). These teachers are more likely to have entered the teaching profession by way of
an alternative type teacher credentialing program and are predominantly Caucasian.
Feistritzer shared that teachers of Hispanic descent are the most predominant ethnic
group represented within the increasing demographic of teachers of color (2011).

When describing teacher demographics by region of employment: city, suburb,
rural, or town; Caucasian teachers are evenly distributed, but their colleagues of color
tend to work primarily in the city with urban youth (Feistritzer, 2011). The imbalance in
the demographics of teachers is in sharp contrast to the present day classroom of students.
America’s classrooms are filled with an ever-increasing percentage of a
socioeconomically, culturally, racially, and linguistically diverse student population
(Murrell & Foster, 2003). How these students are being taught is a direct reflection of
teacher beliefs. The educational philosophies of teachers must continue to evolve to be
culturally responsive educators.

Belief Systems

The term beliefs, as defined by Raths and McAninch (2003), are the ideas that are
felt to be true by any person that are not supported by evidence and can therefore not be
considered knowledge. This definition of belief is critical to identify, as many of us hold
beliefs that we have either formulated on our own or may have been instilled in us from
our families. Regardless of where the idea originated, we view the belief to be true and

therefore see others and situations through the lens of our belief system.
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Belief systems are significant when evaluating educators who set out to provide
an equal opportunity to education for all students. While some gravitate to a private
school or religious school setting, most become part of a public school system
(Feistritzer, 2011). No entrance examination identifies beliefs or prejudices that might be
detrimental to this work. All candidates that choose to enter the teaching profession,
complete the needed coursework and pass the required background checks, become
teachers.

Several questions come to mind. Are our teachers adequately equipped to teach
diverse students? Do they have the tools necessary to communicate effectively with
families of diverse backgrounds? Do preconceived beliefs about different groups get in
the way of effective teaching? As the achievement gap between Caucasian middle to
upper-class students and students of racially and socioeconomically diverse backgrounds
continue to rise, it is imperative that we identify the possible cause and discuss feasible
solutions to the overarching problem.

Many teachers do not recognize poverty as a barrier to school readiness and
therefore adopt a deficient perception (Howard et.al, 2009). Perhaps this belief is
subconscious, but too many teachers are accepting the common misconception that
children of poverty are less capable than their middle and upper-class peers. Research
has shown that students of poverty lack the exposure necessary and are expected to enter
our schools on a level playing field (O’Hara, 2006). By the time a child is three, those
who come from professional families have twice as many words in their vocabulary than
those children from welfare families. Those same children were given 1Q tests, and those

results were consistent with the disparities seen in vocabulary development. 1Q scores of
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children of welfare were 79, while children of professionals averaged 117 (O’Hara,
2006).
School Readiness

School readiness is described as the measure of how prepared a child is to succeed
in school. School readiness includes aptitude in the areas of cognitive, social, and
emotional development. A gap in school readiness, much like that seen in the area of
achievement, identifies that a child or group of children are not making progress or
achieving similarly to other children. School readiness is a reflection of the experiences
that a child has had the opportunity to be a part of before the start of formal schooling
(Howard, Dresser, & Dunklee, 2009). The variety and number of experiences that a child
has had is often predictive of the child’s cognitive level of development (Bradley &
Corwyn, 1999). Because our students of lower socioeconomic backgrounds typically
come to school with limited experiences, it would be expected that they have not reached
their potential for cognitive development. This lack of experience should not be confused
with a lack of potential. The National Education Goals Panel identified five areas the
must be well developed to indicate school readiness: (a) Physical well-being, (b) Social
and emotional development, (c) Supportive environments, (d) Language, and (e)
Knowledge (Howard et. al, 2009).

Physical wellbeing could be described as a child’s overall care and development.
It would include routine medical care and immunizations as well as routine screenings
like vision, hearing, and dental with continued follow-up care as needed. Included within
the realm of physical well-being would be a child’s ability to throw a ball or hold a pencil

as demonstrations of both gross and fine motor development.
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The development of social and emotional skills are also important indicators of
school readiness. Children need to be confident enough to have their personal needs met.
They need to be able to ask to use the bathroom or request a drink of water. It is just as
important to be able to follow directions and interact with others. These skills will allow
a child to build friendships and participate in classroom activities.

Children who come from supportive home environments have an easier time
acclimating to the formal school setting because their caregivers have instilled a sense of
security. They have been provided the opportunity to be curious and investigate their
surroundings. They have been provided with support and encouragement that have
fostered a level of independence and self-reliance (Howard et.al, 2009).

Language is a strong predictor of school readiness. Children, who have
experienced a rich language environment, have been encouraged to communicate through
speech. They have been both spoken to and encouraged to use language to communicate
their wants, needs, and feelings. Often these children have been read to and included in
conversations that have, as a result, increased their vocabulary beyond that of their
language deprived peers.

The final area to indicate school readiness is that of cognition and knowledge.
Children who have been exposed to basic concepts such as cause and effect, patterns, and
problem-solving are more readily able to transfer and extend that knowledge to new
experiences within the classroom. These children are more comfortable with basic
knowledge concepts because they are common aspects of learning that were first

introduced in the home or early care environment.
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In today’s classroom, the different level of school readiness among children is
evident. For robust school readiness, a child would need to have exposure to more than
just culture. Children need to be exposed to educational activities and resources that
allow them to expand their vocabulary, make sense of the world, and form relationships
with caring nurturing adults (Howard et. al, 2009). Unfortunately, due to extenuating
circumstances such as language barriers and poverty, many of our poor public school
students are entering kindergarten a year and a half behind their middle-class peers
(Grundel, Oliveira, & Geballe, 2003)

Of course not all children who come from low socioeconomic backgrounds will
experience deficient school readiness, but children who are deficient in one or more of
the readiness areas are at greater risk of suffering academically as well as being referred
for special education services (Howard et. al, 2009). With one out of three children
entering kindergarten without the school readiness skills needed, it is no wonder that
children who come from poverty are already falling behind their middle-class peers
academically, physically, and socially (Feldman, 2001; Foster, 2000; Gershoff, 2003;
Howard et. al, 2009). A 2002 study compared the home environments of kindergarteners
from the five poorest and richest communities in the nation and found startling
differences. Children in the wealthiest communities owned an average of 150 books
compared to 38 books owned in poor homes. The study goes on to identify the
disparities among children being read books. In wealthy communities, 93% of children
were read to three or more times a week. In the poor communities only 63% of children
were being read to three or more times weekly. Instead of reading, poor communities

allowed their children to watch more television. Families of poor communities reported
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that they allowed their children to watch 18 or more hours of television per week, while
wealthier communities reported a weekly allowance of television to be 11 or fewer hours.
The differences continued to include the differences in experiences of wealthy children.
Children of affluent communities were more likely to attend extracurricular activities
such as music or dance (Lee & Burkham, 2002).

The lack of experiences and school readiness is seen in children who come from
poverty is not and should not be regarded as a deficiency on the part of the children. The
inequalities should be viewed as a call to action to provide a socially just education for all
students, especially those of poverty.

Ensuring Quality Preschool

For over fifty years, the federally funded Head Start program has assisted low-
income families by offering nutrition, health, social service, and school readiness support.
This comprehensive program was based on a new understanding of the effects of poverty
and the undeniable benefits of education. It was designed as a way to meet the needs of
low-income preschoolers and break the cycle of poverty (Zigler & Muenchow, 1992).
The two-generational approach supports both the parent and child in an attempt to make a
lasting impact on families most at risk (NHSA, 2015). The program’s success includes
converting a disadvantaged student who was not able to speak or communicate at the
time she was eligible for Head Start to now being a Senior Member of Congress from
California. Congresswoman Loretta Sanchez is a prime example of what the Head Start
program can achieve.

The total amount of Head Start funding is decided annually by Congress.

According to the National Head Start Association (2015), the estimated Head Start/Early
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Head Start funding for the 2016 fiscal year is $8,533,095,000. The Administration for
Children and Families oversees the Head Start program ensuring that federal grants are
awarded to many different local agencies that are operating Head Start programs (Early
Childhood Learning and Knowledge Center, 2004). Head Start Programs vary depending
upon their program design. Some programs offer Early Head Start (pregnant moms and
babies from birth until age two years and eleven months, others operate preschool only
programs for children ages three to five, while some offer a combination of both.
Programs may be half day or full day, the whole year or part year depending upon the
needs of the community and the availability of resources. It was reported by that
National Head Start Association that there were 1039 Early Head Start Grantees and Sub-
grantees; 1592 Head Start Grantees and Sub-grantees; 57 American Indian/Alaskan
Native Early Head Start Grantees and Sub-grantees, 146 American Indian/Alaskan
Native Head Start Grantees and Sub-grantees; and 50 Migrant and/or Seasonal Head Start
Grantees (2015).
CLASS

The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) is a tool that is used in
many early childhood education classes to ensure quality education is happening in
preschool classrooms. CLASS was created as part of the research project of the National
Center for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL) (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008).
This assessment tool is used in countless preschool through grade three classrooms. The
CLASS tool is designed to rate teacher-student interactions within a predetermined class
time, by rating 10 dimensions using a one through seven scale: (a) Positive climate, (b)

Negative climate, (c) Teacher sensitivity, (d) Regard for student perspectives, (e)
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Behavior management, (f) Productivity, (g) Instructional learning formats, (h) Concept
development, (i) Quality of feedback, and (j) Language modeling (Pianta, La Paro, &
Hamre, 2008).

Each dimension falls within one of three domains: (a) emotional support, (b)
classroom organization, and (c) instructional support. Emotional support is made up of
dimensions one through four. Positive climate can be described as the overall feeling of
comfort or emotional connection between the student and teacher. An example of
positive climate would be observing a teacher greet her students at the door at the
beginning of class and engage in conversation with both the student and parent.
Conversely, a negative climate is more than just the absence of positive. A negative
climate describes the level of hostility or anger that may be experienced through yelling
or threatening speech. Teacher sensitivity is a teacher’s awareness of student needs. The
fourth dimension is regard for student perspectives. This dimension describes the depth
to which a teacher focuses on student interests and points of view (Pianta, La Paro, &
Hamre, 2008).

The second domain of CLASS is classroom organization. This domain consists
of three dimensions: Behavior management, Productivity, and Instructional learning
formats. Behavior management describes the level of expertise to which a teacher
monitors, predicts, and redirects student behavior. The degree to which a classroom runs
smoothly is described as productivity. The final dimension, Instructional learning
formats, is characterized as a teacher’s ability to provide engaging activities that students

are eager to participate in and hold their attention (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008).
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The third and final domain of CLASS is instructional support. This domain is
typically the most difficult for teachers to master. Instructional support consists of
concept development, quality of feedback, and language modeling. Concept
development is characterized by a teacher’s ability to elicit higher order thinking through
activities and discussions. Quality of feedback is a teacher’s specialized ability to extend
student thinking through dialogue. Language modeling is the teacher’s ability to extend
student vocabulary (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008). This third domain is of particular
importance especially when working with students of poverty. Providing the extended
language opportunities through dialogue and feedback can help to close the language gap
that is typically already apparent.

The CLASS tool is implemented by an independent rater who must be certified as
“reliable”. The rater must complete training as well as an online assessment in order to
receive CLASS certification (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008). Many preschool
programs require the CLASS tool to be used in order to guarantee quality classroom
instruction and identify areas that are in need of additional support. Head Start is one
example of a program that uses CLASS as a monitoring tool.

Desired Results Developmental Profile

The Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) is a developmental
continuum created by the California Department of Education, Early Childhood
Education Division (2015) that is used to track the development and growth of young
children from infancy through kindergarten age. California is one of the only states to
create their own assessment to track the growth and development of young children. The

DRDP is a formative assessment that is completed with the cooperation of teachers and
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families and designed to be conducted in a natural setting through interactions and
observation. Families and teachers collaborate to identify a child’s developmental level
within eight domains: (a) Approaches to Learning-Self-Regulation, (b) Social and
Emotional Development, (c) Language and Literacy Development, (d) English-Language
Development, (e) Cognition, (f) Physical Development-Health, (g) History-Social
Science, and (h) Visual and Performing Arts (California Department of Education, 2015).

The Approaches to Learning Self-Regulation (ALT-REG) domain is key for
students who are preparing to enter school. This domain assesses a child’s ability to
focus on a task and remain persistent in finishing an activity. It is important for children
to have the ability to focus on daily classroom instruction. A child’s natural curiosity and
ability to take the initiative, along with the capability to delay gratification and exhibit
self-control are essential qualities that must be both taught and cultivated (California
Department of Education, 2015).

The Social and Emotional Development (SED) domain assesses children’s ability
to form bonds and interact appropriately with adults and peers. This domain focuses on
children’s ability to recognize themselves in relation to others and understand important
social cues (California Department of Education, 2015). An observer might watch a
child participating in dramatic play to see elements of this domain.

The Language and Literacy Development (LLD) domain assesses a child’s ability
to communicate in either English or their home language. Receptive and responsive
language are measured as well as a child’s ability to identify letters, sounds, and concepts
of print. A child’s interest in literacy is gauged as well as a child’s writing development

(California Department of Education, 2015).
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The English-Language Development (ELD) domain is exclusively for children
who are learning English as a second language. This domain focuses on a child’s
experiences with the English language only (California Department of Education, 2015).
Much like the LLD domain, the English Language Development domain also explores
expressive and receptive language of children. This may include using gesture, words, or
sentences to communicate depending upon the developmental level.

The Cognition (COG) domain, includes both math and science as criteria for
exploration. The observer would be assessing in many different areas including, spatial
awareness, number recognition, visual discrimination, and cause and effect (California
Department of Education, 2015). An assessment could take place during center time,
small group, or even activity time outside as a child sorts objects such as rocks and sticks.

The Physical Development-Health (PD-HLTH) domain assesses a child’s
progress within a variety of measures. An assessor would look for opportunities to
observe both gross and fine motor skills (California Department of Education, 2015).
Physical activity or outdoor time provides an opportunity to observe a child’s ability to
participate in active play and manipulate objects through activities that require
concentration and coordination. This domain also examines a child’s ability to
independently care for themselves and demonstrate their ability to attend to tasks such as
dressing and toileting.

The History-Social Science (HSS) domain assesses a child’s ability to cooperate
and negotiate with others (California Department of Education, 2015). The importance
of conflict negotiation among peers is a skill that becomes increasingly crucial as a child

moves into grade school. Higher ratios between students and staff at the elementary level
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mean that children may need to work out more problems themselves. A teacher may not
be able to intervene to solve small issues or disagreements. The HSS domain identifies a
child’s progress in developing effective skills to manage relationships with peers.

The Visual and Performing Arts (VPA) domain assesses children in four key
areas: visual arts, music, drama, and dance. A child’s development is measured based on
their ability to intentionally participate in activities that support the four key areas
(California Department of Education, 2015). An assessor would look for a child’s ability
to express themselves creatively using multidimensional art, creating intentional sounds,
pretend play, and dance.

The measures, within each domain, are used to describe a developmental
continuum; early developing to later developing areas (California Department of
Education, 2015). Student work, anecdotal notes, and photographic evidence are
gathered to provide evidence of child development. Teachers use the knowledge gained
from the DRDP for differentiating instruction to meet the needs of each child.

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised Edition

The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised Edition (ECERS-R) is
used to determine the quality of an Early Childhood Education Program by rating how
well the program is meeting children’s developmental needs. The ECERS-R tool can be
utilized by a teacher in the classroom to self-evaluate or it can be used by an outside
observer.

The ECERS-R tool is divided into seven subscales: (a) space and furnishings, (b)
personal care routines, (c) language-reasoning, (d) activities, (e) interaction, (f) program

structure, and (g) parents and staff. Each subscale contains items that are used to make
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up a quality early childcare education program. Each item is ranked using a 7-point scale
consisting of predetermined indicators. Individual indicators are scored by assigning a
yes, no, or NA where appropriate (Cryer et al, 2003).

Completing the space and furnishings section requires the educator to look at the
areas that students spend the majority of their classroom time. This educator must also
look closely at the classroom space and furnishings to determine if there is adequate
space for the children to move around freely and experience all areas of the classroom.
The educator must identify the condition of the classroom and furnishings. Are the
classroom items in good repair? Children should have access to clean and well care for
materials. Children who experience high-quality classrooms will have higher self-esteem
and take better care of their surroundings (Cryer et al, 2003).

The personal care routines section include all areas such as mealtime, toileting,
napping, and sanitation. Completing this indicator ensures that a program provides
proper modeling and care in all areas of a personal nature so as children develop positive
personal care routines for healthy development.

The language-reasoning section of the ECERS tool asks the early childcare
provider to take a holistic approach to language, communication, and literacy.
Classrooms that score highly in language-reasoning provide many opportunities for
children to develop the love of books. Books are available for children to readily explore
as well as participate in traditional classroom read-a-louds. Staff is encouraged to engage
in frequent conversation with children. Formal as well as informal conversation
enhances vocabulary and communication skills that benefit children in all aspects of

development.
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In addition, preschoolers should be provided many varied activities that help to
promote enhanced development in both fine motor and gross motor skills. Fine motor
development includes activities that help children manipulate small objects. Promoting
intentional fine motor activities will help children be able to manipulate scissors and
correctly hold a pencil, both needed skills as children enter formal schooling. Art
activities and crafting provide exciting opportunities for young children to develop fine
motor skills while also enhancing creativity and descriptive language.

Gross motor activities help to build strong muscles and enhance balance and
coordination. Outdoor time is often utilized to create opportunities for gross motor
development, but other classroom activities such as music and movement are also
appropriate. A teacher can encourage gross motor movement during multiple different
classroom activities such as building, dancing, or even climbing.

The ECERS tool helps educators to recognize the need for many types of
activities within a preschool day. High scores in the activity section reflect a classroom
that provides an opportunity for many different child-focused choices such as art, blocks,
sand and water play, science, math, dramatic play, and technology as appropriate (Cryer
et al, 2003).

The interaction section of the ECERS tool allows educators to focus on child
supervision and interactions between early childcare staff and children. The tool helps
highlight how children are disciplined within the classroom and during outdoor play
activities. Special consideration is given to the verbal interactions between teacher and

child as well as between children.
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Program structure is also an important component of ECERS. This section of the
tool helps staff identify what is actually happening in the classroom. It is not as
important what a written schedule might say. What is important, is how children are
spending their time. The tool helps teachers identify whether a daily schedule is flexible
enough to provide spontaneity but also consistent enough to provide a predictable daily
routine. The balance between structure and flexibility is ideal for the preschool
classroom setting.

The final component of ECERS is parents and staff. This component requires the
rater to determine the quality and opportunity for parents to participate in the preschool
classroom. If parents are unable to participate, it is essential that staff make every effort
to provide the necessary information to parents that will allow them to feel involved. Not
every parent will be willing to devote time during class hours to volunteer, but they can
participate in other ways. Parents can be called upon to help make programmatic
decisions, discuss child progress, and complete necessary tasks whether at home or
directly in the classroom (Cryer et al, 2003). Parent involvement is valuable and the
ECERS-R tool helps to identify whether the staff is making the necessary effort to
include all families and caregivers.

The ECERS-R tool enables program staff to identify areas of strength and
opportunities for improvement within a program. When scoring using the ECERS-R
tool, it is less important what the individual indicator is marked and is more important
what the average score of the identified classroom (Cryer et al, 2003). ECERS-R scores

help administrators choose areas of focus for continued program improvement.
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Tools such as CLASS, DRDP, and ECERS-R help teachers to identify areas of
success as well as areas that require focused support. It is not enough to simply point out
what is deficient in a classroom. It is essential to create change through coaching and
reflective teacher practices. All teachers have an opportunity to continue on the
continuum and move from good to great. A major contributor is teacher beliefs. Positive
teachers that get to know the community and form relationships with students and
families will be more likely to have a lasting positive effect on the community (Parrett &
Budge, 2012).

To create lasting change for our communities, educators must improve literacy
rates among our students. If students are not graduating high school with the skills
needed to be self-sufficient, including the ability to read and comprehend, they a destined
to continue the cycle of poverty. Educators must look critically at our educational
pedagogy and evaluate whether or not we are meeting the needs of our students. The
term “students” must include children from all backgrounds including different races,
nationalities, and socioeconomic status. If all students are not finding success, then a
change must be made to create a socially just environment conducive to learning where
high expectations for all are the norm rather than the exception (Parrett & Budge, 2012).

Based on the data gathered from the Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge
Center (ECLK), for the 2013-14 program year, the Head Start Preschool program served
1,076,000 children age birth to 5 and 81% of these children were ages 3 and 4 at the time
of services. Participating families identified their racial background based on the criteria
established by the United States Census Bureau. National demographics identified

families as follows: 43% White; 9% Biracial; 29% African American; 2% Asian; 3.4%
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American Indian or Native Alaskan; 0.6% Pacific Islander; and 13% other. This ethnic
breakdown equates to 62% Non-Hispanic and 38% of Hispanic origin (Early Childhood
Learning and Knowledge Center, 2014).

The Head Start philosophy is to support the entire family by providing resources
and support to keep families on track and accessing all available services that children
need to grow and learn. Examples of resources and services could be access to
information regarding adult education or job training, assistance accessing medical
insurance or information regarding local food banks or housing. For the 2013-14
program year, data for Children’s Health Measures showed an increase in all areas based
on the total enrollment period. Program data indicated that the percentage of children
that had immunization, health insurance, and a dental and medical home all increased
between 3-10% (Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge Center, 2014). This data
suggests that the program that began over 50 years ago is still having a positive impact on
the lives of children.

Expected Outcomes

The author based the foundation of this study on an original work by Dr.
Jacqueline Lynch (2010). Lynch’s study examined the beliefs of kindergarten teachers
regarding students’ literacy knowledge and parental involvement in literacy events based
on SES. Lynch found that teachers in higher SES schools were more likely to report
higher student print knowledge than teachers in low SES schools. It was also noted that
no significant difference in teachers’ beliefs about parent involvement regardless of SES
was identified. Also, research findings indicated that teachers in high SES schools

believed that parents had more literacy knowledge to share with their children and were



more interested in participating in their child’s literacy development. Based on these

findings, similar outcomes are projected for this research.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

The fundamental objective of the author was to test the research questions related
to preschool teachers’ beliefs regarding print literacy, school readiness, and family
involvement as well as the effect that poverty has on those views. The methodology used
to test the defined research questions is presented in this chapter. The chapter is
organized into seven sections: (a) research design, (b) instrumentation, (c) measures, (d)
data analysis, (e) validating findings, (f) ethical considerations, and (g) summary.

Research Design

Through this study, the researcher intended to answer two questions regarding the
effect of student poverty on the belief system of educators. Question one: Are there
differences in teachers’ beliefs about children’s print knowledge in preschool based on the
socio-economic status (SES) of children’s families? Question two: Do teachers vary in
their beliefs about parental involvement in children’s print literacy development based on
the families’ SES? If question one and two are true, what effect will that have on student

outcomes (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The Poverty Effect. Devitt 2016
Research Hypothesis
To address the research questions identified in this study, two hypotheses were
developed. Support for these hypotheses was substantiated by the literature examined
and the theoretical perspective utilized throughout this research.
1. Among early childhood educators, preschool teachers employed in programs with
a higher income threshold believe that their students have greater print knowledge
at the start of the preschool year when compared to the beliefs of teachers
employed in lower income threshold preschool programs.
2. Among early childhood educators, preschool teachers employed in programs with

a higher income threshold believe that parent involvement in children’s print
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literacy development is higher when compared to the beliefs of teachers employed
in lower income threshold preschool programs.
Selection of Participants

One hundred preschool teachers from one identified school district located in the
California Central Valley were asked to participate in this research. The California
Central Valley includes 18 counties and roughly five million people. The Central Valley
stretches from Shasta County in the north to Kern County in the south (Umbach, 1997).
Although the area is considered one valley, it is made up of many diverse communities
(Umbach, 1997). The school district chosen reflects the vast cultural and socio-economic
diversity seen within the Central Valley.

The selected school district is located in an urban city within the California
Central Valley. It is characterized as having a high poverty rate resulting in an identified
low (SES) for many families. This district serves over 40,000 students from preschool to
adult. Approximately 93% of students are minority, and 28% speak a language other
than English. The United States Census Bureau and the California Department of
Education (2010) identify roughly 82% of students qualify for free or reduced lunch and
24% of families are living below the federal poverty threshold.

Preschool teachers from the chosen school district teach 3 to 5 year-old children
in half-day classes. Preschool teachers’ base instruction on district-adopted curriculum
and teacher-created instructional units aligned with the California Preschool Foundations.
The Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP), Early Childhood Environment
Rating Scale (ECERS), and the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) are

used to ensure high-quality lesson delivery and instructional strategies.
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Instrumentation

The quantitative instrument consisted of a Likert-style questionnaire used to
record each teacher’s beliefs in three areas: children’s print literacy knowledge,
children’s school readiness, and parental involvement in children’s print literacy. The
research questionnaire was based primarily on a study previously conducted by Dr.
Jacqueline Lynch (2010). The original questionnaire was modified, with permission, to
meet the needs of this current research.

The survey consisted of 20 closed questions. Fourteen questions were focused on
the teacher’s beliefs about student print knowledge and school readiness and six
questions focused on the teacher’s beliefs about parental involvement. Teachers were
asked to rank their beliefs based on a pre-identified Likert-style scale: strongly agree
(SA), agree (A), disagree (D), strongly disagree (SD), or don’t know (DK). Cronbach’s
alpha was used to demonstrate reliability among question groups.

The first section of the questionnaire focused on the teacher’s beliefs about
student print literacy. Print literacy is defined by Lynch (2010, p. 157) as “interactions
involving some form of written text for communicative purposes, generally involving the
reading or writing process.” This section asked questions regarding student knowledge
of the English alphabet including letters, sounds, and words. The second section focused
on the teacher’s beliefs about the student’s school readiness including the ability to listen
to a story and correctly hold a writing utensil. The last section focused on the teacher’s
perception of family involvement in the student’s early literacy development (Lynch,

2010). One fellow researcher and Concordia University faculty were asked to review the
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survey before implementation. The ideas and suggestions were included in the final
version of the questionnaire. The complete questionnaire is located in Appendix A.

For the qualitative portion, interviews were held using criterion sampling to
determine participant eligibility and purposeful maximal sampling to highlight different
perspectives on the case. Ten participants were asked to participate in follow-up
interviews. Interview questions were developed using data collected from the
quantitative data analysis of survey answers and data trends. The complete survey is

located in Appendix A

Procedures

The mixed methods research design used in this study followed a social justice
framework that surrounds an explanatory sequential design. This design (diagramed in
Figure 2) allowed the researcher to begin with a quantitative design model and then use
qualitative methods to provide a deeper understanding of the initial quantitative results

(Creswell, 2014).
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Figure 2: Explanatory Sequential Sampling Design. Devitt 2016
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The quantitative section of this study used the well documented quasi-
experimental design (Creswell, 2014; Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002). The purpose of
choosing the quasi-experimental design was to test a hypothesis regarding causes that can
be manipulated by the researcher (Karge, 2015). Although the quasi-experimental design
lacks random unit assignment, it is aligned in purpose and structure to the randomized
experimental model (Shadish et al., 2002). This design type was chosen because of the
limited resources and funding that cause the use of a randomized controlled sample to be
unfeasible (Shadish et al., 2002).

The author used the quasi-experimental posttest only design. This design was
diagrammed as X, O1. The treatment was represented by X. O3 represented the posttest.
The independent variable (X) was identified as the known family SES based on parent
identified yearly income provided at preschool program enrollment as well as free or
reduced lunch applications. The dependent variable was defined as teacher beliefs
regarding student print knowledge, school readiness, and family involvement. To
counteract any validity concerns, the researcher included as much information about
posttest conditions as possible and was careful when making inferences and
generalizations about the findings (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008).

The qualitative portion of this study was conducted using phenomenology as the
particular research methodology. Phenomenology was used to gain a deeper
understanding of teacher beliefs identified during the quantitative part of the research.
Phenomenology provided the researcher an opportunity to examine the effect of poverty
on belief systems using Head Start and California State Preschool Program (CSPP)

teachers within one district to be explored (Creswell, 2013). This method allowed
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teachers’ beliefs within each of the identified programs to be compared. The research
design is reflected in Table 1.

Table 1

Mixed Methods Research Design

Quantitative Qualitative

» Quasi-experimental posttest only * Phenomenological

design e Comparison of Phenomenon’s
» Diagrammed as X, Oy » Teacher beliefs in Program A: Head
e Treatment: X Start
» Posttest: Oy » Teacher beliefs in Program B:
* IV: Family SES California State Preschool
» DV: Teacher Beliefs » Comparison of interviews

The qualitative portion involved 10 individuals who were chosen using purposeful
maximal sampling to provide different perspectives on the identified issue (Creswell,
2013). Data was collected by conducting personal interviews. A comparison was
performed using an analysis of themes followed by an interpretation of meaning
(Creswell, 2013).

This mixed methods research design called for all Head Start and CSPP teachers
from one identified school district located in the California Central Valley to be invited to
participate in this research. One hundred preschool teachers were given questionnaires
during a “welcome back to school” staff meeting. Questionnaires were printed on green
paper and the adult informed consent document was printed on yellow paper. Teachers
were asked to submit the completed questionnaires and consent document by placing
them in color-coded file folders. The green file was to hold the completed questionnaires
while the yellow file was to keep the completed consent forms. The documents were

collected in different files to ensure that the researcher would not be able to identify
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which participant submitted each survey. Those who completed the survey were given a
ticket to participate in a drawing. A drawing was held for two $25.00 Target gift cards as
well as four gift baskets that | created. Each gift basket consisted of a brightly colored
bin that was filled with teacher supplies such as pencils, pens, notepads, and a calculator.
Each basket was wrapped in cellophane and tied with a large bow. Raffle tickets were
given to encourage participation in the research study. Ten dozen cookies were also
provided for all teachers regardless of their involvement in the research study. Cookies
were set up on a refreshment table located in the lobby of the meeting space. The table
was brightly covered and small decorations were arranged on the table. A printed sign
that read “What you do matters” was used as a table focal point. Teachers were
encouraged to enjoy cookies during the meeting break time. Additional break time
minutes were given in order to accommodate questionnaire responses and submission of
the research documents: the questionnaire and adult informed consent.

All raffle tickets were collected from interested participants and a drawing of six
tickets was held at the end of the staff meeting. Four tickets were drawn during the gift
basket giveaway. The winning teachers were able to select the gift basket of choice until
all baskets were taken. The last two tickets drawn were for the $25 Target gift cards.
The winning teachers were very excited. One winner screamed with enthusiasm and
jumped up and down when her number was called.

All returned questionnaires were gathered and sorted by participant program
affiliation as indicated in the participant demographic section. A total of 41 CSPP
questionnaires and 40 Head Start questionnaires were collected. Eight questionnaires

were unusable because program affiliation was not identified. It is the belief of the
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researcher that some teachers opted not to complete the questionnaire due to tense
contract negotiations between the district and teachers’ union. Although the researcher
was not representing the school district, some teachers may be practicing “work to rule.”
This negotiation tactic calls for teachers to refuse to complete any task not directly
identified under their printed job description.

Ten teachers were invited to participate in additional semi-structured interviews to
gain a deeper understanding of the teacher’s beliefs and experiences regarding student
poverty, student print literacy, school readiness, and family involvement. The 10
participants were randomly selected by drawing from the fifty teachers that expressed
interest on the previously administered adult informed consent form. The selected
participants were notified via email that they were chosen for further study. The
participants were then asked to select a date and time that worked best for their schedule
to be interviewed. Participants were advised that an independent researcher could be
made available upon request. The independent researcher was included in the research
design as an alternative to remove any confidentiality concerns that the participants may
have felt based on the position and familiarity with the research author, who worked
within the selected district (see Figure 3).

Of the first 10 teachers contacted for the follow-up interview, only five responded
by selecting a date for participation. After scheduling identified interviews, the
researcher returned to the adult informed consent document and chose five additional
teachers for follow-up interviews. All of the teachers selected during the second round
participated in the qualitative portion of the research. It is unknown why the initial

participants were unresponsive to the email request. The researcher suspects that the



60

current strained employee relations and the impending strike may have played a role in
influencing participation. The exact reason may never be known.

At the onset of each interview, the researcher read the participant a printed
disclaimer assuring the participating teacher that responses would not be shared. The
researcher also presented each participant with an audio consent document that further
stated the parameters surrounding the qualitative interview data gathering procedure. The
participants were asked open-ended questions, and participant responses were recorded
using a digital audio recording device. At the conclusion of each interview, the
participant was presented a gift card in the amount of $10 to thank them for their
participation. Participants were not informed of any compensation before interview
participation. It was the belief of the researcher that advanced notice of any incentive

may affect the participation and authentic qualitative data gathering strategies.
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Figure 3. Selection of Participants. Devitt 2016
Measures

Early literacy research provides examples of the impact of specific types of
teachers’ literacy instruction on children’s early literacy skills (Justice, Kaderavek, Fan,
Sofka & Hunt, 2009); however, we know little about the impact of poverty and family on
teacher beliefs. The intent of this research was to promote a better understanding of the
role student poverty plays on teachers’ beliefs in Early Childhood Education.
Furthermore, when teachers are asked outright about their beliefs, many say children in
poverty struggle to learn to read more often than children in affluent communities, yet
Lynch (2010) found kindergarten teachers’ beliefs about students’ knowledge of print

literacy, and parental involvement in children’s print literacy development to be the same
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regardless of poverty level. The researcher used Lynch’s survey with preschool teachers
to determine if similar outcomes would prevail. There are substantial policy implications
for this work. If robust programmatic systems and specific types of teacher’s pre-literacy
instruction yield preschool teacher beliefs that children can and are learning regardless of
poverty, it opens the door for extended discussions and examinations of practice at both
the teacher education and teacher professional learning community levels. In the
Handbook of Research Methods in Early Childhood Education, Olivia Saracho (2015)
emphasizes the critical importance of Qualitative methodology as a means to influencing
policy and discovering the voices of participants. These voices become the framework
for program improvement and effectiveness.
Data Analysis

Data analysis involved descriptive statistics, t-tests, ANOVA and qualitative
analysis. T-tests were chosen as a means of analysis based on the original study by
Jacqueline Lynch. It was determined that T-tests should be conducted to replicate the
study by Lynch. However, the researcher also ran an analysis of variance (ANOVA) as
an additional form of analysis (and more appropriate for this type of in-depth research).
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze teachers’ beliefs about student print
knowledge and school readiness as it relates to literacy. Descriptive statistics were used
to analyze teacher’s beliefs about parental involvement in activities to enhance student
literacy. T-tests examined whether or not there is a difference between mean scores of
teacher’s responses based on identified socio-economic status of student populations.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare between-group samples including

identified factors such as age, ethnicity, and marital status.
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Descriptive analysis of teacher comments during interviews was conducted using
open coding and memoing (Creswell, 2013). The identified school district and Concordia
University Irvine Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the research proposal and
research design methods outlined by the author. Data was collected during the first
quarter of the 2016-2017 school year. Analysis of data was completed during the second
quarter of the 2016- 2017 school year.

Validating Findings

The survey included questions from an existing research tool (Lynch, 2010) and
added additional questions to better understand the teacher perspectives being examined
in this research. Initially, a total of six open-ended questions were developed. After the
researcher had become better acquainted with the participants, it was apparent that adding
additional questions that had a more targeted focus would create an opportunity for
heightened clarity of teachers’ beliefs and feelings. The researcher responded by adding
additional questions to the qualitative section of the research.

To ensure descriptive validity, investigator triangulation was used. Two other
researchers were asked to review the data and data collection methods. Their comments
and recommendations were used to ensure validity within the research findings
(Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 1998). Interpretive validity was insured within the qualitative
research strand by returning to participants and clarifying data and interviews (Creswell,
2013). The participants were given the opportunity to explain their feelings by rereading
the portions of interviews that reflect their opinions and expressed beliefs. Triangulation

of methods was used to ensure internal validity. A mixed methods design was used that
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encompassed both survey and interview data. Triangulation was further used to compare
the different individual responses as well as the two distinct preschool programs.
Ethical Considerations

The researcher anticipated potential ethical issues to arise based on several
factors: familiarity with the content, transparency of the research, and anonymity of
participants. The researcher was employed by the participating school district and
therefore had a previous working relationship with some of the participating teachers.
The researcher alleviated these concerns by using several techniques. Arrangements
were made for another researcher to be available to conduct participant interviews upon
request. However, no such requests were made. Participants were provided an informed
consent document that provided a simple description of the research. Participant surveys
did not require individuals to identify themselves. Surveys were conducted during a large
preschool staff meeting. The large gathering data collection ensured that participant
identity would be protected.

Summary

This study was conducted to examine the effect that student poverty has on
preschool teachers’ beliefs about student print knowledge including school readiness and
print literacy. The goal of the researcher was also to further examined preschool
teachers’ beliefs about families in poverty and the perceived level of parent involvement
in their children’s early literacy development. A Likert-style questionnaire was
distributed to a total of 100 preschool teachers from two preschool programs in the
California Central Valley. This quasi-experimental posttest only design was used to ask

participants to recall their beliefs about student print knowledge, school readiness, and
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parental involvement at the beginning of the school year based on their 2016-2017
students. After collecting all questionnaires, 10 participants were invited to participate in
a follow-up phenomenological study. In-depth interviews were used to further
investigate the effect of poverty on preschool teachers’ beliefs about student knowledge
and parental involvement. Data was collected and analyzed during the 2016-2017 school

year.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The intent of this study was to investigate the influence of student poverty on
preschool teachers’ beliefs about early literacy development, school readiness, and parent
involvement. The purpose of this study was achieved by examining preschool teachers’
guantitative and qualitative responses as well as comparing beliefs between two
differently funded programs within one predetermined California school district. The
results of the data analysis are presented within this chapter: (a) quantitative results, (b)
qualitative results, and (c) limitations and delimitations.

Quantitative Results

In total, 81 questionnaires were included in the analysis: 40 were completed by
Head Start teachers and an additional 41 were completed by State Preschool teachers.
Nearly all of the teachers (79 out of 81, or 98%) had obtained their early childhood
education permit, and most (58 out of 81, or 72%) also indicated that they had more than
10 years of teaching experience (see Table 2). Overall, most respondents (53 out of 81,
or 70%) indicated that their employment status was “permanent.” There was, however, a
statistically significant difference in the proportions of State Preschool versus Head Start
teachers whose employment statuses were “permanent” and “probationary”; significantly
more Head Start teachers indicated that their employment status was probationary (43%
versus 13% of State Preschool teachers), and significantly more State Preschool teachers
indicated that their employment status was permanent (82% versus 57% of Head Start

teachers) - (see Table 5),
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Respondent Years Teaching
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State Preschool Head Start Total
Demographic Count % Count % Count %
Years Teaching 1-5years 10 24.4% 3 7.5% 13 16.0%
6 - 10 years 5 12.2% 5 12.5% 10 12.3%
11 - 15 years 4 9.8% 15 37.5% 19 23.5%
16 - 20 years 10 24.4% 7 17.5% 17 21.0%
21 - 25 years 5 12.2% 5 12.5% 10 12.3%
26 - 30 years 4.9% 1 2.5% 3 3.7%
31+ years 12.2% 4 10.0% 11.1%
Note. *p<.05
Table 3
Respondent Permit Type
State Preschool Head Start Total
Demographic Count % Count % Count %
ECE Permit Standard 19 52.8% 7 24.1% 26 40.0%
Type Teacher
Master Teacher 8 22.2% 9 31.0% 17 26.2%
Director 9 25.0% 13 44.8% 22 33.8%
Multiple Subject 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Credential
No Permit 0 0.0% 2 5.0% 2 2.5%
Note. *p<.05
Table 4
Respondent Employment Status
State Preschool Head Start Total
Demographic Count % Count % Count %
Employment Status ~ Substitute 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Temporary 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 1 1.3%
Probationary 5 12.8%* 16 43.2%* 21 27.6%
Permanent 32 82.1%* 21 56.8%* 53 69.7%
Don't Know 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 1 1.3%

Note. *p<.05
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Nearly all of the teachers who indicated a gender were female (78 out of 80, or
98%), and more than half who indicated a marital status were married (43 out of 79, or
54%). The largest group of respondents indicated that their age was between 41 and 50
years old (28 out of 79, or 35%); in total, 65% reported being over the age of 40. Overall
and among each group of teachers (State Preschool and Head Start), the largest group of
teachers reported an ethnicity of Hispanic/Latino (39% overall, 32% State Preschool,
46% Head Start). Respondents who marked more than one ethnicity were included in the
“Other/Multiple” ethnicity category. Teachers included in this group made up less than
10% of respondents within both the State Preschool and Head Start groups, and

represented 6.3% of respondents across both programs (see Table 5).



Table 5

Respondent Demographics

State Preschool Head Start Total

Demographic Count % Count % Count %
Gender Male 2 5.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.5%

Female 38 95.0% 40 100.0% 78 97.5%
Age 21-30 4 10.0% 3 7.7% 7 8.9%

31-40 8 20.0% 13 33.3% 21 26.6%

41-50 14 35.0% 14 35.9% 28 35.4%

51-60 12 30.0% 7 17.9% 19 24.1%

61+ 2 5.0% 2 5.1% 4 5.1%
Ethnicity White/Caucasian 12 29.3% 5 12.8% 17 21.3%

African 5 12.2% 7 17.9% 12 15.0%

American

Native 1 2.4% 1 2.6% 2 2.5%

American/Pacific

Islander

Hispanic/Latino 13 31.7% 18 46.2% 31 38.8%

Asian 6 14.6% 17.9% 13 16.3%

Other/Multiple 4 9.8% 2.6% 5 6.3%
Marital Status Married / 25 64.1% 18 45.0% 43 54.4%

Domestic Partner

Single / Never 9 23.1% 10 25.0% 19 24.1%

Married

Widowed 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Divorced 5 12.8% 11 27.5% 16 20.3%

Separated 0 0.0% 1 2.5% 1 1.3%

Note. *p<.05

The survey was comprised of 20 items organized into three topical areas with six

to seven items each: Children’s Print Literacy Knowledge (Print Literacy), Children’s

School Readiness (School Readiness), and Parent Involvement in Children’s Print

Literacy (Parent Involvement). All items provided closed-end, selected response options

organized on a 4-point scale: Strongly Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly

Disagree (1). The response option “Don’t Know” was not assigned a point value as a

valid response for the purpose of quantitative analysis. All items were positively phrased

(e.g., “Children can point to a picture...) with the exception of item three in the School



70

Readiness area: children do not know how to hold a pencil at the beginning of the school
year. This single item was reverse-coded, with the Strongly Agree response scored as 1,
Agree scored as 2, Disagree scored as 3, and Strongly Disagree scored as 4 (see Table 6).
Table 6

Parent Involvement

Which program are you teaching?

State Preschool Head Start Total
Count % Count % Count %
Parents are very Strongly Agree 4 10.0% 3 7.5% 7 8.8%
interested in their Agree 19 475% 20 50.0% 39  48.8%
children's readingand ;e 00 10 250% 12 300% 22  27.5%
writing development .
Strongly Disagree 6 15.0% 4 10.0% 10 12.5%
Don't Know 1 2.5% 1 2.5% 2 2.5%
Parents have read Strongly Agree 1 2.6% 2 5.1% 3 3.8%
schoolwork senthome  Agree 16 41.0% 16  41.0% 32  41.0%
to their children Disagree 11 282% 16 41.0% 27  34.6%
Strongly Disagree 7 17.9% 3 7.7% 10 12.8%
Don't Know 4 10.3% 2 5.1% 6 7.7%
Parents talk about Strongly Agree 2 5.3% 1 2.6% 3 3.9%
books with their Agree 14 368% 13 333% 27 351%
children Disagree 14 36.8% 19 487% 33  42.9%
Strongly Disagree 6 15.8% 2 5.1% 8 10.4%
Don't Know 2 5.3% 4 10.3% 6 7.8%
Parents have read Strongly Agree 5 13.2% 3 7.9% 8 10.5%
stories to their children  Agree 18 47.4% 18  47.4% 36  47.4%
at home Disagree 9  237% 10 263% 19  25.0%
Strongly Disagree 3 7.9% 1 2.6% 4 5.3%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 6 15.8% 9 11.8%
Parents have engaged in  Strongly Agree 1 2.6% 1 2.6% 2 2.6%
writing the alphabetat  agree 9 237% 10 263% 19  25.0%
Eﬁ"”:jerxghrfgﬂg Disagree 17 447% 17 447% 34 447%
entering school Strongly Disagree 8 21.1% 5 132% 13 17.1%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 5 13.2% 8 10.5%
Parents have engaged in  Strongly Agree 2 5.3% 1 2.6% 3 3.9%
reading Agree 8 211% 8 211% 16 21.1%
:/Custtr:utﬁgﬁngﬁlﬁgﬂon Disagree 16 421% 18 474% 34  44.7%
Strongly Disagree 9 23.7% 5 13.2% 14 18.4%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 6 15.8% 9 11.8%
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Instrument Reliability

The survey instrument demonstrated strong reliability, indicated by a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.91. As for the topical areas, the seven items in Print Literacy yielded a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85. The seven items in School Readiness yielded a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.71; however, when the single negatively phrased item is excluded, this
measure of reliability jumps to 0.79, which approaches the commonly accepted level of
0.80. The six items in the Parent Involvement area yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.89.

Analyzing the item-total correlation for the questionnaire revealed that School
Readiness item three, the single negatively phrased item, is the only item that had an
item-total correlation of less than 0.5 — in fact, the correlation is -0.05, and the reliability
of the total instrument increases to 0.92 if the item is deleted. To ensure that the re-
coding of the item was not the problem, the same analysis was conducted with the item
coded in the same manner as other items — with Strongly Agree scored as 4, Agree scored
as 3, Disagree scored as 2, and Strongly Disagree scored as 1. This yielded a positive
item-total correlation of 0.05. Since the magnitude of the correlation is so small, whether
the item is recoded or not, it is unclear whether respondents consistently recognized that
this item was phrased differently than the other items.
Print Literacy

Participant responses for the seven print literacy questions indicate some
discrepancy between programs. Item one, “Children know the names of most of the
alphabetic letters at the beginning of the year,” received a combined response rate of
disagree and strongly disagree of 85.3% for State Preschool teachers and 90% for Head

Start teachers. This finding shows that teachers in both programs agree that students do
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not know the names of the alphabet at the beginning of the year, yet Head Start teachers
feel more strongly about the answer. When asked if students know the sounds of the
alphabet at the beginning of the school year, similar results were found: a combined total
of 92.7% of State Preschool teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed and 96.3% of
Head Start teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed. Response frequency when
asked if students could write some letters of the alphabet indicated that 65.9% of State
Preschool teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed as compared to 67.9% of Head Start
teachers. Teachers in both programs continued to share similar beliefs when asked about
the ability of children to point to a capital letter at the beginning of the school year. A
total of 80.5% of State Preschool teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement compared to 81.5% of Head Start teachers. A total of 80.5% of State Preschool
teachers also disagreed or strongly disagreed that students could identify rhyming words
at the beginning of the school year. Beliefs among Head Start teachers were even
stronger showing 93.8% of teachers either disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that
children can identify rhyme. When asked if students could read simple words at the
beginning of the school year, 90.2% of State teachers either disagreed or strongly
disagreed compared to 93.8% of Head Start teachers who indicated that they disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the statement. The final question under the Print Literacy section
asked participants if they believed that children could write simple sentences when they
entered the preschool program. A total of 92.6% of State Preschool teachers answered
either disagree or strongly disagree. Head Start teachers also disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement that children cold write simple sentences at a rate of 96.3%.

When analyzing each print literacy response, teachers in both Head Start and State
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Preschool programs agree that children do not come prepared with print literacy skills.
Based on survey answers, a higher percentage of Head Start teachers either disagreed or

strongly disagreed with each question (see Table 7).



Table 7

Print Literacy Response Frequencies

Which program are you teaching?

State Preschool Head Start Total
Count % Count % Count %
Children know the Strongly Agree 1 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
names of most of the Agree 3 7.3% 4 100% 7 8.6%
alphabetic letters at the ;e 00 16 39.0% 15 37.5% 31  38.3%
beginning of the year .
Strongly Disagree 19 46.3% 21 52.5% 40 49.4%
Don't Know 2 4.9% 0 0.0% 2 2.5%
Children know the Strongly Agree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
sounds of most of the Agree 2 4.9% 0 0.0% 2 2.50%
alphabetic letters at the 1, oo 15 366% 7 17.9% 22 27.5%
beginning of the school )
year Strongly Disagree 23 56.1% 32 821% 55 68.8%
Don't Know 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.3%
Children can write at Strongly Agree 2.4% 1 2.5% 2 2.5%
'fia;t SbOTetC;; the Agree 12 293% 11  275% 23  28.4%
alphabet at the . 0 0 0
beginning of the school Disagree . 15 36.6% 17 42.5% 32 39.5%
year Strongly Disagree 12 293% 11 275% 23  28.4%
Don't Know 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
Children can pointtoa  Strongly Agree 2.4% 2 5.0% 3 3.7%
capital letter Agree 146% 5 125% 11  13.6%
successfully ifasked to 1y, oo 12 203% 16  400% 28  34.6%
at the beginning of the ) ' ' '
school year Strongly Disagree 21 512% 17  425% 38  46.9%
Don't Know 1 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
Children can identify Strongly Agree 0.0% 2.5% 1 1.2%
words that rhyme at the Agree 2 4.9% 250 3 3.7%
Szg:””'“g of the school e oree 15 366% 15 375% 30  37.0%
Strongly Disagree 23 56.1% 23 57.5% 46 56.8%
Don't Know 1 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
Children can read Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
simple words, suchas  Agree 3 7.3% 1 25% 4 49%
catat the beginning of - ;o0 6  146% 8  200% 14  17.3%
the school year ] ' ' '
Strongly Disagree 31 75.6% 31 77.5% 62 76.5%
Don't Know 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
Children can write Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
simple sentences Agree 4.9% 0 0.0% 2.5%
composed of simple Disagree 146% 5  125% 11 13.6%
words using invented ) . . .
and/or conventional Strongly Disagree 32 78.0% 35 87.5% 67 82.7%
spelling at the Don't Know 1 2.4% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%
pelling

beginning of the school
year

74
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Mean scores for the seven items in the Print Literacy section are arranged
between 1.25 and 2.05 for State Preschool teachers, and between 1.13 and 2.05 for Head
Start teachers, indicating that respondents did not believe that students began the school
year with a high level of print literacy. The small standard deviations (0.54 — 0.85 for
State Preschool teachers and 0.33 — 0.85 for Head Start teachers) confirms the high level
of consensus on items in this area. A mean of responses to Print Literacy items was also
calculated for each respondent, which averaged 1.55 for State Preschool teachers and

1.50 for Head Start teachers (see Table 8).

Table 8
Mean Survey Responses, Print Literacy Items
State Preschool Head Start
Item N Mean SD N Mean SD
Print Literacy (aggregate) 40 155 059 40 150 0.34
Know names of most letters 39 164 0.74 40 158 0.68
Know sounds of most letters 40 1.48* 0.60 39 1.18* 0.39
Can write some letters 40 205 0.85 40 205 081
Can point to a capital letter 40 1.68 0.83 40 180 0.85
Can identify words that rhyme 40 148 0.60 40 150 0.68
Can read simple words 40 1.30 061 40 125 0.49
Can write simple sentences 40 125 054 40 113 033

Note. *p<.05

Standard t-tests were used to describe differences in responses to items based on
teachers’ pre-school program, as well as the overall difference in respondents’ overall
mean Print Literacy score. For the most part, responses to items were consistent between
groups. A significant difference was found between State Preschool and Head Start
teachers on the item “Children know the sounds of most of the alphabetic letters at the
beginning of the school year” t(67)=2.61, p=.01. The mean score for State Preschool

teachers for this item was 1.48, compared to 1.18 for Head Start teachers. Since both
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averages are below 2 (Disagree), this difference only highlights the strength of each
group’s disagreement with the statement — Head Start teachers were more likely to
indicate that they “Strongly Disagree” with the statement (82%) than State Preschool
teachers (58%).

In order to determine whether grouping respondents by any of the demographic
variables resulted in significantly different Print Literacy scores, separate one-way (single
factor) ANOVAs were conducted by each demographic variable. The respondent
demographic variables used were: age, ethnicity, marital status, years teaching, permit

type, employment type, and preschool program (see table 9).



Table 9

ANOVA for Print Literacy by Demographic Variables

7

Print Literacy

Demographic df SS MS F Sig.
Age
Between Groups 4 416 104 436 782
Within Groups 74 17.687  .239
Total 78 18.107
Ethnicity
Between Groups 5 2.137 427 1.958 .095
Within Groups 73 15932  .218
Total 78 18.069
Marital Status
Between Groups 3 1.994 .665 3.148  .030*
Within Groups 75 15831 211
Total 78 17.824
Years Teaching
Between Groups 6 1.287 214 931 478
Within Groups 73 16.818  .230
Total 79 18.105
ECE Permit Type 042
Between Groups 2 ; .021
Within Groups 61 igggg 251 083 920
Total 63 '
Employment Status 389
Between Groups 3 i 130
Within Groups 71 gggg .240 540 656
Total 74 '
Preschool Program 061
Between Groups 1 : .061
Within Groups 78 ig%g 231 265 608
Total 79 '

Note. *p<.05

The test for homogeneity of variance (Levene’s statistic) was not significant for

any of the print literacy ANOVAs (p>.05). This indicates that there was no violation of

the assumption of homogeneity of variance and validates the use of ANOVA to identify

significant differences among average print literacy scores. The analysis identified the

effect of marital status as significant on print literacy scores, F(3,75) = 3.15, p =.03.

To determine which of the marital status groups were significantly different from

each other on print literacy, post hoc analysis using the Tukey HSD criterion for

significance was conducted (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Average Print Literacy Score by Marital Status. Devitt 2016

The analysis indicated that across all respondents, the average print literacy score
was significantly lower for those who were married (M =1.41, SD =.36) than for those
who were single/never married (M =1.79, SD =.64). As a follow-up, a two-way (2x4)
ANOVA was conducted to determine whether there was an impact of program type for
any marital status; this did not, however, reveal a significant interaction of the two
demographic variables (see Figure 4).

To further investigate scores for the area, two-way ANOVAs were conducted on
Print Literacy for preschool program and all other demographic variables; however, none
of these revealed significant interaction effects, either. That is, within each ethnic,
marital status, years teaching, ECE permit type, and employment type subgroup, it made
no difference to print literacy scores whether respondents were affiliated with State

Preschool or Head Start.
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School Readiness

Participant responses for the School Readiness questionnaire indicate only a slight
discrepancy between State Preschool and Head Start programs. When analyzing question
one “Children can recognize their name at the beginning of the school year” a combined
total of 65.9% of State Preschool teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement. The percentage of Head Start teachers who disagreed or strongly disagreed
with the statement was slightly lower at 57.9%. This finding indicates that Head Start
teachers felt stronger that children could recognize their name at the beginning of
preschool. When participants were asked if they believed that children could write their
name at the beginning of the year, 92.5% of State preschool either disagreed or strongly
disagree compared to 78.9% of Head Start teachers who either disagreed or strongly
disagreed. Question number three in the school readiness section was the only question
that was negatively coded. Participants were asked their beliefs regarding the statement
“Children DO NOT know how to hold a pencil at the beginning of the school year”. A
total of 67.5% of State Preschool teachers answered that they agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement. A total of 52.6% of Head Start teachers responded that they agreed
or strongly agreed. This indicated that a higher percentage of Head Start teachers believe
that their students begin the school year already able to hold a pencil. When asked if
students could name labeled objects within the classroom, 62.5% of State Preschool
teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed and 55% of Head Start teachers answered
similarly. Question 5 asked if teachers believed children could point to a picture at the
beginning of the school year. This question received the most positive response within

each group. A total of 90% of State Preschool teachers either agreed or strongly agreed
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with this statement. Head Start teachers answered this question even more favorably with
97.5% of respondents choosing agree or strongly agree. Question six was answered
favorably within each group. When asked if children have a favorite storybook, 65% of
State Preschool teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. The percentage of
Head Start teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that children had a favorite storybook
at the beginning of the school year was lower at 51.3%. The final question of the print
literacy section asked teachers whether or not they believe that children can make story
predictions at the beginning of the school year. A total of 66.6% of State Preschool
teachers responded disagree or strongly disagree and 65.4% of Head Start teachers

indicated that the either disagree or strongly disagree (see Table 10).



Table 10

School Readiness Response Frequency

Which program are you teaching?

State Preschool Head Start Total
Count % Count % Count %
Children can recognize  Strongly Agree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
their name at the Agree 14 341% 16  421% 30  38.0%
Szg:””'”g of the school iy, - ree 15 366% 17 447% 32 40.5%
Strongly Disagree 12 29.3% 5 13.2% 17 21.5%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Children can write their ~ Strongly Agree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
name at the beginning  Agree 3 7.5% 9  231% 12 152%
of the school year Disagree 21 525% 17  436% 38  48.1%
Strongly Disagree 16 40.0% 13 33.3% 29 36.7%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Children DO NOT Strongly Agree 5 12.5% 3 7.9% 8 10.3%
know how to hold a Agree 22 55.0% 17  447% 39  50.0%
g?’t‘ﬁ'e' fgﬁgglbﬁ:;‘”'”g Disagree 9 225% 14  368% 23  29.5%
Strongly Disagree 4 10.0% 4 10.5% 8 10.3%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Children can readily Strongly Agree 2 5.0% 2 5.0% 4 5.0%
name labeled objects in  Agree 13 325% 16  400% 29  36.3%
g‘e Classroom at the Disagree 14 350% 14 350% 28  35.0%
eginning of the school
year Strongly Disagree 11 27.5% 8 20.0% 19  23.8%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Children can pointtoa  Strongly Agree 10 25.0% 8 20.0% 18 22.5%
picture at the beginning  aAgree 26 650% 31 775% 57 71.3%
of the school year Disagree 3 75% 1 25% 4 5.0%
Strongly Disagree 1 2.5% 0 0.0% 1 1.3%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0%
Children have a favorite  Strongly Agree 7 17.5% 3 7.7% 10 12.7%
storybook at the Agree 19  475% 17  436% 36  45.6%
ggg:””'”g of the school e oree 10 250% 17  436% 27  34.2%
Strongly Disagree 4 10.0% 1 2.6% 5 6.3%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 1.3%
Children can make Strongly Agree 1 2.6% 0.0% 1.3%
accurate predictions Agree 12 308% 14 359% 26 33.3%
‘s"ég?:‘ng“agt"‘t%':%;;imyg Disagree 19  487% 19  487% 38  48.7%
of the school year Strongly Disagree 7 17.9% 6 15.4% 13 16.7%
Don't Know 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Mean scores for the seven items in the School Readiness area ranged between
1.68 and 3.13 for State Preschool teachers, and between 1.90 and 3.18 for Head Start
teachers. Five of the seven items yielded a mean score of less than 2.50 among both
groups of teachers, indicating that teachers in both programs generally did not believe
that students began the school year with a high level of school readiness. The two items
that scored above 2.5 were, “students can point to a picture in the classroom at the
beginning of the school year” and “students have a favorite storybook at the beginning of
the school year.” The mean score for “students can point to a picture in the classroom at
the beginning of the school year” was 3.13 for State Preschool teachers, and 3.18 for
Head Start teachers, indicating that teachers in both programs generally agreed that
students have this skill when entering school. The mean score for “students have a
favorite storybook at the beginning of the school year” was 2.73 for State Preschool
teachers, and 2.58 for Head Start teachers. As this item’s means for the two groups
approximate the midpoint between 2 (Disagree) and 3 (Agree), it indicates mixed
opinions among the staff of both programs, where slightly more respondents agreed than
disagreed with the statement. A mean for responses to School Readiness items was also
calculated for each respondent, which averaged 2.31 for State Preschool teachers and

2.42 for Head Start teachers (see Table 11).
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Table 11
Mean Survey Responses, School Readiness Items
State Preschool Head Start
Item N Mean SD N Mean SD
School Readiness (aggregate, minus “Do not know how 41 231 .56 40 242 045
to hold a pencil™)
Can recognize their name 41  2.05 0.80 38 229 0.69
Can write their name 40 1.68 0.62 39 190 0.75
Do not know how to hold a pencil (reverse coded) 40 230 0.82 38 250 0.80
Can name a labeled object in the classroom 40 215 0.89 40 230 0.85
Can point to a picture 40 313 0.65 40 318 045
Have a favorite storybook 40 2.73 0.88 38 258 0.68
Can make accurate predictions when story sharing 39 218 0.76 39 221 0.70

Standard t-tests were used to describe differences in responses to items based on
teachers’ pre-school program. Responses to items were consistent across the two groups,
with no significant differences found for any items or the mean overall School Readiness
score.

To determine whether grouping respondents by any of the demographic variables
resulted in significantly different School Readiness scores, separate one-way (single
factor) ANOVAs were conducted by each demographic variable. The respondent
demographic variables used were: age, ethnicity, marital status, years teaching, permit

type, employment type, and preschool program (see Table 12).
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Table 12

ANOVA for School Readiness by Demographic Variables
School Readiness

Demographic df SS MS F Sig.
Age

Between Groups 4 2.795 .699  3.237 .017*
Within Groups 74 15975  .216

Total 78 18.769

Ethnicity

Between Groups 5 2.564 513 2.103 074
Within Groups 74 18.038  .244

Total 79 20.602

Marital Status

Between Groups 3 1.108 ..369 1.578 .202
Within Groups 75 17561  .234

Total 78 18.669

Years Teaching

Between Groups 6 1.161 194 133 .625
Within Groups 74 19.535  .264

Total 80 20.696

ECE Permit Type

Between Groups 2 372 ..186 .648 527
Within Groups 62 17.798  .287

Total 64 18.170

Employment Status

Between Groups 3 .626 .209 761 .520
Within Groups 72 19.769  .275

Total 75 20.396

Preschool Program

Between Groups 1 .226 .226 873 .353
Within Groups 79 20.470  .259

Total 80 20.696
Note. *p<.05

For school readiness, one-way ANOVA revealed that the effect of age was
significant on respondents’ average scores for the area, F(4,74) = 3.24, p=.02 (see Figure
5). The test for homogeneity of variance (Levene’s statistic) was not significant for any
of the ANOVAs conducted on school readiness by demographic characteristic (p>.05),
indicating that there was no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance for
the analyses conducted and validating the use of ANOVA to identify significant
differences in average school readiness scores.

To determine which of the age groups were significantly different from each other

on school readiness, post hoc analyses using the Tukey HSD criterion for significance
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was conducted. The analysis indicated that the average school readiness score was
significantly lower for 41-50 year-old respondents (M =2.19, SD =.50) than for 21-30

year olds (M =2.79, SD =.44) (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Average School Readiness Score by Respondent Age. Devitt 2016

As a follow-up test, a two-way (2x5) ANOVA was conducted to determine
whether there was an impact of program type for any age group; this test, however, did
not reveal a significant interaction of the two variables (see Figure 5).

Two-way ANOVASs were additionally conducted for school readiness, with
preschool program as one factor and each of the other demographic variables as a second
factor; however, none of these revealed significant interaction effects. That is, within
each ethnic, marital status, years teaching, ECE permit type, and employment type
subgroup, school readiness scores were not significantly different for State Preschool

teachers compared to Head Start teachers.
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Parent Involvement

The section of the questionnaire labeled “Parent Involvement” asked teachers to
share their beliefs regarding the amount of involvement parents or caregivers have had in
developing literacy skills in their child. Question one asked teachers to share their beliefs
regarding parent interest in children’s reading and writing development. When
answering question one, 57.5% of State Preschool teachers agreed or strongly agreed that
their parents were very interested. Head Start teachers shared exactly the same beliefs
with 57.5% of teachers answering agree or strongly agree to the question. Question two
asked teachers to share their belief regarding parents’ likelihood to read schoolwork that
was sent home. A total of 43.6% of State Preschool teachers agree or strongly agree with
this statement compared to 46.1% of Head Start teachers. When responding to question
three “Parents talk about books with their children”, 52.6% of State Preschool teachers
either disagree or strongly disagree. This sentiment is shared by Head Start teachers,
53.8% of responding Head Start teachers either disagree or strongly disagree. Teachers
in both programs answered more favorably to question four. A total of 60.6% of State
Preschool teachers and 55.3% of Head Start teachers either agree or strongly agree that
parents have read stories to their children. Teachers did not respond as positively to the
statement “Parents have engaged in writing the alphabet at home with their children prior
to entering school”. A total of 65.8% of State Preschool teachers either disagree or
strongly disagree and 57.9% of Head Start teachers feel the same. The final question
under the section of Parent Involvement asks teachers to indicate whether or not they
believe that parents have engaged in any type of reading instruction with their child prior

to the beginning of preschool. When answering this question, 65.8% or State Preschool



teachers either disagree or strongly disagree and 60.6% of Head Start teachers share the

same beliefs (see Table 13).

Table 13

Parent Involvement Response

Which program are you teaching?

State Preschool Head Start Total
Count % Count % Count %
Parents are very Strongly Agree 4 10.0% 3 7.5% 7 8.8%
interested in their Agree 19 475% 20 50.0% 39  48.8%
children's readingand ;e 00 10 250% 12 300% 22  27.5%
writing development .
Strongly Disagree 6 15.0% 4 10.0% 10 12.5%
Don't Know 1 2.5% 1 2.5% 2 2.5%
Parents have read Strongly Agree 1 2.6% 2 5.1% 3 3.8%
schoolwork senthome  Agree 16 41.0% 16  41.0% 32  41.0%
to their children Disagree 11 282% 16 41.0% 27  34.6%
Strongly Disagree 7 17.9% 3 7.7% 10 12.8%
Don't Know 4 10.3% 2 5.1% 6 7.7%
Parents talk about Strongly Agree 2 5.3% 1 2.6% 3 3.9%
books with their Agree 14  368% 13 333% 27 351%
children Disagree 14 36.8% 19 487% 33  42.9%
Strongly Disagree 6 15.8% 2 5.1% 8 10.4%
Don't Know 2 5.3% 4 10.3% 6 7.8%
Parents have read Strongly Agree 5 13.2% 3 7.9% 8 10.5%
stories to their children  Agyee 18 47.4% 18  47.4% 36  47.4%
at home Disagree 9  237% 10 263% 19  25.0%
Strongly Disagree 3 7.9% 1 2.6% 4 5.3%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 6 15.8% 9 11.8%
Parents have engaged in ~ Strongly Agree 1 2.6% 1 2.6% 2 2.6%
writing the alphabetat  agree 9 237% 10 263% 19  25.0%
Eﬁ"”:jerxghrfgﬂg Disagree 17 447% 17 447% 34 447%
entering school Strongly Disagree 8 21.1% 5 132% 13 17.1%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 5 13.2% 8 10.5%
Parents have engaged in ~ Strongly Agree 2 5.3% 1 2.6% 3 3.9%
reading Agree 8 211% 8 211% 16 21.1%
:/Custtr:utﬁgﬁngﬁlﬁgﬂon Disagree 16 421% 18  474% 34  44.7%
Strongly Disagree 9 23.7% 5 13.2% 14 18.4%
Don't Know 3 7.9% 6 15.8% 9 11.8%
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Mean scores for the six items in the Parent Involvement area ranged between 2.09

and 2.71 for State Preschool teachers, and between 2.16 and 2.72 for Head Start teachers,



indicating mixed opinions among staff of both programs, with an overall Parent
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Involvement mean of 2.32 for State Preschool teachers and 2.43 for Head Start teachers

(see Table 14).

Table 14

Mean Survey Responses, Parent Involvement Items

State Preschool Head Start
Item N Mean SD N Mean SD
Parent Involvement (aggregate) 41 2.32 .68 40 243 056
Parents are interested in children's reading and 39 254 0.88 39 256 0.79
writing development
Parents have read schoolwork sent home 35 231 0.83 37 246 0.73
Parents talk about books with their children 36 2.33 0.83 35 237 0.65
Parents have read stories to their children at home 35 271 0.83 32 272 0.68
Parents have engaged in writing the alphabet at 35 209 0.78 33 221 0.74
home with their children
Parents have engaged in reading 35 209 085 32 216 0.72
instruction/direction with their children
Note. *p<.05

Standard t-tests were used to describe differences in responses to items based on

teachers’ preschool program. Responses to items were consistent across the two groups,

with no significant differences found for any items or for the mean overall Parent

Involvement score.

In order to determine whether grouping respondents by any of the demographic

variables resulted in significantly different Parent Involvement scores, separate one-way

(single factor) ANOVAs were conducted by each demographic variable. The respondent

demographic variables used were: age, ethnicity, marital status, years teaching, permit

type, employment type, and preschool program (see Table 15).



Table 15

ANOVA for Parent Involvement by Demographic Variables

Parent Involvement

Demographic df SS MS F Sig.
Age
Between Groups 4 1.557 ..389 1.052 .386
Within Groups 74 27.382 370
Total 78 28.939
Ethnicity
Between Groups 5 4.425 .885 2475  .040*
Within Groups 74 26.455 357
Total 79 30.880
Marital Status
Between Groups 3 1.904 .635 1.793 .156
Within Groups 75 26.546  .354
Total 78 28.450
Years Teaching
Between Groups 6 124 J21 .296 .937
Within Groups 74 30.171  .408
Total 80 30.896
ECE Permit Type
Between Groups 2 329 165
Within Groups 62 28.266  .456 361 698
Total 64 28.595
Employment Status 738
Between Groups 3 : 246
Within Groups 72 ggggg 415 593 622
Total 75 '
Preschool Program 208
Between Groups 1 : .208
Within Groups 79 ggggg .388 536 466
Total 80 '

Note. p<.05*
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For parent involvement, a one-way ANOVA revealed that the effect of ethnicity

was significant on respondents’ average scores for the area, F(5,74) = 2.48, p=.04, (see

Table 7). The test for homogeneity of variance (Levene’s statistic) was not significant

for any of the ANOVAs conducted on parent involvement by demographic characteristic

(p>.05), indicating that there was no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of
variance for the analyses conducted and validating the use of ANOVA to identify

significant differences in average parent involvement scores.
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To determine which of the ethnic groups were significantly different from each
other on parent involvement, post hoc analyses using the Tukey HSD criterion for
significance was conducted. The analysis indicated that when individual groups are
compared to each other, there is no significant difference. This was likely due to the
different number of respondents in each ethnic group, which ranged from 2 to 31.
Further, the two smallest groups - Native Americans (n=2) and Other/Multiple (n=5)
comprised the lowest and highest scoring groups, respectively, with a 1.37 point
difference between their average scores. In comparison, there were at least 12
respondents from the other four ethnic groups, and these groups had scores within a far
smaller range of 0.48 points.

To identify differences among respondent subgroups by the preschool program, a
two-factor ANOVA was conducted to determine whether the average score for parent
involvement significantly differed by any of the demographic variables when additionally
split by the preschool program variable. Respondents’ preschool program was crossed
with respondents’ reported age, ethnicity, marital status, ECE permit type, and
employment status. This analysis confirmed the aforementioned main effect of ethnicity
on parent involvement, and additionally revealed the interaction of preschool program

and ECE permit type on parent involvement scores F(2,59)=4.91, p=.01 (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Average Parent Involvement Score by Respondent ECE Permit. Devitt 2016

Standard t-tests comparing parent involvement by the program for each permit
type showed that for those with the master teacher permit, respondents in state preschool
(M=2.79, SD=.26) scored parent involvement significantly higher than those in Head
Start (M=2.06, SD=.57). This significant difference is of particular interest because the
mean parent involvement score for Head Start teachers approximates 2 — Disagree, while
the mean parent involvement score for state preschool teachers more closely
approximates 3 — Agree.

The significant difference in parent involvement scores revealed by this 2x3
ANOVA provides some support for one of the hypotheses: that those employed in
programs with a higher income threshold believe that parent involvement in children’s
print literacy development is higher when compared to the beliefs of teachers who are
employed in lower income threshold preschool programs. As a significant difference

based on preschool program was only found among respondents with a master teacher
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permit, additional research is required to shed light on what characteristics of master
teachers in particular may be influencing this group to view parent involvement
differently based on preschool program. Due to the lack of significant differences for
mean responses to individual items or overall areas, this survey data does not confirm the
hypothesis that preschool teachers employed in programs with a higher income threshold
believe that their students have greater print knowledge at the start of the preschool year
when compared to the beliefs of teachers who are employed in lower income threshold
preschool programs.
Qualitative Results

The 10 preschool teachers who agreed to participate in in-depth interviews were
given a unique individual code that will be used to identify their responses during the
qualitative portion of this research. The participants who were Head Start teachers were
identified by HS followed by a number one through five (see Table 16). The State
Preschool teachers were identified by PS followed by a number one through five (see
Table 17). Each code represents one preschool teacher and was kept consistent
throughout the research project.
Table 16

Head Start Participants (HS)

HS1 Head Start Participant 1~ School A
HS2 Head Start Participant 2 School B
HS3 Head Start Participant 3 School C
HS4 Head Start Participant 4  School D
HS5 Head Start Participant 5  School A
(repeat)
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Table 17

State Preschool Participants (SP)

SP1 State Preschool Participant 1  School E
SP2  State Preschool Participant 2 School F
SP3 State Preschool Participant 3  School G
SP4  State Preschool Participant 4 School H
SP5 State Preschool Participant 5  School |

Results of Interview Participants by Software Generated Nodes

Using NVivo 11 software, the ten participant interviews were computer coded by
identifying themes to be referred to as Nodes. Each participant interview was computer
analyzed to look for emerging Nodes amongst the transcribed text. A computer
generated graph allowed for a visual representation of the Nodes present within each
interview. Although the interview questions remained consistent, participants responded
differently based on beliefs and experiences.
Participant HS1

At the time of the interview, Head Start participant one taught at school A; a
south-east school located in the California Central Valley. Although the preschool
classroom was enrolled with three and four year olds, the children who attend school A
ranged in age from three years (preschool) to fourteen years old (eighth grade). EdData
reported that approximately 350 students attend this school and 83% qualified to receive
free or reduced lunch. English Language Learners (ELL) accounted for 42% of the total
enrollment. Approximately 40% of students enrolled spoke Spanish in the home.
Additional languages reported were Lao, Hmong, llocano, and Arabic. School A was

reported to have a diversity index score of 31 (EdData, 2014-15).
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Upon analyzing the interview of participant HS1, the query data showed that a
total of 2701 words were coded. A total of 64 Nodes were identified see Figure 7 for
additional details. The data query indicated that 60% of the total transcribed interview
was coded. The Nodes covering the largest percentage of the document were preschool
at 19%, private preschool at 14%, families at 9%, school readiness at 8%, literacy at 7%,
and single parent families at 7%. This data informed the researcher that 64% of the
coded interview focused on these themes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing
software, the most commonly used words during the interview process by HS1 were

think, child, just, know, and parents (see Figure 7).

Percentage coverage

:

[iteracy

private preschool
affuent area |
area

priet

arocery store print
slhgle parert famil

arocery siore prirt (2

MNode

Figure 7. Head Start Participant 1 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant HS2

At the time of the interview, Head Start participant two taught at school B.
School B was located in the south-west area of an urban city within the California Central
Valley. School B was comprised of preschool through eighth-grade classrooms with an
enrollment average of 475 students. Approximately 80% of students qualified to receive
free or reduced-cost meals. Approximately 35% of students were English Language

Learners (ELL). Spanish speakers made up the largest percentage of ELL students at
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31%. The following languages were also indicated in data reported for school B: Arabic,
Cebuano, Hmong, Cantonese, Filipino, Lao, and Tongan. School B was reported to have
a diversity index score of 37 (EdData, 2014-15).

Upon analyzing the interview of participant HS2, the query data showed that a
total of 3689 words were coded. Figure 8 showed a total of 80 Nodes were identified.
The data query indicated that 50% of the total transcribed interview was coded. The
Nodes of interest in this research covered the following percentage of the document:
program at 13%, teacher at 10%, Head Start Program at 9.5%, school at 8%, and school
readiness at 7%. This data informed the researcher that 47.5% of the coded interview
focused on these themes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing software, the most
commonly used words during the interview process by HS2 were think, child, just, know,

like, and parents (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Head Start Participant 2 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant HS3
At the time of the interview, Head Start participant three taught at school C.

School C was another south-east school. It was reported that there were approximately
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750 students in grades preschool through eighth enrolled. EdData reported that 82% of
students at school C qualified to receive free or reduced-price lunch (2014-15).
Approximately 50% of students were English Language Learners representing five
different languages: Hmong, Spanish, Lao, Khmer, and Punjabi. School C was reported
to have a diversity index score of 23 (EdData, 2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant HS3, showed that a total of 1658 words
were coded. A total of 39 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 61% of
the total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research,
reflected in Figure 9, covered the following percentage of the document: children at 10%,
families at 6%, and learning things at 10%. This data highlighted for the researcher that
26% of the coded interview focused on these themes. Based on the NVivoll word
analyzing software, the most commonly used words during the interview process by HS3

were think, child, just, know, like, and parents (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Head Start Participant 3 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant HS4
At the time of the interview, Head Start participant four taught at a midtown

school located adjacent to a kindergarten through eighth-grade elementary school.
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Although the preschool was not located directly on the elementary school campus, both
schools were run by the same school district and draw from the same population of
students. For the purpose of demographics, elementary school demographics will be
reported. School D had approximately 520 students enrolled (EdData 2014-15). Of
enrolled students, approximately 87% of students qualified to receive free or reduced
priced lunch. A total of 56% of students were categorized as English Language Learners.
It was reported that 54% of ELL students spoke Spanish. In addition to Spanish, students
at school D also reported speaking Cantonese, Filipino, Korean, Cebuano, Hmong,
llocano, and Lao. School D was reported to have a diversity index score of 13 (EdData,
2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant HS4, showed that a total of 2401 words
were coded. A total of 56 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 59% of
the total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research covered
the following percentage of the document: parent at 13.5%, school at 12%, children at
10%, single moms at 9.5%, and preschool program at 5.5%. This data informed the
researcher that 55.5% of the coded interview focused on these themes. See Figure 10 for
additional details regarding identified Nodes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing
software, the most commonly used words during the interview process by HS4 were

think, child, just, know, like, and parents (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Head Start Participant 4 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant HS5

At the time of the interview, Head Start participant five also taught at school A.
Demographics of school A were described along with Head Start participant one and
therefore will not be repeated.

Analyzing the query data of participant HS5, showed that a total of 1418 words
were coded. A total of 27 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 35% of
the total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research covered
the following percentage of the document: parent at 14.5%, families at 14.5%, school at
12.5%, school readiness at 10%, family dynamic at 8.5%, parent engagement at 8.5%,
single parent at 6%, and preschool at 5%. This data informed the researcher that 79.5%
of the coded interview focused on these themes. Figure 11 showed a graphical
representation of identified Nodes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing software, the
most commonly used words during the interview process by HS5 were think, child, just,

know, like, children, and parents (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11: Head Start Participant 5 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant SP1

At the time of the interview, state preschool participant one worked at school E.
School E was located in the North East section of an urban city located in the California
Central Valley. School E was a large preschool through eighth-grade campus with
approximately 860 students. A total of 80% of students qualified for free or reduced-
price lunch. Approximately 20% of students were English Language Learners (ELL).
Students in school E spoke; Arabic, Filipino, Khmer, Urdu, Cantonese, Hindi, Hmong,
and Spanish. Spanish was reported as the predominant language spoken by ELL students
at school E. School E was reported to have a diversity index score of 46 (EdData, 2014-
15).

Analyzing the query data of participant SP1 identified a total of 4007 words were
coded. A total of 23 Nodes were identified and shown in Figure 12. The data query
indicated that 29% of the total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in
this research covered the following percentage of the transcribed document:

environmental print at 8.25%, parent at 8.25, print at 8.25%, families at 6%, skills at
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5.75%, and preschool at 1.75%, This data told the researcher that 38% of the coded
interview focused on these themes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing software, the
most commonly used words during the interview process by SP1 were think, child, just,

know, one, get, and parents (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12: State Preschool Participant 1 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant SP2

At the time of the interview, state preschool participant two worked at a midtown
school that will be referred to as school F. School F had a student population of roughly
735 in grades preschool through eighth. Students who qualified for free and reduced
lunch accounted for 81% of total student enrollment. Approximately 20% of students
were classified as English Language Learners. ELL students at school F reported
speaking Spanish, Cantonese, Hmong, Lao, Punjabi, Filipino, Khmer, and Pashto.
School F was reported to have a diversity index score of 46 (EdData, 2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant SP2 identified a total of 2028 words were
coded. A total of 33 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 51% of the

total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest, represented in Figure 13, in
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this research covered the following percentage of the transcribed document: child at
11.75%, teacher at 9%, parent at 8.75%, skills at 8.75%, children at 6%, and preschool at
5%. This data told the researcher that 49.25% of the coded interview focused on these
themes. Based on the NVivoll word analyzing software, the most commonly used
words during the interview of SP2 were child, just, preschool, and parents (see Figure

13).
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Figure 13: State Preschool Participant 2 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant SP3

At the time of the interview, state preschool participant three worked at school G.
School G was located in the south side of an urban school district in the California
Central Valley. School G is a preschool through eighth-grade campus with
approximately 740 enrolled students. Approximately 84% of students enrolled at school
G qualified for free or reduced-price lunch. A total of 43% of students were identified as
English Language Learners. Of the ELL subgroup, 39% of students were identified as

speaking Spanish as their home language. Students were also identified as speaking:
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Cantonese, Filipino, Khmer, Cebuano, Hmong, llocano, and Lao. School G had a
reported diversity index score of 23 (EdData, 2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant SP3 identified a total of 1577 words were
coded. Figure 14 reflected a total of 17 identified Nodes. The data query indicated that
29% of the total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research
covered the following percentage of the coded portion of the transcribed document:
teacher at 9%, literacy at 7%, print literacy at 7%, and moms at 5%. This data informed
the researcher that 28% of the coded interview focused on these themes. Based on the
NVivoll word analyzing software, the most commonly used words during the interview

process by SP3 were child, teacher, going, and lot (see Figure 14).
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Figure 14: State Preschool Participant 3 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant SP4

At the time of the interview, state preschool participant four worked at school H.
School H was located in midtown. School H had approximately 585 students enrolled in
grades preschool to eighth. Ninety percent of students enrolled in school H qualified for

free and reduced-price lunch. Approximately 22% of students were identified as English
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Language Learners. Languages spoken at school H included Hindi, Lao, Punjabi,
Spanish, Khmer, Pashto, Samoan, and Urdu. School H had a reported diversity index
score of 43 (EdData, 2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant SP4 identified a total of 2750 words were
coded. A total of 49 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 40% of the
total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research covered the
following percentage of the coded portion of the transcribed document: families at
14.5%, child at 13%, teacher at 11%, preschool teacher at 9%, preschool at 9%, and
literacy at 8.5%. This data told the researcher that 65% of the coded portions of the
interview focused on these themes. See Figure 15 for additional details. Based on the
NVivoll word analyzing software, the most commonly used words during the interview
process by SP4 were think, school, just, year, Suzanne, like, children, and parents (see

Figure 15).
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Figure 15: State Preschool Participant 4 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016
Participant SP5
At the time of the interview, state preschool participant five worked at an east side

school that will be referred to as school I. School | had a reported enroliment of 935
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students in grades preschool through eighth. Approximately 88% of students qualified
for free or reduced-price lunches. Fifty-one percent of students were identified as
English Language Learners. Fifty percent of students who attend school I reported
speaking Spanish as their home language. In addition to Spanish, students were also
reported to speak Arabic, Hindi, llocano, Lao, Filipino, Hmong, and Khmer. School I
had a reported diversity index score of 16 (EdData, 2014-15).

Analyzing the query data of participant SP5 identified a total of 1302 words were
coded. A total of 20 Nodes were identified. The data query indicated that 43% of the
total transcribed interview was coded. The Nodes of interest in this research, represented
in Figure 17, covered the following percentage of the coded portion of the transcribed
document: families at 14.75%, print at 6%, environmental print at 6%, supporting
families at 5%, single parents at 2%, and parents at 2%. This data told the researcher that
35.75% of the coded section of the interview focused on these themes. Based on the
NVivoll word analyzing software, the most commonly used words during the interview

by SP5 were know, think, going, like, may, and parents (see Figure 16).
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Figure 16: State Preschool Participant 5 Interview Data by Node. Devitt 2016



105

Results of Interview Participants by Pre-identified Nodes

The following qualitative results were gathered using a forced Node approach.
Utilizing NVivo 11 software, the researcher pre-identified the desired nodes and looked
to gather text that supported each selected Node. The researcher pre-identified the
following Nodes: school readiness, print literacy, families, poverty, students, and
preschool. Individual beliefs shared by teachers were included in the tables below.

Table 18 showed the responses of four Head Start Teachers regarding their beliefs
about school readiness. Based on the previously recorded interviews conducted by the
researcher and using NVivoll software to analyze individual participant interviews. It
was discovered that participant HS1 referenced school readiness one time during the
interview. This reference to school readiness covered 7.93% of the total interview for
HS1. Participant HS2 also made one reference to school readiness which covered 6.99%
of the total recorded interview. Participant HS4 spoke of school readiness for 4.62% of
her total interview. Participant HS5 had the largest percentage of interview time speaking

of school readiness at 10.12% of total recorded interview time.
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Head Start Teacher Beliefs about Children’s School Readiness

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

HS1

HS2

HS3

HS4

HS5

“I think my first job in school readiness is getting them socially ready because if they’re
not socially ready, they can cut. They can color. They can write their names and they
can write words, but if they’re not socially ready they are going to have a tough time. So
school readiness, for me is to make sure they are socially ready to start with and then we
can add academics as they become socially ready. By socially ready, | mean they can
share. They can get along. They can work out a problem amongst themselves. So at the
beginning of the year | don’t expect it, but by spring break, | expect that | can make one
of the children a monitor in the class and our class sheriff so if you have a problem, go
talk to the class sheriff and the three of them can work it out. They need to be able to
work it out. When they get to Kindergarten, they have 30 something kids. They have to
problem solve. The teacher doesn’t have time to say “let’s work this out.” She’s got
certain things that she needs. And I’ve found that if they are ready socially, they’re
going to pick up academics much faster.”

“My idea of school readiness is making sure that the whole child is ready for the
experience of going into Kindergarten and that is everything from food, shelter, and
clothing to their emotional state to how well they react around adults and their peers so
it’s completely well rounded. | make sure that their academics is on point — making sure
that they can hold that pencil, that they can write their name, they know what to do with
that pencil or the pen, they know how to erase mistakes, they know how to stand in line.
They have to be able to self-regulate because there’s not as much supervision once they
get into Kindergarten. When they’re on the playground they have to be able to problem
solve and they have to use critical thinking. They have to figure out how to get that turn
because all the kids are cutting in front of them. They have to figure out how to get the
ball back. They have to figure out how to stay in line when that bully is pushing you out
of line because there is normally not enough adults able to intervene. So | teach a lot of
self-help skills as well. | normally do that as part of my Kindergarten transition the last
three months of school.”

“Well, you mean in our home or for parents. Well for parents, some of the kids | have
now or even I’ve heard the other teachers that where there’s kids that are not able to hold
a pencil and this is something that you would have to start learning at home.”

“School readiness is primarily getting them ready for a life long journey. So a lot of
parents talk about Kindergarten, what | told my parents is that not only Kindergarten is
important but the rest of their life. Yes, Kindergarten is an immediate goal because it’s a
year from now, but we are establishing a foundation forever for them to finish college
and beyond so making a preschooler school ready is helping them all around. So with
their families, home, with writing their name, with creating social skills, emotional skills,
so just the child as a whole. That’s my view of school readiness.”

“For school readiness, | feel that they would know basic skills first. Just coming into the
classroom, getting used to the environment, feeling safe. Getting to experience the
material that we have for them and then gradually work on building the foundation for
their education. You know writing their names, learning their alphabet, learning their
numbers. It’s not going to happen in just one month, two months, and three months. 1t’s
a learning process. But by the time, at the end when they finish with us at least they can
get used to going to a new environment. That’s what | really see as school readiness, just
preparing them for the next level”
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Although four out of five Head Start Participants spoke directly about school
readiness, only one State Preschool teacher specifically included school readiness as part
of her interview responses. Participant SP4 made one reference to school readiness
during her interview. The topic of school readiness covered a total of 3.94% of the total

interview response of SP4 (see Table 19).

Table 19

State Preschool Teacher Beliefs about Children’s School Readiness

Teacher Code Belief Shared

SP1 Not coded
SP2 Not coded
SP3 Not coded
SP4 “Well, | think school readiness is educating the whole child not just cognitively getting

them ready for Kindergarten, but socially, emotionally and preparing the whole family
for what school readiness is and how to get them ready for school. And how to practice
self-control. It’s not just learning literacy and ABCs and writing their names, but the
whole package for school readiness. And sometimes parents don’t do that. They think
it’s just - my child can write their name, but your child is over there on the wall when we
are all sitting on the carpet, and not being compliant.”

SP5 Not coded

During the interview process, three Head Start teachers spoke specifically about
their beliefs regarding “children’s print literacy”. Table 20 summarized the responses of
each Head Start teacher. Participant HS1 made two references to children’s literacy
during her individual interview. These references covered 6.94% of the total interview
for HS1. Participant HS2 made one reference to children’s literacy covering 2.15% of
the total interview text. Participant HS4 also made one reference to children’s literacy
during individual interviews. Children’s literacy was identified as 2.44% of participant

HS4’s total interview (see Table 20).
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Table 20

Head Start Teacher Beliefs about Children’s Print Literacy Knowledge

Teacher Code Belief Shared

HS1 “To me, print literacy is just exposing them to any kind of print. You know, cursive or
typed or printed, but exposing them to print and making children aware that words mean
something in relation to a subject or picture or something like that.

I think parents can play an active role in print literacy by starting in utero reading to the
child. I know a lot of people are like yeah that’s kind of weird but there’s research that
shows that a baby’s hearing is well developed and reading to them in utero starts them
along that path. And then reading to them a lot - I know my daughter only did it
because | was nagging her about it — but she started taking the kids to the grocery store
and they would read the signs and say that’s broccoli right there. Not because they saw
it was broccoli, but because it said broccoli. Even when they would get the sales paper
for the grocery store print literacy and then that would help them to begin to connect the
print with meaning.”

HS2 “1 think print literacy is them recognizing letters and numbers and recognizing that they
are on pages and you can turn them. And understanding what the book is and how to
hold the book. And understanding that that book is precious and we don’t rip it and we
don’t sit on it and we don’t scoot it around. Show them upside-down and right side up,
things of that nature. And it helps them to recognize the letters in their name.”

HS3 Not coded
HS4 “Print literacy — the first thing that came to mind was books and picture books, maybe
not necessarily any words, maybe it can have words. Pretty much showing them stories,

reading them stories. It can even be on posters. Just anywhere around the classroom print
is like objects, letters, words, pictures on a paper.”

HS5 Not coded

During individual interviews, two state preschool participants discussed their
beliefs of children’s’ print literacy. Respondent SP3 made reference to children’s print
literacy once during her interview. This reference made up 7.09% of participant SP3’s
entire interview. Participant SP4 made three references to print literacy during her
individual interview. These responses covered a total of 8.98% of the recorded interview

(see Table 21).
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State Preschool Teacher Beliefs about Children’s Print Literacy Knowledge

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

SP1

SP2

SP3

SP4

SP5

Not coded
Not coded

“For me print literacy is everything you see that has labels. All of our cubbies and
everything have — when they clean up, everything is labeled. It’s either labeled with
words or it’s labeled with matching pictures so they’re learning how to read the words
and to match pictures so that’s print literacy for me. Everything has labels — desk,
teacher, everything. Not only that, but we have books in every area. We have Science
books in the science area. | have household books in the dollhouse. | have block books
in the block area. We have books in the library. Print everywhere.”

“Is that like print knowledge? Everybody uses different terms. Print knowledge is what
they know about the written word about writing included, abut letters and reading left to
right, the basics print knowledge. You can tell who is being read to at home, the way
they treat the books and they pick them up. I think the print literacy is not just the
learning how to read and write but the whole process at home and family involvement
and how we welcome them to come to school and learn because if they don’t have that at
school, then they’re not going to have that development.

I think it’s my responsibility to educate the parents at this level what print literacy is and
how they can help them at home.”

Not coded

During individual interviews, all five Head Start teachers shared their beliefs

about families. Participants shared beliefs using one to three references and interview

percentages ranged from 3.88% to 14.55%. Participant HS1 referenced families on three

occasions during the individual interview for a total percentage of 9.07. Participant HS2

made two references to families covering 3.88% of her interview. Participant HS3 made

one reference to her beliefs about families, and this reference covered 5.98% of the

individual interview. Two references were made by HS4 and covered 4.09% of the total

interview. Participant HS5 also made two references to her beliefs about families. These

references included 14.55% of the individual interview of participant HS5 (see Table 22).
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Head Start Teacher Beliefs about Families

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

HS1

HS2

HS3

HS4

HS5

“I think 1’ve had one single dad here, but it was a lot of single moms. Now that | have
more Hispanic children, there are two parent families. It was kind of interesting and I’'m
not really sure why other than a lot of them have come from Mexico to make a better life
for their families so maybe that’s why.

Single parent moms don’t usually work. The parents that I’ve had for the last few years,
the Hispanic families, the dad is working 12 to 14 hours of the day and a lot of the moms
are stay at home moms. That’s the way they want it. They want the mom to be home
and take care of the house and the family.”

“Okay, here, we base applications on their economic status so depending upon how
much money they’re making in their household, that determines whether they are in a
Head Start Program or they’re in the State Preschool program or whether they need to be
referred out to a program where they are paying cash. The other programs that | did
work at were cash paying so it was more affluent, wealthy families, but they were paying
for institutionalized programs where it was 6 AM to 6 PM type program so it would be
breakfast, lunch and two snacks and a nap and homework and transportation to and from
school, things of that nature.”

“As of how, | want to say they all speak English

Let me see, with after doing my home visit, | want to say they all have both parents with
them. It’s either /or actually the father, actually some of them the fathers are working
and the others are stay at home moms — more percentages are stay at home moms.”

“I’ve seen a lot of single parents the majority are single moms and they come from big
families so a lot of the children in my classroom have 3, 4, 5 siblings and they’re all
living in the same household. I do have one single dad which is different because usually
it’s primarily single moms. A few are two family, Dad and Mom, but usually dad is out
of the picture because he is working two shifts or he’s in the Bay Area or he’s just not
there in the household so, although there is a mom and dad, he’s not necessarily there.”
Researcher - Are you finding that most of the parents work or don’t work?

“Half and half, if they’re not working there either going to school or they’re facing a
major struggle so they’re trying to get over that hurdle so that they can either go to
school or go to work.”

Researcher — So they do have the desire to work even if they are not working?

“Yes, so that they can provide their children with a better life.”

“I’d say they were similar, but their family dynamic was kind of different. The way they
participated. | saw more parent engagement there. More parent involved in their child’s
education. When | was there, | didn’t really have to do my planning because with State
Preschool parents have to volunteer. | didn’t have to say “Oh, | need you today or
tomorrow. They just knew. There was one parent that took initiative in that classroom
and she just made a calendar and every parent knew that when they signed up for the
program, they had to volunteer. They just put their name on the date that they’re off and
that they can just come in.”
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Four out of five State Preschool teachers expressed their beliefs about families

during individual interviews. Participant SP1 made three references to families. Those

references covered 6.35% of the audio recorded interview. Participant SP2 spoke about

her beliefs regarding families for a total of 1.99% of the total interview. Participant SP4

made four references to families during the interview process, covering 14.41%. Three

references were made about families from SP5. These references covered 14.73% of the

interview (see Table 23).

Table 23

State Preschool Teacher Beliefs about Families

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

SP1

SP2

SP3

SP4

SP5

“We just started fresh. All of them with the exception of one is mom and dad. We do
have one who is a repeater. His grandmother has custody of him. We have been seeing
recently both (parents) of them together versus mom and dad in separate households
which is nice. All come in together, too. Mom and Dad dropping off. Quite a few of
them are working. | believe the majority are. Especially, even in the morning class, One
came today on her lunch break to make sure her older daughter was signing out properly.
I feel everyone seems to be very situated. It’s nice. Over the years | have experienced
many different things: homelessness, domestic violence, drug abuse, and so forth. It’s
nice the last few years that there really hasn’t been anything where I’ve had to go and say
Hey, we need services for this.”

“They were mainly two parent households. I recall the dads not coming in as much
because they were working, but the moms came in because they weren’t working.”

Not coded

“This is my fourth year at this school, but | spent over a dozen at (school) where there
was a different makeup of [the] population of families and children so moving to this
school was a bit of an adjustment after that.

Much more single family homes. Last year | had six fathers who were in and out of jail
within my class and that is very much the population about a third of the population here.
This school draws from some of the motels and downtown area. It’s not safe. That’s all
of our area, and it makes a difference with the children coming to school.”

“Oh I don’t know. I’'m still getting to know the families, to be honest. One family
member, (name) is a little boy in our class, and it is similar because he just lost his
brother in a car accident and last year we lost our mother. But being in the classroom,
it’s sort of hard to provide a role for the parents because we’re in the classroom. If we
was outside the class and worked with the whole family, that would be different, but it’s
sort of hard because you’re not with the parents. You are mainly with the child.”
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Three out of five Head Start teachers specifically addressed the importance of
preschool in the lives of children. Participants HS1, HS4, and HS5 each made one
specific reference to the importance of preschool. The percentage of each reference
ranged from 5.33% to 5.66% of the total recorded interviews (see Table 24).

Table 24

Head Start Teacher Beliefs about the Effect of High-Quality Preschool

Teacher Code Belief Shared

HS1 “I think it’s very important for children to go to preschool. If they’re not going to go to
some kind of formal preschool, they need to go to a preschool co-op or something that
gives them the social experience of being around other kids and listening to other adults
besides their mom or their dad.”

HS2 Not specifically coded
HS3 Not specifically coded
HS4 “Yes, definitely. It’s the most important thing, more than college, elementary school,

anything because it’s the early years that matter and set up for the rest. Too bad that
bigger politicians don’t recognize that because | recognize that, but yes, it’s the most
important thing.

If you are in Head Start, | think it benefits the entire family. If you’re in a private
preschool or a different program, it might or might not because a lot of what we do is
focused on the child. We do all around. We do home visits. We do things like that. In
Head Start, | would say yes for everybody. In a different program, it depends on the
teacher and the program and their values.”

HS5 “Yes, we are the foundation for them. If we get them starting off on the right foot, |
think they can succeed when they go to bigger school, the big school, the K school.
I think (preschool) it does help them (the family as a whole). Because they kind of have
an idea of how school is starting right. You know, you have to be there, school is
starting at 7:30. You have to be there right on time. You have to be there at 12 right on
time so | think preschool setting that foundation really helps these parents. This is
school. This is just like a regular school.”

Three of five State Preschool Participants specifically addressed the importance of
preschool during their individual interviews. Participants each made reference to
preschool one time, and the percentage of coverage ranged from 1.8% to 4.59% of the

total interview (see Table 25).
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State Preschool Teacher Beliefs about the Effect of High-Quality Preschool

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

SP1

SP2

SP3

SP4

SP5

“Yes absolutely. It benefits the family as a whole because there are some parents that
might not be able to get the resources on their own for behavioral problems or even if
they’re autistic and they’re having trouble getting help outside, we can bring those
resources into help them.”

“Yes, preschool is very important because that’s their opportunity to grow without all the
structure and the demands like in a K-12 world. 1 believe that any concerns that come
up, the earlier the intervention the better. If they come to us in preschool, and we do see
concerns or parents see concerns, they can be addressed. Long term they’re more to be
successful because of the early intervention and early support versus a child who in
Kindergarten with all the structure and all the demands sometimes children can fall
through the cracks. Then go into 1%t and 2" and come to 3", they find that the child has a
delay in a certain area and it might be too late.”

Not coded

“Yes, because it’s early intervention. Because it allows all these children to come to
school and get that support that they need to be ready for Kindergarten that they’re not
going to get at home. And for the children that need to be caught up to just be
developmentally at the stage they are supposed to be at because they come here behind.
| see a ton of growth during the year.”

Not coded

Although participant interviews were not specifically coded for responses about

poverty, three out of five Head Start teachers spoke specifically about the subject of

poverty and the effect poverty has on the children and families of this community. No

State Preschool teachers addressed poverty in their individual interviews (see Tables 26

and 27).
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Head Start Teacher Beliefs about the Effect of Poverty in the California Central Valley

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

HS1

HS2

HS3
HS4

HS5

“Some of these families are at the bottom of the lower class. Their needs do not come up
because the ones that are from Mexico, they have come from an economic status that
was so much lower that they feel like they’re doing fine here. They’re doing well.”

“Parent wise (in this city) has been different (from jobs I’ve had in other cities) due to
their economic status and where they’re living and how they’re living and whether or not
they have jobs. Those are extremely different. Parents here are really struggling.”

Not specifically answered

“In Head Start, they still need to be low-income families, but I still see a major struggle
in this city in particular. 1’ve been doing home visits so | can see where (other city)
families are having a hard time, but these families are having that much harder — lack of
food, lack of clothing, lack of appropriate living space. Some families are living in
crowded areas very dangerous neighborhoods where I’m at so | see the need being
amplified a thousand times more in here.”

Not specifically answered

Table 27

State Preschool Teacher Beliefs about the Effect of Poverty in the California Central Valley

Teacher Code

Belief Shared

SP1

SP2

SP3

SP4

SP5

Not specifically answered
Not specifically answered
Not specifically answered
Not specifically answered

Not specifically answered

Figure 17 represents the effect of poverty on teacher’s beliefs. Each teacher

would have a figure that looks slightly different depending upon their beliefs and

expectations of students and families of poverty.
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Figure 17. The Effect of Poverty. Devitt 2016

Limitations and Delimitations

This research did not include focus groups. Due to the personal nature of beliefs,
the researcher felt that conducting an anonymous survey followed by individual
interviews was the best way to gather accurate data. It was a concern that some
individuals would not share their true feeling in the presence of their peers. It was of
equal concern that some individuals would be swayed by the group mentality and

therefore might change their views to assimilate better with other participants.

Along with delimitations, the author also identified limitations in the research.
Surveys were only distributed within one Northern California school district. One grade
span and two differently funded programs were chosen to participate. In addition, the
researcher was not able to personally observe within the classrooms of teachers identified

for individual interviews.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study was to understand whether or not student poverty
affects teacher’s beliefs regarding print literacy, school readiness, and family
involvement. This research is focused on one urban school district located in the
California Central Valley. The chosen school district implements two preschool
programs with different eligibility requirements based primarily on family income.
Program one is the federally funded Head Start program. Head Start guidelines ensure
that households with the lowest income are the priority for services. Program two,
California State Preschool, has a slightly higher income threshold. This state-funded
program allows for families who make a moderately higher monthly income to be
eligible for services.

A total of 100 preschool teachers were invited to participate in a Likert-style
questionnaire. The questionnaire focused on the teachers’ beliefs regarding the three
areas of focus: print literacy, school readiness, and family involvement. After the
collection of surveys, 10 preschool teachers were asked to participate in a follow-up
interview. The researcher followed an explanatory sequential design and used a social

justice framework to analyze data and make recommendations (see Figure 18).
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Social Justice

Figure 18. Social Justice Framework: Explanatory Sequential Design. Devitt 2016
Demographics

Based on the 81 questionnaires included in the analysis, 98% of participating
teachers stated that they had obtained an early childhood education permit. Each early
childhood education permit requires the teacher to meet different educational standards
ranging from an identified number of early childhood education classes to a set schedule
that reflect a well-rounded early childhood program with an emphasis in specific state
and college coursework. Research data showed no teachers within the collected sample
reported having a multiple subject teaching credential. The researcher believed that this
is based primarily on the vast difference in the salary structure of the chosen district. The
annual salary of a standard permit state preschool teacher is based on a 5 hour work day
and ranges from $15,000 to approximately $29,000. The annual salary range of an eight
hour Head Start employee is slightly higher ($20,000 to $47,000).

The salary scale of a credentialed teacher is significantly higher. A beginning

teacher who is pursuing their credential begins at approximately $44,000 and a fully
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credentialed teacher’s salary can reach a maximum of $85,000 annually. Based on
salary, it would be unlikely for a teacher with a multiple subject teaching credential to be
working in a preschool classroom. It would be much more likely to have a credentialed
teacher who enjoys working with young children to remain in a transitional kindergarten
(TK) or kindergarten classroom. The researcher spent 16 years as a kindergarten teacher
within the identified school district. The choice to remain at the kindergarten level,
instead of pursuing preschool, was based solely on the monetary salary difference
between the two jobs.

In total, 72% of teachers who completed the questionnaire indicated that they had
more than 10 years of experience in the early childhood education field. The
questionnaire did not ask respondents to differentiate the location of early childhood
experience. From the survey data alone, there is no way to identify if the service
experience occurred at the designated school district or with another agency. It is
possible to make some predictions based on participant identified employee status.

Upon hiring, all district teachers are given an employment status by the Human
Resources Department. Teachers begin as a probationary employee for two years. After
the successful completion of two years in the district, teacher status typically changes
from probationary to permanent. Probationary teachers are evaluated by their
administrator a minimum of two times each year during the first two years of
employment. When a teacher becomes permanent, their evaluation cycle changes to be
every other year. Many teachers (70%) indicated that their employment was permanent.
A statistically significant difference was detected in the proportion of state preschool

versus Head Start teachers who reported that their employment was permanent versus
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probationary. In total, 43% of Head Start teachers said that their employment was
probationary versus 13% of State Preschool teachers. Significantly more State Preschool
teachers stated that their employment was permanent (82% vs. 57% of Head Start
teachers).

These statistical findings are not surprising due to the fact that the Head Start
program began in the identified school district during the 2015-16 school year. In order
for the district to open 38 new classrooms, extensive hiring was needed. The preschool
department has doubled in size since the opening of the Head Start program. Due to the
fact that many of the Head Start teachers are new to the school district, it would be
expected to have a larger percentage of probationary employees. Provided that all
teachers remain with the district and have successful evaluations each year, it would be
expected that the number of probationary teachers will dramatically decrease by the
2018-19 school year.

Teacher Retention

Teacher retention remains a focus throughout the state of California. It is not
uncommon to have a beginning teacher stay only a few years before moving on to a
different career (Futernick, 2007). Unrealistic classroom expectations, as well as difficult
working conditions, can often leave teachers feeling unsatisfied with their career choice
and seeking a change. This phenomenon is even more widespread in the early childhood
education field. Lower pay and limited educational prerequisites allow for a higher
transient teaching force. These factors call into focus the question, “What motivates a

preschool teacher to stay in the classroom?”
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When Head Start teachers were posed the question, “Why do you choose to
continue teaching in the early childhood education field?” a range of answers were
received. Participant HS5 described the practical reason that she has remained in the
position. She expressed her desire to be there for her family as well as her students. She
says:

The flexibility, I was able to be home with my children when they’re off and also

the holidays. We get the same holidays, and it works out so well for mothers. 1

just think it works out well. It’s something | can relate to because they’re

[parents] in my shoes and I’m in their shoes, and I’m trying to advocate for them

as well as benefiting for myself, also. (HS5)

Another Head Start teacher described the intrinsic joy she received when watching her
students succeed as they moved on to the local elementary schools. She shared her
feelings about the happy reunions she would share with her students:
What made me stay is seeing how much the children excelled in my program, and
when they would come back in Kindergarten and first grade, they were so excited
about school. The feedback I was getting from the teachers is what really made

me stay because | knew | was making a difference. (HS2)

The same question was posed to California State preschool teachers. State teachers
expressed the joy that the children bring, as well as the difference that they felt they were
making in their lives.
I love this age group. Everything is so new to them. Their minds absorb so much.
The simplest things make them happy. There’s not as much politics as in the

upper grades. (SP1)
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Every day something funny happens, and I’m really a kid at heart so this is the

perfect job for me. There is a lot of stress but the happiness and the funny stuff

and they’re having fun and when something catches in their little brain and they

repeat it, it all makes it worth it. (SP3)

I just like to help the families and mainly work with the children. 1 like to be part

of their growing because besides them being at home, they’re with us the other

half of the day. So teaching them what they need to know, just basic skills, social

skills, like sitting down-that’s the main thing to me. (SP5)

Teacher Preparation

While investigating preschool teacher preparation in the identified school district,
it became quickly apparent that most teachers were native to the Central California
region. Many attended the local junior college and then went on to complete their B.A.
through a small private college that was designed to accommodate the working
professional. Most classes were offered in the evenings, and many were also available
online for added convenience. Teachers described a typical experience during their early
childhood education coursework. Most did a combination of classwork and practicum
classes that allowed teachers to get hands-on experience in an early childhood center
located on a junior college campus. Newer teachers also shared a balance between
traditional classes and new online opportunities. Regardless of the educational learning
format, many teachers shared common stories, experiences, and instructors during their

preparatory program. In some cases, teachers felt additional preparation for working with
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children and families of poverty would have been helpful within their early childhood
education program.
Print Literacy

Based on the 81 questionnaires that were collected and used for analysis, a small
standard deviation within each group indicated that teachers in both State Preschool and
Head Start agreed in their belief that children entering their preschool classroom did not
have strong print literacy skills. Mean scores for the seven items in the Print Literacy
area ranged between 1.25 and 2.05 for State Preschool teachers, and between 1.13 and
2.05 for Head Start teachers. These scores indicate that respondents did not believe that
students began the school year with a high level of print literacy.

This concept was further investigated during qualitative interviews. During the
10 individual interviews, most teachers spoke about their understanding of print literacy
and what that would look like in the classroom. Interestingly, the definition of print
literacy held by teachers was not consistent between participants or programs. When
asked to describe print literacy, one Head Start teacher said,

I think print literacy is them [children] recognizing letters and numbers and

recognizing that they are on pages and you can turn them. And understanding

what the book is and how to hold the book. And understanding that that book is

precious, and we don’t rip it and we don’t sit on it and we don’t scoot it around.

Show them upside-down and right side up, things of that nature. And it helps

them to recognize the letters in their name. (HS2)

Another Head Start teacher states,
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To me, print literacy is just exposing them to any kind of print. You know,
cursive or typed or printed, but exposing them to print and making children aware
that words mean something in relation to a subject or picture or something like

that. (HS4)

When asked to describe print literacy, a state preschool teacher SP1 said,

[Print literacy is] Environmental print. That’s the way | look at it. Like these
signs [points to the wall]. They know that these signs mean caution because
they’ve seen them somewhere. Again the McDonald’s, Target because they see
it, they know it. You can show them a picture that says Barbie and they know it
says Barbie. They don’t even need to see a picture of it. Same thing with Hot
Wheels or Jack in the Box. Print rich, having words but you also need things that
associate. Like that sign up there is NO and they know there’s nuts up there so

they know it’s NO PEANUTS. (SP1)

Another response from a State Preschool teacher,

[Print Literacy] is just being able to hold a book. Being able to understand
what a book is. Being able to go into the environment and understand that
there’s letters, not even just words, but letters. For preschool, that would be
the first step. (SP5)

It is interesting to find the working definition and understanding of print literacy
to be so broad and yet the beliefs regarding students to be so similar. One possible
conclusion could be that many of the students that are enrolled in both preschool
programs actually qualify for either program based on income eligibility. Therefore in

regards to socioeconomic status, both groups of students are similar. Also, many teachers
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who are now teaching in a Head Start classroom initially began as a state preschool
teacher. Having moved from a state preschool class to a Head Start room could explain
the homogeneity between the two groups of teachers.

It was also noteworthy that most of the teachers in both programs attended local
teacher education and bachelor’s programs. Having been exposed to many of the same
college instructors could explain how teacher education helps to create or mold a
standard belief system. This theory would not explain the differing opinions regarding
the definition of print literacy but does highlight the need for continuing professional
development of all staff including individual coaching and mentoring.

An additional finding to consider was the effect of marital status on print literacy
scores. The researcher discovered that teachers who identified themselves as never
having been married were the most optimistic about children’s print literacy knowledge
upon entering preschool. Respondents who identified as being currently married were
least optimistic about children’s print literacy knowledge. This concept would require
additional research to determine the reasoning behind the effect of marital status on
teacher beliefs. Based on these findings, Hypothesis 1 must be rejected. The data
collected, both quantitative and qualitative, did not indicate that preschool teachers
employed in programs with a higher income threshold believe that their students have
greater print knowledge at the start of the preschool years when compared to the beliefs
of teachers employed in lower threshold programs.

School Readiness
Focusing on the school readiness responses of the 81 teacher questionnaires, led

to the finding that teachers in both programs agreed that students do not enter preschool
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exhibiting high levels of school readiness. Five out of seven school readiness questions
yielded a mean score of less than 2.50 indicating agreement between groups (Head Start
and State Preschool) regarding low school readiness abilities. Two questions generated
mean scores above 2.50. These questions highlighted the areas that teachers felt students
exhibited higher levels of mastery at the beginning of the school year. These questions
were “Students can point to a picture in the classroom at the beginning of the school
year” and “Students have a favorite storybook at the beginning of the school year.”
Teachers in both programs agreed to these findings. However, the overall school
readiness scores between groups showed Head Start teachers (2.42) to be slightly more
favorable in regards to beliefs about school readiness skills than State Preschool teachers
(2.31).

In follow-up interviews, teachers from both programs were asked to talk about
their idea of school readiness. Teacher HS3 considered school readiness to be the
immediate needs of the child to be successful. She stated,

My idea of school readiness is making sure that the whole child is ready for the

experience of going into Kindergarten and that is everything from food, shelter,

and clothing to their emotional state to how well they react around adults and their
peers, so it’s completely well-rounded. | make sure that their academics is on
point — making sure that they can hold that pencil, that they can write their name,
they know what to do with that pencil or the pen, they know how to erase
mistakes, they know how to stand in line. They have to be able to self-regulate

because there’s not as much supervision once they get into Kindergarten. (HS3)
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Participant HS5 has a very different definition of school readiness. She looked at
the big picture when describing school readiness. Her focus on a lifetime of academic
success can be understood through the following statement:

School readiness is primarily getting them ready for a life long journey. So a lot

of parents talk about Kindergarten. What | told my parents is that not only

Kindergarten is important but the rest of their life. Yes, Kindergarten is an

immediate goal because it’s a year from now, but we are establishing a foundation

forever for them to finish college and beyond so making a preschooler school
ready is helping them all around. So with their families, home, with writing their
name, with creating social skills, emotional skills, so just the child as a whole.

That’s my view of school readiness. (HS5)

When State Preschool teachers were asked to answer the same question and share
a bit about their understanding of school readiness, they highlighted the essential
component of social and emotional skill development. Participant SP2 described her
complex beliefs regarding school readiness:

School readiness for preschool, | believe, is building that social/emotional part.

That’s the foundation of it all. Once they have that self-esteem to want to have

that inner drive to do more for themselves, they’ll want to try more. Once they

build that, they can then start building on the academic part. You can be bright as

a whip, but if you can’t share a simple block with the peer next to you, that’s a

struggle. And I believe social skill is a life skill that we teach. (SP2)

Participant SP4 did not negate the importance of the family within the preschool

model. She identified the opportunity that preschool brings to educate the entire family
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on early childhood issues and developmental milestones that they might not otherwise be
aware of. She shared:

Well, | think school readiness is educating the whole child- not just cognitively

getting them ready for Kindergarten, but socially, emotionally and preparing the

whole family for what school readiness is and how to get them ready for school.

And how to practice self-control. (SP4)
Regardless of the definition employed by the preschool teacher, the underlying theme
continued to be that there is much work that needs to be done to provide children of
poverty an equal start in the academic environment, beginning in preschool.

Further data analysis was completed to investigate whether participant age played
a factor when answering survey questions regarding school readiness. A one-way
ANOVA to compare age groups followed by a post hoc analyses using the Tukey HSD
criterion for significance, was conducted. This analysis identified that participants in the
41-50 age bracket scored school readiness lower than those participants whose age was in
the 21-30 year-old range. Although the additional analysis was done regarding program
type, no other significant findings were identified regarding school readiness.

Parent Involvement

Each participant was asked to score questions on the quantitative questionnaire
that would help to determine their beliefs regarding parent involvement in children’s print
literacy development. One significant finding was discovered. The difference in beliefs
between teachers with master’s degrees did differ by program type. The analysis found
that teachers within the State Preschool program who have acquired a master’s degree

believe that parents are more involved in their children’s print literacy development than
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did teachers within the Head Start program with the same degree. This finding does
support the hypothesis that teachers in higher income threshold programs believe more
favorably about parent involvement in print literacy development.

When asked about parent involvement in individual interviews, some Head Start
teachers shared their belief that parent involvement often depends on parent education
levels. When one Head Start teacher was asked if she thought parents found parent
involvement a priority she said:

Sometimes and it really depends on the parent’s education level I think because if

the parent is not educated themselves then they are afraid they are going show that

they’re not educated. They want their child to succeed. They want their child to
do better than them, but at the same time, they can’t show that they aren’t
educated enough. That’s one of the reasons when I do my first home visits, | try
to talk to them about reading to their child and | always, whether 1 think they are
literate or not, | always tell them your child doesn’t know if you read so talk about

the pictures if you don’t know how to read. Tell the story about the pictures. A

lot of times they don’t let me know that’s what they do until later on and then |

can kind of gather. (HS1)

Although the same question was posed to State Preschool teachers, there were no in-
depth beliefs shared. State Preschool participants did make general statements about
their beliefs such as the following statement by SP2: “All parents care about their kids.
They do what they can to support them”. This common sentiment among State Preschool
teachers may explain why there was a significant difference in the between-group

findings (Head Start vs. State Preschool). Based on these findings, Hypothesis 2 must be
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rejected. Although some areas of significance were discovered, the overall data did not
indicate that preschool teachers’ beliefs regarding parent involvement in children’s print

literacy development was dependent upon parental income or socio-economic status (see
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Figure 19. Funnel of Beliefs. Devitt 2016

This research study was designed based on the work of Dr. Jaqueline Lynch
(2010). Lynch conducted her study in Canada and based her research on the identified
beliefs of kindergarten teachers. Lynch used a pre-test/post-test design where teachers
were given a questionnaire at the beginning of the school year and again at the end of the
year. Data was measured and analyzed using both sets of quantitative information.

Findings from this research were that teachers from higher SES schools were more likely
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to report that students had greater print literacy knowledge, but that SES did not have an
overall effect on teachers’ beliefs about parent involvement. Lynch concluded that
teachers’ beliefs varied regarding students’ print knowledge based on socio-economic
status. This finding was consistent at both the beginning and ending of the school year.
Lynch further concluded that differences in beliefs based on students’ socio-economic
status could translate into different expectations for kindergarten students.

Although this study was based on the original work by Dr. Lynch, the researcher
made some changes to the focus and design of this research. The researcher chose to
focus on preschool teachers instead of kindergarten teachers. A post-test only design that
compared two different preschool programs administered by one district in the California
Central Valley was used. The quantitative survey was adjusted to meet the needs of this
research design. Qualitative interviews were conducted to help answer these four
questions: (a) Are our teachers adequately equipped to teach diverse students?; (b) Do
they have the tools needed to communicate effectively with families of diverse
backgrounds?; (c) Do preconceived beliefs about diverse groups get in the way of
effective teaching?; (d) As the achievement gap between Caucasian middle to upper-
class students and students of racially and socioeconomically diverse backgrounds
continue to rise, it is imperative that we identify the possible cause and discuss attainable
solutions to the overarching problem.

Summary of Findings

Throughout all 10 qualitative interviews involving participants of both Head Start

and state preschool programs, all teachers agreed that preschool was valuable to all

children, especially those of poverty. Participant SP4 shared her belief that preschool
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offers the ability to catch children up in case they are falling behind. When asked if she
felt preschool was important, she stated:

Yes, because it’s early intervention. Because it allows all these children to come

to school and get that support that they need to be ready for Kindergarten. And

for the children that need to be caught up to just be developmentally at the stage
they are supposed to be at because they come here behind. | see a ton of growth
during the year. (SP4)

Head Start teachers expressed similar remarks. Participant HS1 said, “Yes,
preschool is very important. It helps the whole family learn new skills”. Many of the
preschoolers and families are experiencing early childhood expectations and learning
about developmentally appropriate behaviors for the first time. In both programs,
preschool parents are invited to attend monthly parent meetings to learn about pertinent
early childhood topics ranging from car seat safety to nutritional choices. The
information provided through parent meetings makes an impact on preschool families.
Parents begin to change behaviors based on the information and training that they are
provided. Parents, in turn, bring that information back to their neighborhood community
and help educate even more families.

It is not unusual for parents to speak to teachers about all topics of concern.
Preschool often becomes a hub for family support. The preschool teacher can assist in
referring families for any number of needs. A parent may share a need for assistance
finding adequate housing one day and another parent might share they are living in an
abusive environment. Preschool teachers often become the one individual that a family

can turn to when in crisis. Head Start teachers identified a higher level of comfort when
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talking to parents about needs other than preschool academics. State preschool teachers
described their ability to provide resources to families to improve their current situation
but did not express the willingness to work with families to ensure that they were
successful in meeting their immediate needs and maneuvering through a complex system
of community supports.

Through research and analysis, it is evident that high-quality preschool is
beneficial in communities, especially low socio-economic urban communities.
Unfortunately, not all children have the opportunity to benefit from high-quality
preschool. It has been well documented that investing in preschool makes a lifelong
impact on individuals and communities. For every one dollar spent on early education,
three to seven dollars are saved (Yoshikawa et al., 2013). Although, income eligibility
and a finite number of preschool slots often leave a portion of children without early
school experience. These barriers to learning create glaring inequities among children
based primarily on their socioeconomic status. High-quality preschool provides
opportunities to level the playing field for low income and at-risk children.

To ensure that the quality of a preschool program remains high, several
assessments mentioned throughout this research can be used. The Early Childhood
Environment Rating Scale-Revised Edition (ECERS-R) is used to identify the strengths
of a program, as well as the ability of the program to meet children’s developmental
needs (Cryer et al, 2003). The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) is used
to determine the quality of teacher to student and student to teacher interactions
happening within a preschool setting (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008). Having a high

CLASS score as well as a high ECERS-R score ensure that an individual classroom and
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teacher are creating an environment within a classroom that are both high-quality
programmatically, but also meet the needs of students developmentally including high-
quality interactions that build confidence, security, and self-esteem. At the individual
child level, the Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) is a developmental
continuum that tracks student strengths and abilities using observational evidence and
work samples to demonstrate individual student academic and social achievement
(California Department of Education, 2015). This California assessment provides data
that can be used to plan individualized instruction to maximize classroom learning time
for each child regardless of their background or socio-economic status. The California
Preschool Foundations are an additional resource that correlates with the DRDPs by
developmental domain. The Preschool Foundations are a guide to what typically
developing students should be displaying. The companion guide to the Foundations is
the Preschool Frameworks. The Frameworks offer practical suggestions for teachers to
support individual student development. Having assessment tools such as ECERS-R,
CLASS, and DRDP ensure that students are receiving a high-quality preschool
experience. These assessments also help individual preschool programs identify areas of
need to improve program quality. High-quality preschool programs provide the greatest
opportunity for children of poverty to make the academic gains needed to begin
kindergarten at the level of academic readiness as their middle-class peers.

In the California Central Valley, there are three distinct groups of children. There
are those who meet the income eligibility requirements to qualify for free preschool,
those whose parents make an income that allows for private out of pocket childcare, and

the group that falls in the middle. These families do not qualify for free preschool
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because their income is too high and yet cannot afford the price of private programs.
These children often miss out on early childhood education. They likely enter
kindergarten having only spent time with family or in daycare. Although the family may
provide a safe and loving environment, these children may not have had the educational
experiences of their peers. This leaves them behind their peers in most academic and
developmental areas.
Social Justice

Studies have shown that high-quality preschool makes a positive impact on all
children. Middle-class children, as well as low income children, benefit the most from
attending preschool. Children who attend high-quality preschool show a positive
correlation between program participation and increased literacy, language, and
numerical growth (Barnett & Frede, 2010; Yoshikawa et al., 2013). High-quality
preschool also has a positive effect on society. Children who attend high-quality
preschool are more likely to show increased social-emotional awareness. They are less
liable to have behavior problems, more likely to graduate high school, hold down a job,
and less liable to become incarcerated as an adult (Barnett & Frede, 2010). Helping
children to become positive members of society aids in creating safer and more
productive communities. Adults who are employed are less likely to commit crimes or
rely on public assistance. Lower crime rates help neighborhoods to feel safer and more
invested in their community. In the urban areas of the California Central Valley,
residents are in dire need for stability and more secure neighborhoods to raise their

families.
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Knowing that preschool makes a long-term difference in the opportunities and
successes of all children, it makes sense to say that preschool access should be of highest
priority in all communities regardless of family structure or make-up. It is especially
important in an urban setting. Adopting a social justice mindset can help policy makers
focus on the larger picture of community resiliency and growth. A place to start would
be, to create a Universal Preschool system that promotes preschool programs with low
student: teacher ratios, consistent curriculum, professional development for staff, and
monitoring at the program level would help to ensure quality in each classroom. Using a
framework such as Paul Gorski’s Equity Literacy Framework as a guide for developing
programs and classrooms, could propel California Early Childhood Education as a model
of visionary change for closing the achievement gap.

Continuing the practice of only focusing on low-income students in the
availability of free preschool, ignores the research that says preschool makes a difference
for everyone. The effect of a high-quality preschool experience would create
opportunities for continued growth and an evolution of children entering kindergarten
with the academic and social skills ready to learn and succeed. At a time when school
age academic success is highly focused upon by politicians, media, and change makers, it
would stand to reason that the obvious place to start would be the, often overlooked, field
of early education. The benefits of providing preschool to all children outweigh the
monetary cost of running and monitoring the programs (Yoshikawa et al., 2013). An
investment in preschool is not only cost effective, but it would be a documented
movement towards equity in a country that is fighting to eliminate racial and economic

divides. It is a call to action.
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Implications for Future Research

In an effort to provide additional clarity regarding teacher beliefs, it is
recommended that future research focus on three areas: exaggerated poverty
discrepancies between programs, teacher marital status, and the educational philosophy
of preschool teachers who have pursued a California master teacher permit. The author of
this study originally intended to compare kindergarten teacher’s beliefs using participants
from two different districts. The originally chosen districts remain close geographically,
but are vastly different when comparing average family SES, median home prices, and
family income. The researcher changed the study approach after accepting a position
within the Early Childhood Education Department of the chosen school district. The
researcher acknowledges the opportunity for continued research using participants who
teach students who come from varying levels of financial wealth. Additionally, further
exploration regarding the effect of marital status upon teachers’ beliefs, as highlighted
within this research, should be considered. Further examination of the effect of permit
type, specifically those who achieve a master teacher permit, on teachers’ beliefs about
student knowledge is also recommended. At this time, the researcher cannot draw further
conclusions as to the significant findings identified in this study.

It is important to note that poverty within the California Central Valley and the
chosen urban school district is high. Many preschool age children come from homes
where food, shelter, and safety are not the norm. They are in fact a luxury. Due to
widespread poverty, the two identified preschool programs used for comparative
purposes in this study have many similarities. Both programs draw from a homogeneous

population of local residents. In many cases, both Head Start and CSPP run on the same
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elementary school campuses. Children who qualify for CSPP (slightly higher income
ceiling) also qualify for the Head Start program based on financial need. It is possible for
a family to have one preschooler in a CSPP class as well as a sibling in a Head Start
classroom. Therefore, it is not surprising that the children in both programs enter
preschool having had similar experiences and opportunities.

Throughout this research process, it has been the goal to answer three
fundamental questions. Question one: Are our preschool teachers adequately equipped to
teach diverse students? The evidence that preschool teachers are adequately equipped to
teach diverse students, solely based on their teacher education classes, is minimal.
Teachers described their teacher preparation programs to be primarily based on theory
and classroom lecture. Some teachers described a practicum for hands-on learning that
was run by their educational institution of higher education. Teachers that described this
component expressed that it was helpful to be with students, but shared their
understanding that the contrived setting of minimal children and low teacher to student
ratio was not like what they experienced when they accepted their first assignment as a
classroom teacher. Question two: Do preschool teachers have the tools needed to
communicate effectively with families of diverse backgrounds? The answer to this
question varied among participants. Some teachers shared that they felt comfortable
talking with parents on all levels including adult topics that may result in referrals such as
food scarcity or homelessness. Other teachers expressed that they only felt qualified to
discuss preschool academics. They were happy to provide a referral to a district social
worker for other issues, but they did not want to give guidance on other topics. Several

teachers shared that they felt more comfortable sharing advice or speaking about adult
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topics if they were speaking to someone of their own ethnic community. For example,
participant SP2 shared that she felt as if she could speak more candidly with someone of
her cultural group. This participant shared that the comfort level was increased if
speaking in their native language. Question three: Do preconceived beliefs about diverse
groups get in the way of effective teaching? The answer to this question was harder to
identify. No teacher openly expressed that they had preconceived beliefs about diverse
groups, but some shared incidents that they witnessed with other staff that they would
identify as biased or racist in nature.
Implications for Policy Makers and Program Administrators

The findings of this research will benefit the greater Early Childhood Education
community by identifying the support and mentoring needed for early childhood
educators working with families and children of poverty. The findings of this study
helped to identify coaching needs of early childhood education teachers working with
diverse or at-risk families. Several benefits derived from the results include: identifying
areas of need within higher education to provide opportunities for coursework that
focuses on lower socio-economic families; promote a better understanding of the role
student and family poverty plays in teachers’ beliefs about early childhood education; and
identify individual perspectives regarding student success. It also became apparent that
opportunities to work within an authentic preschool setting should be made available. It
is the recommendation that a version of “student teaching” be mandated for Early
Childhood Educators that are applying for their initial permit or certificate. This would
be especially important for applicants of supervisory or director permits. These higher

level certifications should embed practical experience with an emphasis on graduated
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responsibility. A model to look to for additional ideas for new teacher support could be
the California Teacher Induction program. This two-year intensive program provides
guidance, mentoring, and reflection on instructional practice with the help of a qualified
support provider.

Educators can no longer be silent on the impact of the classroom teacher on the
success of students. Preschool teachers’ beliefs influence instructional practices.
Instructional practices are the cornerstone of the classroom. The most vulnerable of
children, those affected by poverty, feel the effects of the classroom teacher at a
heightened level. The children who reside in low socio-economic communities deserve
an opportunity to experience the same high-quality instruction as children who live in
high-income suburbs around the country. It is the responsibility of educational leaders to
demand high-quality teacher preparatory programs and create opportunities for continued
support.

Teachers need to share their knowledge of high-quality instructional pedagogy
with parents. To make an impact on early literacy and school readiness, we must include
the family into the dialogue. Regardless of the structure of the family, it is clear that
most of the participants interviewed in this research shared a common belief that parents
care about their children and want to help them be successful. The mitigating factor for
teachers is often the education level of the parents. This is not to say that teachers believe
that parents must be highly educated to help their child become school ready, but teachers
need to make parents feel that they are a crucial part of their child’s educational
development. Teachers need to leverage the resources brought by parents to help

students succeed in school (Epstein, 2015). Parents need to be trained on how to provide
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high-quality interactions with their children. They need teachers to demonstrate higher
level questioning strategies through frequent parent education meetings. Parents need to
feel that they are valuable to the classroom teacher and provided opportunities to practice
new skills under the guidance of the teacher. There must be a partnership between
parents and teachers (Epstein, 2015). This model can easily be brought to community
centers and neighborhood libraries to reach a greater audience. Through persistence and
education, we can make a difference in the academic success of children in low socio-
economic communities.

The implications and findings of this study will affect Early Childhood Education
Programs. Part of the dissemination plan for this research study is to share its findings
and help develop comprehensive training, coaching, and mentoring for teachers working
with students of poverty. Additionally, the study will ultimately impact instructional
strategies and student outcomes by influencing higher education and teacher preparatory
programs to better equip a teacher who works with low socio-economic families.

In order to have an effect on the policies and regulatory practices that impact early
childhood education, this study will also be shared with elected officials. The researcher
will use strong community ties and participation on local committees and boards to
further share these findings and be a local change maker. Frequent invitations to early
childhood education round tables and local policy councils will provide the opportunity
to make contact with both local and regional officials. The goal is to share direct findings
that will give policymakers and program administrators a realistic look inside the

classroom where early childhood education programs are being administered.



141

REFERENCES

Angier, N. (2013). The changing American family. Nytimes.com. Retrieved from
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/11/26/health/families.html

Barbour, C., Barbour, N., & Scully, P. A. (2011). Families, schools, and communities:
Building partnerships for educating children. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Barnett, W. S. (2008). Preschool education and its lasting effects: Research and policy
implications. Retrieved from http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/PB-Barnett-EARLY -
ED_FINAL.pdf

Barnett, W. S., & Frede, E. (2010). The promise of preschool: Why we need early
education for all. American Educator, 34(1), 21.

Berliner, D. C. (2009). Poverty and potential: Out-of-school factors and school
success. Education Policy Research Unit. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED507359.pdf

Bianchi, S. M., & Casper, L. M. (2000). American families (\Vol. 55, No. 4). Population
Reference Bureau.

Bogotch, I. E. (2000). Educational leadership and social justice: Practice into
theory. Journal of School Leadership, 12(2), 138-56.

Bradley, R. H., & Corwyn, R. F. (1999). Parenting. In L. Balter & C. Tamis-LaMonda
(Eds.) Child psychology: A handbook of contemporary issues (pp. 339-362).
Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.

Bullock, J. E., Williams, W. R., & Limbert, W. M. (2003). Predicting support for
policies: The impact of attributions and beliefs about inequality. Journal of

Poverty, 7, 35-56.



142

Burchinal, M., Mccartney, K., Steinberg, L., Crosnoe, R., Friedman, S. L., Mcloyd, V., &
Pianta, R. (2011). Examining the black-white achievement gap among low-
income children using the NICHD study of early child care and youth
development. Child Development, 82(5), 1404-1420. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2011.01620.x

California, Department of Education, Early Childhood Education Division. (n.d.). DRDP
(2015) A developmental continuum from early infancy to kindergarten entry.
Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/ci/documents/drdp2015preschool.pdf

California Preschool Learning Foundations. (2008, January 22). Retrieved from
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/psfoundations.asp

Coles, G. (2009). Hunger, academic success, and the hard bigotry of
indifference. Rethinking Schools OnLine, 23(2).

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches. Los Angeles, CA: SAGE Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research. Delhi, India: PHI Learning Private Limited.

Cryer, D., Harms, T., & Riley, C. (2003). All about the ECERS-R: A detailed guide in
words and pictures to be used with the ECERS-R. (Lewisville, NC): Pact House
Pub.

Coontz, S. (2011). Historical perspectives on family diversity. In S. Ferguson (Ed.),
Shifting the center: Understanding contemporary families (pp. 42-58). New York,

NY: McGraw-Hill.



143

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). The flat world and education: How America's commitment
to equity will determine our future. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Data & Statistics. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/

Delpit, L. D. (2006). Other people's children: Cultural conflict in the classroom. New

York, NY: New Press.

Delpit, L. D. (2012). "Multiplication is for white people": Raising expectations for other

people's children. New York, NY: New Press.

Dewey, J. (1904). "The relation oftheory to practice in the education." In The Third
Yearbook of the National Society for the Scientific Study of Education. Part 1. (pp.
9-30). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago.

Diamond, K. E., & Baroody, A. E. (2013). Associations among name writing and
alphabetic skills in prekindergarten and kindergarten children at risk of school
failure. Journal of Early Intervention, 35(1), 20-39.
doi:10.1177/1053815113499611

Dragoti, S. (Director). (1983). Mr. Mom [Motion picture]. United States: Twentieth
Century Fox.

Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge Center. (2004, September 13). Retrieved from
https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc

Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge Center. (2014, May 29). Research Reports &
Projects. Retrieved from https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/data/opre

Ed.Data (n.d.). Enrollment by School. Retrieved from

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filesenr.asp



144

Epstein, J. L. (2015). School, family, and community partnerships: Preparing educators

and improving schools. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Fact Sheet: The Race to the Top. (2009, November 04). Retrieved from
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/fact-sheet-race-top

Feistritzer, C. E. (2011). Profile of teachers in the U.S., 2011. Washington, D.C.:
National Center for Education Information.

Feldman, S (2001, Fall). Closing the achievement gap. American Educator, 25(3), 7-9.

Fisher, G. M. (1992). Development and history of the poverty thresholds, The Soc. Sec.
Bull., 55, 3.

Follari, L. M. (2007). Foundations and best practices in early childhood education:
History, theories and approaches to learning. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Pearson/Merrill Prentice Hall.

Foster, C. (2000). Voices for America’s children: The progress and the promise.
Baltimore, MD: National Association of Child Advocates.

Futernick, K. (2007). A possible dream: Retaining California’s teachers so all students
learn. Sacramento, CA: California State University.

Garza, R. E., & Garza, E. (2010). Successful white female teachers of Mexican
American students of low socioeconomic status. Journal of Latinos in Education,
9(3), 189-206.

Gershoff, E. (2003). Low income and the development of America’s kindergarteners
(Report No. 4. pp. 1-8). New York, NY; National Center for Children in Poverty,

Columbia University.



145

Gorski, P. (2013). Reaching and teaching students in poverty: Strategies for erasing the
opportunity gap. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Grundel, J., Oliveira, M., & Geballe, S. (2003). All children ready for school: The case
for early care and education. A guide for policy makers. New York, NY: National
Center for Children in Poverty.

Hart, B., & Risley, T. R. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experience of
young American children. Baltimore, MD: Paul H Brookes Publishing.

Howard, T., Dresser, S. G., & Dunklee, D. R. (2009). Poverty is not a learning disability:
Equalizing opportunities for low SES students. New York, NY: Skyhorse
Publishing.

Hoy, W. K., Tarter, C. J., & Hoy, A. W. (2006). Academic optimism in schools: A
force for student achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 43, 425-
446.

Huston, A. C. (1994). Children and poverty: Issues in contemporary research. Child
Development, 65(2), 275-82.

Jensen, E. (2009). Teaching with poverty in mind: What being poor does to kids' brains
and what schools can do about it. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Karge, B. (2015). Advanced Research Design. [PowerPoint presentation]. Stockton, CA.

Kennedy, E. (2010). Improving literacy achievement in a high-poverty school:
Empowering classroom teachers through professional development. Reading
Research Quarterly, 45(4), 384-387.

Krashen, S. (2011). Protecting students against the effects of poverty: Libraries. New

England Reading Association Journal, 46(2), 17.



146

Kiernan, K. E., & Mensah, F. K. (2011). Poverty, family resources and children’s early
educational attainment: The mediating role of parenting. British Educational
Research Journal, 37(2), 317-336. doi:10.1080/01411921003596911

Kozol, J. (2012). Savage inequalities: Children in America's schools. New York, NY:
Broadway Paperbacks.

Lee, V., & Burkham, D. (2002) Inequality at the starting gate. Washington, DC:
Economy Policy Institute.

Leedy, P. D., & Ormrod, J. E. (2010). Practical research: Planning and design. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Merrill.

Levin, C. (Director), & Pinto, M. (Writer). (2000). Only a teacher [Television series].
Public Broadcasting Station.

Lindsey, R. B., Karns, M. S., & Myatt, K. (2010). Culturally proficient education: An
asset-based response to conditions of poverty. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Lipina, S. J., & Colombo, J. A. (2009). Poverty and brain development during childhood:
An approach from cognitive psychology and neuroscience. Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Lunenburg, F. C., & Irby, B. J. (2008). Writing a successful thesis or dissertation: Tips
and strategies for students in the social and behavioral sciences. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Corwin Press.

Lynch, J. (2010). Kindergarten teachers’ beliefs about students’ knowledge of print
literacy and parental involvement in children’s print literacy development. Alberta

Journal of Educational Research, 56(2), 157-171.



147

Magnuson, K., & Waldfogel, J. (2016). Trends in Income-Related Gaps in Enrollment in
Early Childhood Education: 1968 to 2013. AERA Open, 2(2).
doi:10.1177/2332858416648933

Merriam, S. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Mills, K. (1998). Something better for my children: The history and people of Head Start.
New York, NY: Dutton.

Murrell, P. C., Jr., & Foster, M. (2003). Teacher beliefs, performance and proficiency in
diversity-orientated teacher preparation. In J. D. Raths & A. R. McAninch
(Authors), Teacher beliefs and classroom performance: The impact of teacher
education (pp. 43-64). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Pub.

Nhsa.org. Retrieved from
https://www.nhsa.org/files/resources/2015 national _head_start_fact_sheet.pdf

Neuman, S. B., & Celano, D. (2001). Access to print in low-income and middle-income
communities: An ecological study of four neighborhoods. Reading Research
Quarterly, 36(1), 8-26.

Neuman, S. B., & Celano, D. C. (2012). Worlds apart: One city, two libraries, and ten
years of watching inequality grow. American Educator, 36(3), 13.

Nichol, M. (2011, June 24). Linguistic register and code switching. Retrieved from
http://www.dailywritingtips.com/linguistic-register-and-code-switching/

O’Hara, R. J. (2006). The social psychology of education: Adults matter. Retrieved from
http://collegiateway.org/news/2006-what-it-takes-to-make-a-student

Orshansky, M. (1963). Children of the Poor. Soc. Sec. Bull., 26, 3.



148

Ortiz, E. (2013, June 19). ‘Sesame Street’ introduces muppet with dad in jail. Retrieved
from http://www.nydailynews.com/entertainment/tv-movies/sesame-street-
introduces-muppet-dad-jail-article-1.1376845

Parrett, W., & Budge, K. M. (2012). Turning high-poverty schools into high-performing
schools. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Payne, R. K. (2013). A framework for understanding poverty: A cognitive approach.
Highlands, TX: aha! Process.

Pianta, R. C., La Paro, K. M., & Hamre, B. K. (2008). Classroom assessment scoring
system (CLASS) manual, pre-K. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Pub.

Raphel, S. (2013). Children, hunger, and poverty. Journal of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatric Nursing, 27(1), 45-47. doi:10.1111/jcap.12062

Raths, J. D., & McAninch, A. R. (2003). Teacher beliefs and classroom performance:
The impact of teacher education. Information Age Publishing.

Saracho, Olivia (2015). Handbook of research methods in early childhood education:
Review of research methodologies: Volume 1. New York, NY: Information Age
Publishing.

Schweinhart, L. J. (2005). Lifetime effects: The High/Scope Perry preschool study
through age 40. Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.

Shadish, W., Cook, T. & Campbell, D (2002) Experimental & quasi-experimental
designs for generalized causal inference.
http://www.psych.uncc.edu/pagoolka/Ch4QuasiExperimental.pdf

Umbach, K. W. (1997, August). A statistical tour of California's great central valley.

Retrieved from http://www.library.ca.gov/crb/97/09/



149

U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). State & county Quickfacts: Stockton, CA. Retrieved from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/download _data.html.

U.S. Department of Education. (n.d.) Elementary and secondary education act. Retrieved
from http://www.ed.gov/essa

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (January 2013). Federal Register, Vol.
78, No. 16, January 24, 2013, pp. 5182-5183

U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2013 Annual Social and Economic
Supplement.

Williams, W. J. (2009). Struggling with poverty: Implications for theory and policy of
increasing research on social class-based stigma. Analysis of Social Issues and
Public Policy, 9(1), 37-56.

Yoshikawa, H., Weiland, C., Brooks-Gunn, J., Burchinal, M. R., Espinosa, L. M.,
Gormley, W. T., & Zaslow, M. J. (2013). Investing in our future: The evidence
base on preschool education. Ann Arbor, MI: Society for Research in Child
Development.

Zigler, E., & Muenchow, S. (1992). Head Start: The inside story of America's most

successful educational experiment. New York, NY: BasicBooks.



150

APPENDIX A

Quantitative Survey

Thank you for your participation. Please answer the following questions based on

the students that you have in your classroom for the 2016-2017 school year.

Circle the answer that best represents your beliefs regarding Print Literacy, School

Readiness, and Family Involvement:

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD), Don’t Know
(DK)

Children’s Print Literacy Knowledge

1. Children know the names of most of the alphabetic letters.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

2. Children know the sounds of most of the alphabetic letters.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

3. Children can write at least some of the alphabet.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

4. Children can point to a capital letter successfully if asked to.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

5. Children can identify words that rhyme.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

6. Children can read simple words, such as cat.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK



7. Children can write simple sentences composed of simple words using
invented and/or conventional spelling.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

Children’s School Readiness

1. Children can recognize their name.

At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

2. Children can write their name.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

3. Children do not know how to hold a pencil.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

4. Children can readily name labeled objects in the classroom.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

5. Children can point to a picture.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

6. Children have a favorite storybook.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

7. Children can make accurate predictions when engaging in story sharing.
At the beginning of the school year SA A D SD DK

Parental Involvement in Children’s Print Literacy

1. Parents are very interested in their children’s reading and writing
development.
SA A D SD DK

151
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2. Parents have read schoolwork sent home to their children.
SA A D SD DK

3. Parents talk about books with their children.
SA A D SD DK

4. Parents have read stories to their children at home.
SA A D SD DK

5. Parents have engaged in writing the alphabet at home with their children
prior to entering school.
SA A D SD DK

6. Parents have engaged in reading instruction/direction with their children.
SA A D SD DK

Demographics

This section asks questions about you. The data you share will not be used to personally
identify you, and will not be passed on to anyone else. Please choose the answer that best
describes you and your current status.

1. Gender
() male () female

2. Age
()21-30()31-40()41-50 () 51-60 () 61+

3. Ethnicity
() White / Caucasian () African American (') Native American / Pacific Islander
() Hispanic / Latino () Asian () Other

4. Marital Status
() Married / Domestic Partner () Single / Never Married () Widowed
() Divorced () Separated

5. How many years have you been teaching?
()1-5()6-10 () 11-15() 16-20 () 21-25 () 26-30 () 31+
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6. Do you hold an Early Childhood Education Permit?
() yes ()no

If yes, what type of permit?
() Standard Teacher () Master Teacher () Director () Multiple Subject
Credential

7. What is your employment status?
() Substitute () Temporary () Probationary () Permanent () Don’t Know

8. Which program are you teaching?
() State Preschool () First5 () Head Start () Don’t Know

Survey used was modified with permission:
Lynch, J. (2010). Kindergarten teachers’ beliefs about students’ knowledge of print

literacy and parental involvement in children’s print literacy development. Alberta
Journal of Educational Research, 56(2), 157-171.
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APPENDIX B
Semi-Structured Interview Questions

Disclaimer: This interview is being conducted for the sole purpose of completing the
doctoral research and dissertation component set by Concordia University, Irvine.
This interview will not be used in any way other than to provide qualitative data
regarding preschool teacher perceptions of school readiness and family involvement.
The participants name will not be revealed in connection with any answers to these
questions. This interview transcript will not be shared with anyone other than
Suzanne Devitt and will in no way be shared with any other employee or staff.

____For the purpose of organizing my notes, can you please state your name?

Partl

Can you tell me the number of years you have been teaching in an Early Childhood
Education Program?

What permits do you currently hold? Example: Standard, Director, Manager, etc.

What made you decide to pursue a career in ECE? What has kept you in the field?
Have you worked in an area outside of San Joaquin County? If so, can you describe any
differences between the parents and children that you serve?

Can you describe the children in your class? (ethnicity, language, age, wealthy, poor?)
Can you describe the families of the children you serve?

Would you consider your family to be similar or different than the families in your class?
How and/or why?

Do you feel that your teacher prep program adequately prepared you to teach diverse
students? If not, what could they do better?

You can answer the next question specifically about yourself or other teachers. Do

preconceived beliefs or biases about diverse groups get in the way of effective teaching?
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Part 2

How would you describe school readiness?

Do you believe that your students enter preschool with the necessary skills to succeed
and why?

What could parents do at home to help with school readiness?

Do you think parents know how to prepare their children for preschool? If not, do you
think parents would be willing to do activities to help their children become school
ready?

If someone asked you to explain print literacy, what would you say?

What role, if any, do you feel parents play in providing activities to enhance print
knowledge?

What role, if any, do you feel you play in providing activities to enhance print
knowledge?

Part 3

Do you find that parents come to you with questions regarding their child’s academics?
Do parents ever ask questions or advice about their child, not related to academics?

Do parents ever come to you seeking help or advice regarding family issues? If so, what
types...emotional, financial etc.

Do you feel comfortable providing advice to parents about topics other than education?
What role, if any, do you feel that you provide in supporting the family as a whole?

Do you feel that preschool is important for children? Do you feel that preschool

participation benefits the family as a whole? Why or why not?
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If there was an additional service or services that you could provide to children or
families, what would it be?

My research is specifically focusing on the effect of poverty on teacher’s beliefs
regarding school readiness, print literacy, and parental involvement. Is there

anything else you would like to add?
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APPENDIX C

Survey/Interview: Informed Consent Form for Participation in
Suzanne Devitt’s Research
Study on
School Readiness and Parent Involvement: A Teacher’s
Perspective

Dear Preschool Teacher,

You are invited to participate in a research study that is trying to ascertain the
teacher’s perspective of preschool student’s level of school readiness and degree of
parental involvement at the beginning of the school year. Your answers will be used to
evaluate trends in student readiness within your program as compared to
students in other California Preschool Programs.

Your answers will be kept confidential and the researcher will not be able to
designate any participant to a specific set of answers. If you have any questions please
feel free to ask the researcher, Suzanne Devitt, or email Dr. Belinda Karge, the
supervising faculty for this research (belinda.karge@cui.edu). At any time you may
email Suzanne Devitt at suzanne.devitt@eagles.cui.edu.

You do not have to participate in this study and you can stop participating in
the study at any time. It is not expected that the survey will cause distress or
discomfort; however, if at any time you feel uncomfortable, please feel free to stop
responding to the survey and turn it in to the envelope. Your participation will help
provide data for a research study that is studying preschool student’s school readiness
and degree of parental involvement at the beginning of the school year from the
perspective of a preschool teacher. It is hoped that the research will help the
educational community better understand the importance of early childhood
education on academic success.

Again, please note that your responses to this study are confidential. In the
future, follow-up interviews will be conducted and your participation would be
appreciated again. At the end of the ADULT INFORMED CONSENT FORM you
will find a signature line. If you are willing to participate in an interview at a later
date, please put an X on the appropriate line as well.

Thank you,
Suzanne Devitt

The additional copy is for your records
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APPENDIX D

Adult Informed Consent Form

The study in which you are being asked to participate is designed to investigate a
teacher’s perspective regarding preschool student’s school readiness and parent
involvement. This study is being conducted by Suzanne Devitt, under the supervision
of Dr. Belinda Karge, Professor in the School of Education, Concordia University,
Irvine. This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board, Concordia
University Irvine, in Irvine, CA.

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to examine a teacher’s perspective of
preschool student’s school readiness at the beginning of the school year as well
as perceived parent involvement.

DESCRIPTION: You are being asked to fill in a survey that asks some questions
about your experience as a preschool teacher. You may also be asked to participate
in a follow-up interview.

PARTICIPATION: Your participation is completely voluntary and you may
discontinue participation at any time. You do not need to participate to receive
cookies. They is provided as a convenience for you.

CONFIDENTIALITY OR ANONYMITY: Your identity will remain completely
anonymous, and neither the district’s name nor school name will be reported. The
findings, reported in my doctoral dissertation, will simply say that data was
collected from preschool teachers within a central California school district. All
data, recordings, and findings will be stored either in a locked file cabinet in the
researcher’s home, or in the researcher’s private computer that is protected by
security software and passwords. All records will be destroyed by January 1, 2019.

DURATION: The researcher plans to conduct a survey and follow up interviews.
The entire data collection phase should last from August 1, 2016 - December 31,
2016. The survey should take about ten minutes to complete, but follow-up
interviews may take 30-60 minutes.

RISKS: It is not expected that the survey or interviews will cause distress or
discomfort; however, if at any time you feel uncomfortable, please let the
researcher know and discontinue participation if appropriate.

BENEFITS: Participants may benefit from the self-reflection inherent in the
survey and the follow-up interview as they consider their beliefs, student’s
needs, and instructional practices. The higher education community will
benefit from a better understanding of the need for high-quality early childhood
education programs and teacher preparatory programs that focus on diverse
populations and social justice.

AUDIO: Consent form will be given to participants
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CONTACT: For questions about the research and research participants' rights, or in
the event of a research-related injury, please contact Dr. Belinda Karge, dissertation
committee chair: 949-214-3333, belinda.karge@cui.edu.

RESULTS: The results of this study will be published in the researcher’s doctoral
dissertation at Concordia University Irvine.

CONFIRMATION STATEMENT:

| agree to participate in the research study described.

SIGNATURE:

Print Name Signature Date

Yes, | am willing to participate in an interview at a later date.

No, | would rather not be involved.
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APPENDIX E

Audio Use Informed Consent Form

As part of this research project, | will be making an audio tape recording of you during
your participation in the interview. Please indicate your willingness to consent by
initialing below. Your recording will no way affect your credit for participation. | will
only use the audio tape in a way that you agree to. In the use of this audio tape, your
name would not be identified. If you do not initial below, the audio tape will be

destroyed.

The audio tape can be studied by the research Please initial

team for use in the research project.

I have read the above description and give my consent for the

use of the audiotape as indicated above.

Signature:

Date:
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