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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
Child Care and Community Services: CharacterigticService Use and
Effects on Parenting and the Home Environment
By
Anamarie Auger
Doctor of Philosophy in Education
University of California, Irvine

Distinguished Professor Greg J. Duncan, Chair

High-quality early childhood environments are intpat for children’s school success
and their socio-emotional development. Center-basely childhood programs improve child
outcomes through high-quality care while childres ia the care environment, but also have
effects that reach beyond the classroom. Largeessalluations of early childhood programs,
such as Head Start and Early Head Start, showiaveosffect on parenting and the home
environment. These programs offer many servicescdrasupport the home environment such
as volunteer opportunities for parents and refet@kervices and supports in the community.
However, little is known about the mechanisms tgtowhich center-based early childhood
programs influence the home environment. Similditie is known about the characteristics of
people who use services and what specific sertimsuse.

This dissertation aims to improve our understanadingow parents interact with center-
based early childhood programs, and the role thesgrams play in shaping the home
environment. The first study investigates parernake of services associated with center-based
care, and the characteristics of parents who ang ssich services and supports. Findings from

this study indicate parents are using servicestlaaicthe most disadvantaged families are
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utilizing services related to their well-being, Buas education and employment services. Study
two examines characteristics of parents that ppate in volunteer or (other types) of parent
engagement activities, and whether parental invoérd is associated with improved parenting
practices and child development outcomes. In géneaeentsare participating in children’s
center-based early childhood programs. In contcaite findings from the first study, parents
who are most disadvantaged are less likely to @pédie; however, low-income parents who
participate in their child’s schooling gained theshfrom parental involvement activities. The
third study examines the benefits of various sewisuch as parenting-related and family well-
being supports, and finds that take-up of sernvaressupports has a positive effect on the quality
of the home learning environment.

Taken together, the findings from the three stuttielided in this dissertation
demonstrate that parents are utilizing servicesaamadecoming involved in their child’s center-
based early childhood program, and that doing sefite the home environment and parenting
practices. Early childhood programs and policiesughwork to further incorporate parents into

programming and provide parents with services agarts.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction

Recently, early childhood education programs hareagl significant national and state
attention (Collins, 2014; Pérez-Pefia & Rich, 20E4). example, early learning initiatives,
including infant/toddler and preschool programayptd a prominent part in President Obama’s
State of the Union addresses in 2013 and 2014intheased attention rests in part on a robust
body of research literature that repeatedly dematest the importance of early childhood
experiences and skill development for childrented@cademic, socio-emotional, and life
outcomes (Bradley, Corwyn, Burchinal, McAdoo, & GiarColl, 2001; Campbell, Shaw, &
Gilliom, 2000; Duncan, ZiolGuest, & Kalil, 2010; Heckman, 2006; Ludwig & Mitle2005;
Vandell, Belsky, Burchinal, Steinberg, & Vandergr#010; Yoshikawa, 1995).

In the early years of life, children’s school resels is highly influenced by the
frequency and quality of interactions with pareatsl caregivers, and access to developmentally
appropriate activities and materials (e.g., BroGksin & Markman, 2005; Burchinal, Kainz, &
Cai, 2011; Linver, Brooks-Gunn & Kohen, 2002; Mcldpy1998). The home environment has a
strong association with children’s development (NECEarly Child Care Research Network,
2006); however parenting interventions, such asrtagrity of home visiting programs, show
small to no effects on children’s development (Bi®&Gunn, Berlin, & Fuligni, 2000; Sweet &
Appelbaum, 2004). The majority of children are @mter-based care prior to kindergarten entry
(Pianta, Barnett, Burchinal, & Thornburg, 2009)d ame way to serve parents and potentially
impact the home environment is by providing serviaed supports, along with volunteer

opportunities in center-based early childhood paotg.



Two federal programs Head Start, and the neweranod-arly Head Start, have
provided parents with such volunteer opportuniéied comprehensive services since their
inception (Duch, 2005; Love et al., 2005; ZigleMalentine, 1979). Similarly, other state and
local early child care and education programs farusnhancing the interactions between
parents and children, and improving the qualityhef home learning environments (ACF, 2002;
Love et al., 2005; Puma, Bell, Cook, & Heid, 20R@&id, Webster-Stratton & Baydar, 2004).
Programs that serve both children and parentsefeered to as two-generation programs.
Evaluations of several of these programs includnmegComprehensive Child Development
Program (CCDP; Goodson, Layzer, St. Pierre, BeimsfelLopez, 2000; Layzer & St. Pierre,
1996) have yielded small effects on parenting jprastand families’ well-being (Goodson et al.,
2000). However, older definitions of two-generatfograms did not emphasize that programs
must provide high-quality caandparental services and supports (Chase-Lansdaleo&ki3-
Gunn, 2014). A renewed focus on two-generation ianog, along with recent state policies
aimed at improving the quality of child care, ursdare the importance of parental involvement
and comprehensive services in early education giroew definitions of two-generation
programs, and specific quality rating systems tbature a parent component aspect (Chase-
Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn, 2014; Haskins, GarfinkelM&Lanahan, 2014; Yoshikawa et al.,
2013; Zellman & Perlman, 2008).

Although much research has focused on the effectiatfer-based early childhood
programs on the home environment, few studies kaamined the pathways through which
center-based care can improve the home environamehparent-child relationship (e.g., Gelber
& Isen, 2011; Love et al., 2005; McCartney, Dearifgylor & Bub, 2007; Puma et al., 2010). In

order to best serve parents, child care prograngues need to understand the mechanisms



through which programs can influence home enviramtsiand parenting practices, such as by
parent involvement in the early childhood careiisgtand/or providing parents with access to
services and support for their own education, egmpént, and well-being. Programs that better
understand characteristics of parents that arterkta take-up of services and supports can
better work to recruit parents to participate inve@es and provide services that the most likely
to be utilized. Also, knowing the effectivenesssefvices and supports and parental involvement
on the home environment and child developmentihvelp guide policymakers and program
directors on how best to utilize early learningduny and where to direct program resources.
My dissertation provides three independent stuithat taken together, examine the
different mechanisms through which the center-based environment interacts with parents to
provide services and parental involvement actisjtand how comprehensive parent components
impact the home environment or are associatedahitd development. The specific research
guestions answered in this dissertation are:
(1) To what extent are parents utilizing services amgh®rts offered or referred by
center-based early childhood programs?
(2) What characteristics of parents predict usage pipsuts and services offered
through center-based early childhood programs dreldommunity?
(3) What characteristics of parents predict parentalalvement in children’s center-
based early childhood programs?
(4) To what extent is parental involvement in centesdabearly childhood programs
associated with children’s school readiness skifigl later development?
(5) To what extent is parents’ participation in cenb&rsed early childhood programs

associated with parenting practices?



(6) To what extent do the services and supports pravideeferred to parents from
center-based early childhood programs affect the&@nvironment and parenting
practices?

Theoretical Framework

Two main theoretical frameworks guide my disseotatiThe first, and overarching
framework, is Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theofylevelopment (Bronfenbrenner & Morris,
2006; Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Bioecological theoakdevelopment posit that multiple
environments affect development, and that envirortsnean interact with and be informed by
each other. Also included in the model are outBidees that the child is not directly in contact
with but shape the environments they spend timsuah as child care policies or welfare
programs that may impact the home environmentigtheory, the environments that are most
proximal to the child — the home and child card¢iisgt— have the greatest impact on children’s
development. These environments are part of theosystem, and are the settings in which
children spend the most time, so providing highhtyiaxperiences in these settings is especially
important for positive development (Bronfenbrend&36).

The second layer of the model is the mesosystedhthas system is where environments
in the microsystem interact. In this dissertatioimcus on both the micro- and mesosystems
explicitly to examine how the early child care draine environment interact with one another
in several ways. | focus not only on how the eaHiyd care environment can provide services
and supports to the parents, but also on how Eaoam become involved in the early care
environment as an active participant. The last pittie model that is not directly examined in

this dissertation, but informs the settings thalidcan are in, is the exosystem. This system



focuses on distal processes such as policies &dhk state, and federal level that influence the
environments children spend large amounts of tme i

The second guiding framework, which is situatedhimithe bioecological theory of
development, is the social causation perspectioag€r, Rueter, & Conger, 2000; Conger &
Donnellan, 2007). Within this framework, theorifisus on two pathways—parental
investments and family stress—through which liteaions, specifically poverty, affects child
development (McLoyd, Mistry, & Hardaway, 2013, A1). My dissertation examines both of
these pathways as a way to understand why pararttsipate in their child’s schooling and why
they may or may not utilize services offered tarth@arental investments include both physical
inputs (e.g., learning materials) and parentingfcas (e.g., time spent reading or taking trips to
the zoo or museum). The family stress model instéegdes that child development is most
affected by the stress parents are under due irditbesituation (Mistry, Lowe, & Benner,

2008). Both the family stress and parental investmedels have been empirically tested
(Conger & Donnellan, 2007; McLoyd et al., 2013; YiguLinver, & Brooks—Gunn, 2002), and
evidence supports both pathways, with parentalsimrents seeming to matter most for
children’s academic outcomes and family stressgomiast related to children’s socio-emotional
development (McLoyd, Mistry, & Hardaway, 2013).

My dissertation uses the social causation pereettt understand characteristics of
parents that are related to take-up of servicesapgorts, and parental involvement in center-
based early childhood programs. Specifically, | thée framework to hypothesize reasons as to
why parents become involved in the care settinghor they take-up services. Also, this
framework, specifically the parental investmentgipa, is used as a rationale for why parental

services or involvement should be related to pargrgractices and child development. Taken



together, both the bioecological model of developinaad the social causation perspective
provide the foundation for the three studies inellith this dissertation.
Data

Three data sets are used to answer my researctiogpse3d wo of the data sets, the
National Evaluation of Early Head Start and the dH8#art Impact Study, randomly assigned
low-income children and their families to servic€ke third data set, NICHD Study of Early
Child Care and Youth Development, is a non-expeanmtadestudy and draws its data from a more
economically diverse sample, with families randiram below the poverty line to well above
the poverty line. Below each of the data sets asetibed generally, and the individual chapters
contain detailed information on the specific saraplsed in the studies.

National Evaluation of Early Head Start (EHS). The EHS study began in 1996 with
data collection focusing on the implementation BfSsservices. A total of 3,001 families applied
and were selected to participate in EHS servicdg alifferent sites around the nation. Half of
the families were randomly assigned to receive BeiSices including home-based visits,
center-based care or a mixture of both. Childrehfamilies were followed from birth (or age at
random assignment — no older than 12 months oftagehen children were in fifth grade.
Parents and children in both the treatment and-abgitoups were followed and asked questions
regarding their usage of community services angaeup at 6, 15, and 26 months after random
assignment. Measures of parenting and the homeoamvent in the form of questionnaires and
observations were also collected throughout padteon in the program. My dissertation
focuses on only children who were in center-based or received a mixture of home and

center-based care.



Head Start Impact Study (HSIS).In 1998, congress mandated that the Department of
Health and Human Services measure the impact of Be&at services on the children and
parents it serves (Puma et al., 2010). Two cohoat8-year old and 4-year old cohort—of low-
income parents and children were recruited to @pgte in the study in the spring and summer
of 2002 from a random selection of over-prescribedd Start centers located throughout the
country in both rural and urban areas. A total&3 Blead Start centers generated a waitlist
where on average 25 children from each center veex@omly assigned to the treatment or
control condition, with random assignment beingdiaried separately for the 3- and 4-year old
cohorts. The HSIS began data collection in 2002falholwed the children and their families
through their third grade in elementary schoolhwtite final data collection time point occurring
in the late 2000’s. The proposed research study dat from the first year of Head Start
services (Fall 2002 — Spring 2003), because bdtbrte of children were eligible to be enrolled
in Head Start during the 2002-2003 program year.

NICHD Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development (SECCYD). Recruitment
for NICHD SECCYD began in 1991 and lasted throughie year. Mothers over the age of 18,
who spoke English as their first language and dpntk to healthy babies were recruited to
participate in the study. Babies born in design&idhour periods in 10 geographically diverse
locations around the United States were eligibleeart of the recruitment sample if they met
certain requirements. Participants were selected the recruited sample based on the
following conditions: mothers did not have any sas health condition, did not plan to have the
child adopted, and did not plan to move in the yexsr. Participants also must have resided

within an hour of a study site. The study sampldiverse both economically and ethnically;



however, due to the sampling and goals of the stadytionally representative sample was not
recruited.

Data on the child, family, child care setting, aotiool were collected at many time
points throughout the child’s life, beginning attbiand the most recent data being collected at
the end of their high school year. Rich observati@mnd survey data on family processes, the
home environment, parenting, and child care centers collected. My dissertation includes
children who were in center-based child care atefths for at least 10 hours a month. Data
from phase | (ages 0-3), and Il (ages 4 Y to §ratle year in elementary school) of data
collection are used.

Overview of Studies

Study 1: Families and Early Childhood Education: The impact of participation and
demographic predictors of additional service utiliation. One goal of many early childhood
interventions, including Head Start and Early H8&att, is to promote child development
through the provision of high-quality child caredgereschool. Another goal of some programs is
to improve children’s developmental outcomes byngirag parenting practices and the home
environment (e.g., Brooks-Gunn, Berlin & Fulign@@®; Love et al., 2005; McGroder & Hyra,
2009; Puma et al., 2010). Many programs provideprehrensive services to parents (e.g.,
Brooks-Gunn et al., 2000; McGroder & Hyra, 2009)wever, little is known about who uses
services and supports offered or referred by aal@ programs and which specific services and
supports are utilized. Research examining takefygagram services from a welfare-to-work
intervention finds that usage of services is novensal and that a multitude of factors are
associated with take-up (Gibson & Weisner, 2002)v Btudies extend this work to examine

which specific characteristics of participants @lated to program service usage and the types



of services or supports used. Additionally, muclhed work is with volunteer or community
samples, and little of it has been replicated acrosltiple data sets.

This chapter addresses the gap in the literatuexhgnining two national data sets that
span across the income spectrum, to answer thsearah questions: (1) To what extent are
parents utilizing services and supports providecetarred by center-based early childhood
programs, (2) Which characteristics of parentsalaed to usage of services, and (3) What
types of services do families use? Answers to thasstions further the field’s understanding of
the needs of families whose child is enrolled intee-based care.

Study 2: Parental Involvement in Preschool: Effect®f Head Start on Participation
and Associations with Parenting Practices and ChildDevelopment. Parental involvement in
children’s schooling is thought to play an impottpart in their academic and social
development (Hoover-Dempsey & Sander, 1995; Ho®ampsey & Sandler, 1997).
Involvement is categorized as either passive ava¢Epstein, 1992). Active involvement,
which is the focus of the chapter, includes parattending field trips, volunteering in
classrooms, or participating in parent educatiamrses. Prior research focuses almost
exclusively on involvement in the elementary schars, and little is known about parental
involvement in children’s preschool education &tree when it is thought to matter most.
Similarly, few studies examine the predictors afgod involvement. The few studies that have
examined predictors of involvement find that denagdpic predictors such as single parent
status, parent education, and poverty are relatatether parents participate in their child’s
education (e.g., Kohl, Lengua, McMahon, & Condualffems Prevention Research Group,

2000; Lareau, 2000; Waanders, Mendez, & Downer7200



Parental involvement in the elementary and middheel grades is linked with
children’s academic development and to a lessenésbcio-emotional development (EI Nokali,
Bachman, & Votruba-Drzal, 2010; Fan & Chen, 200tWayne, Hampton, Fantuzzo, Cohen,
& Sekino, 2004; Wilder, 2014). However, it is n@t known how preschool involvement is
related to children’s development using a naticaahple, nor how parental participation in
centers relates to changes in the home environargyarenting practices.

This chapter uses two data sets, the HSIS and SEC@Yanswer two research
guestions: (1) What characteristics of parentsipté@avolvement in their child’s center-based
early childhood program, and (2) To what extemqtasental involvement related to parenting
practices, and child academic and socio-emotioaatldpment at the end of the preschool
period and into first grade? Also, the chaptehesfirst to my knowledge to empirically test
whether the offer of Head Start participation issally related to parental involvement in
preschool settings, which is a stated goal of Hetadt programs (Zigler & Valentine, 1979).

Study 3: Two-Generation Programs and Parenting Pratices: The effect of services
and supports on parenting and the home environmenResearch examining the impacts of
family services on parenting find that increasedwdedge of parenting and higher levels of
education and income are related to a more stimglabme environment and higher-quality
parent-child interactions (e.g., Brooks-Gunn et2000; Duch, 2005; Magnuson, Sexton, Davis-
Kean, Huston, 2009; Votruba-Drzal, 2003). Additityyeevaluations of early interventions
including Head Start and Early Head Start findgamsicant effect on parenting and the home
environment, yet pathways through which this chaomgmirs are rarely examined (e.g., Brooks-

Gunn et al., 2000; Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005; ¢@¥ al., 2005; Puma et al., 2010).
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Most past studies examining the relationship betwarye-scale early childhood
programs, services offered to parents, and changesenting and the home environment have
relied on observational or survey data (e.g., BseGkinn et al., 2000; Zigler, Pfannenstiel, &
Seitz, 2008). A handful has taken advantage ofaandssignment (e.g., the Goodson et al.,
2000 evaluation of the CCDP; St. Pierre, RicciutREndzius, 2005). However, program
implementation problems plagued the largest ofdéimelom assignment studies (e.g., McCall,
Ryan & Plemons, 2003). McCall and colleagues (20@3¢ one reason evaluations of programs,
particularly the CCDP, may have failed to produgaificant results is the lack of time between
implementation and evaluation. Evaluating the ¢ieness of services may yield much
different results if programs are given time tamelemented. Other evaluations of non-
randomly assigned programs lack adequate contoolpgror rigorous methods and therefore are
unable to draw causal conclusions about the etfecéiss of parent programs on changing
parenting (Brooks-Gunn et al., 2000).

This study uses a rigorous methodological toolyumental variables, to further the
field's understanding of the relationship betweleitdacare, community services, and changes in
parenting (Gennetian, Magnuson & Morris, 2008) sTiniethodological tool allows researchers
to draw causal inference within this context byngsonly the exogenous variation produced by
treatment status. In effect, it asks whether pnogsdes with the largest experimental impacts on
community services were also the sites that mogtomed parenting. This study answers the
research question of whether take-up of serviceausally related to positive parenting

practices and the home environment.
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Significance

Although strong evidence indicates the importarfdd® home environment, and that the
center-based early childhood environment can imir@chome environment, timeechanisms
through which the child care environment influenteshome are largely unknown. The results
of the study will help inform practice and polisslated to center-based early childhood
programs. Specifically, the findings will help praghs understand the characteristics of parents
whom become involved in centers and who utilizeises and supports offered. Program
directors and policymakers can also use the resullstermine how best to allocate their
resources such as funding and personnel when ggpairents.

Addressing these questions is important for futesearch and considering how best to
design center-based early childhood programs ddtieg meet the needs of diverse populations
and improve family processes that are crucial twdn’s development. The final chapter of the
dissertation describes in detail the significanicthe results of the three studies for future

research and early child care and education policy.
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Chapter 2: Families and Early Childhood Education:The impact of participation and
demographic predictors of additional service utiliation

Abstract
Two-generation programs are designed to providécss to children and their parents; however
it is not yet known the extent to which parents#ikzing family services. The present study
using data from the Head Start Impact Study (n69@), and the National Evaluation of Early
Head Start (n = 1,609) examined the effect of geodsed early childhood education on parents’
utilization of parenting and family well-being sex®s. Demographic characteristics of parents
were also examined in relation to service use. Rebulicate that participation in federally
funded early childhood programs has a positiveiggmt impact on parental service utilization.
Parents with more risk (e.g., teen mother, singlemt, not employed, and/or less than a high
school degree), regardless of early childhood gpgtion, were more likely to use services
related to their families’ well-being. Policy impétions for early childhood education programs

and future directions are discussed.

Keywords:Two-Generation Programs, Parent Service Use
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Families and Early Childhood Education:
The impact of participation and demographic predgbf additional service utilization

Recently, much attention has been paid to whethieligly funded programs for low-
income families are effective at promoting childsedievelopment. Two federal programs, Head
Start (HS) and Early Head Start (EHS), seek toesaot only children, but also the families of
the children enrolled (Love et al., 2005; Puma/,B&bok, Heid, & Broene, 2012; Puma, Bell,
Cook, & Heid, 2010; Vogel, Brooks-Gunn, Martin, &ue, 2013). Evidence from evaluations
of these programs indicates little to no impacthbitdren’s development into the early
elementary school years, but the programs wereteféeat improving parenting practices
(Gelber & Isen, 2013; Love et al., 2005; Vogellet2013). Because of this, and the large body
of research indicating the importance of parentingng the early years of children’s lives (e.g.,
Auger & Burchinal, 2013; Brooks-Gunn, Berlin, & kgri, 2000), it is important to understand
how these programs may improve parenting practindshome environments.

This paper seeks to understand if parents whosdrehiare involved in HS or EHS take
up other services and supports, such as parertisges, support groups, employment and job
training, and education courses, at a higher rate parents whose children are not enrolled in
HS or EHS. The second goal of the paper is to nstaled what characteristics of parents are
related to service utilization in order to bettesrpote recruitment efforts of centers or
organizations aiming to enroll parents in services.

The present study is grounded in ecological theafalevelopment (Bronfenbrenner &
Morris, 2006; Bronfenbrenner, 1979) as well asdbeaal causation perspective (e.g., Gershoff,
Mistry, & Crosby, 2013). These two perspectiveggast that multiple influences are involved
in a persons’ life that lead to their developmehie ecological systems theory focuses on

relationships or interactions the child has stgrfrom proximal relationships, such as parents, to
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distal forces like media or public policy (Bronfeehner, 1979). These systems can interact
with each other (e.g., parents with child careastyeeducation centers) to affect a child’'s
development. As parents interact with the chile@nvironment, outside forces, such as the
psychological stressors associated with livingamgaty including unstable housing, job
instability, or crime ridden neighborhoods (Condeéonger, & Martin, 2010; Conger & Elder,
1994; McLoyd, 1998; Mistry, Lowe, & Benner, 2008jdtty, Vandewater, Huston, & McLoyd,
2002), or the inability to purchase educationalenats (Lareau, 2011; Yeung, Linver, &
Brooks—Gunn, 2002) act as barriers to parents wauti provide a high-quality home
environment and positive parenting practices. \Eaate and education environments can help
break these barriers by also serving the parentseothildren enrolled through offering the
parents services and supports either directly tiitrdbe center/care environment or by referring
them to community providers.
Two-Generation Programs

Although the concept of serving both parents anldlidn in one program is not new
(Goodson, Layzer, St. Pierre, Bernstein, & Lop&)® Layzer & St. Peirre, 1996, Smith,
1995), recent research has sparked a renewedsnhtetbese programs — commonly called two-
generation programs (Haskins, Garfinkel, & McLangl#2014). A two-generation program is
defined as a program that provides high-qualitg @areducation to childreas wellas
employment, education, parenting services, or atherices to parents (Chase-Lansdale &
Brooks-Gunn, 2014; St. Pierre, Layzer, & Barne§6)9

The current study focuses on patrticipants in HEH% where center-based care was
offered, and various types of services and suppgete made available to parents. These

programs offer two distinct types of services tmilees (Layzer & St. Pierre, 1996). The first
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type involves services aimed at increasing pardmiavledge of child development, or direct
instruction on effective parenting practices. Ekeond type of services focus on indirectly
affecting parenting through services that incrgzgental educational attainment or income, or
provide housing assistance, family counseling ahdranental health services.

Although past research has considered HS (andte sxtent EHS) a two-generation
program (e.g., Layzer & St. Pierre, 1996), a revidwwo-generation programs and the
components of these program, (Chase-Lansdale &BrGunn, 2014) notes that the current
implementations of these programs are not consistiéim the new definition (i.e., a program
must provide equal services to children and payehts with some modifications both HS and
EHS could be considered part of the “two-genera®@i programs. However, little to no
evidence exists (apart from the final report of H+¢S evaluation) regarding take-up of services
offered through federal programs like HS or EHSr(Adistration for Children and Families,
2002; Puma et al., 2010), and what characterisfiggrents are related to taking up services and
supports available within a community. Before pergs such as HS and EHS work to
implement services for parents that equal thoseliddren in resources expended, it is
important to understand first if service use isially increased by receiving HS and EHS
services, and who uses what types of servicefiaadcruitment efforts can be better targeted to
incorporate families who are not currently partitipg.

Parental Characteristics of Service Use

Research in the developmental field on parentalacheristics related to examining
individual characteristics related to take-up of/g=es is sparse. Evidence on characteristics of
service use comes mainly from studies examining-tgkof social benefits or health-related

services (Currie, 2004; Leventhal, Brooks-Gunn, Micick, & McCarton, 2000; Spielberger &
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Lyons, 2009). One of the most consistent and megptedictors of service usage is family
income (Leventhal et al., 2000; Newacheck, 1998)dver because the current study examines
service usage among low-income parents the reviéierature focuses on other characteristics
of parents that are predictive of service utiliaati

Speilberger and Lyons (2009) examined charactesisti low-income parents who take
up community and government services. The autfoonsd that the majority of the parents in
their sample utilized at least two services (headtte and food), and that distinct categories of
service users were identified in their data. Magthegho were more highly educated, employed,
or living with a partner were significantly leskdily to be high service users. Similarly,
Leventhal and colleagues (2000) examined parenththild correlates of services for children
and found that mothers with higher educationalmttent were significantly less likely to be in
the low service use category than mothers with tdesxeels of education. Maternal education is
also found to be an important predictor of dosdgehgsician services (Newacheck, 1992),
indicating that maternal education may be a pderbupowerful determinant of
parents/caregivers take-up of services. Researchapout from early childhood programs
found similar results, with parents with more rdiaracteristics, particularly being a single
mother, being significantly more likely to drop aftprograms (Roggman, Cook, Peterson, &
Raikes, 2008).

Cumulative risk. Several scholars have noted the differential inelent of parents in
early childhood or human capital interventions lyywng risk levels (Barlow, Kirkpatrick,
StewartBrown, & Davis, 2005; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; GibgoWeisner, 2002). In the mid-
1970’s Bronfenbrenner reviewed the existing liteératon home-based and preschool

interventions and concluded “...At the most depril@actls, families are so overburdened with
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the task of survival that they have neither thegneaor the psychological resources necessary
to participate in an intervention program involvithg regular visit of a stranger to the home”
(pg. 17, Bronfenbrenner, 1974). This conclusios @en supported when examining service
take-up in an intervention that provided particifganith a host of different supports and
subsidies aimed to move low-income families frontfare to work (Gibson & Weisner, 2002)
and in home visiting programs (Barlow et al., 200Besearch on the welfare to work
intervention, using an ethnographic approach, fdond categorizations of people that could be
identified in relation to their take-up of service®ne of the groups that did not use services
were identified as having a disrupted life style amstability that prevented them from fully
taking advantage of the services offered. SinyilBdrlow et al., in their interviews, noted that
“A number of women interviewed, seemed unable toceptualize the service as a source of
potential support through current difficult exp&ges. They perceived it, instead, as an added
burden” (pg. 203).

In the recent evaluations of HS and EHS a riskxnalas created to capture the
cumulative risk of parents in the studies. Thk m&lex was composed of five factors - “ [being]
a single parent, receiving public assistance, be@ther employed nor in school or job training,
being a teenage parent and lacking a high schptdrda or GED” (pg. 9, Love et al., 2005).
The authors in the EHS study found that familieaimy in the domain of parenting practices
who had moderate levels of risk (3 out of 5 fagtbenefitted more from Early Head Start
services both during the treatment period and theaes later than those with high or low levels
of risk (Love et al., 2005; Raikes, Vogel, & Lo&)13). However, in the Head Start Impact
Study (HSIS), few results were found for familieshawvarying risk levels using the same risk

index. The one notable exception was for childrem families with high levels of risk (4+
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factors) in the 3-year old HS cohort, who showe&ddagains on academic and cognitive
outcomes than children in the control conditioninigitheir HS year and intc*grade (Puma et
al., 2010), and for some outcomes fhggade (Puma et al., 2012). For children in tteptisk
categories or in the 4-year old cohort, there vienesignificant results, and coefficients were
inconsistent in direction (Puma et al., 2010; 20TRese results are for the impacts of the
intervention and not specifically the findings sarvice take up on children’s development.

Although some evidence is available on usage @i and participant characteristics,
more work is needed to understand who utilizesisesy Understanding who uses services and
what services families use, can help centers/progjiia their recruitment efforts, and also
determine how to better allocate funding givenlikalihood of families utilizing various
services.
Present Study

The present study has two goals. First, it seekmtlerstand whether assignment to the
treatment condition in the national evaluation 6fE(center-based program delivery only) or
the HSIS results in increased usage of parentaicesrand supports. Secondly, the study seeks
to answer whether parents with more risk or ceitiygdies of characteristics are more likely to use
services, regardless of whether they were assigmtek treatment condition in the two national
evaluations. It is hypothesized that the resutimfthe final report of the EHS national
evaluation will be replicated and new results frima HSIS will show that parents who were
randomly assigned to the treatment condition usgces at a higher rate than parents who were
assigned to the control conditions (ACF, 2002)is Hlso expected that parents with more risk
will utilize services more than parents with minlmak factors, given that it is a goal of both

EHS and HS to serve the neediest families (Zigl&tgfco, 2010).
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Method
Data

Head Start Impact Study (HSIS). In 1998, congress mandated that the Department of
Health and Human Services measure the impact afl B&at services on the children and
parents it serves (Puma et al., 2010). Two cokea$S-year old and 4-year old cohort — of low-
income parents and children were recruited to @pete in the study in the spring and summer
of 2002 from a random selection of over prescridedd Start centers located throughout the
country in both rural and urban areas. A tote8®3 Head Start centers generated a waitlist
where on average 25 children from each center veex@omly assigned to the treatment or
control condition, with random assignment beingdiarted separately for the 3- and 4-year old
cohorts. Participation in the study was high; walatively low levels of participants deciding
not to take-up Head Start services (15% for the& wld cohort, and 20% of the 4 year old
cohort). The HSIS began data collection in thedaP002 and followed the children and their
families into the children’s first few years of elentary school.

The present study used data from the first ye&teafd Start services (Fall 2002 — Spring
2003), because both cohorts of children were esttoit Head Start during the 2002-2003
program year, and parents were asked questionsdiegdheir service and support use. The
present study used a final sample of approxim&g96 because that was the number of parents
that completed the Spring 2003 survey.

National Evaluation of Early Head Start (EHS). The EHS study began in 1996 with
data collection focusing on the implementation BfSEservices. A total of 3,001 families
applied and were selected to participate in EH®8ices at 17 different sites around the United
States. Half of the families were randomly assibtwereceive EHS services including home-

based visits, center-based care, or a mixture thf. b6hildren and families were followed from
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birth (or age at random assignment — no older fffamonths of age) to when children were in
fifth grade. Parents in both the treatment androbgroup were followed and asked questions
regarding their usage of community services angaeup at 6, 15, and 26 months after random
assignment. The present study focused only odremlwho were in center-based care or
received a mixture of home and center-based carx€t approach services”). A final sample
of 1,609 was used in the study.
Measures

Services and supports.In the EHS study and the HSIS parents were askesptot on
their use of services. In both studies parentkertreatment and control conditions were asked
to report service use regardless of where or hevsénvice was received. In the HSIS, several
guestions regarding service take up were askedrehgs in the Spring of 2003, which was
approximately nine months after the start of thadH8tart operating year. Parents were asked to
report on their usage of services since Septenfi@2.2Similar questions on service use are
present in the EHS data set. However, in the E&8 skt, parents were asked to report on
services used on a structured interview, the P&entices Follow-Up Interview (ACF, 2002), at
6, 15, and 26 months after random assignment. fb@taall three time-points were used and
pooled together to determine if at any time duthngstudy period parents utilized supports or
services. A complete list of the available sersiaad supports for each data set is presented in
Table 2.1.

{Insert Table 2.1}

To examine the various types of services, an oveeabice variable and service

composites were created. The overall service bigria a dichotomous indicator coded 1

(otherwise 0) if parents utilized any type of seevor support. To measure services aimed to

29



address parenting practices and parental knowlefigeild development a parent service
composite was created indicating if parents utiliaay type of parenting related service (1 =
yes, 0 = no). The EHS data set contained detaifednation on parenting service take up by
participants and those in the control group. Syestions addressed whether the parent
received parenting information from their case ng@nawhether she attended parent support
classes, and whether she received parent educatteHSIS dataset is more limited than the
EHS in the information provided on parenting sgeagrvices; however, questions regarding
parent education courses and goal setting areadeall

The second type of service indicator created ctathisf services hypothesized to have
an indirect effect on parenting through increadargily well-being. Each of the data sets
contained similar information regarding this tygeservice utilization. However, because most
of the families in the EHS reported receiving s@ug of service aimed at increasing the
families well-being, such as nutritional, incomeuhing or health services (94%), two well-
being composite variables were created — a famél-leing indicator (mental health, housing,
and transportation assistance), and an employnaeicdéion indicator (education or job training,
and employment services). The HSIS contains omligdd variation on these variables, so one
indicator of well-being service utilization was ated. Consistent with the other service
indicator, these variables were dichotomous, wittsérvice(s) were used, and 0 = no service
used. Finally, a count of the number of serviteEg{ parenting and well-being services) parents
utilized during the study was created.

Parental characteristics. To examine what types of parents used servicesppasts
several parental characteristics were examinedndgeaphic characteristics included as

predictors were maternal education (less than la$efool degree, high school degree or GED,
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some college), whether the mother was not marmdadfgiting/single, not working, and whether
a teen mom. These characteristics were chosed bagarior literature (ACF, 2002; Raikes et
al., 2013; Love et al., 2005; Leventhal et al.,@00Along with examining these characteristics
individually, a demographic risk composite was tedaising the factors listed above to examine
the association between having varying risk lewath utilizing services and supports. The risk
index ranged from zero to four, and maternal edocatas categorized in the composite as less
than a high school degree, which is the same afsniddaeports from both the HS and EHS
evaluation (ACF, 2002; Puma et al., 2010). In otdata sets, parents reported on these
characteristics during structured interviews aebas.

Covariates. Several demographic and background characteristies included in the
analyses. Child and parent characteristics thag wienilar across both data sets included
treatment status, child gender, race, number & ikidhe household, whether the primary
language spoken in the home was English, and rteakegervice prior to random assignment.
Demographic characteristics in both data sets wetaned through parent report. Several
additional covariates were available in the EH& d&t; including whether the child was first
born and whether the family had previously paratga in the early childhood program services.
Covariates unique to the HSIS included whethercthiel was in the age 4 cohort, child pre-
academic skills, and problem behavior and socidkskin the HSIS, children were administered
the Woodcock-Johnson Psychometric Tests of Achieverdl (Woodcock, McGrew, &

Mather, 2001) in the fall of 2002 as a measurerefgcademic skills. Also in the fall of 2002
parents reported on their child’s social skills @ndblem behaviors. Descriptive information on

these variables is presented in Table 2.2.
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Site. To account for differences that may be associaiédlacation specific
characteristics, site fixed effects were used enahalyses. In the EHS, there were a total of 17
sites that participated in the study; however bsedhe sample was limited to centers that
provided center-based or mixed approach servicedabof 11 site dummies were included in
the analyses. These 11 sites were used in the éftects models. In the HSIS, site was defined
at the grantee level. Because several HS cerdatidms included a small sample of children,
and the data from those children would be losk#d effects were used at the center level, site
was operationalized as being the grantee/progranotal of 83 HS grantee/programs
participated in the HSIS and approximately 80 (namitaries slightly by analysis) were retained
in the final analysis sample.

Analytic Strategy

Prior to conducting substantive analyses, deseeigtatistics, were computeéirst,
descriptive statistics on the service and suppamitibles, the parental characteristics and risk
index, and the control variables were computedHerfull sample and by treatment and control
conditions for each of the two data sets. Secqndbsts were conducted to determine if
significant differences existed between the treatraed control conditions.

Several sets of substantive analyses were condudteelfirst research question asked
whether assignment to the treatment condition teguh increased service and support use. To
replicate the findings from the National Evaluatmfrthe Early Head Start (ACF, 2002) and to
test for treatment effects not previously examimethe HSIS, ordinary least squares (OLS) and
logit regressions were used to examine the impgaassignment to the treatment condition on
usage of services and supports offered throughEH&, or the community. The second

research question sought to answer what typesrehsautilize services and supports. In order
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to answer this research question a risk composdéaralividual characteristics of parents were
used as predictors of service and support uséhelfirst set of analyses, the risk index was
entered as the primary predictor of the two contpegparenting and well-being services — and
education/job training in the EHS study), and nundjeservices received. The second set of
analyses consisted of individual characteristicgarvents, which included maternal education
(college degree was reference category), not ntdcobabitating/single, not working, and
whether a teen mother, predicting the usage ovdnieus service categories.

In both sets of analyses a treatment indicatorcamdrol variables were included.
Because the vast majority of families in both thaleations received some service during the
span of data collection (89% in the HSIS, and 96%HS) logit regressions were not run on
overall service use. Also, because the presedy st not seek to address age-related service
guestions, the 3- and 4-year old cohort were potgéther in the HSIS; however an indicator
for cohort was included in the analyses as a cbnémgable. Missing data on the control
variables were handled using dummy variables (1ssimg, O = missing). Missing values on the
control variables were then set to zero. The mgsdummies were then entered into the logit or
OLS regressions. This method has been noted eSemtive way to handle missing data in
randomized controlled trials (Puma, Olsen, BelR&ce, 2009).

Results
Descriptive Analyses

Examining the full sample descriptive statisticsgented in Table 2.2 in both HSIS and
EHS, approximately half of the participants recdigeme sort of parenting service, and three
fourths of families received at least one well-lgeservice. However, a large difference in the

number of services was found between families @HBIS and EHS; parents in the HSIS used
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on average 1.8 services compared with parent®ikEHS who on average used 3.8 services.
Turning to the parental characteristics, the EH8ystontained a much larger percentage of
single mothers (56% HSIS; 78% EHS) and teen moifi&% HSIS; 41% EHS); the two studies
were similar in maternal education (except for ks high school degree (38% HSIS; 47%
EHS)), and whether the mother was not currentlyley®ol. Because of the difference in the
single and teen mothers, the EHS participants enage have 2.16 risk factors compared with
1.49 factors in the HSIS. Few differences on thmaographic and background characteristics
existed between the two data sets, except forrheapy language spoken at home being English
(30% HSIS; 83% EHS).

{Insert Table 2.2}

The t-tests from both the EHS and HSIS samplesatédithat on average participants
who were assigned to the treatment condition inSH8IEHS reported receiving significantly
more services compared with those assigned toaieat group. Similarly, in both samples
participants in the treatment condition reportezki@ng a greater number of services. When
examining the services by type, parenting sendceksservices aimed at increasing the families’
overall well-being, differences in the two sampdeserged. For both the HSIS and EHS
samples, participants in the treatment conditigoreed receiving parenting services at a higher
rate than participants in the control conditiond amly in the EHS sample did participants report
receiving more services related to their own wellkly. No significant differences emerged on
the key predictors of interest or covariates, ektegt in the HSIS the treatment group had
significantly fewer single mothers than the congmup. See Table 2.2 for descriptive statistics

of service use, parental characteristics, and bacdkgl and demographic control variables.
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Substantive Analyses

The results of logit and OLS regressions are ptesen Table 2.3. Along with
estimating the coefficients, marginal effects (M&re estimated (not shown in the table) from
each analysis to show the change in probabilityakig up a service or support when moving
from the control to treatment condition (or from virgg from working to not working, not being
a teen mother to being a teen mother, etc.). @atdss were computed for the continuous
variable — risk index — as these are preferred vdoemputing a ratio for continuous predictors
(Scott, Mason, & Chapman, 1999). Turning to teatment effect first, the results indicate that
the participants assigned to the treatment comditiere significantly more likely, 9% in the
HSIS and 36% in the EHS, to take up services dyreetated to parenting services, and a greater
number of services compared with participants exdbntrol conditions. In the EHS, parents in
the treatment condition were 9% more likely to fasuily well-being services and 12% more
likely to use education/employment services; howgwnethe HSIS this finding was not
replicated.

{Insert Table 2.3}

Examining the risk composite results next (colubrof each data set under the service
categories), findings indicate that parents withremmisk characteristics were significantly more
likely to take-up services indirectly related teithparenting practices (odds ratio (HS = 1.40;
EHS =1.09)). In the EHS study this held true dolyfamily well-being services and not those
related to education or employments services.

Next, to determine if specific parental charactersswere related to usage of services
and supports, individual characteristics were eaténto the analyses simultaneously. Results

were largely mixed, and no definitive conclusioas be drawn across the data sets regarding
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characteristics related to parenting services arber of services used. However, for the
services hypothesized to have an indirect effeqiamenting practices and the home
environment, both being a teen mom and not beingi@teor cohabitating were consistent
predictors of service use in the HSIS and EHS stuiche one consistent predictor of the number
of services used in the HSIS was whether the pyiroaregiver was not currently employed.
Other characteristics such as having less thagraduhool degree and not working were
predictive of some service use in one or both efdata sets, but no pattern was found across
outcomes or data sets. Although the service apdaticomposites were the principal focus of
this paper, descriptive statistics were computetiaaralyses were run on each of the individual
services, and these results are presented in Appé&atles 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3.

Finally, to determine if HS and EHS did a sigrafitly better job of connecting families
with various risk characteristics to services amgp®rts, an interaction between the treatment
dummy and the risk index was added to the modeltlais was used to predict take up of each
of the individual activities. The one notable lefwm this analysis came from the HSIS, where
parents with increasing risk factors were signifitaless likely to utilize parenting services.
Findings from the other analyses were largely and inconsistent across data sets.

Discussion

The two goals of the study were to understand vérgs and EHS are effective at
increasing service utilization, and to understamaracteristics of families/parents that are related
to service use. Results from the study indicaa¢ ¢center-based federally funded early
childhood education programs — Head Start and Eéebd Start — were effective at connecting
families with various services and supports. Mustbly, HS and EHS were effective at

increasing parents usage of parenting relatedcand the total number of services
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used. EHS in particular was able to connect parenvarious services related to their own well-
being and education/employment needs. The findimogs these analyses provide new evidence
on the effectiveness of HS at connecting famileesdrvices within their communities and
confirm the results from the final report of the &ldvaluation (ACF, 2002). As there is
renewed interest in two-generation programs (Chassdale, & Brooks-Gunn, 2014; Haskins
et al., 2014), determining whether parents are enéining services offered or referred to them

is an important question and the results fromshisly indicate that families’ participation in HS
or EHS positively impacts their service use.

However, it is not yet known how parents are adnggbese services. One of the
possibilities is that these programs are referpagents to services through the teachers, center
directors or other personnel. In HS, many certiaxe family service managers who work
directly with families to determine their variousads and connect them with resources in the
community. Another possibility is that through ld&d EHS centers parents form relationships
with other parents, which leads to an informal retof support (Small, 2009; Small, Jacobs, &
Massengill, 2008). Small (2009), in an in-deptidstof mothers at child care centers, found
that mothers formed new friendships and createehaark of support that led to lower
depression levels. Small calls these early chidheenters “hubs of the community”, where
connections can be formed and parents can findlmuit various community resources through
their interactions with other parents. A futureedtion for research is to understand why Head
Start and Early Head Start centers, but not offpad of center-based care, may create an
environment where parents form relationships. Unfoately, the data available in the HSIS and

EHS are not clear as to how parents were refeored offered services. The HSIS does ask

37



parents about who helped them access the servitthéinformation is limited and it is unclear
whether the question measures referral or actualceedelivery.
Parent Characteristics of Service Use

The second goal of the present study was to uradetsvhat demographic characteristics
of parents were related to service take-up. Thoidysappears to be the first to examine the
relation of these demographic characteristics saftvice use across multiple, national data sets.
In general, the results from the study confirm pras research that parents with less education,
who were teen mothers, and who were single, were fit@ly to take up family well-
being/education or employment services, and paeititsnore “risk” were more likely to use
family well-being services (Leventhal et al., 20@pielberger & Lyons, 2009). These findings
indicate that parents who have more risk are r@ugisome sort of service related to their
personal or family’s well-being, but that the mmsheed parents are not taking up parenting-
related services such as parent education courgesent support groups (results shown in
Appendix Tables 2.2 and 2.3). One possible explam#or this finding is that parents who have
more risk factors such as having less than a ligbd education or being a single parent are too
stressed to take advantage of these types of servitstead they are focused on meeting their
basic needs (Bronfenbrenner, 1974).

In order to better recruit parents with the mosich participate in services designed to
promote better parenting practices, it is necesgargractitioners and researchers to understand
why people are not utilizing services. Past redelans noted that participants may not even see
services as a source of support, but instead ada@ed burden (Barlow et al., 2005).

Participants may not be taking up parenting sesvilrause they perceive it as too cumbersome

or the service is not convenient because of woikidare schedules. This study was not able to
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address this aspect of service delivery, but irotd better serve low-income families,
particularly ones with young children, it is neaaysto understand barriers to service use and
determine ways to alleviate these barriers.

A surprising result was the inconsistency of firgiracross the two data sets. For
example, parents who were not employed who tookipdéne HSIS (regardless of their
experimental condition) were significantly moredik to take up all types of services; however
this was not the case for parents in the EHS. I&ityj unique results were found for
participants in the EHS study. Several possitdsaoas exist for these differences across the two
datasets. One of the most likely reasons for ffees is that the age of the focal child differed
between the two studies. The HSIS focused spatiifion families who had preschool-aged
children (3 and 4 years of age), whereas EHS irdddmilies where mothers could have been
their third trimester of pregnancy to having aramtfless than 12 months of age. The age of the
child may have determined parents’ availability(echild care schedules) to use services,
particularly those services related to their edoc&mployment or family well-being. A second
possibility is the mode of service delivery andrugitnent strategies. Although both programs
are focused on providing services to the whole figr&HS is much more focused on service
delivery for parents (Love et al., 2005). Thideliénce in focus may be what led to being part of
the treatment condition in the HSIS not being digantly related to parents using family well-
being services.

Limitations and Future Directions

Even with the strong research design of randongas®nt, limitations remain. The data

for the present study were drawn from low-inconragias around the country, and the EHS

sample was limited to families that participatea@émter-based care (the typical mode of EHS

39



service delivery is home-based care). Becaudeesktreasons the results are not generalizable
to the general population, but the results fromHI&S are representative of the HS population.
Also, it should be noted that the data used irptiesent study come from parents who willingly
participated in a random assignment study to unaedsthe effect of HS or EHS services on
children and their families; so potentially thesegnts were already primed or were more
motivated to take-up services compared with theegdpopulation.

Although the present study examined demographicackexistics that are commonly
found to be predictive of service and support zdtiion, there was limited information regarding
parents’ motivation or need for taking up certanveces or support. By further understanding
motivations for service use, programs will be bedtale to target their services and to survey
their participants to better determine need ancerstdnd where funding for various services
should be allocated. Future research should ilgagstwhether parent’s perceived need and
motivation for utilizing services differ by demogiac characteristics. Also, the present study
relied on self-reports of service use — includidghaistrative data as an additional report of
service use could strengthen future studies.

Conclusion

The present study sought to understand whetheercbated early childhood education
programs targeted at low-income families promotaekptal service use, and to examine
whether specific demographic characteristics oépiarare related to take-up of services. With
the increased attention on two-generation progr@ngs, Chase-Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn,
2014), the results provide evidence that familpesticipation in early childhood programs
positively impacts their service use. Less cleawéwver, is the relation of specific demographic

characteristics to service usage. In general paweith more risk were more likely to use family

40



well-being services, but were less likely to useepting services. Early childhood programs and
service providers can use these findings to imptbeg recruitment strategies or investigate

further factors that are related to service use.
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Table 2.1.

Services and supports in the HSIS and EHS data sets

Service Name Data Set
ParentingServices ____ HSIS EWS .
Parent Education Course X X
Parent Group Socialization X
Parent Support Group X
Set Goals for Family X
Family Well-Being/Parent
Employment and Education
Sevices_ . HSIS __EHS _ Notes_ _ _ . . . _._._.
In the EHS data set this was part
of the family well-being
Housing Assistance X X composite.
In the EHS data set this was part
of the education/employment
Education/Job Training X X composite.
In the HSIS this was part of the
Mental Health Assistance X X counseling service composite
In the HSIS this was part of the
Family Violence Assistance X counseling service composite
In the HSIS this was part of the
Drug/Alcohol Abuse Treatment X counseling service composite
In the EHS data set this was part
of the education/employment
Employment Services X composite.
In the EHS data set this was part
of the family well-being
Transportation Assistance X composite.
Income Assistance X
Food/Nutrition Assistance X
Utility Assistance X

Note.Service information was collected through pareteririews in the Spring of 2003 in
the HSIS, and three times during study duratioth&EHS study. All the family well-being
services/Parent Employment and Education Servieze wombined in the HSIS.
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Table 2.2.

Descriptive statistics of the outcomes, predictars] covariates for the full sample, and treatmmamd control conditions.
Head Start Impact Study

Early Head Start

Full Sample Treatment Control Full Sample Treatment Control

Outcomes N Mean SD N Mean N Mean SD P-Value N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD P-Value
Receive Any Service Since RA 3445 0.89 2198 0.88 1247 9 0.8 0.32 1131 0.95 585 0.98 546 0.92 0.00
Any Parenting Service 2812 0.54 2021 0.57 0.50 791 0.46 0 0.0 1134 0.54 586 0.69 548 0.37 0.00
Indirect Service Use 3685 0.73 2279 0.73 1406 0.73 1119 4 0.9 580 0.97 539 0.90 0.00
Family Well-Being 1139 0.68 585 0.72 554 0.65 0.02
Education/Employment Use 1081 0.87 573 0.94 508 0.80 0.00
Total Number of Services 3690 1.86 1.46 2282 2.00 1.50 81401.63 1.35 0.00 1107 3.80 2.18 578 4.60 2.03 529 2.93 2.01 0.00
Predictors
Less Than High School Degree 4442 0.38 2646 0.37 1796 9 0.3 0.29 1571 0.47 787 0.47 784 0.46 0.70
High School Degree 4442 0.33 2646 0.33 1796 0.34 0.49 1571.29 0 787 0.27 784 0.31 0.09
Not Married/Single 4438 0.56 2643 0.56 1795 0.55 0.61 1604 .78 0 803 0.79 801 0.78 0.65
Not Working 3396 0.51 2139 0.51 1257 0.51 0.92 1580 0.51 793 .50 0 787 0.51 0.76
Teen Mom 4442 0.17 2646 0.16 1796 0.18 0.03 1606 0.41 800 0.41 806 0.42 0.63
Risk Total 4442 1.49 0.97 2646 1.50 0.98 1796 1.48 0.97 042 5581 2.16 1.02 779 2.16 1.01 779 2.16 1.04 1.00
Covariates
Age 4 Cohort/Child Age in Months* 4442 0.45 2646 0.45 967 0.45 1609 3.02 4.74 803 3.11 4.77 806 2.93 4.71 0.44
Child - Male 4442 0.50 2646 0.50 1796 0.51 0.68 1598 0.51 7980.51 800 0.51 0.88
Child First Born 1600 0.64 795 0.62 805 0.66 0.20
Child Race

White 4442 0.32 2646 0.31 1796 0.33 0.27 1593 0.34 799 0.34 7940.34 0.95

Black 4442 0.31 2646 0.31 1796 0.30 0.67 1593 0.40 799 0.40 7940.41 0.72

Hispanic 4442 0.38 2646 0.38 1796 0.37 0.52 1593 0.20 799 0.21 794 0.20 0.46
Primary Language English 4442 0.30 2646 0.30 1796 0.29 403 1577 0.83 796 0.84 781 0.83 0.52
Pre Academic Skills 2476 90.83 13.13 1576 91.16  13.21 900 0.269 12.96 0.10
Pre Problem Behavior 4442 6.15 3.65 2646 6.11 3.63 1796 1 6.23.68 0.35
Pre Social Skills 4442 1225 1.79 2646 12.25 1.80 1796 512.21.77 091
Number of Kids in the Home 3560 2.64 1.30 2241 2.64 132 3191 265 129 0.88 1609 1.04 1.15 803 1.08 1.15 806 0.99 1.15 13 0.
Mother Pregnant at RA 1609 0.25 803 0.25 806 0.25 0.81
Income to Needs Ratio 1249 67.15 56.21 630 66.73  60.06 619 67.59 52.04 0.79
Previously in HS or Child Dev Program 1564 0.17 782 0.17 782 0.17 0.95
Receipt of Service Prior To RA 4442 0.54 2238 0.53 1316 .550 0.16 1526 0.50 766 0.50 760 0.49 0.51

Note. *Age 4 cohort i< for the Head Start Impect Study, end child ege in months i< for the Early Head Start deta set. The ouicomes were collected &t the end of ireatment - for Head Start, this was et the end of the preschool school
year. In the Early Head Start Evaluation, the ouites were collected throughout program participafByears), and averaged to determine whetherydtiime throughout the program years the parenlizedi any services. All

covariates were collected at the beginning of tfeuations. RA = random assignment.
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Table 2.3.

Risk index and individual characteristics predigtireceipt of service during the programming yeafs)Head Start and Early Head Start.

Treatment

Risk Total

Less than HS

High School Degree
Not Married

Not Working

Teen Mom

N

Logit Regressions

OLS Regressions

Family Well-  Educ/Employment
Direct Parent Service Indirect Service Being Service Number of Services
HS EHS HS EHS EHS HS EHS
1) 2) 1) 2) 1) 2 1) 2) 1) 2) 1) 2
0.47**  0.49*%* 1. 47%* 1.47** 0.10 0.10 0.45* 0.46* 1.46%* 1.47** 0.40** 0.38** 1.70*** 1.70***
(0.09) (0.10) (0.18) (0.18) (0.09) (0.10) (0.19) .2@ (0.29) (0.30) (0.04) (0.05) (0.20) (0.20)
0.04 -0.16 0.34*** 0.09* 0.24 0.15%*= 03
(0.04) (0.09) (0.05) (0.04) (0.16) (0.02) (0.06)
-0.14 -0.55* 0.01 0.28 -0.44 -0.17* 0.29
(0.11) (0.27) (0.13) (0.26) (0.25) (0.06) (0.24)
0.02 -0.31 0.19 0.49* -0.87** 1D. -0.12
(0.11) (0.19) (0.12) (0.21) (0.31) (0.06) (0.19)
-0.09 -0.06 0.30** 0.33 0.59* 0.23*** J7
(0.10) (0.14) (0.11) (0.22) (0.28) (0.05) (0.18)
0.35*** -0.06 0.59**=* -0.00 -0.17 0.37* 0.03
(0.09) (0.17) (0.10) (0.15) (0.22) (0.05) (0.15)
-0.02 0.03 0.33* 0.03 0.66* -0.01 0.14
(0.12) (0.25) (0.15) (0.22) (0.31) (0.06) (0.22)
2810 2448 1101 1101 3654 3152 1107 1107 1033 3310 3690 3185 1076 1076

Note.Standard errors in paranthesa.models include covariates. The risk index ismpmsed of 4 factors - primary caregiver educatiss than a high school degree, not
married (indicator for single parent), not currgr@mployed, andiot whether the mother was a teen mom. The omitigeory for the education is some college.
+p<.10, *p<.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001.
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Appendix Table 2.1.

Descriptive statistics for the complete list ofdees measured in the Head Start Impact Study lamd\ational Evaluation of Early Head Start.

Head Start Impact Study

Early Head Start

Full Sample Treatment Control Full Sample Treatment Control
% of % of % of % of % of % of
N Sample N Sample N Sample P-Value N Sample N Sample N Sample P-Value
Parent Services
Set goals for family 3686 0.23 2279 0.28 1407 0.15 0.00
Parent education class 2678 0.37 1972 041 706  0.270.00 1142 0.46 587 0.61 555 0.29 0.00
Parent group socialization 1128 0.28 581 0.39 547 0.15 0.00
Parent support group 1139 0.15 585 0.20 554 0.09 0.00
Family Well-Being/Parent Employment and Education &rvices
Income assistance 3683 0.27 2277 0.27 1406 0.27 9 0.7
Food/nutrition assistance 3686 0.65 2279 0.65 14064 0.61
Housing assistance 3680 0.15 2276 0.15 1404 0.15 98 0. 1134 0.52 581 0.53 553 0.52 0.80
Utility assistance 3680 0.12 2276 0.12 1404 0.12 630.
Educ/job training 3686 0.07 2279 0.08 1407 0.07 10.3 993 0.63 544 0.77 449 0.47 0.00
Family counseling 3684 0.08 2278 0.09 1406 0.07 30.0 1145 0.76 588 0.87 557 0.63 0.84
Employment services 993 0.63 544 0.77 449 0.47 0.00
Transportation assistance 1146528 588 0.34 557 0.22 0.00

Note.The service use information was collected at thibadrireatment - for Head Start, this was at the @rthe preschool school year. In the Early HegdtE&valuation, the
outcomes were collected throughout program pastmp (3 years), and averaged to determine whethany time throughout the program years the pangiiized any services.
Counseling in the Head Start impact study is a asite of whether the family received drug assistaneental health assistance or family violencestasie. These services were

combined because of their low prevalence.
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Appendix Table 2.2.

Risk index and individual characteristics predigtiparenting services during the programming yedigsHead Start and Early Head Start (all services)

Parenting Services - Logit Regressions

Parent Group

Parent Support

Parent Education Course Set Goals Socialization Group
HS EHS HS EHS EHS
1) ) 1) 2 1) ) 1) ) ) )
Treatment 0.69***  0.71*** L47%x 147+ 0,90%*  0.99%* 1 .31%* 1.31 % 1.08**  1,09%*
(0.10) (0.12) (0.24) (0.24) (0.09) (0.10) (0.20) .20 (0.22) (0.22)
Risk Total -0.06 -0.07 0.02 -0.15* -0.22**
(0.05) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08)
Less than HS -0.15 -0.32 -0.37** -0.48** -0.67**
(0.12) (0.24) (0.12) (0.17) (0.24)
High School Degree -0.02 -0.15 0.01 -0.26 -0.74*
(0.12) (0.22) (0.12) (0.15) (0.23)
Not Married -0.35%** 0.11 0.28** -0.08 0.05
(0.10) (0.17) (0.10) (0.18) (0.22)
Not Working 0.33*** -0.09 0.10 0.08 0.02
(0.10) (0.16) (0.10) (0.14) (0.27)
Teen Mom -0.16 0.04 0.09 -0.10 -0.42
(0.13) (0.22) (0.12) (0.18) (0.30)
N 2671 2321 1109 1109 3681 3172 1090 1090 1101 1101

Note.Standard errors in paranthes&l.models include covariates. The risk index isnmpmsed of 4 factors - primary caregiver educatess than a high
school degree, not married (indicator for singleepg, not currently employed, and not whetherrttether was a teen mom. The omitted category for the

education is some college.
+p<.10, *p< .05, *p< .01, *** p<.001.



Appendix Table 2.3.

Risk index and individual characteristics predigtifamily well-being, and parent services during pnegramming year(s) for Head Start and Early H&tdrt (all services).

A

Housing Assistance Education/Job Training Family Conseling
HS EHS HS EHS HS EHS
1) 2) ) 2) 1) 2 (€] ) (€] 2 (€] &)
Treatment 0.02 -0.06 0.12 0.14 0.19 0.13 1.57**  5op* 0.38** 0.33* 0.02 0.02
(0.10) (0.11) (0.15) (0.15) (0.14) (0.15) (0.28) .20 (0.14) (0.15) (0.21) (0.22)
Risk Total 0.23*** 0.09* 0.12 0.27* 0.07 -0.01
(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) (0.09)
Less than HS 0.04 0.54* -0.22 0.12 0.11 -0.12
(0.13) (0.25) (0.18) (0.26) (0.18) (0.21)
High School Degree 0.11 0.56** 0.00 -0.49 -0.25 10.1
(0.14) (0.19) (0.18) (0.27) (0.18) (0.12)
Not Married 0.74%** 0.27 0.14 0.33 0.28 0.41
(0.13) (0.15) (0.17) (0.27) (0.16) (0.22)
Not Working 0.11 0.04 0.52%** -0.35** 0.60*** 0.10
(0.12) (0.15) (0.15) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15)
Teen Mom 0.06 -0.22 -0.10 0.65* -0.89*** -0.15
(0.14) (0.20) (0.19) (0.33) (0.23) (0.28)
N 3595 3081 1101 1101 3399 2887 1112 1112 3519 3018 1106 1106
Food/Nutrition
Income Assistance Assistance Utility Assistance Employment Assistance Transportation Assistance
HS HS HS EHS EHS
1) ) @ ) 1) 2 1) @) 1) 2
Treatment 0.04 -0.03 0.11 0.08 -0.04 -0.13 1.54%x* ] G5¥** 0.73**  (0.73***
(0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.11) (0.12) (0.24) .28) (0.16) (0.16)
Risk Total 0.32%** 0.35*** 0.00 0.22* 0.10
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.09) (0.09)
Less than HS -0.10 -0.01 -0.50%** -0.17 -0.10
(0.11) (0.11) (0.15) (0.21) (0.27)
High School Degree 0.34** 0.25* 0.22 -0.10 0.23

(0.12) (0.11) (0.15) (0.28) (0.22)
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Appendix Table 2.3 (continued).

Income Assistance  Food/Nutrition Assistance UtilityAssistance Employment Assistance Transportation Assistance

HS HS HS EHS EHS
(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) 1) (2) 1) (2)
Not Married 0.40*** 0.27** 0.20 0.72%** 0.34
(0.11) (0.10) (0.14) (0.17) (0.23)
Not Working 0.67** 0.58*** 0.16 0.19 -0.04
(0.10) (0.09) (0.12) (0.17) (0.18)
Teen Mom 0.03 0.37* 0.10 0.35 0.47
(0.12) (0.13) (0.16) (0.25) (0.30)
N 3681 3176 3684 3179 3365 2794 964 964 1102 1102

Note.Logit regression results are displayed and stanelaois are in paranthesddl models include covariates. The risk index isnpmsed of 4 factors - primary caregiver
education less than a high school degree, not esafimdicator for single parent), not currently éoyed, and not whether the mother was a teen mdm.cmitted category for the
education is some college. Counseling in the Hidad impact study is a composite of whether tieilfareceived drug assistance, mental health assistor family violence
assistance. These services were combined becattssirdbw prevalence. For the Head Start Impaadys-only job training was offered, not education anld j@ining.

+p<.10, *p< .05, *p< .01, *** p<.001.



Chapter 3: Parental Involvement in Early Education: Effects of Head Start on
Participation and Associations with Parenting Pracices and Child Development

Abstract
Parental involvement in children’s schooling isugbt to provide a home-school connection that
improves child academic and socio-emotional outcnfet, to date, little work has focused on
the predictors of parental involvement in earhyldiwod education (ECE) and the child
outcomes associated with participation. The prestrty uses two national data sets (Head Start
Impact Study (HSIS) and NICHD Study of Early Childre and Youth Development
(SECCYD)) to examine demographic and backgroundaciteristics, as well as Head Start
enrollment, as predictors of parent involvementdde, the study investigates the relation of
parental involvement in ECE with parenting behaviand child development outcomes. Results
indicate background characteristics such as theshemaironment are strong predictors of parent
involvement, as is enrollment in Head Start. Palantolvement is moderately related to
parenting practices in the HSIS and has a smadlcason with children’s academic

achievement. Policy and practice implications aseubsed.
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Parental Involvement in Early Education: EffectdHefad Start on Participation and Associations
with Parenting Practices and Child Development

Parental involvement in children’s schooling isupbt to play an important role in
children’s academic and social development. Pararticipation in preschools, particularly
preschools serving low-income children, is commag.( Hindman, Miller, Froyen, & Skibbe,
2012) and Head Start, a federally funded earlydtioibd education program for low-income
families, has a goal of increasing parental involeat in the preschool setting (Castro, Bryant,
Peisner-Feinberg, & Skinner, 2004; Gelber & I1sé)1,2 Henrich & Gadaire, 2008). However,
the majority of studies examining parental involwsrnhave utilized small samples from
intensive early childhood education programs (Migl&eynolds, 1999), and it is not yet
known on a national level if Head Start has ancefée parent involvement in preschool.
Similarly, few studies have examined the assoaidbetween parental involvement and child
development and parenting practices using largema non-experimental samples.

Much research has supported the involvement @msiin preschools and elementary
schools as a way to engage parents in childrearsileg and to forge a partnership between the
home and school environments (e.g., Fan & Chenl;280lder, 2014). Epstein (1992) proposes
a framework of six steps regarding parent involvetnand several of the pillars of Epstein’s
model include direct interactions between parentsthe school environment. Parental
involvement includes several dimensions of parétign (Epstein, 1992; Lareau, 2000)
including active involvement in care settings sashvolunteering, attending special events, or
conferences, or at home such as assisting witlegpr expanding on activities that the child
participated in during the school day. More passivelvement is exemplified by receiving
newsletters or phone calls regarding children’svdigts or progress in school. Although several

studies have examined the association betweenvpaasblvement and parenting behaviors and
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feelings of self-efficacy (Bogenschneider & Stoh@97), the majority of research, as well as the
present study, focus on active involvement in tagesroom or home.

This study is grounded in ecological frameworks #rabries of development
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986) that suggest paremtalvement in children’s educational
settings will lead to better developmental outcofeehildren and improved parenting
practices (Hoover-Dempsey & Sander, 1995; Hoovenpsey & Sandler, 1997).
Bronfenbrenner (1986) posits that child developno®ecurs in the various contexts children are
in, and not in isolation. One of the more influahB8ystems is the mesosystem, where two
environments interact with each other. When envirents interact with each other, for instance
parental involvement in preschool settings, tharenments are theorized to inform practice in
each setting. Through this interaction parents imecaligned with the educational environment
and in turn it is expected that children develgease of efficacy towards school and are
exposed to parenting practices that “model [skilld behaviors], reinforcement, and direct
instruction” (Hoover-Dempsey & Sander, 1995, p.)3hat are present in the school
environment. However, as researchers have discassedgth, it is important for parents to also
have a say in the school or care setting, andetarigited and welcome in the environment in
order for parental involvement to have a positmpact on children’s development and the
home environment (Comer & Haynes, 1991; Hoover-Dsag® Sandler, 1997).

Predictors of Parent Involvement

Previous research notes several factors that boigrio parent participation or act as
barriers to parent involvement in children’s sclglor care environments. These include
parents’ belief about their role in their childgdueation, socioeconomic status (SES), whether a

single parent, and parent education level (HoovempPsey & Sandler, 1997; HoovBempsey
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et al., 2005; Kohl, Lengua, McMahon, & Conduct Reots Prevention Research Group, 2000;
Lareau, 2000; Waanders, Mendez, & Downer, 2007¢. mbst notable correlate is SES, with
parents that scored high on an economic stressumgeasd/or neighborhood disorder having
preschool teachers report having a poor parentiegaelationship (Waanders et al., 2007).
Other studies have found single parent househduohgsignificantly less likely to participate in
children’s preschool education (Arnold, Zeljo, Darciff, & Ortiz, 2008; Fantuzzo, Tighe, &
Childs, 2000), which is consistent with models afgntal involvement that suggest families’
needs and environmental factors influence paremicgeation. Past studies have focused almost
exclusively on demographic predictors of involvetierow-income samples, and little is
known about characteristics related to parentalliement across a diverse income range.

Research has also noted that child care type t¢egud Start compared with Pre-K) is
associated with whether parents become involveldem child’s early education center.
Fantuzzo and colleagues (2000) find that Head Stautiers promote parent involvement at a
higher rate than other types of care. This is ngbrssing given the mandate of Head Start to
serve the whole family (Castro et al., 2004; Zigievalentine, 1979); however it is not yet
known if Head Start has a causal effect on pare@mtalvement or if parents who are more
motivated to volunteer are also those more likelgrroll their child in Head Start.
Parent Involvement and Child Development

Parent involvement in children’s educational sgtihas long been believed to play an
important role in children’s development (Bronfestimer, 1974; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler,
1997); however, empirical evidence on the assariatbetween involvement and children’s
development are mixed (El Nokali, Bachman, & Vottbrzal, 2010; White, Taylor, & Moss,

1992; Wilder, 2014). Most studies indicate thatrdlationship between parental involvement in
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children’s schooling and children’s academic acament and social development is modest and
dependent on the type of instrument used to aseestopment (Fan & Chen, 2001; Wilder,
2014). Surprisingly little research has examine@tibr parental involvement in children’s
school settings is related to changes in the hamg@ment or parenting practices. One
possibility for this dearth of research is thatesaV studies, including a meta-analysis by Fan and
Chen (2001) define parental involvement as pargngmactices in the home or parental
expectations about their child’s schooling, and,féwany, separate active parental involvement
in a school setting to examine what changes restite home environment.

Academic achievementParent involvement in children’s schooling eithethe form of
direct school contact (e.g., volunteering, attegdianferences) or participating in home-based
activities (e.g., homework help) is thought to poaenchildren’s academic achievement (Eccles
& Harold, 1996; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Hoover-Dempsé&Sander, 1995; Hoover-Dempsey &
Sandler, 1997). A large body of research has fatosethis relationship and while the results
are mixed (El Nokali et al., 2010; White et al.929 the majority of studies indicate that there is
a small, positive association between parentallu@ment in children’s schooling and children’s
academic achievement (Fan & Chen, 2001; Fantuzab, &000; Wilder, 2014). Previous
studies have tended to focus on elementary sclygobaolder children (Cheung & Pomerantz,
2012; Fan & Chen, 2001; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012:Gw & Willms, 1996), and few have
examined parental involvement in early childhoodaadion. Studies that have focused on this
age period find that there is a positive assoaidbetween parent involvement and children’s
achievement (Arnold et al., 2008), and that ther lasting relationship between early parent

involvement and children’s outcomes (Barnard, 200idel & Reynolds, 1999).
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Socio-emotional developmentn contrast to the extensive research on the oslati
between children’s academic achievement and pdiemtdvement in schools, little research
has focused on how parents’ participation in tokild’s schooling may influence children’s
socio-emotional development. The few studies tbadtress this topic find limited evidence
that parental involvement leads to increased semiotional development (El Nokali et al.,
2010; McWayne, Hampton, Fantuzzo, Cohen, & Sek004; Rimm-Kaufman, Pianta, & Cox,
2003; Sheridan, Knoche, & Edwards, 2010). El No&all colleagues (2010) using the NICHD
Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development@8E D) find parental involvement in
elementary school was not a predictor of acadestieaement, but was negatively related to
children’s problem behavior and positively relategocial competence. In contrast, Rimm-
Kaufman et al. (2003), using a subsample of theGHT, find no relation between teacher-
reported involvement activities and children’s sbcompetence. Both of the aforementioned
studies focus on children in the elementary scpeabd and even less is known about how
parental involvement in preschool is associatedi whitildren’s social development. In addition,
interventions such as the Incredible Years segkdmote parent involvement and are
demonstrating significant gains in children’s praabbehavior and decreases in problem
behavior (WebsterStratton & Rinaldi, 2011), suggesting parental imement may also help
children who are at-risk behaviorally.

Present Study

| draw on data from the Head Start Impact Studyl§48uma et al., 2010; 2012), a
national random assignment evaluation of Head §#8) to examine the effect of being
assigned to the HS treatment group on parentalvaweent, such as volunteering, participating

in parent education courses, and attending confeserAlso, using another large-scale data set,
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the SECCYD, and the HSIS, | examine the charatiesisf parents that are predictive of
involvement, and the associations between participan the care setting and parenting
practices and child development. The present stutBnds prior literature by examining the
longitudinal relationship between parental involerhand parenting practices, and child
development outcomes. Specifically, ffresent study seeks to answer three researchauesti
regarding parental involvement in children’s presulsettings. First, does the offer of Head
Start have an impact on parental involvement inedndy education or care setting? Second,
what is the relation between individual charactessof parents and cumulative risk indices, and
parental involvement? Finally, to what extent isgodal involvement in early education or care
associated with parenting practices, and childran&lemic and behavioral development?
Method

Data

Head Start Impact Study.In 1998, Congress commissioned a random assignstughy
to be conducted on a nationally representative taoffHead Start programs. The Head Start
Impact Study (HSIS) began in 2002, with over 388ees participating in the study. Centers
that were overprescribed were recruited to padiei@nd children (n = 4,442) from the waitlists
were randomly assigned to participate in Head $ragramming at that particular center or to
the control condition. Children in the control carmamh were prohibited from attending the
particular Head Start center; however the child albsved to attend any other type of care or to
attend a different Head Start center. Two cohdrthidren - a 3 and 4 year old cohort - took
part in the study and were followed from theirtfiyear of Head Start (2002) until their third
grade year (2007/2008). Information on the chilgdfamilies, and care and school arrangements

were collected at various time points throughoatgtudy. The present study used data from the
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fall and spring of the first year of the study. &8t on the random assignment procedure, data
collection, and impact results are presented in®Petal. (2010; 2012).

NICHD SECCYD. The second data set used in the present studyhea¢lCHD
SECCYD, which is a ten site prospective study tbdwed children from birth through the end
of high school. Data collection began in 1991, exitgnsive information was collected on the
study children and their families. Mothers wereru@éed in 24-hour periods at the hospital
following the birth of their child. Requirementshie included in the sample were mother must
have been at least 18 years of age, spoke Engliatpamary language and did not plan to move
more than an hour from the study site. A total 862 mothers and their children were recruited
to be part of the study and completed the firgnview at the one-month time point. The study
was specifically designed to understand the clalé arrangements, and various aspects of the
arrangements, during the children’s early childhpedod (birth to kindergarten entry).

The present study focused on the preschool tima (&4 months) and used a subsample
of children from the SECCYD that were in centerdshsare during the 54-month data collection
period. Data on children and the parents from tiie#esearly childhood period and into first
grade were used in the study. For more informatiothe data collected in the SECCYD see
NICHD ECCRN (2002) and Vandell et al. (2010).

Measures

Parent involvement.Both data sets contain measures of parental ineaw in the
preschool setting. In the HSIS, mother/primary gasers in the treatment and control condition
were asked during the spring of 2003 (the end®tHtbad Start program year) to report on their
involvement and participation in activities in thehild’s care setting. Specifically

parents/caregivers reported on their level of imgolent (1 = not yet; 5 = at least once a week)
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in parent education courses, conferences, figid,tand whether they volunteered in the setting.
The NICHD SECCYD similarly has reports on pareimiablvement in the center-based care
setting when children were 54 months of age. Bloghparents and center directors/caregiver
completed a survey regarding the types of paremtiwement activities parents’ participated in

or types of involvement activities that were offiéia the center on a seven-point scale (1 =
never; 7 = almost every day). Both the parent amndgiver/center director survey were designed
for the study; however the parent version is ahdliygnodified version used in the FAST

TRACK project (Conduct Problems Prevention Rese@&wxdup, 1991). Types of involvement
included whether there was a home participationpmrant of the child care setting, parent
education programs, special events (e.g., chiltbpaances, book fairs), and sessions describing
the program to the parents. Parental responsesomréncluded in the study if the center
directors/caregiver reported that the specific tgpmvolvement activity (e.g., parent education
courses) was offered at the center.

Because the interest of the study was on whataclexistics of parents predict
involvement in center-based child care/preschainggs, and for lack of variation among the
amount of time parents participated in activitieth@me or in the center, all the parental
involvement variables in both data sets were dimmized with 1 being parent participated, and
0 being did not participate. Similarly in both datgs, a count of the number of parent
involvement activities parents participated in wesated, as was a dichotomous variable
indicating whether the parent participated in aciyvéty during the preschool year. In the
SECCYD data set most parents whose child was entec-based setting that offered some sort
of special event, caregiver description of the paog or home participation participated in those

activities (range 80-90%). Because of this, onlsepaieducation participation (53% of parents
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who had parent education courses took up the adfed)the count of the number of activities
parents participated in were used as measureg@fitgavolvement in the SECCYD.
Demographic characteristics. Several demographic and personal characteristios we
used in the present study to understand theirioalatith parental involvement in preschool
centers. Demographic characteristics that are coabfmacross the two data sets include
maternal education level, whether employed (fullpart- time), and whether living as single.
Demographic characteristics unique to the SECCYiuge whether receiving public assistance,
and whether at 180% of the poverty line or belowtaDon these characteristics were collected
during parent interviews when study children weradnth of age (maternal education level in
years and categorized to be less than high sclegpéd, high school degree or GED, some
college (reference category)). All other charasters came from interviews when children were
36 and 54 months old (items were averaged acressvihtime points to form a composite of the
preschool years). Characteristics in the HSIS wezasured during parent interviews at baseline
(Fall of 2002), which was prior to the Head Stahol year. Unique to the HSIS are treatment
status (assigned to Head Start = 1), and whetkarrteom. Variables from the HSIS were scaled
the same way as those in the SECCYD in order tgpapenfindings across the two data sets.
Personal background characteristicsin addition to demographic characteristics,
personal, background characteristics were includede present study. Both data sets contain
measures of parenting and maternal depression;\eswhe SECCYD contains more
recognized and established measures of parentugiges and the home environment. Maternal
depression is consistent across the two data betth -contain depression rated by the Center for
Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-DRIil&tg 1977). The HSIS data set contains a

marker for whether the mother reported no, mildderate, or severe depressive symptoms
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during the fall of 2002. In the present study matheere coded as depressed if they were
categorized as displaying moderate or severe dapeesymptoms. Depression in the SECCYD
was also measured using the CES-D when childrea 8@and 54 months, which were

averaged together to create a depression compbsikever, the scale was continuous instead of
categorical. The SECCYD also contains a measuneapérnal neuroticism from the NEO
Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1985) after birth of their child (6 month parent
interview). This index measures a mother’s nerveasndistress, and worry on 12 items (5 point
scale - Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree), whigre summed together to create the scale
(Cronbach alpha = .84).

Parenting practices in the HSIS were measuredsatiba using parent self-report of the
academic activities (7 activities) they particighte at home with their child, such as help with
letters, words, and numbers, practiced rhyming wicadd counted things that you can see.
Parents were asked to report whether they partexipia these activities with their child (1 =
yes). A scale to represent academic stimulatidgherhome environment was created from
averaging the 7 activities together to form a cosmedor the academic stimulation provided in
the home environment. These items have been uggévious studies examining parenting
practices of families in the HSIS (e.g., Miller rkas, Vandell, & Duncan, 2014). A second
measure of the home environment was the amountliofral activities (5 activities) the parents
participated in with their child such as gone te thovies or the museum. A total count of
activities ranging from O to 5 was used in the prestudy. For a full list of the academic
stimulation and cultural activities see AppendidblEa3.1.

The SECCYD contains two widely used measures amisrg when children were 36

and 54 months old. The most commonly used of thesssures is the Home Observation for
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Measurement of the Environment (HOME; Bradley &dvatll, 1979). The early childhood
(EC) version of the HOME was administered by trdinbservers in the home environment. The
55 Items in the EC-HOME measure are all dichoton{@us yes) and focus on the emotional
support, cognitive stimulation, and physical enmireent, including safety, of the home
environment. At both time points in the early chibdd period the total home score was
standardized and then averaged together to foromgasite measure of the home environment
(36 month alpha = .87; 54 month alpha = .82). Matkesensitivity was the second measure of
parenting available in SECCYD data set. Motherettyads were video taped working together
on tasks that gradually increased with difficulind trained researchers coded the interactions
on a 7-point scale (1 = very low; 7 = very highheTsensitivity composite was created by
summing ratings on supportive presence, respectuimnmomy and hostility (reverse coded). In
the present study, maternal sensitivity at ther86% month data collection points were
averaged together to form a composite of mateeradisvity during the early childhood
period. See Table 3.1 for descriptive statisticthese characteristics for both data sets.
Demographic and personal characteristic risk Indics. To test whether associations
between the demographic and background charaatsriahd parental involvement were
stronger or weaker for people considered at riakiables were created to measure whether the
person was at risk on a certain characteristic.CLhgoint used for all characteristics was being
in the lowest 25% of the sample (or highest 25%n&uroticism and depression), with the
exception of income, where a variable with a megifoinpolicy cut at 180% of the poverty line
was created. Appendix Table 3.2 displays the vdiuethe cut points used to create the “at-risk”

variables.

65



In addition to the individual risk variables, risidices were created to understand if
cumulative risk was predictive of parental invoherhin center-based care. Two types of
cumulative risk indices were created in each detta demographic and personal. The
demographic risk index in the SECCYD was createdlsyming whether the family income
was at or below the poverty line, whether the miotiees not employed, whether single parent
and whether the mother/primary guardian had lems &high school degree. In the HSIS the
demographic risk index was composed of the samectaistics with the exception of whether
below the poverty line (most if not all HS partiaigs were below the poverty line), and the
addition of whether a teen mom. The personal nslex varied more between the two data sets.
The SECCYD personal risk index was a count of wérethe mother reported high levels of
depressive symptoms, whether low HOME score, whétlve maternal sensitivity, and whether
reported high neuroticism. In the HSIS the persoisklindex was a sum of whether mother
reported moderate or severe depressive symptonetherprovided low levels of academic
stimulation, and whether low levels of culturaliaities. Again, these variables were decided by
taking the highest or lowest 25% (depending orctieacteristic) of the sample.

Parenting practices.Parenting practices from the end of the preschenbd and into
children’s first grade year were used to understardissociation between parental involvement
in preschool and the later home environment andntigag outcomes. At the end of the HS year
(spring of 2003), parenting practices were asseagaih during the parent interview by the
amount of academic stimulating activities (21 atieg) the parents participated in with their
child. Similar to the activity questions askedhe fall of 2002, parents were asked to report
whether they participated in a certain academiwigcsuch as practice sound of letters, play

math-related games, and talk about calendar or, daya six-point scale (1 = never, 6 =
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everyday). These activities were then averagedhegéo form an academic stimulation
composite. Cultural activities (5 activities) welso assessed again at the end of the preschool
year, and again these items were summed to foromgasite of the number of cultural

activities the families participated in during tehool year. A complete list of these activities
can be found in Appendix Table 3.1.

Because parenting in the SECCYD was measurea &atime time as the parental
involvement questions and were used as predictarsvyolvement, parenting outcomes were
examined when children were in first grade. Matkseasitivity and maternal stimulation were
assessed by trained researchers through a video tdgservation of mother-child dyads
completing three structured tasks that increaseififficulty in a laboratory setting on a seven-
point scale (1 = very low; 7 = very high). Matersahsitivity (alpha = .83) created by summing
the total scores from supportive presences, respeatitonomy, and hostility (reverse coded),
and maternal stimulation (alpha = .85) was crebtesumming maternal stimulation of
cognitive development and mother’s quality of assise. The task was created specifically for
the SECCYD. The HOME was not assessed when childega in first grade.

Child developmental outcomesSeveral child development outcomes were available i
both data sets. In the HSIS all outcomes were medsn the spring of 2003 (end of HS year),
and in the SECCYD outcomes were available wherhiid was 54 months of age and when
they were in first grade. Academic outcomes werasueed by the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of
Achievement and Cognitive Development (WJ; Wood¢cdd&Grew, & Mather, 2001) and
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT; Dunn, Dé&n8grvice, 1981). Two subtests from the
WJ were consistent across the two data sets - égppplroblems, and Letter Word. The Applied

Problems test assesses children’s ability to solathematical problems that increase with
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difficulty and cover various topics including numlm®ncepts, subtraction and addition, and
others. The Letter Word assessment requires the tohidentify individual letters and words
that are not in context. The SECCYD also contduesRicture Vocabulary subtest of the WJ,
which measures a child’s skill level of being atdenatch a picture to the word spoken to them
by a trained researcher. In the spring of 2003dm in the HSIS were administered the two
subtests described above, and two additional sigsbt€ral Comprehension, which measures a
child’s ability to comprehend words/sentences, sunably the missing word in the sentence or
phrase, and Spelling, which requires children tienetters or spell correctly the words spoken
to them by a trained researcher. Vocabulary wasured in the HSIS by the PPVT, which is
similar to the WJ Picture Vocabulary assessmetttahchildren point to the appropriate picture
that represents the word spoken to them. All asseists take approximately 5-10 minutes each
to administer and all are nationally standardizegording to the child’s age, to have a mean of
100 and standard deviation of 15. An academic caitg both data sets was created to
examine academic achievement on average by stanidgréach measure to have a mean of
zero and standard deviation of one, and then aweyalgem together.

Problem behaviors were also assessed in each dataesets. In the SECCYD children’s
externalizing and internalizing behavior problemeyevassessed at 54 months and first grade
using the Teacher Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 1991 primary caregiver/teacher in the
center-based care or school setting rated the stittys behavior on approximately 100 items
that focused on such topics like aggressive behawiought problems, and withdrawnness on a
three-point scale (0 = not true of the child; 2erwtrue of the child). At both time points the
total behavior problems T-score was used, whichahasrmed mean of 50 and standard

deviation of 10. A higher score indicates more peobbehavior.
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In the HSIS problem behavior was rated by the presicteachers/primary caregiver
using the Adjustment Scales for Preschool IntereartASPI; Lutz, Fantuzzo, & McDermott,
2002). The teacher/caregiver reported on 24 guesfrom a list of typical and problem
behavior, which fit the focal child’s behavior imetlast two months. Categories measured were
aggressive, withdrawn, attention problems, oppmsiti and shy. This measure was administered
in the spring of 2003. To form a total a total bebaproblems composite, each of the subscale
T-scores (mean of 50, approximate standard dewiatid0) were standardized to have a mean
of zero and standard deviation of one, and therageel together to form one scale.

Covariates.Each data set contained child and family backgrauradacteristics that
were used as covariates in the present study. dadthsets contained a measure of child gender
(1 = male), race (white, black, Hispanic, and ofloay in the SECCYD)), baseline problem
behavior/social skills, and academic skills. In 88#CCYD problem behavior was measured by
maternal report on children’s internalizing andeewélizing behavior at 36 months from the
CBCL, and in the HSIS, problem behavior was pareport in September of 2002 of children’s
behavior on 14 items on a three-point scale (Ottme, 2 = very true) about aggressive,
hyperactive, and withdrawn behavior. The total sasithe sum of all items. Social skills in the
HSIS were parent report from the Social CompetenCieecklist (ACF, 2002). Parents reported
on 12 items related to their child’s social devel@mt on whether the child exhibited that
behavior (“does regularly”) or does not (“rarelyrant at all”). The total score is a sum of all
guestions, with higher scores indicating highelaammpetence. Academic skills in the
SECCYD were measured by the Bracken Basic Con&satle (Bracken, 1984) when children
were 36 months of age. In the HSIS, baseline acedskills were assessed in the fall of 2002

using the WJ Spelling, Letter Word, Oral Comprelmmsand Applied Problems, and the PPVT.
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To create a composite of pre-academic skills, itleedcademic scores were standardized to have
a mean of zero and standard deviation of one, aechged together to form one measure.
Covariates unique to the SECCYD included matergalat birth, child birth order, and maternal
PPVT score (administered when children were 36 hmoaf age). Child and family
characteristics from the HSIS included whetherctéd was in the age four cohort (1 = yes),
number of children in the home, whether the primlanguage in the home was English (1 =
yes), and whether the family received some pulgligise/support prior to random assignment (1
=yes).

Research or random assignment sit&8ecause both studies were multi-site studies, it is
necessary to take into consideration the site &thwihata collection occurred. In the SECCYD,
there were ten data collection sites, and dummiablas were created for each site and entered
in the analyses as control variables. The HSISahtadal of 383 centers that were part of random
assignment; however because some centers contasraedll number of children, program site
ID (n = 83) was used as a fixed-effect in the asedy Site fixed effects were used to account for
any differences between parents or children that Imessite specific.

Analytic Strategy

The present study sought to answer several résgagstions related to parental
involvement in children’s preschool settings. Fivehat characteristics of parents are predictive
of parental involvement in child care or preschaol] second, does being randomly assigned to
Head Start positively impact parental involvemeht?answer the research questions parallel
analyses were conducted using the HSIS and SECGYdDsets. Logistic regressions were
estimated to understand the association betweetichetomous (e.g., parent education courses,

volunteering) parental involvement factors and ptalecharacteristics, with the primary
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outcomes being types of parental involvement, &edtedictors of interest being parental
demographic and background characteristics. Ondibaast Squares (OLS) regressions were
estimated to understand the association betweemutinder of involvement activities the parents
participated in and parental characteristics. gmHISIS analyses, a treatment variable was
included in the analyses to estimate the impa&t®bn parent involvement. In the first set of
analyses all descriptive characteristics were edterto a single regression. Next, the dummy
variables for each of the continuous charactessepresenting high risk on that characteristic
were entered into the regressions, and the contguariables were omitted. Variables that were
dichotomous, such as whether not employed or lefvetiucation, were retained in the analysis.
Finally, the third set of regressions estimatedassociation between cumulative risk and
parental involvement. In these regressions theimd&x of interest, either demographic and
background/personal, was entered along with indali¢haracteristics not included in the risk
index. For example, when the demographic risk ingdag included in a regression, so was the
home environment/cultural activities, maternal @spron, and other personal characteristics. All
analyses included an extensive set of controlakbes such as child characteristics, baseline
academic skills, and problem behavior, and resesitelor random assignment location/program
as fixed effects.

The second part of the present study aimed toratadel the extent to which parental
involvement in preschool or child care is assodatéh parenting practices and child
development. Again parallel analyses were condussaty the SECCYD and HSIS data sets.
OLS regressions were used to estimate these assosidal he independent variable of interest
was type of parental involvement, or number of ptleinvolvement activities participated in,

and the dependent variables of interest were gageatitcomes and child academic and problem
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behavior at the end of the preschool year and ddiist grade in the SECCYD. In these
regressions, all parental characteristics usedeaiqbors in the first part of the analyses, were
entered into the regressions as covariates, alahghe same set of child characteristics and
baseline achievement and behavior control varialhethe HSIS a treatment indicator was also
included to account for whether the child was péthe experimental or control condition.
Similar to the first set of regression, researth af random assignment program ID were
included in the regressions as fixed effects. Allgmt and child outcomes were standardized to
have a mean of zero and standard deviation ofsmnegsults can be interpreted as effect sizes.
Also, in all analyses using the HSIS, standardremere clustered at the random assignment
center level using Huber-White sandwich estimatbigber, 1967).

Because of the sampling design in the HSIS, sampVgights were used in the
regressions. Weights were decided based on theroetof interest, which is the suggested
procedure in the HSIS Technical Report (Puma g@ll0). For example, if parent reports of
involvement were being examined, the parent s@20@ weight was used, but if child
outcomes were the dependent variable the childsassnt spring 2003 weight was used.
Analyses were conducted with and without the samgyphieights and results are consistent;
however, in order to draw conclusions regardingnigonal population of Head Start results
with the sampling weights are presented.

Missing data.The analytic sample from each data set was compafdadhilies whose
parents completed questions regarding demograplpiersonal characteristics, parental
involvement during preschool/child care (SECCY D4=rBonth data collection; HSIS = spring
2003), and had data available on the child assegsmad parenting practices (SECCYD =54

month, and 1st grade data collection points; HS§pring 2003). Data on participants from the
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SECCYD were limited to those in center-based ctafglanonths because the parental
involvement survey was only administered to paraiitsse child was involved in a formal,
center-based care setting. Also, the sample watetno participants in care settings that
reported providing parental involvement activiti#Bssing data on the covariates were handled
by dummy variable adjustments (1 = missing), amth thetting the missing equal to the mean of
the covariate. The missing dummies for the covesiatere entered into all regressions,
depending on the outcome of interest. For the $estanalyses, missing dummies on child and
family characteristics that were only used as aymariables were included, whereas in the
second set of analyses, missing dummies were iedlta all child and family characteristics,
including those that had been used as predictdigiprevious analyses.
Results

Descriptive results

Prior to the substantive analyses, descriptivéssitzg of participants in the HSIS and
SECCYD were computed. Table 3.1 presents the coom@ans, and standard deviations for
parent involvement variables and demographic aséidgraund characteristics. Examining the
parental involvement characteristics, the vast ntgjof parents in the HSIS (both treatment and
control condition) and SECCYD patrticipated, in sdiown, in their child’s preschool center
(HSIS - Treatment: 92%, Control: 79%; SECCYD: 95%)e most common form of
involvement was attending a conference (HSIS -tfmeat: 81%, Control: 60%) or caregiver
description of the child care/preschool program@8KD: 80%). The least common was parent
education courses (HSIS - Treatment: 41%, Con2tih; SECCYD: 53%). For all parent
involvement measures, families in the Head Stedtiment condition participated in significantly

more p < .01) parent involvement activities compared vi@milies in the control condition.
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{Insert Table 3.1}

Turning to the demographic characteristics, thezee large differences between the
HSIS and SECCYD. Approximately half of the familiaghe HSIS were single parent
households (Treatment: 56%, Control: 55%), whemre#dse SECCYD only 10% were single
parent families. Families in the HSIS were alsoemdisadvantaged in terms of their educational
levels (Less than a high school degree: HSIS -tifireat: 37%, Control: 39%; SECCYD: 5%)
and whether they were employed (HSIS - Treatmet®,5Control: 51%; SECCYD: 19%).
Children in the HSIS were more diverse in termsagg/ethnicities, where in the SECCYD the
majority of the children were white (SECCYD: 81%).

Table 3.2 presents the descriptive statisticshferacademic achievement, social and
emotional development, and parenting practiceBeaehd of preschool, and first grade for
children in the SECCYD Parenting practices were not assessed with the ssstruments in
both data sets, so ho comparisons can be made.iirgrthe child development characteristics,
at the end of the preschool year children in th€SED scored higher on average on the WJ
tests of achievement than children in the HSISIdEénm in the HSIS, in both the treatment and
control condition, scored below the national mehhQ®, on all the assessments examined in the
study. The behavioral scales used in the HSIS &@CYD, differed; however, children in both
data sets were scoring on average at the meaoirfaflyi normed mean of 50). In first grade,
children in the SECCYD were scoring slightly abdlve nationally normed mean on Picture

Vocabulary, and almost a standard deviation higheretter Word and Applied Problems.

L First grade outcomes were not examined in the HBtAuse of the potential of the age 3 cohort teivecan
additional year of Head Start/center-based carease of this there could possibly be a dosagetadfe
participation on child outcomes and the goal ofsh&ly was not to examine dosage, nor is thereyatava
experimentally test the effect with the HSIS data s
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Children continued to score approximately at thamfer teacher-rated internalizing and
externalizing behavior problems.

{Insert Table 3.2}
Demographic and Background Predictors of Parental mvolvement

The first set of research questions sought to nstaied what types of characteristics are
related to parental involvement in center-baseltiaa@re or preschool. Table 3.3 presents the
results from the logistic and OLS regressions lerindividual parent characteristics. All
characteristics were entered simultaneously irtadéigressions. Results indicate that for all
parent involvement activities, being in the HeaarStreatment condition has a positive
significant effect on parental involvemept< .001). Consistent with prior literature, single
parent household was the demographic charactendbioth data sets that was most consistently
(negatively) associated with parental involvem@ther demographic characteristics of parents
were not as consistently related to involvementh&nHSIS, parent education was significantly
(p < .01) negatively associated with the number vbivement activities, whether volunteered in
setting, and whether involved at all. In contragiether the parent was employed was a positive
significant predictor < .01) of involvement for families in the HSIS.

{Insert Table 3.3}

In the same type of models, background charadteyist the preschool year such as the
quality of the home environment, parenting prasticeluding cultural activities, and maternal
depression were examined as predictors of involwenTde quality of the home environment in
both data sets, and cultural activities in the HB#S consistently positively associated with

parental involvement activitiep € .05). The relation of these background charesties
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demonstrates that the home environment and pagemi@y be a more reliable predictor of
parental involvement than demographic charactesisti

The next set of analyses examined whether beingkabn the background
characteristics and risk composites predicted pakérnolvement. The first set of rows in Table
3.4 presents the results from regressions examthmgelationship between being low/high on
personal risk characteristics and the multiple piparticipation measures. Results are very
similar to the continuous predictors, with beingrlon the home environment or not providing
many cultural activities being associated with jpavent involvement. Being above the threshold
for depression was not consistently related tormigrarticipation. The second part of the table
presents regressions that examined whether moregtaphic risk characteristics (e.g., less than
a high school degree, single parent, not employed)related to parent’s involvement in their
child’s preschool setting. No consistent significeesults were found - more demographic risk
predicted parent educatiop € .05) in the SECCYD data set, but no other outcorhe same
analysis was run with a personal characteristicindex, and consistent with the results from the
previous analyses, being low on multiple backgrocimaracteristics was significantly negatively
associated withp(< .05) parental involvement, with the exceptiorpafent education in the
SECCYD.

{Insert Table 3.4}

Parent involvement and Parent and Child Outcomes

The second goal of the study was to test whethempa involvement in preschool is
associated with parenting practices and childrdaigelopment, both concurrently and
longitudinally. Table 3.5 contains the results frimase analyses, with the parent involvement

(independent variables in these analyses) listedws. Turning first to the child outcomes, in
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the HSIS, parent education and attending confeseweee positively associated with the
academic composite, and no associations were fatithdoehavioral problem measures. No
significant relations between the parent involvetmeaasures and the child outcome composites
- academic or behavioral - were found in the SECCWiDen first grade outcomes were
examined in the SECCYD, parent education was afgignt, negative predictop(< .05) of
behavioral problems, however that is the only assioo found in first grade and caution should
be used when interpreting the finding as the @hatnay be spurious. Appendix Tables 3.3 and
3.4 present the results from individual academ laghavioral measures.

{Insert Table 3.5}

Next examining the parent outcomes, parent invobmractivities were significantiyp(
<.05) related to parenting practices in the H3I8s pattern held for both academic activities in
the home and cultural activities parents parti@gan with their children. No significant
associations were found between the parent invawemactivities and parenting practices in the
SECCYD data set in first grade.

Discussion

The present study, using two large-scale data eedsnined the determinants of parental
involvement in preschool settings, and the relatibparental involvement to child development
and parenting outcomes both at the end of the poesgear and into first grade. Results
indicate that being a single parent was the bigdestographic barrier to involvement and not
being employed was most consistently related tergarparticipating in preschool settings.
However, overall the biggest barrier, when exangmredictors of parental involvement, was
having a lower quality home environment or notiggrating in cultural activities. These

findings are consistent with ecological theorieslefelopment, which argue that parents will not
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be able to take on another responsibility or commaiit such as volunteering if their home life is
too stressful (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Conger & Ddang2007). In contrast, parents that
provided more emotional support, cognitive stimolatand participated in cultural activities
were the most likely to volunteer, participate argnt-teacher conferences, and in general
participate in more activities. This result wasliegied in both data sets and underscores the
importance of the early childhood home environment.

The second part of the study examined whether pareolvement is related to child
development outcomes and parenting practices. Rrs@arch tends to find no association
between academic outcomes and a small, but signtfeesssociation with children’s socio-
emotional development (El Nokali et al., 2010; RirKiaufman et al., 2003). The results from
the present study are mixed, with children in ti&$lhaving a positive association between
parental involvement and academic outcomes, whe@adisipants in the NICHD SECCYD
show no such association, but do have lower prolenavior in first grade. Parenting practices,
both academic activities in the home and cultuctvaies outside the home, in the HSIS were
consistently associated with parental involvemkatyever this was not replicated in the
SECCYD when children were in first grade. Seveeakons for the differences between the two
data sets are possible. First, participant charattess differed substantially between the two
datasets - the HSIS by design only includes lovenne families, whereas the participants in the
SECCYD tended to be more affluent, and highly eteectaSecond, limited information on what
the parental involvement activities consisted available, and it is possible that parents were
much more involved in academic activities in the$&lassrooms than in the SECCYD
classrooms given that it is likely the types ofguteool children attended differed between the

two samples.
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An encouraging finding from the present study &t tHead Start significantly increases
parental involvement in all categories examined.(@arent education classes, conference
attendance, volunteer on field trips). Head Stansdo involve parents (Zigler & Valentine,
1979) and the results of the study clearly indithét Head Start is meeting it's goal of
increasing parental participation in children’slg@aducation. Given the increase in academic
and cultural activities that is associated withepadal involvement, this may be a promising way
to effectively promote positive parenting practicgsecent study found Head Start has a
significant effect on parenting practices; howetee, mechanism through which the effect
works is still unclear (Gelber & Isen, 2013). Fatuvork should examine the causal effect of
parental participation on parenting practices agtémnine if other publicly funded preschool
programs should work to incorporate parental ingotent into their programming goals.

Despite the examination of several demographictattground characteristics and their
relation with multiple parental involvement actieg, other factors could not be considered.
Hoover-Dempsey and colleagues (1995; 1997) noteptrantal beliefs are important to take
into account when considering why parents becomawed with their child’s schooling.
Parents may not believe it is their role to be e@iva participant (e.g., help with homework,
contacting the teacher), so it should not be exgkittat all parents engage in their child’s
education in a way that was captured by the measiged in the present study. Future work
should investigate the role of parent motivatiod agliefs about school involvement play in
parental involvement in preschool. Prior work irsthrea has focused almost exclusively on
elementary school or older children (Fan & Cherg@2Wilder, 2014), and little is known about

how parental beliefs shape involvement in the egebrs of a child’s life.
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Similarly, Eccles and Harold (1996) note that thetech between schools, or in this case
child care and preschool centers, and parentspertant in the facilitation of parental
involvement. Parents want more opportunities tombexinvolved, and need assurance to know
that they can make a difference in their child’s@tion. Schools, for the most part, want
parents to be involved, and the strategies thaht¥a and schools use are important factors in
promoting parental involvement (Eccles & Harold9&® This study was unable to examine this
“match” between families and schools and futureknsirould attempt to understand how
preschools or child care centers are encouragiajiament and how parents are perceiving this
outreach. This information will help programs amahers better understand in what ways
parents want to be involved, and will hopefullydda strategies that can be used to help
promote parental involvement in a meaningful way.

Although the present study examined many factasrmay contribute to parental
selection into school participation, no causal twsions can be drawn about the impact of
parental involvement on parenting practices ordcidvelopment outcomes. Future work should
attempt to understand if a causal relationshiptex@siong parent involvement in the preschool
years and children’s concurrent and long-term dgyekent. Another important future research
direction is to investigate the components of papanticipation. The benefit of the two large
national data sets is the ability to examine ptedscof parental involvement on a large scale;
however, a major limitation is the lack of infornwat on the activities. It is not clear what
happened when parents participated or how long\resg present in the classroom during the
volunteer/participation session. Similarly, dosa@parental involvement could not be examined
because few parents reported participating in llesoooms more than a couple of times per

school year. Last, although most research is ipauf parental involvement in children’s
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schooling, it is important to note several scholerge theorized and examined potential pitfalls
(e.q., cultural barriers) of participation (de Calho, 2014; Pomerantz & Moorman, 2007; White
et al., 1992). Future research should take thssgohsideration and determine if there are
negative associations with parental involvemenirduthe preschool years, and if so, do they
outweigh the benefits of participation.
Conclusion

The present study had two goals - to examine tadighors of parental involvement in
children’s early education, and the relation ofgméal involvement to parenting practices in the
home environment and child development outcomemgd®/o large national data sets, the
results indicate background characteristics (&hg.home environment) are strong significant
predictors of parental participation in the childarly learning setting. Also, in the HSIS there
was a significant treatment effect, indicating tHatad Start programs are more effective at
incorporating parents into programming throughwatois such field trips and parent education
classes. No consistent evidence between the tveosgtd was found that supported a relation
between parental involvement and children’s devalemt or parenting practices. Findings from
the HSIS suggest that parental involvement isedl&b children’s academic achievement and
parenting practices. Findings suggest early cavgrams that serve low-income children should
work to incorporate parents into their programmingyever more research is needed to
understand how programs are currently promotinghrement, and the most effective ways to

incorporate parents into early learning centers@odrams.
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Table 3.1.

Descriptive statistics for parent involvement padis, early childhood demographics and backgrocharacteristics, and child/parent characteristics.

Head Start Impect Study NICHD SECCYD

Full Sample Treatment Condtion Conrrol Condtion

N %/Mean  SD N %/Mean SD N %/Mean SD p-value N %/Mean SD
Parent Education 2678 0.37 1972 041 706 0.27 0.00 370 0.53
Volunteer 2696 0.66 1974 0.71 722 0.54 0.00
Special Event/Fieldtrip 2680 0.51 1972 0.55 708 0.41 000 715 0.90
Caregiver Desc. of Program/Conference 2679 0.75 197381 0. 706 0.60 0.00 534 0.80
Home participation 553 0.90
Involved at all 2693 0.88 1976  0.92 717 0.79 0.00 550 0.95
Involvement Levels 2693 1.92 1.03 1976  2.06 0.97 717 154 081. 0.00 617 264 1.06
Early Childhood Predictors
Public assistance 707 0.10
Less than HS Degree 4442  0.38 2646  0.37 1796 0.39 0.29 715 .05 0
HS Degree/GED 4442 0.71 2646 0.71 1796 0.72 0.67 715 0.17
Not married/cohabitating 4438 0.56 2643 0.56 1795 0.55 106 711 0.11
Not employed 3396 0.51 2139 051 1257 0.51 0.92 711 0.19
Teen mother 4442  0.17 2646 0.16 1796 0.18 0.03
Income 701 4.15 3.23
180% of the poverty line 701 0.19
Maternal depression 3577 0.22 2251 0.22 1326 0.22 0.71 708 .1 9 7.15
Cultural activities 3576 1.98 1.14 2251 2.00 1.14 1325 194 112 0.09
Home environment 3576 0.69 0.24 2251 0.71 0.24 1325 0.67 5 0.20.00 688 0.15 0.86
Maternal sensitivity 676 174 23
Neurotiscim 702 29.65 7.18
Demographic risk index 4442 1.49 0.97 2646  1.50 0.81 1796481 097 0.42 701 0.63 1.05
Personal risk index 4442  0.70 0.81 2646 0.71 1796  0.68 0.82.09 655 0.25 0.58
Child/Parent Characteristics
Child gender - male 4442  0.50 2646  0.50 1796 0.51 0.68 715 500
Child race - white 4442  0.32 2646 0.31 1796 0.33 0.27 715 810.
Child race - Black 4442  0.30 2646 0.31 1796 0.30 0.67 715 110.
Child race/ethnicity - Hispanic 4442  0.38 2646  0.38 179®.37 0.52 715 0.04
Child race - other 715 0.04
Internalizing 706 50.87 9.49
Externalizing 706 50.99 8.53
Problem Behavior 4442  6.15 3.65 2646  6.11 1.80 1796 6.21 8 3.60.35
Social skills 4442 12.25 1.79 2646 12.25 13.21 1796 1225 77 1. 0.91
Academic skills 2476 90.83 13.13 1576 91.16 0.50 900 90.26 2.961 0.11 687 9.48  2.77
Birth order/age 4 cohort 4442  0.45 0.50 2646 045 1796 504 050 0.75 715 176  0.89
Maternal age at birth 715 29.10 5.44
Maternal PPVT 703 101.79 18.18
Number of kids in the home 3560 2.64 1.30 2241 2.64 1.313191 2.65 129 0.89
Primary language English 4442  0.30 2646  0.30 1796 0.29 4 0.3
Received public service prior to RA 3554 0.54 2238 0.53 1316  0.55 0.17

Note. The sample in the SECCYD was limited to children thet were in center-besed care (ell types) et 54 monihs. In the SECCYD types of perent involvement in the
preschool setting came from the 54 month matentaiview, and in the HSIS, the primary caregivesaaked about different forms of participation dgrihe Spring
2003 interview (end of the HS school year). EaHidhood predictors from the SECCYD are composites the 36 and 54 month time points, with the exioa of
public assistance (only available at 54 months}emal education variables (1 month interview), araternal neuroticism (6 month interview). The hangironment
predictor in the SECCYD is the HOME at 36 and 54the, and in the HSIS the variable is a compogiteademic activities the mother/primary caregiegorted
taking part in prior to the start of the HS yedreTacademic composite in the HSIS ranges fromD=lyes). Level involved is a count of the totaities that the
parents participated in during the preschool yearent involved at all is a dichotomous variabtéigating if the parent participated at all durihg Head Start year, and
in the SECCYD this variable represents whetheptirent participated in a parent education courspecial event. Demographic risk index in the SEOCG¥ a count
of whether the mother had less than a high schemlest, was a single parent, not employed, recgiublic assistance, and was at or below 180% opdverty line. In
the HSIS, the demographic risk variable is compagééss than high school degree, not married/ctingbnot employed, and whether teen mom. Persasiaindex
in the SECCYD is a count of whether the mother imahe highest 25% of the sample on the depressiate, and neuroticism, and the lowest 25% of &énepte on the
HOME and sensitivity. The HSIS personal risk in@ea& count of whether the mother was depressedwasdn the lowest 25% of the sample in acadentivities in
the home and cultural activities. SECCYD - Inteizia and Externalizing behaviors were measured e child was 36 months using the CBCL, and awéaiskills
was measured by the Bracken School Readiness assgsa 36 months. In the HSIS problem behaviorsawifl skills were from parent report, and acadeskills
were measured using the WJ-Pre Academic meastine irall of 2002. Maternal PPVT score in the SECG¥4&3 measured when children were 36 months of age.
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Table 3.2.
Descriptive statistics of parent and child outcorfigghe NICHD SECCYD and HSIS data sets.

Head Start Impect Study NICHD SECCYD
Full Sample Treatment Condtion Conrrol Condtion
N %/Mean SD N %/Mean SD N %/Mean SD p-value N %/Mean SD
Parenting (Preschool Year)
Academic stimulation 3695 3.74 1.06 2285 3.85 1.05 1410 83.5 1.06 0.00
Cultural Activities 3694 2.27 1.19 2285 2.30 1.20 1409 220 1.17 0.01
Child Outcomes (Preschool Year)
Vocabulary 3680 92.04 9.41 2312 9244 9.25 1368 91.36 9.6400 O. 695 102.09 14.67
WJ Letter Word 3687 92.49 17.58 2317 94.02 17.72 1370 89.8917.05 0.00 693 100.78 13.46
WJ Applied Problems 3661 87.98 18.18 2304  88.87 1751 1356.48 19.19 0.00 692 105.16 15.01
WJ Pre Academic 3645  90.46 13.59 2297 9155 13.39 1348 988.513.73 0.00
WJ Oral Comprehension 3623  91.37 13.81 2290 91.29 13.68 33 1391.52 14.05 0.62
WJ Spelling 3695 92.36 12.20 2317 93.08 12.00 1378 91.15 4512.0.00
Academic Composite 3699 -0.00 1.00 2320 0.07 0.98 1379 2-0.1 1.02 0.00 695 0.16 0.95
Internalizing 592 50.31 9.66
Externalizing 592 49.52 9.50
Aggressive Problems 2405  49.79 7.61 1908 49.76 7.65 497 8749. 7.47 0.78
Attention Problems 2436  50.83 8.02 1930 50.75 8.11 506 251.17.66 0.35
Withdrawn 2443  49.69 6.94 1937 49.66 6.92 506 49.79 7.02 0.72
Oppositional 2435 4959 7.77 1930 49.56 7.73 505 49.71 7.93.70 0
Shy 2452  48.59 7.55 1943 48.80 7.63 509 47.78 720 0.01
Total Behavior Problems 2459  0.00 1.00 1948 0.00 1.00 511 0.01- 099 0.72 592 49.80 9.84
Parenting (1st grade)
Maternal Cognitive Stimulation 664 9.33 246
Maternal Sensitivity 664 17.12 2.98
Child Outcomes (1st grade)
WJ Picture Vocabulary 665 106.67 15.47
WJ Letter Word 668 113.55 15.35
WJ Applied Problems 668 112.74 17.06
Academic Composite 668 0.12 0.97
Internalizing 667 4890 9.34
Externalizing 667 50.50 8.87
Total Behavior Problems 667 49.57 9.38

Note. Farenting in the HSIS was measured from maternel/primary caregiver reporis of the frequency of ecademic activites conduded in the horre (1=never, 6 =
everyday), and cultural activities/outings the fiasiparticipated in during the Spring of 2003t(et end of the HS school year). Child outcome&éHSIS were
measured at the end of the HS school year, arieiSECCYD the child outcomes were measured whechitiewas 54 months of age. The academic composite
for both data sets is the average of the academisunes, and the total behavior composite in tH& k$Sa composite of the behavior problems ratethbyteacher
at the end of the HS school year. Total behavioblgms was measured by the CBCL (teacher ratatipiSECCYD. Parenting (1st grade measures) in the
SECCYD were measured through video taped interzsti@tween the mother and the child.



Table 3.3.

Individual risk variables predicting parent involwent in preschool

Level of Involved At
Parent Education Involvement Volunteer Fieldtrip Conference All
HSIS SECCYD HSIS SECCYD HSIS HSIS HSIS HSIS
Treatment 0.74%*** 0.53*** 0.82***  0.67**  1.34*** 1.40%**
(0.17) (0.07) (0.15) (0.16) (0.15) (0.18)
Less than HS Degree -0.26 0.39 -0.19** 0.30 -0.50**-0.31 -0.18 -0.70**
(0.17) (0.74) (0.07) (0.28) (0.15) (0.20) (0.19) 28)
HS Degree/GED 0.16 0.30 0.12 -0.02 0.27 0.10 0.22 .54*0
(0.14) (0.38) (0.07) (0.14) (0.16) (0.17) (0.17) .28)
Not
married/cohabitating -0.37* -1.20* -0.02 -0.49** &0 0.13 -0.22 -0.56*
(0.17) (0.54) (0.05) (0.17) (0.14) (0.14) (0.19) 2%
Not employed 0.42** 0.55 0.18** 0.17 0.10 0.34* 6*5 0.20
(0.16) (0.33) (0.06) (0.12) (0.16) (0.14) (0.18) 20
Teen mother -0.15 -0.15 -0.11 -0.24 -0.59** -0.18
(0.18) (0.10) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.32)
Maternal depression 0.06* 0.01
(0.02) (0.01)
Home environment  0.51 0.75** 0.35* 0.21* 0.30 0.88* 0.81* 0.54
(0.32) (0.25) (0.14) (0.10) (0.33) (0.30) (0.36) 5O
Cultural activities 0.17** 0.06* 0.26**  0.03 0.03 0.21*
(0.06) (0.02) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07) (0.10)
Public assistance 0.54 0.64*
(0.72) (0.27)
Below 180% of the
poverty line 0.94 0.10
(0.61) (0.21)
Maternal sensitivity -0.01 0.05
(0.08) (0.03)
Neuroticism 0.01 -0.00
(0.03) (0.01)
N 2283 324 2315 540 2291 2301 2275 2141

Note.Site/grantee fixed effects were included in alllgs@s. All results come from logistic regressiond are log odds,
with the exception of level involved coefficientghich were from OLS regressions. All analyses ideldifamily and child
controls. The sample in the SECCYD was limitedhibdcen that were in center-based care at 54 mohth&l involved is a
count of the total activities that the parentsipgrated in during the preschool year. Parent me@dlat all is a dichotomous
variable indicating if the parent participated lhtdaring the Head Start year. * p < .05, ** p <,0** p < .001.
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Table 3.4.

Individual risk variables and risk indices prediagi parent involvement in preschool

Parent Education Level of Involvement  Volunteer Idgp  Conference Involved At All
HSIS SECCYD HSIS SECCYD HSIS HSIS HSIS HSIS
Regression 1
High depression 0.24 0.34 0.27 -0.34* -0.14 110 0.05
(0.15) (0.49) (0.19) (0.17) (0.17) (0.22) 28)
Low home environment -0.20 -1.83** -0.72* -0.29 -0.39* -0.36* -0.19
(0.17) (0.63) (0.25) (0.17) (0.16) (0.17) 28)
Low cultural activities -0.30 -0.62%*** -02 -0.18 -0.56*
(0.16) (0.14) (0.14) (0.16) (0.22)
Low maternal sensitivity -0.18 -0.49*
(0.59) (0.22)
high maternal neuroticism 0.48 -0.11
(0.33) (0.12)
Regression 2
Demographic risk index -0.02 0.37* 0.13* 9.0 0.02 0.02 -0.17
(0.09) -0.16 (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) 1®.
3 Regression 3
Personal risk index -0.12 -0.28 -0.25* 4@x+* -0.21* -0.15 -0.27*
(0.09) (0.29) (0.12) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) 1@
N 2283-2412 324 2291-2412 540-548  2291-2412 23@B242275-2402 2141-2271

Note.Site/grantee fixed effects were included in alllgs@s. All results come from logistic regressiond are log odds, with the exception of level
involved coefficients, which were from OLS regress. Results from three analyses are displaydukitable: Regression 1) variables representing
the low home/ high depression etc. were enteredtivd analysis with the other predictors of intevagh the exception of the continuous variable
that corresponded to the lower or high level vdeaRegression 2) the demographic risk index wasred along with the personal characteristics;
and Regression 3) the personal risk index was eshiato the analysis with the demographic predgctdrinterest. All analyses included family and
child controls. Demographic risk index in the SEQT¥ a count of whether the mother had less thaiglaschool degree, was a single parent, not
employed, received public assistance, and waslalow 180% of the poverty line. In the HSIS, tleeabgraphic risk variable is composed of less
than high school degree, not married/cohabitingemployed, and whether teen mom. Personal riskdimathe SECCYD is a count of whether the
mother was in the highest 25% of the sample onlépeession scale, and neuroticism, and the lovégst& the sample on the HOME and
sensitivity. The HSIS personal risk index is a daefrwwhether the mother was depressed, and wéeilowest 25% of the sample in academic
activities in the home and cultural activities. ¥p05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.



Table 3.5.

Parental involvement and its relation to parent amild outcomes.
Preschool

First Grade

Behavior Problems Academic Cultural

Behavior
Academic Problems Cognitive  Maternal

Academic Composite Composite Activities  Activities Composite Composite Stimulation Sensitivity
HSIS SECCYD HSIS SECCYD HSIS HSIS SECCYD SECCYD 8NO SECCYD
Parental Involvement
Activities
Parent Education  0.12** -0.05 0.00 -0.22 0.32*%* 1P+* -0.03 -0.24* -0.10 0.04
(0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.12) (0.05) (0.05) (0.09) 10 (0.09) (0.09)
Involvement
Levels 0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 0.15%** 0.11%** 0.00 -0.07 0.00 -0.00
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) .00 (0.03) (0.03)
Volunteer 0.03 -0.05 0.24*** 0.19***
(e}
w
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.05)
Field Trip 0.04 0.04 0.24*** 0.17*
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05)
Conference 0.13** -0.12 0.24*** 0.13*
(0.05) (0.09) (0.07) (0.05)
Involved at all 0.12 -0.11 0.29** 0.21*
(0.09) (0.11) (0.09) (0.09)
2272- 1915- 2302-
N 2283 328-543 1921 310-504 2314 2302-2314 315-524 319-524 312-522 312-522

Note.Site/grantee fixed effects were included in alllgs@s. Each of the parent involvement variables evasred separately into OLS regressions. The pamesivement variables
are dichotomous, with the exception of involveremel, which is a count of all parent involvemeatiables. Parenting in the HSIS was measured franemmal/primary caregiver
reports of the frequency of academic activitiesdumted in the home (1=never, 6 = everyday), andi@llactivities/outings the families participatadduring the Spring of 2003 (at
the end of the HS school year). Parenting (1stegradasures) in the SECCYD was measured througb taghed interactions between the mother and the. &li outcomes were
standardized to have a mean of 0, standard dewiafi®. The preschool outcomes come from the 54timcinild assessment in the SECCYD, and the Spi@@3 Zend of preschool
year) assessment in the HSIS. The academic corapsdfte average of all the academic outcomesthantehavior problems composite is the averagd tifeateacher-rated
behavior problems from the HSIS, and in the SECCiB,behavior problems composite is the total mwhbbehavior from the CBCL (caregiver/teacher rated) analyses
included child and family demographic and backgobaharacteristics, including prior controls for demic skills and social skills/problem behaviotg < .05, ** p < .01, ***p <

.001.



Appendix Table 3.1.
Parent questions from the HSIS used to create pangicomes.

Baseline Academic Stimulation
Help with letters, words, numbers
Practiced writing the alphabet
Helped child with songs or music
Worked on arts/crafts with child
Practiced writing/spelling name
Practiced rhyming words cat, mat
Counted things that you can see
Spring 2003 Academic Stimulation
Number of times child is read to
Work on learning names of letters
Practice letters of the alphabet
Discuss new words
Have [child] tell you a story
Practice sound of letters
Listen to stories with print
Listen to stories not seeing print
Retell or make up stories
Show child how to read
Child practices writing/spelling name
Learn about rhyming words
Teach direction words such as over and up
Count out loud
Work with shape blocks
Count small things
Play math-related games
Music to understand math ideas
Use dance to practice math ideas
Work with rulers, measuring cups
Talk about calendar or days
Baseline and Spring 2003 Cultural Activities
Gone to a movie
Gone to a play or concert
Visited art gallery or museum
Visited playground or park
Attend event sponsor by community

Note.All items come from the parent interviews in thdl B&2002 and Spring of
2003. Items were rated on a 6 point scale (1 =m&ve everyday), with the
exception of "number of times child is read to",iethwas rated from 1-4 (1 = not

at all; 4 = everyday), but the variable was transied in the present study to have a
range from 1-6 to match the other variables.
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Appendix Table 3.2.

Values of cut points for continuous individual cheteristics

Values for Cut Points
HSIS SECCYD

High depression 12.88
Low home environment 0.571 -.28
Low cultural activities 1

Low maternal sensitivity 4.60
high maternal neuroticism 34
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Appendix Table 3.3.
Parent involvement activities predicting individwdlild academic outcomes.

96

Preschool First Grade
WJ
Vocabulary WJ AP WJ LW WJ OC Spelling WJ PV WJ AP WJ LW
HSIS SECCYD HSIS SECCYD HSIS SECCYD HSIS HSIS SECCYD SECCYD SECCYD
Parent Education  0.06 -0.06 0.08 -0.08 0.13** 0.00 0.08* 0.12* 0.01 -0.14 0.05
(0.04) (0.09) (0.05) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.04) .0® (0.09) (0.10) (0.10)
Involvement
Levels 0.05* -0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.02 0.03 .000 -0.02 0.02
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) .0® (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Volunteer 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
Field Trip 0.07 -0.04 0.01 0.06 0.06
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Conference 0.11* 0.12* 0.11* 0.03 0.08
(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.08)
Involved at all 0.08 0.14 0.17 0.03 -0.01
(0.07) (0.10) (0.09) (0.07) (0.12)
2260- 2252- 2267- 2235- 2267-
N 2271 328-543 2263 327-541 2278 327-541 2246 2278 314-522  315-524  315-524

Note.Site/grantee fixed effects were included in alllgs@s. Each of the parent involvement variables evdsred separately into OLS regressions.
The parent involvement variables are dichotomout, thie exception of involvement level, which is@unt of all parent involvement variables. All
outcomes were standardized to have a mean ofriflasthdeviation of 1. The preschool outcomes caoma the 54 month child assessment in the
SECCYD, and the Spring 2003 (end of preschool yassgssment in the HSIS. All analyses included @bl family demographic and background
characteristics, including prior controls for acaeskills and social skills/problem behaviorsp ¥ .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.



Appendix Table 3.4.

Parent involvement activities predicting individwdlild socio-emotional outcomes.

L6

Preschool First Grade
Aggression Attention
Problems Problems Withdrawn Oppositional Shy Internalizing Externalizing Internalizing Externalizing
HSIS HSIS HSIS HSIS HSIS SECCYD SECCYD SECCYD SECCY
Parent Education 0.07 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04 0.04 -0.26* -0.12 -0.22 -0.13
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.12) (0.11) 1@ (0.12)
Involvement
Levels -0.02 -0.03 0.01 -0.06 0.03 -0.05 -0.03 80.0 -0.06
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) .04 (0.04)
Volunteer -0.07 -0.05 -0.01 -0.07 0.06
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06)
Field Trip 0.02 0.04 0.05 -0.01 0.05
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05)
Conference -0.07 -0.17* -0.01 -0.22** 0.04
(0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07)
Involved at all -0.03 -0.10 -0.07 -0.27* 0.06
(0.10) (0.11) (0.112) (0.12) (0.09)
1898- 1911-
N 1875-1880 1904 1904-1910 1896-1902 1917 310-504 310-504 319-524 319-524

Note.Site/grantee fixed effects were included in alllgses. Each of the parent involvement variables evdsred separately into OLS
regressions. The parent involvement variables iateotbmous, with the exception of involvement lewehich is a count of all parent involvement
variables. All outcomes were standardized to hawean of 0, standard deviation of 1. The preschatdomes come from the 54 month child
assessment in the SECCYD, and the Spring 2003dfgmebschool year) assessment in the HSIS. Allyseal included child and family
demographic and background characteristics, inetugdrior controls for academic skills and sociallstoroblem behaviors. * p < .05, ** p < .01,
***p < .001.



TWO GENERATION PROGRAMS AND PARENTING PRACTICES

Chapter 4: Two-Generation Programs and Parenting Pactices:
The effect of services and supports on parenting d@nthe home environment

Abstract
Two-generation programs aim to serve parents aihdreh by providing children with high-
guality care, and parents with services and supphirected at positively affecting the families’
well-being. However, little is known about the etigeness of parent services in altering
parenting practices and the home environment. Tésept study uses data from the National
Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Projest 8001) and two analytic approaches,
including instrumental variables, to examine theaet of parent services and supports on
parenting practices and the home environment. Reshibw that increased service use by
parents has a positive effect on the home enviramnnparticularly the warmth and emotional
support provided to children. Policy implicatiomms fwo-generation programs are discussed.

Keywords:Two-generation programs, parenting practices
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TWO GENERATION PROGRAMS AND PARENTING PRACTICES

Two-Generation Programs and Parenting Practices:
The effect of services and supports on parentimigtia@ home environment

The home environment is the most influential sgttma child’s life, and numerous
interventions have attempted to positively prontmeeficial parenting practices and the overall
quality of the environment. Many interventionsidgrthe early childhood years have worked to
incorporate parents into the programs by provigiagenting courses, direct instruction on
developmentally appropriate activities, or by inwmg parents in the education process as
volunteers. One mechanism for reducing the silrdseconomic pressure experienced by low-
income parents is through their child’s care sgttimhich can offer parents services or referrals
to community organizations that offer servicesve®al early childhood programs attempt do
exactly this; however, most evaluations of theaifieness of these programs have relied on
observational or survey data (e.g., Brooks-Gunmliide& Fuligni, 2000; Zigler, Pfannenstiel, &
Seitz, 2008), and the causal impact of servicethemome environment has not been reliably
established.

This study is grounded in two models of parentitige-family stress and the family
investment model (McLoyd, Mistry, & Hardaway, 20Mg¢Loyd, 1998; Yeung, Linver, &
Brooks—Gunn, 2002). These models postulate thahvgiarental resources are increased, both
economically and by providing knowledge of devel@mtally appropriate practices, parents will
be able to provide their children with a more gasitemotionally supportive and cognitively
stimulating home environment. The family stressleigConger, Rueter, & Conger, 2000;
Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Conger & Elder, 4Ppostulates that families with very
limited economic resources bear a psychologicalémof stress and anxiety, which in turn
translates into increased marital/partner discodilass positive parenting practices, resulting in

poor child outcomes (Conger & Donnellan, 2007).e Tamily investment model instead argues
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TWO GENERATION PROGRAMS AND PARENTING PRACTICES

that resources (e.g., income or knowledge of appateppractices) will lead to higher parental
investments (McLoyd et al., 2014) in their childtie form of more time spent with them,
increased educational materials available in thmeéy@nd more sensitive parenting practices,
which will lead to positive child outcomes (Yeungaé, 2002). Both of the models have been
empirically tested and evidence supports the teede.g., Mistry, Lowe, & Benner, 2008;
Yeung et al., 2002).

The present study addresses both models by exajsemices and supports provided to
parents that aim to increase their economic wehdthrough employment and education
services, and by providing direct parenting sewwicethe form of parenting education classes
and parental support groups. Given the vast titeeeon the importance of the home
environment for children’s development (Anderslet2012; Bradley, Corwyn, Burchinal,
McAdoo, & Garcia Coll, 2001; BrookSunn, Klebanov, & Duncan, 1996; Linver, Brooks-
Gunn, & Kohen, 2002; Melhuish et al., 2008; Rodeg& Tamis-LeMonda, 2011),
understanding how services and supports eithéremcdmmunity or as part of their child’s care
setting influence parenting practices is of utnpmdicy importance. Using data from the
National Evaluation of Early Head Start, the préstady employs an econometric approach,
instrumental variables (1V), to examine the caursgdact of the number of services parents take-
up on their parenting practices, including the antai cognitive stimulation, and warmth and
emotional support provided in the home environment.

Parenting Interventions

Arguably the most popular approach to changingrgarg practices has been through

home-visiting programs. Much research has beeduwziad on the effectiveness of home-

visiting programs for parents of infants and todsli@.g., McGroder & Hyra, 2009; Sweet &

100
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Appelbaum, 2004). These visits consist of provgddarents with information on child
development and appropriate parenting practicesome interventions, lasting effects of home
visitation programs have been noted (Olds, Sadl&it&man, 2007); however most studies
show little to no lasting effect of home visitati@ag., Layzer et al., 2001; Sweet & Appelbaum,
2004). Similar small or no effects on parentingéhbeen found in studies of programs that
provide parents with case managers who work to edrthem with services, such as job training
or assistance with educational degree attainmeamti{C2005; Goodson, Layzer, St. Pierre,
Bernstein & Lopez, 2000). Small, but significaffeets are found on the home environment and
parenting practices when parents are provided pagegroup support or socialization groups,
and direct access to job training and educaticgr@ices (Duch, 2005; Halpern & Korfmacher
2004; Moore et al., 1995; Quint, Bos & Polit, 199Recently, two-generation programs have
been used to incorporate parenting services arngbsiganto programs that previously focused
on providing services only to children.
Two-Generation Programs

Two-generation programs aim to positively influeacamily's life by providing services
in the form of center-based care to children, angroviding parents with services and supports
that help to alleviate stressors in their livesg&#tLansdale & Brooks-Gunn 2014; Haskins,
Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2014; Layzer & St. Piert®96). These programs typically provide
supports or services through case managers, ha@itersj or center-based parenting courses,
and recent versions of two-generation programsstieat equal services must be provided to
childrenandparents. Although high-quality child care alome lan immediate and lasting effect
on children’s academic achievement and life outc(Beirchinal, Kainz & Cai, 2011; Howes et

al., 2008; Mashburn et al., 2008; Vandell et @1@), research indicates that high levels of
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cognitive stimulation irboththe child care and home environment lead to thedmeslemic
outcomes for elementary school children (Crosne®gehthal, Wirth, Pierce, & Pianta, 2010).
The creation and implementation of two-generatimogmms has led to discussion on how best
to target resources to the neediest children amdiés, which two-generation programs are most
effective, and what components of these programsemponsible for this effectiveness (Chase-
Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn, 2014).

Evaluations of programs such as Perry PreschooCaild-Parent Centers have reported
that center-based care coupled with parenting&esvs positively related to children’s long-
term academic achievement and life outcomes (HeckiMaon, Pinto, Savelyev & Yavitz,
2010; Reynolds, Ou, & Topitzes, 2004; Reynoldd.e807). In addition, programs such as
Abecedarian and the Infant Health and Developmergf@m are shown to also impact
parenting processes, both early in the child’sdifie during adolescence (Bradley, Whiteside-
Mansell, Casey & Barrett, 2010; Bradley, Whitesislleyndfrom, Casey, Caldwell & Barrett,
1994; Campbell, Pungello, & Miller-Johnson, 2003ome of the parenting processes altered
through early childhood interventions, such asltii@ent Health and Development Program, have
been shown to mediate the effect of the interventio child outcomes in early childhood and
the beginning school years (Bradley et al., 1994).

Federally Funded Early Childhood Education and Parating Practices

Publicly funded early childhood programs, such aadHStart and Early Head Start, also
incorporate parental components into their seryiaed evaluations of these programs have
found a positive relationship between participatowl parenting quality (Love et al., 2005;
Puma et al., 2010). Evidence from the Nationall&atzon of Early Head Start indicates that

receiving Early Head Start services had a sigmfigesitive effect on parenting practices and
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the home environment, with the strongest effechéban parenting for children who participated
in a mixture of home and center-based care (Lowt €2005). The recent evaluation of Head
Start found parents whose children began Head 8leat they were 3 years old provided more
cognitive and learning stimulation at home, sucimase time spent reading to their child (Puma
et al., 2010). This finding did not replicate fbet4-year old cohort.

We do not yet have conclusive evidence regardiag#thways through which the home
environment is affected by children’s participatiarcenter-based care. A recent study by
Gelber and Isen (2013) examine parental involvenmechildren’s schooling using the Head
Start Impact Study. The authors find parents becorare involved in their child’s education,
including providing a more cognitively stimulatingme environment, once their child has
increased cognitive functioning as a result ofipgration in Head Start. They examine many
other pathways through which the change might qQanaluding parental involvement in Head
Start, and find no other potential explanationtfa increase in parental involvement. The study
is thorough, but questions on pathways remain.ciBpally, the authors did not focus on any
parental community based services or supportsntagthave been utilized as a result of
participating in Head Start programs and theirctfé parental involvement.

Most past studies examining the relationship betwarye-scale early child care and
education programs, services offered to parentschanges in parenting and the home
environment have relied on observational or sudegg (e.g., Brooks-Gunn et al., 2000; Zigler,
Pfannenstiel, Seitz, 2008). A few of these stullieagee employed random assignment (e.g., the
Goodson et al., 2000 evaluation of the CompreherShild Development Program (CCDP); St.
Pierre, Ricciuti & Rimdzius, 2005). However, pragr implementation problems plagued the

largest of the random assignment studies (e.g.,dcRyan & Plemons, 2003). Other
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evaluations of non-randomly assigned programs daldquate control groups or rigorous
methods and therefore are unable to draw causaluions about the effectiveness of parent
programs on changing parenting behavior (Brookssztral., 2000).

Understanding the effect of the services usedrasidt of participation in a two-
generation program such as Early Head Start ohdhee and parenting has implications for
child care and preschool programs in terms of Hmy &llocate resources to providing parental
education classes, or referring parents to seruicbgee community. If services and supports are
found to positively affect the home environmentsilikely that more child care and early
education programs may be interested in providargises and supports to families.
Instrumental Variables

The present study uses an econometric technigsteimental variables to estimate the
effect of services on the home environment. ¥ research method that allows causal inference
to be made by removing any “contaminated” variaf@xy., omitted variable bias) in the
predictor variable (Angrist & Krueger, 2001; AugEarkas, Burchinal, Duncan, & Vandell,
forthcoming; Gennetian et al., 2008). By remouinig variation, all the variation that is used to
estimate the independent variable is “pure”, megfi@e from selection bias or measurement
error (Angrist & Krueger, 2001; Angrist & Pischk&)08;Bloom, Zhu & Unlu, 2009Gennetian
et al., 2008). The method involves conducting a-$tage least squares regression where the
first stage consists of generating a predictedevalithe dependent variable, service usage, from
the instrument(s) and covariates. The second s&ggession uses the predicted value of the
dependent variable from the first stage to estirtteg@mpact of the variable on the outcome of
interest. Both regressions contain the same catesi with the only difference being in the

second stage when the instruments are omitted.
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For the present study, the instruments that wegd tsestimate parenting practices were
a research site by treatment interaction (Klingblmhan, & Katz, 2007). Site in this instance
represents the research location at which randsigrasent occurred. A number of other
studies using experimental data sets use similaraation terms to instrument their predictor
variable of interest and recently the method hanlenployed in developmental science to
understand pathways of effects (e.g., Auger etathcoming; Crosby, Dowsett, & Gennetian,
2010; Duncan, Morris, & Rodrigues, 2011; GennetMagnuson, & Morris, 2008).
Present Study

The present study builds on prior research on Bédglgd Start (e.g., Love et al., 2005)
and Head Start (Gelber & Isen, 2013) that demotestra positive impact on parenting practices
and the home environment for participants of tregpmms, by examining the take-up of
additional services and supports as a potentiat of influence using a rigorous,
econometric approach. In addition exploratory asegywill attempt to understand how different
service types influence parenting practices. Htyisothesized that the number of services
parents utilize will have a positive effect on paneg practices.

Method

Data

Data from the National Evaluation of Early HeadrS{BHS) were used in the present
study. The EHS study began in 1997 and was a raizéd study of the effectiveness of EHS
for low-income mothers who were pregnant or hatdil dess than 12 months old. A total of 17
EHS programs were evaluated across the countrly,seiine of the programs being brand-new
and others being more established. Programs seotadarents and children, and service

delivery options included home-based (7 prograce)ter-based (4 programs), and mixed-
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approach (a combination of delivery methods; 6 motg), with each site independently
deciding on their service delivery option. Appmmeately 3,000 families participated in the study
(treatment = 1,513; control = 1,488), and 1,608atiment = 803; control = 806) participated in a
site that was either a center-based or mixed apprpaogram. The present study used only
center-based and mixed approach programs to hgitksrstand how services provided to
parents in a typical two-generation program (oeg that provides center-based child care)
affects parenting and the home environment.

Children and parents were followed during theirgpamn participation (approximately 2
years; EHS serves children up to three years 9f agd into their preschool and then
elementary school years (Love et al., 2005; Vogek, Moiduddin, Kisker, & Carlson, 2010).
Data were collected at various time points inclgdwrhen children were 14, 24, and 36 months
old, and at 6, 14, 24 months after random assightoetetermine the various services and
supports that were being used by both the treatar@htontrol families. More detailed accounts
of specific data collection procedures can be faaricbve and colleagues (2005) and
Administration for Children and Families (1999)atB are publicly available for download
through the Inter-university Consortium for Polti@and Social Research website. Restricted
data (the research site variable) was obtainedigiréhe Henry A. Murray Research Archive.
Measures

Services and supportsDuring parent service interviews, which occurred®, and 24
months after random assignment and lasted approedynEb minutes, parents in the treatment
and control condition were interviewed regardingittiservice and support usage. Parents were
asked to report at each time point whether theyattmhded a parenting class, parent group

socialization, parent support group, educationtfjalming, mental health assistance,
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transportation assistance, or housing assistancseol employment services. A variable for
each of the services listed above addressed (Eyweether by 26 months after random
assignment had the parents participated in thécpkat service.

In the present study a total number of servicespmsite was created, which was the sum
at 26 months post random assignment of the nunflsareices parents had utilized. To
understand how different types of services were@ated with parenting practices, two
composite variables of services were crefatdthe first composite focused on parenting dircte
services and was created by summing the numbaettigitees parents participated from this
following list - parenting classes, parent groupialization, and parent support groups. The
second composite was created by summing servitsddo parent self-sufficiency
(employment services, and education/job trainiriggscriptive statistics for the individual and
composite service variables are presented in Talile

Parenting practices.Parenting practices were measured when childrea @@months
old, which was the age that children were no lorajgible for EHS services. Three measures
were used in the present study. The first measlhiedsiome Observation Measurement of the
Environment is a semi-structured interview and ole@nal measure (HOME; Caldwell &
Bradley, 1984). Parents were interviewed and olesenv their home environment by trained
researchers on multiple dimensions including waramtth sensitivity, support for language and
cognitive development, harshness and the physmalament. A total of 37 dichotomous (1 =
behavior/item present) items were included in ti@&VHE scale used in the EHS study. The total

score is the sum of all the items in the scaleh wie negative items reverse coded, so a higher

2 A third composite that summed services relatefaruly well-being (mental health assistance, hogsissistance,
and transportation assistance) was also createdb\vay, in the 1V analysis the first stage faileds{itistic was well
below the recommended level of 10) and the varialale omitted from the analyseghich may have induced bias
had it been included into the analyses.
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score indicates a more supportive, cognitively stating, and safe environment. The HOME
Support of Language and Learning (13 items; “Claldncouraged to learn colors, At least 10
books are visible in the apartment”) and Warmthté®s “Parent’s voice conveys positive

feeling to child, Parent caresses, kisses, or esdchild during visit”) scales were also used in

the present study. For participants to have aesoprany of the scales used, less than 25% of the
item scores must not have been missing.

The second parenting measure came from the ThrgéBsessment (Brady-Smith,
O’Brien, Berlin, Ware, & Fauth, 2000), parents ahidren were provided with three bags of
toys and the parents were instructed to play wattheoy in the order it was presented to them.
The interaction between the parent and child wdsotaped and trained researchers scored both
the parent and child behavior during the play tabkained observers rated parents behavior on
four domains, intrusiveness, negative regard, tietent, and supportiveness. Parent
supportiveness is a composite of parent sensitigagnitive stimulation and positive regard.
Each domain was rated on a 7-point scale (1 = lsvyncidence of the behavior, and 7 = very
high incidence of the behavior).

The final measure was the parent-child play indéle index is the average amount of
time the parents spent interacting with their ckiicbugh participating in activities with them
(sing songs, dance, read stories) or taking thewutings (shopping, go to the park, religious
event). Parents were asked to report on 11 desuwiin a 6-point scale (1 = more than once a
day, 6 = not at all). Items were reverse coded,than averaged together to form a composite of
the average times per month parents participatedhay” activity with their child. Similar to
the HOME items, less than 25% of the items hadambe missing in order for a composite to be

created.
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Child and family characteristics. Prior to random assignment when families applied to
participate in EHS, parent and child (if applicgldbaracteristics were collected. For mothers
that had not yet given birth, child characteristiese collected after birth. Maternal
characteristics included in the present study wdrether pregnant at random assignment (1 =
yes), whether primary language English (1 = ye$etiver previously participated in child
development program (1 = yes), the number of kndt@ household, poverty ratio, prior service
use (whether taken up foot stamps, social secuatyme, and/or public housing assistance prior
to random assignment), education level (some odl{egference), high school degree/GED, less
than high school degree), whether not employed\és}, whether single parent (1 = yes), and
whether teen mom (1 = yes). Child Characteristickided whether first born (1 = yes), gender
(1 = male), race (white (reference), black, Hispaand other), and age in months (if not born
negative number represent months left in uterdjild@&nd family characteristics were used as
control variables in all analyses. Descriptivdistas for parent and child characteristics are
presented in Table 4.1.

Analytic Strategy

In this study, IV consisted of a two-stage leastasgs regression. In the two stage
approach, parent service usage was predicted iiirshstage and then the predicted value from
the first stage was used as the main predictoeice use in the second stage. This method
allows for causal claims to be made because thatiar in the predictor of interest (service use)
in the second stage is pure, meaning no endogefmiation is being used to predict the
outcome of interest (parenting practices and thméenvironment). The instruments used to
predict service use in the first stage were treatraad treatment by site interactions. In the

second stage these variables were omitted.
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Both stages of the two-least squares regressiduded child and family covariates. Site
effects were partialed out of the estimation ushegpartial command in Stata, in order to take
into consideration any site level differences thaly be associated with parenting practices.
This method is similar to including site fixed efte — it essentially eliminates the site related
differences from the covariates and predictor tdrigst to obtain an unbiased estimate of the
predictor on the outcome, in this case parentiagtpres. The following equations were used to
generate estimates of the impact of services ohdh® environment or parenting practices.

First StageServiceUse; = u; + nTrt; * Site; + [1Trt; + B,Site; + 6Cov; + ¢

Second Stagearenting; = a + f,ServiceUse, + B,Site; + 8Cov; + v;

In the first stage the treatment indicator andttbatment by site interactions function as
the instruments, and were used to predict sendeealong with covariate®)( ). The second
stage used the predicted value of service use therfirst stage £, ), and covariates to predict
parenting practices.

An assumption regarding instrumental variabletat the mediating variable is the only
way through which the instrument(s) affect the oote variable (e.g., Angrist & Krueger, 1991;
Duncan et al., 2011). Because of this assumptieasl unable to test multiple pathwégs to
causally examine multiple service types (e.g., pamg directed or parent self-sufficiency
services). However, exploratory analyses were goted to determine if unique associations
existed between the two service categories anapagepractices and the home environment.
The same IV analyses were conducted, but causalussons from these analyses cannot be

drawn.

% Because there were multiple instruments multipltaways theoretically could have been examined<{&ro
Dowsett, & Gennetian, 2010); however, analytic feais including power issues, prevented testingiplalt
pathways.
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Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions were sunamparison with the IV models.
The OLS models included the same set of child andly controls as the IV models, along with
site fixed effects. The main predictor of interagain was number of services used, and the
outcomes were the three measures of parentinggeaend the home environment. Similar to
the IV analyses, OLS models were estimated fotwleservice composites.

The analytic sample was composed of families wheevin a research site (n = 10 sites)
that provided center-based or mixed approach s\ parents. The sample was also limited
to families providing data on service usage anemiarg practices. Missing data on the child
and family characteristics were handled using dumamable adjustments. A variable for each
covariate was created that indicated if the valas missing (1 = missing). Missing values were
then set to zero. The missing dummies were indudell analyses. This method to account
for missing data has been noted as being effe@uea, Olsen, Bell, & Price, 2009); also
multiple imputation techniques have yet to be ipooated into IV analyses.

Results
Descriptive Results

Table 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics®tthld and family characteristics,
services and supports, and parenting outcomesédiutl analytic sample and for the treatment
and control conditionsApproximately one third of the children in the sdenwere either white
(overall = 34%; T = 34%; C = 34%) or Black (overalt0%; T = 40%; C = 41%), and the
majority of children in the sample were first bdaverall = 65%; T = 62%; C = 65%). The
majority of mothers in the sample spoke Engliskthas primary language (overall = 83%; T =
84%; C = 82%), were single parents (overall = 78%;79%; C = 78%), and a little less than

half of the mothers had less than a high schodledge@verall = 47%; T = 47%; C = 46%). T-
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tests indicate that for the child and family chégastics no significant differences were found
between treatment and control conditions.
{Insert Table 4.1}

Examining services and supports next, on averagmfsatook up 3.80 services; however
this significantly differed§ < .05) between the treatment and control condstidn= 4.60; C =
2.93). For every service and support, the treatro@mdition was significantlyp(< .05) more
likely to take it up, with the exception of menkadalth assistance and housing assistance.
Turning to the parenting practices and home enun@mt, overall participants scored relatively
medium to high on the HOME dimensions. Howeverie HOME total score and the Warmth
subscale, the treatment condition had significanigyher meangy(< .05) on the measure
(HOME Total: T = 26.9; C = 26.21; HOME Warmth: T246; C = 2.32). No significant mean
differences were found for the dimensions of thee€Bag Task or Parent-Child Play.
Descriptive statistics for the full sample (i.e¢luding the home-based service delivery
programs) were also computed for the identicabseariables described above and are
displayed in Appendix Table 4.1.

Substantive Results

A successful first stage (i.e., the instrumentdar a large amount of variance in the
dependent variable) is an important componentsifument variables (Angrist & Krueger,
2001; Gennetian et al., 2008). An instrument ceasful if the F-statistic is above the
recommended level of 10 (Angrist and Pischke 2008)e first stage results are presented in
two forms. Table 4.2 displays the results forfthst stage regression where the number of
services and supports used was regressed on thanmesits (treatment, and treatment by site

interactions) and the covariates, and then theigteztlvalue was used in the second stage to
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predict the HOME Total score. Table 4.2 showsrésellts from only the center based Early
Head Start programs, which is why the site numtagtssat 6 — results for the full sample are
available in Appendix Table 4.2. As shown in thbkl¢ the F-statistic for the addition of
instruments is well over the recommended level®b{A= 27.64). The F-statistic was also
above 10 for the IV regressions examining the gtlaeenting and home environment outcomes
and when the service components (e.g., employnterd&tion and parenting-directed services)
were instrumented (range of F-statistics: 13.738.93).

{Insert Table 4.2}

Another test of the success of the first stagkasvariation in the site by treatment
interaction coefficients. Table 4.2 demonstrated there was sufficient variation in the effects;
several of the coefficients are negative (site ® B4), and two are statistically significant (site
and 8). Figure 1 also displays the variation mtileatment by site interaction effects. For each
research site a black dot indicates treatment drallew dot indicates control cases in the
opposite quadrant. The large spread in the inglisatemonstrates that there was wide variation
within sites and across sites in the impact of caméissignment in the take-up of services and
supports. However, it is clear that the treatnoemidition took up more services and supports
(shown by the cluster of black indicators in th@eipright quadrant), and that take-up services
was related to the higher HOME Total scores. Tdlstionship is shown by the best fitting line,
which is nearly identical (covariates were not unted in the graph because of how the data were
collapsed to create the figure) to the IV coefintidisplayed in Table 4.3 for the total number of
services predicting the HOME Total score.

{Insert Figure 4.1}
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The second stage results are presented in Tahle=ach coefficient in the table comes
from a separate regression. OLS results are pess@eixt to the IV results for each of the
outcomes examined. Number of services had a pesignificant p < .05) effect on the HOME
Total score (effect size = .17), and HOME Warmfife@ size = .22). Similar sized effects were
found for the HOME Language and Cognitive Stimwlatsubscale and Parent-Child Play,
however they did not reach statistical significanbk® significant effects were found for any of
the Three Bag Task dimensions. OLS results valigtitly from the IV results. For all HOME
scores (effect sizes: Total = .11; Language anchifig Stimulation = .12; Warmth = .13) and
the Parent-Child Play score (effect size = .15)gaificant association was founp € .05). The
difference in results indicates that OLS resulty i@ biased; however the effect sizes across the
two models were consistent, but, as expected Mhmddels produced larger standard errors.
Similar to the IV models, no significant associaavere found in the OLS models between
total number of services and the Three Bag Tasledaions, with the exception of the
Supportiveness domain (effect size = 13,.05).

{Insert Table 4.3}

Results for service componentslable 4.3 also presents the results for the indadid
service components (number of parenting directedcss and number of employment services
taken up). These analyses are exploratory, ankleuthle results described above causality
cannot be implied. Each service component was eahindividually, so the results of each of
the services components come from individual amalysAs described above, the first stage
results from all analyses were successful as ibelichy the large F-statistic. IV results for the
number of parent-directed services are similah&lYV results for the total number of services

used - the number of parent-directed services wsadsignificantly related to the HOME Total
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score (effect size = .18) and the HOME Warmth s(¢effect size = .22). The OLS results were
also consistent, with positive significant assaora found for all HOME scores, Parent-Child
Play, and the Supportiveness domain on the ThrgeTRak.

Turning to the results for the total number of émgment services used, differences were
found between this service type and the other sestales examined. Total number of
employment services was significantly associaped (05) with all of the HOME scores (effect
sizes: Total = .22; Language and Cognitive Stimohat .17; Warmth = .24). No significant
associations were found for the other measureareingping practices. OLS results varied
substantially from the 1V results; no significassaciations emerged for any of the outcomes in
the OLS models and for several of the outcomesliti@etions of the associations were opposite.

Results using complete data sefis a robustness check, analyses were run on theewho
sample to determine if large differences existednvbrograms that were home-based were
included in the analysis. Similar to the resuttsthe analytic sample, the first stage was
successful using the full sample (see Appendix @d® and Appendix Figure 4.2), with F-
statistics that ranged from 17.67-27.60. The laFgstatistic is likely due to the increased
sample size, which is providing more power to de¢ffects, and the variation in site-specific
effects. IV results for the total number of seedaised were generally consistent with the
models using the research sites that provided cbased or mixed approach services.
Significant effects were found for the HOME Totabee (effect size = .11), the Language and
Cognitive Stimulation scale (effect size = .11)ddne Supportiveness dimension from the Three
Bag Task (effect size = .11).

Next, exploratory analyses were conducted forweedervice composites. Total number

of parent directed services and total number ofleympent services were significantly € .05)
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associated with HOME Total score (effect size: padirected = .12; employment = .14) and
HOME Language and Cognitive Stimulation (effecesigarent-directed = .13; employment =
.15). Results using the full sample are preseimégppendix Table 4.3.

Robustness check with the Head Start Impact Studyl.o see if the parents who
utilized additional services and supports in thadH8tart Impact Study (HSIS) also
demonstrated improved parenting practices, par@lles regressions were run using the HSIS
data set. Analyses were appropriately weightedgugie HSIS sampling weights (parent
interview Spring 2003 weight). 1V analyses wertemipted, but given the low first stage F
statistics (less than 3), they were unsuccessiudngy the OLS results are discussed. The OLS
results from the HSIS were consistent with the @&sults from the EHS study. The total
number of services parents utilized was signifiyamiated to the amount of academic
stimulation (effect size = .23; SE = .04) providedhe home and the number of cultural
activities the parents participated in with théiild@ (effect size = .15; SE = .04) at the end & th
Head Start year.

Discussion

The goal of the study was to understand how pangpports and services affect
parenting practices and the home environment. &lyéne results of the study indicate that the
number of services parents participate in has dgipe®ffect on the home environment,
particularly the warmth and emotional support pded to children. The findings provide
support for the social causation theory (Congerd@iellan, 2007) by demonstrating that
parents who take-up services provide more warmthsansitivity to their child, and in general
have more positive parenting practices (McLoyd,tNis& Hardaway, 2014; Mistry et al.,

2008). When the full sample (i.e., including tlerte-based EHS programs) was used, the
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results were consistent for the overall home emvirent, but there was a significant impact on
language and cognitive stimulation, which is likdlye to the increased power from the larger
sample size. Direct pathways could not be testeldyaven the study design it is not known if
the findings can be attributed to more investmerdsle by parents, a reduction of stress, or a
combination of the two.

These results are particularly promising givenrdeent focus on two-generation
programs (Chase-Lansdale & Brooks-Gunn, 2014; kasid al., 2014), and demonstrate that
expanding services as part of the two-generatiodein@.g., center-based child care and parent
services) may result in a more positive home emvirent for children from disadvantaged
backgrounds. As more and more programs move t@vacorporating parenting components
or other services for parents, it may be importargxamine how services are impacting
parenting practices as opposed to focusing on yamell-being (e.g., increase in wages).
Similarly, research has demonstrated that parg@ts may be most effective for expecting
parents or parents of very young children (Hsudkagrell 2012) and may not be effective for
parents with many risk factors, including for falesl with income levels that are well below the
poverty line (Bronfenbrenner 1974; Goodson et241Q0). More research is needed to further
understand who benefits the most from servicesfaredtain populations can be better reached
through increased or more targeted recruitmenttstfo

Examining the descriptive statistics in Table 4.is clear that take-up of services is far
from universal. Approximately half of parents tagk a direct parenting service and about
three-fourths took part in some employment or etloigdraining. However, less than one-
fourth of parents in the EHS study, regardles$ieftteatment or control condition took up a

family well-being service such as mental healthausing assistance. Further research should
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investigate whether this was due to the need oilissmot being matched with these services or
if recruitment practices did not target familieattivere likely to take-up these services. One
important policy consideration is how to promote tlIsage of services and supports either
through child development programs or through comitgworganizations, and to understand if
the benefit of offering or referring parents togbeervices is cost effective. It may be that
parents are hearing about services via informalnsomcation (Small, 2009) and no formal
mechanism (i.e., family service workers) is needed.

Another consideration regarding the effects fowndservices and supports on the home
environment is whether those effects translateatosgin child outcomes. Prior research
demonstrates a strong connection between the howr®ement and children’s academic and
socio-emotional development (Anders et al., 20720y & Corwyn, 2007; Melhuish et al.,
2008; Watamura, Phillips, Morrissey, McCartney, &8 2011), but it is not yet known if
changes in the home environment via an interver@drio improved child outcomes.
Establishing if the change in the home impactsdobiltcomes is difficult to test given the many
other factors that contribute to children’s devehamnt.

Although causal conclusions cannot be drawn froenatialyses, the results from the
exploratory analyses suggest that the differeresygf services offered or referred to parents are
associated with unique outcomes. Number of empémyraervices was only related to the
HOME Cognitive and Language Stimulation scale, waemumber of parenting services was
significantly related to both the HOME Cognitivartlation scale and the HOME Warmth
scale. These results again provide support fosdioceal causation theory in that providing
services that reduce stress and supply the faniilymore materials led to more positive

parenting practices. However, similar to the rissidr the total number of services, neither total
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number of employment nor parenting services wagedlto the structured play task. Future
research should work to examine each bundle ofcegeparately to better understand the role
each type of service plays in parenting practiceschild development.

Even with the strong quasi-experimental designess\imitations remain. First,
because of the one channel assumption (Angrists&HRe, 2008), multiple pathways could not
be examined, such as the type of service, or whidke-up of services had an impact on child
outcomes. Examining the direct effect of servime<hildren’s outcomes is of much policy
importance, and future studies should work to ustded if services have a positive impact on
children's academic and socio-emotional developm8&etond, the IV method was not
successful in the HSIS, so it is not known if tAsults can be replicated for older children,
particularly those most likely to be in center-lzhsare (Pianta, Barnett, Burchinal, &
Thornburg, 2009). Another limitation is the EHSkation was not nationally representative
and many of the programs were new implementers,ismot yet known if an even larger effect
of taking up services and supports on parentingtipes exists for more established programs.
Further research is needed to better understahd #ffects found in the present study translate
to parents of older children and for the generalytation.

As stated above, the mechanism through which pagepractices were improved is not
known and future work should attempt to understahdther it was a reduction in stress, the
infusion of more resources (e.g., income, parerkimgvledge), or a combination of the two. By
understanding the direct mechanism through whichria are most affected by services and
supports, or which parents are affected by whichiees and supports, programs can better

target their delivery and may be better suitedeferrparents to the most appropriate service.
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Conclusion

The present study used the Early Head Start data sgamine the effect of total number
of services parents utilized on the quality of lleene environment, and results indicate that a
positive effect of services on parenting practimed the home setting. Given the increased
attention on two-generation programs, the findifngs the study provide support for
incorporating parent services, both those aimetirattly improving parenting practices and
families’ overall well-being. Providing more sergs for parents in these programs is likely to
result in improved parenting practices, which ieaty should have a positive effect on
children’s development. However, more researcteeded to understand if service and support

use does in fact translate into positive impactshold development.
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Table 4.1.

Descriptive statistics for service use predict@atenting outcomes, and covariates for the center mixed approach programs from the Early Head t3taaluation.

Full Sample Treatment Control
N % or Mean SD N % or Mean SD N % or Mean SD P-Value

Child and Family Characteristics

First Born 1600 0.64 0.48 795 0.62 0.48 805 0.65 0.48 0.20
Child Gender - Male 1598 0.51 0.50 798 0.51 0.50 800 0.51 50 0. 0.88
Child Race - White 1593 0.34 0.47 799 0.34 0.47 794 0.34 70.40.95
Child Race - Black 1593 0.40 0.49 799 0.40 0.49 794 0.41 90.40.72
Child Race - Hispanic 1593 0.20 0.40 799 0.21 0.41 794 0.20 0.40 0.46
Child Race - Other 1593 0.05 0.22 799 0.05 0.21 794 0.06 30.20.48
Child Age in Months 1609 3.02 4.74 803 3.11 4.77 806 2.93 714. 0.44
Pregnant at RA 1609 0.25 0.43 803 0.25 0.43 806 0.25 0.44 0.81
Primary Language English 1577 0.83 0.38 796 0.84 0.37 781 820 0.38 0.52
Participate in Previous CD Program 1564 0.17 0.37 782 17 0. 0.37 782 0.16 0.37 0.95
Number of Kids in Household 1609 1.04 1.15 803 1.08 115 06 8 0.99 1.15 0.13
Poverty Ratio 1249 67.15 56.21 630 66.73 60.06 619 67.59 52.04 0.79
Prior Public Service Use 1526 0.50 0.50 766 0.50 0.50 760 490 0.50 0.51
Less Than High School 1571 0.47 0.50 787 0.47 0.50 784 0.46 0.50 0.70
High School Degree/GED 1571 0.29 0.45 787 0.27 0.45 784 103 0.46 0.09
Some College 1572 0.24 787 0.26 784 0.23 0.17
Not Working 1580 0.51 0.50 793 0.50 0.50 787 0.51 0.50 0.76
Single Parent 1604 0.78 0.41 803 0.79 0.41 801 0.78 0.42 0.65
Teen Mom 1606 0.41 0.49 800 0.41 0.49 806 0.42 0.49 0.63
Services and Supports

Parenting Class 1142 0.46 0.50 587 0.61 0.49 555 0.29 0.46 00 0.
Parent Group Socialization 1128 0.27 0.45 581 0.39 049 7 54 0.15 0.36 0.00
Parent Support Group 1139 0.14 0.35 585 0.20 0.40 554 0.08 .28 0 0.00
Number of Parenting Services 1134 0.88 0.97 586 1.20 1.00 548 0.54 0.80 0.00
Education/Job Training 1145 0.75 0.43 588 0.87 0.33 557 30.6 0.48 0.00
Employment Services 993 0.63 0.48 544 0.77 0.42 449 0.47 0 0.50.00
Mental Health Assistance 1143 0.22 0.41 587 0.21 0.41 556 220 0.41 0.85
Housing Assitance 1134 0.52 0.50 581 0.53 0.50 553 052 F 0.50.80
Transportation Assistance 1145 0.28 0.45 588 0.34 0.47 557 0.22 0.41 0.00
Number of Education/Employment Services Used 993 142 0.73 544 1.67 0.60 449 1.11 0.75 0.00
Number of Family Well-Being Services Used 1131 1.02 880. 580 1.08 0.88 551 0.96 0.87 0.02
Number of Family Support Services 1119 2.37 1.25 580 027 1.15 539 2.02 1.26 0.00
Any Service Use 1131 0.95 0.22 585 0.98 0.14 546 0.92 0.28 00 0.
Number of All Services Used 1107 3.80 2.18 578 4.60 203 295 2.93 2.01 0.00
Parenting Outcomes

HOME Total Score 959 26.56 5.05 488 26.90 4.85 471 26.21 35.20.03
HOME Language and Cognitive Stimulation Scale 986 210. 2.10 507 10.39 1.98 479 10.14 221 0.07
HOME Warmth Scale 955 2.39 0.93 490 2.46 0.89 465 2.32 0.98.02 0
Parent-Child Play 1146 4.36 0.86 595 441 0.87 551 4.30 0.849.03
Parent Intrusiveness (3 Bag Task) 915 1.61 0.79 479 158 0.78 436 1.64 0.78 0.23
Parent Negative Regard (3 Bag Task) 914 1.32 0.63 478 32 1. 0.61 436 1.32 0.64 0.89
Parent Detachment (3 Bag Task) F o5 1.24 061 7 479 1.22 8 0.5 436 1.25 0.63 0.47
Parent Supportiveness (3 Bag Task) 914 3.92 0.94 478 6 39 0093 436 3.88 0.95 0.20

Note.Child end femily cheracteristics collected et beseline, service and suppor information was collected et 6, 15, ind 24 nonths post randorr assignment, and perenting
outcomes were collected when children were 36 nsoolth RA = random assignment. Family well-beingy®es include mental health assistance, housisigtasce, and
transportation assitance. Number of family suppervices include those services along with educétib training, and employment services. Any sexvise and number of all
service use include all services and supportsuydiey parenting services.
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Table 4.2.

First stage regression results from the IV analysidicting total

number of services used.

Treatment
First Born
Child Gender - Male
Child Race - Black
Child Race - Hispanic
Child Race - Other
Child Age in Months
Pregnant at RA
Primary Language English
Participate in Previous CD Program
Number of Kids in Household
Poverty Ratio
Prior Public Service Use
High School Degree/GED
Less Than High School
Not Working
Single Parent
Teen Mom
Site X Treatment Interactions
Site 6
Site 7
Site 8
Site 9
Site 11
Site 12
Site 14
Site 15
Site 17

N
Model F-Statistic

F-Statistic for treatment x site (instruments)

Total Number of
Services Used

.55 (.20)**
.04 (.06)
.02 (.08)
.05 (.09)
-.03 (.15)
-.03 (.19)
-.02 (.01)
-.03(.12)
.02 (.13)
11 (.09)
.03 (.03)
-.00 (.00)
27 ((07)**
-.12 (.08)
-.18 (.09)
.04 (.07)
.14 (.08)
.01 (.09)

-.20 (.27)
76 (.27)*
57 (.29)
33 (.29)
.38 (.25)
47 (.28)
-.34 (.30)
27 (.29)
.09 (.28)

827
13.79***
27.64***

Note.Standard errors are in parantheses. Both stagestfi® IV
analysis include site fixed effects, which weretipded out from the
model. Total number of services used is count pfises taken up,
and is then standardized to have a mean of O s@wéaiation of 1.
Missing data were handled with dummy variablgs<*05, **p < .01,

** e 001.
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Table 4.3.

IV and OLS regression results for parental servise predicting the HOME environment and parentiragfices.

HOME Total Score HOME Lang & Cog &tim HOME Warmth Farent-Child Flay

OoLS v OoLS [\ OoLS [\ OoLS v
(1) Total Number of Services 0.11* (0.04) 0.17* (D)0 0.12*** (0.03) 0.14 (0.07) 0.13** (0.04) 0.20* (0.D9 0.15*** (0.04) 0.13 (0.08)
(2) Total Number of Parent Services 0.14**(0.03) 18 (0.08) 0.13*** (0.03) 0.16 (0.08) 0.12** (0.04) @2 (0.10) 0.15*** (0.04) 0.15 (0.09)
(3) Total Number of Employment Services -0.02 (0.04)  0.22**(0.08) 0.02 (0.04) 0.17* (0.08) -0.02 (0.05) 4:20.09) 0.05 (0.04) 0.15 (0.09)
N (range) 734-845 734-845 750-864 750-864 731-848 731-848 861-990 1-986
F-Statistic for Instruments (range) 14.48-19.89 14.79-20.28 14.24-19.76 14.78-20.93

Intrusiveness Negative Regerd Detachment Supporiveness

OLS v OoLS [\ oLs [\ OoLS v
(1) Total Number of Services -0.00 (0.04) -0.05 (9.08 -0.07 (0.04) 0.02 (0.08) -0.06 (0.04) -0.06 (0.09) 39*1(0.04) 0.10 (0.08)
(2) Total Number of Parent Services -0.02 (0.04) 6@mM09) -0.04 (0.04) 0.02 (0.09) -0.06 (0.04) -0.009) 0.13*** (0.04) 0.10 (0.09)
(3) Total Number of Employment Services 0.01 (0.04) 0.05 (0.09) -0.03 (0.05) 0.01 (0.08) 0.03 (0.04) -qao0) 0.03 (0.04) 0.12 (0.09)
N (range) 712-816 712-816 711-806 711-806 712-807 712-807 711-806 1-806
F-Statistic for Instruments (range) 13.80-17.48 13.73-17.38 13.80-17.48 13.94-17.49

Note. Standerd errors are in perantheses. The instruments used to predict service use were treatment, and research <ite by ireatment interactions. Each row represents a seperate regression. These variables were
included in the first stage and omitted from theosel stage. Both stages from the two-stage leastrsg |V analysis include site fixed effects, whigdre partialled out from the model. Covariateduded in both

regressions were whether first born, child gendler (hale), child race (white(ref), black, Hispardaod other), child age in months, whether mothes pragnant at random assignment, whether primagukge was

English, whether participated in previous child @lepment program, number of kids in the househmderty ratio, prior service use, maternal educatiess than high school degree, high school dége®, or
some college(ref)), whether not working, whethagk parent, and whether teen mom. All covariateseveollected at baseline. Both Parenting measuees collected when children were 36 months ouid, a
service information was collected at 3 time poiBtsl5, and 24 months after random assignment)iterda dichotomous variable was created indicatiagarticular service was ever used during theysperiod.
Services included in the total number of servicsable included parenting class, parent groupadi@etion, parent support group, education/jolnirej, employment services, mental health assistance

transportation assistance, and housing assistbliuceber of parenting services is total number oépting directed servives (parenting class, paremtgsocialization and parent support group), andlver of
employment servicies is total number of educataimffaining, and employment services. Outcome aedigtor variables of interest were standardizeladstee a mean of 0 standard deviation of 1. Misdatg were

handled with dummy variables. *p < .05, **p < .0%%p< .001.
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Figure 4.1.First stage regression results. The figure dispthyg first stage results from instrumenting total
number of services used with treatment, and tre@timgsite interactions. For each black point an th
graph (treatment) there is a corresponding holloimtgcontrol) for each of the research sites using
center-based or mixed approach program serviceaitglmethods. Results indicate a positive treatment
effect on total number of services used, and thiaice usage is positively related to the HOME Tota

Score.
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Appendix Table 4.1.

Descriptive statistics for service use predict@arenting outcomes, and covariates for all progrymes in the Early Head Start evaluation.

Full Sample Treatment Control

N % or Mean SD N % or Mean SD N % or Mean _SD P-Value
Child and Family Characteristics
First Born 2960 0.62 0.48 1488 0.62 0.49 1472 0.63 0.48 0.76
Child Gender - Male 2948 0.51 F 050 1490 0.52 0.50 1458 050 '0.50 0.47
Child Race - White 2925 0.37 0.48 1483 0.37 0.48 1442 0.37 48 0 0.96
Child Race - Black 2925 0.35 0.48 1483 0.34 0.47 1442 0.35 .48 0 0.69
Child Race - Hispanic 2925 0.24 0.43 1483 0.24 0.43 1442 23 0. 0.42 0.72
Child Race - Other 2925 0.05 0.21 1483 0.05 0.21 1442 0.04 210 0.78
Child Age in Months 2977 3.03 4.65 1503 3.09 4.65 1474 298 4.64 0.51
Pregnant at RA 2977 0.25 0.43 1503 0.24 0.43 1474 0.26 0.44 0.22
Primary Language English 2876 0.79 0.41 1469 0.80 0.40 7140 0.78 0.42 0.27
Participate in Previous CD Program 2864 0.13 0.34 1453 130 0.33 1411 0.13 0.34 0.60
Number of Kids in Household 2977 0.98 1.09 1503 1.00 1.09 1474 0.97 1.10 0.36
Poverty Ratio 2451 60.67 52.63 1248 59.62 52.90 1203 61.76 52.35 0.31
Prior Public Service Use 2835 0.52 0.50 1435 0.52 0.50 0140 0.52 0.50 0.94
Less Than High School 2870 0.48 0.50 1454 0.48 0.50 1416 48 0. 0.50 0.97
High School Degree/GED 2870 0.29 0.45 1454 0.27 0.45 1416 .30 0 0.46 0.11
Some College 2870 0.24 1454 0.25 1416 0.22 0.10
Not Working 2883 0.55 0.50 1461 0.55 0.50 1422 0.55 0.50 0.89
Single Parent 2969 0.75 0.43 1503 0.75 0.43 1466 0.74 0.44 0.76
Teen Mom 2971 0.38 0.49 1497 0.38 0.49 1474 0.39 0.49 0.80
Services and Supports
Parenting Class 2081 0.47 0.50 1074 0.62 0.48 1007 0.30 0.46 0.00
Parent Group Socialization 2053 0.28 0.45 1058 0.42 0.49 Fo5 9 014 0.34 0.00
Parent Support Group 2075 0.15 0.35 1068 0.21 0.40 1007 8 0.0 0.27 0.00
Number of Parenting Services 2064 0.90 0.98 1067 1.25 110 997 0.52 0.79 0.00
Education/Job Training 2086 0.73 0.45 1076 0.87 0.34 1010 .58 0 0.49 0.00
Employment Services 1842 0.64 0.48 1018 0.77 0.42 824 0.47 .50 0 0.00
Mental Health Assistance 2084 0.22 0.42 1075 0.23 0.42 9100 0.22 F0.41 0.74
Housing Assitance 2021 0.58 0.49 1043 0.59 0.49 978 0.57 0 05 0.2
Transportation Assistance 2086 0.28 0.45 1076 0.33 0.47 1010 0.23 0.42 0.00
Number of Education/Employment Services Used 1842 913 0.76 1018 1.66 0.62 824 1.06 0.78 0.00
Number of Family Well-Being Services Used 2018 1.09 880. 1042 1.15 0.87 976 1.03 0.88 0.00
Number of Family Support Services 2033 2.42 1.27 1064 76 2. 1.15 969 2.04 1.29 0.00
Any Service Use 2055 0.96 0.20 1072 0.98 0.12 983 0.93 0.26 .00 0
Number of All Services Used 2010 3.87 2.19 1055 4.72 2.02 955 2.93 1.97 0.00
Parenting Outcomes
HOME Total Score 1807 27.23 4.79 939 27.48 4.67 868 26.96 90 4. 0.02
HOME Language and Cognitive Stimulation Scale 1861 490 2.02 971 10.60 1.93 890 10.38 211 0.02
HOME Warmth Scale 1794 2.53 0.83 932 2.57 0.80 862 2.49 0.86 0.05
Parent-Child Play 2076 4.36 0.85 1087 4.39 0.87 989 4.33 308 011
Parent Intrusiveness (3 Bag Task) 1659 1.59 0.78 875 8 15 0.79 784 1.60 0.77 0.52
Parent Negative Regard (3 Bag Task) F 1658 1.28 061 F 874 281 0.62 784 1.28 0.60 0.80
Parent Detachment (3 Bag Task) 1659 1.24 0.60 875 1.22 57 0. 784 1.26 0.63 0.24
Parent Supportiveness (3 Bag Task) 1658 3.92 0.93 874 97 3. 0.93 784 3.87 0.92 0.04

Note.Child end femily cheracteristics collected et beselineg, service end suppor information was collected &t 6, 15, ind 24 nonihs pog randorr essignirent, end pérenting oucomes were
collected when children were 36 months old. RArd@m assignment. Family well-being services inclomntal health assistance, housing assistancerargportation assitance.
Number of family support services include thoseises along with education/job training, and empient services. Any service use and number of aliceuse include all services
and supports, including parenting services.
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Appendix Table 4.2.
First stage regression results from IV analysisdicgng total number of services used (full
sample).

Total Number of Services

Used
Treatment 57 (.20)**
First Born .02 (.06)
Child Gender - Male .08 (.04)
Child Race - Black .03 (.07)
Child Race - Hispanic -.05 (.11)
Child Race - Other .02 (.14)
Child Age in Months -.01 (.01)
Pregnant at RA .07 (.08)
Primary Language English .02 (.09)
Participate in Previous CD Program .07 (.07)
Number of Kids in Household .04 (.02)
Poverty Ratio -.00 (.00)
Prior Public Service Use 21 (.05)***
High School Degree/GED -.14 (.06)*
Less Than High School -.16 (.07)*
Not Working .03 (.05)
Single Parent .05 (.06)
Teen Mom .04 (.06)
Site X Treatment Interactions
Site 2 22 (.26)
Site 3 .60 (.24)*
Site 4 -.24 (.29)
Site 5 13 (.29)
Site 6 -.22 (.27)
Site 7 T4 (.27)**
Site 8 .56 (.28)*
Site 9 .30 (.29)
Site 10 A7 (.25)
Site 11 .38 (.25)
Site 12 44 (.28)
Site 13 .62 (.25)*
Site 14 -.35 (.30)
Site 15 .58 (.26)*
Site 16 .26 (.29)
Site 17 .07 (.27)
N 1542
Model F-Statistic 13.41%**
F-Statistic for treatment x site (instruments) 27.64***

Note.Standard errors are in parantheses. Both stagastti® IV analysis include site fixed effects, which
were partialed out from the model. Total numbesearf/ices used is count of services taken up, athe:is
standardized to have a mean of 0 standard deviatibnMissing data were handled with dummy varabl
*p<.05, *p <.01, **p< .001.
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Appendix Table 4.3.
IV and OLS regression results for parental servise predicting the HOME environment and parentiragpices (full sample).
HOME Total Score HOME Lang & Cog &tim HOME Warmth Parent-Child Flay

OoLS \Y OoLS [\ OoLS v oLS \Y
(1) Total Number of Services 0.11** (0.04) 0.11* ()0 0.12*** (0.03) 0.11* (0.05) 0.13** (0.04) 0.08 (0.D5 0.15*** (0.04) 0.04 (0.05)
(2) Total Number of Parent Services 0.14** (0.03)  12*(0.05) 0.13*** (0.03) 0.13* (0.05) 0.12** (0.04) 09 (0.05) 0.15*** (0.04) 0.05 (0.06)
(3) Total Number of Employment Services -0.02 (0.04)  0.14** (0.05) 0.02 (0.04) 0.15* (0.05) -0.02 (0.05) 00.(0.06) 0.05 (0.04) 0.04 (0.06)
N (range) 1409-1584 1409-1584 1446-1625 1446-1625 1401-1573 1803-1 1600-1794 1600-1794
F-Statistic for Instruments (range) 20.44-27.64 20.57-27.60 20.37-27.13 20.28-27.60

Intrusiveness Negative Regard Detachment Supporiveness

OLS \Y OoLS v OLS [\ OoLS [\
(1) Total Number of Services -0.00 (0.04) -0.01 (9.06 -0.07 (0.04) -0.00 (0.05) -0.06 (0.04) -0.02 (0.06) 139* (0.04) 0.11* (0.05)
(2) Total Number of Parent Services -0.02 (0.04) Qaas) -0.04 (0.04) -0.01 (0.06) -0.06 (0.04) -0.0D6) 0.13*** (0.04) 0.10 (0.06)
(3) Total Number of Employment Services 0.01 (0.04) 0.02 (0.07) -0.03 (0.05) -0.02 (0.06) 0.03 (0.04) -qQ@36) 0.03 (0.04) 0.11 (0.06)
N (range) 1304-1460 1304-1460 1303-1459 1303-1459 1304-1460 1360-1 1303-1459 1303-1459
F-Statistic for Instruments (range) 17.67-26.09 17.59-26.02 17.67-26.09 17.64-26.11

Note. Standerd errors are in perantheses. The instruments used to predict service use were treatment, end research <ite by freatment interactions. Each row represents & seperate regression. These variables were
included in the first stage and omitted from theosel stage. Both stages from the two-stage leastrsg IV analysis include site fixed effects, whigtre partialled out from the model. Covariateduded in
both regressions were whether first born, childdgerfl = male), child race (white(ref), black, Hispc, and other), child age in months, whether miotbas pregnant at random assignment, whether grima
language was English, whether participated in jpevichild development program, number of kids entthusehold, poverty ratio, prior service use, mateeducation (less than high school degree, $itjool
degree/GED, or some college(ref)), whether not wmgrkwhether single parent, and whether teen mdhtodariates were collected at baseline. Both Rtiirg measures were collected when children were 36
months ould, and service information was colleete8 time points (6, 15, and 24 months after randssignment), and then a dichotomous variable vesged indicating if a particular service was avsezd
during the study period. Services included in titalthumber of services variable included parentiags, parent group socialization, parent supgrop, education/job training, employment servioaental
health assistance, transportation assistance,@mrny assistance. Number of parenting servicegasnumber of parenting directed servives (pamgntlass, parent group socialization and pareppsti group),
and number of employment servicies is total nunobeducation/job training, and employment servi€stcome and predictor variables of interest weaedardized to have a mean of 0 standard deviafidn
Missing data were handled with dummy variables<*p5, **p < .01, ***p< .001.
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Appendix Figure 4.1First stage regression results. The figure dispthg first stage results from
instrumenting total number of services used wiglatiment, and treatment by site interactions. Folh ea
black point on the graph (treatment) there is assponding hollow point (control) for each of the
research sites using center-based or mixed apppragham service delivery methods. Results indieate
positive treatment effect on total number of sexgiased, and that service usage is positivelyeckat the

HOME Total Score.
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Chapter 5: Key Findings and Future Research

Early childhood is a critical period for childrerdevelopment; what occurs during the
early years of a child’s life sets the stage faufe development (Duncan, ZioGuest, & Kalil,
2010). Children who are in high-quality early chitabd settings tend to do better in school,
exhibit more prosocial behavior, and attend collagleigher rates than children in lower-quality
environments (Crosnoe, Leventhal, Wirth, Piercdi&nta, 2010; Currie, 2001; Vandell,
Belsky, Burchinal, Steinberg, & Vandergrift, 201The home and child care environments are
the most influential environments during theseyegglars, and research continually shows the
importance of early child care and parenting pcastifor children’s development (Bradley,
Whiteside-Mansell, Casey, & Barrett, 2010; Heckn20Q6; Vandell et al., 2010). Children’s
environments do not operate independently of edtdr oand a potential avenue for
policymakers and practitioners to reach parentsnaakke a difference in the home environment
is through children’s center-based early childhpombrams.

The purpose of this dissertation is to further moderstanding of how parents and center-
based early childhood programs can work togethprdwide high-quality home environments
and foster positive child development. By providangeeper understanding of the role early
child care and education centers play in positiveliyencing the home environment, centers
can better provide parents with services and vekmbpportunities. Also, programs can better
allocate their resources to recruit families thratraost likely to participate or restructure their
programs to better serve those who are not cuyrpatticipating.

Summary of Findings
In Chapter 2, | examined the services (e.g., paéuatation, parent support groups,

employment and education services) that centeeseauffto parents to determine whether families
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are taking-up services and what characteristiggaoénts are predicting service usage. | find that
a majority of parents in both the Head Start Im@&ady (HSIS) and National Evaluation of
Early Head Start (EHS) data sets are utilizingisess specifically services related to parenting
practices and those aimed at improving parent amuly well-being. Parents who were single,
teen mothers, and/or had less than a high schocbh&idn were the most likely to take-up
services related to the families’ well-being. Tisipromising because parents who are most in
need of family well-being services are utilizingth. In contrast, parents with multiple risk
characteristics, such as having less than a higboscegree and being a single parent, did not
utilize services related to parenting practices.

Next, in Chapter 3, | focused on parental involveme children’s center-based early
childhood programs, such as volunteering or attepgdarent-teacher conferences. | used the
NICHD Study of Early Child Care and Youth DevelopthéSECCYD) and the HSIS to
investigate the characteristics of parents thateleg¢ed to involvement in children’s preschool
settings, and whether parental involvement is eelé children’s development and parenting
practices at the end of the preschool year andfirstograde. Results indicate parents are
participating in children’s preschool educationgd amthe HSIS, the offer of Head Start has a
positive effect on parents’ involvement.

In this study, | examined both demographic and gemknd characteristics as predictors
of parental involvement. When demographic chareties were examined, results indicate that
single parent families were the least likely totiggvate in children’s preschool settings.
However, the most predictive characteristic of imement was the quality of the home
environment prior to preschool entry, including #mount of academic activities and the

various cultural outings (e.g., museum trips, mgyarents participated in with their child. This
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finding was replicated across the two data sets.SBEtond part of the study examined the extent
to which parental involvement predicted child aadgmting outcomes. Only in the HSIS was
there a significant association between parentalu@ment and child academic outcomes
(effect size range: .12-.13), and parenting prast(@ffect size range: .15-.32). Socio-emotional
development was not related to parental involvement

In Chapter 4 | examined if take-up of parental &, such as employment and
education supports, is causally related to pargmgractices and the quality of the home
environment. A rigorous econometric technique rumeental variables, was used to estimate the
relationship between utilization of services antep#ing practices. Data from the EHS were
used in the primary analyses, and the HSIS wayaedas a robustness check. Findings
indicate the number of services used positivelg@$ff parenting practices at the end of the Early
Head Start intervention (effect size: .17). Explora analyses indicate both parenting related
and employment/education services are relatedetgulality of the home environment (effect
size: parenting related services = .18; employredntiation services = .22). Results from the
HSIS, although not causal, are similar in that tageof services is related to positive parenting
practices (effect size range: .15-.23).
Key Lessons Learned

Three independent studies addressed the overgrghastions of how center-based early
childhood programs and parents interact, and whétleenteraction leads to a positive impact
on the home environment or is related to childrel@gelopment. Several key findings prevailed
across the studies and each of these four maim{ads described below.

Parents are interacting with their child’s center-based early care settingA result

from this dissertation that is important for ceattrat aim to serve or involve parents in their
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programming is the robust finding that parentsiavelved in their child’s education, and take
up services offered to them. This result was evidenll three data sets examined. Findings
from the first and second study demonstrate papartgcipated in activities in children’s center-
based care and took-up services related to theengiag practices and their own well-being.
Evidence from the HSIS and EHS indicate that theraff participation in the federally funded
Head Start or Early Head Start programs positiaffigcted parental involvement. To my
knowledge, this is the first study that shows H8&att is meeting its stated goals of involving
parents in children’s education and successfulhneating families to services aimed at
improving their well-being (Duch, 2005; Zigler & Vétine, 1979). Given that Gelber and Isen
(2013) find parenting practices are positively ircted during the Head Start years and into
elementary school, the results from this dissemaprovide a mechanism (i.e., service receipt)
through which Head Start influences the home.

Cumulative risk matters for service use and parentbinvolvement. The second key
finding from my dissertation is that parents whedaultiple risk factors are less likely to
utilize parenting related services and be involwvetheir child’s center-based education or care
setting. Studies one and two examined predictosefice use and involvement, specifically
demographic characteristics such as whether emgloyleether single parent, and whether teen
mom, and several background characteristics sutthegsrior quality of the home environment
and maternal depression. Parents who had muligkdactors did not take-up services related to
parenting practices, nor were they involved inrtiekild’s center-based early childhood
program. Centers may be struggling to reach pareititsmultiple risk characteristics or parents
are simply too overwhelmed to take advantage obdppities to become involved or to utilize

parenting services.
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One positive finding is that cumulative risk inrtes of demographic characteristics was
positively predictive of parents utilizing familyaN-being types of services (e.g., nutrition
assistance, and education or employment supp®hs) suggests parents who do face multiple
barriers are still able to connect with services tim to improve their well-being either through
providing the family with income or nutrition assiace, or by connecting parents with
employment and education services.

Comprehensive services affect parenting practicesxd the home environment.
Another key finding from this dissertation is tltatmprehensive services provided in center-
based early childhood programs have a positive ainga the home environment. This suggests
that centers are effectively connecting parentetuices that are positively influencing the
amount of academic activities and emotional warpattents are providing to their children.

The analyses conducted in study three indicatetlieatarious services types (parenting
directed and family well-being services) uniquetgdgict different domains of parenting
practices. Families who utilized services relatedriproving their well-being showed increases
in the emotional warmth provided in the home, wherake-up of parenting related services was
associated with increases in the academic stinoul@omain of the home environment. These
two findings are aligned with developmental thestigat argue that family stress is related the
guality of the home environment (McLoyd, Mistry,K8ardaway, 2013; Mistry, Lowe, &
Benner, 2008)and parental investments, such as attending a padeicaéon class or parent
support group, are associated with more inputsigeavin the home environment (Conger &
Donnellan, 2007; Yeung, Linver, & Brooks—Gunn, 202

Other recent studies are also demonstrating howgemeration programs can impact

parents, such as through increasing parents’ edanehtttainment (Sabol & Chaseansdale,
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2014). These findings are the beginning of an exadéase using rigorous methods that
demonstrate the impact of two-generation programgasents and the home environment.
Although the mechanism through which the connestiorservices happen is unknown, the
results from this dissertation demonstrate thaténewed interest in two-generation programs
(Haskins, Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2014) is warrahtend services provided to parents are
effective at improving the quality of the home epwiment.

Parental involvement is likely most important for low-income children.Results from
the second study indicate that parental involvem&st only associated with child and parenting
outcomes for children in the HSIS sample. Parentallvement was positively associated with
children’s academic achievement, and parentingtipescincluding the number of academic
activities parents conducted at home, and the atrafwultural activities, such as museum visits
the parents engaged in with their child. Becaugé®fack of association between parental
involvement and child or parenting outcomes in$IECCYD, it is plausible that children from
low-income families or families that are servedHBad Start centers benefit the most from
parental involvement. However, an interaction betw®w-income and involvement was not
able to be tested in the SECCYD due to the smalpsasize, so it is possible this finding may
not replicate across data sets. One potential nfasahis association is that Head Start centers
engage parents in more academic activities duhagthool day or provide direct instruction
during parent education classes on technigues {gatan use at home to incorporate academic
activities for their child into their everyday raugs.

Future Research
Although this dissertation provides ample evidethe parents are involved in children’s

center-based early childhood programs, and thapoeimensive early education programs have a
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positive impact on the home environment, many golestremain. First, despite the clear
indication that parents are utilizing services Aadoming involved in their child’s care setting,
it is not knownhow parents are becoming aware of services or voluotgeortunities. Several
potential avenues include direct contact with cestt@ff, such as a family service coordinator or
classroom teacher, or informal conversations wikieoparents in their social network (Small,
2009). A future qualitative study could investightav parents are becoming connected to
services. Further understanding the methods thradmh parents are becoming involved or
taking-up services will impact the way centers wéarr promote involvement activities and
parent services.

Similarly, a more in-depth understanding of theteahof services and participation
activities is needed in order to explain why seggiand parental involvement have positive
benefits. Future research could investigate theiaes that parents are assisting with in
classrooms or what a parent support group offepatents. If we better understand what is
happening during volunteer activities or when pta@articipate in parent education courses, we
can better examine mechanisms through which chiandpe home environment is occurring.
For instance, it is unknown if parents are changfagy practices at home because of the
information they are receiving from trained instars or teachers, or if it is from other parents
and the feeling of social support that accompalpésg part of a group or social setting.

Another future research direction is to better us@ad parent needs. Although parents
are taking up the offered services and are padiirig at high rates, it is unclear if all their dee
are being met through center-based early childippograms. If there are potential opportunities

or services that parents are interested in, centaysbe able to allocate resources away from
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services that are not being utilized to services #ine more likely to be used or differentially
provide services based on risk/need.

A key finding from this dissertation is that taking services and supports, and being
involved in children’s center-based early learnmggram leads to more positive parenting
practices. However, it is not known if the changethe home environment lead to improved
child outcomes or if the effects on parenting pcast are sustained long-term. An important
future direction for policy is to examine if impaadh the home translate into increased school
readiness skills or academic and socio-emotionakdater in a child’s life. If the impacts in the
home do translate to child outcomes or to long-tnprovements in parenting practices it is
likely that more center-based early childhood paogs will want to provide parents with
services or opportunities to become involved. Atsore funding may be needed from federal,
state, or local agencies for parent componentsicparly if the impacts on children from the
parent services/involvement activities are largantthe ones from children participating in
high-quality center-based care alone.

Even if parental involvement and service do leannjoroved child outcomes, it is
necessary to understand the cost of offering seswia determine if the benefits outweigh the
cost. Few benefit-cost analyses exist for earlidblmod education programs (Karoly,
Greenwood, Everingham, Hoube, & Kilburn, 1998), ande to my knowledge examines the
cost of offering comprehensive services. This kaygonent of Head Start and Early Head Start
programs constitute an important next step is wstdeding the costs associated with providing

these services to parents.
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Practice and Policy Implications

The results of the dissertation speak primarilidiéad Start and Early Head Start
programs. First, it is apparent that programs agetig their stated aims of providing
comprehensive services to families (Puma et alQR@Parents with the most need are
participating in services aimed at improving thell-being; however, parents who have several
risk factors are not participating in their childshooling nor are they taking advantage of
parenting related services. A practical implicatodrihis finding is for centers to provide
parenting services in conjunction with other typéservices or to provide parenting services,
such as support groups at multiple times/locattorigetter serve the most disadvantaged parents.

Second, the results indicate that services aeetefe at improving the home
environments. A policy implication of such findirgthat other center-based care settings, such
as universal preschools may want to work to inclpaeental service and volunteer opportunities
(if they do not already). Policymakers could pravah avenue for this by possibly including
funding for a parent component as part of the dadyning grants that are becoming available.
Also, community child care centers, particularlggh that serve low-income families can apply
these findings by offering parental services or aeliog their involvement activities after Head
Start and Early Head Start programs.

An important finding from this dissertation is thret matter the age of the child, families’
benefit from services. Even though it is likelytth@any centers that serve 3- and 4-year old
children encourage parental involvement, it is lésdy that infant/toddler center-based
programs are offering services to parents. Tharggifrom this dissertation indicate that
programs that serve the youngest children shouldbstworking with parents to meet their

needs and provide them with parenting related andly well-being services.
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Conclusion

With a renewed interest in two-generation progrénsimportant to understand the
ways in which programs are affecting children nayalirectly, but also indirectly such as by
promoting positive parenting practices. Given teent national, and state attention on early
childhood education, determining the benefits ofteebased early childhood programs is
particularly important for future funding and fonderstanding the effectiveness of
comprehensive services. This dissertation aimeditivess this gap in the literature by
examining the role center-based early childhoodfams that children are in from birth to age 5
have on positively influencing parenting practicasd to a lesser extent child development. The
findings from each study within this dissertati@ntbnstrate that parents are taking-up services
and becoming involved in their child’s center-basady childhood programs, and that doing so
benefits the home environment and parenting presti€arly childhood programs and policies
should work to further incorporate parents intogpaonming, and provide them with services

and supports.
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