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Abstract

The Effect of Using Art Activities in Home Literacy Bags
on Elementary School Parents’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs

by

Heather Brookman Kadish

Adviser: Professor Helen Johnson

The present study examined the impact of including art activities in fateitgdy materials on
parents’ beliefs about reading and their self-efficacy beliefs aboutthigiy to teach reading to
their young children. The study took place over five weeks in a private day stiiml York
City with middle to upper-class population. The 70 student participants (i.e. s &andsrgarten
through second grade) were randomly assigned to either treatmentdracylibags with art
experience) or control (i.e., no art), with assignment done separately forandlésmales.
Multi-item measures were used that assessed demographics, home ditetiemyment, family
involvement in school, children’s interest in literacy, and parental effiaatyemding beliefs.
Though not statistically significant, parents’ self-efficacy scardbe experimental group
improved and their enjoyment scores increased over time while the parents’isdbeecontrol
group fluctuated randomly across the four weeks with marginally sigmificBierences between
the two groups found during the last week. A modest statistically significaetatarn was
found between parents’ self-efficacy and parental involvement. The studentsxpe¢henental
group reported that they enjoyed the artwork. The current study suggestedettiad @fforoader

range of literacy activities can enhance and increase the impact of ipa@vement initiatives



v
in children’s literacy learning. The findings suggest a relationship betpagental self-efficacy
and parental involvement, and that art activities affect both of these factauisRaised the
possibility that there is value in exploring ways to extend the benefit aftavitias. Limitations
of the study included the variable aspects of self-reporting for datatemtlepotential
incongruence between books used and students’ particular interests and skifg,dimdit
homogenous population sample, and limited family background information. Futurehesear

should further explore the effect of incorporating art on parents’ selaejfiand reading beliefs.
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The Effect of Using Art Activities in Home Literacy Bags
on Elementary School Parents’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Chapter 1: Introduction

In recent years, researchers have demonstrated the value of art expddemzeasing
children’s engagement in literacy activities. Parents play a pivo&lnraheir children’s early
literacy learning, and strong literacy environments are important (@htisfdorrison, & Bryant,
1998; Gillanders & Jiminez, 2004; Payne, Whitehurst, & Angell, 1994; Purcell-Gateg, 1996
The current study expanded the extant research by including art axiivisehool children’s
home literacy bags to effect similar impact on parents, enhancing thewenwent in shared
home literacy, as well as in the school. Incorporating the arts intaaciiteutreach program
was predicted to elicit greater involvement as well as to increase patbicacy beliefs as
teachers of early literacy (Green, 2008).

Chapter 1 of this study will provide an overview of the importance of parental
involvement and the factors influencing the level of this involvement for childrarlis
language and literacy along with the importance of the home literacy enenbnifowever,
encouraging parental engagement entails certain challenges involvergumi#s in parents’
beliefs about their own role in their children’s education, influenced alsanigy&ge and culture
(Pattnaik, 2003). Teachers too often misconstrue what motivates parent involveraeht or |
thereof, when in fact parents may not believe in their own abilities as teathieracy.
Chapter 1 considers the relation between parent self-efficacy and involvamevell as
strategies for strengthening them both. The current study explored the usactivdies as a

way of enhancing this self-efficacy and involvement.



Parental involvement is a critical factor in the effectiveness of kngcy instruction
both prior to school and once school begins. It is well documented that the home literacy
environment and parental involvement are important predictors of children’s egiatpand
literacy skills (Bus, Van ljzendoorn, & Pelligrini, 1995; Christian et al., 199#ers, Barron, &
Brunello, 2000; Griffin & Morrison, 1997; Levy, Gong, Hessels, Evans, & Jared, 2006; Eayne
al., 1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Roberts, Jurgens, & Burchinal, 2005). Research shows tha
parental involvement and the home literacy environment are related to sdhiegkawent
(Dearing et al., 2006; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Byron, 2004; Fan & Chen, 1999; Jeynes,
2005; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994) and exceed other family background variatviepas
influences on educational attainment (Flouri & Buchanan, 2004). A number of prograens hav
been developed to extend literacy activities to the home and increase famiygemeat in early
literacy learning. However, it has proven challenging to find effectiveegies for facilitating
participation from all families. The current study expands recent ressadals based on the
premise that offering a broader range of literacy activities would enlagcecrease the impact
of parent involvement initiatives.

Parental Influence on Home Literacy Environment and Literacy Legrni

Due to differences in parental support for literacy both before and during schookrchildr
are exposed to a wide range of print related experiences (Mason & Allen, 188@&fore,
when children begin public school they enter the classroom with a variety ofezxgsrand
different levels of knowledge in many areas that are predictive of their suhtagademic
achievement (Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994). At the start of formal schoolingcehikdren
may already possess capacity for numerous important skills. Some able e decode short

words, while others may not be able to recognize the difference betweendetigristures.
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Even once formal education begins, it is important to note that, “school is a tempacaryhait
is open for six hours a day for about nine months” (Peterson, 1992, p. 15).

Since children spend more time at home than in school each day (Klassen-Endrizzi,
2000), parents play an extremely influential role in their children’s atehaty learning even
once formal education begins, and the impact of this involvement is undeniable. However,
Edwards, Pleasant, and Franklin (1999) indicated, “many parents see theirddutational
role ceasing when their child enters kindergarten” (p. 18). Nonetheless, steoacyli
environments are important before formal education begins and once childrercleotér s
These environments affect children’s literacy learning across diffesen income, education,
and home language (Christian et al., 1998; Gillanders & Jiminez, 2004; Paynd @94
Purcell-Gates, 1996).

Demographic Effects on Parental Involvement

Parents play a primary role in shaping children’s language and literpegiences prior
to school and once formal education begins. There are a number of variables of the home
environment that seem to elicit involvement. Parental education and income adednat
factors that have been linked to the quality of the home literacy environment. Alttiaug
relation between these variables is complex, the home literacy environmeiiuteatto
differences in children’s language and literacy learning in ways tealistinct from influences
of parental education and income. Payne et al. (1994) and Christian et al. (1998) fothel that
home literacy environment had a stronger influence on children’s acadeltsi¢hela parent’s
level of education. These two studies confirm that high amounts of literacyiastimithe home
environment have an important impact during the preschool years regardlessrafimat

education and intelligence level. In addition, in a study with low income familieg|PGiates



(1996) confirmed that regardless of parents’ education level, children from lowertcames
can acquire emergent literacy skills if provided a rich literacy envirahrii@éese studies
demonstrate that a positive relationship exists between the amount of horag attraties and

language and literacy related outcome variables regardless of parestti@uor income level.

Literacy acquisition is also influenced by differences in cultures, paetgactations,
and values placed upon literacy (Mason & Allen, 1986). Although parent education levigi, fam
size, and socioeconomic status affect parental literacy practiceficaiginamounts of the
variations in parent involvement stems from the beliefs parents have about teein rtbleir
child’s education generally and as teachers of literacy (DeBaryshe,08Baryshe, Binder, &
Buell, 2000; Evans, Fox, Cremaso, & Mckinnon, 2004). Consequently, it is important to examine
the beliefs which influence parental literacy practices related to théogevent of their
children’s emergent literacy skills.
Impact of Parental Beliefs and Perceptions of Self-efficacy

Many factors influence parental literacy practices, includingnisirbeliefs about their
role in education, and about their own expertise (Pattnaik, 2003). Cultural diffeneticese
beliefs may affect parental involvement among families from diverse fmokgds. Research has
indicated that parents’ literacy beliefs are strongly associatédchildren’s interest and
involvement in literacy-related activities and outcomes (Bennett, Weigdia&in, 2002).
Moreover, children benefit specifically in terms of print knowledge and readingsttevhen
parents believe in their own ability to teach literacy skills and are invai@eracy related
activities (Weigel et al., 2006).

Research shows a great deal of variability in parental beliefs abaotgbaance of

literacy and of themselves as teachers of literacy (DeBaryshe, 198aryBhke et al., 2000;



Evans et al., 2004). Parents differ in their beliefs about their role in their ctsldearning, in
their personal experiences with schooling, and in their self-efficacydelith regard to
teaching their children literacy. These differences are grounded inatwéues about family
and learning. Parents may believe that it is their job to nurture their chilthitnteachers have
the ultimate authority in their children’s education (Dever & Burts, 2002). Insgatout their
own reading competence may discourage parents whose schooling experenecesgative or
differ from the United States educational system from engaging in {itaciwities and
involvement with the school (Edwards & Danridge, 2001). Parents educated outsidetélde Uni
States may be unaccustomed to the expectations and practices of Amércas aad
consequently less actively involved. Sigel and McGillicuddy-De Lisi (2002) gbouethat
parents within particular societies or cultures are guided by belieihsy®f childrearing
practices that are derived from aspects of that culture. In addition, parapmnot realize the
impact they have on their children’s learning and may not know how or in what waysathey
help.

Parents, the home environments they provide, and home literacy-relateticadiffier
in a number of important ways. Parents’ beliefs about literacy and develodfeenhaw they
interact with their children. Many studies focus on the best way to teach onhitdesarn to read,
and there is a longstanding debate among educators regarding whole lareggagghonics
approaches to literacy instruction. Therefore, it is not surprising that pass@slifferent
opinions on this matter as well. Besides having different views on how children leaadfo r
more importantly, parents differ in their beliefs about themselves astsamiteracy and
about their role in their children’s reading development. Parents’ involvementricltiidren’s

early literacy learning is related to their efficacy beliefs. heeowords, it is imperative for
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parents to feel that they both can and should have a tremendous impact on their children’s
literacy development. Research in other domains indicates that persoraaiyetiigdiefs impact
behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2000). Parents who have high efficacy beliefs as
educators are more likely to be involved in their children’s learning (HoovempBey &
Sandler, 1997, 1995), and ultimately will “ behave in ways that are more effedtivineir
children” ( Sigel & McGillicuddy-De Lisi, 2002, p. 495).

In a previous pilot study conducted in the spring of 2008, | examined home literacy
practices, parental literacy beliefs, and parent perceptions of perdoreadyefo support
children’s literacy. The pilot sample included multilingual parents of 24 kindergand first
grade students. | conducted this research in a more diverse and heterogeneousrghasp tha
been typically studied (Kadish, 2008). Despite differences in income, languagetang, ¢
found that parents were willing to become involved in their children’s litexabievement. The
results largely confirm previous findings that parental beliefs about the angerof literacy
and themselves as teachers of literacy are associated with hoawylgavironment and overall
school involvement (Bennett et al., 2002; DeBaryshe, 1995; Evans et al., 2004; Wdigel et a
2006). DeBaryshe (1995) showed this association in a low income and working classaznpl
Weigel et al. (2006) with middle income families. However, the most pertiutodme of the
pilot study was the difference in beliefs between parents with high and lol téwe®ntact and
involvement with the school. The coefficient correlation (.48) indicated a posiiar li
relationship exists between literacy beliefs and involvement with the school.

Two alternative explanations of this finding emerged. Families that vaduadit may
feel a strong sense of responsibility to be actively involved both in the home ahdait s

Alternatively, as families have more involvement and contact with the schoolptisgive



literacy beliefs and understanding of their role in their child’s literaaynling may increase.
Therefore, it is important to explore the effects of parents’ beliefs amdémese of efficacy
when involvement with the school is increased. Parents with low levels of sedfegfbeliefs
may not feel comfortable or know how to be involved and may not realize the importance of
their roles. Culturally diverse families represent an increasprgiyninent segment of the
population and these parents whose language, literacy exposure, and traditiof®chffee
mainstream may feel less prepared and have low self-efficacy behei® hay be cultural
differences in beliefs about the roles of parent and teacher. Some culturas #sat parents
should not be involved once formal education begins and the responsibility to teach is solely that
of the teacher. Aside from this cultural influence, research shows teatgaense of efficacy
in helping their children is a primary influence on whether parents choosestodéwvolved
(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997).
Importance of the Home Literacy Environment

After studying the home environments of 74 nursery school children, Dickinson and
Tabors (2001¥tressed the importance of the home environment, since home factors cordribute t
children’s emergent literacy skills which impact later literacy outsrithe authors contended
that “providing them with rich and engaging language environment during the first & ofe
life is the best way to ensure their success as readers” (Dickinsab@&sl 2001, p. 334). This
point is supported by findings that children who start school with limited eatgdy skills tend
to have difficulty catching up and to fall increasingly further behind (Bowman, Donovan, &
Burns, 2001; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). The significance of this point is underscored by
evidence that in the United States, approximately one third of children faddcat a basic level

by fourth grade (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2003, 2005).
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Most children begin school between the ages of five and six years old. Therengre ma
years before formal education begins in kindergarten during which children areegtihom
daycare or in preschool. Children enter school differentially prepared in wayseahagnificant
predictors of their school achievement in language and literacy. Research lséioesfdre
formal education begins, it is important that parents provide a literacy-esheokegonment
with ample opportunities to see, learn and explore literacy-relatedtiastiand materials in
order to develop emergent literacy skills (Christian et al., 1998; Frijtals &arron, &
Brunello, 2000; Payne et al., 1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Roberts et al., 2005). Ady,tothl
quantity (Purcell-Gates, 1996) and quality (Levy et al., 2006; Roberts et al. 2006h of ea
interaction have been positively associated with language and literacy outcomes.
Differential Influences and Approaches to Literacy Activities
The home literacy environment affects children’s early language aratiite

development, and these early differences often persist when children enter Bdfereinces
between families in parental beliefs about literacy learning are rstadfen differences in
parental involvement and contact. These differences may be more apparent whish @dtere
and experiences differ from mainstream environment. A review of thduiteneveals many
studies that collect data on a plethora of home literacy experiences thaeimay account for
differences in emergent literacy skills. Most studies obtain a frequerasungefor engagement
in literacy activities by questioning a variety of home literacy enviemtroharacteristics and
practices. The most common measure is frequency of shared book reading, bisthers
include age of onset of book exposure, number of books in the house, number of newspapers or
magazines, hours of television viewing, number of library visits, and parent readitgy ha

values, and beliefs. Data are most commonly gathered through the use qgiatlfreasures



such as surveys and questionnaires. However, a small number use direct obsavatahs
Research indicates that these home literacy experiences are an impéitanté on children’s
language skills, and strong correlations have been found with measures of bo#géaagd

literacy (Christian et al., 1998, Frijters et al., 2000; Payne et al., 19%tIPGates, 1996;

Roberts et al. 2005). Strong associations also have been found between the hawye litera
environment, including joint storybook reading, and oral language development (e.g@s8Burg
2002; Bus et al., 1995; Payne et al., 1994; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002). Thus diffémehee

home literacy environment affect language skills, and these skillsomedychssociated with
development of reading skills (Poe, Burchinal, and Roberts, 2004; Roth, Speece, and Cooper,
2002) and predict reading comprehension in first and second grade (Roth et al., 2002).

The most common literacy activity studied within the home environment is shared book
reading. A few studies address the unique impact that shared book reading has emchildr
language and literacy skills. This research on shared book reading (B4 @95 Sénéchal
and LeFevre, 2002; Burgess, 2002) revealed mixed results. Specific research shehe¢da
book reading is predictive of receptive language skills (Burgess, 2002; Séhédatfeevre,

2002), but not the ability to recognize words and understand letter-sound relationsh@zhébé

& LeFevre, 2002). There is substantial data on the effects of active involvemadtrigc

parental coaching practices, focusing on print, and questioning during shared boak readin
(Evans, Shaw, & Bell, 2002; Levy et al., 2006; Mol, Bus, de Jong, & Smeets, 2008; Sénéchal &
LeFevre, 2002). Results from these studies indicate that while story book exgenenchelp
receptive vocabulary and comprehension, the effects on other skills (i.e., prehess and

knowledge of letter names) depends on the nature of the involvement while reading. FHowever
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vocabulary development is one of the main skills needed in learning to read and makg meani
from text, and exposure to books is a major source for this development (Bus et al., 1995).

In addition to shared book reading, other influential factors, including parentghesmnb
of reading and frequency of parents’ modeling reading behaviors, have been studied and have
yielded interesting and mixed results on their effect on children’s eagydae and literacy
achievement. Although Payne et al. (1994) found that the amount parents read to thenaselves w
not a significant predictor of language abilities, Purcell-Gates (1996) foahémilies in
which the adults read and write for their own uses had young children who éaaeiit showed
more advanced understanding of written language. In more recent researcttf Beal. (2002)
found that the frequency with which children see parents reading was sighyfissociated
with emergent literacy skills. It is possible that frequency of paremdeling of literacy
activities could have an effect on children’s emergent literacy skill demelopby piquing
children’s own interest in literacy.

The importance of family practices and involvement for children’s eaeaby
development has been highlighted in recent research. While there is general cohs¢nsus t
families play a valuable role in supporting early literacy learningetisesome uncertainty about
how these processes operate for children and families whose home and schoal@gerie
include multiple languages. Moreover, families whose language, literacy expasdteaditions
differ substantially from the mainstream may feel less prepared to stipgorthildren’s
literacy development. These families represent an important and inchegsomginent segment
of the population, whose strengths and concerns need to be more clearly altandiate

understood.
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In sum, parents play a very influential role in the children’s language aratit
learning by being involved in literacy related activities at home as wéall school. These home
literacy experiences are important for literacy and language lgattowever, great variability
exists among families. It is not surprising, then, that children enteffitlseéiday of school
differentially prepared. Parents’ influence is significant not just prior toalsotduring language
and literacy learning. Hence, it is important to find ways to support familiessWwaoguage,
literacy exposure, and traditions differ from the mainstream since thedie$amay feel less
prepared to support their children’s literacy development. Parents who feel relgpfmigheir
children’s literacy development may have stronger beliefs in theinahditheir children’s first
teachers. Additionally, parents who have high efficacy beliefs in theessas educators are
more likely to be involved in their children’s learning since parents with higleSalacy
beliefs choose to be involved in activities in which they feel they can be sut¢eksiver-
Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 1995).
Accessible Models for Parent Involvement
There is growing evidence that cultural and language differences édient

involvement in children’s schooling (Bennett et al., 2002; Payne et al., 1994), and \giiabili
parental beliefs increases when viewed across culture and languagmddte(Pattnaik, 2003).
A the same time it may be more challenging to elicit involvement from aseiveultilingual
population, these students may face special challenges at school and nmedelb@cadly at risk
(Pransky & Bailey, 2003). Consequently, involving their parents is especigdbriant. In an
increasingly diverse society, it is necessary to involve and reach evempéneats who may not

typically get involved since.



12

Over the past decade a variety of family literacy programs have beamengked that
include instructional workshops and/or sending information home to educate parents and to
increase involvement in literacy- related behaviors (Barbour, 1999; Cook-Cottone PD20e4;
& Burts, 2002; Faires, 2000; Handel, 1999; Jordan, Snow, & Porsche, 2000; Morrow & Young,
1997; Padak, Sapin, & Baycich, 2002; Sénéchal, 2006). However, there is no consensus as to
what the best practices are and how best to involve parents in children’s eaty ligarning. It
is often difficult and sometimes unrealistic for parents to attend meetirsgbool (Jordan et al.,
2000; Morrow & Young, 1997). Consequently, researchers have found that sendinglsnateria
home, often in the form of booklists or literacy bags, is a way to reach parents, evemhitose
have been nonresponsive to other efforts (Barbour, 1999; Dever & Burts, 2002; Faires, 2000;
Handel, 1999). Although these methods have been promising, there is a need to expltre ways
maximize the impact of materials sent home, to determine whether diftgpes of content
using different modalities increases the appeal to an increasingly divedséngual
population.

One way to do this may be through the incorporation of the arts since the arts have
proven to be an integral component in children’s language and literacy developatarson,
2007). Unlike other instructional methods, the arts have been shown to broaden children’s
interests by promoting a richer, deeper learning experience (Berghoff; Carger, 2004;
Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). In addition, the arts have
the ability to accommodate and utilize student differences and have proversiulgoes
engaging children from diverse backgrounds in early literacy learnsngé¢g 2004;
Ehrenworth, 2003). Consequently, the arts may be particularly suited to elicitingeimesit

from families with diverse language and cultures. Incorporation of thesateay of engaging
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with the world that allows for personal interpretations by weaving theifarmto other forms
of representations (Ehrenworth, 2003). Unlike other more traditional practices, emsauitt
the arts increase student’s beliefs in their abilities (Greene, 2008). Thiwigrts children
experience success which is one of the most powerful ways that selfyetfasabe increased
(Bandura, 1995). Just as the arts enable children to experience greates subitaracy, they
may help to support the development or enhancement of parental efficacy astebehdy
literacy and thereby increase their involvement in their children’s etmtgdy learning.

Strong home literacy environments are important and parents play a pivotal tiode i
children’s early literacy learning (Christian et al. 1998; Gillander;&ngz,, 2004; Payne et al.,
1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996). For this reason schools are reaching out, asking parents to be
involved. However, there are special challenges engaging families whoidifé@guage,
culture and in beliefs about their own role in their children’s education (Pattnaik, 20@3)
often when parents do not respond, teachers assume they do not care. But it maytherthat ra
than not caring, they do not believe it is their responsibility, or they may not belithar own
abilities as teachers of literacy. It is important to develop an approaichithbe accessible and
sensitive to issues parents may have about their own capacity as teachdyslivéracy.

The literature review reveals that incorporating the arts has madaldencontribution to

children’s literacy learning. Using the arts enables children to becareantively involved in

the learning process, broadening their interests and promoting a richer, ldaepag

experience (Berghoff, 2001; Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007;
Walker, 2000). The most powerful ways to increase self-efficacy are emationsial and

positive experiences (Bandura, 1989). By providing positive experiences thatrebtibmeal

arousal, literacy experiences with art increase children’s eff@sdgarners (Soundy & Qiu,
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2006). This study expands upon the extant research by incorporating the artexsitly tib
increase parent’s self-efficacy as teachers of literacy innmenahat may be more accessible to

parents than other more traditional approaches.

Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
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Parental Involvement in Home Literacy

The following review of the literature examines aspects of languagéenady learning
that contribute to parental literacy practices, as well as the influentes lnéme literacy
environment on early language and literacy learning. Findings related to boolgrgeaantal
literacy beliefs, parents’ level of education and income, and parental gffiehefs about
themselves as teachers of literacy will be explored. The review will coodels for eliciting
parental involvement, including a variety of family literacy programs, and corbigle
incorporation of the arts in literacy learning.

Parents are children’s first teachers and have an extremely idlueie in their
children’s’ early literacy learning. However, literacy expergsnm the home environment prior
to school entry vary greatly and many parents see their formal educatienedasing when
their child enters kindergarten. Parental involvement is a critical factbe ieftectiveness of
early literacy instruction and is related to children’s early languagetenacly skills (Bus et al.,
1995; Christian et al., 1998; Frijters, Barron, & Brunello, 2000; Griffin & Morrison, 168vy
et al., 2006; Payne et al., 1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Roberts et al., 2005).

In an attempt to account for the differences in children’s literacy anddgegkill
development, the home literacy environment has been the focus of many studies angedata ha
been collected on these home literacy experiences in a variety of diffegntMost studies
obtain a frequency measure for engagement in literacy activitiaskyg parents many
guestions regarding anything that may influence children’s emergentyitekdls and language
development. The most commonly measured variable is frequency of shared book reading, but
others also include age of onset of book exposure, number of books in the house, number of

newspapers or magazines, hours of television viewing, number of library visits, neading



16
habits, values, and beliefs. Data are most commonly gathered through the usespbself
measures such as surveys and questionnaires. However, a small number adistutirest
observations as well.

In one study with 323 4-year-olds from low income families, Payne et al. (1994)
examined the relationship between nine aspects of the home literacy enviranchehtldren’s
receptive and expressive vocabulary. Results indicated that the literacynemsmt was an
important influence on children’s language skills and accounted for 18.5% of the garianc
Frequency of shared reading, age of onset of reading, number of minutes readhild the c
yesterday, number of picture books in the home, frequency that the child asked to be read to, and
frequency of library visits were significant predictors of literacy amgjliage abilities. However,
caregiver enjoyment of reading, time the caregiver spent reading atahéhe frequency with
which child looked at books alone were not significant predictors of childrerjsdge skills.

Similar results were found in another study of the home environment with 317 middle
class mothers and their 4- to 5-year-old children. Christian et al. (1998)ass#td obtained
from a family literacy environment questionnaire to assess influencks hbme literacy
environment on children’s language, as well as letter recognition and word decotlng kki
main effect confirmed a positive association between the home environment atytregke
and literacy outcome variables.

Both Payne et al. (1994) and Christian et al. (1998) used surveys and questionnaires to
collect their data. Although self-report measures are the most commonb asgess the home
literacy environment, they are often not reliable since parents may tend tngivers that are
socially desirable. In addition, self-reports of behavior may not matchl éetoavior. Using

actual observations of literacy events, Purcell-Gates (1996) confirmedpbeance of the
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home environment. The relationship between literacy activities in the home andrchildr
understanding of print concepts, alphabetic principle, and knowledge of formstehwrit
language was analyzed in a small sample of 20 low income families with ohlefiween the
ages of four and six. Literacy events were observed and field notes were coddid.iRdisated
that families with more literacy events had children with more knowledfggrot and
conventions of written language.

Frijters et al, (2000) examined the effect of the home literacy envirdnmign95
children between the ages of five and six, and also explored the effects of chilohene'stiin
books. The measures of home literacy experiences included frequency of shareddingk re
frequency of trips to the library, and age of onset for shared book readinge@siliteracy
interest was described as how children feel about engaging in literagtiecand was assessed
by using a pictorial questionnaire with the children (Frijters et al., 2000)laBim Payne et al.
(1994), Frijters et al. found data indicated that in addition to age of onset and éneqtibook
reading, children’s interest in book reading also was a strong predictor ofveaaqabulary,
knowledge of letter names and sounds, and phonological awareness. Literaclyanteresne
literacy measures contributed independently to the unique variance in leteeandretter
sound knowledge with home literacy accounting for 12% and literacy interest for 6Béforae
in addition to activities that parents do with print and the environment, childrenéclitenterest
was also related to measures of print language achievement, namelyaletteamd letter sound
knowledge.

In more recent research, Roberts et al. (2005) studied the effects of the hameneeni
on language and emergent literacy skills. As part of a longitudinal study, 72aHidm low

income homes were studied from their first year of life through kindergdtem specific
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measures of home literacy practices: shared book reading frequencyamadek reading
strategies, child’'s enjoyment of reading, and maternal sensitiviy arexlyzed. The effects of
these measures on children’s early language and literacy skillexasrened. In addition, the
home environment was analyzed by using The Home Literacy Environmeet &oatlely used
45-item, semi-structured, standardized observation / interview to measarggb
responsiveness, acceptance of child’s behavior, organization of the environmesr)iacadi
language stimulation, and parental involvement with the child. Frequency and enjayenent
assessed using parental questionnaires, and shared book reading intexecémisserved,
recorded, and coded for maternal sensitivity and book reading strategmseficy of shared
book reading and measures of the child’s enjoyment were not significaatiytréd either
language or literacy outcome variables. Both parenting quality indicesr{aternal strategies,
and sensitivity) were significantly correlated with language skils, feceptive vocabulary), but
not literacy outcomes. However, analysis of the home environment revealedgaastd
consistent correlation with both language and literacy measures that codtoleteand above
the specific measures.

Since the specific measures were found to be highly correlated with the aveaallire
of the home environment, Roberts et al. (2005) suggested that the specific haog liter
practices may be measuring some of the same dimensions included in the oaaternéthe
home environment. The overall measure assesses several aspecameously that together
may have a greater impact on children’s language and literacy develdpanetite specific
measures, providing one explanation for stronger linkages between children'adarand
literacy skills with the overall measure as compared to the specifeungsaof home literacy

practices. Therefore, it may be difficult to assess which spesiiecss of the home environment
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are actually predictive of children’s literacy and language skills shecbdme literacy
environment has an overall impact that is not easily specified by individual components

There are other parental factors that can contribute to home literacy egpsriParents
may have an effect on their children beyond the impact of their particularitwesh& onfirming
the influence of the home environment on preschoolers’ language and literacyt Beahet
(2002) found that the family literacy environment was significantly assatwaith emergent
literacy skills in 143 preschool age children. They identified and compared tfiezerdibroad
areas of the home literacy environment, including home literacy activitiesiomal climate,
and involvement with school. Emotional climate and families’ involvement with tieosaere
not found to be significantly associated with children’s emergent literady. SKile only aspect
of the home literacy environment that was related to literacy skillsit@escy activities, which
included parents’ developmentally appropriate reading beliefs, theyreant of reading, and
the frequency with which they modeled literacy behaviors. Results revhateshth of these
factors also has a significant association with children’s emergeaacitskills.

These studies (Christian et al., 1998; Frijters et al., 2000; Payne et al.P1e&ll-
Gates, 1996; Roberts et al., 2005) show that although the home literacy environment is
important, it may be difficult to determine which aspects of the home environmenbste
influential and have the strongest effects on children’s literacy anddgegskills. Although less
studied than home literacy activities, children’s interest in literatiyities is a common
variable that emerged across studies as a significant predictor of cluldmeguiage and literacy
development (Frijters et al., 2000; Payne et al., 1994) and may also be anntngrtabutor

(Roberts et al., 2005). In addition to the literacy activities of the parentayibenimportant for
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parents to create an interactional context to encourage their childreresimtereading (Bus,
2003).

Aspects of the Home Literacy Environment

Shared Book Reading

The common element measured in all of these studies of the home literacy envingnment
that of shared book reading. The following studies attempt to assess the unique camwibuti
this one aspect of the home literacy environment, shared book reading, to chilagngoage
and literacy skills. A meta-analysis by Bus et al. (1995) examinedestadijoint book reading
independently and as a composite measure that included other aspects of theshamye li
environment. Findings revealed that frequency of shared book reading explained 8% of the
variance, which is a medium to strong effect, on language skills, reading, and rerhengey
skills. During shared book reading, children are exposed to print and become fartfiliar wi
written language. Therefore, it s not surprising that the strongest effext vas on language.
Bus et al. (1995) concluded that although shared book reading is the central compdreent of t
literacy environment, other elements of the home may be critical Adtviimportant to note
that in most of the studies analyzed in the meta-analysis, shared book reading wia par
composite measure which included other aspects of the home environment.

Additional studies from the last two decades examined the individual effdwretis
book reading. In a sample of 115 4- to 5-year-olds from middle class homes, Burge¥s (2002
examined the frequency of shared book reading, parental reading habits, number ,gbdreoks
education, and the age parents started reading to their childrentionredeexpressive and
receptive language abilities. In addition to frequency of shared book retmingimber of

books and the age of onset for reading were significantly correlate@uitome measures.
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However Burgess’ study revealed that frequency of shared readimgnexiaindividually, was a
significant predictor only of receptive language abilities. In this middkssample, parent
education was not a significant predictor, confirming other research (Piaginel®©94; Christian
et al., 1998).

Although frequency of shared book reading was found to be predictive of receptive
language, it is important to know which activities promote other emergeatitskills such as
print awareness and letter and sound knowledge. In a 5-year longitudinal studiabandc
LeFevre (2002) explored and compared the relations between two typesaof/ldetivities and
emergent literacy skills. They obtained data on exposure to story books with the leook tit
checklist method and parental reports of the frequency with which they taeghthildren to
read and print words. Emergent literacy skills were assessed throwgbrtesincepts about
print, alphabet knowledge, decoding, and invented spelling. Parent reports of teachiiogyand s
book exposure were uncorrelated. These two types of experiences also rdiatentiyifvith
the children’s literacy and language skill outcomes. Sénéchal and L€E@0O®& reported that
although storybook exposure predicted receptive language it did not predict othgergmer
literacy skills. However, parents’ reports of teaching did predict |latenattary literacy skills.
Parents’ reports of teaching accounted for 12 % of the variance in readisi@tstie end of first
grade and indirectly predicted reading skills at the end of third grade. Storyhmumsues, which
predicted receptive language, explained a significant amount of the vaoiareeeling skills at
the end of third grade. Sénéchal and LeFevre (2002) concluded that storybook exposure, a
measure of frequency of shared book reading, is important in the development eh&hildr

receptive language skills, and thereby facilitates reading indeerentary school. While
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storybook exposure is not related to emergent phonological skills, it contributespgbvwec
skills, which become more central in later elementary school.

The home literacy environment includes the resources, activities, and inflaénces
children and parents on literacy and language skills. These studies show that ereefobeil
education begins, it is important that parents provide a literacy enriched enwvitomitheplenty
of opportunities to see, learn, and explore literacy related activities aadaisain order to
develop emergent literacy skills. Research shows that shared book reguedjasve of
receptive language skills (Burgess, 2002; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002) sphilidic activities
that address names and sounds of letters may be necessary for some ohilapanttemergent
phonological skills (Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002). Receptive language skills assagcto build
vocabulary and aid in story comprehension, which are important skills foclitdesvelopment
and are necessary for children to become successful readers (Neuman & Roskos, 2005;
Richardson, Richardson, Sacks, & Sacks, 1993).

Active Involvement

It is apparent that different activities and experiences are retatkffierent aspects of
emerging literacy and language skills. Emergent literacy sikiéscharacteristics of pre-readers
and their knowledge and attitudes that are related to later reading and (Withitehurst &
Lonigan, 1998). These skills may include the ability to identify and primréettinderstand
letter-sound relations, recognize some printed words, and know the purpose and mechanics of
book reading (Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994). Sénéchal and LeFevre (2002) showed that two
different unrelated activities in the emergent literacy environmengdistory book reading and
parental teaching, contribute to different aspects of literacy anddgaglevelopment.

Storybook reading was related to later receptive language and lateigrdadiwas not related
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to other emergent literacy skills such as the ability to recognize ywammdsunderstand letter
sound relations. Since many children do not focus on the printed words when being read to, they
may not learn letter names, letter name sounds, or concepts about print. Evafz9epal
suggested that active involvement may be necessary for children tchleseretmergent
phonological skills. Consequently, there is a need to consider different typeseaf sbak
reading experiences and their relation to emergent literacy development

In a recent meta-analysis Mol et al. (2008) compared the benefits of iivierarsus
non-interactive shared book reading. Dialogic reading was used as the modelaattive book
reading with parents and their 2- to 6-year-old children. Unlike shared badikgan which the
parents read to the child, during dialogic reading parents read with thdnechivhile
stimulating active verbal involvement from the child. Mol et al. expected to tiiodgseffects
on vocabulary with stronger effects for expressive than receptive vocaltiaryesults of the
study show that the effects of shared book reading are enhanced by involving the @hgt thr
eliciting verbal responses to open ended questions, but the impact on expressive yowalsular
much greater with the younger children. One reason the authors offered ferttiaisdhildren in
kindergarten may depend less on adults and may actually prefer to hear thetbtmuy wi
interruptions. Mol et al. (2008) also suggested that the effects of dialogingeady vary
depending on the parents’ education level since less educated parents may ndepeads a
incorporating questions while reading with their children. This meta-sisalgvealed positive
effects of dialogic reading on young children’s expressive vocabulalig itot assess its impact
on other aspects of emergent reading, that is, the ability to identify andeptens | understand
letter sound relations, recognize some printed words, and know the purpose and mechanics of

book reading (Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994). Vocabulary development is a primary stli#iche
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in learning to read, and exposure to books is a major source for this developmentalBus et
1995).

Language Development

Strong associations have been found between different aspects of the hame liter
environment including joint storybook reading and oral language development (eggs&u
2002; Bus et al., 1995; Payne et al., 1994; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002). Sénéchal arel LeFevr
(2002) found that shared book reading predicted receptive language of 4- andktyear-
children. Payne et al. (1994) also found a strong relationship between homg &termonment
and preschool children’s language development. Although Evans et al. (2004) foundhthat bot
parents and teachers valued the development of oral language for readimgpatriant to
determine if there is a connection between oral language and emergent $iteltacRoth et al.
(2002) investigated the connection between the oral language skills of 88 kindechadiem
and their reading ability in first and second grades. They explored the diffiereains of
language, including oral, metalinguistic skills, and narrative discourseheinddlationship to
reading development. They found that while oral language predicted reatnpgehension in
first and second grades, phonological awareness only predicted word and pseudadiagj r
but not reading comprehension.

Poe et al. (2004) also found that both language and phonemic knowledge were positive
predictors of reading skills. Poe et al. hypothesized that the home limraicgnment would not
only be related to reading through language, but also that language would be rekdedctp r
indirectly through phonological knowledge. In a longitudinal study following 77 tmeme
children, followed from pre-kindergarten through second grade, the authors foundgbaige

was positively related to phonemic knowledge and had the strongest assodthtisecand
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grade reading skills, which included both a letter word identification sndle@nprehension
measures. The quality of the home environment was found to be related to reatlirsgsial
children acquire both language skills and phonemic knowledge before school entryuBeth st
confirm that language skills are important and are closely associatetheidlevelopment of
reading skills (Roth et al., 2002; Poe et al., 2004). Poe et al. posited that languageeskills
needed to acquire phonological skills, and that both language and phonological skills are
necessary for decoding. Once children can decode sufficiently, langudgeiskiteeded for
reading comprehension. Therefore, home literacy experiences ard telegading through
language (Poe et al., 2004).

In sum, the home environment is an important influence and parents’ active role is
critical to children’s language and literacy development. It may beuliffior parents to know
how they should be involved, in essence, what their goals in shaping the homg literac
environment should be. They may not know what skill (i.e., letter names and sounds, vocabulary,
comprehension) to concentrate on to help their children. The International ReasktipAsn’s
(IRA) and The National Association for the Education of Young Children’s (NB&Fw®int
position paper on children’s literacy development states that adults pli#igal oole in
children’s literacy development by engaging their interest and suppdréimdgarning (Neuman
& Roskos, 2005). One of the most important points made in the position paper is that young
children need to engage in literacy learning through meaningful experiencesisamat ietter
knowledge or phonological skills that drive children’s early experiences with(pieotman &
Roskos, 2005). The IRA and NAEYC strongly assert that parents should concéwmiraient

on developing their children’s comprehension, language, and vocabulary developroent si
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these are important skills children need for literacy development long&suman & Roskos,
2005; Richardson et al., 1993).

Extant research shows that the home literacy environment is importanttemisi
literacy and language development. Studies indicate that it may bealdidi@ssess which
specific aspects of the home literacy environment (e.g., frequency odl $iwanie reading,
number of books in the house, number of newspapers or magazines, hours of television viewing,
number of library visits, and parent reading habits) actually predicrehik literacy and
language skills (Bennett et al., 2002; Christian et al., 1998; Frijters 20@D; Payne et al.,
1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Roberts et al., 2005). However, a number of studies addeessed t
unique contribution of shared book reading to children’s literacy and language skitiegBur
2002; Bus et al., 1995; Christian et al., 1998; Payne et al., 1994; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002).
Findings from these studies show that shared book reading predicts recepjisa&rwhich
facilitates reading in later elementary school by building vocabulary dihan story
comprehension. However, shared book reading does not predict other emergentskifisac
such as the ability to recognize words and understand letter sound relationsgB2008sBus
et al., 1995; Christian et al., 1998; Payne et al., 1994; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002). A recent
meta-analysis showed that the type of shared book reading experienastéractive vs. non-
interactive) may enhance expressive vocabulary development (Mol et al., 20&&)tive
shared book reading such as dialogic reading may be beneficial, but the effgetaryngreatly
depending on the parent’s education level. One explanation for this variandedisitigic
reading is not a self-evident phenomenon; a less educated parent, in contragtédahly
educated parent, may explain only certain details and not involve the child in thibkiungtlze

events in the book (Mol et al., 2008).
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Strong associations were found between the home literacy environment andhhildre
language development (Payne et al. 1994). The research also shows tregdasiglls are
associated with children’s literacy skills (Payne et al., 1994; Roth et al., 266zt al., 2004).
Therefore, the home literacy environment is important and the paretits sate at home may
have significant impact on children’s literacy skills. However, the haemcty activities that
parents provide vary greatly: there are many explanations for thésewldes including parental
income and education level, beliefs, cultures, expectations, and values placed tgmn Titee
sources for these differences stem largely from the beliefs parestsaibaut their roles in their
children’s education generally and as teachers of literacy (DdiBgry895; DeBaryshe et al.,
2000; Evans et al., 2004).

Parental Beliefs

Parental beliefs in their ability to teach literacy play a key role terdening level of
involvement, since parents may not feel confident enough or know how to get involved in their
children’s early literacy learning (Grolnick et al., 1997; Primavera, 200@thler domains it has
been found that personal efficacy beliefs impact behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Auame000).
Research shows that parents who have high efficacy beliefs as edusatamsalikely to be
involved in their children’s learning (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 1995).

The following studies investigate the effects of parental litebatigfs on parents’
literacy-related behavior and the effects these behaviors have on ckiliiexacy development.
Many use the DeBaryshe and Binder (1994) Parental Reading Belief InvépRiBY),
developed as a tool to assess parental beliefs about parents’ roles antidnseiraceading with
their children. In a mixed income sample of 155 parents of children between thed agesand

five, DeBaryshe and Binder assessed the psychometric properties 8BheaRd found that the
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inventory scores were significantly related to parental education and facoiye. Even after
controlling for these variables, literacy beliefs remained sigmtig and positively associated
with aspects of early literacy experiences including parental mod#liegading, book exposure,
children’s interest, and parents’ use of book reading strategies. Regafdiesome and level of
education, parents’ literacy beliefs were positively related to man@ports of reading activities
(DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994).

In a middle class sample of families with preschool aged children, Weigel(2006)
investigated how parental beliefs about their role in literacy developnieat aspects of the
home literacy environment and children’s print knowledge and interest. Weigdeint¢aviewed
parents using the DeBaryshe & Binder (1994) PBRI and identified tws tffggarental groups.
One group, termed facilitative, believed that they could help their childreranbding active
in literacy would help their children learn to read. The other group, termed ciomagnt
believed that preschoolers were too young to begin to teach and that teaching setheing i
school’s job. Parents in this group were less likely to believe that it was thgansability to
teach their children emergent literacy skills. Analysis of demogragblaicacteristics revealed
that group membership was not predicted by the age of the mother, litbiig®saor income.
Facilitative mothers had higher education levels, had better grades in, ssftbehjoyed
reading more than mothers in the conventional group. Testing children one yetreaiftéial
assessment, Weigel et al. found that when compared to children whose parents hadoahve
beliefs, children whose parents had facilitative beliefs had made moseig@rint knowledge
and reading interest. However, other areas that are deemed arieoatigent literacy
development such as phonemic awareness, letter knowledge, and word decoding were not

assessed. The Weigel et al. study did reveal that middle class pamaitsly differ in their
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beliefs about their roles and responsibility in their children’s literaggldpment. These
differences influenced interactions and outcomes. In this homogeneous sample efoask|
families, it is not surprising that income was not found to differentiate bethedef groups.

With families ranging from average to high income, Evans et al. (2004) alssedse
parental beliefs about the role and responsibility of parents in the developmer@rgéat
literacy skills of their kindergarten aged children. Evans et al. develoglatl development
survey to assess the importance parents place on literacy acquisitionianiéwhef the extent
of their responsibility for literacy development. Parents were askecetthetmportance of
knowledge in nine different curriculum and developmental areas (e.qg., literaity, morals,
and health) and estimate their influence on each area. In addition, parenshest the extent
to which home or school was responsible for their children’s learning in eacfi hesavere
asked to rank order up to three domain areas for which they felt that either theos¢heol
home had the most responsibility. In importance, parents ranked literacgptaeeakt as the
highest, with moral development a close second. Parents indicated that althoughwasare
unimportant, they felt that they had more influence on literacy development thameall ot
domains with the exception of moral development. Analysis of school versus home
responsibility of the different domains yielded interesting resultofjh Evans et al. reported
that most parents viewed literacy as most important, surprisingly only 2@% pérents chose
the home as responsible for development in this area, whereas 42% chose the schoatilys prim
responsible. It is important to note that 32% of the parents did not respond to this itenctIn dire
contrast to this, 98% of parents selected the home as being responsible for veboginaent
and 90% of parents thought that school was responsible for the development of mathematics

skills (Evans et al. 2004). These data indicate that while parents are unequrentdhair
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responsibility for their children’s moral development, they are lesaicexbout responsibility
for their children’s literacy learning and rely more on school in this area.

In sum, parental literacy beliefs were found to be positively associatiedhilidren’s
early literacy skills (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994) and to significamtiiyence literacy
interactions and outcomes (Weigel et al., 2006). Yet, even though parents feadrtay Ig the
most important when compared to other developmental and curricular areas,ahty wiajhe
parents do not believe that it is their responsibility to teach their childreado lvelieving
instead that it is the school’'s responsibility to teach literacy skills todh#dren (Evans et al.
2004). In addition, DeBaryshe and Binder (1994) found that the parents’ liteteafy bere
positively related to reading activities even after controlling for pa@untation or income level.
Effect of Education and Income on Beliefs

Parents’ level of education may have direct effect on children’s leammimgay
contribute to it indirectly through influences on home literacy experieBogls.Payne et al.
(1994) and Christian et al. (1998) analyzed the effect that mother’s education higracy
outcome variables. In a sample of low income families, Payne et al. fourahtdeas mother’'s
level of education was removed from the equation, the home environment variables still
accounted for 12% of the variance. Christian et al. used a scale that summedlpesbn nine
literacy-related items such as number of books and trips to the library te tesésme literacy
environment. The findings of Christian et al. confirmed the results of RayaleThese findings
indicate that children in high home literacy environments with less educateéennhave higher
academic skills than children in low literacy environments with mothetsitve higher levels
of education. In other words, children of the less educated mothers who scored high on the

family literacy environment scale outperformed the children whose mothexdeter educated
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but engaged in fewer literacy activities. These two studies confirmetpatdiess of the level of
maternal education, high amounts of literacy activities in the home envirodomamg the
preschool years are important influences on children’s early literagyrigaln a study with low
income families, Purcell-Gates (1996) confirmed that regardless of dagduatation level,
children from low income homes can acquire emergent literacy skills if provided wch
literacy environment. These studies demonstrate a positive relationshiprbétere@enount of
home literacy activities and language and literacy-related outcomesjggessthe value of
supporting parental efforts to provide rich home literacy environments.

DeBaryshe (1995) compared low income and working class samples of preschool aged

children and their mothers on parental beliefs and literacy outcomes. A famiey was given
to determine socioeconomic status, the mother’s interest in reading, amildhen’s degree of
exposure to joint reading. Socioeconomic status, which included questions on education level
and income, was positively associated with parental literacy beliefs in lmathsgrand mother’s
interest in reading was positively associated with parental bali¢e lower income group. It
should be noted that while groups differed somewhat in income, both were considered low
income. In both groups the majority had completed high school and only a small number had
college degrees. Unlike the findings with middle class families by Weigg. (2006), income
in the DeBaryshe sample was associated with literacy beliefs. ByndaNeigel et al., parents
with higher education and with stronger literacy enjoyment had moredtegitoelief systems.
In addition, both groups of parents scored high on the PBRI (DeBaryshe & Binder, 19@#), whi
indicated that parents felt they were important teachers for their ehittied reading should be
enjoyable, and that limits in time and resources should not prevent active paoticigatn

reading aloud (DeBaryshe, 1995). DeBaryshe found that both groups of parents vakmd lite
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had positive attitudes about reading, felt they had significant roles in thdirect's literacy
development, and thought they were good at teaching literacy skills to théiechParental
literacy beliefs were strongly associated with the literativiéies they provided for their
children, specifically, book exposure and stimulating discussions about the readved, as
with their children’s interest in book reading.

Similar results were found in a study with a middle income sample of 143dsmith
preschool aged children (Bennett et al., 2002). The PRBI was used as partfafhiigir
educator model that included beliefs, literacy activities, and parental educah average
parents had attended some college, scored high on the inventory, and engagednmlante a
of literacy related activities. Results showed a positive relationshipebetiiteracy beliefs,
literacy activities, parental education, and children’s language aratiitekills. This means that
high parental literacy beliefs were associated with parents’ aotreévement in literacy related
activities, and enhanced literacy skills in their children.

The PRBI used in the previous studies (DeBaryshe, 1995; Evans et al, 2004; Bennett et
al., 2002) included items that rated the importance of literacy and the imgoofgoarents as
teachers. Unlike the skill development survey developed by Evans et al., theiB BRI
directly address parental opinions on whether the school or parent was more resfmrtible
children’s literacy development. The studies reviewed (DeBaryshe, 1995; Exdn2e04;
Weigel et al., 2006) present conflicting findings in regards to both education and ilev@ine
and the relationship of these factors to the parent’s views on responsilitgracy
development. Interestingly, significant correlations were found betweentphviews of the
home as responsible for literacy development and family income in the Exaln2604)

middle to upper class sample, but income did not differentiate adherence tatiaeilis.
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conventional parenting beliefs in the Weigel et al. (2006) middle classesamplddition,
conflicting findings were found in regard to parental education. Unlike other ceg@smnnett et
al., 2002; DeBaryshe, 1995; Weigel et al., 2006) that found parental education influenced
parental literacy beliefs, Evans et al. found that education level was noatatreith parents’
views. It is necessary to determine if education level and incomehavelsignificant influence
on parental views regarding the importance of literacy development and $eafling
responsibility.

Bingham (2008) assessed how beliefs relate to the home literacy environmentesutd par
child reading interactions using a predominantly Euro-American sampl@mbthers and their
3- and 4-year-old children. Unlike the prior research of Bennett et al. (20029 y3biB (1995),
and Weigel et al. (2006), Bingham found that parental education level was nonairdater
factor and the relationship between beliefs and behaviors existed even aftticgrior
educational differences. Bingham created a 2-item questionnaire basedRRBI and the skill
development survey developed by Evans et al. (2004) to get a more accuratenditey sif
what particular types of parent beliefs are the most powerful predictoesesftal behaviors.

This was an important step since the PRBI assesses several litanatgagnitions that made it
difficult to determine what belief types may be associated with the ouscome

Bingham (2008) focused on specific areas of beliefs, that is, how parents shoulddead, a
how parents think literacy skills are developed in the home. Parent-child boakgrea
interactions were assessed and coded from videotaped observations in the homenQuwitkiste
previous research (Bennett et al., 2002; DeBaryshe, 1995; Evans et al., 2004; Watigel e
2006), beliefs were positively related to the home environment and instructibgualrty of

joint reading, which are related to early literacy skills (Levy e28l06; Roberts et al., 2005).
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Unlike the prior research (DeBaryshe, 1995; Weigel et al., 2006), Bingtseased children’s
literacy development by assessing their alphabet knowledge and emeegkng iknowledge.
Results show that parental beliefs were related to parent child litetacgations that were
positively related to children’s emergent literacy skills.

Another study of notable significance is that of Currenton and Justice (200&hmgc45
Appalachian children between the ages and of three and five and theirda@ilreenton and
Justice posited that maternal beliefs about reading “is a key diffenegtiattor in the literacy
socialization experiences for children of less and more educated mothers”)(dJ&R§ PRBI,
Currenton and Justice examined the relationship between parental beliefs, ¢he hom
environment, and children’s pre-literacy skills with a low socioeconomigss(§8ES)
population. To assess the home environment, parents completed a 9-item questionnaire
concerning the frequency of home literacy activities, and children wekedudily administered
a standardized assessment to assess their pre-literacy skills. Bintjkem (2008), maternal
education was significantly associated with the measures of preyitekals, and beliefs, but
not with reported home literacy practices. Further analysis revédalethbthers’ beliefs were a
mediating factor between mothers’ education level and children’s paeltskills, specifically
their understanding of print conventions. The results of this study show that mbhtdiefsl may
have a more powerful impact on children’s pre-literacy skills than the fregoéhome literacy
activities (Currenton & Justice, 2008).

Increasing evidence supports the importance of early experiences iotimgpohildren’s
literacy development. Regardless of parental education and income levishpbrsant that all
parents feel responsible for their children’s literacy development whaebalieving in their

own ability as their children’s first teachers since personal effiftadyelping children is a main
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reason parents become involved (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). In a small, btantmpor
study, Gillanders and Jimenez (2004) interviewed six low income Mexicantpavith low
levels of education and with children enrolled in kindergarten who had not previdesigeat
any preschool, yet exhibited high levels of literacy. They found that déspitg bilingual,
poor, and having a low level of education, these parents were successful in supporting their
children’s literacy development. This study, although small, shows that actgement is
critical in the years prior to formal schooling for the development of emelrggaty skills, and
that values and focus on literacy can override simple demographics. Regargiaesntl
education and income level, it is important that all parents feel responsibleifa@hilteen’s
literacy development while also believing in their own ability as theldi@n'’s first teachers
since personal efficacy for helping children is an essential impatgsfental involvement
(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995).

Parental Efficacy

Self-efficacy is “a belief in one’s capability to organize and executedheses of action
required to manage perspective situations” (Bandura, 1995, p. 2). People who have higher self
efficacy beliefs in a certain domain will feel, think, and act differemtynf people who view
themselves as less efficacious (Bandura, 1989). More specifically, Tetiedfiatd>(1991)
defined parental self-efficacy beliefs as the expectations parentsibawetheir ability to carry
out their role effectively. Teti and Gelfand concluded in their research veithens of infants
that these beliefs have a crucial role in determining parenting behawherauthors showed that
self-efficacy accounted for or explained the relationship between predictablesr{e.g., infant
temperament, maternal depression, and social marital supports) and parenting&ftiehcy

beliefs influence the type of involvement parents choose. Parents choose to be imvolved i
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activities in that they feel they can be successful (Hoover-Dempsendle8al995). In
addition, Sigel and McGillicuddy-De Lisi (2002) related self-efficaxparental beliefs under
the hypothesis that, “if parents feel competent they will behave in waysréhemore effective
with their children” (p. 495). Parent’s beliefs in their abilities in diffebornains will influence
their effectiveness in a variety of areas including their abilitgashers of literacy. Evidence of
this is suggested in a study with African American parents with 6- t@Qefd children by
Brody, Flor, and Gibson (1999). Brody et al. found that parents’ efficacy betedgcted
parenting practices through their endorsement of developmental goalgel@egpiomic
adversity, parents with a high sense of efficacy were more likely teeaeats for their children
which impacted their positive parenting practices to promote competence.

In a review of the literature on parents’ self efficacy beliefs, i@aleand Karraker (1998) found
that “high parenting self-efficacy is strongly related to mateabdity to foster a healthy, happy,
and nurturant childrearing environment” (p. 62). In addition, Coleman and Karrakerteagges
that parents need to learn to have faith in their abilities, and traditional intervefiorts that
focus on skills alone may not be sufficient. In a study to enhance parentinggsadgth newly
migrated Mexican immigrants, emphasis on strategies to increasegpasthefficacy beliefs
were found to be more important than simply providing social support (Izzo, Weissh&hana
& Rodriguez-Brown, 2000). 1zzo et al. posited that one way to increase pardénédiicacy
beliefs may be to provide parents with a series of successes. Bandura (198&ecbtifis
approach, asserting that the most powerful way to increase self-effscdcgugh positive
experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arbesafofe, in an
effort to increase parental support of children’s literacy skills, inteim@nshould aim to

increase parental self-efficacy beliefs in their ability to tehebkéd skills. Ideally, parental
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literacy programs should incorporate the factors identified by Bandarap@sitive experience,
vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, emotional arousal) to increaseetiiés pavel of self-
efficacy. Evidence indicates that parental feelings of responsihilityefectiveness with regard
to their children’s learning serve to promote optimal development (Brody et al., 181@8h&h
& Karraker, 1998; Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995; 1zzo et al., 2000; Sigel@ilidaddy-
De Lisi, 2002; Teti & Gelfand, 1991Jhere are many reasons why some parents are more
involved in their children’s literacy learning than others. Parents withircpkt societies or
cultures are guided by belief systems of childrearing practicesrthderaved from aspects of
that culture (Sigel and McGillicuddy-De Lisi, 2002). Parents from diffecahitiral backgrounds
may lack confidence in their abilities in helping their children learn lijesadls (Xu, 1999).
Insecurity about their own reading competence may discourage parents whosegchool
experiences were negative or differ from the United States educatystehsfrom engaging in
literacy activities and involvement with the school (Edwards & Danridge, 200adition,
parents educated outside the United States may be unaccustomed to the@xpaciht
practices of American schools and consequently less actively involved. Pargriisliene that
it is their job to nurture their children while teachers have the ultimate aythrotheir
children’s education (Dever & Burts, 2002).

Family Literacy Programs

The goal of all family literacy programs is to increase home liyegaperiences to
benefit children’s literacy development. Over the first decade of theetitury there have been
a variety of family literacy programs. These programs have includedahstral workshops and
sending information home to educate parents, designed to increase involvementin litera

related behaviors (Barbour, 1999; Cook-Cottone, 2004; Dever & Burts, 2002; Faires, 2000;
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Handel, 1999; Jordan et al., 2000; Morrow and Young, 1997; Padak et al., 2002; Sénéchal,
2006). Family literacy programs contribute to language development and expandedscoihcept
print for children. In addition, parents involved in family literacy programsantewith their
children around print three times more often than parents not in any litergggmpr{Padak et
al., 2002). Despite these outcomes, there is no established consensus on what thetibest pra
are and what to teach parents.

In a study spanning a decade of family literacy programs in the Unitexs S2adak et al.
(2002) showed programs vary in many ways, but the common goal is to help parentsdearn a
realize that they are capable of teaching their children. Despite tarstisdsamount of research
on increasing parent involvement in literacy related behaviors (Barbour, 1999C0toke,

2004; Dever & Burts, 2002; Faires, 2000; Handel, 1999; Jordan et al., 2000; Morrow and Young,
1997; Padak et al., 2002; Sénéchal, 2006), there is no consensus on best practices. Few family
literacy programs that address the concerns or effects of partitutér er cultural groups have

been documented. Padak et al. suggested that although certain curricutetraictional

suggestions arise from these few studies, additional research is need&ktRad2002)

concluded that is important for parents to receive materials for at-homenxdsbaahome

literacy experiences are important.

In a meta-analysis of 14 intervention studies with control groups, Sénéchal (2006)
compared the effects of different parental interventions on childreadsnige acquisition.
Interventions used in the studies included training parents to teach theirrcholdead, to listen
to their children read, and to read aloud to their children. Training parents to taachittieen
was more effective than both other forms of intervention on children’s reading aoquisit

However, numerous parents would not attend training sessions due to feeling untbenfatta
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their own reading ability, lack of belief that it is their responsibilityetach their children how to
read, or inability to attend meetings. One of the predominant limitationgedporMorrow and
Young’s (1997) study of a family literacy program with a predominatelysktpopulation was
in getting parents to attend meetings.

One of the studies included within Sénéchal’s (2006) meta-analysis showkdlittiad)
parents to read to their children helped to improve their children’s lgequral increased the
amount of home literacy activities. Using a low risk sample of 248 kindergstadents and
their families, Jordan et al. (2000) assessed the effects of teachintspanese scripted,
structured activities when they read to their children. Using a batterggfdge and literacy
tasks, Jordan et al. showed that the intervention group made greater gains in vqcstbwyary
comprehension, and story sequencing tasks during kindergarten than the control groughAlthou
attendance in the instructional meetings was considered high in this predoymmdtie
income, English speaking population, only 60% of the parents attended all the meetings.
Families with fewer resources may encounter more obstacles to aftemetings. However,
even in this low risk population, there is room for improvement in the level of parental
participation.

Another study included within Sénéchal’s (2006) meta-analysis was 'Kabe8) small
study with eight first grade students. Parents attended training sessilaihe &hildren received
books in bagsvhich included materials based on the Reading Recovery model in which the
parents were trained. Training was held three times per week for fiks w&gnificant
differences were found between the experimental and control groups in the afgnantth in
their reading level, while differences in level of parent involvemené wpparent between

students. Differences between parent interest and commitment to thexpedtgeted these
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outcomes. Faires highlighted the use of literacy bags as a way to ridamim@$ and involve all
parents regardless of ability to participate in school based events. yit@ge used in other
studies commonly include suggestions and activities with books used to promote literacy
development and simultaneously educate parents (Barbour, 1999; Dever & BurtsR2002).
than sending home assignments to complete, literacy bags offer parentanouetive
guidance on ways to read with their children and become more actively idwoltlee reading
process. Teachers and administrators consider the use of litera@nbeffsctive strategy for
involving all families despite the scant systematic documentation of thetiwfdderacy bags.
The use of literacy bags may impact parental attitudes and behaviors and enpaveatgl
interest and support. Hence, parents will likely be empowered to increaseyliéetivities in the
home, which ultimately may improve children’s literacy skills.

Cultural and linguistic differences often place children at acaderki¢Rransky &
Bailey, 2003). Parents can reduce some of the challenges their children tacegdxyualizing
information with their children. Cook-Cottone (2004) studied a culturally diverse pimpudsdt
struggling readers in grades 3-5 and showed that training parents to besrfarttogir children
enabled the parents to bridge the cultural gap between school and home fdrildirein by
connecting new information to their own experiences. Parents created exantplasanings
for their children that were tied to familial and cultural experiences, whachseamething
teachers were not able to do as effectively (Cook-Cottone, 2004). Padak et al. (206@)tpats
family literacy programs contribute to language development and expandegisooicprint for
children. In addition, Padak et al. found that parents involved in family literacyaonsg
interacted with their children around print three times more often than paremsangtliteracy

program. This outcome established that family literacy programs are imipanth affirm the
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vital role parents have in the home literacy environment and through the use antl@onte
literacy bags, diverse populations of parents may feel more confident and becwarectively
involved.

Creating aprogram that works.

Strong literacy environments are essential since these environmeswtscaffdren’s
literacy learning across differences in income, education, and lanffDhgstian et al. 1998;
Gillanders & Jiminez, 2004; Payne et al., 1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996). The gaalilgfliteracy
programs is to increase home literacy experiences to benefit childterdsy development.
This must be done in a way that respects parents’ beliefs and enable pateats dn their
skills and experiences. Research shows that asking parents to develop a nelliseisaict
necessary to help their children learn. Instead, parents should be helped to rebegrixem
strengths as teachers of literacy. Guidelines for family litepaograms suggested by the
International Reading Association (IRA, 2007) state that family teprograms should operate
from a strength perspective, in which “ all families are viewed wipeet and as possessing
funds of knowledge, or strengths that can enrich their children’s litezaayihg and success in
school” (p. 37). In addition, the IRA offered the following suggestions for adoatstgength
perspective. Specifically IRA posits that family literacy progsamil be most productive when
these are followed:

- Show respect for family members’ roles, abilities, and skills, and find tedysild

on these to support children’s learning;

- Base programs on the premise that all children and families deseeas éacich

supplies of text;
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- Meet families “where they are” and acknowledge “where they hae’ liny

building on family and community strengths (funds of knowledge);

- View families as children’s first teachers through-out their schaaisygp. 37).

A review of the research shows that family literacy programs wamany ways. Certain
programs have had success in teaching parents new skills, while others seiadsrhatae.
Some programs have tried a combination of these approaches in an efforeése home
literacy interactions. It is important to consider that the goal is toaeerparental involvement
and to help parents recognize the importance of home literacy activities. @mwa ey be to
increase parents’ confidence as teachers of literacy so that theyeengmaore literacy activities
with their children. Notably, none of the family literacy programsenged directly assessed the
effects of the interventions on parental self-efficacy beliefs abaesof literacy. This is
important since parents who strongly believe in their abilities asdesiohliteracy will
ultimately engage in more home literacy activities (Bennett €2@02; DeBaryshe, 1995;
Weigel et al., 2006). The current study examines how parental self-gfiscaffected by a
family literacy activity.

Parents of successful and non successful students show few differences in their
aspirations for their children’s success in school (Edwards, 2007). According todsd2@d7),
the difference between these parents lies in their instrumental knowledgk,imdludes what is
expected of them and what is required to accomplish their goals. Thergforeasy goal of
family literacy programs is to help parents build on their existing knowledge amdthat their
role is important. Parents should recognize that regardless of their edugatome, and
personal history, the home literacy experiences they provide will impacthiidren’s literacy

learning. Parents from different cultural backgrounds sometimesdaékience in their abilities
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in helping their children learn literacy skills (Xu, 1999). For that reason|yfditeracy
programs need to empower parents to have confidence in themselves and know “...tt&t they
be a critical motivational and structural support for their children’s adaderocess” (Edwards,
2007, p.61). To accomplish this goal, Morrow, Kuhn, & Schwanenflugel (2006) suggestad that
family literacy program should be easy to use, the content should be non-thggatadithe
activities should be enjoyable. These three criteria are fulfilledlgdly incorporating the arts,
which has already been used with great success to foster childrerd@sylitievelopment and will
be the basis for this study.
Incorporating the arts in literacy development.

Research has shown that by reaching across sign systems, incogpbeatints has made
a notable contribution to children’s literacy learning. The literature sugtiedtusing the arts is
a way that children become more actively involved in the learning process, bropthe
interests and promoting a richer, deeper learning experience (Berghdff,Ca@er, 2004;
Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). Unlike other methods used
to instruct, the arts extend naturally across cultural, language, and soela@rdiffs, thereby
enabling students to join together, communicate ideas, create their owreegpgrand use
their imaginations (Carger, 2004). Bandura (1989) posited that the most powerfubways
increase self-efficacy are emotional arousal and positive experidumsdingly, the arts have
a special value for promoting students’ engagement with literacy. Bydangypositive
experiences that elicit emotional arousal, literacy experiences wviticeease children’s
efficacy as learners (Soundy & Qiu, 2006). In the same way, incorpotaéragts with literacy
may increase parent’s self-efficacy as teachers of literacy aptbenmore accessible to parents

than other more traditional ways.
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The arts are especially linked to comprehension, which means they have long term
impact on literacy. The arts provide an invaluable way to foster childreadengachievement
since the ability to comprehend stories and derive meaning is considerednetzebgcome a
successful reader (Neuman & Roskos, 2005; Richardson et al., 1993). Neuman and Roskos
(2005) posited, “It is the higher order thinking skills, knowledge, and dispositional s bi
encouraging children to question, discover, evaluate, and invent new ideas, that enmatibe the
become successful readers” (p. 2). Therefore, to help derive meaning from atoaesnon
practice used in many elementary classrooms is for children to draw @ mtthe story they
have heard or read. Students must think about the setting and characters adegaleasn a
particular scene in order to accomplish this task. For example, one technidiezisleztch to
stretch (Hoyt, 1992) in that the students are asked to create a sketdistafting to a story, a
poem or a nonfiction selection. As they work on their sketch the students processrthatioh
internally individually in their own way (Hoyt, 1992). In another more recent exparaith
sketches using a project callgidture powey Soundy and Qiu (2006) incorporated 20 minutes of
sketch time after the kindergarten students were read to from picture book$odimgyhat the
children participated with ease and confidence while the drawings helpedhtehdigeir
emotions and imaginations by allowing them to find their own expression and to cazatauni
their ideas.
There is substantial evidence from the classroom that the arts allow chddreke

deeper meaning and form personal associations with text. When childrenvigeate
interpretations of stories that have been read, they often engage in extendectionsexsout

their picture and how it relates to the story. Hoyt (1992) stated:
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Comprehension cannot be fostered by transmitting information from page to the

children’s heads or by drilling the children with questions. Unlike asking specific

guestions which may feel rote, parents may form personal associations ande&onver
more freely with their children during literacy activities that incorpoeat. Learning

occurs when one creates a personal interpretation. (p. 584)

Berghoff (2001) reported that one teacher helped students make connectiondité thei
experiences by using graphic images as signs that have meaning. Théese ohages in the
classroom enabled the students to share their interests and background informastunddrite
were able to explore and express their ideas more easily and fidedg a result of this, there
were increased opportunities for literacy development. Similarlynfsaneay feel more
comfortable in a family literacy program that incorporates the inte she arts allow for
freedom of expression that fosters deeper personal connection. This opennesdlaliky fl
offers multiple entry points into literacy that may facilitate pareniglvement and encourage
them to assume a more active role.

Through the arts, students enjoy freedom of expression where every effoueid aat
it is not possible to make mistakes. Children are free to communicate andsekpraselves in
a visible and healthy way without feeling the boundaries of the rules of languageatadts
also feel more comfortable showing rather than telling. People may find themsesituations
where it is easier to simply express their thoughts or ideas in a drawiadréddom of
expression may be accomplished by incorporating art in family literacygmag

Positive experiences and emotional arousal are among the most powerful ways to
increase self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). Through involvement with the attdrechprocess

information internally in their own way and are able to find their own expression end theeir
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own meaning (Berghoff, 2001; Hoyt, 1992; Soundy & Qiu, 2006). This incorporation of the arts
facilitates comprehension development. The use of art in family literagygms should not
only create positive experiences and heighten emotional arousal, thesedasing parents’ self-
efficacy, but also the use of the arts should aid children’s comprehension.

Conclusion

The years before formal schooling are years of teachable moments that need to be
captured by parents, for as Bennett et al. (2002) noted, “the most importamtohgmeergent
literacy is that it is a process--one that continues and grows over tinB§p.Since schools
are age graded not skill graded, children without emergent literacy skills widlaged and the
gap will continue to grow between children’s skills and the demands of the aummicul
(Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). | have reviewed many influences on emergeatyitekills in
this paper (i.e., home literacy environment, parents’ level of income and educatmalpar
beliefs). It is important to know that high literacy environments make aetiterin children’s
literacy development, regardless of parental education level (Payne e94].CiRistian et al.,
1998; Purcell-Gates, 1996). The home literacy environment is important and the quedith of
literacy interaction has an effect on children’s emergent liteddlly &_evy et al., 2006). As
their first teachers, parents are the most influential people in theirestigdives. Their beliefs,
values, and expectations have consequences for what their children do, and what thed how
children learn (DeBaryshe et al., 2000). Parents are the most vital parhohtlediteracy
environment. When parents believe in their own ability as teachers, they ttreiaiown
curriculums for their children, teaching what they deem important and what tmegtaly feel
is their responsibility. Parents who have high efficacy beliefs as tasaateemore likely to be

involved in their children’s learning (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 1995). Consequently
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parent’s efficacy beliefs are directly related to their involvement in ¢thédren’s early literacy
learning.

Many parents cannot and certain ones will not commit to being at the scho@dbongs
or volunteering in the classroom for a variety of reasons. Contact with teapipea's to
decrease as children transition from preschool to kindergarten. In addition, Edacrds a
Danridge (2001) posited that one of the main reasons for teachers’ lionitsgbss in involving
parents from diverse backgrounds is their reliance on traditional methods of pachet te
interactions. However, these more traditional methods such as planned cosference
informational handouts are limiting since they do not consider differencesily fa
circumstances and beliefs. It is important for schools to implement mms#\wse ways to reach
parents and to establish a way to facilitate parental involvement by providnegsed
opportunities that reach out to parents, and reach across sign systems te anbessibility for
parents with diverse personal histories and cultures. Edwards and Danridge rated|s'&ust
develop creative strategies that are culturally sensitive to parents” (p Rathgr than always
asking parents to come to school, schools need to reach out and go to the parents. One way to do
this is by using literacy bags. Barbour (1999) indicated, “Home litdvagg appear to ‘reach’ all
families even those that typically do not participate in school based events” (ph& premise
of the current study is that it is also important to consider what is being incluttezte bags.

The arts have been shown to be successful in engaging diverse children inezady lit
(Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003) by broadening their interests and promoting a eeiper, d
learning experience (Berghoff, 2001; Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997,
Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). The arts have a positive impact on children’s language and

literacy development (Carger, 2004). Incorporating the arts into homaiitbags may be a
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way to empower parents and increase their beliefs in themselves assedditeracy. Parents
may choose to be involved in their children’s early literacy development if gliey® they can
be successful (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). The arts may be a valuable voayd® pr
the positive experiences that are necessary to increase parentsydiétiafs as teachers of
early literacy (Bandura, 1986, 1989).Literacy experiences with arimaegase parents’ beliefs
in themselves through positive experience and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1989}idn,addi
parents with high levels of self-efficacy beliefs are more likelgrovide richer home literacy
environments for their children (Coleman & Karraker, 1998).

Parents from different cultural experiences or those with limited schooaggemore
comfortable using different modalities. Since these families represemipartant and
increasingly prominent segment of the population, it is important to addresdritregtiss and
concerns. It is important to identify effective interventions that readsscultures and sign
systems. Such efforts that incorporate literacy bags are promising.&denpstudy explores
whether including different modalities will increase the appeal of the, Ipagticularly in light of
the evidence of cross modalities used to increase learning. Edwards and D@@@dgenoted,
“When schools acknowledge the range in dispositions, backgrounds, experiences, gtitsstren
among families, efforts to establish sound home-school collaborations are noagsfuit (p.
270).

In the proposed study, | will explore a program with parents that incorporatadsiieto
literacy outreach that may not only elicit greater involvement, but nsayiradrease parents’
efficacy beliefs as teachers of early literacy (Greene, 2008). Tpesimental study will include
parents and their children in kindergarten through second grade in a private séteal York

City. While the study population is not typically involved in literacy intencesj the arts
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should be beneficial for literacy leaning even within this population. To andlgzsffect of
using the arts in literacy on parental beliefs, once per week for four weeksspaill receive
either a book or a book with art supplies to share with their child preceded by anedotigw
guestionnaires and surveys. In this way, | will explore the effects aidimg art in a literacy
outreach program on parents’ beliefs that have a strong impact on the hoacy lite
environment.

Hypotheses

The arts have a special value in promoting students’ engagement witlhylligrac
providing positive experiences that elicit emotional arousal (Berghoff, 2004eC2004;
Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). It is predicted that using art
will increase parents’ efficacy as teachers of literacy afidwia more accessible way to
intervene and involve parents in their children’s literacy development than athetnaditional
ways. It is predicted that the inclusion of the arts will have a positigagtron parents’ efficacy
beliefs about emergent literacy as measured by the efficacy subsocedeof the PRBI
(DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994). Bandura (1989) posited that one of the most powersulova
increase self-efficacy is through emotional arousal and positive experidinazefore,

Hypothesis 1. Parents who receive literacy bags that include an artyastivghow
greater gains in self-efficacy.

Associations have been found between parental self-efficacy beliefs alsrgeamn
literacy and the supports that parents provide for literacy in the home enviroraBaryshe
(1995) found that parents’ literacy beliefs were strongly associated \gitacht activities they
produced for their children and in Weigel et al. (2006), high scores on the PREIr{38B &

Binder, 1994) were positively correlated with home literacy activitieseMpecifically,
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Coleman and Karraker (1998) found that high parenting self-efficacy was stretaibd to the
environment parents provide for their children. Therefore,

Hypothesis 2. Parents’ efficacy beliefs about emergent literacy asuneel by the
efficacy subscale score of the PRBI will be positively related to the ssppattthey provide in
the home as measured by the Home Literacy Environment Scale (Griffin 8&sbgri997).

Strong associations have been found between parental literacy relatedanelidfe
home literacy activities parents provide for their children and have been foungredbstive of
the quality of mother-child joint book reading and the quality of the home literacy enviionme
(Bingham, 2007; DeBaryshe, 1995; DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994). Therefore,

Hypothesis 3. Parental literacy beliefs about high quality book readingctbers as
measured by the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire (Bingham, 2007), will ltevplysrelated to
the supports that parents provide in the home as measured by the Home literacy EEmgironm
Scale (Griffin & Morrison, 1997).

The arts have proven to be an integral component to children’s language and literacy
development (Johnson, 2006) and have been successful in engaging diverse children in early
literacy (Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003) by broadening their interests and promuadimgy a
learning experience (Berghoff, 2001; Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997,
Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). Therefore,

Hypothesis 4. Using the arts will increase children’s interest asunegbly the
Children’s Reading Interest Questionnaire (Weigel et al., 2006) thdtewjlven as a pretest
and posttest.

Associations have been found between parental beliefs about emergent Iiveracy a

parents’ level of school involvement. In Bennett et al. (2002) significant abores were found
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between parental involvement with school including frequency of contact and the reeldhg)
of parents. Therefore,

Hypothesis 5. Parents’ beliefs about emergent literacy as measured bBtheilPBe
positively related to parents’ level of involvement and contact with the schoolessired by
the Family Involvement in School Questionnaire (Dearing et al., 2006).

Several studies with samples using diverse backgrounds found positive associations
between children’s literacy interest and parents’ literacy anceHealacy beliefs (DeBaryshe &
Binder, 1994; Weigel et al., 2006) and the home literacy environment (Frijters et al., 2008; P
et al., 1994). Therefore,

Hypothesis 6. Using Weigel et al.’s (2006) three parent-response questionklmnihi
literacy interest, level of involvement, parents’ self efficacy feks measured by the efficacy
subscale score of the PRBI, and parents’ literacy beliefs about high qualityelaolakg
interactions, as measured by the Literacy Beliefs Questioniairgham, 2007) will predict
children’s interest in book reading in a multiple regression.

It has been found that parents within particular societies or cultures wliffeyen the
mainstream are guided by beliefs of childrearing practices thatesived from aspects of that
culture and these parents may not believe in their ability or believe thah@ii job to facilitate
their children’s literacy development (Dever & Burts, 2002; Sigel & Mo@ddy-De Lisi,

2002). Therefore,

Hypothesis 7. Parents whose early educational experiences differ frioof tinair
children will report lower self-efficacy beliefs as measured by ti@aey subscale score of the
PRBI as well as lower literacy beliefs about high quality book readingastiens as assessed by

the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire.
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Chapter 3: Method

Participants

The participants consisted of children and their parents enrolled in kindergasten, fir
grade, and second grade at a private day school in New York City with middle to @sser cl
population and only eight lower class students receiving financial schpkr3inere were no
English language learners. One hundred and nine (109) parental consent formetusese.
Random assignment within each class to either experimental (i.e., astjtal ¢i.e., no art) was
conducted separately for males and females. Though 109 parents signed the consemtdor
completed the pretests, only 70 participants (i.e., 42 males, 28 females), completbe bot
pretest and posttests. Results are based on the 70 completed surveys. Demographic
characteristics are compared between those parents who completedwalveélye and those who
completed the pretests only. The majority of parents (i.e., 93%) have collegesleghigher
and speak English only (i.e., 78%). To examine educational history, parentsieatevether
their first educational experiences occurred outside of the UniteesSthile just 28% of the
parents began their elementary school education outside of the United States, & paoéits’
parents (i.e., the children’s grandparents) were educated in the elenyeatarputside of the
United States.

The 70 student participants (i.e., 24 in kindergarten, 29 in first grade, 17 in second grade)
were randomly assigned within classrooms separately by gender. Tha gomiip consisted of
37 participants, and 33 were in the experimental group. No significant differeneefowed

between groups on all the demographic characteristics included in the survey.



53
Measures

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form

Dever and Burts’ (2002) Weekly Parent Evaluation Form was included witheteeciit
bag sent home each week with the student (Appendix A). Parents were askea tineetur
literacy bag and the evaluation form the following week. The evaluation forgsasste
degree to which both children and parents enjoyed the book and if they read the book more than
once. The evaluation form was scored on a Likert scale, and parents indicategré®e(i.e., no,
somewhat, yes) to which they enjoyed the book and if they reread the book (i.e., no, once or
twice, three omore times). The families doing the art activity were asked an addijoeation
indicating the degree of their enjoyment of doing the art activity which lsaseored on a
Likert scale (i.e., no, somewhat, yes). The range of scores for the cootrplwas zero to 4 and
the range of scores for the experimental group was zero to 6. The parent @vdtuatihas
been used in previous research with family literacy bags to gather insighteotapaxperiences
(Dever & Burts, 2002). This parent evaluation of activities reflected t#ukngs sent home.
The Demographic and Background Questionnaire

The Demographic and Background Questionnaire is a 6-item researcheedesig
guestionnaire about family language and educational experiences (Appg¢ntheBtems are
either multiple choice or 1-word answers. Questions pertain to language usetdomthand
educational level of the parent. In addition, parents were asked whetheraifeegducated
within the United States or in another country to assess possible differencksfendig@arents
with different educational experiences. Educational experience outside of thd Btates was

scored from 0 to 3 based on responsegigstions 3, 4, and 5 of this questionnaire.
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Family Involvement in School Questionnaire

The Dearing et al. (2006) Family Involvement in School Questionnaire is am8-it
dichotomous (i.e., yes = 1/ no = 0) questionnaire that assesses involvement atAggberadik
C). Scores range from zero to 8, with higher scores indicating higher levels of meolvé-or
example, parents were asked if they visit their child’s classroom and if theyte®t in their
child’s classroom. It has been used reliably (i.e., Cronbach’'$5 to .73) in previous research
to indicate parental level of involvement in school (Dearing et al., 2006). The quesBonnai
provided important information on the levels of parental involvement which was examined i
relation to their beliefs.
Home Literacy Environment Scale

The Home Literacy Environment Scale from Griffin and Morrison (1997) isten®-i
guestionnaire that assessed aspects of the home environment and routines tbatribaiedo
children’s early literacy development (Appendix D). Parents were askstanserelated to
literacy practices and materials that include, for example, number of boaslthewns, the
number of magazines, and how often parents read to the child and also to themselsegerigem
scored on a 0 to 2 point scale (i.e., 2 = more positive literacy environment for egciitem
high scores reflecting a higher quality literacy environment. Scotesange from zero to 17. In
research with kindergarten and second grade children, this index uniquely prethcaed li
skills including receptive vocabulary, general knowledge, and reading recogniiadyrat
kindergarten; and continued to account for unique variance for general knowledge and reading
recognition in second grade (Griffin & Morrison, 1997). The scale has solid psychometri
properties. Interitem reliability for the measure was determined taibtastory (i.e.,

Cronbach’sau = .74). The scale has previously been used with diverse populations of elementary
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school students between the ages of four and five years old (Griffin & Eord997; Christian
et al., 1998).

Parent Reading Belief Inventory

The Parent Reading Belief Inventory (PRBI) is a self-efficadyscale from DeBaryshe
& Binder (1994) that assessed parents’ beliefs about their efficaeg@sets of literacy
(Appendix E). The PRBI is a 42-item questionnaire designed to measure pareets’dimut
reading aloud to preschool age children and the extent to which parents endorsensmstent
with current models of environmental influences on language development and dergidlym
appropriate teaching practices in emergent literacy. Given the purposesttithisteaching
efficacy beliefs are of particular interest. Therefore, the effisabgcale which consists of 9
items was selected to be used separately. In an email dated April 8, 2008ydbeBadicated
that using this subscale appears a reasonable approach. For each itesrweaeeasked to
choose the level of agreement ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 dystgree. Total
scores will range from 9 to 36. High scores indicated that parents have strefigibeli
themselves as teachers of literacy and that they have a strong sespedilelity to teach
their children literacy. The subscale was found to have acceptable internatesanswith a
coefficient alpha of .73 (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994). The PRBI has been used in previous
research to assess associations between parental literacy beliptrents’ literacy related
behaviors (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994; Weigel et al., 2006).
Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire

Bingham (2007) introduced the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire, a 10-itesasassnt of
more general parental literacy beliefs (Appendix F). The items pertaimeotisebeliefs about

book reading interactions (i.e., how parents should read to their children). Parehtseate
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degree to which they endorse each item on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 = sireagtge to
6 = strongly agree. For each family, potential scores range from 10 to 6@rldapres indicated
stronger beliefs on parents’ influence on their child’s literacy developtmégrtitem correlation
was found to have good internal consistency (83). This questionnaire has been used with
parents of preschool aged children to examine connections between parenty’rigiatad
beliefs, shared book reading interactions, and the development of children’s eexbty|gkills
(Bingham, 2007).
Children’s Reading Interest Scale

The Children’s Reading Interest Scale used by Weigel et al. (2006)iisra 3-

guestionnaire designed to address children’s interest in reading. Parendskesrguestions
related to their children’s interest in reading books using a 1 - to 5-point kdade (i.e., 1 =
hardly ever to 5 = two or more times a day). For example, parents werktask often their
children look at books by themselves. For each family, scores ranged from 3 tchl&ighwer
scores indicating more child interest in reading (Appendix G).iletercorrelation for this scale
was found to have good internal consistency (66). This response scale has previously been
used with parents of preschool aged children to examine associations betweenlparacys
beliefs and children’s literacy development (Weigel et al., 2006). Table 1 showsdkanes,

sources, sequence time of administration in protocol, and range of scores stfsenants.
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Table 1

Measures and Use of Questionnaires and Evaluations

Measures Pretest Posttest  Source Number Range of Scores
of ltems
Weekly Parent Dever & Burts, Control Control Group : 0-4
Evaluation Form 2002 Group: 2
Experimental Experimental Group: 0-6
Group: 3
Demographics Researcher
questionnaire \/ designed 6 Educational experience:
0-3 based on questions
3,4,5
Family Involvement Dearing et al.,
in School 2006 0-8
Questionnaire
Home Literacy Griffin &
Environment Scale Morrison, 1997 0-17
Parent Reading DeBaryshe &
Belief Inventory Binder, 1994 9-36
(Self-efficacy)
Literacy Beliefs Bingham, 2007
Questionnaire 10-60
Children’s Reading Weigel et al.,
Interest 2006 3-15
Questionnaire
Procedures

After obtaining approval from The CUNY Graduate Center IRB, arld#scribing the
study and asking for consent was sent to the families of children enrolled ingertda, first
grade, and second grade (Appendix H). Even though the parents were asked thesiqretmi
participate, the children were asked independently if they want taipaté. | asked the children
by stating the following. "Hi, | am Ms. Kadish and | am working onseaech study that
involves you and your parents. You are being asked to read a book that will be sent home with
you and maybe do something after with your parents. If you would like to do this plgass sa

or no." In addition to the letter, children were be sent home with the demographic /doackgr
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guestionnaire, Family Involvement in School Questionnaire (Dearirlg 2086), the Home
Literacy Environment Scale (Griffin & Morrison, 1997), the efficacy sulescithe PRBI
(DeBaryshe & Binder), the Literacy Belief Questionnaire (Bingh2097), and a questionnaire
on children’s interest (Weigel et al., 2006). The letters and questionnairesaweh®me with
each child in a sealed envelope. Parents were given one week to retusmthtithe school. A
return by date was marked clearly on the outside of each envelope. If enatopes returned
by the set date, a reminder note was sent home with each student to remind@aeaunts
them the next day (Appendix I). Three extra days were given for parents whoaney
forgotten.

Class rosters were obtained and random assignment to either treaenesmt @ctivity
with book) or control (i.e., book only) condition within each class was conducted separately f
consented males and females. When the questionnaires and scales are returoekls ihebags
were sent home once a week for four weeks. In the treatment condition childreadeckook
to take home including art supplies (i.e., two sheets of plain paper and a pack of four crayons
which contained a red, a yellow, a blue and a green crayon) and a welcemiasétticting
parents to read the book with their child and create a picture with their childeaitieng the
story. The children in the control group were given the same book with a welcome lette
providing instructions to parents to read with their children as they are acedstout no art
supplies were provided.

To maintain confidentiality, the child’s name was only put on the outside of each
envelope. Théagsused were large envelopes. There were no names on the questionnaires,
scales, and forms. Instead, each child was assigned a number that willapakéne

guestionnaires and scales, and forms sent home. For confidentiality, when the cHiloinexl re
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the forms to school in the envelopes, the envelopes were immediately discarded.

Four different culturally neutral books were chosen from the Children’s ChHuooddist
of children’s favorite books that IRA and the Children’s Book Council compiled in 2007 and
2008. For appropriate age level, books were chosen from among the favorites of kinuéogarte
second grade students. Two fiction and two non-fiction books were chosen to balance
preferences that children may have for book content and story topic. The parendbledo
keep one book when the study was completed as incentive for participating irdihe stu

The teacher asked the students to take the books in bags home on Fridays and were
asked to return them the following Wednesday. The teacher reminded the studargsaayTo
bring the books in bags back to school the following day. If the students did not return the books
in bags on that day, the teacher reminded them again on Wednesday and if needed on Thursday
The bags for the first week contained a welcome letter to introduce the boologiuidgr
instructions (Appendix J), a book, or a book with art supplies for the experimental group, and the
weekly evaluation form. The following two weeks, children were sent home withelicerwe
letter, the books, with or without the art supplies depending on condition and the weekly
evaluation form. In the fourth week, literacy bags for both conditdsts contained the PRBI
efficacy subscale (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994), the Literacy BelieStamaire (Bingham,
2007), and the Children’s Reading Interest Questionnaire (Weigel et al. 200@) .s€hesd as
posttests. The welcome letter that was sent home with the fourth bookpas&ets to return the
literacy bags and the surveys the following week. If parents did not retusutieys by the
requested date, a reminder note was sent home with the children requestildpdioktsaand
surveys be returned the next day. Table 2 shows the sequence of materials for both the

experimental and control groups.
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Sequence of Activities
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All Students

Week 1

Week 3 Week 2

Week 4

Week 5

Consent form

O oO0OO0Oo0Oo0Oo0oo

Demographic / background questionnaire

Family Involvement in School Questionnaire (Dearing et al., 2006)
Home Literacy Environment Scale (Griffin & Morrison, 1997)
Self-Efficacy subscale of the PRBI (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994)
Literacy Belief Questionnaire (Bingham, 2007)

Children’s Reading Interest Questionnaire (Weigel et al. 2006)

Experimental Group

Control Group

0 Welcome letter

0 Book with art supplies

0 Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

0 Welcome letter

0 Book with art supplies

0 Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

0 Welcome letter

0 Book with art supplies

0 Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

0 Welcome letter

0 Book with art supplies

0 Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

o0 Self-Efficacy subscale of the PRBI
(DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994)

0 Literacy Belief Questionnaire
(Bingham, 2007)

0 Children’'s Reading Interest
Questionnaire (Weigel et al.).

Welcome Letter

Book

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

Welcome Letter

Book

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

Welcome Letter

Book

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)

Welcome Letter

Book

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form
(Dever & Burts, 2002)
Self-Efficacy subscale of the PRBI
(DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994)
Literacy Belief Questionnaire
(Bingham, 2007)

Children’s Reading Interest
Questionnaire (Weigel et al.).

The arts have a special value in promoting students’ engagement vaitly liter

providing positive experiences that elicit emotional arousal (Berghoff, 2004eC2004;

Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). It was predicted that using

art would increase parents’ efficacy as teachers of literacy anlfllwe a more accessible way



61
to intervene and involve parents in their children’s literacy development than otleer mor
traditional ways. It was predicted that the inclusion of the arts will hgw@sitive impact on
parents’ efficacy beliefs about emergent literacy as measured bffittaey subscale score of
the PRBI (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994). Bandura (1989) posited that one of the modupower
ways to increase self-efficacy is through emotional arousal and positiveesxes.

Hypothesis 1. Parents in the experimental condition (i.e., literacy bagachata an art
activity) will report greater gains in self-efficacy beligisu will parents assigned to the control
condition (i.e., literacy bags that do not include an art activity).

The statistical analysis for Hypothesis 1 could involve any of severgtiana
alternatives. Given that the self-efficacy measure (i.e., the @ffmabscale of the PRBI) was
administered at two, and only two intervals, an independent grotgssof the change, or
difference scores (i.e., posttest, pretest) would be the simplest of lleesates. A second
alternative would be a repeated measures analysis of variance wiithtargen subjecfactor
(i.e., experimental vs. control), and amgthin subjectdactor (i.e.time). The test of the
interaction between thgroupingfactors (i.e., experimental vs. control) and the time factors (i.e.,
pretest vs. posttest) corresponds totttest on the difference scores outlined above as the first
analytic alternative. While this interaction test corresponds to the focsti@uender
investigation (i.e., is there evidence of differential group change oveirtisgdf-efficacy), the
main effects tests of the grouping factor and the time factor provide additdormation not
available using the first alternative. A limitation of both of these alteests that neither
accommodates missing data. If a respondent fails to provide either & pedite$ficacy score or
a posttest self-efficacy score or both, then that subject will be deletedhiecanalysis.

However, the same repeated measures analysis of variance can be damsingta mixed
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models approach which can accommodate missing data--under the assumption thattiee data
missing at random (MAR)--without deleting subjects who provide less than compkete da

Associations have been found between parental self-efficacy beliefs almrgeam
literacy and the supports that parents provide for literacy in the home enviroraBaryshe
(1995) found that parents’ literacy beliefs were strongly associated \gitacht activities they
produced for their children, and Weigel et al. (2006) found high scores on the PRBI wer
positively correlated with home literacy activities. More specifjc&oleman and Karraker
(1998) found that high parenting self-efficacy was strongly related to the envitbparents
provide for their children. Therefore,

Hypothesis 2. Parents’ self-efficacy beliefs about emergentditemmeasured by the
efficacy subscale score of the PRBI will be positively related to the suppbthey provide in
the home as measured by the Home Literacy Environment Scale.

The statistical analysis for Hypothesis 2 involved using Pearson to coaalagéficacy
beliefs and support for reading development using the pretest versions of each oktmsesn
to eliminate possible confounding effects of the intervention,

Strong associations have been found between parental literacy relatedanelitfe
home literacy activities parents provide for their children. Theseae#tips have been found to
be predictive of the quality of mother-child joint book reading and the quality of the home
literacy environment (Bingham, 2007; DeBaryshe, 1995; DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994).
Therefore,

Hypothesis 3. Parental literacy beliefs about high quality book readingctnbers as
measured by the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire will be positivédyee to the reading supports

parents provide in the home as measured by the Home Literacy Environment Scale.
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Again, in order to eliminate possible confounding effects of the intervention, the
statistical analysis for Hypothesis 3 involved using Pearson to corretatgadditeracy beliefs
about high quality book reading interactions and the degree of reading support in the home
provided by the parents using the pretest versions of each of these measures.

The arts have proven to be an integral component to children’s language and literacy
development (Johnson, 2006) and have been successful in engaging diverse children in early
literacy (Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003) by broadening their interests and promadimgy a
learning experience (Berghoff, 2001; Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997,
Johnson, 2007; Walker, 2000). Therefore,

Hypothesis 4. Parents in the experimental condition will report that theirexmigckhibit
greater change in their interest in reading than will the children of paassigned to the control
condition.

The statisticahnalysis for Hypothesis 4 involved assessing the effect of the intervention.
A mixed models approach to repeated measures analysis of variance will be esethts t
hypothesis. Again, the focal effect under study corresponds to a test of thetiatebetween
treatment group membership and time.

Associations have been found between parental beliefs about emergent Ineracy a
parents’ level of school involvement. Bennett et al. (2002) found significantatans between
parental involvement with school including frequency of contact and the reading beliefs
parents. Therefore,

Hypothesis 5. Parents in the experimental condition will report greater eznoymd
rereading of the book with their child, as recorded by the weekly parent Evaluationttframm

will parents assigned to the control condition.
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The statistical analysis of Hypothesis 5 also involved assessinfiabect the
intervention. For this hypothesis, there are four, rather than two assessmigaltdeavamixed
models approach to repeated measures analysis of variance was used to tgxittiesib that
focuses on a test of the interaction between treatment group membership and time

Several studies with samples using diverse backgrounds found positive associations
between children’s literacy interest and parent’s literacy anceHealacy beliefs (DeBaryshe &
Binder, 1994; Weigel et al., 2006) and the home literacy environment (Frijters et al., 2008; P
et al., 1994). Therefore,

Hypothesis 6. Parents’ self-efficacy beliefs about emergentditermmeasured by the
efficacy subscale score of the PRBI will be positively related to thafsatevel of involvement
and contact with the school as measured by the Family Involvement in SchoobQnaeasg.

In order to eliminate possible confounding effects of the intervention, stt@stialysis
for Hypothesis 6 involved using Pearson to evaluate parental self-effiekefs lmbout emergent
literacy at pretest and the parents’ level of involvement and contact withhiba sdhich is also
administered only at Time 1.

It has been found that parents within particular societies or cultures wliffeyen the
mainstream are guided by beliefs of childrearing practices thatesived from aspects of that
culture and these parents may not believe in their ability or believe thah@ii job to facilitate
their children’s literacy development (Dever & Burts, 2002; Sigel & Mo@ddy-De Lisi,

2002). Therefore,

Hypothesis 7. Parents whose early educational experiences differ frioof tinair

children will report lower self-efficacy beliefs as measured by ti@aey subscale score of the

PRBI as well as lower literacy beliefs about high quality book readingastiens as assessed by
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the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire.

In order to eliminate possible confounding effects of the intervention, stt@stialysis
for Hypothesis 7 involved using Pearson to evaluate a brief measure of pataogtianal
experiences that differ from that of their children. | developed the meaghreperational
assessments of self-efficacy beliefs and literacy beliefs abglutjiality book reading

interactions at pretest.
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Chapter 4
Results

Chapter 4 presents the data analyses and results. The first set of cemdtas
descriptive statistics from the demographic questionnaire, initial equieatérroups, and
reliability of the measures. Following these descriptive findings, theroksgaestions posed in
the hypotheses are addressed.

Demographics

Table 3 highlights the demographics of the sample. The children of the parents who
participated in this study are disproportionately male (60%42) and the majority of parents
who participated speak only English at home (7816%55). Over half of the parents attended
elementary school within the United States (71.4%50), as did approximately half of the
students’ grandparents (55.786z 39). Parents’ overall level of education is very high, with the
majority of parents graduating college and attending post graduate school.
Table 3

Demographics of Participants

N %

Female 28 40.0
Male 42 60.0
Language

English spoken only 55 78.6

English and another language spoken 15 21.4
Elementary education of parents outside the US

Began outside the US 20 28.6

Did not begin outside the US 50 71.4
Elementary education of grandparents outside the US

Began outside the US 31 44.3

Did not begin outside the US 39 55.7
Parents’ level of education

Grade 12 2 2.9

Community college 3 4.3

Undergraduate 26 37.1

Postgraduate 39 55.7
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In addition to descriptive statistics for the basic demographic variablese@atiove, these
same demographics are now re-examined to determine whether the thregrquadaliffer on
any of the variables.

As shown in Table 4, grade does not exhibit a statistically significatibredaip with
any of the demographic variables. For example, grade is not signifieastigiated with the
gender of the focal child in this study € 1.68,df = 2,p = .43), the primary language spoken
at home % = 2.87,df = 2,p = .24), whether the parent began his or her education outside the
United Statesyf = 0.24,df = 2,p = .89), or the level of the parent’s educatigh< 4.60,df =
6,p = .60).

Table 4

Comparison of Grade Groups on Demographic Variables

Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade
Count (%) Count (%) Count (%)

Female 9 (37.5) 14 (48.3) 5(29.4)
Male 15 (62.5) 15 (51.7) 12 (70.6)
English spoken only 21 (87.5) 20 (69.0) 14 (82.4)
Language

English spoken only 3(12.5) 9 (31.0) 3(17.6)

English and another language spoken 18 (75.0) 20 (69.0) 12 (70.6)
Elementary education of parents outside the US

Began outside the US 6 (25.0) 9 (31.0) 5(29.4)

Did not begin outside the US 18 (75.0) 20 (69.0) 12 (70.6)
Elementary education of grandparents outside the US

Began outside the US 10 (41.7) 14 (48.3) 7(41.2)

Did not begin outside the US 14 (58.3) 15 (51.7) 10 (58.8)
Parents’ level of education

Grade 12 1(4.2) 1(3.4) 0 (0)

Community college 0 (0) 2 (6.9) 1(5.9)

Undergraduate 12 (50.0) 9 (31.0) 5 (29.4)

Postgraduate 11 (45.8) 17 (58.6) 11 (64.7)
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Results of the Initial Equivalence of Groups at Baseline
The purpose of the next set of analyses was to evaluate whether, subsequent to random

assignment, the experimental and control groups were comparable at b&milisent forms
were distributed to participants. Those who consented were randomly assigitedrto
experimental or control conditions. The purpose of this analysis was to determihenthet
initial equivalence of groups was maintained in families that completed efdrs@able 5, with
respect to the grades in which the children are enrolled there is no sthtistipaficant
difference between the two conditiond# 2.86,df = 2,p = .24). In fact, there are no statistical
differences between the two conditions with respect to the other demogragkgedosd
guestions. Therefore, random assignment was successful and groups dyeeigitigalent with
respect to these questions
Table 5

Testing for Initial Equivalence of Completers at Baseline

No Art Control Count (%) Art Group Count (%)

Grade
Kindergarten 11 (29.7) 13 (39.4)
First grade 14 (37.8) 15 (45.5)
Second grade 12 (32.4) 5(15.2)

Results of Comparing Completers versus Dropouts for Differeras on the Pretests

The purpose of the next set of analyses was to evaluate whether there waisos ffer
the pretests between the experimental and control groups in the percentexge dhat returned
the post-tests (i.e., 70 completers) and those that did not (i.e., 39 drop-outs). As sdda @ T

when compared across conditions, no bias was found and there was no significant difference
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between groups across conditions whether in experimental or control.
Table 6
Difference Between Completers and Non Completers across Conditions

Incomplete Count (%) Complete Count (%)

Group
Control: No art 17 (43.6) 37 (52.9)
Experimental: Art 22 (56.4) 33 (47.1)

However, a disproportionate amount of dropouts were in kindergarten, which suggests tha
having younger children were less likely to remain in the study. As seen in7l&8é6 of the
parents who dropped out had children in kindergarten while only 34% of completers hachchildre
in kindergarten. Therefore, parents of older students were more likely to rentlaenstudy.

Table 7

Difference Between Completers and Non Completers across Grades

Incomplete Count (%) Complete Count (%)

Grade
Kindergarten 22 (56.4) 24 (34.3)
First grade 14 (35.9) 29 (41.4)
Second grade 3(7.7) 17 (24.3)

Completers and non-completers did not differ significantly on the other variableding
gender of the student, language, whether students’ parents or grandpagantslbmentary

education outside of the United States, and education level of the parents.
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Reliability Analyses

Several of the measures used in this investigation are multi-item meesilgeted from
respondents at either the pretest only or at both pretest and posttest. Interstdromns
reliability analyses of these measures were conducted for each of taeseres. Table 8
contains the Cronbach’s alpha estimates (i.e., the internal consisteabilitgkestimates) for
each of these measures. As seen in Table 8, the reliability estamglt®s for the two self-
efficacy measures but aserviceabldor the Children’s Reading Interest measures. Importantly,
the internal consistency reliability estimate for the Home LiteEnvironment measure is
certainly low.
Table 8

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates on Self-Efficacy, Children’diRgdnterest, and

Home Literacy Environment Scale

Cronbach’sa

Self-efficacy at pretest 0.57
Self-efficacy at posttest 0.57
Children’s Reading Interest at pretest 0.64
Children’s Reading Interest at posttest 0.76
Home Literacy Environment at pretest 0.33

Findings Related to Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1.Hypothesis 1 states that parents in the experimental condition (i.e., literacy
bags that include an art activity) will report greater gains in setfaef§i beliefs than will parents
assigned to the control condition (i.e., literacy bags that do not include an atyja@nor to
conducting the analysis of the data for Hypothesis 1, the two treatmeni@osdiere tested for
initial equivalence on the self-efficacy measure at baseligest comparison of the

experimental and control groups’ mean self-efficacy scores found thattasmo statistically
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significant mean difference between the two groups, (control: mean =SP&1.,29 versus
experimental: 3.5%D= .32, { = 0.23,df = 68,p = .82). Table 9 contains the descriptive
statistics and the source tables from a repeated measures analysencevhat was used to
evaluate Hypothesis 1. The interaction between the grouping factor (i.e., exetins.
control) and the within subjects factor (i.e., time, pretest vs. posttesthaigzed. This test of
within subjects effects assesses whether there was anticgthéigidence supporting the claim
that there would be differential change (i.e., improvement in self-effideamm pretest to
posttest favoring the experimental group. As seen in Table 9, the interafdicinnefs not
statistically significantf = 1.52,df = (1, 68),p = .22). While the experimental group’s mean
self-efficacy score did improve from pretest to posttest (3.59 to 3.67) and the camigpkgr
mean self-efficacy score did not improve from pretest to posttest (3.61 to 3.6hgdh#udeof
thisimprovemen(+ .08 vs. .00) is not statistically significant. Given these findings, Hypathesi
1 was not supported.

Table 9

Differential Change between Conditions on Self-Efficacy from Pretest to fostte

N Mean (Standard)
Self-efficacy at pretest
Control: No art 37 3.6 (0.29)
Experimental: Art 33 3.6 (0.32)
Self-efficacy at posttest
Control: No art 37 3.6 (0.36)
Experimental: Art 33 3.7 (0.32)

While Hypothesis 1 as originally conceived did not consider a possible moderaging rol
or moderating effect of the grade level of the students on the relationship bewederet

condition and time, this possibility was considered in a repeated measakgssaof variance,
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as shown in Table 10.

Table 10

Differential Change between Conditions: Effect of Grade Level on Self-Efficacy

N Mean (Standard)

Self-efficacy at pretest no art control

Kindergarten 11 3.6 (0.30)

First grade 14 3.6 (0.34)

Second grade 12 3.6 (0.29)
Self-efficacy at pretest art group

Kindergarten 13 3.7 (0.28)

First grade 15 3.6 (0.38)

Second grade 5 3.6 (0.32)
Self-efficacy at posttest no art control

Kindergarten 13 3.7 (0.25)

First grade 15 3.7 (0.40)

Second grade 5 3.7 (0.32)
Self-efficacy at posttest art group

Kindergarten 24 3.8 (0.33)

First grade 29 3.6 (0.37)

Second grade 17 3.7 (0.34)

As seen in Table 11 the 3-way interaction between grade, treatment groumeis ti
not statistically significant = 0.04,df = (2.6 4),p = .96). This finding indicates that to the
extent that there was differential change over time between theragpéasl and control
conditions that change would not differ by or depend upon the grade. However, there is no
evidence of differential change between the treatment (i.e., art) and coatrolq art)

conditions, as shown in the previous analysis that excluded grade level.
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Table 11

Tests for Effects of Time and Grade on Self-Efficiency

Source Type lll Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance
Time 0.058 1 0.058 1.717 0.195
Time * Group 0.078 1 0.078 2.318 0.133
Time * Grade 0.153 2 0.077 2.269 0.112
Time * Group * 0.003 2 0.001 0.038 0.963
Grade
Error (Time) 2.162 64 0.034

The two analyses of Hypothesis 1 shown in Tables 10 and 11 found no evidence of a
treatment effect on self-efficacy. A more detailed inspection of theiteims comprising the
self-efficacy measure suggests that many, if not most, of these itemag a@ssess beliefs held by
the parents about their ability to teach their child. Given that outcome, a faalgsia of the
nine item self-efficacy measure was submitted to a principal compomahysia that yielded a
3-component solution. As shown in Table 12 for each component, the item loadings are well
above .30, a commonly cited cutoff for allowing an item to be retained as a measgure of
component. The first of these components measures parents’ beliefs regardimgy éeeto
which parents play an important role in their children’s learning. The demnponent assesses
beliefs regarding the responsibility of parents in educating thedrehil and third component
assesses parents’ self-efficacy beliefs in the parents’ abiligath their children. These three
components account for 58% of the variation in the original set of nine items. Althosgh the
three components are a reasonably effective summary of the originahget déms in this
measure, only the last component which assesses parents’ self-effieisyibh¢he parents’
ability to teach their children is directly relevant to this investigation. lBsiscomponent
corresponds most clearly to the construct of self-efficacy as used in thisAsusiych, a

reliability analysis of only this last component was conducted.
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Table 12

Principal Components Analysis of Self-Efficacy Measure

Component
1 2 3

SEPRES3 0.931

SEPRE1 0.892

SEPRE5 0.563

SEPRES8 0.662

SEPREY 0.653 -0.425
SEPREG6 0.646

SEPRE7 0.633

SEPRE2 0.760
SEPRE4 0.737

The internal consistency reliability coefficient for this 2-itereasure (Cronbachis= .48)
indicates the measure is not reliable. The reliability is low becausedheonly two items in the
measure, not because the items are unrelated3@). As commonly known, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient is a function of the average intercorrelation among the itemsalesas well as the
number of items in the scale. The reliability issue notwithstanding, a reianaiyise first
hypothesis using it was conducted because this 2-item measure is, on faitggralunds, the
best available measure,

Prior to the reanalysis, the experimental and control groups were comparedensbe
2-item self-efficacy measure at pretest in order to evaluate tred gquivalence of the two
treatment groups at baseline. The experimental and control groups did not dififezasigy at
baseline (experimental: mean = 3.50, control: mean = 8%8,30,df = 68,p = .77). Having
established that the treatment and control groups were equivalent at baselreatad
measures analysis of variance was conducted in order to evaluate whetheathevedence of

differential group change in self-efficacy favoring the treatment dondithe interaction
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between treatment group membership and time is not statistically sgmjfivhich indicates
there is no evidence that the self-efficacy of the treatment group impielagéide to the control
group £ =.16,df = 68,p = .70). Moreover, visual inspection of the mean self-efficacy scores in
Table 13 substantiates clearly that neither group exhibited any evideneamfchange over
time.
Table 13

Self-Efficacy Scores: Mean Change Over Time

Group N Mean Standard Deviation
Pretest
Control: No art 37 3.5 0.49
Experimental: Art 33 3.5 0.65
Posttest
Control: No art 37 3.5 0.49
Experimental: Art 33 3.5 0.62

Hypothesis 2.Hypothesis 2 states that parents’ self-efficacy beliefs about emergent
literacy as measured by the self-efficacy subscale score of BlewtRbe positively related to
the support that they provide in the home as measured by the Home Literacy EnvirSoatent

In order to eliminate possible confounding effects of the intervention, Hypothesis 2
evaluated by using Pearson to correlate the parents’ self-effickefs laad support for reading
development as measured by the Home Literacy Environment using the petestod each of
these measures. As displayed in Table 14, there is no relationship between dhesestructs
(r =.05,p =.66). However, notable is that the reliability of this 9-item Home Latera

Environment measure is quite low (i.e., Cronbacirs.33). A subsequent attempt to improve
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the reliability of this measure by deleting items that exhibited pooratedéem-total
correlations yielded an increase in reliability but to a level stillidensdunacceptabldy the
standards used to evaluate internal consistency reliability (i.e., Closbae .49). A third
attempt to improve the reliability of the measure by including only thédasitems of this
measure, all of which directly related to reading per se, also failegptowmthe reliability of
the measure (i.e., Cronbachk's- .33). Despite several attempts to generate a more reliable
Home Literacy Environment Scale, the net result is that it was not possibledoTdtes
relevance of this fact is that unreliable measures (i.e., measures IhertieLiteracy
Environment Scale with scores that are largely random) do not correlate hathhmgasures
such as the efficacy subscale score of the PRBI. Consequently, it must be adgadviat the
apparent lack of a relationship between these two measures may not be hecaossttucts
are intrinsically unrelated to each other, but rather because of the pabilitglin the Home
Literacy Environment Scale.

Table 14

Pearson Correlation between Parental Self Efficacy Beliefs and the Home LitEemaronment

Scale
Pearson Correlation 0.053
Sig (2-tailed) 0.662
N 70

Hypothesis 3.Hypothesis 3 states that parental literacy beliefs about high quality book
reading interactions, as measured by the Literacy Beliefs Questmnm#l be positively related
to the reading supports parents provide in the home as measured by the Homg Literac

Environment ScaléAs previously, in order to eliminate possible confounding effects of the



77
intervention, Hypothesis 3 is evaluated by using Pearson to correlateghespliteracy beliefs
about high quality reading interactions and support for reading development asethdgstive
Home Literacy Environment using the pretest versions of each of these ese@sudisplayed
in Table 15, there is a marginally significant relationship between theseotvstructsr(= .20,p
<.10). However, given the poor reliability of the Home Literacy Environmerné Sités
relationship may not be meaningful.

Table 15

Pearson Correlation between Literacy Beliefs and the Home Literacy Enviro&teet

Parental Literacy Beliefs at Pretest Home Literacy Enviemtm

Parental literacy beliefs pretest

Pearson correlation 1 0.20

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.098

N 70 70
Home Literacy Environment

Pearson correlation 0.20 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.98

N 70 70

Hypothesis 4.Hypothesis 4 states that parents in the experimental condition will report
that their children exhibit greater change in their interest in reading tHaheachildren of
parents assigned to the control condition. Prior to conducting the analysis of thar data
Hypothesis 4, the two treatment conditions were tested for initial equivalenice brierest
measure at baseline.tAest comparison of the experimental and control groups’ mean Interest
scores did not find a statistically significant mean difference lestwiee groups (i.e., control:
mean = 4.14sd= .53 vs. experimental: 4.14d = .51,t = -0.05,df = 68,p = .96). Table 16
contains the descriptive statistics and the source tables from a repeatedesaaalysis of
variance which is used to evaluate Hypothesis 4. A test of within subjects effetaining the

test of the interaction between the grouping factors and the within sulgjetcisdvaluates
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whether there is any statistical evidence supporting the claim thatiitidoe significant
differential change (i.e., improvement in interest) from pretest to pof&ttesing the
experimental group. The interaction effect is not statistically sogmt & = 0.27,df = (1, 68), p
=.61). As shown in Table 16, while the experimental group’s mean Interest scorgidam
from pretest to posttest (4.14 to 4.36 (= + 0.22), so, too, did the control group’s mean Interest
score improve (from 4.14 to 4.30 (= +.16)). The statistically insignificant stieraeffect
indicates that the difference in the amount of improvement between the two groups is not
statistically significant. Given these findings, Hypothesis 4 is not supportéetfe data.

Table 16

Mean Scores: Children’s Reading Interest

N Mean (Standard Deviation)
Children’s Reading Interest pretest
Control: No art 37 4.14 (0.53)
Experimental: Art 33 4.14 (0.51)
Children’s Reading Interest posttest
Control: No art 37 4.3 (0.61)
Experimental: Art 33 4.4 (0.47)

While Hypothesis 4 as originally conceived did not consider a possible moderaging rol
or moderating effect of the grade level of the students on the relationship bewederet
condition and time, this next repeated measures analysis of variance doedsingbe
reanalysis of Hypothesis 1 and analysis of within subject effects, the Bgegction between
grade, treatment group, and time is not statistically signifidast@.37,df = (2, 64),p = .69).

As was the case with self-efficacy, this finding indicates that to tlemetttat there is
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differential change over time between the experimental and control conditadrehange does
not differ by or depend upon the grade. However, the previous analysis that excluddevglade
shows no evidence of differential change between the treatment and contlitibns.

Hypothesis 5.Hypothesis 5 states that parents in the experimental condition will report
greater enjoyment, rereading of the book with their child, and perceived involventleatobiild
in the weekly book reading experience as recorded on the weekly parent Evaluatipth&orm
will parents assigned to the control condition. The analysis of Hypothesis babces
assessing the effect of the intervention. However, for Hypothesis 5 atteef@ur, rather than
two, assessments available. A mixed models approach to repeated measysesainariance
was used to test this hypothesis that focuses on a test of the interacticenitedatment group
membership and time. A mixed models approach to repeated measures analygaacd can
accommodate missing weekly evaluation reports without incurring a losses. ca

As shown in Table 17, the hypothesized interaction between group memberstimpeand
is not statistically significant at the conventionally uped= .05 level F = 2.08,df = (3,
170.24),p = .10). Still, the pattern of the mean parental enjoyment scores for the two groups i
notable because the experimental group’s mean scores (i.e., 0 = did not enjoy the book, 1 =
enjoyed the book somewhat, and 2 = yes, enjoyed the book) exhibited the predicted averease
time whereas the control group’s pattern of mean enjoyment scoremtkdat randomly across
the four weeks of the study. In addition, in the fourth (and last) week of the studyedhe m
parental enjoyment score for parents in the experimental group is margigaificantly
different from the corresponding fourth week mean enjoyment score in the coatrpl(r93

vs. 1.65p = .06).
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Table 17

Parental Enjoyment: Interaction between Treatment Group Membership and Time

Source Numeratordf Denominatodf F Sig.
Intercept 1 67.37 1880.63 0.000
Group 1 67.37 0.438 0.510
Time 3 170.24 151 0.21
Group*time 3 170.24 2.08 0.10

With respect to the second weekly evaluation criterion (i.e., rereading the bbdkev
child), Table 18 shows that the hypothesized interaction between group memhbadktiipe is
not statistically significant at the< = .05 level F = 0.14,df = (3, 166.52)p = .93). Moreover,
unlike the case with the first evaluation criterion, the pattern of mean megesudires (i.e., 0 =
no, did not reread the book, 1 = reread the book once or twice, 2 = reread the book more than 3
times) appears to fluctuate inconsistently across time for both groups.
Table 18

Rereading the Book: Interaction between Treatment Group Membership and Time

Source Numeratordf Denominatodf F Significance
Intercept 1 68.82 78.95 0.000
Group 1 68.82 0.439 0.510
Time 3 166.52 0.869 0.459
Group*time 3 166.52 0.144 0.933

The third, and final, weekly evaluation criterion (iiayolvementis a simple count of

the number of reading activititisat the parent reports the child doing. These five activities
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include (a) turning the pages, (b) reading any words, (c) asking anyoqsestiout the book, (d)
asking to read the book again, and (e) making any comments. The score on this rargsare
from zero (i.e., the child did not do any of the five reading activities) to 5 fieechtld engaged
in all five activities).

As shown in Table 19, the group by time interaction effect is not statistiggiyicant
(F =0.57,df = (3, 160.356)p = .64), although the main effect of time is significant=(3.37,df
= (3, 160.356)p = .02). Visual inspection of the four time means indicates that, averagogs ac
the experimental and control groups, there is evidence of greater involvementhofdioyer
time. While interesting, the time effect does not really address thiegioestion under
investigation (i.e., is there evidence of differential group change over titme)jnieraction
between group and time addresses this question, and this effect is notadtatssgnificant.
Visual inspection of the group-specific mean involvement scores acrossridaeifat the
control group’s mean involvement scores generally, but not uniformly, increasénoeeint
contrast, the experimental group’s mean involvement scores consistentlg@ucoz@r the four
weeks of the study. Nonetheless, the fact that the group by time interactairstatistically
significant indicates that the pattern of change over time, while ggneraiasing for both

groups, does not differ by group.
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Table 19

Level of Involvement: Interaction between Treatment Group Membership and Time

Source Numeratordf Denominatodf F Significance
Intercept 1 67.14 848.16 0.000
Group 1 67.14 0.695 0.407
Time 3 160.36 3.369 0.020
Group*time 3 160.356 0.565 0.639

In fact, the parents were asked an additional question about the books thewerre gi
This question was asked to determine whether the child had been exposed to the book prior to
participating in the study. The literal text of this questiotd®sve you read this book before with
your child?Subsequent to the collection of the data for this question, it became obvious that the
guestion does not adequately or unambiguously provide the needed information. The question
does not ask, as was intended, whether the child had been exposed to the book prior to his / her
participation in the study. It appears after inspecting the data themhber of parents responded
to the question in terms of whether they had read the book during the week prior to the
evaluation report. Stated somewhat differently, it appears that a nonfrrtion of the
parents responded to this question as they had responded to the second weekly evaluation
guestion (i.e.Did you ever reread the book with your child@iven that fact, this last question
was deleted from further consideration in the analyses presented herein.

Recall that Hypothesis 5 addresses whether there is evidence of dilereatment
group change on any of the three weekly evaluation criteria: (a) whiéhparent enjoyed the
book, (b) whether the parent ever reread the book with his / her child, and (c) the leviel of chi

involvement (i.e., the number of reading-related activities that the child ehgagach week).
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The original analyses presented previously have been rerun for each of theseoavaitexia,
presently including the grade of the child as an additional predictor.

The first of these augmented analyses indicate that the grade of the dhilol ha
statistically significantnain effecof its own £ = 2.20,p = .12), nor did it interact with the
treatment conditionH = .31,p = .74), time E = 1.29,p = .26), or the combination of these two
predictors F = 0.28,p = .95). Restated, the grade of the target child in the study had no effect on
this first weekly evaluation criterion (i.e., the degree to which the pangntezl the book
assigned each week).

With regard to the second weekly evaluation criterion (i.e., rereading the sogkeas
that week with the child), the second augmented analysis indicates that gtadstatsstically
significant main effectif = 5.08,p < .01) but did not interact with either treatment conditien (
=1.55,p=.22), time E = 1.02,p = .41) or the combination of these two predictéis(1.67,p
=.13). The estimated marginal means for the grade factor presentedwklolwvcorrespond to
the main effect of grade, indicate that the number of times the book is rereaalsdsais a
function of the grade level or alternatively, the age of the child. Children in gizden reread
the assigned book significantly more times than did children in either thgrade p = .04) or
the second grade € .001) but the amount of rereading in the latter two grades does not differ
significantly @ = .18).

With regard to the third, and last, weekly evaluation criterion (i.e., the numbsadihg
activities that the parent reports the child engaged in), the third augnaealgsis indicates that
grade had no statistically significant main efféet=(1.06,p =.35) nor did it interact with either
treatment conditionH = 0.73,p = .49) or time £ = 0.66,p = .69), or the combination of these

two predictors = 0.66,p = .68). As in the original analyses of these data (i.e., the analysis that
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excluded grade), there is still a statistically significant m#aceof time ¢ = 2.80,p = .04). As
was found in the original analysis, visual inspection of the four time means indicattes
averaging across the experimental and control groups, there is evidence ofvolvement of
the child across time.

Hypothesis 6.Hypothesis 6 states that parents’ self-efficacy beliefs about emergent
literacy as measured by the efficacy subscale score of the PRBEvabsitively related to the
parents’ level of involvement and contact with the school as measured by the Fami
Involvement in School Questionnaire. In order to eliminate possible confounding efff¢lae
intervention, Hypothesis 6 will be evaluated by using Pearson to correlategbasdf-efficacy
beliefs about emergent literacy at pretest and the parents’ level of imesiv@nd contact with
the school that is also administered only at Time 1. The descriptive stdtistibe parents’
level of involvement indicate that 80% of the respondents endorse seven or eight glithe ei
dichotomous (i.e., yes / no) items that use the parent’s involvement in schoolesctiMire
than half (i.e., 55%) endorse all eight of these items. Obviously, this meas\bisexkar
evidence of &eiling effectwith attendant skewness. Nevertheless, there is a modest, but
statistically significant correlation between parental seltzaffy beliefs at Time 1 and parental
involvement € = .25,p = .04).

Hypothesis 7.Hypothesis 7 states that parents whose early educational experiereres diff
from those of their children will report lower self-efficacy beliefs aasneed by the efficacy
subscale score of the PRBI as well as lower literacy beliefs about higty (poak reading
interactions as assessed by the Literacy Beliefs Questionimaineler to eliminate possible
confounding effects of the intervention, Hypothesis 7 was evaluated by usisgriPta

correlate a brief measure of parents’ educational experiences teafmifh that of their



85
children (i.e., addressed by a question in the demographic background questionnajre aski
parents if their elementary education began outside the United Statekfstéwo years) and
operational measures of self-efficacy beliefs and literacy baligbut high quality book reading
interactions at pretest. As shown in Table 20, neither of these correlatstassscally
significant. Parents whose educational experiences differed from thosé& chtlizen did not
report significantly lower scores on either the efficacy subscale of the (PRBIO7,p = .55) or
the Literacy Beliefs about Reading scale=(.09,p = .44).

Table 20
Pearson Correlations between Parental Educational Experiences that areeDiffesm

Children’s Experiences and (a) Self Efficacy Beliefs, and the (b) LiterdiefBabout Reading

Scale.
Self Efficacy Pretest Parental literacy Beliefs Pretest
Pearson correlation -0.073 -0.094
Sig (2-tailed) 547 438
N 70 70

Analysis of the Children’s Art work

Two sets of art work from each grade were selected based on level otinfriea
details, story depiction). One set was the most intricate and the other thesswhhe students’
art work. The responses from the weekly parental evaluation forms were usetptre
whether the children enjoyed the books and the art project, and if he / she reread thie books.
the kindergarten grade both males and females participated equally ditbrent vary in

intricacy with respect to gender; both sets (i.e., the intricate anthtpkest) were created by
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females. Three weeks of surveys were returned for each. The parents of thes sthdecreated
the most intricate set and the simplest set both reported that their childdetijeymok and the
art each week. However, the kindergarten student with the more intricateaseteséad two
ofthe books while the student with the simplest set reread only one.

Overall the art work from the first grade students was quite impressive. dégpigted
the stories and some wrote sentences to describe the art. It was somewhéttditthoose only
one from among the four more intricate and elaborate sets. As reported mddrgstparents
on the weekly evaluation forms, all of the students enjoyed the books and enjoyed the art
projects. Rereading of the books varied greatly. One of the students rerbadoalbks and one
of the students did not reread any while the other two students reread only one or two of the
books. Amongst the four intricate sets, the intricacy of the art did not seeny toyMamok with
one exception. One student created three intricate drawings and one thatkesynsamplistic
in comparison. The simple drawing was of the snake which was interestingly theemkyhat
the student was reported to not have enjoyed the art activity. It is notaitleréesof the four
selected intricate sets were created by females while the leatesksimple sets were created by
male students. In addition, both students with the simple sets enjoyed readingoged drg art
project each week. One of the students reread one of the books and another studenborefead tw
the books. The quality of the art did not seem to determine whether the student drgdyaokt
and/or the art project. Overall, all of students enjoyed the art projects mosiveek.

The most intricate set of art work chosen from among the second grade wad byeat
female student while the simplest set selected was created by. #aralets of both students
reported that the students enjoyed the books and enjoyed the art activity. Howevadehts st

differed in rereading. The student who produced the more intricate and vsoyagdaartwork
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reread two of the books while the other student did not reread any of the books. Overade all thr
grades appeared to enjoy the art projects and produced many substamsalhaieare included

in Appendix K.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

In recent years, researchers have demonstrated the value of art expdaemmreasing
children’s engagement in literacy activities. It is possible thatidtieyy art activities in home
literacy bags will have a similar impact on parents, enhancing their invehtemshared home
literacy activities, as well as their involvement in their child’s school expee. Recent work
has documented the effectiveness of family literacy bags in enharnenagyilearning. The
intention of this study was to see if modifying the content of these bags bgoraiimg the arts
would not only elicit greater involvement, but also increase parents’ effiedieysbabout
themselves as teachers of early literacy. Family literacy thafjgncorporate the arts may be
more engaging to all parents and yield greater effects on paremtyiteeliefs and
involvement, having a positive effect on children’s’ early literacy developme

Parental involvement is a critical factor in the effectiveness of etetadly instruction. It
is well documented that the home literacy environment and parental involvemeziatee to
children’s early language and literacy skills (Bus, Van ljzendoorn, &gpieili 1995; Christian
et al., 1998; Frijters, Barron, & Brunello, 2000; Griffin & Morrison, 1997; Levy et al., 2006;
Payne et al., 1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996; Roberts, Jurgens, & Burchinal, 2005). Parental
involvement has a greater impact on children’s literacy learning thanwvathiables such as
social class, family size, and level of parental education (Flouri & Buoh@084). In addition,
parental involvement is related to school achievement (Dearing et al., 2006; EngiurzDéy;
Fan & Chen, 1999; Jeynes, 2005).

Researchers have indicated that parental beliefs are associftédnvé literacy
environment and overall school involvement (Bennett et al. 2002; DeBaryshe, 1995; Evans et al

2004; Weigel et al. 2006). Parents’ beliefs in their own ability to teach litesaciey factor in



89
determining their level of involvement since they may not feel confident enough orhavoto
get involved in their children’s early literacy learning (Grolnick et al. 198hd¥era, 2000).
Personal efficacy beliefs impact behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 200@gar@nts who
have high efficacy beliefs as educators are more likely to be involved in tHdneals learning
(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 1995). The present study focuses on pareefécaely
beliefs since their beliefs are related to their literacy prestic

Since the start of the 2tentury there have been a variety of family literacy programs
that have included instructional workshops and / or sending information home to edusate pa
and to increase their involvement in literacy related behaviors (Barbour, 1999; Ctioke
2004; Dever & Burts, 2002; Faires, 2000; Handel, 1999; Jordan, Snow, & Porsche, 2000;
Morrow & Young, 1997; Padak, Sapin, & Baycich, 2002; Sénéchal, 2006). However, there is no
consensus as to what the best practices are and how best to involve parents indirezirschil
early literacy learning. The present study examined how home literacy bagls,have gained
increasing attention as a parent involvement technique, could be modified toertbesas
effectiveness.

One way to do this may be through the incorporation of the arts since the arts cut across
language differences, and have been proven integral as a component of childgersigdaand
literacy development (Johnson, 2007). By promoting a richer and deeper learningreogdhe
arts broaden children’s interest and accommodate and utilize differenceg atudents
(Berghoff, 2001; Carger, 2004; Ehrenworth, 2003; Heymsfeld, 1997; Johnson, 2007; Walker,
2000). Through the arts children experience success, which is one of the most powerful way

that self-efficacy can be increased (Bandura, 1995). Just as the arts supghem’shil
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experiences of success in literacy, the arts also may help to supportelepdent or
enhancement of parents’ efficacy as teachers of early literacy.

Strong home literacy environments are important, and parents play a pivotaltiede i
children’s early literacy learning (Christian et al., 1998; Gillanderg@ngz, 2004; Payne et al.,
1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996). However, there are special challenges engauiieg faho differ
in language, culture, and in beliefs about their own role in their children’s edudaaittna(k,
2003). Incorporating the arts into a literacy outreach program maygekeiter involvement
while increasing parents’ efficacy beliefs as teachers of attgdy (Greene, 2008). This study
investigated the impact of including art activities / materials in theabl bags on parental
beliefs about reading involvement and parents’ self-efficacy beliefs abauabiigy to teach
reading to their children in kindergarten, first, and second grade. The folloaathigrs present
an overview of the study, findings, limitations, and areas for future reseatdémplications for
intervention.

Overview of the Study

The study took place over five weeks in a private day school in New York City with
middle to upper-class population that was culturally and ethnically diverseir3thedek, a
letter describing the study and asking for consent was sent to theefaafilll children enrolled
in kindergarten, first grade, and second grade (Appendix H). Prior to the lettaysérihome,
the children were asked independently if they wanted to participate gmhdes! with show of
hands in the classrooms. In addition to the letter, children were sent home wdidmtbgraphic /
background questionnaire, the Family Involvement in School Questionnairen@etall.,
2006), the Home Literacy Environment Scale (Griffin & Morrison, 1997), the effisabscale

of the PRBI (DeBaryshe & Binder, 1994), the Literacy Belief Questioar{Bingham, 2007),
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and a questionnaire on children’s interest in literacy (Weigel et al., 2006% ©ksters were
obtained. Of the 236 K-2 students at the school, 70 agreed and received parental consent to
participate.

Within each class, the consented students were randomly assigned toeathezrit or
control, with assignment done separately for males and females. The quest®andiscales
were returned, and subsequently the literacy bags containing books and awtentiesent home
once per week for four weeks. In the treatment condition, the literacy taigened a book to
take home as well as art supplies (i.e., two sheets of plain paper and a pack @iyians)cand
a welcome letter instructing parents to use the art supplies provided to do divitgytadter
reading the book with their child. In the control condition, the backpack contained thdsakn
with a welcome letter providing instructions to parents to read with their aniddréhey were
accustomed, but no art supplies were provided. Four different culturally neutral books were
chosen from the Children’s Choices booklist of children’s favorite books that Interalat
Reading Association and the Children’s Book Council compiled in 2007 and 2008. For
appropriate age level, books were chosen from among the favorites of kindetgateond
grade students. Two fiction and two non-fiction books were chosen to balance prafénahce
children may have for book content and story topic. The families were able to keep the books
that were sent home each week as incentive for participating in the studyfdartheveek,
literacy bags for both conditiormdso contained the PRBI efficacy subscale (DeBaryshe &
Binder, 1994), the Literacy Belief Questionnaire (Bingham, 2007), and the Chil&Readting
Interest Questionnaire (Weigel et al. 2006). These served as postted $habws the

sequence of materials for both the experimental and control groups.
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Data did not support Hypothesis 1, the prediction that parents in the experimental
condition (i.e., literacy bags that include an art activity) would have repgréater gains in
self-efficacy beliefs than parents who had been assigned to the controloroid., literacy
bags that do not include an art activity). However, the data clearly show thelftegisacy
scores of parents in the art activity condition did increase from pretest tespodthile a non-
significant change, perhaps with larger N or more time, this effect woulldeen significant
since it is possible that parents’ self-efficacy scores would have continuegdrtove. Another
possibility is that the two groups’ mean self-efficacy scores atginere very high (i.e., 3.61,
and 3.59, with the highest being 4). Essentially, these scores were so near to thgetaptran
scale that little area for improvement remained (i.e., before the asanteEm was
administered). Therefore, there was no significant difference belitikesecrease was possible
for either group. Furthermore, an analysis using only the two items that nex$lydaddressed
the self-efficacy as literacy teachers did not reveal differelnesgeen the experimental and
control groups.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 both address the relation between parental beliefs and their home
literacy practices. Hypothesis 2 states that parents’ self-effluglesfs about emergent literacy
as measured by the self-efficacy subscale score of the PRBI will iteglgselated to the
support that they provide in the home as measured by the Home Literacy Environabent Sc
Hypothesis 3 states that parental literacy beliefs about high quality babkg@ateractions, as
measured by the Literacy Beliefs Questionnaire, will be positividyeetto the reading supports
parents provide in the home as measured by the Home Literacy Environment Scale. The
reliability of the Home Literacy Environment measure, used in both Hypothesd 2 a

Hypothesis 3, was quite low despite several attempts to generate a mote selde. Therefore,
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it was not possible to correlate Home Literacy Environment with the otheuness(i.e., self-
efficacy subscale of PRBI, Literacy Belief Questionnaire). Thusaitiedf relationship found
between Home Literacy Environment and the self-efficacy subscaledfdbePRBI may have
occurred not because these constructs are intrinsically unrelated to each othsteadtdue to
the poor reliability of the Home Literacy Environment measure. Simjldrugh a marginally
significant relationshipr(= .20,p < .10) was found between the Home Literacy Environment
measure and parental beliefs about high quality book reading as measurediterdoyg Belief
Questionnaire, the relationship is questionable given the poor reliability obtine Hiteracy
Environment measure.

Data did not support Hypothesis 4, the prediction that changes in level of interest in
reading would be greater in children who received the art intervention companedd¢aho
did not receive the intervention. Notable is that interest in reading scores impoovedrably
in both the experimental and control group. This finding suggests that reading imaydsave
increased due to participation in the research, either because of the novadthabks, or the
increase in parental involvement, which affected the students’ interest. Alsceniettidt the
measure of children’s interest was actually a rating by the pavemth may have impacted
their sensitivity and awareness of their children’s interest.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that compared to parents in the control group, parents in the
experimental condition would report greater enjoyment, rereading of the bdotheiit child,
and perceived involvement of the child in the weekly book reading experience as recorded on the
weekly parent Evaluation Form. The analysis of these data revealed intpdifétrences in
response consistency between the groups. Scores on the weekly parent Evaluation For

increased consistently over time in the experimental group while scorescontingl group
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varied from week to week. In addition, in the final week, significant differenees feund
between the groups in the mean parental enjoyment score. During this last weakerke p
assigned to the art condition reported more enjoyment of reading the book witlhifldetinan
those in the group without the art component. As with the self-efficacy scorgpathdsis 1, it
would be interesting to know whether parents’ interest would have increased duedsedc
comfort with the study activities, had the study continued for several meteswEhe second
item on the weekly evaluation form assessed if the book was reread. ThesdscmiaEed for
both groups each week. A limitation is that the rereading scores may hauatéddor both
groups due to the specific book itself (i.e., content or reading level). Parentdozrchiay
have decided to reread the book based on their level of interest in the subject mattsiblyr pos
because they liked the pictures. Another plausible reason could be that eitheeite qathe
children felt comfortable with the reading level, which may have inspired theead the book
again.

In the analysis related to Hypothesis 6, a modestly significant caore(at= .25,p =
.04) was found between parental self-efficacy beliefs and parents’ lemebbfement. It is
important to note the scant variability in responses to the Family InvolvemerntanISc
Questionnaire since all parents endorsed either 7 or 8 on this 8-item scatmut€bmme suggests
there may have been a ceiling effect. Therefore, this significanbredaip might have been
even stronger if there had been a greater range of responses. In addition,stirpnging that
the correlation was significant, because parental self-efficacydahd parental involvement
seem fundamentally related, and it would be difficult to have one without the other. Apparent

self-efficacy contributes to high levels of involvement and this involvement f@stdrenhances
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self-efficacy. Parental involvement is fostered by self-efficaxd/samultaneously, the
experience of being involved enhances parental efficacy.

Data did not support Hypothesis 7. Self-efficacy beliefs were not influencealéytp
having early educational experiences that differed from their chikleghicational experiences.
Parents whose educational experiences were different from those ohtltearcdid not report
significantly lower scores on either the efficacy subscale of the RRBI.07,p = .55) or the
Literacy Beliefs about Reading scate=(-.09,p = .44). However, it is notable that only one
guestion addressed whether parents had different educational experiences ¢hahttisis
children. In addition, the majority of the population in this study was highly educallede
graduates and postgraduates. Different results may have been obtained anwadstksd
parents whose early educational experiences differed from those of thanerchi

Children’s Art Work

The majority of students in the experimental group enjoyed the art projecysaeak.
Certainly, the art work enabled the children to think about the content of the story as the
thought about what they wanted to create in their work of art. Many of the studeatgics
displayed pictures that told a story and many students added words to their pichakpstell
the story about the book they read each week. These findings suggest that thecahglpgd
the students to think about the story, content, setting, and meaning of the book. Subsequently,
this process impacted the students’ experience with the books, quite possiblyyaeatdane
enjoyable experience overall.

The art work that was created by the children in the experimental conditiofeckvea

some interesting findings. In the experimental group, children’s enjayof¢he books was not

related directly to the quality of the artwork that they produced. As rebbytéhe students’
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parents on the weekly evaluation forms, all the students enjoyed all the books. The student
the experimental group were asked if they enjoyed the book as well as if thggcktije art
activity. All of the students indicated that they enjoyed the art actWhether the art work was
elaborated or simplistic had no apparent relation to whether the students enjdyeckthe
However, one student’s art work demonstrated a clear connection between the ehgiyhee
book and the quality of the art production. Specifically, three of this child’s fasti@dreations
were extremely elaborate and the fourth was very simple. The most sinvgdlithe four artistic
creations was the only time that the student reported not enjoying the atyalttisipossible
that this was because the book was about snakes and the student didn't like drawing snakes
Overall, the female students’ art work was more elaborate than the aralesrk. This gender
difference is noteworthy and it is possible that using art may incréasecyi motivation more
for girls than for boys. The gender differences in the art work warrant futtiosr. $1ore
systematic examination of the content and detail of the artwork may rneatant

connections between art experiences and literacy.

Overall, 32 children turned in a total of 88 pieces of artwork on the drawing paper with
their study ids. Of these, 41 were done by males and 47 by females. In addition tootiaé 88 t
identified pieces of art, there were 8 pieces that could not be identified siradeldnen used
their own paper which did not have the identification number on it. Findings related to the
identified pieces of artwork are summarized below. From among the 11 studenidargrten
(6 males, 5 females), 24 pieces were returned in total (14 from males and 10 fadasfe@ne
student returned art each week from all four books. However, the majority of studiemisde
only two pieces. Only two pieces of art were returned from Hi Fly Guy whilettiex three

books yielded a higher (6-8) and more similar return rate for the art. Tleestuadents returned
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6 pieces of art for Maggie and Moo while the females returned 2 only.

In 1% grade, 41 pieces of art were returned from 12 students (5 male, 7 female). Seven
of the students returned four pieces of art while the other five students returnésaahthree.
The art that was returned was not affected by the book since return ratasHdrook were
similar. As in kindergarten, there was not much discrepancy regarding getiderales
returning 18 pieces and females returning 23 pieces of af® ¢metle, 23 pieces of art, 9 from
males students and 14 from female students, were returned from 9 students (4 realekeS.f
Two of the students returned art for each of the four books. The book for which the least amount
of art was returned was Hi Fly Guy. Hi Fly Guy yielded considerally &t in both

kindergarten and"@ grade.

Limitations of the Study

The data was collected by using self-report surveys and measures, whmsnon
method for obtaining information in educational research. Questionnaires of thiskyjhe a
respondents to answer questions about how they act and think. A limitation of this type of
guestionnaire is that what people report they do and provide for their children majyrdiffer
what actually occurs in their home environments. The difficulty with self-rejadatis that it
assumes the respondent to be completely accurate in reporting personal kaettheiqerience.
Self-report measures require respondents to have a basic sense oaaieas; but also assume
that respondents will be reporting the truth about their past and experiencesp&elttata are
also subject to distortion because of social desirability (e.g., parentsver@giimate the

resources and / or time that they devote to their children’s literacy lgarnin
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A second limitation of the study concerns the choice of books. Students in Kindergarten

through second grade are numerous times at varying reading levels and it is battbtdar
these differences and the effects on the results. Although the books were chogée from
Children’s Choice Awards for kindergarten through second grade, they may not bawedbe
matched to the interests and skills of all the children. Thus, variations in childradiag levels
and interest may have impacted the results of the study. If a book is too easl; ther the
child may not want to read it, and the same may happen if the book is overly difficult. In
addition, the subject matter and familiarity with the book may have an effect @sthtsrTwo
fiction and two non-fiction books were chosen to help account for varying readengsitst
However, some children may have found certain subject matter more inteteatingher
children, which may have influenced the outcome of the study. Similarly, diffesen
children’s interest and reading level may affect directly parents'feetereading, and
involvement. Children’s reaction to books may influence parents’ efficacy and invaitieme

subsequently influencing their children’s interest and rereading of the books.

The third limitation of the study concerns the study population. The school in which
this study was conducted was primarily upper middle class with a highlatedyzarent
population. Very different results might be obtained in a public school with a more vared pa
population. Although it would be appropriate to ask the same questions with a diverse sample,
the answers might have yielded very different results. Scores in the studgtprpténded to be
high and consequently there was not much range within each variable. The limgednade it

difficult to say much about the impact of the intervention itself, or in relation taagdoand
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income. In addition, this population tends to be high in self-efficacy anyway, winitadithe
chances of demonstrating effects from the intervention. Lastly, theedelited nature of the
sample also increased the likelihood of participants having high self-efficacyto the

intervention.
The fourth limitation of the study pertains to the limited coverage of familygoaand.

The information obtained from the background questionnaire was limited and could have been
more comprehensive. Additional information on the families might have been usefuhpare

with the results obtained in this study.

Future Research

Further research is needed to examine the effect of art activitiesdemts’ reading
interest as well as on parental involvement and self-efficacy as ibandyey teachers. However,
a longer study period is necessary to pursue this valuable link between incorpantadimg) the
impact on reading interest. In addition, future research should assess the inusaty af
broader range of books, aligned more closely to students’ skill and interestspr@nexended
art activities structured deliberately to elicit parent particypat

It is possible, as indicated in the analysis of Hypothesis 1, that seHegffsicores of the
experimental group would have continued to improve and the difference betweeouie gr
would have been significant if the study had continued over several more weekssUltsof
this study suggest the value of future research that can incorporates timoaliteracy to further
assess the impact the arts have on parents’ beliefs and children’s readieg].ifthe outcomes

of the study indicate the potential value of research on the influence of atiesctin parent
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beliefs and children’s reading interest. Future research should extend aratedplgstudy to
establish increased understanding about the effect of incorporating art on’ gatéefiicacy
and reading beliefs. This may be meaningful to explore since previouslreskaws that
parents who have high efficacy beliefs as educators are more likely to besthuotheir
children’s learning (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 1995), and ultimately véhatle in
ways that are more effective with their children” ( Sigel & McGiltidy-De Lisi, 2002, p. 495).
For when parents believe in their own ability to teach literacy skills and\akved in literacy
related activities, their children benefit specifically in terms of pamdwledge and reading
interest (Weigel et al., 2006). Although only marginally significant resuéire obtained, the arts
did have an effect on parental enjoyment, and future research is needed tohdardyditions
under which this occurs, as well as the relation between parental enjoymamtlpare
involvement, and student literacy learning. In addition, future research shouldtestilisastudy
in a more diverse population. This study was conducted in a highly educated middle to upper
income population. It would be very important for future research to assess tkeireauéss
educated and affluent population since it is possible that the arts may haudgrasignificance
in more diverse populations.

Intervention Implications
Strong literacy environments are important, and parents play a pivotal rol& in the
children’s early literacy learning (Christian et al., 1998; Gillandergv@ngz, 2004; Payne et al.,
1994; Purcell-Gates, 1996). Incorporating the arts into a literacy outreagpiam was predicted
to elicit greater involvement as well as to increase parents’ efflugl®fs as teachers of early
literacy (Green, 2008). The purpose of this research was to determine an apptoaohlthbe

effective in enhancing parents’ confidence in their own capacities asreatlearly literacy.
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In recent years, researchers have demonstrated the value of art expddemzeasing
children’s engagement in literacy activities. It was expectedribatding art activities in home
literacy bags would have a similar impact on parents, enhancing their inwsltenshared
home literacy, as well as in the school. The findings of the study suggeietteais a
relationship between parental self-efficacy and parental involvement, dradtthetivities affect
both of them. It is worth exploring ways to extend the benefit of art activihes\wmcorporated
with literacy on children and their parents.

Given the reported relation between parent involvement and child literacyeaciaet
(Fan & Chen, 2001), strategies to increase parent involvement, such as the one exphsed i
study, are potentially of great value. By eliciting involvement from prelyausnvolved
parents, educators can begin to strengthen the supports for literacy learningrabg begin to
reduce the troubling and recurring gaps in early literacy achievemeatdition, schools would
benefit from incorporating art activities to create an effective prnogoanvolve parents in

children’s early literacy skill development.
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Appendices
Appendix A

Weekly Parent Evaluation Form (Dever& Burts, 2002)

Control Group:

1. Did you enjoy the book?

0 1
No Somewhat Yes

2. Did you ever reread the book with your child?

1 2

0
More than three times

No Once or Twice

3. Check all that apply. Did your child:

turn the pages

read any words

ask any questions about the book
ask to read the book again

make any comments

4. Have you read this book before with your child? Yes No



Weekly Parent Evaluation Form (Dever& Burts, 2002)

Experimental Group:

1. Did you enjoy the book?

0 1
No Somewhat

2. Did you ever reread the book with your child?
0 1
No Once or Twice
3. Check all that apply. Did your child:
turn the pages
read any words
ask any questions about the book
ask to read the book again

make any comments

4. Have you read this book before with your child?

5. Did you enjoy the art activity?

0 1
No Somewhat

More than three times

Yes

Yes

2

Yes

103

No
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Appendix B

Demographics / Background Questionnaire

1. Circle who is completing the survey: Mother Father Both Other
2. Circle the gender of your child: Male Female

3. Other than English, do you currently speak another language in your home which you
learned outside of the United States during childhood or adolescence? Yes No

4. Did your elementary school education begin outside of The United States antelast a
two years? Yes No

5. Were either of your parents educated in their elementary yeardeoafshe United
States? Yes No

6. Place an X beside the highest level of schooling you have completed:
Elementary School
Grade 8
High School Grade 10
High School Grade 12
Community College
Undergraduate University
Post Graduate School (e.g. MA, PhD, MD)



Appendix C

Family Involvement Scale (Dearing, Kreider, Simpkins, & Weiss, 2006)

. Do you attend parent-teacher conferences? Yes
. Do you visit your child’s classroom? Yes
. Do you attend any school performances? Yes

. Do you attend any social events at your child’s school? Yes

. Do you volunteer in your child’s classroom? Yes
. Do you attend meetings, like PTO or PTA? Yes
. Do you attend classroom open houses? Yes

. Do you volunteer in the classroom? Yes

105

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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Home Literacy Environment Scale (Griffin & Morrison, 1997)

How many hours per week does your child watch TV?
Monday to Friday

How many hours does your child watch TV on weekend days?

Saturday Sunday
Does anyone in the home have a library card?

( ) Yes ( ) NO

If Yes, how often is it used ?

Does your family subscribe to newspapers and/or magazines ?

( ) Yes ( ) No

If Yes:
Number of Newspapers

Number of Adult magazines
Number of Child magazines

How often do you (does mother) read to yourself (herself)?

( ) Daily ( ) Several times a week

How often do you (does father) read to yourself (himself)?

( ) Daily ( ) Several times a week

Who reads to your child?

How often? ( ) Daily ( ) Several times a week

Approximately how many books does your child own?

( )Less than 10 ( )10 -30

( ) Weekly or less

( ) Weekly or less

( )Weekly or less

( ) more than 30
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Appendix E

Parent Reading Belief Inventory: Self-efficacy Subscale (Dedbaxy1994)

1. Asa parent, | play an important role in my child’s development

Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
2. There s little 1 can do to help my child get ready for school
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
3. My child learns many important things from me
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
4. 1 would like to help my child learn but | do not how
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
5. I'am my child’s most important teacher
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
6. Schools are responsible for teaching children, not parents
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
7. Parent’s need to be involved in their children’s education
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4

8. When my child goes to school, the teacher will teach my child everythirghitdyneeds to know
so | don't need to worry
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4

9. Children do better in school when their parents also teach them thingseat hom
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4
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Appendix F

Book Reading Beliefs, How Parents Should Read to Their Children (Bmd@@07)

Parents should encourage children to help tell the story
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat  agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should ask children a lot of questions about the book
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should teach about the text
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should talk about pictures as much as they read the story
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree  disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should encourage children to point out letters that are in the books
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree  disagree somewhat  agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should make stories real for children by relating story to his or her life
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat  agree somewhat agree strongly agree

Parents should try to sound excited so the child stays interested
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat  agree strongly agree

Parents should want their children to ask questions during reading
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree  disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat agree  strongly agree

Parents should make reading with child an interactive experience
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree  disagree disagree somewhat  agree somewhat agree strongly agree

. Parents should make reading fun for child
1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree  disagree disagree somewhat agree somewhat agree strongly agree
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Appendix G

Children’s Reading Interest (Weigel, Martin, & Bennett, 2006)

1. How often does your child look at books by themselves?

Hardly ever Sometimes Once a week Once a day Two or more times a day
1 2 3 4 5

2. How long does your child look at books by themselves?

Hardly ever Minute or two  Several minutes  Half hour Hour or more
1 2 3 4 5

3. How often does your child ask to look at books or be read to?

Hardly ever Sometimes Once a week Once a day Two or more times a day
1 2 3 4 5
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Parent Consent Letter

My name is Heather Kadish and | am a student in the Educational Psychbl&gyRogram at
The Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and Prinaipastigator of
this project, entitled “The Effect of Including Art Activities in Horhigeracy Bags on
Elementary School Parents’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs.” | am dommg tesearch project under the
supervision of my advisor, Dr. Helen Johnson. The purpose of this research is to gather
information about the home literacy practices, beliefs and attitudes of pareatesults of this
study may yield valuable information that may be used in helping children leaado r

All information gathered will be kept strictly confidential, and will be stbin a locked file
cabinet, to which only I, and my advisor, will have access. Please notelihgidiilt these
guestionnaires is completely voluntary and there are no correct or incorngetangou, and
your child, may refuse to participate or choose to stop at anytime. Yoskigagny questions
you do not wish to answer.

The duration of the project will be five weeks which will commence with thier|dtie
permission form, and the attached questionnaires which should take no longer thanutes mi
to complete. The following three weeks your children will be sent home witlcltesgs and a
simple two or three question evaluation form. You are being asked to read the kiboksuwi
child, follow the requested guidelines in the bag, and complete the evaluation form. Ysoare
being asked not to discuss the activities that will be assigned with the othegainete, ' or

2" grade parents. On the fifth week, the literacy bag will be sent home atiédjain ask you

to complete the evaluation form in addition to several questionnaires which shiaild t
approximately 10 minutes.

The entire kindergarten®and 29 grade at the school are being invited to participate in this
study. There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. At ifetleadtudy each
family will be given a book that they can keep.

| may publish the results of this study, but the names of people, or any identigiragteristics,
will not be used in any of the publications. If you would like a copy of the study, peagde
me with your address and | will send you a copy in the future.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me -&034999,
Heatherkadish@yahoo.com., or my faculty advisor Professor Johnson (718) 99115312
hjohnson@gc.cuny.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a pairticiplais study,
you can contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduatet€Z&City University of New
York, (212) 817-7525, kpowell@gc.cuny.edu.

Thank you in advance for your participation!

Child’s Name

Participant’s signature Date Investigator’s signature Date
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Reminder Notes

Dear Families,

Thank you for your participation in this valuable research study. If you havérewdya
completed the surveys and still wish to, please complete them andthetorio school with your child
in the sealed envelope tomorrow since the first book will be sent home afpwtdays and the more
surveys completed the better!

Please note that filling out these questionnaires is completely volamdmhere is no correct or incorrect
answer. The purpose of the study is to learn about what parents bébevmay refuse to participate or
choose not to continue at anytime. You may skip any questions you do not wish to answer.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact tm&17%&903-4999,
Heatherkadish@yahoo.com., or my faculty advisor Professor Johnson (@a8%312 or
hjohnson@gc.cuny.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a pairticiplais study, you can
contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Centgr/Gniversity of New York, (212) 817-
7525 ,kpowell@gc.cuny.edu

Thank you!

Heather Kadish

Last Reminder
Dear Families,

Thank you for your participation in this valuable research study. If you havéresdya
completed the surveys and still wish to, please complete them andtheturto school with your child
in the sealed envelope tomorrow!

Please note that filling out these questionnaires is completely volamdrthere is no correct or incorrect
answer. The purpose of the study is to learn about what parents b¥beveay refuse to participate or
choose not to continue at anytime. You may skip any questions you do not wish to answer.

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact tm&17%&903-4999,
Heatherkadish@yahoo.com., or my faculty advisor Professor Johnson (@38%312 or
hjohnson@gc.cuny.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a pairticiplais study, you can
contact Kay Powell, IRB Administrator, The Graduate Centgr/Gniversity of New York, (212) 817-
7525,kpowell@gc.cuny.edu

Thank you!

Heather Kadish
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Welcome Letters

Week 2

Control group:

Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home in a manner in which you are
accustomed. Please return the evaluation form in the sealed envelope on Wedneduayk Ehe

yours to keep!

This week the book is titled: Amazing Dolphiristakes readers into the amazing world of
dolphins with full color photographs. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents garidkis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!

Experimental group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home. Please use the art
supplies provided to do an art activity after reading the book with your child. Thereasraect c
or incorrect way to do the art project as long as it relates to the book in soméis/&y be done
after reading the book in a way that is most comfortable to you and your dbddeReturn the
evaluation form and the artwork that was created in the sealed envelope on Wedhesday
book is yours to keep!

This week the book is titled: Amazing Dolphitistakes readers into the amazing world of
dolphins with full color photographs. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents partakis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!
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Week 3

Control group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home in a manner in which you are
accustomed. Please return the evaluation form in the sealed envelope on Wednesday. Ehe book i
yours to keep!

This week the book is titled: Minnie and Moo: The Case of the Missing Jelly Dbrsia
mystery with comical illustrations. Minnie and Moo blame someone else whenhsognedmes
up missing. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents partakis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!

Experimental group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home. Please use the art
supplies provided to do an art activity after reading the book with your child. Thereasrectc
or incorrect way to do the art project as long as it relates to the book in soméis/&y be done
after reading the book in a way that is most comfortable to you and your deddeReturn the
evaluation form and the artwork that was created in the sealed envelope on WedHhesday
book is yours to keep!

This week the book is titled: Minnie and Moo: The Case of the Missing Jelly Doraua
mystery with comical illustrations. Minnie and Moo blame someone else whensognedmes
up missing. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents garidkis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!
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Week 4

Control group:

Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home in a manner in which you are
accustomed. Please return the evaluation form in the sealed envelope on Wedneduagk e

yours to keep!

This week the book title is: Amazing Snakkgsakes readers into the amazing world of snakes
with full color photographs. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parentsnggirigkis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!

Experimental group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home. Please use the art
supplies provided to do an art activity after reading the book with your child. Thereasract c
or incorrect way to do the art project as long as it relates to the book in soméis/&y be done
after reading the book in a way that is most comfortable to you and yourRledde return the
evaluation form and the artwork that was created in the sealed envelope on Wedhesday
book is yours to keep!

This week the book title is: Amazing Snakkgsakes readers into the amazing world of snakes
with full color photographs. Enjoy!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents garidkis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!
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Week 5

Control group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home in a manner in which you ar
accustomed.

This week the book title is: Hi! Fly Guy wonderful story where Buzz meets a fly that can say
his name and decides it should be his pet and tries to convince his parents and the judges at a pe
contest. Enjoy!

After you have read this book with your child please complete the surveysealttacd
return in the sealed envelope on Wednesday. Remember the surveys should not take more than
10 minutes to complete. The book is yours to keep!

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents garidkis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!

Experimental group:
Dear Family,

Enclosed is a book to read with your child over the week at home. Please use the art
supplies provided to do an art activity after reading the book with your child. Thereasract c
or incorrect way to do the art project as long as it relates to the book in soméis/&y be done
after reading the book in a way that is most comfortable to you and your child.

This week the book title is: Hi! Fly GuyA wonderful story where Buzz meets a fly that can say
his name and decides it should be his pet and tries to convince his parents and the judges at a pe
contest. Enjoy!

After you have read this book with your child please complete the surveyseatizd

return with the artwork that was created in the sealed envelope on WednesdagoH iseyours
to keep! Remember the surveys should not take more than 10 minutes to complete.

Please remember not to discuss these activities with other parents partakis valuable
research study.

Thank you so much for participating!
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Appendix K

Children’s Art Work
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