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Abstract

Introduction

Parents' involvement and engagement with their child’s school and learning are key to children’s
educational outcomes and life successes. Parental involvement and engagement are both
socioeconomically distributed, and often limited amongst lower socioeconomic status (SES)
families. Deficit approaches towards parents are often adopted and limited research considers
the impact of poverty and stigmatisation on parents’ lives and their potential to participate and
engage in their child’s school or learning. This research uses socioecological frameworks to
support understandings of parental involvement and engagement within schools and learning in

deprived areas in Wales.
Methods

Four schools participating in the ‘Food and Fun: School Holiday Enrichment Programme’
(SHEP) were recruited. The data were collected at two points; the 2019 summer holidays and
between May and June 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic. Primarily qualitative interviews
were used to explore child (n=13), parent (n=15) and school staff (n=8) perspectives on how
poverty and stigmatisation impact home-school relationships, parental involvement and
engagement. Secondary data analysis of Free School Meal (FSM) data and Key Stage 2 (KS2)

educational outcomes provided contextual demographics of participating schools.
Results

While parents from lower SES backgrounds were involved and engaged in their children’s
schooling and learning, school-level middle-class ideologies and deficit discourses were prevalent.
Poverty and stigmatisation affected all aspects of family’s lives, negatively affecting home-school
relationships, parental involvement and engagement. School events for families were
commonplace, however, the structural and practical barriers which limit some families’
attendance and potentially exacerbate existing inequalities were not considered. The need for
increased opportunities for parents to contribute towards school decision making processes,
including the practicalities of events and their children’s education were evident. Support staff in

schools were also recognised as valuable assets in the development of home-school relationships.
Conclusion

This research provides understanding to how families and all levels of the socioecological

framework interact to support or hinder parental involvement and engagement in education and
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learning. These findings are important for policymakers and practitioners in understanding the

impact of poverty on families and their involvement and engagement in the education system.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background Aims

Exploring the role of education, and the school as a setting, is fundamental in understanding
inequalities in society (Garcfa-Moya et al., 2015). Education can be understood as a “driver of
opportunity but also a reproducer of inequality” (Zajacova and Lawrence, 2018; 273). Children
and young people spend a great deal of time at school, and the school setting has been
recognised as a setting in which inequalities in young people’s health and wellbeing can also be
influenced (Busch et al., 2015; Kidger et al., 2009; Moore et al., 2017). A healthy school
environment can not only support educational development but improve overall child health and
emotional wellbeing which can contribute to the development of positive health behaviours in

adulthood (Langford et al, 2014).

Education and health are influenced by the family and the school, with both being inextricably
embedded within complex broader social contexts. For example, the family and school are both
microsystems which themselves are influenced and interact with wider societal forces including
the community, housing, welfare provision and economic policy (Zajacova and Lawrence, 2018).
The importance of parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning has
been well documented (Epstein, 2009; Goodall and Montgomery, 2014; Langford et al., 2014),
with school, family and community partnerships being considered crucial to the success of young

people (Durisic and Bunijevac, 2017).

Research shows that parental involvement and parental engagement are socioeconomically
differentiated, with family engagement with education and interventions often limited amongst
lower socioeconomic status (SES) families (Langford et al., 2015). Difficulties engaging some
parents in their children’s education often emerge from the congruence and conflict between
norms within home and school environments (Barbarin et al., 2010; Jose et al., 2017; Moore et
al., 2017; Moore and Littlecott, 2015). Therefore, further research focusing on the mechanisms
which engage families in schools and interventions, as well as the impact of this engagement on

wellbeing and educational outcomes is necessary.

This thesis is primarily interested in understanding how poverty, vulnerability and stigmatisation
are perceived to impact parents’ involvement in schooling and parents’ engagement in learning,
and children’s educational and health outcomes. This research will view parental involvement in

schooling as parent’s token involvement in activities or events held on the school grounds



whereas parental engagement with learning is related to activities which support the acquisition
of knowledge or skills typically within the home (Goodall, 2018a) [See Chapter 3 for further
details]. The motivation for this research initially stemmed from the researcher’s involvement in
a Cardiff University Research Opportunities Placement (CUROP) working on the evaluation of
the Welsh Government ‘Food and Fun: School Holiday Enrichment Programme’ which has
been used as a case study in this research. Through this prior work on the evaluation of the
programme in 2016, particular interest in the family involvement aspects of the programme, and
parents’ involvement in schools and engagement in learning more generally was taken. The
programme is run in areas of deprivation in Wales and therefore the families participating in the
programme were often from lower SES backgrounds. The idea for the PhD research was
developed from involvement with the holiday programme and interest in understanding further

the impacts of poverty on families.

The concept of poverty is central to and used throughout this research and commonly used in
society although the way in which poverty is understood and measured is variable (Carney, 1992;
Wickham et al., 2016) and therefore it is key to define for the purpose of this research.
“Individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty when they lack
resources to obtain the type of diet, participate in the activities and have the living conditions
and amenities which are customary.. in the societies in which they belong” (Townsend, 1979; 31).
For example, families experiencing poverty may face challenges purchasing food, having the
finances to partake in enrichment or education activities or have the cultural capital to navigate

the education system.

Poverty can often be understood as either relative or absolute, with the United Kingdom (UK)
government measuring relative poverty in relation to median household income (<60%) and
measuring absolute poverty via inflation adjusted median household income (McGuinness,
2018a; Wickham et al., 2016). In 2022, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2022) estimated that 1
in 5 people living in the UK were experiencing poverty. However, when child poverty across the
UK nations was compared, Wales (34%) had the highest rates of child poverty in comparison
with England (27%), Scotland (21%) and Northern Ireland (24%) (End Child Poverty, 2021).
Whilst the UK government uses income related measures to estimate the prevalence of those
experiencing poverty, it is argued that government statistics do not capture all individuals or

families living in poverty (Banovcinova et al., 2014; Wickham et al., 2016).

Throughout the thesis the term ‘working class’ is used to define a sub-group of people within the

population. The class system is a complex and subjective topic, with class being understood,



defined and measured in alternative ways. In this research class will be recognised as the
combination of economic capital, cultural capital (values, tastes and language) and social capital
(social connections and contacts) (Attridge, 2021). Whilst poverty is a fundamental concept in
this thesis, it is also key to consider how working-class values, cultures and relationships effect
family’s involvement and engagement with schools and learning. Therefore, the term working
class will not be solely related to money or income but rather will be understood in terms of the

combination of capital noted above.

Moreover, there is recognition that children’s health and educational outcomes are strongly
correlated with adult health, hence researching the whole family in relation to health and
educational inequalities is key (Marmot, 2017). Poverty has been shown to affect the functioning
of family systems, with poor family functioning associated with depression and poor academic
achievement (Banovcinova et al., 2014; Johnson, 2010). The family is the first environment
where children learn and the first environment which shapes a child’s physical, emotional and
personal patterns (Dahraei and Adlparvar, 2016). Therefore, understanding the family’s role in a
child’s education, and the relationship between the school and home is fundamental. The
conditions in which children are born, and where early child development takes place
substantially affects educational, employment and social relationship opportunities and outcomes

(Marmot, 2017).

The overall aims of this research are to examine socio-economic differences in parental
involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning and the subsequent impacts
this has on children’s educational and health outcomes. Throughout this research the broad term
of ‘parent’ is used however this encompasses all adult (s) with caring responsibility for a child
and living within the child’s immediate household unit. The family unit can take many different
forms and therefore the term ‘parent’ within this thesis could include biological parents,
grandparents, other family members, careers or foster parents (Spear et al., 2021). This research
has used a Welsh Government funded holiday programme (The School Holiday Enrichment
Programme) as a case study to access schools, school staff, and families. However, there is
broader applicability of the findings beyond the programme, with a greater focus placed on the
examination of poverty, vulnerability and stigmatisation on parental involvement, parental

engagement and home-school relationships.

Much political and media rhetoric places blame on parents’ individual characteristics for limited
involvement or engagement in their children’s schooling or learning (Jensen, 2018; Lightfoot,

2009). However, this research will not accept deficit approaches to parental involvement and



engagement but rather adopt more of an asset-based or strength-based approach (Doyle and
Keane, 2019; Ishimaru et al., 2016). This approach will therefore focus on identifying the
“strengths, or assets, as well as the needs and difficulties of children, young people and families”
(Social Care Institute for Excellence, 2018;1). Consideration of socioecological approaches and
the impact of macro-level structures, systematic issues, neo-liberalist ideals and the growing
‘responsibilitsation’ of parents (Vincent and Maxwell, 2016; Wyness, 2014) on families’ every-day
lives and parents’ relationships with their child’s schooling and learning will be central to this

thesis.

1.2 Research Design

Within this research a convergent mixed-methods research design was used. Through a case
study framework, the research has used primarily qualitative methods to explore how home-
school relationships, parental involvement, and parental engagement impact children’s
educational and health outcomes. Furthermore, the research aims to understand how poverty,
vulnerability and stigmatisation can impact parents’ involvement, engagement and parental self-

efficacy in relation to supporting their child’s development.

Embedded within the case study framework whereby the Welsh Government funded Food and
Fun: School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) acted as a case study; four schools were
recruited to participate in this research. The research data were collected at two-time points;
during the summer holidays of 2019 and between May and June of 2020, during the COVID-19
pandemic. The primarily qualitative research design supported the in-depth exploration of
families from lower SES backgrounds experiences of the education system with quantitative
secondary data analysis providing contextual understanding of the demographics of the schools

participating in the research.

The qualitative methods employed in this research were observations, semi-structured interviews
with parents and school staff and creative interviews with children. The first round of data
collection involved observations being conducted on the days the holiday programme ran at the
schools, and interviews were conducted with children, parents, and school staff. Due to
challenges of accessing parents and children for follow-up interviews during the COVID-19

pandemic, the second round of semi-structured interviews was limited to school staff.

1.3 Overview of Chapters

Chapters 2, 3 and 4 provide a synthesised overview of literature within the fields of interest.

Chapter 2 begins by outlining the inequalities in the UK today, providing an overview of how



inequalities are measured and understood. The chapter will discuss educational inequalities and
whether schools act as either an equalizer or reproducer educational inequalities. This will lead
on to considerations of the relationship between education and health before discussing how
theories such as socioecological frameworks can help shape understandings of the complexities
of children’s outcomes. The chapter will also consider the World Health Organisations (WHO)
Health Promoting Schools (HPS) Framework and the importance of family engagement in
school-based health interventions which further supports understandings of the importance of
parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning which are outlined and

discussed in further detail in Chapter 3.

Parental involvement and parental engagement are key concepts within this thesis and Chapter 3
provides a range of theoretical frameworks to support understandings of these concepts which
typically have divergent definitions. Goodall and Montgomery’s (2014) model for the
progression from parental involvement with schools to parental engagement with learning, the
primary model used to understand the concepts is discussed here. Central to the chapter is also
the examination of socio-economic differences in parental involvement and parental
engagement. These discussions focus on how systematic problems affect parent’s personal and
socioeconomic circumstances and considers the subsequent effects this can have on parental

involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning.

Chapter 4 details the impacts of school closures on children’s educational and mental health and
wellbeing outcomes. The chapter considers both summer holiday and COVID-19 school
closures and highlights similarities and differences between periods of school closures. In line
with the focus of the research, the chapter has primarily examined socioeconomic differences in
experiences including inequalities in opportunities and access to resources both material and
cultural. Whilst this chapter has focused on periods of school closures, the chapter further
highlights the challenges faced by children and families from lower socio-economic status
backgrounds within the education system and seeks to further examine parental involvement
with schools and parental engagement with learning in times where there is arguably less school

involvement or support.

Chapter 5 details the research design employed and outlines the methodological approach. This
includes detailing how the SHEP was used as a case study, the advantages of using a mixed

methods approach and the ontological and epistemological stance adopted.

Chapters 6-9 present the findings from this research. Chapters 6, 7 and 8 provide an overview of

data collected in the first round of data collection in the summer holidays of 2019, whereas



chapter 9 provides analysis of data collected during the follow-up interviews in May-June 2020

immediately following the second round of school closures and the third national lockdown.

Chapters 6 and 7 are focused on understanding parental involvement with schools and parental
engagement with learning. The chapters explore the importance of schools’ open-door policies,
the daily social exchanges between parents and school staff and the development of effective
communication between schools and families. This includes the mapping of involvement/
engagement events and activities onto a ‘Parental Involvement and Engagement Formality
Typology’ [Figure 5: Chapter 6]. The chapter explores differences between the extent to which
children and parents report levels of involvement and engagement in comparison with school
level perceptions. The chapters also discuss how limited involvement and engagement are often
attributed to parents’ individual characteristics with parents often facing ‘othering’ if they do not

conform to what is deemed as normative by the school and middle-class ideologies.

Chapter 8 helps to contextualise the collected data, by providing an overview of how SHEP was
implemented, including how schools were recruited by the Welsh Local Government Authority
(WLGA) and how families were recruited to participate in the programme by schools. The
chapter presents quantitative findings outlining the socioeconomic composition of the schools
recruited for the programme and qualitative findings provide further understanding of school-
level recruitment processes. Chapter 8 also discusses the benefits of attending the programme
and the differences in how the intended purposes of the programme are perceived by the
WLGA and those on the ground running the programme. One of the main aims of the chapter
is to examine the extent to which family’s involvement in a summer holiday programme
implemented within the informal school environment can impact parent’s involvement in
schooling, parents’ engagement in their children’s learning and children’s outcomes more

generally.

Chapter 9 presents findings from the follow-up interviews conducted with school staff during
initial COVID-19 school closures in May-June 2020. The chapter discusses the maintenance of
school-home relationship during the pandemic, the classifying of vulnerable students and
families during the pandemic, and the ways in which schools attempted to mitigate some of the
harms of the school closures on children and young people. These discussions are not limited to
educational support but consider how schools provided social and emotional support to families

during this period.

This thesis concludes in Chapter 10 with a discussion of the key findings and the implications of

adopting a socioecological approach when understanding the impact of poverty and vulnerability



on parental involvement with schools, parental engagement with learning, family-school

relationships and subsequently children’s educational and health outcomes.



2 Schools as a Setting for the Reduction or Reproduction of Educational
Inequalities

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will discuss inequalities in the UK today, primarily focusing on educational
inequalities but also considering health inequalities. Inequalities start in the utero, and widen
throughout childhood, adolescence and adulthood (Clarke and Thévenon, 2022; Hewitt et al.,
2018). This chapter will provide greater understanding of how inequality is measured and the
degree to which the UK is viewed as an unequal society. This will include outlining government

responses to poverty and inequalities alongside considering societal perceptions of poverty.

Throughout this thesis educational outcomes will be understood as a consequence of the
interrelationships and exchanges between the social and physical environments in which
individuals learn, live, work and play (Gislason, 2013; Pearce et al, 2016). The chapter will also
consider the complex reciprocity of health and education and aim to examine how health and
education are overlapping and mutually reinforcing dimensions of inequality. In the UK, there is
a recognition of the importance of the relationship between health and education in research,
policy and practice (Hewitt et al., 2018), which is evident in the introduction of health and
wellbeing as a key area of learning in the Curriculum for Wales (Welsh Government, 2020e). As
education is a devolved matter in the UK, when discussing educational policy throughout this

thesis, this refers to Wales unless stated otherwise.

To conclude, the chapter will discuss how schools connect educators, children, families and
community representatives and offer a setting where children’s education and health outcomes
can be improved. The school environment is primarily seen as an environment where children
learn and develop, however the school environment can be considered a setting for health
improvement and promotion as recognised by the World Health Organisation (WHO). School
staff and students spend a considerable amount of time within the education system and within
schools, meaning children and school staff are both often viewed as a ‘captive audience’ in terms

of intervention implementation (Langford et al., 2014).

2.2 Understanding Inequalities in the UK

Inequalities in the UK are amongst the worst in the development world, with statistics indicating
an estimated 18-22% of people in the UK were experiencing relative poverty in 2018-19 whilst
absolute (AHC) poverty was measured at approximately 20% (Bourquin et al., 2020). Inequality

is an umbrella term which covers “income and wealth but also race and ethnicity, disability,



sexual orientation, gender identity” (Mcrae and Westwater, 2022;1) as well as other factors and
characteristics. Inequality is primarily measured and understood in terms of economics, in
relation to income, wealth and consumption, and the differences between the ‘rich” and the
‘poor’ (Joyce and Xu, 2019). Analysis of UK wealth shows that wealth is extremely unequally
distributed with the richest 10% of households holding 44% of all wealth (Partington, 2018; The
Equality Trust, 2019). In terms of productivity and earnings, in 2020, Wales was measured to
have the lowest productivity and earnings of the UK countries, approximately 15% below the

UK average and approximately 40% below London (Agrawal and Phillips, 2020).

Whilst the £20 universal credit' uplift during the COVID-19 pandemic may have contributed to
a temporary reduction in economic inequality (End Child Poverty, 2022), the COVID-19
pandemic has negatively impacted many households already struggling whilst simultaneously
pulling others into poverty. In recent years the benefits system has seen benefits freeze with the
average benefit entitlement among workless households become 10% lower than in 2011
although the cost of living has substantially increased (Bourquin et al., 2020). Furthermore, the
government’s decision in April 2022 to uplift benefits by 3.1% although inflation is forecast to
hit 7% is anticipated to negatively impact around 9 million families in the UK, with families

estimated to be £500 worse off per month (Hetherington, 2022).

The impact of poverty and inequality does not solely affect a family’s access to resources but
their power and status within society which combine to place strain on families’ everyday lives
and shapes how children grow and learn (Joyce and Xiaowei, 2019). Relative income inequality is
central to explaining a range of social issues as outlined in The Spirit Ieve/ (Wilkinson and Pickett,
2009). Higher levels of income inequality predict poorer maths and literacy levels, higher levels
of obesity, mental illness and limited social mobility (Coalter, 2013). Central to this thesis is
understanding the impact of poverty and inequality on families’ everyday lives, and their

involvement and engagement with their children’s schooling and learning.

2.3 Policy, Poverty and Stigmatisation

Governments are tasked with implementing policies which respond to the country’s financial
situation, but which align with their political standpoint. The neo-liberal era saw the
deindustrialisation of the manufacturing industry, promotion of the privatisation of goods and

services and the deregulation of banking and finance (Collins et al., 2016). This movement has

L Universal Credit is a welfare benefit which can be claimed by those that fit the eligibility criteria. This includes
those on a low income or unemployed that are aged 18 or over, but also some people aged 16 or 17 who are
not in full time education or training.



contributed towards the weakening of working-class organisations and the redistribution of
income and wealth to a minority striking a resemblance to whom were previously called the
capitalist class (Collins et al, 2016). The neo-liberalist Thatcher government of 1979 reduced
welfare support and implemented policies which contributed towards mass unemployment,
increasing poverty and income inequality (Collins et al, 2016). These neo-liberalist ideals have
arguably become accepted overtime and embraced by subsequent UK governments which is

evident in recent welfare reforms and changes in the benefit system (Collins et al., 2016; Taylor-

Gooby et al., 2019).

Neo-liberalism rejects ideas of solidarity in favour of promoting ideals of self-interest and
individualism (Collins et al, 2016; Taylor-Gooby et al, 2019). One of the defining characteristics
of neoliberalism is competition and the idea that individuals are competitors within a universal
market (Metcalf, 2017). Research on the Thatcherism era indicated the large-scale dismantling of
the UK’s social democratic institutions and the pursuit of austerity plausibly increased
inequalities (Smith et al., 2016). This movement signalled a shift towards individuals becoming
independent of the state and in charge of their own destinies which can be complementary to
those who achieve their own successes. However, this can act as a means of justifying not
providing support to those that may be in times of need. For example, neo-liberalism sees that
individuals are responsible for their own life outcomes and therefore a child’s outcomes can be

viewed solely as a consequence of the ways in which a child and family lives their life.

This rise of individualism, self-interest and competition have contributed towards socio-
structural violence against the poor (Jones and McCormack, 2016). Socio-structural violence is a
term coined by Galtung (1969) to describe the social structures that inhibit individuals, groups
and societies from reaching their full potential (Farmer et al., 2006). The term violence is not
understood in relation to physical violence against a human but rather is understood as an
avoidable impairment to a human which effects their ability to meet their needs that otherwise
would be possible (Farmer et al., 20006; Galtung, 1969). For example, these social structures are
“embedded in the political and economic organisation of our social world” (Farmer et al, 20006:

1686) and can include educational institutions and health care services.

Furthermore, in line with neo-liberalist thought, political rhetoric used by the government has
tended to turn the victims of poverty into being responsible agents of their own injury and
position in society (Jones and McCormack, 2016). Welfare and austerity cuts have not only been
targeted at those most vulnerable, but they have also been accompanied by a propaganda which

demonises those that are entitled to them (Jones and McCormack, 2016; Treanor, 2020).

10



Language used in the media and political discourse towards those who suffer the most is often
dispassionate and, in some cases, violent (Jones and McCormack, 2016). For example, there can
be stigmatisation placed on families that live in council estates and social housing with terms
such as ‘benefit streets’ being used to define ‘undesirable’ and ‘problematic’ areas (Jones and
McCormack, 2016). People living in poverty may also internalise this rhetoric and apply stigma
towards one another even when they are in similar or identical circumstances (Treanor, 2020).
Although many people living in poverty reject the idea that they are to be blamed for their own
situation, they often blame other livings in similar situations for their personal situations

(Treanor. 2020).

Terms such as ‘dependency’, ‘unwillingness’ and ‘workshy’ are commonly used labels for those
who are entitled to welfare benefits . Garthwaite argues (2013 cited in Bambra et al, 2016) that
there is an increasing stigma attached to claiming benefits, which can deter people for claiming
what they are entitled to and therefore amplifies the risk of financial hardship. Recent reforms
have seen benefits and tax credits become less generous and more conditional (Garthwaite,
2011). These changes alongside a political rhetoric of ‘strivers vs skivers’ has resulted in the
demonisation of those that are unable to work (Garthwaite, 2011 cited in Bambra et al, 2010).
The media and politicians often label low SES communities negatively, with terms such as ‘lazy
scroungers’ and ‘dependency culture’ being used within media messages. The use of these terms
arguably contributes towards the public absorbing and internalising these messages (Jones and
McCormack, 2016), which supports the pathologizing of families, devolves government of the
responsibility to make required changes to macro-economic structures and justifies no increases

ot even decreases in state support (Lansley and Mack, 2015, cited in Treanor, 2020).

Moreover, although family structures are varied across the UK, there is still a perception of the
‘ideal family’ and a view that ‘good families’ are relatively self-sufficient and require limited state
involvement (Treanor, 2020). Nonconformity to this ‘ideal family’ often sees parents or families
being labelled as lacking and culpable (Welch, 2018), and family life under the conditions of
disadvantage tend to be pathologized with parents who are experiencing poverty referred to as
‘poor parents’ and low-income families categorised as ‘troublesome’ (Treanor, 2020). The
pathologising of poor families and the negative language associated with those who may be
experiencing poverty or hardship have become common in the media and even within our
everyday language. The entry of the word ‘chav’ into the Oxford English dictionary in 2004 is an
example of this, with the word being a representation that serves to suggest that inequalities

experienced in society are explained by the deficiencies of the poor themselves (Reay, 2006).
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Political responses to societal inequalities see an emphasis on individual behaviour and personal
responsibility rather than a focus on the root causes of inequality which further effect the
public’s views of poverty and inequalities (Jones and McCormack, 2016). National surveys such
as the British Attitudes Survey highlight how there is social stigma and negative public attitudes
towards poverty and welfare, with individualistic explanations of poverty becoming more
prevalent over time (Inglis, 2016). A greater understanding of the structural causes of poverty
and inequalities which advocate the voices of those experiencing harsh realities can help the
public to understand and further inform policy makers that the inequalities that exist are often a
consequence of macro-level factors such as, welfare cuts and austerity rather than a result of

individual factors (Jones and McCormack, 2010).

Furthermore, concerns have been raised around the impact of the change from tax credits to
universal credit® for lower-income families and other protected groups (Hudson- Sharp et al.,
2018; McGuinnes et al., 2018b). Changes to welfare support were presented by the
Conservative/ Liberal Democrats coalition governments which were arguably intended to make
the system fairer and more affordable whilst encouraging individuals to enter or remain in paid
employment (Brown, 2018b). However, the notion that the changes to welfare support are based
on fairness is arguably flawed as rather than creating a fairer tax system which sees those
wealthier taxed more heavily, the government implemented changes which negatively impact
those that may need assistance from the welfare system. Whilst the initial objective of the
changes to universal credit were to simplify the system and improve work incentives arguably the
focus of the reform shifted towards a stronger focus on cost cutting in line with the
government’s austerity agenda (Hudson- Sharp et al., 2018). Changes in terms of eligibility in
universal credit and the replacement of six benefits into universal credit consequently saw a
situation whereby claimants were required to meet certain conditions or risk losing their benefits

(Hudson- Sharp et al., 2018).

Research into the impact of universal credit changes has indicated that universal credit
entitlement thresholds and the removal of the family element in universal credit from 2016 has
caused financial hardship and distress for many families (Hudson- Sharp et al., 2018;

McGuinness, 2018b). These changes have been seen to have had a significant negative impact on

2 |n 2014, the UK government moved towards progressively ending working tax credit with all those eligible
being asked to apply for Universal Credit before the end of 2024. Universal credit has been introduced as an
all-encompassing welfare benefit and has replaced income-based job seekers allowance, income-related
employment and support allowance, income support, working tax credit, chid tax credit and housing benefit.
The change aimed to ensure individuals would be better in work, and working more hours, with the benefit
gradually decreasing with more money being earnt (HM Government, 2013).
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family life with families living on the breadline often having to relying on voluntary organisations
such as the Trussel Trust (Human Rights Watch, 2019; McGuinness, 2018a). A Welsh
Government review of the impacts of the restructuring of the welfare system on families
indicated that changes to the welfare benefit system and in particular the freeze in working-age
benefit rates and changes to universal credit eligibility would have negative impacts on
households in Wales (Welsh Government, 2019a). The review indicated that nearly half of
households in Wales were expected to lose out from the reforms with the largest impacts being
felt by those on the lowest incomes (Welsh Government, 20192). Households with children and
several protected groups such as disabled people, certain ethnic groups and women were
highlighted as those that would be disproportionality negatively impacted by the changes (Welsh
Government, 2019a). The impact of the changes on those experiencing poverty and the
protected groups in Wales show how challenging the nature of tackling social issues such as
poverty can be through the multi-level governance system in the UK (Bache and Flinders, 2004).
As the Westminster government hold the primary governance level and make the major
economic decisions, devolved nations have limited fiscal powers to implement policy which can

tackle deep-rooted structural challenges (Bache and Flinders, 2004).

2.4 Educational Inequalities in the UK

Economic inequalities across the UK effect all aspects of individuals’ lives and their functioning,
and economic inequality is an influential factor in the rise of educational inequalities. Educational
inequality can be understood as the difference in pupil attainment dependent upon social
characteristics (Blanden et al., 2003). These social characteristics include socioeconomic status,
ethnicity, disability, gender and whether a child has been in the care system (Hobbs and Mutebi,
2021). Moreover, when social characteristics are combined, the combination of characteristics
can lead to worse outcomes for certain sub-groups of the population (WHO, 2018).
Nonetheless, decades of research have highlighted that SES has one of the most influential
impacts on student achievements (Eriksson et al., 2021) and therefore government policy has
tended to focus on reducing socioeconomic educational inequality. On average an estimated £17
billion a year is spent on tackling socioeconomic inequalities in education as statistics show that
children from more disadvantaged backgrounds are around 18 months behind their more

affluent peers across all subjects when they take their GCSE’s (Teach First, 2022).

Inequalities begin when a child is in the womb and continue to develop through childhood and
adolescence, affecting a child’s entry into higher education, their employment chances and their

earnings (Hobbs and Mutebi, 2021). Typically, socioeconomic inequalities in education can be
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attributed in large part to circumstances external to the school. Children start school with varying
resources and unequal access to opportunities, and there is evidence that children at the
beginning of their educational journey display strong patterning by family origin in their
attainment which continues throughout their education (Gorard, 2010). Schools can be seen to
reflect the populations they serve and therefore schools can be debated to be ineffective in
addressing the stratification of attainment (Gorard, 2010). Nonetheless, the next section of this
chapter will consider whether schools can act as an equaliser or reproducer of educational

inequality.

2.5 Schools as an Equaliser or Reproducer of Inequality

There are typically two contrasting arguments to the role schools play in educational inequality,
with one argument viewing schools as having the potential to acts as an equaliser of inequality
and the other argument seeing schools as institutions of social reproduction (Dumont and
Ready, 2019). Gorard’s (2010) work titled Education Can Compensate for Society- A Bit, argues that
whilst the compulsory schooling system is limited in their endeavours to overcome disparities in
resources and attainment of school intakes, the school system can begin to equalise broader
understandings of educational outcomes including learning to trust, attitudes to education and

willingness to help others.

Inequalities in education emerge before a child formally enters the education system and persist
overtime. Whilst the comprehensive education system aims for equality of outcome or
opportunity in education (Glaesser and Cooper, 2012), educational reforms such as the 1988
Education Reform Act have seen greater marketisation of the education system, particularly in
England. Wales (the focus of this case study) has largely resisted recent market reforms seen in
England which is partly attributed to devolution of education policy in the UK. However, Wales
still face vulnerability to external market forces such as the tendency of ‘good’ schools in ‘good’
areas creating competition within local housing markets. Research suggests postcodes matter in
terms of education, and as the UK becomes increasingly divided in terms of wealth and poverty,
this wealth and poverty impacts upon educational opportunities for young people (Thompson

and Ivinson, 2020).

The Institute for Fiscal studies notes that “where you go to school matters” (Breen et al., 2022;1)
due to government funding, class sizes, school and community resources and teachers’ choices
on how to teach and engage with their students. As discussed later in section 2.7, health
promoting areas can often be purchased via material advantage (Pearce et al, 2016) and this is

also evident for education promotion as school choices can arguably be realised through the
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housing market. This attraction of more affluent families to areas and schools mutually
reinforces cycles where ‘better’ schools are in areas where poorer families cannot afford to live,
and children in these schools academically achieve higher than their peers living in more
disadvantaged areas. Therefore, children arguably start on an unequal playing field as many
parents do not have the means to choose a ‘desirable’ location for them and their families to live

in (Thompson and Ivinson, 2020).

Nevertheless, some educationalists argue that the education system is based on meritocracy; “a
system that appoints status on the basis of an individual’s merit”(Young 1958, cited in Erivwo et
al., 2021; Wiederkehr et al., 2015). Therefore, success is viewed as an indicator of personal
deservingness and the education system rewards students for their ability and efforts
(Wiederkehr et al., 2015). Much like neo-liberalist ideals, the ideal of meritocracy is favourable to
those that achieve within the system but those that do not meet the standards of expectations set
by the system or conform to the ideals are viewed to have failed or acted in a deviant way
(Wiederkehr et al., 2015). Common proverbs such as ‘If at first we don’t succeed, try, try, again’
reinforce the belief that hard work leads to success (Wiederkehr et al., 2015) without
consideration of external factors which influence children’s potential to succeed. The belief of
meritocracy can also be damaging to a student’s self-esteem as they may believe their failure is a

reflection of a lack of hard work or limited intelligence (Erivwo et al., 2021).

Whilst meritocracy is flawed as it fails to consider external influences to a student's success, it
also does not recognise how schools are often underprepared or unwilling to modify school
culture, pedagogy and curricula to support children from more disadvantaged backgrounds or
non-traditional families (Erivwo et al, 2021). As discussed further in Chapter 3, often the ‘one-
size fits all’ approach to family engagement in schools fails to recognise the diversity of families
within a school and therefore the school-level middle-class ideology and culture are not suitable
ot relatable for many families a school might serve (Crozier, 1999; Posey-Maddox and Haley-
Lock, 2020). Schools often fail to consider the evolving demographics of their student
population and do not alter school systems of ethos to accommodate all students due to wanting
to meet the needs of the dominant population, which can contribute towards disadvantaged
students facing further disadvantage (Erivwo et al. 2021). Dominant middle-class culture and
ideology can be damaging to students who may not be part of the numerically dominant culture
and community (Moore et al., 2017). Whilst meritocratic and middle-class ideology can arguably
not only act as a system-justifying tool, the mental health and wellbeing of a child from a poorer
background can be negatively impacted from attending a more affluent school (Moore et al.,

2017). Research has found that in more affluent school’s there is a school-level perception of less
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need for pastoral support to mitigate the effects of socioeconomic disadvantage and although a
child from a less affluent background may face potential marginalisation by the dominant

middle-class culture (Moore et al, 2017).

A focus on the delivery of academic results as a consequence of external market level influences
can also limit opportunities for teachers to respond to social problems within their schools, as
the pressure of meeting performative measures can supersede the need to support social and
pastoral problems (Notris, 2016). Typically, school effectiveness is measured via educational
achievement or achievement gains over one school year (Steinmann and Vegar Olsen, 2022). A
school which may be experiencing challenges and underperforming may face additional pressures
to meet specific targets and drive-up standards which consequently can have further negative
implications for vulnerable students that may be struggling within the system (Norris, 2016). The
marketisation and driving up of standards could be seen to be beneficial for all students within a
school, however in reality an increased school-level focus on academic promotion can hinder the
social and wellbeing support some children require and can further alienate students who may
find the schooling culture and ethos unfamiliar. More socioeconomically advantaged schools
drive forwards an agenda of academic standards and achievement placing less of a focus on non-
academic problems such as health and wellbeing, therefore further illustrating how it can be
damaging for a child from a more deprived background to attend an affluent school (Moore et
al, 2017). Research has highlighted that student-staff relationships are a key mechanism
underpinning these effects and positive student-staff relationships and the provision of pastoral
support could support children from poorer backgrounds attending more affluent schools and

reduce the effects of socioeconomic deprivation (Moore et al, 2017).

Interestingly, greater inequalities have been found in more socio-economically advantaged
schools (Moore et al., 2017; Shackleton et al., 2018). Research shows that school-level social
composition can exacerbate inequalities, and simply attending a school with a higher SES intake
can have a detrimental effect on children living in poverty (Flouri and Midouhas, 2016; Moore et
al., 2017; Shackleton et al., 2018). Despite exposure to the same materials at school, children
from poorer families do not gain the same benefits as children from more affluent families when
attending an affluent school (Moore et al, 2017) as it is likely the school is meeting the needs of
the numerically dominant community. General beliefs that the education system is meritocratic
support justifications of people’s position within society (Wiederkehr et al., 2015) and does not
consider the negative social experiences or comparisons children from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds may face within more affluent schools. Moreover, a study of economic vulnerability

in childhood found that children can often attempt to conceal their poverty from other children
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and school staff due to associated stigmatisation, meaning it can be difficult for schools to
recognise signs of poverty and vulnerability (Embry, 2013) and therefore provide essential

support.

In addition, Bourdieu’s (1989; Doyle and Keane, 2019; Durand and Secakusuma, 2019) concepts
of symbolic power and social space can be used to help understand the tensions around
transcending the cultural boundaries that often exist between the home and school. Bourdieu
(1989; Durand and Secakusuma, 2019) argues that the social world is a highly structured reality
with all interactions occurring within certain structures. Within society, individuals have a place
within the social space and are located within a number of hierarchical fields or institutional
arenas (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Field is particularly important to understand in relation
to this research and Bourdieu (1989) outlines a field as the social structures of groups and in
particular, the social structures of social groups. For example, schools can be understood as
fields whereby teachers hold a form of symbolic capital and often hold a prestigious position
within the field (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Symbolic power is understood in relation to
capital, with teachers holding the appropriate social, economic and cultural capital within the
field of education (Bourdieu, 1989). Whereas families inhabit different fields which vary
dependent upon their positions within the highly structured reality (Durand and Secakusuma,
2019). Therefore, limited understanding of the field and the symbolic power teachers hold within
the hierarchised field can act as a barrier to communication. Arguably, for families to feel more
comfortable within the field, teachers could attempt to relinquish their symbolic power and gain
an understanding of the perspectives of families, particularly from low SES backgrounds, who

exist outside of their own habitus (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019).

Research also suggests that disadvantaged students are more likely to become alienated, detached
ot estranged due to cultural differences between the school and the home environment
(Shackleton et al., 2018). Informed by Bernstein (1975), the theory of cultural transmission
proposes that when student's realisation of the capacities for practical reasoning and affiliation
are met, this establishes an autonomous student and creates the conditions whereby it is possible
for a human to function well (Markham and Aveyard, 2003). The realisation for the capacities for
practical functioning is established via students’ commitment to the school’s instrumental and
regulatory order, as each order is associated with the development of practical reasoning or
affiliation (Shackleton et al., 2018). Schools can facilitate the realisation of these essential
capacities and pupil development through the school's organisation, curriculum development
and pedagogic practices (Markham and Aveyard, 2003). However, these instructional and

regulatory orders are shaped by the dominant culture are therefore these orders are driven by a
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set of beliefs and values guided by the dominating class within the education system (Markham

and Averyard, 2003).

Disadvantaged students can often struggle to realise their capacities for practical reasoning and
affiliation which can negatively impact their capacity to function well (Markham and Aveyard,
2003; Shackleton et al, 2018). If students are not committed to the either or both of the school’s
instrumental or regulatory orders then students can experience alienation or detachment from
the system (Markham and Aveyard, 2003; Shackleton et al, 2018). In line with arguments against
the education system being meritocratic, Bernstein (1975) further seeks to explain how schools
and the education system are shaped to support students who conform to the dominant culture
and ideology. As Gorard (2010) notes whilst the education system cannot compensate for society
and cannot single handily tackle the deep-rooted societal inequalities, schools can attempt to
equalise broader understandings of educational outcomes and support children's mental health

and wellbeing which will be discussed in further detail below.

2.6 Education and Health: A Complex Relationship

Decades of research has identified that educational success is a major predictor of health
outcomes (Zimmerman et al., 2015), and although the relationship is complex, positive
associations have been found between pupil wellbeing and achievement (Clarke, 2020; Hobbs
and Mutebi, 2021). The complex relationship between health and education has been
acknowledged by researchers and policymakers, with research often requiring the collaboration
of multiple fields and agencies (Hewitt et al., 2018). Whilst schools often see their primary aim as
educational promotion, schools are a setting where inequalities in young people’s health and
wellbeing can be addressed partly due to the considerable amount of time young people spend at
school (Busch et al., 2015; Kidger et al., 2009; Langford et al., 2015; Moore et al., 2017).
Therefore, consideration of education in conjunction with health was seen as key to this

research.

Education can be seen to support the development of a range of skills which are argued to
positively impact individuals” economic and social resources, which in turn are associated with
positive health outcomes (Zimmerman et al., 2015). Academic success has an impact on a child’s
life satisfaction and overall wellbeing impacts children’s engagement in schooling, illustrating the
complex two-directional relationship (Brooks, 2014). Supporting the development of the ‘whole
child’, their social, emotional and academic growth is arguably part of the broader “societal,
social and economic responsibilities of education” (Clarke, 2020;267). Educationalists note that

there is a need to move beyond the transmission of knowledge to children to the implementation
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of a more holistic curricula which promotes children to flourish in all aspects of their lives
(Clarke, 2020; White, 2016). UK governments have advocated that positive wellbeing can
effectively raise achievement and introductions of ‘mental health’ and ‘wellbeing’ into curricula
across the UK illustrates macro-level acknowledgement of the relationship between health and
education (Brooks, 2014; Department for Education, 2019). For example, the aim of the Health
and Wellbeing Area of Learning and Experience in the forthcoming Welsh Curriculum is to
promote confident, healthy individuals and is primarily concerned with assisting learners to
develop a capacity to navigate life’s opportunities and challenges through a holistic whole school

approach (Welsh Government, 2021b).

A whole school approach is advocated in the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) Health
Promoting Schools (HPS) framework which encourages a settings approach to health
promotion, with the aim of strengthening individual and collective empowerment (John-Akinola
and Nic Gabhainn, 2015). Whilst there is no universally accepted definition of a HPS, the WHO
(1996;2) defines a HPS as a “place where all members of the school and community work
together to provide students with integrated and positive experiences and structures which
promote and protect their health”. The HPS framework advocates the promotion of health
through a holistic whole school approach and focuses on the introduction of health education
and promotion through three core areas; the formal curriculum, the school environment and
engagement with families and the community (Langford et al., 2014). The HPS framework has
roots within the Ottawa Charter (WHO, 1986) which posits that the fundamental conditions and
resources of health are embedded with the environments in which we live, work and play. Peace,
shelter, education, food, income, a stable eco-system, sustainable resources, social justice and

equity are all viewed as the prerequisites for health (WHO, 2022).

The importance of a whole school approach to health and wellbeing has also been recognised in
the Welsh Government’s (2021b) whole school approach to mental health and wellbeing and
globally through the WHO’s HPS’s framework (Langford et al, 2014). The school environment
described as “the character and quality of life within a school and refers not only to the physical
environment but also the whole school experience” (Lester and Cross, 2015:2) can have a
profound impact on a young person’s schooling experience (Cohen et al., 2009; Lester and
Cross, 2015). Though each young person contributes towards the operations of the school and
the creation of a shared vision, the school climate is considered much larger than one singular
experience (Cohen et al., 2009). The school climate refers to the spheres of school life (safety,
relationships, learning and the school’s environment), the organisational structures and patterns

and the school’s values and beliefs (Cohen et al., 2009). Although there is no consensual list of
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factors which characterise school life, researchers agree there are four major areas; safety,
relationships, teaching and learning and the physical school environment (Cohen et al., 2009;

Lester and Cross, 2015).

Studies which focus on school climate or school culture, terms often used interchangeably, often
use these four areas of school climate to form measurement tools (Moore et al., 2017; Shackleton
et al., 2018). A study examining the associations between socio-economic status and student
perceptions of school environment and health in English secondary schools measured school
environments via Likert scale questions focused on supportive teacher relationships, sense of
belonging, commitment to academic values and opportunities to participate in school
environment (Shackleton et al, 2018). Factors such as a sense of belonging and supportive
relationships with teachers have been shown to affect a range of health outcomes for young
people (Moore et al, 2017; Shackleton, 2018). Findings suggested that children from less affluent
families reported a lower sense of belonging and a lower commitment to academic values similar
to previous findings (Shackleton et al, 2018; Moore et al, 2017). Furthermore, research has
indicated that school connectedness acts as a protective factor for student health and wellbeing

suggesting that a lower sense of belonging amongst less affluent children could be negatively

affect their health and wellbeing (Lester and Cross, 2015).

Yet there are challenges in the promotion of health and wellbeing within schools. Often schools
perceive that health improvement strategies are competing with educational attainment
strategies, in turn diverting attention away from the ‘core business’ of schools (Bonell et al.,
2014; Littlecott et al., 2018b). Literature has stated that this concept, known as the “zero-sum
game” (Littlecott et al., 2018:6306), appears to affect the success of health and wellbeing
intervention implementation and fidelity (Langford et al., 2015). Schools can often be resistant to
engage in health improvement practices or policies as schools are driven by the perceptions of
the “zero-sum game”, and the belief that schools should narrowly focus their attention on their
core mission of increasing academic attainment (Bonell et al., 2014; Littlecott et al., 2018b). The
marketisation of education has arguably negatively impacted the health and wellbeing of students
and teachers, as often schools prioritise academic success with greater focus being placed on

improving school performance and meeting key indicators to success (Moore et al, 2017).

Recent studies have examined the effect of school-based health promotion practice and policies
on educational outcomes in an attempt to accept or reject the perception of the “zero-sum
game” (Bonell et al., 2014). Interventions adopting the HPS framework were seen to not cause a

detrimental effect to a school’s overall educational attainment (Littlecott et al, 2018a), but rather
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evidence suggests HPS based interventions have the potential to increase academic achievement
as well as reduce classroom misbehaviour (Durlak et al., 2011). Moreover, a systematic review of
interventions adopting the HPS framework highlighted that school staff listed a range of
practical issues in relation to the implementation of school-health based interventions (Langford
et al, 2015). For example, high staff turnover, high staff-to-student ratios and a lack of
community volunteers are factors which can challenge successful implementation (Langford et

al, 2015).

A narrative synthesis of studies adopting the HPS framework found that a lower value was
placed on health outcomes versus academic achievement, which inevitably challenges the
implementation of health-based interventions (Langford et al, 2015). Schools and teachers face
increasing educational pressures and obligations, and interventions which are embedded within
the curricula were regarded as more effective than those in isolation (Nielsen et al., 2015).
Findings have suggested that schools are more likely to be engaged in school-based health
interventions if they fit with the school's institutional priorities, are supported by a school
champion and support enhancement of educational attainment (Langford et al., 2015; Mclsaac et

al,, 2016).

Whilst schools are viewed as a setting for health promotion, previous research has acknowledged
that schools are particularly complex environments nested within highly complex social and
political contexts (Joyce et al., 2016; McIsaac et al., 2016). Schools are considered complex
adaptive social systems as their functionality is shaped by interactions between active agents
within the school and the external educational supra-system, both who can be considered as
systems within their own right (Keshavarz et al., 2010; Moore et al., 2018). All systems within
schools are independent but related to one another as each system is part of a bigger system or a
supra-system for a small system (Keshavarz et al., 2010). For the school setting to be utilised
effectively for the promotion of health the context of the school and the interrelated systems

within the school need to be considered when focusing on health promotion.

2.7 Theory and Frameworks for Understanding Educational and Health Inequalities

The complex relationship between health and education can be sought to be understood via
socioecological frameworks which seek to explain how individual behaviours are embedded
within a system of nested institutional contexts (Zimmerman et al., 2015). Ecological
perspectives are long-standing in the social and health sciences and have influenced public health
and education (Kokko et al., 2014). Bronfenbrennet's (1977) ecological theory and framework

conceptualises children and families as nested within a wider set of influences which all
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interconnect to influence health and educational outcomes. Within Bronfenbrenner’s (1977)
ecological framework there are five layers to the environment which all interact to affect
children’s development; the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem and

the chronosystem (Paquette and Ryan, 2001).

Children’s outcomes are shaped at all levels of the ecological system and through factors such as
school connectedness (mesosystem), their family’s accessibility to community-based resources
(exosystem) and the cultural and political climate (macrosystem) (Paquette and Ryan, 2001). At
the microsystem level, schools and the family unit are considered two of the most influential
systems, as both are heavily interconnected and influential upon child development (Paquette
and Ryan, 2001). The different levels of the model offer opportunities as well as constraints, with
these opportunities and constraints interacting at the same and different levels of the model
(Zimmerman et al., 2015). Bronfenbrenner (1994) explains how a child’s birth weight, their
parents’ educational level and their family’s circumstances can interact to impact upon child
development, health and education. The interaction between systems can provide further
understanding to how health and educational inequalities are developed and often experienced in
conjunction with one another, as disadvantage is accumulated at multiple layers of the
socioecological system. For example, periods of austerity and welfare reforms (chronosystem),
limited access to health care resources within the wider community (exosystem) and a parent
redundancy (mesosystem) could all interact to impact a family’s day-to-day lives negatively and
effect longer-term child development, health and educational outcomes. Arguably, if learning

was to solely take place in the classroom and children were isolated units, educational inequalities

would not exist (Goodall, 2018¢).

As a consequence of macro-systemic issues, many young people are being raised within family
micro-systems where parents may both be struggling financially which could negatively be
impacting their mental health (Mind, 2022). Whilst these challenges may not impair some
parents’ parental responsibilities, for others this may impact on their parental responsibilities,
their parent self-efficacy and subsequently their child’s development, wellbeing and engagement
in education. Macro-systemic issues such as poverty and austerity have been shown to directly
impact the mental health and wellbeing of the population (Slee et al., 2021). Analysis of The
Health Improvement Network (THIN) data on changes in generalised anxiety disorders between
1998-2018 for adults aged 18 and over, observed an upward trajectory in generalised anxiety
from the time of the 2008 economic downturn and during periods of austerity illustrating the

inter-related relationship between employment, finances and anxiety (Slee et al., 2021). Recently,
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further concerns have been raised around the impact of the economic crisis and people’s mental

health and wellbeing as the cost of living and inflation continue to rise (Shah, 2022).

In addition, an ecological theory which can contribute to understandings of health inequalities
between countries, within countries and even with neighbourhoods is the ecological public
health model (Pearce et al., 2016). As discussed above countries which are more unequal are seen
to have worse health and social problems including lower social mobility, lower overall
educational scores, higher levels of obesity and higher prevalence of mental illness amongst the
population (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2009). From a socio-spatial perspective “where you live, work
and play, as well as who you are” matters to your health (Pearce et al., 2016:194). The concept of
ecological public health is not new but is noted in the Ottawa Charter which identifies that health
is created in everyday life and highlights the complex links between people and their
environment (Bentley, 2013). Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) ecological theory and framework for
human development supports these ideas and can help to explain how different systems within
society exist and interact with one another to affect health (McLaren and Hawe, 2005). It is
fundamental to understand health in relation to the broader context rather than as a static

attribute of individuals McLaren and Hawe, 2005; Pearce et al., 2016).

Ecosystems draw attention to the interrelationships and exchanges between the social and the
physical by considering the complex relationship between humans and the natural environment
(Gislason, 2013). By looking at the environments where health is produced, we can further
understand the social and material conditions as well as the ideologies and discourses that shape
human health and health inequalities (Gislason, 2013). The consideration of these four clusters
of factors outlined in the Ecological Public Health Model; the material, the biological, the
cultural and the social (Lang and Rayner, 2012; Pearce et al, 2016), their interaction with one
another and with the broader eco-systems outlined by Bronfrenner (1977) offers a way to
understand health and health inequalities in a modern world (Butler et al., 2015). For example,
when analysing communities experiencing poverty the model encourages analysis of families’
personal circumstances, the economic climate, the cultural norms in the local area, national
policies related to families and welfare, their social relations and the interaction of all of these

factors with one another.

In line with research which suggests postcodes are important in terms of education, research
indicates that environments can be regarded as either health promoting or health damaging,.
Environments which are viewed as health promoting often have characteristics such as social

cohesion, little segregation, access to green spaces and good access to health services (Pearce et
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al., 2016). These characteristics alongside social connections, the home environment, the work
environment and the economic and political climate all interact to effect health outcomes in a
positive way (McClaren and Hawe, 2005). Health promoting areas which can also be typically
viewed as areas with ‘good’ schools can often be purchased via material advantage as property
within desirable areas can be purchased, and therefore health-related harm can be minimised,
health-related benefits maximised (Pearce et al, 2016) and educational opportunities optimised.
Individuals can therefore use their material advantage to make informed decisions in relation to
purchasing property within desirable areas which can arguably increase social segregation (Rowe
and Lubienski, 2017). In addition, areas of greater deprivation are more likely to be exposed to
health-related harms and can experience what is referred to as ‘triple jeopardy’ thus meaning
there are higher chances of individuals suffering from multiple aspects of deprivation, poor

environment quality and high mortality and morbidity (Pearce et al, 2016).

Some public health interventions tend to focus on changing individual behaviours causing
adverse effects and increasing the health inequalities that they have aimed to reduce in a
phenomenon known as the ‘inequality paradox’ (Buck and Frosini, 2012; Pearce et al., 2016).
Educating families that live in poverty that they should feed children in a healthier manner
ignores the conditions which prevents them from doing so and can be seen as stigmatising and
even insulting. As Mortis argues (cited in Bentley, 2013:530) when it comes to health and
wellbeing “everything matters” and individuals and their health outcomes cannot be understood
in isolation, as all aspects of one’s life are regarded as contributing factors in one’s health.
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory alongside the Ecological Public Health model contribute
towards understandings of the importance of considering how the environments in which we

live effect our opportunities and outcomes.

2.8 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has defined what is understood by the term inequality and discussed the inequalities
that exist in the UK which a particular focus on educational inequalities. Wealth in the UK is
extremely unequally distributed with economic inequalities anticipated to become wider due to
inflation and the rising cost of living (Hetherington, 2022). Economic inequalities contribute
towards educational inequality, with socioeconomic status being the largest indicator of academic
achievement. The chapter has examined the role of schools in equalising and reproducing
educational inequality and has argued that education cannot compensate for society and level of

the playing field for children from poorer backgrounds.
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The chapter has also explored the complex relationship between education and health through a
socioecological approach. Central to this thesis is understanding the role that parents and
families play in supporting their children’s learning and education, however this chapter has
provided understanding to how policy, societal expectations and norms and school's influence
children’s education and educational inequalities more generally. The chapter has included an
overview of Bronfenbrenner’s socioecological framework, which is key to this research, as the

framework illustrates the importance of all levels of influence of a child’s outcomes.

The chapter has concluded with discussions around the importance of considering health
alongside education and highlighting how schools can be used as a place for health promotion
alongside educational promotion. A positive schooling experience can be positive for children’s
general health and wellbeing (Garcia-Moya et al., 2015) and school-level shared visions of health
promotion can support relationship development and contribute towards more positive
educational outcomes (Brown, 2018a). This chapter has sought to provide a socioecological
explanation to the existence of economic and educational inequalities in the UK. Individual or
family level explanations of inequalities will not be reinforced in this research but rather
consideration of the impact of interactions at all levels of socioecological system on parent lives
and their potential to be involved and engage with their children’s school and learning will be

considered.
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3. Family-Level Influences on Education Outcomes and Educational

Inequalities

3.1 Introduction

Whilst the previous chapter focused on school-level influences on education inequalities this
chapter will explore family-level influences on children’s educational outcomes and broader
educational inequalities. Decades of research and policy have highlighted that parental
involvement with schools, parental engagement with learning and positive parent-school
relationships are key levers for improving child educational outcomes (Durand and Secakusuma,
2019; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2013; Ishimaru et al., 2016). Whether this involvement is home-
based or school-based, parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning
have been linked with school success, lower school drop-out rates and higher rates of
participation in further education (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2013; Jeynes, 2018). In the UK, the
vast differences in the achievements of children from different socioeconomic backgrounds are
largely attributed to factors outside of the school, including broader structural forces, but also

factors such as parental involvement and engagement in schooling and learning (Goodall,

2018b).

Formal learning accounts for only a small proportion of a child’s overall learning, as learning and
cognitive development start at home, and learning within the home and community continue
throughout childhood, adolescence and adulthood (Goodall, 2018a). Engaging parents in their
child’s learning and schooling from an early age has been shown to improve children’s academic,
behavioural and wellbeing outcomes (Goodall, 2018a; Waters et al., 2018). However, the
concepts of parental involvement and engagement in learning and education can be interpreted
in many ways and assumptions of what these concepts mean are often taken for granted (Durand
and Secakusuma, 2019). To improve overall engagement levels, research suggests that parents
need to be informed of what being involved and engaged means, how to achieve involvement/
engagement as well as the benefits of involvement/engagement to the family as a whole (Durand

and Secakusuma, 2019).

Parental engagement with education and learning can profoundly affect the extent to which
children from low SES backgrounds combat the conflicts and challenges they often face in
school (Auerbach, 2007). Similar to students, parents experiencing poverty may attend school
with unequal access to resources, inhibiting the extent to which they can meaningfully support

their child in their pursuit for educational success (Hoover-Dempsey et al, 2005). For example,
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an inability to afford material resources, a lack of transportation and unsociable working hours
were all highlighted as barriers to parents from low SES backgrounds presence at school and
their engagement in their children’s learning (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). In addition,
parents possess complex identities, historical relationships with schools, and cultural scripts
which influence and shape their interactions with the school as an institution (Auerbach, 2007).
Arguably, the ‘one size fits all’ approach often adopted to engage parents in school affects the
extent to which parents from low SES backgrounds engage in schooling due to divergent
cultures between the family/ community and the school (Crozier, 1999; Posey-Maddox and
Haley-Lock, 2020). Moreover, research shows the ‘one size fits’ all approach fails to recognise
varied life contexts and families’ citcumstances and therefore is not suitable/ approptiate for all

families a school serves (Posey-Maddox and Haley-Lock, 2020).

This chapter will define the terms parental involvement with schools and parental engagement
with learning, as well as discuss the impact of deficit discourses on definitions and policies
related to family engagement in schooling and learning. This chapter will also examine the three
levels in which parental involvement and engagement can be hindered; the school-level, the
child-level and the parent-level (Lavenda, 2011). Whilst the literature tends to use the term
‘parent’ throughout, this does not necessarily mean the child’s biological parent but any adult
whom holds the caring responsibility for a child (Goodall, 2018b). The chapter will explore
barriers to parental involvement and engagement with children’s schooling and learning and

discuss family influences on educational inequalities over time.

3.2 Conceptualising ‘Parental Involvement’ and ‘Parental Engagement’

Within parental engagement and parental involvement literature, divergent definitions and
measurements of engagement and involvement have resulted in mixed findings within the field
and difficulties when drawing comparisons or analysing impact (Spencer et al., 2018). Whilst the
terms have some theoretical overlap, this research will separate the terms, using parental
involvement with school and parental engagement with learning as distinct concepts in line with
previous literature which suggests that parental involvement with schools is a precursor to
parental engagement with learning (Goodall, 2018a; Goodall, 2018b; Jeynes, 2018). Parental
involvement is viewed as parent’s involvement in activities which support their child’s learning as
well as a positive attitude and commitment towards education and learning (Goodall and
Montgomery, 2014; Spear et al., 2021; Watt, 2016). For example, parental involvement with
school could be seen as attending a parents’ evening whereas parental engagement with learning

is related to activities which support the acquisition of knowledge or skills (Goodall, 2018a). This
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established distinction between parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with
learning has been supported by academics and policymakers (Campbell, 2011), and clearer
distinctions between the concepts has allowed for the development of policies and interventions
which target and support both reactive and proactive forms of involvement and engagement

(Campbell, 2011).

Goodall and Montgomery (2014) present a model for the progression from parental involvement
with schools to parental engagement with learning. The continuum indicates that the progression
from involvement to engagement is not simple. Schools may organise activities which are
accepted or rejected by different cohorts of parents and therefore the school may find
themselves at several points along the continuum at one singular point in time (Goodall and
Montgomery, 2014). Therefore, a whole school approach to supporting engagement in learning
is fundamental as each new year brings new cohorts of parents and typically changes in children’s
classroom teacher (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). Goodall and Montgomery (2014) argue
that progression along the continuum is related to changes in the relational agency between
schools and parents. Parental engagement with learning sees the greatest exercise of parental
agency and creates a feeling of ownership, as parents are given information by the school and
inform the school about their ideas, deciding upon the best course of action themselves (Goodall
and Montgomery, 2014). At the latter phase of the continuum, agency belongs to the parents
with learning responsibilities being seen as a joint task (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). At this
point, the parent-school relationship is no longer regarded as school-led as agents support one

another in supporting the learning of the child (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014).

In addition to the parental involvement and parental engagement continuum, Simovska (2007)
developed a continuum of participation in relation to school children’s participation in
education. Simovska (2006; Torres and Simovska, 2017) argues the continuum of participation
ranges from token to genuine, with genuine participation being understood as a participant's
active involvement in decision making and influence over the matter at hand. The concept of
genuine participation has also been used in educational literature to understand parental
participation in children’s education (Torres and Simovska, 2017). Research has highlighted
patents and/or families are often invited to participate in schooling activities or in school-health
based interventions, however this participation is often token or indirect (Torres and Simovska,
2017). Parents are not likely to be directly involved in decision making processes but simply fed
information via the distribution of messages through school newsletters, the school’s website or
parents' evenings (Hingle et al., 2010; Inchley et al., 2007; Nielsen et al., 2015). According to
Epstein’s (2002; Campbell, 2011; Auerbach, 2007) theory of overlapping Spheres, there are three
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contexts in which children learn; the school, the family and the community. The theory which

has dominated research, policy and practice postulates that children are the main actors in their

learning and are influenced by the spheres separately and in conjunction with one another

(Auerbach, 2007; Campbell, 2011) supporting ecological systems theory and the HPS framework

(Bronfenbrenner, 1997). Furthermore, Esptein’s (2002; Campbell, 2011) framework of parental

involvement for school programmes and partnerships outlines six types of parental involvement

and engagement in learning and education; parenting, communication, volunteering, learning at

home, decision-making and collaborating with the community. The framework was developed to

support educators to develop school-level programmes and family partnerships by highlighting

the ways in which this could be achieved (Epstein, 2002). The six types of parental involvement

are explained further in Table 1 below. There is no prioritisation of any of the forms of

involvement over one another, but rather the framework offers insight into how schools can

attempt to involve parents in different ways.

Type 1: Type 2: Type 3: Type 4: Type 5: Type 6:
Parenting Communicating | Volunteering | Learning | Decision Collaborating

at Home Making with the

Community

Support Design effective | Recruit and Provide Include Identify and
families to forms of school- | organise information | parents in integrate
establish home and home- | parents help | and ideas school resources and
home school and support. | to families | decisions, services from
environments | communication. about how | developing the
to support help home | parents to be community.
children as learning leaders and
students. and representatives.

curriculum-

related

activities.

Table 1: Epstein’s Framework of Six Types of Parental Involvement for School

Programmes and Partnerships.

Critics argue the framework places the school at the centre of the engagement process meaning

that families and children cannot initiate or lead efforts to work towards a more parental context-

specific approach (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Moreover, whilst Esptein’s theory is
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valuable, critics argue learning at home is the most important aspect of the framework, and that
the influence of learning at home outweighs the other five aspects of the model (Jeynes, 2018;
Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Nevertheless, this framework has supported the development

of data collection and analysis and will inform the development of the interview guides in this

research (Campbell, 2011).

Schools typically understand parental involvement/engagement as interactions between the
school and parents and with the agency remaining with school staff (Goodall, 2018b). However,
the most effective parental engagement is argued to be rooted within the home environment
(Goodall and Montgomery, 2018). The home learning environment is understood as “a
reflection of the home environment and interactions in and around the home with family
members” (Smees and Sammons, 2018:1). Meaningful learning activities can include; reading,
singing songs and nursery rhymes, drawing, going out on visits and playing with numbers or
letters (NCB, 2018; Smees and Sammons, 2018). These positive early learning experiences can
have long-term social and educational benefits for children, whereas negative experiences can

have detrimental effects on social and educational outcomes (Smees and Sammons, 2018).

Studies on parents’ motivation for involvement in their child’s education posit that parents’
initial motivation for involvement is dependent upon the perceptions that parents have about
their role as a parent (role construction), their self-efficacy within the school domain and the
invitations and opportunities for engagement they receive from the school (Goldkind and
Farmer, 2013; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). This model of the parental involvement process,
known as the Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s Model has 5 levels; parents’ basic involvement
decision, parents’ involvement forms, mechanisms of parental involvement, mediating variables
and students’ outcomes (Lavenda, 2011). The first level of the model focuses around motivation
and parent perceptions of involvement in education is considered the most significant level, as it

is at this level that decisions to become involved or not involved are established (Lavenda, 2011).

Parental role construction is defined as “parents’ beliefs about what they are supposed to do in
relation to their children’s education and the patterns of parental behaviour that follow those
beliefs” (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005:107). Role construction and parents' sense of
responsibility towards their child’s education is typically shaped by expectations of the individual
and groups within which they exist (Hoover-Dempsey et al, 2005). The other motivational factor
which effects the involvement process, is parents' efficacy to contribute towards their child’s
academic success (Lavenda, 2011). Parents’ self-efficacy is related to how confident parents feel

about their capabilities to support their child’s learning and high efficacy is linked to positive
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decisions and active engagement in learning and education (Hoover-Dempsey et al, 2005). In the
model, the final factor which influences parents' basic involvement decision is invitations for
involvement in schooling which is seen as a key motivator for involvement in schooling as
parents feel their participation is valued and welcomed (Hoover-Dempsey et al, 2005). The
interaction between these factors will ultimately effect parents' involvement decisions and
research has shown that parents with passive role construction and weak self-efficacy will benefit

significantly from encouraging invitations for involvement (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005).

3.3 The Deficit Model and Regulation of Parental Involvement

The issue of parental participation in schools and schools’ control and regulation of parental
input is often raised (Torres and Simovska, 2017). As stated above, distinctions between
different types of involvement and engagement and participation have been established, and it is
evident from literature that schools predominately engage parents indirectly through the use of
token participation (Torres and Simovska, 2017; Wang et al., 2017). For example, school parental
involvement strategies tend to involve inviting parents to participate in events such as
assemblies, parents’ evenings and school fetes. These involvement activities generally involve
indirect engagement, as parents are not regarded as active participants but receive information
provided by the school and the activities require little to no parental input or response (Hingle et
al., 2010; Simovska, 20006). In comparison to indirect engagement, direct engagement is
understood as parents’ presence, attendance and participation in intervention workshops or
sessions. However, there is limited evidence of parents’ direct engagement in intervention

workshops or research sessions (Hingle et al, 2010).

Historically, compensatory education reforms suggest increased parental involvement in
education can overcome overall educational under-performance (Ishimaru et al., 2016). The
concepts of parental involvement with schools and engagement with learning are generally
regarded as school-centric, as the school controls the levels and methods of involvement and
engagement (Goodall, 2018a). Parental involvement in education and learning has shown to be
socioeconomically differentiated, with parents from lower socioeconomic backgrounds perceived
to be less involved or interested in their children's education (Doyle and Keane, 2019). Certain
research has tended to place blame for lack of involvement with schooling and engagement with
learning on families living in poverty, suggesting families are experiencing a personal deficit
which inhibits their interest or ability to engage in school or education (Doyle and Keane, 2019).
Parental involvement and engagement literature highlights how parents are often viewed through

a deficit lens, suggesting that parents are the sole contributing factor in educational
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underachievement and the reproduction of educational inequalities (Ishimaru et al., 2016;

Spencer et al., 2018).

The deficit model was developed alongside a growing ‘responsibilisation’ of parents that saw the
government and schools place greater educational responsibility on families (Vincent and
Maxwell, 2016). Successive governments have sought to improve children’s educational and
health outcomes by supporting parental practices and attacking the private sphere of the family
(Goodall, 2019). For example, the 2018 Conservative Government published a policy document
titled ‘Improving the Home Learning Environment’ which outlined evidence to support a
behaviour change model to improve the home learning environment suggesting the
implementation of behaviourist interventions to increase parents’ engagement in their children’s
learning (HM Government, 2018). Nevertheless, much contemporary academic research has
dismissed the deficit model, highlighting the crucial importance of larger societal factors on
children’s educational outcomes (Doyle and Keane, 2019; Ishimaru et al., 2016; Spencer et al.,
2018). In turn, this research will reject the deficit model, adopting an asset-based approach,
considering the power differentials between non-dominant families and schools (Ishimaru et al,
2016). By non-dominant families, this will refer to families which have lower incomes, are of
immigrant or refugee status, or colour and who have been marginalised by dominant institutions,

policies and practices in society (Ishimaru et al, 2016).

The daily experiences of students have changed overtime, as schools and classroom practices
have taken strides towards students becoming active agents and greater focus has been placed on
child-centred ways of learning (Goodall, 2018a). Although teachers provide a framework for
learning, it is through students' own expetience of learning via these frameworks that individual
knowledge is created (Goodall, 2018a). Whilst a focus on child-centred learning has resulted in
the production of students who can work independently and increases in children’s voices being
heard have become commonplace, there have been fewer drives towards increasing parental
voice (Goodall, 2018a). This is evident in school involvement strategies which invite parents to
attend token school events which do not necessarily provide meaningful opportunities to
support parents' engagement in their children’s learning (Goodall, 2018a). In relation to parental
involvement, schools value the principle of authority over the principles of autonomy and

agency, suggesting meaningful engagement opportunities are infrequent (Goodall, 2018a).

3.4 Family Influences on Educational Inequalities Over Time

The family is recognised as a site for the reproduction of inequalities, and poverty is argued to

affect children’s long-term educational and health outcomes before they even start school (Welsh
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Government, 2014; Wheeler, 2018). At the age of 4, some children from disadvantaged
backgrounds have a vocabulary which is at least a year behind children from more affluent
backgrounds (Welsh Government, 2014); and by the end of primary school children from
deprived backgrounds are three times more likely to not achieve the expected levels of
vocabulary in comparison with more affluent peers (Welsh Government, 2014). However,
national measurements of vocabulary are based on formal middle-class language and fail to
consider accent, dialect and colloquialism which arguably does not present a true representation
of a child’s vocabulary. Moreover, a report on social mobility in Wales, highlighted that at the
end of secondary school there is a significant attainment gap between those who are in receipt of
Free School Meals (FSM) and those who are not (Welsh Government, 2014). These inequalities
which widen through adolescence continue to further widen into adulthood, with lower
educational attainment at GCSE level shown to negatively affect yearly earnings and reduce life

expectancy (Welsh Government, 2014).

Family background and factors such as parental income, parental educational background and
the home environment all fundamentally influence educational attainment (Chevalier et al.,
2013). Longstanding evidence links poverty to poor education outcomes and low SES predicts
“a wide array of health, cognitive and socio-emotional outcomes in children” (Bradley and
Corwyn, 2022;1). Furthermore, health and educational inequalities are seen to be
intergenerational and intergenerational social mobility in the UK is limited (Friedman et al.,

2017).

Limited social mobility is argued to be the intergenerational accumulation of disadvantage over
time, which can in turn be seen to have affected family structures and family connectedness
(Friedman et al., 2017; Kalmijn, 20006). Research examining social mobility in the UK found that
working class families often have contact with their family in day-to-day life as families reported
living in close proximity to extended family members (Kalmijn, 2006). Some working-class
families saw social mobility as economically attractive, but they believed that intergenerational
mobility could create distance between themselves and their children meaning family contact
could potentially be reduced (Kalmijin, 2006). Nevertheless, research has indicated that this
perception is not necessarily true as upward social mobility has been shown to not weaken family
contact (Kalmijn, 2006; Wheeler, 2018). Therefore, this belief could act as a deterrent to upward
mobility for working-class families who more often live highly localised lives (Kalmijin, 2006;
Wheeler, 2018).
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The family environment is the first environment to shape a child’s physical, emotional and
personal patterns (Dahraei and Adlparvar, 2016). The conditions in which children are born, and
early child development dramatically affect educational, employment and social relationship
opportunities and outcomes (Marmot, 2017). Poverty has been shown to affect the functioning
of family systems, and poor family functioning has been associated with poorer academic
achievement and depression (Banovcinova et al., 2014; Johnson, 2010). Laureau (2003; Wheeler,
2018) found that poverty effects three core areas of family life; the use of language, interactions
with social institutions and the organisations of daily life. Subsequently, these three factors
arguably affect the ways in which families interact with schools and engage with their children’s

schooling and learning,.

Research shows that parental involvement in education is socio-economically differentiated, with
parents from different SES backgrounds engaging in their children’s schooling or learning to a
greater or lesser extent (Doyle and Keane, 2018). Research typically shows that parents from
lower socio-economic backgrounds are perceived to be less involved or less interested than more
middle-class parents in their children’s learning and schooling (Doyle and Keane, 2019).
However, structural barriers, limited access to resources and issues arising from the conflict
between norms and values within the home and school environments can all be seen to affect
the extent to which families from less affluent backgrounds engage in their child’s schooling and
learning (Auerbach, 2007; Macleod and Tett, 2019). For example, mismatches in home-school
cultures due to differing values, belief systems, behavioural expectations, teaching strategies and
adult-child interactions can impact parent’s comfort levels with the school environment and their

potential for involvement (Barbarin et al., 2010; Jose et al., 2017).

The provision of formal educational resources to children is highlighted as a challenge for
families living in poverty (Jeynes, 2018; Smees and Sammons, 2018). The unequal distribution of
economic, cultural and social capital constrains parents' involvement opportunities and their
ability to provide formally recognised educational resources to their children (Auerbach, 2007).
Children living in advantaged homes typically receive a more enriched home learning experience,
due to their access to educational resources valued by the formal education system and growing
up within an environment which encourages the acquisition of skills and knowledge (Smees and
Sammons, 2018). Whilst for a young child many activities they participate in have elements of
learning, middle class parents are seen to provide their children with access to the kinds of
learning that the school system values, as these values are shaped by middle-class ideology. These
activities outside of school can also help children build formal relationships with adults, develop

social and practical skills and confidence (Hirsch, 2007; Vincent and Maxwell, 2016). Children
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living in poverty often participate in fewer out-of-school activities meaning they are often denied
these learning experiences and do not have the opportunity to build formal relationships with
adults (Hirsch, 2007). Moreover, whilst these small advantages in the home environment are not
necessarily impactful in isolation, the accumulation of differences in home learning experiences
for children living in advantaged and disadvantaged homes can over time contribute towards the

large disparities in outcomes (Smees and Sammons, 2018).

However, the extent to which parents involve themselves in their children’s school and engage in
their children’s learning as well as the manner in which they do so have been socially constructed
by the privileged in line with the norms and expectation of middle-class parents (Auerbach,
2007). These norms and expectations are signified by legitimate acts; for example, attending
events at the school and assisting with homework. These legitimate acts are expected to be
performed by parents, and if parents ‘fail’ to perform these legitimate acts, schools and middle-
class parents often view these ‘failing’ parents as not caring about their child’s schooling
(Auerbach, 2007). Although it may not be possible for some parents to attend, or parents may be
supporting their children behind the scenes in different or in a more indirect manner (Auerbach,

2007).

Some families living in poverty regularly lack some of the daily essentials which inevitably affect
children’s ability to learn or even attend school (CPAG, 2018). For example, children living in
poverty may experience ill-fitting school clothes, may be living in cold damp conditions or may
be suffering from hunger which can prevent school attendance and mean children may not learn
as well, demonstrating the interconnectedness of health and education (CPAG, 2018). A study
examining parental perspectives on children leaving school early found that the fight to survive
everyday life constrained the extent to which they could engage in their child’s education (Doyle
and Keane, 2018). The impact of poverty and life stressors is significant on the family and
getting by daily can be seen as a challenge meaning that families prioritise their “survival over
education” (Doyle and Keane, 2018:83). Moreover, research into family functioning posits that a
family’s inability to invest in these materials affects their overall family functioning as parents as

they are unable to “invest sufficient human capital into their children” (Banovcinova et al,

2014:149).

In addition to systematic barriers and fewer resources, research indicates there is often a
mismatch of cultures between the school and the family (Auerbach, 2007; Macleod and Tett,
2019) particularly as schools tend to adopt a ‘one size fits all’ approach to parental engagement

(Crozier and Davies, 2007; Markham and Aveyard, 2003). It is argued that the voices of families
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from low SES backgrounds, ethnic minority backgrounds and those with limited English are
often silenced by dominant middle-class ideologies which can create feelings of mistrust (Doyle
and Keane, 2018; Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). For example, teachers reported difficulties
communicating with non-traditional families or those from low SES backgrounds, stating that
they are not trained or equipped to partner with families who may have diverse needs or those
from marginalised populations (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019; Hornby and Blackwell, 2018).
Although teachers and schools have a duty to initiate contact with parents and maintain
relationships between the school and families (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019), they often

receive limited to no training in communication with families from diverse backgrounds.

Working class families’ lives are often highly localised, and families’ aspirations for their child are
often associated with the needs of the local community and the development of skills which are
valued in their local environment (Wheeler, 2018). These values may not be in line with school
values, and therefore home and school cultures may be at odds with one another creating
misunderstandings and tensions between the family and the school (Auerbach, 2007). Arguably,
some families living in poverty exist within the poverty trap, whereby families do not aspire to
change their lives as they cannot imagine things being different (Wheeler, 2018). Moreover,
research indicates that schools have found to be stepping in to support families experiencing
poverty by providing a range of resources and implementing a number of anti-poverty strategies
including running food and clothes banks and running low-cost food clubs (CPAG, 2018). If
schools and parents living in poverty can build effective two-way relationships, there is the
potential to increase educational outcomes for children and relieve some of the strain caused by

welfare cuts and reduced budgets.

The term ‘hard-to-reach' parents is often used in parental involvement and engagement
literature. The term has been coined to describe parents who are perceived to rarely engage or
participate in school activities such as meetings or school events (Campbell, 2011). Research
examining the involvement of underserved parents often characterises these parents as being a
mixture of unemployed, low income and English as an additional language parents (Campbell,
2011; Ishimaru et al., 2016). Whilst it can be beneficial to characterise individuals that do not
engage in their children’s learning and education, labelling parents in this way can have negative
consequences (Rishell, 2008) and therefore the term underserved parents will be used in this
thesis as the term has fewer negative connotations and does not reinforce deficit approaches.
Labelling and biases can be stigmatising and affect the development of home-school
relationships as parents may not feel comfortable attending their child’s school and teachers may

not offer meaningful support to those families they may label as ‘dysfunctional’ (Rishell, 2008).
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This representation of ‘dysfunctional’ families is also exacerbated in the media as stereotyping of
adverse families often sees families being pathologised; suggesting their morals, values and

behaviours are not congruent with the norms of society (Doyle and Keane, 2018).

Research indicates that parents from low SES backgrounds often support their children to
overcome disadvantage through knowledge and support which is gained via their broader social
networks (Auerbach, 2007). Examination of working-class parents' role in supporting their
children’s college aspirations found that strong social mobility aspirations led them to utilising
their social capital and finding support or knowledge which they could not necessarily provide to
their child via their broader social network (Auerbach, 2007). Parents understood that ‘making
the right connections’ was key and utilising these connections and wider information and
resources meant parents could learn about the steps required to further their child’s education
and support their child’s journey (Auerbach, 2007). Parents' roles in supporting their children’s
education varies with regard to sociocultural factors such as class and ethnicity, and therefore
school awareness of this incongruity in expectations around engagement is fundamental (Durand
and Secakusuma, 2019). For parental involvement and engagement to be more effective, schools
need to create open dialogue with parents, whereby school policies, codes and ways for parents
to engage in their children’s learning are not assumed as taken-for-granted knowledge (Durand

and Secakusuma, 2019).

3.5 The Parent-Teacher Relationship

The development of a positive relationship and communication between school and the home at
the beginning of a child’s educational journey is viewed as key, with the establishment of a
family/ school partnership in the early years leading to a better school experience for a child
(Pirchio et al., 2013). However, decades of research have highlighted the complexity of parent-
teacher relationships which play out within the school, are influenced by the much larger
economic, sociocultural and socio-political contexts (Durand and Secukusuma, 2019). Studies
examining the parent-teacher relationship have highlighted issues around the concepts of power,
status and agency (Goodall, 2018a; Wheeler, 2018). Teachers often stand in the place of the
expert and possess the power and status in the parent-teacher relationship, using their power to
inform parents on how to support their child’s learning rather than seeing the learning process as
a shared task (Goodall, 2018a). The knowledge that parents have about their children is rarely
utilised, as knowledge authority and status resides with the school (Goodall, 2018a). Moreover, a
lack of trust between parents and the school can be attributed to the social distance between

teachers and parents, particularly those from poorer backgrounds, as neither party fully
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understands what the other party is trying to achieve (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). Parents
are generally not given the ability to act freely within the school, and parents report feeling

controlled and contained within certain boundaries contributing towards parents feeling ignored

or undervalued (Goodall, 2018a).

A negative parent-school relationship is shown to be a consequence of parents feeling
unwelcome at their child’s school or feeling inadequate or fearful of school due to personal
school experiences (Campbell, 2011). Parents’ prior educational histories hugely influence their
view of school in general as well as the construction of their role as a parent and their self-
efficacy to contribute towards their child’s learning (Auerbach, 2007; Hoover-Dempsey et al,
2005). Negative educational histories can act as a barrier to parent involvement in schooling and
parental engagement with learning (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Parents reported previous
negative schooling experiences created feelings of inadequacy, and a belief that their child’s
experience of schooling will be similar to theirs (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019; Hornby and
Blackwell, 2018). Subsequently, parents expressed that these negative experiences made them not
value the importance of parental involvement in primary school (Hornby and Blackwell, 2018;
Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). However, for some parents, a negative educational history can
positively affect their parental role and practices; as parents state they do not want their child to

miss the educational opportunities they once had (Auerbach, 2007).

As previously discussed, working-class parents highlight that poor parent-school relationships
are characterised by a lack of trust and a degree of hostility (Wheeler, 2018). A study examining
class-based parenting in Britain found that working class parents perceived an ‘us’ and ‘them’
relationship between themselves and their child’s classroom teacher, which exacerbated hostility
between parents and the school (Wheeler, 2018). The creation of this binary division creates a
distinction between the two groups with one group being categorised as subordinate and the
other as privileged (Goodall, 2019). In line with the deficit discourse, the subordinate group
often termed as the ‘other’, has connotations of blame and fault (Goodall, 2019). In relation to
parent-school relationships, parents often fall within the subordinate position and the effects of
poverty and inequality in their lives are often viewed by others to be caused by their individual

life choices rather than caused by the system (Goodall, 2019).

Innovative and increased use of technology arguably has the potential to break down the social
distance between home and school, as there can be a direct interactive link between the two
environments. For example, at the whole school-level, schools often email parents newsletters or

post informative tweets, and at the individual-level, systems such as ‘Show my Homework’ allow
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parents to see what homework their child has been set. Whilst there is a direct link from the
school to the home, these strategies do not encourage interaction or active parental engagement,
as there is often no two-way dialogue, and the partnership remains on the school's terms (Finn,
2019). Furthermore, there is the potential that families from low SES backgrounds may not
possess the electronic devices required or the literature presented to parents may not be in an
accessible language, creating issues of exclusion and feelings of inadequacy (Goldkind and
Farmer, 2013). The benefits and challenges of using technology to facilitate learning will be

discussed in further detail in Chapter 4.4.

In line with the deficit model, educators have also often been given the role of supporting and
strengthening home-based learning suggesting there is a lack of support within the home (Jeynes,
2018). Research has indicated that parents are often willing to be actively involved in their child’s
schooling but face resistance from both their child and their child’s teacher (Goldkind and
Farmer, 2013; Jeynes, 2018). These findings are particularly relevant to adolescent children who
feel a sense of independence and are often uncommunicative with their parents, meaning
children themselves can act as a bartier to their parents' involvement with school and
engagement with their learning (Jeynes, 2018; Auerbach, 2007). Children often act as cultural
brokers and in some cases interpreters between the school and their parents, and therefore if
children do not facilitate this engagement it reduces the probability of parents knowing of school
involvement opportunities (Auerbach, 2007). In relation to power dynamics and agency, parents
do not predominately possess the power nor agency in the parent-teacher relationship
(Campbell, 2011). Teachers possess the power and status, often using this power to inform
parents how their child is doing or on how to support their child’s learning which can cause
parents to feel powerless and instils the belief that teachers are the expert (Goodall, 2018a;
Smaill, 2015). These power dynamics are also evident in parental involvement literature and
practice where terms such as ‘professional and parents’ and ‘practitioners and parents’ are
commonly used (Goodall, 2018a). The existence of power relations between parents and
teachers can be broken down if effective strategies or methods are utilised. For example, teachers
reported that using personal experiences about their own child’s schooling as vignettes, helped to
build teacher-parent relationships and break down the presence of symbolic power, as teachers
were able to present themselves as a parent existing within a similar habitus to the parents they

were engaging with (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019).

Communicating and dealing with parents is not only a delicate issue but can be seen as a
problem for teachers due to its time-consuming nature and teachers' busy schedules (Cullingford

and Morrison, 1999). Parents reported feeling like whilst the school encouraged parental
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involvement via events and activities, teachers often did not want the hassle of engaging with
parents or discussing any potential problems (Cullingford and Morrison, 1999). From this
perspective, parents are viewed as holding a form of power, as teachers may avoid speaking with
parents about problems as this could lead to confrontation (Cullingford and Morrison, 1999).
The increase of parental power in society is evident in policy, as education has become a
commodity of which parents are consumers (Jones and Allebone, 1998). For example, parents
can examine school league tables, complete an Ofsted survey about their child's school and if
they have the available resources they can shop around for desirable schools within their area.
This notion of parents as consumers has led to parents relocating to certain areas to secure
places for their children at highly ranked schools (Ferguson, 2015). Nevertheless, Jones and
Allebone, (1998) note that in reality parental power is simply rhetoric and opportunities for
families, particularly from low SES backgrounds to exercise their power or use their voice to

affect their child’s education is limited.

Literature also indicates that school size can affect parental involvement with schools and
parent-school relationships, with small schools being shown to provide more effective
participation opportunities (Goldkind and Farmer, 2013). Smaller schools arguably have a greater
ability to focus on specific issues such as parental involvement and engagement and can
emphasise the importance of the teacher-school relationship which in turn can positively impact
academic achievement (Goldkind and Farmer, 2013). Classroom teachers are often
predominately responsible for the development of communication between the school and
home (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019), and smaller schools may mean classroom teachers have

more time to effectively engage with a greater proportion of children and parents.

Research has indicated that interventions which focus on parental engagement with schooling
can increase parental support in children’s learning, can increase parental confidence, and can
create a greater sense of feeling more capable in multiple areas of life (Macleod and Tett, 2019).
As with intervention implementation, it is essential that parental interventions or strategies are
suitable within the individual school context, and they take into consideration the needs of the
families and the local communities. In relation to school-based interventions, interventions are
more likely to be successful if they are supported by a school champion, typically a member of
the senior leadership team as there is more of a likelihood of a whole school approach and
changes in school policies (Goodall, 2018b). If parental engagement interventions or strategies
are applied effectively, then they have the potential power to transform relationships and become

embedded within the school culture (Goodall, 2018b).
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Positive family-school relationships are key to the improvement of child outcomes as well as the
creation of greater equity in schools and the education system (Ishimaru et al, 2016). A school
which can create a climate that is respectful of family and community needs is critical in
facilitating both student and parent involvement in schooling (Goldkind and Farmer, 2013). For
parental engagement with learning to be effective, parents and teachers need to effectively work
together to facilitate a child’s learning, offering perspectives and skills from different contexts
(Goodall, 2018a). When parents and schools work together, and a strength-based approach is
applied, information can be shared and schools and families can understand one another more
(Campbell, 2011; Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). A move away from a school-led approach,
towards more of a joint relationship which focuses on learning and emphasises effective
communication and dialogue between parents and school staff could improve overall
involvement and engagement which could subsequently increase academic attainment (Goodall,
2018b). Interventions that increase parental involvement and ensure that parents and educators
are on the same page, striving for the same goal equally, arguably have the most potential to

create effective change (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019).

3.6 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has outlined divergent definitions of parental involvement and engagement, as well
as a range of different theoretical frameworks around these concepts. Goodall and
Montgomery’s (2014) model for the progression from parental involvement with schools to
parental engagement with learning has been used to understand the overlapping concepts within
this thesis. This model for progression illustrates the complexity of defining the concepts and
posits that movement along the continuum from involvement to engagement is related to the

relational agency between the schools and the parent.

Research indicates that parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning
is socioeconomically differentiated, with parents from lower SES backgrounds less likely to
involve or engage themselves in their children’s schooling or learning (Doyle and Keane, 2019).
Parental involvement and parental engagement are linked with children’s school success
(Hoover-Dempsey et al, 2005; Jeynes, 2018) and parents are often viewed as largely contributing
factors in children’s educational achievement or underachievement (Doyle and Keane, 2019).
Whilst parents from lower SES backgrounds are seen less likely to engage in their children’s
learning, research has shown that parental engagement with learning can mitigate the differences
typically associated with socio-economic status and family background (Leithwood and Patrician,

2015). Therefore, illustrating the need to further understand the barriers which arise from
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systemic problems affecting parents’ personal and socio-economic circumstances (Spear et al.,

2021).

Moreover, the chapter has highlighted the negative language used in society to refer to parents
who do not engage in their children’s schooling or learning. Lack of involvement in school or
engagement in learning is often viewed as a direct result of a parent’s personal deficit which

inhibits their interest or ability to engage in school or education (Doyle and Keane, 2019).

Nonetheless, this research will not adopt a deficit lens when examining parental involvement and

parental engagement but rather this thesis considers the structural barriers, challenges in access

to opportunities and the divergence in school-home cultures, which all affect and interact to

affect parents' involvement and engagement in their children’s schooling and learning (Auerbach,

2007; Macleod and Tett, 2019).
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4. The Impact of School Closures: Socio-Economic Inequalities

experienced in School Holidays and during the COVID-19 Pandemic

4.1 Introduction

Central to this thesis is understanding the impacts of poverty on families' everyday lives and how
this subsequently effects parents’ involvement with school and engagement with learning.
Periods of school closures are known to be particularly challenging for families on lower
budgets, with the removal of FSM provision, unaffordable and inaccessible childcare, and
sometimes the cessation of employment to provide childcare contributing towards families
experiencing social isolation and poorer mental health and wellbeing (Stewart et al, 2018). As
well as food insecurity which can be understood as “a condition that occurs when individuals
and households do not have regular access to a supply of healthy and nutritious food to meet

their dietary needs” (Long et al, 2020;1).

The chapter will examine the impact of school closures in the summer holidays on children and
young people before discussing the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic school closures on
children and young people. An overview of the political landscape and recent policy changes
which have driven up the poverty experienced by children and families, particularly during
periods of school closures will be discussed. The chapter will also contribute to contextual
understandings of the extent to which families on lower incomes are supported by schools and
the welfare state during the summer holidays. The challenges experienced by families living in
areas of disadvantage in periods of school closures, and the subsequent impacts on educational
inequalities are recognised by the Welsh Government. Current policy debates in Wales centre
around reviewing the structure of the schooling year, in terms of the length of holidays to better
support learners and with the aim of tackling disadvantage and the attainment gap, although at

this current timepoint no changes have been announced (Welsh Government, 2022).

Whilst the majority of literature reviewed is in relation to the UK as a whole, there are sections
which are specific to Wales, and these will be highlighted. Table 2 details some similarities and
differences between Wales summer holiday and COVID-19 school closures. For example,
COVID-19 school closures saw the maintenance of home-school communication and schools
providing educational content to children whereas these are not common factors of summer
holiday school closures. This first section of the chapter will provide greater understanding of
the challenges faced by children and families during school summer holidays and will further

support understandings of some of the challenges faced by children and families during longer-
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term COVID-19 school closures. Although socioeconomic inequalities in experiences and
opportunities during the summer holidays are of importance to this research, the primary focus
is on socioeconomic inequalities in learning opportunities more generally and therefore a greater

focus is placed on the impacts of school closures during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Schools closed for a six-week period. Uncertainty around the period of time
schools would remain closed.

School buildings often used for school or Some school buildings used as ‘school hubs’

community programmes during the period. for children of key worker parents or for
children classified as vulnerable.

School staff away from schools and not School staff required to work both in school

working during this period. hubs and at home to support children’s
distanced learning.

Little to no educational content provided to Educational content provided to children and

children by school. teaching provided by School staff. Teaching
and learning primarily moved online or
distributed via paperwork packs.

Home-school communication stops. Home-school communication maintained on
a regular basis via email communication,
social media but primarily through telephone
calls.

Free School Meals (FSM) provision ceases. Alternative FSM provision implemented by
Welsh government and individual schools.

Table 2: Some Similarities and Differences Between Welsh Summer Holiday School

Closures and COVID-19 School Closures.

Due to the unique nature of the pandemic and the sustained period of school closures, research
around the impacts of the pandemic closures on children and families is still emerging. However,
this literature review will cover four key areas in relation to the impact of school closures on
children and families; 1) education and learning, 2) food poverty, 3) the social needs of families
and 4) child mental health and wellbeing. School closures are shown to exacerbate
socioeconomic inequalities in health, wellbeing and education (Blundell et al., 2020; Cullinane

and Montacute, 2020; Evans, 2020; Lancker and Parolin, 2020) and therefore understanding the
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impact of summer holiday and pandemic school closures on children and families is

fundamental.

4.2 Welfare Reforms and the Impacts on Children and Young People During Periods of

School Closures

Understanding the impacts of policy and the macrosystem on poverty experienced by families
generally and more specifically during the summer holidays and the COVID-19 pandemic is
essential. The 2008 financial crisis and austerity alongside welfare reforms have arguably
contributed towards families struggling to financially cope with the demands of everyday life
(Lambie-Mumford and Sims, 2018). One of the most publicised consequences of poverty is food
insecurity. As noted in the House of Lords (2020) ‘Hungry for change: fixing the failures in food’
report, food insecurity reveals how the welfare system is failing to prevent people finding
themselves without the means or resources to access food. Poverty is characterised by a lack of
resources and often people’s food budgets may be the only budget that can be reduced (House
of Lords, 2020). Problems with universal credit as well as increases in the cost of living have
been contributing factors in the rise of food hunger and increases in the use of charitable food

banks (Lambie-Mumford and Sims, 2018).

Low-income families are particularly vulnerable to food hunger and this vulnerability is seen to
be aggravated during the summer holidays (Lambie-Mumford and Sims, 2018; Stewart et al.,
2018). Food poverty is defined as “insufficient economic access to an adequate quantity and
quality of food to maintain a nutritionally satisfactory and socially acceptable diet” (O’Connor et
al, 2015; 432). Throughout this research, the terms food poverty and food insecurity have been
used interchangeably in line with existing literature within the field (Long et al, 2020). National
changes to the social system, rising food prices, an increase in the cost of living and poor pay
have resulted in families experiencing food poverty and the poorest families seeking help from
charities during the summer holidays (CPAG, 2015; McGuinnes et al., 2018b). The closure of
schools during UK summer holidays sees the removal of the provision of FSM’s to those
entitled, as well as the removal of food provisions offered at breakfast and after school clubs
which often provide food security to many children from low-income families (OECD, 2020).
Parents report the financial burden of the summer holidays has resulted in parents skipping
meals in order to feed their children as well as causing greater stress which in turn can negatively
impact parental wellbeing (CPAG, 2015; McConnon et al., 2017). The Trussel Trust (2017) has

pressed for a greater sense of urgency in addressing food hunger and revealed that increases in
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the demand of emergency food for children in the summer holidays often results in food banks

experiencing shortages in goods over these periods (Stewart et al., 2018).

In addition, The Child Poverty Action Group and The Church of England conducted a survey
with low income-families between May 2020 and November 2020 (n= 678), in-depth interviews
with families in the May/June of 2020 (n=21) and follow up interviews in November 2020
(n=10), with the aim of gaining an understanding of their experiences of the pandemic (Edwards
et al., 2020). The research found that the pandemic had significantly negatively impacted families’
living standards, with families reporting finding it harder to financially manage and families
noting struggling to cover the costs of basic essentials such as food, utilities and child-related
costs such as school uniform (Edwards et al., 2020). The detrimental financial impacts of the
pandemic on low-income families has arguably contributed to an increase in the number of

families noting reliance on the social security system (Edwards et al., 2020).

As discussed in chapter 2, these reforms support neo-liberalist ideas that see individuals as
responsible for their own destinies and therefore justify cost-cutting agendas. Nonetheless, a
review on the impacts of the summer holidays on children and young people has noted that the
disadvantages that children and families from lower incomes experience in the summer holidays
are an accumulation of overlapping issues including lower incomes, welfare cuts, the removal of
FSM’s provision and unaffordable and inaccessible childcare (Stewart et al., 2018). The
accumulation of these challenges contributes to families experiencing hunger, social isolation and

poorer mental health and wellbeing (CPAG, 2017; McGuinnes et al., 2018b; Stewart et al., 2018).

4.3 Routine Periods of School Closure

Literature examining the impact of the school holidays on children and families indicates that the
summer holidays are often a difficult time for low-income families (Stewart et al, 2018;
McConnon et al, 2017). In the UK, schools are typically closed for a 6-week period during the
summer [see Table 2] and the educational and social support schools provide to children and
families is often removed. A review on the impact of the summer holidays on low-income
families in Scotland stated that families on lower incomes face three fundamental difficulties
during the summer holidays; child food hunger, childcare and summer learning loss (see
definition on page 55) (CPAG, 2015). These challenges contribute towards children experiencing
periods of social isolation and inactivity which can result in poorer physical health and poorer
mental health and wellbeing (McGuinnes et al., 2018b; Morgan et al., 2019; Stewart et al., 2018;
Stretesky et al, 2020).
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In addition, the cost of childcare in the holidays exceeds many families’ budgets resulting in
children being left unsupervised or parents seizing work opportunities to fulfil childcare duties
(Stewart et al., 2018; The Childhood Trust, 2018). Schools are often seen to provide a form of
relief for families experiencing poverty, through the provision of childcare, food and social
support and therefore the closures of schools can place additional pressure and strain on
families’ lives. A report analysing the impacts of the summer holidays indicated that half
(n=12,377) of children surveyed from disadvantaged working families reported they were left
without adult supervision at one point during the summer holidays (The Childhood Trust, 2018).
This limited parental supervision can lead to children experiencing social isolation as well as
being susceptible to violence and partaking in anti-social behaviour due to boredom (The
Childhood Trust, 2018). However, whilst many parents can afford to place their child in
childcare during the holidays, many working-class parents may not be able to afford this expense

and therefore have little choice but to leave their children unsupervised.

In 2017, The Welsh Government introduced 30 hours a week of early education and childcare
for children aged 3 to 4 years old if families met eligibility criteria (Welsh Government, 2019).
Eligibility criteria denotes a parent must be working 16 hours a week, must be earning under
100,000 per year and if a two-parent family both parents must be working (Welsh Government,
2019). However, these changes in policy and provision do not consider families living on the
lowest incomes or non-working families and exclusion of non-working families potentially
hinders non-working parents from looking for employment due to providing full-time childcare
(Johnes and Hutchinson, 2016; Stewart et al., 2018). This includes children in the eatly years and
does not necessarily overcome the difficulties of families sourcing accessible and suitable
childcare provision for older children (CPAG, 2015; Stewart et al., 2018). School holiday
provision which is affordable and accessible to all, and which does target or stigmatise those

from low-incomes families could be key to supporting families who struggle to meet the financial

demands of the summer holidays (CPAG, 2017).

Furthermore, the attainment gap between the richest and the poorest students is seen to
exacerbate during the summer holidays (Stewart et al, 2018). The concept of summer learning
loss seeks to explain how a child’s learning becomes stagnant or children experience a loss in
academic knowledge or skills during the summer holidays (Shinwell and Defeyter, 2017). It is
estimated that children from disadvantaged families typically lose one month of learning as a
result of the summer holiday whereas children from more advantaged families do not generally

experience this loss of learning over the same period (OECD, 2020). A quantitative study
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examining the summer learning loss of 77 primary school children aged between 5- and 10-years
old attending three low SES schools in Scotland and Northeast England measured reading and
spelling at 3 time points; directly before and directly after the summer holidays, and after 7-
weeks of teaching upon returning to school (Shinwell and Defeyter, 2017). The study indicated
that performance in spelling declined when children returned to school after the summer
holidays suggesting summer learning loss, but after returning to school for seven weeks, the
children’s spelling scores had increased beyond the reported baseline figures (Shinwell and
Defeyter, 2017). When SES was accounted for, a relationship was observed between the summer
holidays and spelling learning loss for children from lower-income families (Cooper et al, 1996;
Shinwell and Defeyter, 2017), but no relationship was found between the summer holidays and

reading learning loss (Shinwell and Defeyter, 2017).

Similarly, a comprehensive review of 39 studies measuring achievement scores in the summer
holidays in the US found there was no effect on maths or reading but detrimental effects were
found in relation to children’s math computation and spelling (Cooper et al., 1996) illustrating
mixed findings. Nonetheless, assumptions that children, particularly from low-income
households, experience summer learning loss is apparent amongst educationalists and teachers
(Evans, 2020). Whilst the concept of learning loss provides estimates about losses in formally
measured academic learning, these measurements only capture students’ learning in relation to a
specific topics or areas and not their overall education, ignoring important aspects of learning

such as confidence, entrepreneurial thinking or self-determination (Zhao, 2021).

In addition, a review of studies examining the impacts of the summer holidays on children from
low-income families indicated that children from lower-income families often experience
unequal access and limited participation in enrichment activities in the summer holidays (Stewart
et al., 2018). Enrichment activities can be viewed as “out-of-school activities which are enabled
by parents in informal learning environments” (Washington-Nortey, 2017;1). Poorer children
experience unequal access in opportunities to engage in informal learning during the summer
holidays due to the high cost of activities (Evans, 2020). Even activities which are considered
‘free’ such as going to the seaside, or to the museum can incur cost to parents such as transport
and food. Therefore, many activities which are culturally enriching, fun or educational can be out
of reach to some children (Evans, 2020). Parents are often viewed as the key facilitators of
enrichment activities; however, it may not be possible for some parents to offer their child these
experiences. It is fundamental not to view this non-participation through a neo-liberalist deficit

lens but instead recognise the challenges that may inhibit parents from being able to offer these
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opportunities to their children such as affordability challenges, challenges with transport or

availability of provision within their local area.

4.3.1 UK Summer Holiday Provision

Research on summer holiday school closures shows inequalities in learning and enrichment
opportunities as well as challenges in parents accessing affordable childcare. Challenges in access
to learning, enrichment opportunities and childcare can arguably contribute to children
experiencing learning loss, social isolation and boredom (Morgan et al., 2019). Moreover, there
are concerns around children experiencing shortages of food within the home in the summer
holidays due to the removal of food provisions at school and the financial challenges faced by

parents (Defeyter, 2019; Stretesky et al, 2020).

Affordable and accessible childcare provision in the summer holidays has been recognised as a
policy blind spot (Graham et al., 2016; Hawkins, 2014). However, in recent years there have been
increases in UK summer holiday interventions and programmes, often with these interventions
and programmes specifically targeting children from low-income families. Research examining
holiday programmes and clubs for children found that historically programmes purposes were
often associated with the socioeconomic status of the child participating (Cooper et al, 1996;
McAlister, 2014). For example, summer programmes focused solely on enrichment tended to be
geared at children from higher-income families and summer programmes focused on
overcoming learning deficiencies or supporting children’s nutritional needs tended to be geared

at children from lower-income families (Cooper et al, 1996; McAlister, 2014).

The summer holidays can be a difficult time financially for families, and often families face
challenges accessing healthy food as well as enriching activities. Holiday food hunger is a term
used within the literature to define when school-aged children “lack adequate levels of health and
nutritious food during the school holidays” (Stretesky et al, 2020;1). Concerns around holiday
food hunger as well as challenges with children accessing enrichment activities during the holiday
has been documented by UK governments (Department for Education, 2023; Welsh
Government, 2020). There has been a rise in summer holiday provision with the introduction of
the Food and Fun: School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) (In Wales) in 2015 and the
introduction of the Holiday Activities and Food Programme (In England) in 2018 (Defeyter,
2019; Department for Education, 2022; Graham et al., 2016; Welsh Government, 2020). Both
programmes have been heavily influenced by food and nutrition research and ensuring children

receive good nutritional food which is key to their health and development during the summer
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holidays (Department for Education, 2023). These programmes have developed over time and

continue to receive funding from both the Welsh and Westminster governments.

As this research is conducted in Wales, further discussion around Welsh policy and the SHEP
programme will follow. The Welsh Government funded SHEP [See Section 5.4.2 The School
Holiday Enrichment Programmes (SHEP): A Case Study for further detail] aims to support
nutritional, social and educational needs by providing a 12-day programme to children during the
summer holidays. The Welsh Government (2020) continue to pledge funding to support local
authorities to enhance childcare and play opportunities for children and young people,
supporting children to engage with education, socialise with their peers, partake in enriching
activities and partake in physical exercise during the summer holidays. This funding is primarily
targeted at deprived communities and local authorities have been given autonomy in their

spending, meaning funding can be allocated to support those most in need with specific areas

(Welsh Government, 2020).

There is also a recognition of the importance of holiday hunger schemes in Wales is highlighted
further in the Children’s Commissioner for Wales (2019) report titled ‘a Charter for Change:
Protecting Welsh Children from the impact of poverty’ which outlines practical steps the Welsh
Government, local authorities and schools could take to protect those most vulnerable. Though
low-income families report finding free activities which can provide learning opportunities in
parks, museums and libraries (CPAG, 2015), issues of accessibility still remain (CPAG, 2015;
Stewart et al, 2018). The implementation of additional holiday clubs and childcare provision in
the summer holidays could provide additional opportunities for children to partake in
enrichment activities. For the summer of 2021, SHEP was allocated £4.85 million to support the
roll out of the programme with the aim of supporting the recovery from the broader impacts of

the pandemic on children and young people particularly from areas of social deprivation

(WLGA, 2023).

Nonetheless, in some cases due to the absence of a national policy to address holiday hunger,
alongside a wider reluctance to address child poverty, schools, the voluntary sector and local
authorities are often stepping in to provide holiday clubs for low incomes families (Mann et al.,
2018). Moreover, increases in school and third sector support to ensure children’s basic needs
are met arguably absolves governments of responsibility for more structural change to support
the elimination of child poverty. Schools are often referred to as the ‘fourth emergency service’
as increasing pressure has been placed on schools to support children’s basic needs which is

evident in the rise of food bank within schools (Baker, 2022).
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The challenges for children and parents from lower socio-economic status backgrounds during
the summer holidays are of concern, and arguably of greater concern post pandemic. The Welsh
Government see the programme as key to supporting families experiencing financial challenges
during the summer holidays and have allocated £4.85 million to the programme in the 2023
budget (WLGA, 2023). This money intends to support the roll-out of the programme through
the close working of the local authorities and partner agencies. This section has discussed some
of the concerns around school closures and the current government provision (WLGA, 2023).
The subsequent sections of the literature review will discuss these concerns in relation to the

extended period of school closures during the COVID-19 pandemic.

4.4 Exceptional Periods of Unplanned School Closure: the COVID-19 Pandemic

Lockdown measures implemented during the pandemic directed people to stay at home,
restricting people's movements as well as the availability of certain good and services (Institute
for Government, 2020). Some of the challenges experienced by families in the summer holidays
such as food hunger and limited opportunities to partake in enrichment activities were
experienced during the pandemic, with new challenges such as access to digital devices arising.
Whilst government messaging suggested that ‘we are all in this together’ (Sunak, 2020a) the
experiences of individuals and families were variable and those considered most vulnerable have
been negatively impacted by the pandemic to a greater extent (Blundell et al., 2020). Education
disruptions, fears of family members becoming unwell, reduced opportunities to play and
disruptions to peer and family relationships are seen to have impacted children’s wellbeing and
development, with increases in relative emotional difficulties throughout the socioeconomic
distribution (Moore et al., 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic has increased the risk of harm for
children and young people’s physical health, mental health, social and material wellbeing as well
as education with the poorest children being hit the hardest (Moore et al., 2022; OECD, 2020;
UNICEF, 2020; Whittaker, 2022).

Moreover, the pandemic has exacerbated the difficulties and disadvantages already faced by
vulnerable groups such as young people in the care system (Roberts et al., 2020) or children with
disabilities or learning difficulties. Whilst global COVID-19 trends suggest that children were far
less likely to be infected than adults, the economic and social consequences of the .pandemic
have shown to be harmful for children with those experiencing poverty experiencing the greatest
harm (OECD, 2020). The crisis has exposed the fragility of life for many families and whilst
children have shown remarkable resilience and adaptability, those with the fewest resources were

often found adapting to the crisis the most challenging (UNICEF, 2020).
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From a review of emerging literature on the pandemic four main challenges faced by families and
children during periods of COVID-19 school closures have been highlighted and will be

discussed in detail. The four areas are as follows:

1. Education and Learning

2. Food Poverty

3. The Social Needs of Families

4. Child Mental Health and Wellbeing

4.4.1 Education and Learning

The pandemic saw an estimated 1.6 billion learners in more than 200 countries experience
disruptions to their teaching and learning (Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021). However, in the UK
schools remained in operation, primarily in a remote manner. In Wales, school hubs opened for
children aged 5-12 of key worker parents and for children identified as vulnerable. A vulnerable
child in terms of hub provision was defined by the Welsh Government as a child “with
safeguarding needs and supported by social care, which included children in care, children on the
child protection register, looked after children, young carers, disabled children and those with
Statements of special education needs” (Williams, 2020;1). Whilst this concept of vulnerability
was used to define eligibility criteria the definition could be argued to be very restrictive. The
term ‘vulnerability’ is complex, and a large set of variables which are related to the more general
aspect of a child’s daily context needed to be considered in terms of vulnerability and the
potential risk of harm (Skinner et al., 2006). These variables could include poverty, education,

disability and access to basic necessities such as shelter and food (Skinner et al., 20006).

4.4.1.1 Methods to Support Learning during Periods of School Closure

As discussed eatlier, time away from school such as breaks during the summer holidays
disproportionately negatively affect poorer students and periods of school closures further risk
widening the attainment gap (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020; Evans, 2020). Increases in
inequalities in learning opportunities during the COVID-19 pandemic has argued contribute to
the exacerbation of educational inequalities (Jeger and Blaabak, 2020). Families” access to
resources varied and parents' availability and ability to support their children’s learning also
varied (Jaeger and Blaabak, 2020). Moreover, parental engagement with culturally enriching
activities was a significant challenge for all parents as opportunities for participation in clubs or

groups were mostly suspended (Spear et al., 2021).
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The closure of schools to the majority of children resulted in children’s home environments
adapting to also become their sole learning environment. Both teachers and students had to
adapt quickly to a whole new model of teaching and learning at a distance, and some parents
found themselves taking on a new role in their children’s learning (Cullinane and Montacute,
2020). Literature raised issues around the quality of home learning environments and children’s
access to digital devices, material devices and the internet as well as the provision and quality of
distance learning materials and resources (Jaeger and Blaabzk, 2020; OECD, 2020). Whilst
children from disadvantaged backgrounds were likely to need the greatest amount of support
during this time, these children were least likely to have access to the support or resources
needed (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020). These concerns were publicised nationally with the
Welsh Minister for Education responding to concerns with a £3 million commitment to
supporting digitally excluded learners as part of the ‘stay safe, stay learning’ policy (Welsh
Government, 2020c). These funds were used to provide learners with MiFi devices and software
licences, and the Welsh Government collaborated with partners across education to support
children and families to get online and get used to using online education platforms (Welsh

Government, 2020c).

As with existing research on parental engagement with learning much of the emphasis has been
placed on the ‘home’ environment and parents’ engagement in their child’s learning which can
often reinforce deficit approaches. However, it is fundamental to highlight that there were large
disparities in the methods of delivery adopted across the UK and the support provided by
schools to parents (Andrew et al., 2020; Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2020; Cullinane and
Montacute, 2020), with the differences in delivery of educational content being socio-
economically distributed. For example, findings from the Teacher Tapp Survey (cited in
Cullinane and Montacute, 2020) conducted in March 2020 indicated that approximately 28% of
teachers working in the most affluent schools reported using online ‘live’ video conferencing in
comparison with 3% of teachers working within the most deprived schools. Similarly, when the
use of physical workbooks/sheets were compared, 48% of teachers in the most deprived schools
reported utilising physical workbooks/ sheets in comparison with 17% of teachers working in
the most affluent schools (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020). However, a survey of parents (n=
3,600) and children (n= 1,300) from low-income backgrounds reported they often did not own a
printer or could not afford the costs of running a printer and therefore paper resources were

only potentially beneficial if distributed by the school (CPAG, 2020).

Teaching was offered to children through different means with three predominant methods

being highlighted in the literature; delivery of educational content online via pre-set tasks and
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activities, delivery of virtual synchronous lessons and delivery of home learning packs or a
mixture of approaches (Andrew et al., 2020; Cullinane and Montacute, 2020). As noted above
there were differences in methods of delivery between less and more affluent schools. In March
2020, the Sutton Trust highlighted that schools considered less affluent were less likely to set
work through an online platform and much more likely to set work for students via physical
worksheets and workbooks than schools in more affluent areas (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020)

which could be attributed to schools’ awareness of issues with access to digital devices.

In addition, findings from an Institute for Fiscal Studies survey of 4,157 parents from eight
schools in England indicated that for primary schools, 30% of parents from lower income
families noted their child was offered online classes and 41% stated the school offered active
help in comparison with 43% of children from more advantaged families being offered online
classes and 53% of middle-class parents were provided with active help from the school
(Andrew et al., 2020). These differences were further supported in a parent survey which
highlighted that of the parents surveyed, 30% of parents from middle class homes reported their
children partaking in live or recorded lessons once a day in comparison with only 16% of
working-class parents reporting the same for their children (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020),
illustrating socioeconomic differences in the delivery of educational content. Whilst it could be
argued that schools did not have the ability or time to set-up online live or recorded lessons
rapidly when school buildings were first closed, a subsequent report by the Sutton Trust in
January 2021 highlighted that figures for the use of live online lessons were still considerably

variable (Montacute and Cullinane, 2021).

There were also concerns raised over the amount and quality of work being returned by children
and young people. Research indicated that for both primary and secondary children an average
of 5 hours of schoolwork a day were reported to have been completed (Andrew et al., 2020).
However, meaningful socioeconomic differences in the time children spent completing home
learning were evident (Andrew et al., 2020; Cullinane and Montacute, 2020). The socio-economic
gap in the time spent completing educational activities was greater for primary school children,
with children from more advantaged families spending an estimated 1.5 hours per day longer
completing educational activities than children from more deprived families (Andrew et al.,
2020). These socioeconomic differences in time spent completing school-set work by primary
and secondary school children could be attributed to the additional support needed from parents
at a younger age. Research indicated that parents reported struggling with supporting their
children’s learning at home although these struggles were reported by parents from higher and

lower SES backgrounds (Andrew et al., 2020).
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Nevertheless, it is important to consider the different types of home learning and how these
were monitored and measured as well as the barriers which may inhibit children and young
people from more deprived areas engaging in learning within the home. For example, it is
unclear whether workbooks/sheets were returned to schools and were viewed by teaching staff.
Whilst this method of delivery was seen to be accessible for children from lower-income
families, it is difficult to measure engagement levels in workbooks/ sheets in comparison with
measuring engagement in online learning content. The differences in the delivery of teaching by
schools is evident and is likely to be a result of considerations by schools on what methods
would be best suited to their students and families, with schools from more deprived areas likely
to be holding back on providing online classes to limit the effect of inequality across the school
(Andrew et al., 2020). The challenges of inaccessibility within the home as well as parents’
availability and abilities to support children’s learning with the home is likely to have contributed

to the widening of the educational attainment gap.

4.4.1.2 The Digital Divide

The pandemic has highlighted the issue of digital exclusion, with much of the globe being viewed
as digitally excluded because of a lack of internet access, limited access to digital devices and low
levels of digital literacy (Lancker and Parolin, 2020; Seah, 2020). Technology has added an
additional dimension to educational inequality and inequalities more generally (Seah, 2020). In
the UK, it is estimated that currently 1 in 10 households do not have access to the internet and
children from the poorest families are three times more likely to not have access to a phone or
device for schoolwork purposes (Andrew et al., 2020; Seah, 2020). Socioeconomic differences in
access to and quality of digital devices were evident in UK wide literature, with children from
less affluent backgrounds being less likely to have access to a digital device, more likely to have
to share a device to learn and more likely to have poorer quality broadband connections which
all constrain students’ engagement in online content (Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2020;
Cullinan et al., 2021; Cullinane and Montacute, 2020; Parentkind, 2020). The digital divide is
more complex than solely access to devices and the internet but other variables which effect the
divide include digital skills and external factors such as parental skills, the home learning
environment and teacher skills and support (Coleman, 2021). Moreover, the household
conditions in which children from more deprived children live in have been seen to negatively
impact children’s opportunities to learn, with some children living in houses which are
inadequately heated, have limited or no outdoor space or are overcrowded (L.ancker and Parolin,

2020).
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Access to digital devices not only inhibits children’s access to school-level online learning
opportunities but also inhibits children’s access to other learning resources online such as
eBooks, BBC bitesize or other interactive learning resources. Quantitative analysis on the use of
digital library resources by families throughout the pandemic in Denmark highlighted an increase
in inequality in learning opportunities as more affluent families were more likely to access library
resources than less affluent families (Jaeger and Blaaback, 2020). Research indicated that whilst
these higher SES- families took out more digital children’s books prior to lockdown the gradient
increased throughout the pandemic illustrating increases in inequalities in opportunities (Jaeger
and Blaabzk, 2020). Moreover, limited access to devices or the internet presented challenges in
accessing social support networks during periods of lockdowns and restrictions during the
pandemic (Beaunoyer et al., 2020). Isolation made it harder for some children and families to
actualise the support networks around them, which could have negatively impacted the mental

health and wellbeing of those digitally excluded (Beaunoyer et al., 2020).

Additionally, limited digital skills and limited digital competency act as an additional barrier to
learning within the home as access to a digital device does not guarantee learning (OECD, 2020).
Research from the OECD (2020) reported socioeconomic differences in parent digital literacy
and competency, as parents from more advantaged households reported feeling more confident
in their digital skills, more likely to encourage and guide digital activity and were arguably better
equipped to support their child’s learning within the home. The use of technology to learn
arguably added an additional barrier to parental engagement as some parents were asked to
navigate online resources and platforms they were not familiar with (Andrew et al., 2020).
Moreover, in terms of educational histories, parents who were more highly educated were more
likely to be in professional or managerial occupations meaning they arguably had greater
opportunities to work from home, greater digital confidence and digital competency (Pensiero et

al., 2020).

A Children’s Commissioner for Wales (2021) survey on the digital divide in Wales which
surveyed 167 school and college leaders from 19 local authorities found that 60% of schools or
colleges reported fewer than 10% of their learners were without access to a device. However, 20
schools indicated that they had more than 20% of learners without access to a device (Children’s
Commissioner for Wales, 2021), which could be attributed to school-level socioeconomic
composition. When device sharing was analysed, the report indicated that 36% of 148 schools
and colleges noted that more than half of their learners shared a device (Children’s
Commissioner for Wales, 2021) which could suggest accessibility issues within households. In

Wales, there were attempts to address the challenges of access to digital devices and the internet,
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with some local authorities providing devices and internet dongles for redistribution to children
(Welsh Government, 2020c). For example, a total of 10,848 MiFi devices and 9,717 software
licences were distributed to children across Wales as of June 2020 by the Welsh Government
(Welsh Government, 2020c). Moreover, charities or organisations provided funds to schools or

donated devices to children throughout the pandemic.

Additional barriers to online and distance learning were also reported for children with learning
disabilities, for children who English is an additional language (EAL) or those whose parents are
not fluent in English. The pandemic has caused significant disruption to children’s lives and to
children who thrive under structure and routine (NSPCC, 2021; OECD, 2020). Concerns have
been raised around the impact of the pandemic on children with learning disabilities with fears
that this could lead to further marginalisation from wider society (Beaton et al., 2021). This
disruption to routine alongside barriers in access to online lessons, reduced support and limited
tailored tuition for children with disabilities have meant adjusting to remote learning has been
challenging (NSPCC, 2021; OECD, 2020). Moreover, support services for children were either
closed or severely reduced and some parents reported struggling to cope with the demands of a
disabled child with limited support contributing towards families experiencing high levels of
stress (NSPCC, 2021). Research from Australia also highlighted that EAL students were at
particular risk of poorer learning outcomes during the pandemic (Finkel, 2020). Not only do
students with EAL face barriers in terms of their understanding of educational content, research
suggests these children of migrant families can often be considered more vulnerable as they are
more likely to live below the poverty line, live in poorer housing conditions, and their parents
tend to have less stable jobs which could have been affected further by the pandemic (Hobbs

and Bernard, 2021; OECD, 2020).

Nonetheless, qualitative research with stakeholders holding insider knowledge about the
experiences of children with learning disabilities during the pandemic highlighted that the
pandemic has not been entirely disadvantageous for children with learning disabilities (Beaton et
al., 2021). The use of online learning meant enhanced opportunities for social inclusion through
increased agency for children and their families and new methods of connectedness leading to
improved relationships with key stakeholders (Beaton et al., 2021). Typically, parents cannot be
involved in the classroom setting however with learning from home parents become active
participants in learning and arguably this challenged the status quo (Beaton et al., 2021). Possible
benefits of lockdown and remote learning for EAL children included the development of a

greater range of free EAL online learning resources and schools’ development of different ways
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to communicate with EAL parents including using bilingual texts or translators (Inside

Government, 2020).

International research has highlighted that students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds,
EAL students and children with learning disabilities are at greater risk of poorer learning
outcomes as a result of the pandemic (Finkel, 2020). The challenges of accessibility alongside low
parental confidence, parental working commitments and the level of support the school provides
can all impact parents’ capabilities to support learning from home and have all disproportionately
affected families from lower- SES backgrounds (Andrew et al., 2020). Schools have worked hard
to mitigate the challenges faced by children from poorer families during the pandemic as well as
mitigate the impact of school closures on the inequality gap by providing resources and support
to children and families in need (Cullinane and Montacute, 2020). Schools provided parents with
advice regarding supervised learning as well as digital devices and paper workbooks (Cullinane
and Montacute, 2020). However, the structural barriers which produce inequalities and constrain
parents from lower-SES backgrounds engaging in their children’s learning are still apparent and
can arguably be seen to have exacerbated as a result of the pandemic which in turn could

negatively impact the existing educational attainment gap.

4.4.2 Child Food Poverty and the COVID-19 Pandemic

As previously noted, family hunger is a fundamental concern when schools are closed during the
school holidays (CPAG, 2017; OECD, 2020). However, the pandemic school closures arguably
highlighted the issue of child food poverty on a national level, with the media reporting on the
issue and governments having to address the issue of child food insecurity. National headlines
included “UNICEF steps in to feed British children for the first time in history” (The Telegraph,
2020) and “Marcus Rashford brings food brand giants together to tackle child food poverty”
(BBC, 2020). Whilst on school census day in 2019, it was estimated that 68,000 children in Wales
were entitled to FSM’s figures were estimated to have increased to 90,00 during the pandemic
(Palmer, 2021). Provisions were put in place to support children who were eligible for FSM’s (see
below) (Bevan Foundation, 2020), however concerns were raised that around 70,000 additional
children living below the poverty line were likely to have been experiencing child food hunger

due to not meeting FSM eligibility criteria (Palmer, 2021).

In the UK, pre-pandemic statistics indicated rising levels of household food insecurity (Graham
et al., 2016). However, the pandemic has contributed towards greater increases in this, and
households with children are shown to be at greater risk of experiencing shortages of food

within the home (Goudie and Mclntyre, 2021). Whilst not having the financial means to
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purchase food is often the biggest driver of food insecurity other drivers in the pandemic
included households being isolated and a lack of supply of food (Goudie and Mclntyre, 2021).
Targeted policy interventions as well as the £20 uplift per week in universal credit and the
working tax credit allowance attempted to mitigate the financial challenges posed by the
pandemic (Sunak, 2020b). Nonetheless, some children were still reporting mild to severe food
insecurity in January 2021 (Goudie and Mclntyre, 2021) suggesting that the implemented welfare
provision was falling short. The Westminster and devolved governments opted for different
approaches to support families who were experiencing shortages of food. The Welsh
Government’s initial implementation of ‘grab and go’ bags saw low take up which could be
attributed to the embarrassment or stigma of having to attend a designated public building to
collect bags of food, or issues of accessibility (Bevan Foundation, 2020). However, alternative
methods of delivery were later explored, and three differing methods were adopted by local

authorities across Wales. The methods were as follows:

e Direct cash payments to families
e Shopping vouchers
e Delivery of weekly food parcels

As of May 2020, local authorities implemented the food provision system they believed was most
appropriate to their local authority area with the majority of local authorities opting to provide
FSMs via direct cash payments to parents (Bevan Foundation, 2020). Arguably, all of the delivery
systems have strengths and weaknesses however the Bevan Foundation (2020) advocated the use
of direct cash payments as this supported parental anonymity, autonomy, and flexibility. In terms
of longer-term support, the Welsh Government have vowed to support families throughout
periods of school closures until the summer of 2022, providing an additional £33 million to

combat childhood food poverty (Bevan Foundation, 2020).

Nevertheless, whilst UK governments implemented policies to support children and families
financially struggling during the pandemic, there were still concerns that many children not
entitled to FSM due to the nature of the eligibility criteria were experiencing food poverty
(Palmer, 2021). The end of the furlough scheme, the cut to the £20 uplift on universal credit and
working tax credit, and the cost-of-living crisis have contributed to increases in families
experiencing shortages of food within the home (Goudie and Mclntyre, 2021; Wood, 2022). The
pandemic has further highlighted there are inadequate state safety nets meaning that those in low
paid jobs, those on reduced hours or those furloughed often fell into poverty with limited

government support (Palmer, 2021). At the international level, the pandemic has highlighted
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concerns around deep-rooted inequalities, limited social safety nets and welfare protection for
people globally, with an estimated 4 billion people living without welfare protection
(International Labour Organization, 2022). This has contributed to the UN’s call for countries to
extend social safety nets, with greater investment in health and education, greater equality and

more sustainable economic systems seen as central to this (International Labour Organization,

2022).

The increased national recognition of family food shortages has also contributed to community
efforts to support families experiencing food poverty. The pandemic has seen communities
playing a fundamental role in the provision of food to families with local businesses and third
sector organisations filling the gap in provision. In the 2020/21 financial year, The Trussel Trust
(2021) reported significant increases in the demand for community food provisions and
throughout the pandemic the trust provided an estimated 2.5 million emergency food parcels
(UK wide) to people in crisis. Moreover, local businesses such as cafes, fish and chip shops and
restaurants have been seen to provide free meals and food parcels to children and families
struggling with food shortages. The Trussell Trust have called for all UK governments to
commit to the development of a plan to end the need for food banks noting that the main
drivers for food bank use are problems with the benefits system, challenging life experiences and

a lack of informal and formal support (The Trussel Trust, 2021).

4.4.3 Supporting the Social Needs of Families

The pandemic has brought to the forefront the challenges that many children and families
experience in their day-to-day lives (Moss et al., 2020). For some families the pandemic has had a
significant impact on their financial security, their family relationships and their mental health
and wellbeing (Howes et al., 2020). Research from the Child Poverty Action Group indicated
that 8 out of 10 families (n=285) reported a significant deterioration in their living standards due
to the pandemic and 43% reported finding it very difficult to cope financially (Howes et al.,
2020). Not only have families experienced furloughing, reduced hours and job losses, but
families have reported additional costs of staying at home as a result of the pandemic including
additional money spent on food, electricity and other essentials (Howes et al., 2020). These
financial concerns were also recognised by children with some children reporting they noticed

their parents were worrying about money issues (RCPCH, 2020).

The poverty gap is growing and the closures of schools for extended periods of time are seen to
have detrimental social and health consequences for children experiencing poverty (Lancker and

Parolin, 2020). Schools are known to play a role in supporting the social needs of the children
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and families they serve and sometimes the wider community more generally (Moss et al., 2020).
The pandemic has highlighted how fundamental schools are in supporting families’ needs, with
many schools acting as one of the main service delivery mechanisms in the community,
providing families with food, basic necessities and pastoral/ emotional support. One of the key
priorities identified by schools in more deprived areas during the pandemic was to monitor and
respond to the challenges families faced as a result of the poverty and hardship (Moss et al.,
2020). Head teachers noted that they often felt they shouldered most of the responsibility for
child welfare and safeguarding during periods of school closures (Moss et al., 2020). Schools
were often the first point of call for many families and head teachers were involved in
conversations about welfare with social services as well as providing welfare checks on children
via door stop checks (Moss et al., 2020). A survey of primary school teachers in England
(n=1,653) noted that the pandemic acted as an opportunity for many teachers to better
understand the communities that they serve and offered teachers a different perspective on
family life (Moss et al., 2020). This understanding of family life is arguably fundamental for
teachers, as having a recognition of family circumstances and how best to support family-school

relationships is key in supporting children’s education and health and wellbeing outcomes.

Understanding the interconnectivity of schools, families and communities and the pivotal role
schools play in the community is key. The pandemic has shown the extent to which, and how,
schools often adopt a community focused approach to alleviating some of the challenges faced
by families in their communities. Community focused schools are viewed to provide “a range of
services and activities, often beyond the school day, to help meet the needs of its pupils, their
families and the wider community” (Welsh Government, 2009;2). This community school
approach was arguably exacerbated during the pandemic as the crisis led to schools needing to
actively identify families that required additional support, with schools then offering the required
support or signposting (Finnegan, 2021). Schools have been an anchor to families during the
pandemic, strengthening trust and relationships and creating a platform and opportunity for this
relationship to be built upon further (Finnegan, 2021). The pandemic has highlighted the need
for improvements in family engagement in education with more effective two-way
communication between families, schools and policies makers required (Thompson, 2021). To
move forward and build upon the strengthening of family-school relationships, the promotion of
parental voice in education and the inclusion of parents in the co-design of policies and

procedures is key (Thompson, 2021).

As would be expected, in a study by Moss et al (2020) socioeconomic differences were found

between low SES schools and high SES schools in relation to their need to monitor and support
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welfare, with lower SES schools providing far greater support. Schools identified as more
affluent noted that parents were more concerned about maintaining continuity of learning and
the need to support child welfare was less apparent (Moss et al., 2020). Consequently, these more
affluent schools had a greater educational focus and faced less barriers to learning meaning
greater concentration could be placed on the implementation of effective strategies to support
learning within the home (Moss et al., 2020). These findings provide further insight into the
socioeconomic differences in the amount and quality of schoolwork being completed by
students. It could be suggested that the priority and central concern of children and parents from
more deprived backgrounds was coping with the challenges of daily life throughout the
pandemic, and schools were often the main public body to support the needs of families

distracting away from the core purpose of schools to provide education.

4.4.4 Child Mental Health and Wellbeing

The Welsh Government recognise that emotional health and wellbeing is at the centre of
education. Research on children and young people’s mental health and wellbeing during the
pandemic has shown that the pandemic has had a negative impact on many children and young
people’s mental health and wellbeing (Ford et al., 2021; Moore et al., 2022; OECD, 2020;
RCPCH, 2020; UNICEF, 2020). Findings from the CO-SPACE study found when national
lockdowns were implemented parents reported their children’s mental health deteriorated
(Creswell et al., 2021). However, when school buildings re-opened after the first lockdown,
parents reported some form of recovery in their children’s mental health and wellbeing (Creswell
et al., 2021) suggesting the fundamental role schools play in keeping children socially connected
and the positive impact schools can have on children’s mental health and wellbeing.
Nonetheless, parents reported that children’s mental health and wellbeing was seen to deteriorate
again during the subsequent national lockdown in January 2021 (Creswell et al, 2021). Moreover,
analysis of 10—11-year-olds’ mental health in Wales found there were substantial higher estimates
of emotional difficulties in children when pre-pandemic and data from during the pandemic were
compared (Moore et al., 2022). Moore et al (2022) estimated that more than 1 in 4 students

reported elevated emotional difficulties in 2021 compared to 1 in 6 in 2019.

Often when children reported poorer mental health and wellbeing it was associated with
reductions in social contact, or the social isolation caused by the pandemic rather than associated
with the COVID-19 virus itself (Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2020; Young Minds, 2021).
Children reported loss of connection with their friends as one of their leading concerns during

the pandemic with some children reporting experiencing loneliness (RCPCH, 2020). This was
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particularly evident for primary school-aged children who tended to report feeling more cut off
from their peers (Bunn and Lewis, 2021; Creswell et al., 2021). Nevertheless, other studies have
indicated children felt closer to their friends during lockdown as they connected with their peers
online (RCPCH, 2020). In terms of family relationships, there were mixed findings in relation to
children’s relationships with their families during the pandemic with some reporting the
strengthening of relationships and others reporting there was stress placed on family
relationships (UNICEF, 2020). Additional factors reported to effect children’s mental health and
wellbeing negatively during the pandemic included confinement and social distancing measures,
stress of school closures and the impact the pandemic was having on their education and exams

(OECD, 2020).

The delivery of services to support children and young people’s mental health and wellbeing
were also severely disrupted throughout the pandemic. The closures of schools raised concerns
around the detection of mental health difficulties as well as the provision of support as schools
provide everyday wellbeing support to children and are sites for mental health interventions
(OECD, 2020). Public health research has highlighted the importance of maintaining strong
health promotion infrastructure alongside tackling the pandemic to mitigate the short- and
longer-term consequences (Levin-Zamir et al., 2021). However, research shows that prior to the
pandemic mental health services for children were stretched with many being unable to access
essential mental health support (UNICEF, 2020). Whilst some support remained, the majority of
the support offered to children was provided online or via telephone which raised further
concerns around the effectiveness of support and the maintenance of child privacy (UNICEF,

2020).

Although research examining the pandemic and children’s mental health and wellbeing found
relatively negative findings, findings were mixed, and some children reported more positive
mental health and wellbeing during the pandemic (Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2020;
James et al., 2021). Some studies have indicated that a break from the schooling environment as
well as increased time with family members has been positive for some children, whilst others
have faced challenges within the home which have negatively impacted their mental health and
wellbeing (Ford et al., 2021; Moore et al., 2022; OECD, 2020; RCPCH, 2020; UNICEF, 2020).
A report by the Children’s Commissioner for Wales (2020) on the pandemic revealed that the
majority (57%) of children surveyed (n=23,700) reported that they felt happy most of the time
and over three quarters of children (84%) reported feeling safe most of the time. In addition, the
HAPPEN survey indicated that of children surveyed in Wales (n=1,068) improvements in

wellbeing and in particular happiness with family saw great improvements when compared with
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figures from 2018 and 2019 (James et al., 2021). These improvements in family wellbeing were
attributed to the increase in parents working within the home, increased time spent together and
greater opportunities to walk, explore and spend time outside (James et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
the study runs counter to much other international research and compares findings from a
home-based survey and a school-based survey which is likely to give rise to response bias
particularly as children from more deprived backgrounds may not be included in the sample due

to issues in accessibility to digital devices.

In terms of socioeconomic inequalities in child mental health and wellbeing, the relationship
between socio-economic status and mental health and wellbeing is well documented and it was
anticipated the pandemic would exacerbate existing mental health inequalities due to the stresses
of living in poverty and coping with the pandemic (OECD, 2020). The pandemic has increased
financial and social insecurity which in turn effects overall poverty, parent mental health and
wellbeing and increases children’s potential exposure to stressful situations (Crew, 2020). When
SES was analysed, there was evidence to show that the pandemic had a greater negative effect on
the mental health of children from lower socio-economic status backgrounds (Crew, 2020;
OECD, 2020). The Welsh Government noted one of the fundamental causes of mental health
illness is poverty and tackling poverty could support the prevention of mental health illness in
adults and young people before they emerge (Welsh Parliament Assembly, 2021). Moving
forward from the pandemic, children’s mental health is of concern to educators and there has
been widespread recognition by schools that children’s emotional health and wellbeing has been

a priority during the pandemic and upon the return to school (Purdy, 2021).

Schools supported children’s and families’ emotional wellbeing through regular communication
and maintaining the school-family connection through telephone calls (Finnegan, 2021). In terms
of educators’ perspectives, a report on primary school teachers’ experiences of the pandemic
highlighted that the social and emotional needs of children and families were at the forefront of
teachers’ minds, particularly in relation to the return to the school building (Moss et al., 2020).
Research highlighted that primary school teachers’ priority upon the return to school was
ensuring the psychological wellbeing of students and school leaders and there have been calls for
the prioritisation of the whole child rather than a sole focus on educational attainment (Ferguson
et al., 2021; Moss et al., 2020). For younger students this could be supported through playing and
socialisation with other children, with these arguably having been reduced during the pandemic.
Play is viewed as essential for the growth of children’s cognitive, physical, social, and emotional
development and crucial to supporting children’s social and emotional health and wellbeing (Play

Wales, 2020). However, historically focusing resources on health and wellbeing have been viewed
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to distract from the core business of school which is generally educational attainment (L.ong et
al., 2020) and therefore school drives towards pastoral commitment in Wales could be tested as
schools attempt to return to business as usual as well as approach the implementation of the new
curriculum. School leaders have been in crisis management throughout the pandemic, and this
has contributed to a shift in their priorities in line with their school needs (Reyes-Guerra et al.,

2021).

Furthermore, the pandemic has severely compromised the effectiveness of child protection
systems as limited face-to-face contact means challenges in assessing risk and limited contact
between services and children as well as schools and children meaning fewer child protection
and wellbeing concerns have been reported (OECD, 2020; UNICEF, 2020). Research from the
OECD argues that the pandemic has contributed to a rise in the maltreatment of children with
contributing factors including poverty, overcrowded housing, social isolation, domestic violence
and parental substance misuse (OECD, 2020). The accumulation of increased concern over
catching COVID-19, confinement from the imposed restrictions as well as additional financial
strain is likely to have exacerbated family and parental stress levels and increased the potential
risk of harm on children in the home (UNICEF, 2020). Arguably, the national level lockdowns
were seen to create a ‘pressure cooker’ environment within the home whereby family stress may
hit boiling point. Normally, schools play a role in the protection of children however with
children not physically attending school there were concerns over there being limited
identification of risk particularly for children and families that may not have been identified as
vulnerable previously (OECD, 2020; UNICEF, 2020). For example, children became major
sources of third-party referrals to police for domestic violence during the first national lockdown

suggesting increased exposure of children to domestic abuse during this period (Moore et al,

2022).

4.5 Concluding Remarks

The chapter has outlined the challenges faced by children and families from lower-
socioeconomic backgrounds when schools are closed. This has included examining the impacts
of school closures on children’s education, mental health and wellbeing, and exploring how
schools support the social needs of families and food insecurity. The COVID-19 pandemic has
highlighted the fundamental role schools play in supporting families' non-academic needs with
teachers’ and schools' roles extending beyond providing educational support to children to
providing social and emotional support to the whole family (Hoffman and Miller, 2020) and

Miller, 2020). The need for support is noted to be far greater for those students considered more
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vulnerable including those from lower SES backgrounds, children with disabilities and children
with EAL. The evidence indicates that children from lower SES backgrounds are
disproportionately affected by school closures with these children found to be experiencing
challenges with access to online learning, poorer mental health and wellbeing, greater likelihood
of experiencing food poverty as well as lower SES families needing greater levels of social and
emotional support. There have also been grave concerns around the closures of schools as
institutions which identify and protect those considered vulnerable as well as concerns around
the identification of mental health and wellbeing illnesses and the subsequent provision of

support.

Macrosystem factors such as poverty, and policy responses to the pandemic alongside
mesosystem factors such as parent-school relationships and school connectedness and
chronosystem factors such as community-based resources all interact to influence child and
family experiences and outcomes during the pandemic (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). The closure of
school buildings and the removal of day-to-day interactions between schools and families
alongside the exacerbation of poverty experienced during the pandemic has had detrimental
effects on children’s education and health outcomes. The research in this thesis will explore
further how the different levels of the ecosystem have interacted with one another during the
pandemic to mitigate some of the challenges faced by families. This will include examining the
impact of the pandemic on parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with
learning and the broader consequences this has had on children’s education outcomes, children’s

health and wellbeing outcomes and inequalities more generally.
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5. Methods

5.1 Introduction

This chapter will outline the research methodological approach adopted in this research. This
will begin by outlining the research aims and questions, before discussing the mixed-methods
research design, the ethical procedures followed and the data collection and analysis processes.
This will also include detailing how the SHEP was used as a case study and the ontological and
epistemological stance adopted. This research applied a convergent mixed-methods research
design, and through a case study framework the research has used qualitative and quantitative
methods to focus on lower-income families’ engagement in their child’s learning and parental
involvement in their child’s school. This research primarily used qualitative methods to conduct
an in-depth exploration of the educational experience of parents and children from lower SES
backgrounds and secondary data analysis provided a contextual analysis of the demographics of
the schools participating in the research. The research data were collected at two-time points;
during the summer holidays of 2019 and in May and June of 2020 during the COVID-19

pandemic.

5.2 Aims and Research Questions

The overall aim of this thesis is to explore home-school relationships, parental involvement with
schools, parental engagement with learning and how each of these impact children’s educational
and health outcomes. The research also aims to understand how poverty, vulnerability and
stigmatisation impact involvement and engagement and subsequently children’s health and
education outcomes. Whilst using the School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) as a case
study and as a means to access participants, the research aims for there to be a broader
applicability of the findings to beyond SHEP with a greater focus being placed on examination

of concepts in relation to the formal school context and environment.

The research questions to be addressed are as follows:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?
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3) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their interactions

and relationships with one another?

4) To what extent can home-school relationships, parental involvement with schools and
parental engagement with learning reduce socioeconomic inequalities in wellbeing and

educational outcomes?

5) To what extent, and via what mechanisms is an intervention focused on family
engagement within the informal school environment perceived to influence parental
involvement and engagement and contribute towards any longer-term educational, health

or mental health improvements for children or families?

There is limited existing research which aims to understand how poverty interacts with all levels
of the ecological system to impact parents from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds
involvement and engagement in their children’s school and learning. Moreover, the research
avoids adopting deficit approaches to parents and families from more deprived backgrounds in
line with poverty research. This research uses a case study approach, to gather a multi-informant
perspective through an ecological lens to support the voices of families to be heard in relation to
their involvement and engagement with this study being the first of its kind in Wales. The
research is also unique in relation to its examination of school closures, as there is limited
research which analyses case study schools’ experiences of both school closures during the
summer holidays and the Covid-19 pandemic. Therefore, this research will contribute knowledge
to understanding the experiences of families from more deprived backgrounds and their
educational experiences, during periods of planned school closures and unexpected school
closures.

5.3 Mixed Methodology and a Critical Realist Paradigm

Research paradigms can be understood as the philosophical beliefs, theories and standards of
research and practice which are consensually agreed upon by a particular scientific community
(Kuhn 1979 cited in Clark, 1998). On a philosophical level, paradigms are considered
incommensurable sharing no common concepts, methods or measurements thus creating a
division amongst scientists and contributing towards the longstanding ‘paradigm war’ in social and
medical sciences (Clark, 1998; Oberheim and Hoyningen-Huene, 2018). The incompatibility thesis
argues that qualitative and quantitative research paradigms and their associated methods cannot

and should not be mixed, as they are opposing on both ontological and epistemological grounds
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(Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). General stereotypes and underlying assumptions about the
paradigms suggest that quantitative research advocates objectivity and results in generalisable, time
and context-free findings whereby the truth can be approximated (Hathcoat and Meixner, 2017;
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Whereas, qualitative research argues time and context-free
research is not possible, nor desired as research should be meaningful, context bound and thick in

description and detail (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

These generic stereotypes and the established distinction between the paradigms and their
associated methods has been further reinforced in educational institutions where methods are
often taught in opposition to one another, with academics often specialising and advocating one
distinct paradigm (McEvoy and Richards, 20006). Nevertheless, the misconceptions that
researchers must assign themselves to a singular paradigm have slowly become outdated which is
evident in the increase of mixed-method research and the establishment of journals such as the
Journal of Mixed Methods Research (O’Cathain, Murphy and Nicholl, 2007). Pragmatists have
argued there is a need to move away from focusing on the differences between the two orientations
and a move towards focusing upon their commonalities, their compatible nature and the use of
methods that ‘work’ and are best equipped to answer a specific research question (Hathcoat and
Meixner, 2017; Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Pragmatism has been described as giving
“primary importance of the question asked” (Creswell and Plano Clark 2011:41; Hathcoat and
Meixner 2017) and supporting research approaches which aim to produce optimum results
(McEvoy and Richards, 2006; Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The fundamental principle of mixed
research sees that study designs should strategically choose quantitative and qualitative methods and
concepts with the aim of the methods “producing complementary strengths and non-overlapping

weaknesses” (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner, 2016:127; Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

The combination of the elements of both quantitative and qualitative research approaches and
research methods mean breadth and depth of understanding can be established and new insights
into phenomena can be provided (Symonds and Gorard, 2008; Wiltshire, Lee and Williams, 2019).
All methods carry various values and deficiencies, however the use of multiple methods and the
triangulation of these methods may increase content validity and comprehensiveness (O’Cathain,
Murphy and Nicholl, 2007; Symonds and Gorard, 2008; Wiltshire, Lee and Williams, 2019).
Researchers argue when quantitative and qualitative findings are not considered in conjunction
with one another opportunities to provide a more complete analysis are often missed (Richards et
al., 2019). Moreover, researchers have argued mixed methodologies can help to understand the
complexities of certain populations or environments, such as schools to a greater extent

(O’Cathain, Murphy and Nicholl, 2007). The use of mixed methodologies can support the
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contextualisation of the research environment within the wider environment, which arguably is

necessary for policy related research (Bernhard, 2019; O’Cathain et al., 2007).

The use of a mixed methods approach in education research supports the linking of stories and
statistics and therefore powerful explanations and insights on education phenomena can be
produced and be of greater practical relevance and more accessible to educational practitioners
and policymakers (Bernhard, 2019). Previously, educational research has been criticised for
focusing on scientific statistics and standardised measurements rather than considering the voices
of the participatory groups (Hood, Kelley and Mayall, 1996). However, the multi-faceted approach
adopted in this research allows for the complexities of the school system to be considered and
supports the unearthing of voices of disempowered groups within these population; such as the
voices of children and parents in the education system (O’Cathain, Murphy and Nicholl, 2007,
Stokols, 1992). Whilst researchers often maintain the incompatibility of a multi-method approach,
it is arguably the best way to gain a complete understanding of the social phenomena, exposing
the dimensions and proving enriched explanations of the phenomena (Leahey, 2007). For example,
the FSM entitlement data [further detail provided in section 5.7.1.1] can provide insight into the
socioeconomic composition of the schools participating in the research which can provide context
to support understandings of the multiple perspectives explored in the qualitative data. This is of
particular importance to supporting understandings of school-parent relationships and school
involvement and engagement strategies, as parental involvement and engagement are

socioeconomically differentiated (Doyle and Keane, 2019).

This theoretical debate around the philosophical incompatibility of quantitative and qualitative
methods led to the consideration of alternative philosophical paradigms such as pragmatism or
critical realism (Regnault et al, 2018). Critical realism is a paradigm that is interested in
understanding the interactions between the structures, agency and mechanisms that exist in society
(McEvoy and Richards, 2006). The key principles of critical realism are ontological realism and
epistemological relativism (Raduescu and Vessey, 2009). A fundamental feature of critical realism
is its belief that the world is ontologically stratified and exists independently from our knowledge
of it meaning there is a possibility of having varying accounts of any phenomenon (Eastwood et
al., 2016; Fletcher, 2017; Regnault et al., 2018; Sayer, 2007). The world is argued to be much more
complex than can be understood, and therefore critical realist’s state that to commit to one singular

paradigm would be to commit to the epistemic fallacy (Mingers, 2001; Bhaskar, 2008).

Critical realism is interested in understanding the interactions between the structures, agency and

mechanisms that exist in society (McEvoy and Richards, 2006; Sayer, 2007). In regards to reality,
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Bhaskar (1978 cited in Bhaskar, 2008) identified three overlapping domains of reality; the ‘real’,
the ‘actual’ and the ‘empirical’. The ‘real’ relates to the “realm of objects, structures and their
powers” (Sayer, 2007:11) where all plausible mechanisms reside. The ‘actual’ refers to events
caused by the activation of these powers which can either occur at observable and unobservable
level. The final domain, the ‘empirical’ is seen as the domain of experience and is a subset of the
real and the actual which can be measured empirically (Bhaskar, 2008; Fletcher, 2017; Sayer, 2007).
Unlike a positivist approach, critical realism rejects regularities in sequences of events but identifies
casual mechanisms and how they work under certain conditions (Sayer, 2007; Maxwell and
Mittapalli, 2015). The social world is argued to comprise of countless interconnecting systems such
as familial or institutional systems which each have their own generative mechanisms (Houston,
2010). A mechanism is not understood as a variable, but a contributing factor in the behaviour and
the interrelationship between the processes which achieve tendencies and demi-regularities

(Maxwell and Mittapalli, 2015).

Context and time are considered fundamental components when explaining tendencies in the
social world (Houston, 2010). Pawson and Tilley (19.97) suggest that mechanism+ context=
outcome, indicating that outcomes are dependent upon the interplay between the mechanism at
work within the specific context (Houston, 2010). This focus on context allows researchers to
identify how and why a certain phenomenon occurs within a particular set of circumstances and
supports the uncovering of what is inside the ‘black box’. This research will therefore not only
highlight participants explanations of social phenomena but will examine how human agency
interacts with casual mechanisms and how it is shaped by social, political and economic contexts
(Fletcher, 2017). A key point of critical realism is epistemological realism which posits that
‘reality’ is not observable and depends on the perspective in which it is viewed which supports
the exploration of multiple perspective in this research and supports the understanding of these
multiple social realities. For example, parental involvement with school is shaped by participant
perspective as well as economic, political and social structures and therefore this
contextualisation moves beyond understanding parental involvement with schools and parental

engagement with learning as solely a parent’s ‘choice’ to participate or engage.

Critical realism does not sit on the traditional philosophical continuum but offers an ontological
and epistemological alternative. Critical realists do not advocate one method over another but
see how quantitative and qualitative methods are used as important and argue that choice of
methods should be dictated by a research problem or research questions (McEvoy and Richards,
20006). A mixed methods research design in line with a critical realist epistemology and ontology

was therefore deemed the most appropriate methodology in this research as it can answer the
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research questions most effectively and attempt to uncover what is within the ‘black box’
(McEvoy and Richards, 2006; Houston, 2010). The primary qualitative approach adopted
provides insights into the social phenomena of multiple perspectives with the national
educational and FSM data providing context to the perspectives within the Welsh context.
Therefore, an examination of the interactions between the social structures, mechanisms and
human agency via the use of qualitative case studies and secondary data analysis are presented in

this research.

5.4 Methods Used in this Thesis

The following section of the chapter will outline the study design and the case study approach

used in the research.

5.4.1 Study Design

This research adopted a convergent mixed methods research design whereby the quantitative and
qualitative data were collected and analysed during a similar time frame (Fetters, Curry and
Creswell, 2013; Tariq and Woodman, 2013). The research was primarily qualitative in its nature
but used secondary quantitative data analysis to provide contextualisation of the participating
schools, in terms of their demographics, including their locality and socioeconomic composition.
The research adopted a case study approach, by using SHEP to support the in-depth exploration
of children’s and parents’ everyday experiences of school and the educational system within the
context of receiving an intervention which intended to support engagement with school as well as
other aims. The research draws on the perspectives of all those involved in these everyday school
experiences (Crowe et al., 2011) by gathering the perspectives of children, parents and school staff.
The qualitative components of the study included school observations and interviews with school

staff, parents, and children.

A common issue with mixed method research or combining different forms of qualitative data is
the integration and linking of methods and data (Regnault et al, 2018). In this research, the
integration of data were conducted through the process of merging as a plan for collecting all
datasets was designed and data were brought together for analysis and comparison once the data
were analysed individually (Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013). The data were analysed
independently using techniques typically associated with each type of data before the findings
from each of the datasets were combined and compared (Tariq and Woodman, 2013; Fetters,
Curry and Creswell, 2013). Another important consideration in this research is the collation of

different qualitative methods to illustrate multiple informant perspectives.
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Multi perspective interviews can be particularly useful for understanding relationships and
interactions within a specific social group and for understanding a certain phenomenon as
members will have different views and experiences of that phenomena (Vogl et al., 2019). The
individual interviews offered freedom for the participants to express their own world views in a
private setting, however the combination of these perspectives illustrate individuals’ interrelation
and the connectivity of their life contexts (Vogl et al., 2019). Each set of data were analysed
individually (child, parent, school staff) as well as in relation to one another showing areas where
findings were complementary or divergent (Vogl et al., 2019). Moreover, observations supported
the understanding of these relationships and interactions further as the behaviours, verbal and
non-verbal communication between the actors were analysed. For example, observations
brought a greater understanding to how events and behaviours occurred naturally, and the
interviews supported understandings of perspectives on these occurrences (Ritchie and Lewis,

2005).

The processes and procedures within this research study including the data collection and data
analysis of each component of the study, are outlined in more detail below. The qualitative data
were collected at two time points, with initial observations and interviews with school staff,
parents and children conducted in the summer holidays of 2019 (July-August) and subsequent
interviews with head teachers or deputy head teachers were conducted between May-June of the
2019-2020 academic year during the period of school building closures as a result of the
coronavirus pandemic. Secondary data analysis on school-level FSM data from the 2015/16
academic year to the 2018/19 academic year was conducted to provide some understanding of
the socioeconomic composition of the schools implementing the SHEP and the schools
recruited to participate in the study. Below, the case study approach and methods used in the

research are outlined in more detail.

5.4.2 The School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP): A Case Study

The research has used the ‘Food and Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP), a
Welsh Government funded multi-agency school-based scheme, which provides healthy meals,
physical activity and enrichment sessions to children and families living in areas of social
deprivation during the school holidays as a case study (McConnon et al, 2017; Powdrill and
Thomas, 2019). The programme aims to prevent some of the challenges faced by children from
low-income families in the school holidays including food hunger, decreased levels of physical
activity and social isolation (McConnon et al, 2017). The development of the programme aligns

with the Well-being of Future Generations Act (2015) which was established to enhance
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relationships between public bodies, people and communities to prevent persistent problems

such as poverty, health and educational inequalities.

The programme incorporates the core components of the Healthy Promoting School
Framework (HPS) by including health and nutrition education, health promotion through a
holistic whole school approach and the engagement of families and the community within the
programme (McConnon et al, 2017; Powdrill and Thomas, 2019). A logic model developed by a
research team from Centre for Development, Evaluation, Complexity and Implementation in
Public Health Improvement (DECIPHer), Cardiff University underpins the key elements of
SHEP (Powdrill and Thomas, 2019). As outlined in the logic model [see Appendix 1], the 2019
implementation of the intervention focused on the inclusion of the family and community, and
aimed to improve child health, mental health and wellbeing and child educational achievement
outcomes. Components considered essential for the delivery of the SHEP are listed as; free and
healthy breakfast and lunch, a minimum of one-hour physical activity daily, enrichment activities,
nutrition education and a family lunch for families at least once a week (McConnon et al, 2017;

Powdrill and Thomas, 2019).

In terms of school involved in the programme, the WLGA (2020) eligibility criteria denotes that
a school must have a FSM eligibility population of over 16% to be included in the programme
suggesting it is targeted at schools in areas of deprivation across Wales. At the school level,
research has highlighted that family recruitment strategies varied, with some schools adopting
universal approaches and other schools using more targeted approaches whereby children who
met pre-specified criteria were invited to attend (McConnon et al., 2017; Morgan et al., 2019).
Children engaged in the programme ranged from 2 years old to 18 years old, although the
majority of the children participating in the programme were aged 7 to 11 (Key Stage 2). Prior to
nationwide roll out of SHEP, the intervention model was piloted in Cardiff during the summer
of 2015, leading to 12 schools participating in the initial 2016 roll out (McConnon et al, 2017).
Since then, the programme has run yearly (excluding 2020 due to the restrictions of the
pandemic), with a total of 136 participating in the programme in 2021, a 79% increase from 2019
(N=76). The clubs are located across 21 of the 22 local authorities in Wales, with clubs opening
for a total of 12 days over either a 3- or 4-week period (McConnon et al, 2017; Powdrill and
Thomas, 2019).

Previous evaluations have discussed the potential benefits of the programme on children’s
learning and engagement, and project staff anticipated the holiday clubs could improve children’s

education by providing new learning opportunities (McConnon et al, 2017). In relation to the
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impact of SHEP on parents, research suggested that the programme had the potential to reduce
parents’ stress levels and negative feelings often caused by the financial pressures that families
experience in the school holidays (McConnon et al, 2017). Nevertheless, there is limited evidence
examining the impact of the SHEP on educational attainment, or little exploration around family
relationships and families’ connectedness with schools. The SHEP was used in this research as a
case study as the programme takes places in schools in deprived areas in Wales and brings
parents and families into the schools during the summer holiday for a family lunch at least once a
week, meaning the population of interest could be easily accessed. The programme therefore
acted as an opportunity to examine family engagement in the informal school environment,
examine the daily school experiences of children and parents from lower-SES backgrounds and
investigate the relationship between parental involvement and engagement and socioeconomic

inequalities in health and education further.

5.4.3 Recruitment

The research has explored involvement and engagement in the SHEP however primarily the
programme was used a vehicle to access schools and to explore these concepts in relation to
schooling and learning more generally as well as understand the wider implications these

concepts can have on health and educational inequalities.

5.4.3.1 Sampling Participating Schools

For the purpose of this research project, four schools were recruited. The four participating
schools were purposively sampled (Bryman, 2016) through consideration of each school’s
geographical area and their SHEP tenure. A school from north, mid, south, and west Wales were
recruited for the research and to maintain the anonymity of the schools, the schools were given
pseudonyms (see Table 3). In terms of SHEP tenure, the research was interested in examining
school-family relationships over time and therefore the research explored the relationship
between parental involvement in schools, parent-school relationships and tenure of SHEP at the
school (i.e. how recently the scheme had begun). In Table 3 an aggregate FSM entitlement figure
has been given for the 4 schools participating in the research and individual school-level FSM
figures have not been presented. As FSM data is freely available online, it would been possible
for schools to be identified by their FSM entitlement figures and therefore to ensure anonymity

an aggregate figure was presented.

In the 2015 and 2016 implementation year, the SHEP intended to reach schools in areas of

deprivation by implementing the programme in Communities First Cluster areas across Wales
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(McConnon et al.,, 2017). A Communities First Cluster area is identified by the Welsh
Government according to the Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation, with those within the most
deprived 10% and areas in Wales or areas of natural community boundaries and aligning
boundaries for key partner services being identified as community first clusters (Statistics for
Wales, 2014). As the programme was further rolled out over time, a greater number of schools
became interested in participating in the programme. The WLGA would not reject any school’s
application to participate in the programme meaning the programme was extended to schools
outside of Communities First Cluster areas. However, in 2019 new eligibility criteria were
introduced whereby schools FSM entitlement was required to be over 16% for the school to be

accepted by the WLGA (WLGA, 2020). The reach and recruitment of the programme is

discussed in further detail in Chapter 6.

School Geographical SHEP Mean of 2019 Case  Standard Deviation
Pseudonyms Area Implementation  Study Schools FSM  of 2019 Case Study
Year Entitlement Schools FSM
Entitlement
Ashberry West Wales 2017 33.4% 13.9
Primary
Ferntree Mid Wales 2018
Primary
Hazelwood  North Wales 2016
Primary
Willowhill South Wales 2018
Primary

Table 3: Participating School Pseudonyms, Geographical Area, FSM and SHEP

Implementation Year.

As the programme was intended to be targeted at schools in less affluent areas, the
socioeconomic composition of schools was not considered in the recruitment of the schools for
this research. However, for contextual purposes Table 3 shows the participating schools mean
FSM entitlement, which was 33.4% for the 2019 implementation year. The standard deviation
was 13.9% and there was a range of 34% between the least and most deprived school indicating

that there was variance in the sample. However, the Welsh primary school average FSM
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entitlement in 2019 was 18.5% therefore illustrating that whilst there was variation in FSM
entitlement for the participating schools, the average of the participating schools” FSM

entitlement was considerably higher than the national average.

The WLGA provided access to the schools and prior to recruitment consultations with the
WLGA, a list of all schools participating in the programme was provided which allowed for
analysis of school by geographical area and SHEP tenure. To avoid cherry picking of schools by
the WLGA, a pre-compiled list of schools of interest to the research was given to the WLGA
whom emailed the schools my contact details. Out of the 4 initial schools selected for the
sample, 3 schools agreed to participate. There were challenges recruiting a school for the
research that was new to SHEP (first implementing the programme in 2019) as these new
schools wanted to prioritise the implementation of the programme and saw this research as a
distraction from the implementation process. An additional school that was new to SHEP in the
summer of 2019 was also invited to participate in the research but also declined. Due to the time
constraints imposed by data collection, a decision was made to not recruit a school that was new
to SHEP in the summer of 2019 and to invite a school that had already implemented the
programme in previous years. Therefore, of the recruited schools one school was in the 4" year
of running the programme, one school was in the 3 year of running the programme and two
schools were running the programme for the second consecutive year. All schools that agreed to
partake in the research signed a research contract [Appendix 2] which outlined the aims of the
research, the commitment of the researcher to the research and the commitment of the school to

the research.

5.4.3.2 School Consent Processes

A contact from the WLGA sent information on the research project and the researcher contact
details to the selected schools. If the schools were interested in participating in the research, the
school would reach out to the researcher. Once this initial contact with the participating schools
was made, the schools were sent information sheets on the research and head teachers were
asked to sign a study contract [Appendix 0] declaring their school agreed to participate in the
research. The letter informed the school that the research was independent from the WLGA and
the data which would be collected for the purpose of this doctoral research and therefore the
data would not be shared with the WLGA. After agreements were signed, each school provided
a timetable of when they were running their programme (12-day period) and data collection dates
at each of the school sites were arranged. Each case study school was visited for 2 days where

observations were taken and interviews with school staff, parents and children were conducted.
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Further details on how the data were collected and the consent procedures for the individual

methods of data collected is provided below.

5.5 Primary Data Collection

The research used qualitative methods (observations and interviews) to examine children’s,
parents’, and schools’ experiences of home-school relationships, parental involvement with
schools and parental engagement with learning. The first round of data collection was conducted
on the grounds of the participating schools’ during the SHEP (summer of 2019) and the follow-
up data were collected via the telephone during a COVID-19 pandemic school closure period
(May-June 2020).

5.5.1 Observations

Observations were conducted over a two-day period at each of the case study schools. Initially
the research had planned to conduct observations on solely the ‘SHEP Parent Days” however
parent-school-child interactions and relationships were observable on all SHEP days and thus
observations were taken on both of the SHEP days that were attended at each school. The
observations were semi-structured and recorded via a pre-composed observation record
[Appendix 3] which was developed in line with findings from the literature review and which
supported the research questions. The observation record gave a sense of structure as there were
pre-set categories for observations to be placed into, including family engagement opportunities,
the setup of the school and canteen, and school- child- parents dynamics. There was space to
write a narrative account within each category and an ‘other comments’ section allowed for any

observations outside of the pre-constructed categories to be recorded.

The observations were regarded as a particularly useful method in this research as the
observations supported the analysis of the behaviours (language used and non- verbal
communications) of several actors (children, parents and school staff) in relation to one another
and the school system as a whole. Whilst the observations were used as a data collection tool, the
observations acted as more of a familiarisation tool (Tyrie et al, 2023; Chicken et al, n.d) as they
supported the researcher to become comfortable within, and understand the dynamics of, the
holiday club environment. This process also supported the researcher to familiarise themselves
with the children, parents and school staff and the other way round (Tyrie et al, 2023; Chicken et
al, n.d) prior to recruiting participants for the interviews. This familiarisation process alongside
the formal observational record allowed the research to record and analyse behaviours and

interactions through the eyes of the researcher (Ritchie and Lewis, 2005) and sought to help
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identify the casual mechanisms that drive social activities and phenomena (Fletcher, 2017). A
total of 8 observation records were completed across the 4 case study schools, 1 observation per

day attended at each school.

As discussed in further detail in Section 7.8, the research was conducted in line with Economic
and Social Research Council’s core research principles and ethical approval was obtained from
Cardiff University’s School of Social Science Research Ethics (SREC/3208) and a Disclosute
and Barring Service (DBS) check was undertaken prior to attendance the holiday programme.
Although parental consent was not obtained for the observations to be conducted, schools
signed a research contract [Appendix 2] and schools informed parents of the researcher’s
attendance and the aims of the researcher prior to the holiday club. In terms of the observations,
schools were informed the purpose of the interviews were to support the researcher to
understand the school context, to list the family activities and interaction opportunities and to
observe school and family interactions. The schools were also informed no identifiable
information would be recorded in any of the observation notes. The researcher also provided all
parents whose children were at the programme with information sheets related to the research
on the days of data collection. The school also introduced the researcher to the children, and
explained the research aims to the children at the holiday programme. Children and parents were
informed observations were taking place and no parents or children expressed a wish for
themselves or their child to not be observed. Moreover, children and parents’ anonymity was
ensured as personal information (names, physical characteristics) was not recorded in the
observation records but rather the records were interested in capturing the school’s

characteristics and the dynamics between the different stakeholder groups.

5.5.2 Semi- Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were used as the interviews were intended to provide an in-depth
understanding of the interactions and interrelations between agents and structures in the
education setting. The case study approach and use of interviews sought to provide further
understandings of the relationship between the school context, the family unit, and the
mechanisms at play in relation to certain phenomena (for example, why are parents from different
socioeconomic status backgrounds more/ less involved in their children’s school?). Semi-structured interviews
were used as they gave structure to the interview through the use of a general set of developed
research questions which enabled the researcher to ensure coverage of research themes but also

allowed for in-depth insights on certain areas or topics (Lichtman, 2017).
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Individual interview guides were developed for the child, parent and school staff interviews with
questions focusing on key areas to be addressed [Appendix 4 and 5]. For example, key theories
such as Epstein’s (2002) theory of overlapping spheres and the three contexts which are key to
children’s development and learning are the school, family and community were considered
throughout the development of the interview guides. The interviews guides were developed with
the intention of further understanding what is happening in these three contexts in relation to
children’s learning and exploring how the participants are, or are not, working with each other to
support child development. Moreover, Epstein’s framework of parental involvement (Table 1)
highlighted 6 types of involvement in children’s learning including decision-making and
volunteering. Each of these 6 types of parental involvement were considered, and shaped to a
certain extent aspects of the interview guides, as there was questioning or probing in relation to
the six areas. For example, a question asked in the parent interview guide asked how parents
facilitated their child’s learning within the home in line with one of Epstein’s 6 types of parental

involvement.

The interview guides provided structure however a flexible approach to adhering to the interview
guide was taken to support participants’ perspectives on their social world to be uncovered
(Bryman, 2016). The use of probes and additional questioning supported the move beyond
surface level answers to obtaining a deeper and fuller understanding of meaning and uncovering
hidden meaning behind behaviours and interactions (Ritchie and Lewis, 2005). Whilst the
interviews were intended to be solo interviews as some of the topics discussed could be
considered as sensitive, some of participants requested to be interviewed with an additional
person. For example, some of the children requested to be interviewed with another children
and parents requested to be interviewed with their partner or another parent friend. Therefore,
several of the interviews were with multiple participants to ensure participants were comfortable

during the interview process (see Tables 3, 4 and 5).

5.5.3 Child and Parent Pilot Interviews

Prior to piloting of the interviews and interview materials with children and parents,
conversations were held with two academics, one with expertise in creative methods with
children and one whose main research interests are strengthening connections between school
and parents/families. These conversations supported discussions around how to approach the
interviews, how to engage the participants and how to frame the questions. For the child

interviews, creative methods such as board games or drawing activities were discussed in detail
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and were regarded as useful tools for engaging children as evidenced in the research literature

supporting the development of creative tasks (Kara et al, 2021).

Following on from these discussions, piloting of the interviews and interview materials were
conducted with parents and children. This piloting acted as an opportunity to see how the
interviews and materials were viewed from the perspectives of the public, including
understanding if the language used was suitable, as well as understanding whether the tasks and
questions asked during the interviews were understood and worked effectively in practice. A
total of 3 parents (mothers) and 3 children (2 girls and 1 boy), aged between 5 and 8 participated
in the piloting and provided comments and feedback on specific elements of the interview and
interview materials. The parent interview schedule, the 3 child interview tasks alongside the

information sheets and consents forms were all reviewed by the participants.

In terms of the child pilot interviews, one challenge identified was the length of time in which
each activity took the children to complete, as the children would often go off on a tangent when
completing a task. However, as the children engaged in all 3 of the activities, it was decided to
keep the 3 tasks and see how much could be achieved within the timeframe given. Changes to
the interview and interview materials were made as a result of suggested changes from the
piloting process. For example, parents were asked to discuss what they understood by parental
involvement with schools and parental engagement with children’s learning however it was
evident from parents’ responses that they did not distinguish a difference between the two
concepts. Whilst in academic literature and on a theoretical level there is a difference between
parental involvement and parental engagement, the pilot interviews indicated parents were not
necessarily aware of this distinction. Therefore, more open-ended questions which did not
feature the terms would be more appropriate, leaving room for the researcher to decipher which

category the activities or events the interviewees were discussing would fall into.

5.5.4 Semi- Structured Interviews with School Staff

The school staff at the SHEP schools had responsibility for the day-to-day running of the
programme but were also employed by the school in the academic year. The holiday programme
was primarily run by support staff with background support being provided by the head
teachers. The SHEP offered school employees additional paid employment in the summer
holidays which could explain why the holiday programmes were primarily run by support staff
who are typically on lower incomes than teaching staff and only paid during the term time [see

section for 8.4 for further discussions].
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Hazelwood Primary 1 1 Head Teacher (n=1)
Willowhill Primary 2 2 Head Teacher (n=1)
Support Staff (n=1)

Ashberry Primary 2 4 Head Teacher (n=1)
Support Staff (n=3)

Ferntree Primary 1 1 Support Staff (n=1)

Table 4: School Staff Interviews: Completed Interviews (n= 6)

Purposive sampling was used to recruit school staff for the research and school staff interviews
compromised of both support staff and head teachers [see Table 4]. It was important to gather
the perspectives of school staff from different levels of the school hierarchy when investigating
parental involvement in schools, parental engagement within the home and school-parent
relationships. Not only do these staff members have different job roles and responsibilities but
the extent to which they connect with parents and families as well as their perceptions of school-
family relationships were key to explore (Littlecott et al., 2018b). Whilst representation from
head teachers and support staff within the same schools was only possible at 2 of the schools
participating in the research, there was a good spread of different school staff roles involved in
the study. The focus of the interviews was primarily on day-to-day school-family interactions
and parental involvement and engagement in the academic year however a section of the
interview focused on the SHEP. The exploration of what aspects of the data were specific to
SHEP supported understandings of what aspects of the data had broader applicability to the

topic areas of involvement and engagement in schooling and learning more generally.

After schools signed the study contract each staff member was given a staff consent form. The
interviews were guided by the school staff interview guide [Appendix 5] and the interviews were
conducted in a private space on the school grounds during the SHEP delivery day. Interviews

were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim for analysis.

5.5.5 Semi- Structured Interviews with Parents

The semi-structured parent interviews were guided by the parent interview guide [Appendix 4]
developed from literature and from the piloting. The interviews were held on the school grounds
during a SHEP delivery day in a private room or space. Initially, the interviews intended to be
individual however some parents felt more comfortable being interviewed with a fellow parent

or their partner. A total of 12 parent interviews were conducted with a total of 15 parents

82



participating in the interviews. Parents were asked to participate in the research either when they
dropped or picked up their child from the holiday club or when they were attending the school
parent day or afternoon. In some of the schools, the SHEP assistants would assist with the
recruitment of parents by asking parents they knew if they would be happy to partake in the
research. The sample of parents interviewed included mothers (n=11), fathers (n=2), a

grandmother and a grandfather, supporting diversity in the sample.

Hazelwood Primary 3 4 Mothers (n=4)
Willowhill Primary 4 4 Mothers (n=3)
Father (n=1)
Ashberry Primary 2 4 Mother (n=1)
Father (n=1)
Grandmother (n=1)
Grandfather (n=1)
Ferntree Primary 3 3 Mothers (n=3)

Table 5: Parent/ Career Interviews: Completed Interviews (n= 12)

Prior to the SHEP data collection days, schools were sent paper copies of study information
sheets [Appendix 7] and consent forms for redistribution to parents. However, no parent
consent forms [Appendix 8] were signed prior to data collection and therefore each parent
received an information sheet and a consent form to participate in the research which they read
and signed before the interviews were conducted. Moreover, as SHEP staff would sometimes
support the recruitment of parents it was essential that parents understood this research was
independent from the WLGA and that the information they shared would not be shared with
the school or the WLGA. The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim at a later

date.

The interviews focused on the everyday experiences of parents in the school environment,
whether this was their relationships with the school and school staff, parental involvement
opportunities at the school or the facilitators or barriers to parents’ involvement in the school.
Moreover, additional questions focused on parental engagement with learning within the home
and the facilitators and barriers to this engagement. A section of the interview guide focused on
their involvement at the SHEP and investigated whether the programme had the potential to

impact longer term school-family relationships. As noted earlier, this section of the interviews
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was key as it supported uncovering what aspects of the data were specific to SHEP and what
data had broader applicability. Investigating the family unit, the broader structural conditions and
the ways in which they interacted with one another, and the school was fundamental in
providing an understanding of mechanisms which support and hinder parental involvement and

engagement in education and learning.

5.5.6 Semi-Structured Interviews with Children

The semi-structured interviews with children were more participatory and creative in their nature
than the school staff and parent interviews. Participatory methods were seen as favourable as
previous research has indicated engagement in activities allows children to express themselves
more freely through non-verbal modes (Clark et al., 2014) although the drawing acted as a
support to the child’s narrative dialogue. Often research with children can treat children as
passive respondents and adult-framed questions can pose challenges for children as well miss key
things that matter to children (Kleine et al., 2016). However, children are viewed as experts in
their own lives and these interviews intended to support children to express their perspectives
and views. The interview comprised of three activities, two drawing activities and a timeline
activity which encouraged students to become constructors of knowledge and meaning in the

interviews (Kleine et al., 2010).

The methods, activities and questions asked were generally broad in their nature in a conscious
effort to avoid cultural, racial, gender, religious or sexuality biases (Brady and Graham, 2019).
For example, questions would not directly ask children about their family composition or how
poverty may affect their daily lives and school lives, but these topics were explored discreetly.
Prior to SHEP, child consent forms (for parents to sign) [Appendix 9] and research information
sheets were sent to the school for the redistribution to the parents of the children who were
attending SHEP. Some of the schools collected the signed consent forms prior to the arranged
data collection however some parents read and signed the consent forms on the day of data
collection. If parents had agreed for their child to participate in the research the child would be
asked to participate in the research and given a child-friendly information sheet [Appendix 10]
and assent form to sign [Appendix 11]. A total of 16 children participated in 12 interviews with 9

of the children interviewed being girls and 7 of the children interviewed being boys [Tables 5].
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Hazelwood Primary 4 7 Girls (n=2), Boys

(n=5)
Willowhill Primary 3 3 Girls (n=2) Boys

(n=1)
Ashberry Primary 2 3 Gitls (n=2) Boys

(n=1)
Ferntree Primary 3 3 Girls (n=3)

Table 6: Child Interviews: Completed Interviews (n= 12)

The first activity asked children to draw ‘people, places, activities or things’ that were important
in their world [see Figure 1 and 2]. A picture of a globe was placed centrally on an A3 sheet of
paper and children were asked to draw or write around the globe. After attending a Research
with Children training course and University College London, I developed the three activities
used in this research. Whilst this activity was shaped by the training course, I made a conscious
decision to place a globe instead of a house at the centre of the paper. This decision was made as
children’s households and family composition can vary and I wanted the activity to be inclusive
and framed in a sensitive manner in an attempt to avoid children feeling any form of
embarrassment about their home life or family composition (Brady and Graham, 2019). This
activity was placed first as it was seen as an icebreaker which was aimed to put the child at ease

and establish a sense of rapport (Brady and Graham, 2019).

et I T

Figure 1: My World Activity Example 1 (Identifiable information has been redacted)
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Figure 2: My World Activity Example 2

The second activity involved children placing stickers on a timeline to illustrate how their typical
school day would go, alongside verbally explaining their typical day. This timeline/ storyboard
approach saw the researcher create the stickers chosen by the participants in line with the
research interests but supported the participants to fill in the story and helped to elicit personal
narratives (Brady and Graham, 2019). The final activity asked children to think about their
parents’ involvement with the school, and asked children to draw or write the events, activities or
reasons why their parents would come to the school. For example, an individual parental chat

with a member of school staff or to attend a sport day.

Figure 3: Parental Involvement and Engagement Activity Example 1
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Figure 4: Parental Involvement and Engagement Activity Example 1

The final task was less participatory in the sense of drawing and creating a visual than the
previous tasks as although children were asked to write or draw their responses, the majority of
children choose to solely respond verbally to the questioning. However, as figures 3 and 4 show
some children opted to write their responses in the sheets provided. Children opting to verbalise
their answers was not a sign of children not participating in the activity but rather children
responding in a way that made sense to them. Nonetheless, asking participants to discuss visual
images they have created is commonplace in social science, and the narrative and visual data
produced by the children supported the narrative of the image maker (the children) to be

communicated (Mannay, 2016).

Whilst research has indicted that some children and young people may find creative participating
methods patronising or strange (Clark et al., 2014), the prior piloting indicated that the creative
methods seemed appropriate for the age range of children interviewed in this research. The
interviews were audio recorded and the drawings from activity 1 and activity 3 as well as
photographs of the timelines created in activity 2 were collated. The audio recordings were
transcribed verbatim at a later date and the children’s visual creations were used to support the
analysis of the narrative recordings. For example, when the transcriptions were analysed in
NVivo the visual creations were examined alongside the narrative to illicit understanding. Whilst
this did not arise as a problem during data collection, there were no alternative data collection
tools designed if a child was unable to engage in the drawing activities (e.g if they did not have

the necessary fine motor skills). In the future, I would engage with school staff prior to data
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collection to discuss inclusivity of research methods, with the aim of co-producing materials with
school staff and children to ensure engagement from children with neurodevelopmental or other

difficulties.

As Table 7 shows children produced pictures and/or timelines at all of the schools. The
differences in the numbers of children participating in each activity can be attributed to the
allocated time to do the activities, children’s interest or limited interest in certain activities or
children verbalising their thoughts rather than creating a picture. The challenges to engaging

children in the research will be discussed further below in the reflexivity section.

Hazelwood 4 7 7 7 1 15
Ashberry 2 3 2 1 1 4
Ferntree 3 3 2 2 3 7

Willowhill 3 3 3 3 3 9

Table 7: Pictures/ Timelines Created by Children by School

5.5.7 Follow-Up Interviews

The initial aim of the follow-up interviews was to explore any changes in home-school
relationships, parental involvement with schools or parental engagement with learning since the
SHEP. However, the COVID-19 pandemic slightly altered the focus of the interviews to
examine how school closures and the impacts of the pandemic affected home-school
relationships, involvement and engagement and the consequences of this on children’s
educational and health outcomes. A subsequent interview guide was created [Appendix 12]
which focused on the same points of interest as in the initial interview, to analyse if there were
changes in parents’ involvement or engagement over time. But also, the interview guide asked
questions around the impacts of the pandemic and school closures on families living in poverty
and their parental involvement with school, their engagement with learning and their children’s

education.

Prior to the first round of interviews being conducted, school staff and parents were asked if
they would be happy to partake in follow-up interviews at a later date in May and June of 2020.
Several school staff (n=6) and parents (n=3) provided telephone numbers and email details for
follow up interviews. These participants were contacted for a follow-up interview in late April
2020 and 5 school staff members from 3 schools (Ferntree Primary, Hazelwood Primary and

Willowhill Primary) agreed to participate in the research. There was not representation from one
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school, as one school declined to participate in the follow-up interviews noting personal and
school-level challenges as a result of the pandemic and no parents responded to the follow up

interview invitations.

Due to the restraints of the pandemic, interviews could not be conducted in face-to-face format
and therefore participants were asked if they would rather be interviewed via Microsoft Teams or
the telephone. The change in the format of the interviews required an amendment to the
previously approved Cardiff University ethics application (SREC/3208), and this amendment
was considered and approved in April 2020. All participants opted to be interviewed over the
telephone and the interviews were conducted at a date that was convenient for the participant.
After initial contact was made, all participants were emailed a study information sheet and
consent form which was signed and returned via email prior to the telephone interview. The
interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim before the data were anonymised and input

into N'Vivo.

5.6 Qualitative Data Analysis

For the qualitative analysis, framework analysis a method which sits within a broad family of
analysis methods often termed thematic analysis (Gale et al., 2013) was used. Framework analysis
supports the researcher to systematically work through raw data to draw out concepts that
explain and enhance understandings of social behaviour (Furber, 2010). Framework analysis
adopts a structured and rigorous approach to analysis whereby a 5-stage analysis process is
adopted. Following a review of key literature on framework analysis (Furber, 2010; Gale et al.,
2013; Ritchie and Lewis, 2005; Stivastava and Thomson, 2009) a qualitative data analysis plan
was developed which cleatly outlined [Appendix 13].

Table 8 shows the number of audio recorded minutes and number of transcribed words from
the data collected. The first round of data collection accounts for the majority of data collected
and is from children, parents and school staff whereas the second round is only from school
staff. The parent data accounted for the largest proportion of data, followed by the child data

and school staff data in relation to both minutes recorded and words transcribed.

School Child Data Parent Data School Staff Data School Staff
Follow Up Data

Minutes Words Minutes Words Minutes Words Minutes Words

Hazelwood 1 26.59 3214 25.23 4,472 2442 4930  29.47 5,372
2 18.25 1,858 12.51 2,586 24.31 4,239
3 21.48 3372 22.18 4,149
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4 24.39 3,496

Total 9151 11,940  60.32 11,207 2442 4,930  49.18 9,611
Ashberry 1 2524 4446 4524 5,991 39.05 6,128
2 8.32 1272 24.19 5,141
Total  33.56 5,718  69.43 11,132  39.05 6,128
Ferntree 1 20.09 2,731 1334 2,084 2830 5542 2636 3,925
2 20.16 2,863 2054 3,023 1620 2374
3 2744 30620 2822 4,769
Total 68.09 9214 6250 9,876 4450 7,916 2636 3,925
Willowhill 1 25.47 3,287 1313 2,404 16.14 3,024 2458 3474
2 11.17 1,625 2725 5,016 1515 2912 23.05 6,049
3 2202 3,790  29.23 6,205
4 29.18 6,250
Total 59.06 8,702  99.19 19,875 3129 50936  48.03 9,523
Totals 253.02 35,574 29224 52,090 140.06 24,910 12357 23,059

Key: Minutes= Audio Recorded Minutes, Words= Number of Transcribed Words
Table 8: Generated Interview Data Table by School and Stakeholder Group

Before the interview and observation data were input into NVivo, the data were transcribed and
anonymised, and any identifiable data were removed such as school names, individual names and
geographical locations. This stage was completed alongside the familiarisation stage which
involved immersion into the data. This process involved highlighting areas of text of interest and
the scribbling down of ideas. Once the familiarisation stage was complete, the data were input
into NVivo for continuation of analysis and case nodes were created, and case attributes were
assigned to each individual transcript. For example, this included interview type, role in school,
carer or parent role or gender of interviewee. The pre-defined research questions and the
familiarisation stage helped to develop a working analytical framework and nodes were pre-

defined before the data were indexed.

This analytical framework provided a guide for the indexing process as nodes, child nodes or
grandparent nodes were applied to certain sections or lines of data to describe what had been
interpreted. For example, one node was parental involvement with schools and child nodes
included type of activity/ event, facilitators to parental involvement and barriers to parental
involvement with schools. At the indexing stage although nodes were pre-defined there was the
ability to add nodes, child nodes or grandparent nodes which emerged throughout the process.
Nodes were refined at this stage if there were vast amounts of data under one singular node.
Once indexing was complete the data were summarised into thematic charts and reduced into
manageable sections which involved striking a balance between reducing data and keeping the

feel of the interviewees’ words and meaning. NVivo produced a framework matrix and sub-
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populations within the data were analysed. The final stage of the process involved mapping and
interpreting the data by reviewing the matrix and checking the original data files to ensure

context had not been lost.

The follow-up interviews were also anonymised, transcribed and analysed using framework
analysis. The same analytical framework was used to analyse the follow-up data although
additional nodes were added to the framework when new themes or ideas were identified. The
follow-up data were analysed separately from the initial data collected and the findings are
presented in an individual chapter. This decision was made as the data were collected at different
time points and it is likely that the thoughts and opinions of those interviewed may have changed
over time as well as they may have had different experiences of school, relationships,
involvement and engagement since the first time point. Nevertheless, attention has been drawn
to themes that were identified across both timepoints in the data and the data from the initial

and follow-up interviews were triangulated to inform the discussion.

The richness of the data allowed for connections and relationships between the interviewees to
be analysed and therefore provided explanations for the emergence of phenomena and
supported the identification of demi-regularities in the data. Whilst analysis of parental
involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning are complex due to the
interactions between structural and individual conditions, mechanisms which support positive

outcomes (parental involvement and engagement) within the context of the school setting can be

identified.

5.7 Quantitative Secondary Analysis of Routine Data

Re-analysis of large-scale data sets is common within health and social sciences due to the
method’s overall efficiency (Cheng and Phillips, 2014). One of the main benefits of secondary
data analysis is the ability to analyse large-scale data which would otherwise be a challenge for a
singular researcher to collect and analyse in a time effective manner (Davis-Kean and Jager,
2017). For the purpose of this research secondary data analysis was used to provide context of
the participating schools’ socio-economic composition. Secondary data analysis can help to
provide an understanding of context, and in relation to student achievement, parental
involvement and parental engagement secondary data analysis can provide a greater
understanding of a school's context and the broader socio-political context which inevitably

affect all children’s outcomes (Davis-Kean and Jager, 2017).
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All SHEP schools involved in the programme were matched with non-SHEP schools within a
similar geographical area and with similar FSM entitlement. This allowed for comparisons of
SHEP and non SHEP schools’ socio-economic composition and children’s educational
outcomes which provided context to why schools may have chosen to implement the
programme as well as provided further understanding of the school’s level of deprivation or

affluence in relation to the national picture.

School-level FSM entitlement data and education outcomes were requested from the Welsh
Government via Stats Wales. The data were readily available online

(www.mylocalschool.gov.wales) and therefore no data access agreement was required. However,

due to the time-consuming nature of collating the data, Stats Wales were able to collate and
provide the data in a single spreadsheet for analysis. Once the data were received from Stats
Wales they were input into SPSS, a statistical software programme, where quantitative analysis of
the data was conducted. Descriptive statistics were calculated which included a mean of
educational outcomes and school-level FSM entitlement for SHEP, non- SHEP schools and

national averages over time were analysed and compared.

5.7.1 Quantitative Measures

5.7.1.1 Free School Meal Entitlement

In the education sector, SES is often defined and measured as the percentage of students within
a school who are eligible for FSM (Department for Work and Pensions, 2013). FSM’s are
available to children from families who receive other qualifying benefits and who have been
deemed to meet the criteria outlined in the registration process (Perry, 2010; Department for
Work and Pensions, 2013). As noted above, the FSM entitlement data were accessed from the
Welsh Government via Stats Wales. The FSM entitlement data is a 3-year rolling average of
students entitled to FSM’s at each school. Data were provided for each school from the 2015/16
year when the programme was first implemented to the 2018/19 year when the data were
collected for this thesis. The 3-year rolling national average of FSM entitlement for each year

from 2015/16 to 2018/19 was also analysed to provide a compatison.

5.7.1.2 Educational Outcomes

The ‘my local school” website also provides official educational attainment data for all state
secondary, middle and primary schools in Wales. The Welsh government publish this data in the
public domain, and data is free to access under an open government licence. Educational

outcomes were measured through the percentage of students within a school who have reached
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the government expected national level at Key Stage 2 as this was the age range of pupils
engaging in the research. The expected standard for Key Stage 2 (7-11 years old) children to

reach is Level 4.

5.8 Ethical Considerations

This research was conducted in line with the Economic and Social Research Council’s core
research principles and ethical approval was obtained from Cardiff University’s School of Social
Science Research Ethics (SREC/3208) in March 2019. A Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS)
check was undertaken by the researcher in January 2019. Once initial contact was made with the
participating schools, the head teacher at each school received the information sheet and study

contract which was signed and returned indicating the school agreed to participate in the study.

Prior to the data collection sessions, schools were sent physical copies of consent forms and
information sheets for redistribution to parents and children attending the programme.
Nonetheless, at the data collection sessions all participants were provided with information
sheets informing them of the purpose of the research and the research procedures to further
ensure the participants had received, read and understood the information. This included
informing participants of the voluntary nature of their participation, their right to withdraw at
any point in time before, during or after the data collection as well as explaining how the data
would be stored and used. Participants were also informed that the interviews were confidential,
and the data would be anonymised using pseudonyms for the school, names of people and
places. Data was stored in a locked cupboard within the university building and electronic non-

anonymised data were password protected in line with the Data Protection Act (1998).

Written informed consent was obtained for all interviewees (school staff, parents and children).
For the child interviews a three-tier consent procedure was adopted as consent was obtained
from a member of senior management at the school (for the school to participate in the
research), the parent of the child interviewed, and assent was obtained from the child
participating in the research. For the first round of data collection, all data were obtained using a
face-to-face format however the follow-up interviews were conducted over the telephone due to
the constraints of the pandemic. In this research opt-in informed written consent was obtained
to evidence participants’ freely given choice to participate in the research. Although opt-out
consent typically yields higher participation levels and research has indicated that parents from a
lower-socioeconomic backgrounds may be less likely to opt their child into research (Lacy et al.,
2012), an opt-in procedure was deemed most appropriate for this research due to its sensitive

nature. As school staff, children and parents were active participants in the SHEP this meant
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there was relatively straightforward access to families which reduced some of the challenges of

accessing and recruiting children and parents from lower-socioeconomic backgrounds.

In terms of potential harms of participating in the research, the risk of harm was low although
some of the topics discussed included mental health and wellbeing and the impacts of poverty on
everyday lives. Nevertheless, the consent procedures informed the participants of the voluntary
nature of their participation and their ability to withdraw from the research at any time point
limited this harm. Moreover, safeguarding procedures were in place and supervisors would have
been informed of concerns if they arose in line with university safeguarding procedures. If initial
concerns were of concerns to the supervision team, then the participating school’s safeguarding
officer would be informed, and Cardiff University Safeguarding Policy followed. In relation to
researcher safety and harm reduction, supervisors were informed of all travel arrangements prior
to data collection and Carditf University ‘Lone Working Policy was adhered to. This included
ensuring personal contact details and emergency contact details were provided to supervisors

and regular check-ins were held.

5.9 Researcher Position

Positionality both describes “an individual’s world view and the position they adopt about a
research task and its social and political context” (Darwin Holmes, 2020;1). In terms of the
ontological position adopted, critical realists accept that there is an objective reality and that
much of reality exists and operates independently of our awareness of it (Archer et al., 2016).
Critical realists acknowledge that our knowledge of the world is shaped by who we are and what
we do to acquire our understandings and therefore the accounts we produced are historically,
socially and culturally situated and can be fallible (Archer et al., 2016). Very little research within
the social sciences is value-free and therefore a reflexive approach is necessary throughout the
research process (Darwin Holmes, 2020). Reflexivity is the active acknowledgement by the
researcher that their researcher position effects the research process and outcomes (Stronach et
al., 2007). Reflexivity informs positionality as through this reflexivity process researchers
acknowledge and disclose themselves in the research process and consider how social values and
personal integrity influence the research process (Darwin Holmes, 2020). Strategies for
enhancing reflexivity include the researcher locating themselves about that subject,
understanding how participants may view the researcher and understanding how the researcher
may impact the creation of knowledge based on personal experiences, biases and beliefs (Berger,

2015; Darwin Holmes, 2020).
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In terms of the semi-structured qualitative interviews reflexivity can pose an issue as the research
questions asked are informed by a theoretical standpoint and reflect what is seen as important to
the researcher although follow-up questions can allow for the researcher to follow what is
important to the participant. Moreover, there are power dynamics present when interviewing
which can contribute towards social desirability from the participants. For example, as the
interviews were conducted on the school grounds at the SHEP, school staff promoted the
holiday club and its benefits as if they believed the information would be fed back to the WLGA.
Nevertheless, to mitigate social desirability, rapport was established through informal
conversations prior to the interviews and participants were informed in the information sheets
and verbally that the research was independent of the Welsh Government and that all responses
would be confidential. Power dynamics were also present in the child interviews and there could
have been the issue of social desirability however the creative and open-ended nature of the tasks
supported children to lead the discussion. In the parent interviews, rapport was developed from
the researcher’s presence at the holiday club over a couple of days and there was a less apparent

power dynamic issue in these interviews.

For this next section I will discuss ‘my’ position as a researcher and therefore I will write in first
person. I am a 28-year-old woman with no children, and this could have impacted the
participants perceptions of myself and affected the extent to which rapport could be developed.
However, good communication skills and levels of empathy from being a child who experienced
deprivation and adverse childhood experiences supported me to understand family’s experiences.
Moreover, these experiences could have contributed to the development of rapport and prior
understandings of what the families may be experiencing enhanced my ability to ask questions in

a sensitive manner and avoided the researcher adopting a patronising stance.

I have limited experience directly working with children and this could have posed a challenge.
However, prior school-based data collection and the piloting of interviews with children
increased my confidence to engage with children, particularly as the methods were seen as
effective in the piloting. Although none of the participating schools were Welsh speaking, I am
not a Welsh speaker which could have hindered the development of rapport due participants
viewing me as an outsider. Nonetheless, to mitigate this challenge I conversed and engaged with
the participants prior to the interviews and demonstrated knowledge of the local areas and the

Welsh education system.

5.10 Reflexivity
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As Table 8 shows, for the child data the number of recorded minutes and words transcribed was
similar to the parent data and higher than the school staff data. Moreover, in terms of the
number of completed interviews (Tables 4, 5 and 6) there were 12 interviews conducted with
children, 12 with parents and 4 with school staff, showing there were not challenges with access
to children at the schools participating in this research, and good recruitment of children to the
research. However, there were some limitations to the data generation process and in particular
the data generation process with children. Whilst the SHEP acted as a vehicle to access families,
the holiday club provided children with fun, enriching activities throughout the day and asking
children to participate in the research meant their removal from the activities. When first asked
children were typically excited to participate in the research, and this excitement remained when

going through the information sheet and asking them to sign the assent form.

Children were happy to participate in the interviews activities however often their interest in the
activities would decline as time went on. The children were pulled out of activities that were
enriching and fun to participate in this research, and whilst there was initial excitement to
participate in the research there were instances were children would ask how much longer the
research was going to take. As the researcher taking them away from the fun activities, I felt it
was unfair to expect the children to participate in the research for a long period of time and
would often try to get through the activities as quickly as possible. Moreover, during the activities
children would often go off on a tangent when speaking and it was difficult to steer the
conversation back to the interview activity. I was grateful for the children’s participation in the
research and didn’t want to come across as an authority figure telling them to do a task as I
wanted it to be a safe and open environment. Therefore, when a child would go off topic and
not discuss a topic related to the research aims and questions I would let them speak about
whatever they wanted to. Whilst the research aimed to foreground the perspective of children
these limitations could have contributed to why there is limited accounts from children in the
empirical chapters. In hindsight I could have guided the conversations which went off on a
tangent back to the focus of research quicker to utilise the short time I had the children’s

attention.

The interviews with the adult participants generated some rich data which directly aligned with
the research aims and questions. The participants seemed interested in the research and were
happy to engage with the research. In particular, the parents were very forthcoming in sharing
their experiences with the school but also their personal and homelife circumstances. Parent’s
discussed sensitive and taboo topics such as personal finances, mental health and wellbeing and

self-harm. My position as a researcher did not seem to deter the parents from discussing these
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sensitive topics with me. Similar to the children, parents could often go off on a tangent in the
interviews but this was not to the same extent as the children, and it was easier to guide the

conservations basic to the focus of the research.

The school staff interviews supported understanding of parent-school relationship and how and
to what extent the schools’ involved parents within the school and their perceptions of parents
engaging with their children’s learning. The first round of data was collected at the holiday clubs
and interviews were conducted either before the holiday club opened or after the holiday club
had finished for the day. Interestingly, head teachers were less critical of the school and parents
in conversations than other staff members were. There were instances where the head teachers
would try to sell their school, highlight areas of good practice and did not initially consider areas
where the school could improve their current practices. However, probing in the interview
supported participants to consider areas where the school may not be so strong, and be honest
and sometimes critical of their practices. Moreover, the gathering of multiple perspectives in the
research supported understanding parental involvement and parental engagement to a greater
extent as the research will capture stakeholders’ different views and experiences of that

phenomena (Vogl et al., 2019).

There were evident limitations to data generation, particularly the generation of child data. This
section supports understandings to why there is limited evidence of children’s voice in the
empirical chapters. Accessing children in the school term or trying different creative methods
may have supported the generation of child data which was aligned more closely with the
research question and aims. The limitations of the research are discussed in further detail in

Section 3.10 Reflections on Theoretical Approach.

5.11 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has outlined the methodological approach adopted in the research. This has
included outlining how the SHEP was used as a case study and how the schools as well as the
individual participants were recruited for the research. The data collection methods and the data
analysis procedure have also been outlined in detail. The ethical considerations have been
discussed thoroughly and there is clear consideration of the researcher’s position. The primarily
qualitative methods supplemented by secondary data analysis of school-level educational
outcomes and school socioeconomic composition has supported understandings of parental

involvement in schools and parental engagement in learning in school in deprived areas in Wales.
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6. Parental Involvement with Schools and Understanding the Cultivation of

Family-School Relationships

6.1 Introduction

The overall aim of this chapter is to explore parental involvement with schools and the
cultivation of family-school relationships. Throughout the chapter there is discussion around,
and a recognition of, the effects of poverty on children and families’ daily lives as well as the
existence of inequalities within education and society. The chapter will contribute to

understanding the following research questions:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?

3) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their

interactions and relationships with one another?

4) To what extent can home-school relationships, parental involvement with schools
and parental engagement with learning reduce socioeconomic inequalities in

wellbeing and educational outcomes?

The chapter will begin by presenting the parental involvement formality and engagement
typology developed in this thesis [Figure 5] before discussing how a socioecological approach
can help to understand school and community relationships. Subsequently, the chapter will
provide an insight into schools’ open-door policies, the impact of family-school tenure on
relationships and the potential role support staff can play in cultural brokerage. The findings
from each of the case study schools have been amalgamated as there was consistency of findings
across schools and pseudonyms have been given to each school to conceal their identity [see
Table 3]. Nevertheless, any marginal differences amongst schools and participants have been

highlighted in the findings.

6.1.1 The Influence of Parental Involvement Theory on Research Findings
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The findings have been organised in accordance with theory which indicates that parental
involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning are different theoretical
concepts which run along a continuum (Goodall, 2018a, 2018b; Goodall and Montgomery, 2014;
Jeynes, 2012). Parent involvement sees agency as remaining with the school who remain in
control of the flow of the information whereas parental engagement sees parents holding the
agency and taking some form of ownership over their child’s learning (Goodall and
Montgomery, 2014). It was evident in the findings that there is a certain overlap between the
concepts as school-based parental involvement opportunities can involve learning which can be
extended to practices within the home. Parental involvement has been recognised as a continual
process and therefore a school can find themselves at several points along the continuum at any
one singular point in time (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). This theory and the concepts of
parental involvement and parental engagement have been fundamental throughout the research
process informing the designed interview schedules, the collection of data and the identification

of themes within the analysis.

School children, parents, and school staff listed a range of family involvement and engagement
activities including assemblies, sports days, plays, parents’ evenings and fundraising events [see
Table 9]. The school event or activity that was mentioned the most frequently across the
interviews and by the most number of participants was the SHEP followed by seasonal events
such as a Christmas Fayre. The most frequent activity or event differed when adult and child
data was compared. Both parents and school staff mentioned SHEP the most, however children
noted sports day most frequently followed by parents evening. Whilst Table 9 does not illustrate
the extent to which an event or activity was discussed within an interview, it further supports

understanding of how frequently activities/ events were discussed.
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Parental Involvement
Event or Activity

School Holiday
Enrichment
Programme (SHEP)

Seasonal Events
(Easter, Christmas,
Valentines, Summer
Festival)

Sports Day

Schools Plays or
Shows

Parent Teacher’s
Association/ Parent
Board

Parents’ Evening

School- Parent
Meetings

School Assemblies
Fundraising Events
After School Clubs
Parties
Leavers Service
School Trips

Formal Parent
Course

Inset Days

Totals

Child Interviews

Number of
interviews where

activity/ event is
mentioned (number
of participants who
note activity/ event)

2 (3)

40

6 (8)

4(6)

5(7)
30)

1@)
1@)
22
22
30
1@)

0
34 (42)

Table 9: List of Parental Involvement Events of Activities

Parent Interviews

Number of
interviews where
activity/ event is

mentioned (number
of participants who
note activity/
event)

10 (1)

50)

22

+(4)

500

1@

22

1)
1)
22
1
1)
22

22

1@
40 (42)

Staff Interviews

Number of
interviews where
activity/ event is

mentioned (number
of participants who
note activity/
event)

4(8)

44

2(2)

44

30

1)

2(2)
2(2)

1@

O

12
25 (30)

100

16 (22)

13 (14)

10 (12)

8 (14)

809

6 (8)
6 (6)

44
14
44
44
44
33

3 (3)

203
99 (114)



Parental involvement events can be seen to have differing degrees of formality and offer
differing levels of engagement. Prior research has highlighted that parents are often invited to
schooling activities or events however these events often present limited opportunities for
parents to meaningful participate, with participation often being token or indirect (Torres and
Simovska, 2017). A parental involvement and engagement formality typology was created to help
understand the formality of parental-involvement events and the extent to which parents can

participate in these events.

Formal

x i Parent Teachers
Parents Evening

Association

x Parent Educational

Courses
Chaperoning

an School Trips

M school Assemblies

Passive Active

Fundraising
n Events

x Family Enrichment
Activities

3 Festive Fayres ® School Holiday

Club
x Cu:rnc:rE and xSDDI"E
Shows Day
Informal

Figure 5: Parental Involvement and Engagement Formality Typology

The typology builds upon Goodall and Montgomery’s (2014) model for the progression from
parental involvement with schools to parental engagement with learning. Within this typology,
passive involvement is viewed as involvement that does not actively involve the parent within
schooling or their child’s learning but simply involves their attendance within the school building
or playground. Whereas active engagement involves parents actively engaging in the schooling
environment or their child’s learning. At the furthest point along the X axis [see Figure 5]
parents and schools engage in a two-way dialogue to support one another in supporting the
learning of the child (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). For example, the parental involvement
and engagement formality typology illustrates that the Parents Teachers Association (PTA) is
viewed as a formal event where there can be two-way dialogue between families and the schools

to support the learning of children in general. Whereas a concert or play was regarded as a
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parental involvement event which is relatively informal in its nature but requires little to no
parental engagement. The parent events and activities listed by participants have been mapped

onto the typology in accordance with their formality level (Y axis) and involvement/ engagement

level (X Axis).

In line with previous parental involvement and parental engagement continuums and typologies,
parental involvement events can change position within the typology dependent on their
formality and involvement/engagement level. The interview data contributed to the mapping of
the events within the typology however placement of each event could vary by school, as schools
will frame events differently dependent on local and schooling context. As evident in the
typology above, parental involvement events are typically regarded as having limited engagement
elements as schools are often seen to adopt tokenistic approaches. The purpose of these events
inevitably effects their formality and opportunities for parents to participate. The previously
listed events and activities were discussed by the participants and the perceived purpose of these
varied amongst participants. Nevertheless, three main purposes were suggested: psycho-social
benefits for children and parents, the dissemination of educational information and the provision
of opportunities and the creation of memories for families and the establishment. These three
main purposes were seen to support the fostering of school-home relationships, as the activities
and events provided communication and relationship development opportunities and therefore
fostering relationships was not developed as an individual theme. The purposes of these parental

involvement events and activities will be discussed in detail further throughout the chapter.

6.2 School, Family and Community Relationships Acknowledgement of The

Socioecological Approach

Socioecological theories argue that child development and outcomes are influenced by parent-
school relationships and connectedness (mesosytem), community-based resources (exosystem)
and national policy (macrosystem) (Paquette and Ryan, 2001). Findings from observational
fieldnotes highlighted that three of the case study schools had a nursey or an external local
authority organisation such as a Flying Start unit or an Integrated Family Centre on the school
grounds. These organisations were seen to initiate or support family-school relationships as well
as develop family-community relationships. Flying Start units and programmes such as the Sure
Start Local Programme (SSLP) which are universal multicomponent family-focused localised
interventions on school grounds have been reported to have a range of physical health and
mental health and wellbeing benefits. Family, school and community interaction as well as

family’s access to community resources such as Flying Start or The Integrated Family Centre can
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positively impact child development, relationship building and in turn, education and health

outcomes.

School staff reported that the inclusion of a nursery for early years children on the school site
was beneficial for the development of long-term family-school relationships. A school staff
member expressed how an onsite nursery assisted with the cultivation of school-family

relationships.

School Staff 23: In nursery we do a thing called special days so every child will have the
opportunity to present something about their lives with their parents and their family
members there as well, so that’s a really good way to build relationships so in nursery the
team are fantastic at building those really early relationships and then we try to continue

as much as we can throughout the school.

This positive perception of an onsite nursery was supported further by a parent who saw the
beneficial nature of open days at nursery, as they allowed parents to begin the process of
involving themselves in the schooling environment at the very beginning of their child’s
educational journey. Parents also discussed how they perceived the school and the community to
have good relationships as the school often involved community organisations or businesses in
school activities or events. Parents saw these partnerships to be beneficial, as both schools and
the community formed alliances to work together with the aim of achieving certain goals such as;
libraries and schools collaborating to set children reading challenges. Parents listed numerous
different school-community collaborations including children visiting local care homes, children
visiting the library and families fundraising for the school by packing bags at local supermarkets.
Several of these activities included the involvement of parents meaning school, family and
community collaboration and provide examples of positive interaction at many levels of the
socioecological model. These school-level efforts to connect school, families and communities
can be seen to encourage links and integration within the community which could in turn further

support positive relationship building and child development.

6.3 School’s Open- Door Policies

Parents and school staff from all four schools discussed positive school-family relationships and
referred to open-door policies whereby schools offered parents access to the school,
opportunities for participation in school life and chances for their voices to be heard. Open-

door policies and the ability of parents to reach and access school staff, in particular senior
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leaders, on a daily basis has been highlighted as key in the facilitation of home-school
communication (Campbell, 2011). An Estyn (2009) report on parental involvement in primary
schools in Wales suggested that open door policies varied considerably across schools however
the purpose of these approaches were to ensure families felt welcome within the school
environment. Findings from this study showed that schools recognised the importance of open-
door policies and saw that the presence of staff in the playground and the availability of staff in
relation to formal matters were fundamental in this approach. These two approaches are
arguably polarised but complement one another, as they offer parents both informal and formal

ways to communicate with the school.

Positive family-school relationships are key to the improvement of child outcomes and support
greater equity in schools and in the education system (Ishimaru et al., 2016). In general, children
and parents reported positive relationships between themselves and their schools.
Communication was seen as fundamental in the development of positive relationships and
informal communication on a daily basis was seen as valuable in providing opportunities for the
development of trust (Bryk and Schneider, 2002). Day-to-day exchanges which often occur in
the playground were recognised by both parents and staff as an opportunity for parents to

offload any required information.

School Staff 23: My staff are always on the yard first thing in the morning always in the

yard, after school and it is kind of making those doors open.

School Staff 1: Were always at the door, always at the door, there always.

School Staff 3: There’s numerous bodies on the door.

School Staff 1: Yeah, every day we take the children out so the parents can speak to us
and tell us.

Interviewer: As in at the end of the school day?

School Staff 1: And at the beginning, there is always staff on every door that the children
leave and enter through just so if there is anything that they want to pass on or anything

there is staff there.

Findings suggested the concept of the schools’ open-door policies was very literal, and school
staff perceived that the opening of their doors at the beginning or the end of the school day was
a promotion of an open-door policy. Moreover, all three interviewed head teachers emphasised

that themselves or members of the school senior leadership team (SLT) were typically available
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for parents to speak to at short notice, further supporting an effective open-door policy. Some
parents recognised schools’ open-door policies claiming schools were open, honest, trustworthy
and judgement free as well as confirming a head teacher or a member of SLT was available if
required. One parent expressed how they felt respected by the school and the open-door nature
of the school meant they could be open and honest about their problems without feeling

judgement.

Parent 13: Well I feel, I feel like I am being respected really and you know if I've got an
issue or anything I know I can ring or say ‘excuse me’, the reception is by there, if I've
got something on my mind ‘oh can I have a’, never turn me away and that’s to other
parents to, never turn us away, if you need to have a chat their door is always open no
matter what you can always go in for a chat, they are not gonna judge you or if you are
having a bad day, they are there to help at the end of the day and they make that quite

clear.

A mixture of high staff profile in the playground, informal day-to-day social exchanges and
formal meetings with senior members of staff arguably contributes towards effective open-door
policies. Nevertheless, this willingness of parents to communicate with schools in such an open
and honest manner is dependent upon family-school relationships and the establishment of trust.
Relationship building was commonly viewed by school staff and parents as a task which schools
were responsible for, with the perception of how well this was achieved being placed on the
school’s shoulders. For example, a support member of staff believed their school did very little
to involve parents in the school or to build strong family-school relationships stating this was an

area where improvements could be made.

The Parent Teachers Association (PTA) was provided as an example of how parents could
attempt to build relationships with the school and with other parents. However, only a handful
of the parents referenced the PT'A and those that did reference the PTA had little knowledge of,
or involvement with the association. There was an apparent disconnect between some parents
and the PTA, with parents claiming they did not know what the purpose of the PTA was or
stating that they gloss over the PTA section in the newsletter as they do not view it as important.
There was also the perception that the PTA was not for parents like ‘them’ as parents claimed
the parents involved in the association were stuck up or ’clique-y’. This idea that the PT'A was

only for certain types of parents was also highlighted by one grandparent who was heavily
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involved in the PTA. When the grandparent was asked about if parents come along to the

holiday programme, the grandparent went on to say:

Grandparent 3: Yes they do come, Monday there were a few parents in here then
helping out, when, the problem is I suppose with the PTA when we ask for volunteers is,
you might not get the person who you want, you have got to be careful, you have got a
good PTA and the chairman, I am the dogs body and I have all these women
surrounding me and I do what I am told so we don’t want to get away from that.
Interviewer: When you say be careful what do you mean?

Grandparent 3: Well you don’t want a parent coming along that can only see their child
that is not the aim of the game... there is no one special... we are lucky on the PTA we
have got a food friendly group, we go for volunteers... you have got to pick on the PTA
side, the school is open to anyone but on the PTA, not that we turn people away, but we

look for like-minded people.

This statement by the PTA member suggests that whilst the PTA portrays open access to all
parents, there may not be a acceptance into the PTA by PTA members if the parent is not
viewed by the PT'A members to be like-minded. This contributes towards other findings which
suggest that the PTA can be viewed as cliquey and that not all parents identify with the parents
who are involved in the association. Unlike daily communication in the playground, which is
seen as open and informal, school bodies such as the PT'A are much more formal and closed
(Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). As shown earlier in the parental involvement and engagement
typology, the PTA is a relatively formal parental involvement activity which could be viewed as
overwhelming and intimidating for some parents. These findings parallel research which suggests
that working-class students feel less able to contribute to classroom discussions and have lower
levels of participation in democratic processes such as the school council (Hoskins and Janmaat,
2019). The formality of these activities could contribute towards lower levels of involvement
from working-class students and parents as they these students and parents may feel intimidated

and fearful about expressing their opinions within such a formal environment.

Furthermore, when discussing school-family relationship building and school conflict, parents
tended to negatively discuss ‘other’ parents viewing these parents through a deficit lens. Whilst
parents within the study claimed they had established relatively positive relationships with the

school they felt this was not necessarily the case for ‘other’ parents. One parent stated that
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positive and negative relationships were 50:50, indicating that half of the parents at their school
are actively building relationships with the school and the other half of parents drop their
children at the door and do not attempt to involve themselves in the school. There was a
recognition that negative school-family relationships exist, and parents stated issues could often
arise between parents and their respective schools although they believed these issues were
resolved quickly. One parent perceived that parent-school conflict was the result of schools and

parents not working together to resolve an issue.

Parent 14: You get some parents that think they are the big I am sort of thing and you
do it my way or, and I think it’s a no no, you do get a lot of parents round this way and 1
am saying this way cause I’'m from [Local Area 18], and you see it day in and day out
when you take your children, so I think it’s generally if it doesn’t go some parents’ way
they are not happy but it’s not generally the school fault it’s just that they wouldn’t want

to work with them to get to the right situation.

The statement supports the view that parents often harbour negative views of ‘other’ parents as
they place the blame for lack of communication and resolution on the parent’s reaction to the
situation. Arguably, there was a breakdown of communication between the parties and a conflict
between the school and home culture. However, the parent perceives ‘other’ parents as the
problem and alludes to a stigmatisation of parents in the local area, stating it is the parents within

the area that often do not work with the schools and not vice versa.

Day-to-day social exchanges and informal opportunities for communication have been
highlighted as key in the cultivation of positive school-family relations and the maintenance of
effective open-door policies. Findings suggested that schools can provide quick conflict
resolution through opportunities to discuss school or family related problems or issues with head
teachers or members of SLT. However, there is a harbouring of negative perceptions of parents
which is likely to cause stigmatisation and deflect from attempts to build strong positive family-
school relationships. A common theme reoccurring in the findings is that there is limited input
from parents in relation to how they see relationships could be developed, or how they would
wish to be involved in their children’s schooling or learning. For improvements in home-school
relationships, further insight is required from parents on how to move towards more of a two-

way dialogue between parents and schools.
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6.4 Family-School Tenure and Support with Adverse Family Experiences

There was a perception amongst parents that support staff were best equipped to deal with
problematic situations as they often had time, capacity within their workload and a developed
rapport with students. Whilst teachers are generally teaching 25-30 students at a time, support
staff were viewed as having the capacity to spend one-on-one time with students whether this
was wellbeing related or behaviour related. One parent raised concerns over a school decision to
allow ‘naughty children’ to bring a certain toy into school to keep them occupied during lesson
hours. Although the introduction of support staff within the classrooms was seen to ease

problems that arose.

Parent 14: It was a major issue throughout the parents cause home time we all discuss it
and we all got our own opinions so it was getting a major issue but I think they stamped
down on it in the more in the last couple of months cause they got TA’s in there and
they can deal with the children cause they’re based with them then and the teacher can
take the class off into class and teach while they are dealing with the children that have

issues then.

There was also evidence that support staff have the capacity to support parents with their mental
health and wellbeing, offering a form of pastoral care. Literature suggests that often support staff
and pastoral teams have greater knowledge of the assets and challenges faced by children and
their families (Littlecott et al., 2018a). Findings from this research showed that reception or
office staff were often the first point of call for families, whether this was support staff directly
offering support to families or redirecting families to staff members who could offer formal
support. One parent discussed experiencing difficulties within the home and explained how the
school has taken time to understand the challenges being experienced and offered a form of

emotional and social support.

Parent 13: They’ve gone above and beyond because some days I've been late because
I’'ve been up with my daughter has to go to hospital with her so when I come in they’re
not having a go because Child 82’s and Child 79’s late, they literally know I’'ve come out,
that’s how I am, they always interact with the baby, I’'ve gone in they’ve given me a cup

of tea and a shoulder to cry on, they’re not just teachers some of them are friends to me.
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This concept of ‘friends” highlighted the strength of the established parent-school relationship
and indicated a high level of trust. The established relationship between the parent and school
has led to the parent disclosing personal information and seeking support from the school,
illustrating how the school provided a supportive environment and even a support network for
the parent. This sense of the school acting as a support network for parents was also apparent
within observational field notes. During the summer holiday programme, a parent seeking cancer
treatment found support and comfort in the school canteen and was seen to communicate with
the school caterer over a cup of tea. The parent did not join in with the parental involvement
afternoon at the holiday club but sat within the school canteen talking with the catering staff and

watching her child from afar.

This familiarity with staff and the school environment was seen as key in the maintenance of
relationships and the building of trust between the school and families. Many parents noted that
they have had a long-term relationship with the school as their other children have attended the
same school previously. This sense of familiarity with school staff and the school environment
was seen to positively influence school-home relationships and parents believed it allowed for

the school to get to know their children, themselves, and their family’s circumstances.

Parent 7: The school have watched them all grown up... I've literally got a good
relationship with the school, any problems or anything they are always there just to have
a chat, basically I have been going through a rough time at the moment, my older
daughter umm she is suffering from severe bullying, so she is self-harming, and the

school has been completely brilliant to me.

Parent 1: I've had no problems with any teacher from when he started in nursey to now
he is going into year two, and know his teacher that’s in year two, umm they’ve also been
very open very easy to talk to, never had any problems even when my other children
were here as well, my other two children came to this school as well, so obviously the
teachers in the school teach those two as well, so they’ve always been open and very easy

to talk to.

Family-school tenure was seen to positively impact the development of relationships and created
a sense of familiarity for parents which could potentially mean parents felt more comfortable in
the schooling environment in comparison with parents who are new to the environment. In this
instance, the acknowledgement of family difficulties or challenges by schools illustrates an

openness to communicate and an environment which is free of judgement. Research argues that

109



“trust is forged in daily social exchanges” (Bryk and Schneider, 2002;1306) and not necessarily in
the events that the school hold, although these events can pose other positives. Schools that
demonstrate open-school policies and informal opportunities for parents to off load information
and communicate can establish a level of social trust among school staff and parents (Bryk and
Schneider, 2003). Notwithstanding the discontinuities between school and families, interactions
that focus on the promotion of a child’s education or wellbeing can strengthen relational trust as
the understanding of an interdependence is acknowledged and commitment to a child’s

outcomes is arguably enhanced (Bryk and Schneider, 2003).

The families stated facing a range of adverse or challenging experiences in their daily lives
including, mental health difficulties, bereavement, physical, psychological and emotional distress,
siblings in care as well as living with a disabled family member. Child involvement in school-
based programmes such as the holiday club have been shown to improve children’s
connectedness with schools, and act as a protective factor for children falling out of education
and into risk (Leat and Thomas, 2018). Ungar's (2011) Social Ecological Theory posits that
engagement in any realm such as the education realm will influence engagement in others such as
the home. The Social Ecological Theory can be utilised to understand resilience and individual’s
ability to endure and overcome hardship and difficulties experienced. Ungar (2011;32) argues
that resilience is “dependent on the capacity of the individual’s physical and social ecology to
potentiate positive development under stress than the capacity of individuals to exercise personal
agency during their recovery from risk exposure”. Resilience depends on the interaction at all
levels of the socio ecological system including the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem,
the macrosystem and the chronosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Paquette and Ryan, 2001;
Ungar, 2011). Whilst resilience considers the capacity of an individual to engage in processes and
opportunities which demonstrate resilience, resources provided by external agencies such as the
government or schools need to be available and culturally meaningful for those they intend to
engage. Arguably, school-level understandings of the personal circumstances of families can
support the development of culturally meaningful and appropriate support and resources for

families.

6.5 Cultural Brokerage

Research focused on the relationship between child wellbeing and child-school relationships has
tended to see ‘school staff’ as solely teachers ignoring the importance of support roles within the

school (Littlecott et al., 2018a; Van Petegem et al., 2008). Support staff are seen to bridge the gap
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between the school and families as support-staff often play a negotiating role between the school
culture and the family or community culture (McCann and Neville, 2013). Findings showed the
establishment and maintenance of school-family relationships were fundamental and as discussed
above the daily social exchanges as a result of open-door policies and the availability of staff.
One school staff member also suggested that parents may have preference in who they speak

with, whether this be a teacher or support member of staff.

School Staff 1: There is always staff on every door that the children leave and enter
through so if there is anything that they want to pass on or anything there is staff there...
it’s normally the child’s the class that the teachers at... or their TA whoever they feel

more comfortable with.

Familiarity with classroom teachers or support members of staff was important in relation to
who parents felt most comfortable and at ease communicating with. Support staff mentioned
that some parents knew them from outside in the community and this put parents at ease when
communicating. There is often a power imbalance and a social class imbalance between teaching
staff and parents which may not necessarily be apparent between support staff and parents.
Therefore, the perception of a more equal relationship between parents and support staff could
result in parents feeling more comfortable communicating with support staff. One member of
support staff argued that when approached about their children, parents could be quite defensive
however due to their background and connections to the local area parents were willing to
communicate with them. Moreover, one parent positively viewed seeing school staff within the
local community, and school staff’s acknowledgements of children outside of school ground was

appreciated by families.

School Staff 22: I’'m lucky because I am from the area umm massive... when I sat down
and talked with them the other day, I also explained I was a parent here once, so I get it

both sides, so relax, we are here to have a good time.
Parent 4: They say hi miss whoever it is and it’s nice that the teachers still outside of
school they acknowledge that the children are there they don’t just I've had in the past

where some teachers will just walk past.

The presence of staff within the local community seemed to create a sense of relatability between

school staff and parents which could positively impact the development of positive relationships.
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The role that the support staff plays in the example above is potentially a brokerage role between
the school and families whereby they are using their personal circumstances and prior
experiences to build relationships and build a bridge across the divide (L.eat and Thomas, 2018).
A handful of staff (n=3) explicitly stated how they lived in the local community and one member
of staff recognised the benefits this could have on relationship building. This cultural brokerage
role is critical in bridging the racial, cultural, linguistic, and power difficulties often experienced
between schools and families (Ishimaru et al., 2016). Support staff can arguably contribute to the
creation of an environment where families feel safe and comfortable and can attempt to decode
the dominant school culture to families within the local area (Ishimaru et al., 2016; Martinez-

Cosio and Iannacne, 2007).

In the excerpt above, there was a form of trust developed between the support member of staff
and parent which was built on a sense of familiarity and similarity. The support member of staff
and the parent are seen to relate to one another and the power imbalance between schooling
professionals and parents which can be present is arguably broken down. Nonetheless, the
observational field notes noted that familiarity between a parent and a school staff member at
the holiday club caused an uncomfortable situation when a problem arose. Whilst attending a
parental involvement afternoon a parent was unhappy with how a member of staff spoke to their
child however did not want the SHEP co-ordinator to discuss the problem with the member of
staff as the parent knew them personally and felt it could damage their relationship outside of the

school.

The support staffs cultural broker role is complex and can encompass a wide range of activities
including the dissemination and decoding of school messages to families. Support staff from
three of the four schools mentioned ways in which they attempt to transmit school knowledge
and information to parents in an alternative manner. A support member of staff stated that some
parents may have challenges interpreting information they receive from the school and therefore
they have implemented a strategy which aims to overcome these challenges and avoid

embarrassment.

School Staff 3: Parents will actually come and say read me what this says, once you
know you can pre-empt that and says there’s a letter here about such in such and such, so

everybody hears and nobody is aware of who that person is that can’t read a note...cause
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the last thing we want to do is humiliate anyone and make them feel any worse then what

they possibly already do.

In addition, there was a recognition that a parent of a certain child was not attending any school
events which was causing the child great distress. The child and their family had recently moved
to the UK and English was their second language meaning school- family communication was
often challenging. Nevertheless, the member of support staff indicated they would give the letter
to the parent personally pointing out where they had highlighted the date and time of the
upcoming school event. These findings suggest that support staff feel a sense of responsibility in
supporting the dissemination of information, parents’ involvement in school life and the creation

of an environment where parents feel comfortable.

Interestingly, two grandparents who were members of the Parent Teachers Association (PTA)
identified themselves as cultural brokers and described themselves as playing a role between the
school and children. The grandparents were heavily involved in the school, volunteering at the
school throughout the school year as well as being leading members in the PTA. They regarded
themselves as ‘furniture’ in the school as they have been involved in the school for a long period
of time and did not see themselves giving up this role once their grandchild leaves. They believed

their role could bridge gaps between children and the school as well as parents and the school:

Grandparent 4: I’'m not an authority, not a teacher, so I am an in-between, a go
between... We involve them (parents) in, before we become, fair, fun days, Christmas
fair days had started to dwindle but with the PTA that brings the parents in and we try to

involve them as much as we can.

However, PT'A’s was not seen as an effective tool for communication nor relationship building
by some parents, with 3 parents having no knowledge of the PTA and 1 additional parent
knowing little about what the PTA involved, suggesting the PT'A does not effectively broker the
school-family gap. Furthermore, findings in this study support prior research which indicates
that cultural brokerage is often one-directional. Cultural brokering implies a two-way meditation
between cultures however in reality the cultural brokering is often one-directional and sees the
dominant culture and their expectations being transmitted to the more marginalised culture
(Ishimaru et al., 2016). This was evident in findings as the transmission of culture and
information was often one-directional, with cultural brokers failing to transmit information or

practices from families to schools or school staff (Ishimaru et al., 2010).
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As previously discussed, the participants highlighted 3 main perceived purposes of parental
involvement with schools; psycho-social outcomes, dissemination of educational information

and the creation of memories. These will now be individually discussed in detail.

6.6 Parent Involvement and Psycho- Social Outcomes

The growth in a child’s confidence was highlighted as one of the main benefits of parent
involvement within schools. Parents expressed that their involvement in schooling allowed
children to show their parents what they have been doing in school, giving parents an
opportunity to praise their child’s work and therefore encourage their child to continue working
at the same level. When children receive praise, which they believe is accurate for what they have
achieved, this can contribute towards higher academic achievement and better psychological
health (Lee et al., 2017). Findings suggested that parents’ involvement in schooling activities

provided children with a confidence boost and acted as a form of positive reinforcement.

Parent 1: I think it’s just quite nice, the child is so made up they can’t wait to show their
parents what they’ve done that they’ve done that themselves you know and it build their

confidence it does.

Parent 14: You see when the parents come in here for an hour now 1 day a week
(SHEDP) they are like ‘hiya, hiya’, even my daughter ‘are you staying now’ yeah love, I'm
staying now, I'll stay until you go swimming, yeah it does encourage them it gives them
that bit of oh yeah my mum is here today, even if grandma is here or step-dad it is that
bit of encouragement yeah they are interested, they don’t mind coming in it is good

morale for the children as well.

Parents recognised that their attendance at schooling events could provide children with a
confidence boost as parental involvement was viewed as a signal to the children that their
parents were interested in their schooling lives. This interest and involvement in their children’s
day-to-day schooling was seen to act as a form of encouragement to children and was noted to
be particularly important for those children that may have lower confidence levels. In addition,
one parent expressed the opinion that parents’ attendance at schooling events demonstrated to

children and school staff that they were supporting their child’s schooling.

Parent 7: Yeah, cause I think if you are coming down here (SHEP) you get to know the

teachers more... it is just going to be easier to talk to them then if you have an issue, but
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I think maybe the teachers will look better upon the parents as well cause they’re trying,

they are trying to give something to the school as well.

The parent perceived that schools look more favourably upon parents that try to involve
themselves within their child’s schooling. Parental responsibility and parental determinism have
been reoccurring themes in political rhetoric and arguably have affected societal perceptions of
the extent to which parents should be involved in their children’s education. This finding
suggests that parents who participate in schooling events or activities are viewed more positively
by other parents whereas there can be unjust stigmatisation placed on parents who do not

participate, which is also evident throughout this chapter and across other empirical chapters.

Moreover, children themselves stated feeling positive emotions when their parents participated
in schooling events or activities. Children expressed feelings of happiness and pride when their
parents attended school events and activities, with one child seeing that parental involvement

with schools signified support from their parents.

Child 82: It makes me feel happy... I know that she is supporting me and watching me.

However, observational fieldnotes highlighted that parental involvement events and activities
could have adverse effects on child wellbeing. The observation data noted that at several of the
summer holiday clubs, children would become visibly upset if their parent or guardian was
unable to attend the parental involvement afternoon. Whilst children expressed feelings of
happiness when their parents attended parental involvement events at the school it is likely that
children can experience negative feelings if their parent or guardian is unable to attend a

schooling event.

In addition to positive psycho-social outcomes for children, parental involvement with school
events was seen to positively affect parents’ psycho-social outcomes. Parents and school staff
recognised that often parents may be experiencing loneliness, poor mental health or low levels of
confidence which can inhibit their participation in schooling events. However, one parent
expressed that once the initial fear of involvement was overcome, they felt more comfortable

within the schooling environment and able to make parent-friends at the school.
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Parent 12: As a first-time parent I remember feeling very nervous going to the school,
you’ve got all these different people and I'm a very shy and inward person so I wouldn’t
really talk to anyone, but now I have a lovely circle of friends just through meeting

through the parents.

6.7 Parental Involvement as a means to Disseminate Educational Information

The dissemination of educational information was seen to be offered on an individual basis, with
information being distributed in both formal and informal manners, via specific formal whole-
school parents’ evenings or via informal conversations. One parent described a disconnect
between themselves and the school, stating that the dissemination of educational information
provided them with an insight into what and how their child is doing at school as this was often
unknown. These opportunities and events allowed parents to hear about their children’s

educational position, whether this was their academic progress, achievements or deficiencies.

In relation to the child interviews, there was a recognition of parents’ evenings as a parental
involvement event and a consensus around what the purpose of these events were. However,
only one parent discussed parents’ evening in relation to parental involvement and school staff
did not mention parents’ evening as a parental involvement event at their schools. The child
interviews highlighted how children considered ‘parents’ evenings’ or ‘parent days’ as
opportunities for the school to inform parents about their progress and the standard of their

work:

Child 3: the teachers tells your parents whether you've been a really high standard of

work or it needs to go up, or below average.
Interviewer: And what do they say when they come in to look at your books?

Child 56: That I'm really good.

Interviewer: And why do you think that they come in?

Child 56: So that they can see our progress.

Interviewer: So, they can see you progress and how does that make you feel?

Child 56: And make sure that we aren’t plagiarising others.

The children recognised that there was a ‘standard’ they should be achieving and indicated that
they have some understanding of school scoring or ratings systems. Children highlighted areas

where they felt they excelled, and areas where they may be struggling, claiming to be ‘good’ or
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‘not very good’ at certain subjects or tasks. The perception of how well a child is believed to be
doing academically, was often associated with their feelings towards parents’ evenings. There
were polarised feelings of fear and nervousness and feelings of happiness and excitement over
parents’ evening. One child expressed negative feelings towards parents’ evening explaining a
fear of parents stating they should have done better. Whereas more positive feelings towards
parents’ evening were associated with children knowing they typically receive positive feedback

from school.

Child 16: If it’s a good reason I am proud but if it isn’t then I just go hide.

Interviewer: On the whiteboards, and how does it make you feel (parents attending
parents’ evening?)

Child 9: Scared but excited.

Interviewer: Why does it make you feel scared?

Child 9: Hmm because just in case mum or dad says hmm like that’s bad work cause you

should do more better.

Parents’ evening can create a sense of fear amongst some children and whilst some children
report positive feelings in relation to parents’ evening, these types of events could be seen to
have positive or negative psychological implications. Whilst parents’ evening can be a positive
experience for some children it can have damaging effects for those children who feel they
receive unfair negative feedback from teaching professionals. Negative feedback could not only
effect mental health and wellbeing but have negative implications on children’s aspirations as

well as contribute towards a negative self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1968).

Parents did not discuss parents’ evening to the same extent as children, with only one parent
recognising this as a parental involvement event. One parent stated that the school did regular
parents’ evenings but generally they received educational information related to their child
through informal conversations with staff or through one-to-one meetings. These one-to-one
meetings were mentioned by numerous parents from different schools and typically involved
discussing a topic or a task which their child may be struggling with. The conversations were led
by a member of school staff and parents were not seen to offer much input or insight. Parents
from two schools respectively explained how the school had suggested they increased reading
and learning of timetables within the home but failed to offer further guidance. Both parents
stated they were facilitating this learning within the home and when requesting specific tasks for

the child they were not offered much detailed guidance.
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Parent 7: We got told that Child 41 was struggling with his reading, and they did help
with sending books home and when he gets his tests and stuff like that, they let us know
how well he has done.

Interviewer: Did they inform you of ways in which you could potentially help?

Parent 7: Umm not so much no.

Parent 1: We went through a bit of a stage in his second term where he was finding it, he
was struggling a little bit in class so his teacher asked to speak to me and said he was
struggling with language and his marks and we are going to lower him a group just to
give him a little bit more confidence, he can do it once he knows set and he is quite
happy that he knows he can do it we can move him up them and then he knows then it’s
not a big deal and its it yeah.

Interviewer: So, did they offer you any like forms of like any ways that you could
potentially help him?

Parent 1: Yeah well, I always do things at home with him anyway and that’s what I said.

As previously stated, there is limited evidence to suggest that the schools provided parents with
meaningful engagement activities in relation to their child’s educational progression or outcomes,
which supports previous research suggesting that families’ participation in school activities is
typically token or indirect (Torres and Simovska, 2017). These conversations as well as formal
events such as parents’ evenings can arguably undermine parents’ efforts to support their
children’s learning at home. Whilst these school-led conversations and events are intended to
inform parents of how their child is doing academically, the one-way dialogue led by the school
does not allow parents the opportunity to offer insight into their child’s learning from their
perspective. These conversations instead involve the school informing the parents of areas where
the child is struggling and where the school feel parents could facilitate their child’s learning at
home to a greater extent. This assumption that greater work is needed to be undertaken within
the home could arguably undermine parents’ efforts to engage in their children’s learning as
there is a perception by the school that the support offered by parents at home is either
inadequate or non-existent [See Section 7.4. Parental Engagement with Learning: School Staff

Perspectives].

Nonetheless, several parents discussed how one staff member had previously run parent courses,
arts and crafts sessions and cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) training for parents at the

school. These events were not simply aimed at engaging parents in their children’s learning and
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education but also provided educational opportunities for parents. A parent noted that when
their older children had attended the school, the school offered an English, Maths and Science
course which enabled parents to learn how to assist their children’s learning at home and offered
parents a chance to achieve a formal qualification. The parent explained how they left school
with no qualifications but the qualifications she gained from the school provided course

supported them to follow a certain career path.

In relation to a school CPR training course, one parent stated how they were the only parent to
attend the training which was laid on by The British Heart Foundation (BHF) at no cost. The
parent explained how the school had previously run a similar course at a small cost to parents
and this was also only attended by a few parents. From the parent’s perspective, they saw the
limited involvement from parents was not a reflection of the school not involving parents but

suggested it is the parents not wanting to get involved.

Parent 8: The BHF did it and I was the only one who turned up because previous years,
me and a couple of parents we all paid £15 to do a St John’s Ambulance one, and we all
turned up for that because we paid. But when it was free, and they put it on it was
literally me and School Staff 20 [laughter]. So, we were laying down doing the first aid
like roll them over and things but honestly it is pretty bad, that is down to the parents
not getting involved and not wanting to do it because it’s not cheap and you can’t blame
the school, they think one parent turns up why should we put them on, so I think it’s a

bit naughty.

Whilst the parent saw limited involvement in the course as a negative reflection upon parents;
schools often fail to consider parents perspectives of what, when and how schools decide upon
courses and events. Schools often fail to receive parental input on courses that parents
themselves would like to receive, and therefore school-led courses may not be seen as
appropriate or beneficial for parents to attend which could contribute to lower levels of

attendance.

Moreover, some school-led events can often be stigmatising and suggest parents may be
experiencing some form of deficit which they will overcome by attending such events. For
example, English or Maths lessons aimed at parents could make parents feel the school are
assuming they are deficient in Maths or English and therefore need further support in this area.
However, parents typically were receptive to events laid on at the school and although there was

a lower attendance at the second CRP event this was not a common finding. Parents and school
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staff both expressed how school events were generally well attended by parents and therefore it
could suggest that the formality of courses for parents are likely to be intimidating or threatening

to parents (Campbell, 2011).

6.8 Providing Opportunities and Creating Memories for Families Living in Poverty

Three of the four case study schools noted that one purpose of school events was to provide
opportunities for the children to partake in activities they otherwise might not, and for families
to create happy memories with one another. The school staff recognised the importance of
providing family involvement opportunities, particularly for those living in poverty. These events
were seen to create a fun environment where memories could be made through activities which
families may otherwise not have the means to participate in. The holiday club was highlighted as
a unique opportunity for families to experience new things and create memories, although this

was regarded as one of the key purposes of all school-family events.

School Staff 3: The biggest thing for me is that they have something really positive to do
in the holidays... a lot of our children don’t get the opportunity to visits or trips, so for
them they’ve got an opportunity to try out new things, an experiences, an opportunity to
make memories during the summer holidays and have a summer holiday to really you

know enjoy.

School Staff 4: Right, I make sure that the school for the child is a fun place to be...
those events are the memory makers and I want the children to remember their school
days so they are not going to remember some of their lessons in English and Maths but

they will remember those events and I want them to be happy memories.

The events were seen to not just be memory makers for children but for whole families. School
events offered families at one school an opportunity to spend quality time with one another away
from the distractions they face at home. Research has indicated that those parents who are
considered underserved are more likely to engage in fun activities which do not directly relate to
their children’s education as they view the task as non-threatening (Campbell, 2011). This was
apparent within the findings as fun, whole-family schooling events were typically well attended
but more formal events such as courses or meetings were less well attended. Another member of
staff supported this view by claiming there is limited parental involvement in formal schooling

activities within the classroom setting. This apparent limited involvement in formal events has
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contributed to a shift in the focus of family involvement events, with a reduction in formality

and a greater focus on fun for all the family.

One member of staff explained how their school aimed for school events to strike a balance
between being fun and memorable and creating relationships between the school, families, and
the community. The creation of memories and the strengthening of school-family relationships
were also seen as important by many parents. There was an understanding that if parents
involved themselves in school events, they were more likely to form attachments with the school

and more likely to be involve themselves in their children’s education.

In relation to memory making, a handful of parents noted that there were school events which
offered opportunities for families to create memories both neurologically and materially. These
family-based activities provided parents with opportunities to meaningfully engage with their
children’s school and learning outside of the home as well as allowing them to try new

experiences and create memories.

Parent 4: Me and my partner have just done an arts and crafts course with them...

It brings the children in as well, the children get to join us and learn what different
materials you can use to make different things, my kids absolutely loved it because now
at home they’ve got little memories we made, and then the lady went back and turned
them into something we could keep at home, so it’s a keep sake, and its really nice, the

kids are absolutely loving it.

The parent above expresses enjoyment from the art and crafts course; however, this was
arguably not a parental ‘course’ but more a family enrichment activity. Research indicates that
children living in poverty often have unequal access to and limited participation in enrichment
programmes and activities (Stewart et al., 2018). However, the availability of enrichment activities
to families on the school grounds provided opportunities for families to relish new experiences,
strengthen school-parent ties and create memories which they otherwise may not have. Typically,
research which focuses on school enrichment activities tends to focus upon child involvement
and the impact enrichment activities can have on children. However, this research offers insight
into the inclusion of the whole family in school involvement events and therefore provides a
greater understanding of the perceived benefits of whole-family involvement in school-based
events and activities.

6.9 Challenges to Parental Involvement with Schools
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The reasons for why parents may not choose to attend a school event or may not feel able to
participate in school events were discussed in detail by parents. The parents interviewed could be
viewed as those who involve themselves in school events as they attended SHEP and agreed to
participate in this research, and this could have contributed towards discussions of why ‘other’
parents may not involve themselves in school events and activities. There was a sense of stigma
placed on parents who do not attend schooling events with the interviewed parents and school
staff seeing parents through a deficit lens. Nevertheless, it could be argued that parents may be
deflecting from their personal experiences and discussing ‘other’ parents as they may find it
emotionally difficult to discuss direct experiences. Third-person talk can provide individuals with
a psychological distance from direct experiences but allows them to discuss experiences or

challenges they may personally be facing (Moser et al., 2017).

The findings indicated there was a clear distinction established between legitimate reasons to not
attend a school event and illegitimate reasons to not attend a school event. For example, work
commitments were regarded as a legitimate reason to not attend an event, but most the other

listed reasons were regarded as illegitimate.

Parent 7: I think its two separate things. I think work is the main thing, I’ve been in Uni
for three years so that’s been easier but when I was working that was a lot harder, umm

and you have got some parents that can’t be bothered.

Parent 14: I think some parents, the majority of them are working but I think some of
them really can’t be bothered they drop their kids to school and they are like ta ra, we will

see you 3 o’clock and I just generally think they can’t be bothered,

There was a perception amongst parents that ‘other’ parents cannot be bothered to attend
schooling events and one parent explained how they believed general parent involvement in
schooling has decreased since their first child attended the school and that parents now cannot
be bothered. Some parents expressed that once parents drop their children off at school, they see
the responsibility of their child as passed over to the school, and they view the time their child is
in school as their own time. The negative perception of ‘other’ parents expressed by the
interviewed parents falls in line with research that tends to place blame for lack of involvement

in education on families living in poverty (Doyle and Keane, 2019; Ishimaru et al., 2016; Spencer
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et al., 2018). Unlike existing research, these findings offer insights into parental perceptions of

‘other’ parents’ involvement in children’s education and schooling.

Furthermore, this tendency to blame parents for lack of involvement in their children’s

education and schooling was further supported in staff interviews.

School Staff 3: A lot drop the kids of and go, for the majority of the parents they just

want to £0.

However, some school staff recognised that often parents do not know how to involve
themselves within the school and that often the community as a whole is disengaged. One staff
member noted they felt the school could do more to involve parents, but parents are difficult to

engage.

School Staff 1: They |[parents| are very much a disengaged community a lot are against

the system aren’t they, they haven’t got the skills themselves.

As evidenced in the findings, staff and parents perceive families’ disengagement in prescribed
school events or activities as a cultural deficit often failing to consider a range of other factors
that could affect potential parental involvement (Geller et al., 2015). There was a perception that
parents have little understanding of what is happening in schools, nor feel comfortable with the
schooling culture. Nevertheless, research has indicated that teaching staff often do not receive
training or professional development that would counteract the deficit discourse or norms
(Geller et al., 2015). The notion of the ‘responsible parent’ which has been become a feature of
political language in recent decades has arguably been utilised as a tool by the state to place
blame on and punish parents from disadvantaged backgrounds (Wyness, 2014). In this instance,
there is an internalisation of the ideas of individualism and the ‘responsible parents’ contributing
to individuals looking down on those who may be experiencing the challenges of everyday life,
instead of challenging the behaviours of those within the educational setting who may have

access to levers of structural change.
In addition, there was an assumption that often families may be experiencing aspects of

dysfunction in their lives and within the home which could impact their involvement in their

children’s schooling and learning
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Parent 12: Within the area... I would say it’s because some parents there, I hate to say
word academically inclined but some of them are not, some of these parents and children
are very close in age, they have had them very very young so they are learning, so some

parents are scared.

Parent 12: Some of them don’t like... speaking to the teachers, there might be a
threatening I’'m educated and you’re not kind of barrier, or they might feel intimidated or

they just might not know what to say to them.

Parent 9: Hmm I think some environments in the school playground with other children
can be very ‘clique-y’ and intimidating for parents, so if they think the minute, they walk

into an event there is going to be groups of parents it might be intimidating.

Parents reported how other parents may not feel comfortable and even intimidated in the school
environment with two of the parents associating parents’ discomfort with parents’ education
level. For example, two of the parents above suggested that other parents that may have done
less well in the education system may feel more intimated in the school environment.

Moreover, the feelings expressed by parents raise concerns around the differences in the home
and school culture, and the extent to which parents feel comfortable in the school environment.
These feelings alongside the stigmatisation parents often face for not attending schooling events
could negatively affect their parent role construction, as well as result in parents distancing

themselves further from the schooling environment.

Whilst several of the positives of family involvement in schooling have been noted above, there
are potential harmful unintended consequences of parental involvement in events and activities.
Previous research has indicated that well intended public health interventions, such as the ‘Food
and Fun’: School Holiday Enrichment Programme can cause unintended harms (Lorenc et al.,

2012). Findings shows that certain parents find involvement in schooling quite challenging due

to a range of reasons including work commitments, differences in home, school and community
cultures, low confidence, personal issues and parents not valuing the importance of involvement
in their children’s schooling. One parent suggested that the school can anticipate which parents

are likely to involve themselves in school related events and activities and which parents are less

likely to.
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Parent 1: But you will generally find, a lot of your, you generally, this is gonna, you
generally know who is gonna wanna be interested in the likes of the holiday club errmm
even though every child gets a letter, you generally know 9 times out of 10 who you will
get back... one generally find some parents once their kids are off they don’t want to be
coming back out eatly hours to be bringing them back to school cause that their time to
chill... then you’ve got the likes of the people that work, there obviously putting their
children in different créches and childcare which they pay for because this is still only

until 1 o’clock.

The holiday club arguably does not cater to all parents’ needs but the parent appears to believe
there is a consistent group of parents and children which take advantage of the opportunities
offered by the school. There is also the assumption that parents that are working will be seeking
alternative forms of paid childcare rather than attending the holiday programme. Although a
proportionate universal approach to recruitment and limited spaces at the holiday clubs would
have meant that some children in need of support during the holidays were unable to attend,
which could contribute towards increasing inequalities as the intended benefits of events are not
being experienced universally. There is also the assumption that parents that are working will be

seeking alternative forms of paid childcare rather than attending the holiday programme.

For families living in poverty the pressure of everyday life impacts all aspects of their life. For
example, one parent explained how they worked 3 part-time jobs to provide for their family,
explaining how they worked to live, and how they could not afford for their child to do

enrichment activities during the summer holidays.

Parent 1: I mean I can’t afford to be going out and forking out hundreds for him to go,
cause some of these activity groups out there can be like £50 for the day and its quite a
lot of money, £25 a day, it’s quite, you might think its /25 pounds, but it’s a lot when it
is coming out, if you’re working to live, that’s what I do is work to live, I don’t work to

have extras.

Living in poverty can increase parents’ stress levels, affect relationships and family dynamics as
well as negatively impact mental health and emotional wellbeing (CPAG, 2017). As stated above,
children living in poverty can also miss out on opportunities to participate in enrichment

activities. Whilst schools seek to promote parental involvement with schools it is likely to be

125



compromised if parents are preoccupied with the worries of providing the basic necessities for
their children.

Limited involvement by parents in their child’s schooling could contribute to the exacerbation of
existing inequalities in society and could be argued to be psychologically harmful for those
students whose parents or family members do not attend school involvement events. Moreover,
there is an assumption that the home offers children a place of safety and sanctity however this is
not necessarily an accurate assumption (Hancock and Gillen, 2007; Wyness, 2014). For some
children, school may be an opportunity for children to escape from the difficulties experienced
within the home and the promotion of parental involvement with schools could create feelings
of fear, anxiety and cause detriment to overall child wellbeing. Nevertheless, it could be argued
that these unintended consequences are anticipated and foreseen by schools, but are traded-off
against the intended consequences as these are likely to have greater positive impact on a larger

proportion of children and therefore the potential harm caused is accepted (de Zwart, 2015).

6.10 Concluding Rematrks

The chapter aimed to explore parental involvement with schools and the cultivation of family-
school relationships. The variance in participants allowed for different perspectives on school-
family relationships to be understood, which was fundamental in understanding cultural
brokerage and school professionals’ views on the challenges faced by families in their day-to-day
lives. Whilst it could be argued the child interviews offered partial insights into parental
involvement with schools, when triangulated with the school staff and parents interviews the
data present a rounded picture of parental involvement with schools as well as participants’

perceptions on the development and sustaining of home-school relationships.

School staff and parents both highlighted the benefits of open-door policies and saw that the
day-to-day social exchanges that would often take place at the beginning and end of the school
day were fundamental to relationship building. Whilst participants recognised that schools
organised a range of events for families which varied in their formality and involvement, these
events did not facilitate the cultivation of meaningful relationships in the same manner that day-
to-day conversations did. For further improvements in home-school relationships greater insight
is required from parents on how to move towards more of a two-way dialogue between parents

and schools.

In relation to parental involvement with schools, the chapter highlighted that there were three

perceived purposes of parental involvement with schools: psycho-social outcomes, dissemination
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of educational information and the creation of memories. However, challenges to parental
involvement with schools remains and throughout the findings there was a negative perception
of parents who participants believed did not engage in their children’s learning. These negative
perceptions could be attributed to government policy and rhetoric which supports individualism
and the idea of the ‘responsible parent’. The stigma often placed on parents could arguably result
in parents feeling uncomfortable within the schooling environment and reduce the extent to

wish they feel comfortable engaging in their children’s school and learning.

As previously stated, throughout the research process there has been consideration of the effects
of poverty on families’ everyday lives as the data analysed has been collected from staff, parents
and children from schools in areas of deprivation in Wales. The findings highlighted that family
school tenure positively affected home-school relationships and parents stated that they tended
to feel more comfortable within the environment and with particular members of staff due to
the time they had spent within the environment and in contact with a certain member of staff.
Support staff connections with the local community and families led to participants viewing
support staff as cultural brokers, who played a key role in eroding the barriers between staff and
families (Markham and Aveyard, 2003). Families often discussed the struggles they faced in their
daily lives and some parents noted how the school offered support to families whether this was
someone to talk to or whether this was the school directing parents to support services. Whilst
this chapter has focused on home-school relationships and parental involvement with schools,
the next chapter will discuss parents' engagement with their child’s learning within the home in
line with literature which sees that parental involvement with schools and parental engagement

with learning run along a continuum.

127



7. Parental Engagement with Learning within the Home

7.1 Introduction

Whilst the previous chapter considered parents involvement with school and the education
system more broadly, this chapter will explore the extent to which, and the ways in which,
parents from lower SES backgrounds are described as engaging in their children’s learning within
the home. As discussed in the literature review chapters, parental engagement with learning is
seen to be socioeconomically distributed and often parents from lower SES backgrounds can be
viewed through a deficit lens which suggests that their limited engagement is through choice.
However, the research presented in this thesis does not adopt this view but rather highlights and
considers the daily challenges, structural barriers and stigmatisation parents face in their everyday

lives and within the education system.
The chapter contributes to understandings of the following research questions:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?

3) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their interactions

and relationships with one another?

4) To what extent can home-school relationships, parental involvement with schools and
parental engagement with learning reduce socioeconomic inequalities in wellbeing and

educational outcomes?

As noted in Chapter 06, the findings have been organised in accordance with theories that
position parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning as different
theoretical concepts which run along a continuum (Goodall, 2018a, 2018b; Goodall and
Montgomery, 2014; Jeynes, 2012). Although the concepts ovetlap, the primary focus of this
chapter is considering the extent, and ways in which, parents engage in their children’s learning
from the perspective of children, school staff and parents from schools in areas of deprivation in

Wales. Throughout this chapter there is consideration of how limited parental engagement can

128



exacerbate educational inequalities and the chapter closes with discussions around the

relationship between parental engagement and educational inequalities.

Due to differences in participant perceptions of the extent to which, and how, parents are

engaging in their children’s learning, findings from the participant groups will be discussed

separately from one another. Sections 7.2 and 7.3 will consider parent and children’s perspectives

on parental engagement with learning and barriers to this engagement as there was consistency

across findings whereas section 7.4 and 7.5 will discuss school-staff perspectives on parental

engagement with learning.

7.2 Parental Engagement with Learning at Home: Family-Level Perspectives

Out of the 12 parent interviews, 10 of the interviewed parents discussed engaging in their

children’s learning at home. Parents described engaging in their children’s learning in a range of

different ways and supporting their children at home with academic learning set by the school as

well as parents engaging in more general non-school led learning activities such as playing games.

Parent 1: Errm; adding so many numbers together, those were things I did at home as

well, he did it in the morning as a choose type thing, get in the shower then he comes

downstairs and we do his timetables, coming down stairs and we do a timetables a table,

it would be twos Monday, fives, threes on Tuesday, fives on Wednesday and that’s how

we did it and obviously its build his confidence up that by the end that now he has gone

back to his higher group.

Parent 13: Every night we sit down, and they have homework, we read books together,

go through their homework and everything.

Interviewer: And thinking about learning within the home, in what ways do you help

Child 56 with learning within the home?

Parent 9: She is just a sponge, so TV programmes, interactive programmes, umm the

computer, what else do we do, crafts and that lot, at the moment we are concentrating

on her hand eye co-ordination, watch her throw a ball.

Interviewer: And thinking about home is there ways in which you help the gitls with

their learning?
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Parent 14: Yeah do you know what we do, do arts and crafts and we do play games, play
bingo and things like that where they have got to do the numbers and we have got the
timetable chart and if they ask a question then I will say no the times tables chart is on
the wall go and look for it and teaching the time, it’s bad but where the play it on their

computers and things like that they are learning technology.

The parental engagement activities noted by parents varied, as well as the extent to which the
activity was informed by the school, and the extent to which parents participated in the learning
activity. For example, arts and crafts activities or playing games were seen as parent-led activities
which could involve high levels of parent engagement whereas interactive games on devices or
watching television could be activities monitored by parents but did not involve their
engagement as the activity could be independently undertaken by the child. As well as activities
involving varying degrees of parental engagement, there was a distinction established between
school informed and non-school informed engagement activities. For example, activities such as
homework or practicing times tables could viewed as school informed and seen to directly
impact education outcomes whereas other activities such as arts and crafts were not viewed in
the same manner. Findings from the child interviews supported parental statements made in

relation to parents engaging in their learning at home.

Interviewer: What homework do you get?

Child 55: Hmm probably about maths.

Interviewer: And does anyone help you with your homework?
Child 55: My mum does.

Interviewer: Your mum does and how does she help you?

Child 55: She comes up with the piece of work, she kinda helps me with the maths.

Interviewer: Spending time with Daddy, and what kinds of things do you and Daddy
do?

Child 78: We play UNO

Child 82: And then, sometimes in the meetings I get some homework to do and then

once I have done it my mum sees and says how much my handwriting has improved and
all that.

Interviewer: And do you get help with your homework at home?
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Child 82: Sometimes.
Interviewer: And who helps you?

Child 82: Sometimes my sister.

Children further reported parents engaging in their homework, supporting them with their
handwriting, practicing counting and playing games with them such as UNO. Parents
engagement in these activities illustrated parents' engagement in additional learning activities
within the home, as the activities are arguably educational in their nature. In the child and parent
data there was a differentiation established between formal learning activities directly associated
with academic learning, and informal learning activities which are indirectly associated with
educational outcomes, but which are educational in their nature and associated with learning
more generally. The importance of these informal learning activities were noted by parents, with
parents valuing the importance of informal learning activities in conjunction with formal learning

activities.

Parent 14: If I ask a question and they go Google it and find out and then they have got
to read the paragraph and it’s not just playing on the computer they are reading as well
and they are playing the games, just generally life skills, it’s like my daughter cooking she
will cook her own food I will stand there or sit there on the breakfast bar she knows how
to turn the oven on, she knows how to cook burgers as long as she is supervised she
knows how to do it yeah, I am there when she’s doing it but it is life skills it’s not just
learning your maths and being clever that way its learning life skills, like how to cook,
how to make stuff, how to put ingredients together, so it is a bit all mixed in in my
house, I don’t sit there and say read a book and memoirise it, I sort of combine it with life
skills, it’s great to be brainy but if you’ve got no life skills and don’t know how to cook

then I am sorry but you are failing a bit.

Parent 12: It is just helping her helping to reinstall the things she has learnt at school...
helping with different veg and cutting them up for different meals so she can see the

benefits of it.
Parents viewed supporting and providing children with formal and informal learning activities

within the home was of greater benefit to their child than solely providing their child with formal

learning activities. The support of the development of life skills within the home was not seen to
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undermine academic learning but rather illustrated how parents valued both forms of learning
and recognised the importance of both forms of learning in their child’s overall development.
Literature can suggest that parents from lower SES backgrounds are less interested than middle-
class parents in their children’s learning (Doyle and Keane, 2019) however findings from this
research suggest that parents from lower SES backgrounds are engaging in their children’s

learning within the home in both formal and informal manners.

The distinction highlighted in this data between parents’ engagement in formal learning activities
and learning activities which are not directly related to educational outcomes such as maths or
English is important to discuss. Working-class families’ lives are often highly localised and
families’ aspirations for their children are often associated with the needs of their local
communities and the development of skills which are valued in their local environment
(Wheeler, 2018). This consideration of both formal and informal learning by parents could be an

attempt to support children to develop skills which are valued in their environments.

This distinction between parental engagement with formal and informal learning activities will be
discussed further in relation to school staff’s perception of parents’ engagement in home learning
activities [Section 7.5]. In school staff data, there was no recognition of parents engaging in
informal learning activities, but rather school staff solely focused on parents' engagement in
formal learning activities, suggesting school staff placed a greater value on formal learning
activities. This limited recognition of the importance of informal learning activities could reflect
the participating schools primary focus on their responsibility to provide formal learning
opportunities. Moreover, there are complex boundary dynamics evident between schools and
parents and therefore there could be limited school intrusion into informal parental engagement

activities which take place within the home.

When parents and children (Child 82 above) discussed ‘who’ would engage in supporting
children’s learning within the home, it was noted that engagement in learning activities could

often involve family members other than, or as well as, parents.
Parent 1: I help in every way I can... and even though I work as much as I do, we all, we

all muck together his older sister helps him with his reading and my husband’s there to

help him with sums and we do help as much as we possibly can.
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Parent 10: I always say at parents’ evening is there anything at home I can help with, and
If I don’t know my partner or my parents might but sadly my partner’s Dad, he passed
away... we always used to ask him if we didn’t know but now I suppose we can use

google.

Parents noted how supporting their child’s learning within the home could be a whole family
effort, with different family members ‘mucking’ in to provide support for a child’s learning.
Parents reported that different family members provided support for different subject areas, and
if one family member was unable to provide support on a given task then another family
member would often assist. In addition, the parent below discussed how they have implemented
a reading technique which their parents used with them as a child to help their own children
recognise words. This cross- generational technique was also noted as being used by the
grandparents, illustrating how a method for learning which is understood and valued by family

members can be effective in supporting learning with the home.

Interviewer: Thinking about learning at home, is there ways in which you help with the
kids’ learning?

Parent 4: Yeah they love playing, reading, my mum and dad used to teach me when I
was younger how to learn or memorise words if we were reading a book they used to tell
me to go to a page and then go to a word on that page then split it up if I couldn’t spell
it, so my kids have learnt that way how to read and they absolutely enjoy it especially if
they are going to Nain and Taid’s’ they are like do you wanna read with us and my mum
will be like go to page 3 and look for this word and it helps them recognise what words

they were.

In some cases, engagement from extended family members was seen instead of parents’
engagement whilst in other cases the family engagement was an extension or continuation of
what parents were already doing. As noted eatlier, findings suggested that families from poorer
backgrounds often live more localised lives and therefore the role grandparents play in their
grandchildren’s lives could be greater than those from higher SES backgrounds. Prior research
has indicated that parents from higher SES backgrounds often use their social capital to support
their children’s education and educational journey. However, in these findings a three-

generational transmissional approach to supporting children’s learning was evident, suggesting

3 Nain and Taid are common Welsh names for Grandmother and Grandfather.
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that it is not solely parents who transmit knowledge to their children but extended family

members and in particular grandparents (Mare, 2011; MOllegaard and Jeger, 2015).

7.3 Barriers to Parental Engagement with Learning: Family- Level Perspectives

The two main barriers highlighted in the parent data were parents’ educational histories and
home-school communication in relation to guidance on how to support children’s learning

within the home.

7.3.1 Parent Educational Histories

As discussed above parents were seen to use their broader social networks to support their
children’s learning. One of the contributing factors for this additional involvement could be
parents’ own educational histories acting as a barrier to parents’ engagement. Parents’ prior
educational experiences and qualifications can affect their view of school, how they view their
role as a parent and their parent self-efficacy (Auerbach, 2007; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2013).
Findings highlighted that parents’ prior educational experiences were seen to affect their
engagement in both positive and negative ways. One parent disclosed challenges with engaging
in their children’s learning noting a belief that their child’s spelling and reading levels were higher
than their own which posed a challenge when the parent tried to help the child. The parent also
disclosed having a specific learning difficulty which they believed was a contributing factor to
why their child’s reading level was higher than their own. Research on parenting practices and
the experiences of parents with learning disabilities and difficulties indicated that parents face
challenges in relation to bringing up their children including negative expectations and
stereotypes of parents with learning difficulties (Norah Fry Research Centre, 2009). However,
schools believing in parents’ abilities, clear information and explanations, and enabling parents to
overcome challenges in their lives can support parents to engage in their children’s day-to-day

lives and arguably their educational lives (Norah Fry Research Centre, 2009).

Parent 10: We try to, I mean to be honest Child 70 probably knows more than I do, I
know stuff obviously but when it comes to spelling and reading, she is pretty much, you
know I try and help, in saying that, I don’t mean to blow my own trumpet but she is a

high level in literacy better than I am with my dyslexia.
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Parent 14: Do you know what honestly I was useless at school, I was never ever there
but I made sure my kids are nothing like me... the way you learn, maths these days, it’s
all changed since I’ve been in school so if they come home and ask me and I'm a bit
stuck then Google comes in... so they are teaching me as I am supposed to be helping
them they are teaching me then maybe I am on my phone trying to look for the answers

but yeah it is totally different from when I was in school.

One parent noted how they struggled at school and that their engagement in their child’s
learning was a learning process for them. The parent discussed how learning techniques have
changed since they were at school, and how this poses a challenge for them in supporting their
child’s learning. However, the parent reports using technology to support their children’s
learning suggesting that the process of looking for answers online was a joint learning process.
Technology can be regarded as a tool to support parents accessing knowledge, and in this case,
Google supported and equipped the parent to support their children’s learning. Whilst the use of
technology has become commonplace in society, and there are arguments to technology acting as
a leveller in terms of access to knowledge there are still issues in terms of inequalities in access to

digital devices.

Moreover, the parent also alludes to a negative schooling experience, as the parents declared they
were ‘useless’ at school and stated, “I made sure my kids are nothing like me”. In some
circumstances negative schooling experiences can positively affect parental roles and practices
(Auerbach, 2007). In this case, the parent seems to have internalised the notion that education is
highly important and expresses a sense of shame in relation to their educational history. The
parent’s own negative educational history has arguably positively impacted their engagement in
their children’s learning and their view of schooling as the parent hopes their children can have

more positive schooling experiences than their own.

In addition, a parent’s positive educational history was seen to positively impact their parent self-
efficacy. Self-efficacy informs how a parent behaves and informs whether a parent attempts a
task, how much effort they put into a task and how much they persist with the tasks if challenges
arise (Bandura, 1997; Harpaz and Grinshtain, 2020). Parent self-efficacy reflects parents' beliefs
in their abilities to influence their children and their children’s learning (Harpaz and Grinshtain,
2020) and therefore a negative self-efficacy can have negative consequences on a child’s

development. For example, the parent below noted how their positive schooling experience and

135



their partner’s experience of higher education enabled both parents to support their children

with their learning at home.

Parent 8: We went to school, you went uni, I wouldn’t say we were Einstein’s but we

can help the kids but I suppose with some parents they can’t even do that at all.

Whilst these parents do not blame other parents for limited engagement in their children’s
learning, blame for limited engagement is often attributed to parents’ individual characteristics.
One interviewed parent presented a stigmatising view of parents who may not engage in their
children’s learning, suggesting that some parents may not have the capacity to support their

child’s learning.

Parent 12: Some parents they’re not I hate to say word academically inclined but some
of them are not, some of these parents and children are very close in age, they have had
them very very young, so they are learning, so some parents are scared, not necessarily
scared that’s the wrong choice of words but some parents’ children overtake them

intellectually.

The parent suggested that some parents may have had children at a young age which they
believed meant they are still learning themselves and therefore do not have the capacity to
support their child’s learning. In addition, a pair of interviewed grandparents debatably placed

blame for limited parental engagement in a schooling event on parents not bothering to attend.

Grandparent 3: The primary school had a centenary year... they asked all the parents to
participate in could they dress as in 100 years out of the entire school just Grandparent 4
and myself, Grandparent 4 as a flower lady and I had a waistcoat with a fob as you would
do a 100 years ago, and the head mistress said to us if it was down to her we would be

the only parents sat down and watching the play, so this is not new, they can’t be

bothered.

The grandparents noted that they were the only parents or grandparents to engage in the fancy-
dress activity at the school which led to the grandparents suggesting that other parents could not
be bothered to engage. In line with the parent involvement formality and engagement typology
established in Chapter 6 [Figure 5] this parent involvement activity is viewed to require active
involvement and be relatively informal in its nature. However as noted in literature, parental

involvement with schools and parental engagement run along a continuum (Goodall, 2018a,
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2018b; Goodall and Montgomery, 2014; Jeynes, 2012) and this activity could be seen to require a
degree of engagement as parents will have had to prepare outfits prior to the event and would

have likely been involved in activities at the event.

The grandparents adopted a negative view of parents who did not engage in the fancy-dress
element of the school event. Literature suggests there is often a binary relationship formed
between what is deemed as a correct behaviour and what is deemed as an ‘other’ behaviour
(Hughes and Mac Naughton, 2000). This binary relationship between what is perceived as
normative and what is perceived nonnormative can have damaging consequences for parents
who may not engage in their children’s learning although often the barriers and challenges which
contribute to limited engagement are not considered. Othering creates a differentiation between
those who benefit from the status quo and those who are poorly served by the system although

the structural conditions which affect parental engagement are often not considered (Goodall,

2019).

Whilst the grandparents place blame on ‘other’ parents for not participating in the school event,
factors such as fear of the schooling environment or limited funds to purchase fancy-dress
outfits are not considered. Many school events come at an additional cost to parents and can
serve to reveal a family’s poverty as some families cannot afford the additional cost of
purchasing items such as costumes for a school event. The Child Poverty Action Group
highlight that school events such as non- uniform days and coffee mornings for charity can
require a monetary donation from families or come at an additional cost to families and this
monetary element can act as a barrier to their participation (CPAG, 2022). Families’ limited
participation or engagement in such activities could be a rational mechanism to defend against
the shame and stigma the families could face in relation to not being able to afford to participate
which could in turn be interpreted by others as evidence of fecklessness. Discussions around this
binary relationship and deficit approaches to parental engagement are further discussed in school

staff perceptions of parental engagement with learning [Section 7.5].

7.3.2 Home-School Communication and Parental Engagement

According to the parent data, school informed home learning tasks and activities varied from
school-to-school, with some schools providing reading books and/ or homework and other
schools providing limited or no set home learning activities. Several parents interviewed
indicated how homework is variable at their schools suggesting there was no regularity in the
amount of homework set which could result in unclear expectations of what learning parents and

children should be engaging with at home.
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Grandparent 1: It varies, I mean sometimes they get homework don’t they?
Parent 2: Yeah, and sometimes they don’t.
Grandparent 1: There’s nothing specific you think she has a spelling this week then it

doesn’t come.

Parent 13: Every night we sit down, and they have homework, we read books together,

go through their homework and everything.

Nevertheless, one parent noted sitting down with their children to go through homework and
reading on a nightly basis suggesting a regularity of homework and reading at their school. Data
from the child interviews in relation to the distribution of homework was also limited. This
limited discussion of homework in the child interviews further suggests there was inconsistencies
in the amount of homework distributed to children across the participating schools. Data from
some of the child interviews also supported the view that there was limited homework provided

by the schools.

Interviewer: Do you get much homework at school?

Child 16: No barely any, it’s mostly reading.

Interviewer: Yeah, what about reading and homework do you do any of those things?
Child 41: No.

Child 40: I don’t have homework.

Interviewer: Do you get homework from school?

Child 40: Not really no.

Nonetheless, when parents indicated their children did receive homework from the school,
parents noted there were challenges around how to complete the homework due to a lack
communication or unclear explanations from the school to parents on the home learning

activities.
Parent 10: Umm, maybe there is not enough information maybe sometimes, yeah apart

from dyslexia or not having the knowledge sometimes there is just not enough

information, umm so not being, so not clear so not sure what to do... and there they
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might one parent saying blah blah this is what we do and then another parent saying blah

blah blah this is what we do and then you are like okay which one.

Parent 7: They could if you needed a little help with your Maths be like, this is how we
are teaching the kids, this is how we are doing it because you don’t want them taught in

two separate ways.

Blame for limited parental engagement as a result of poor communication from schools to
parents on homework tasks cannot be placed on parents. Whilst teachers are viewed as
professionals and are professionally trained, parents are from varied backgrounds, with different
educational histories and are not trained in teaching practices. The rise of the ‘responsibilisation’
of parents raises concerns over the expectations placed on parents to engage in their children’s
learning and supports deficit approaches to parental engagement. Unclear communication and
expectations were noted by parents as a barrier to their engagement in their children’s learning.
However, school staff from two of the participating schools noted providing parents with
learning materials or establishing parent- school contracts which outlined what schools expected

of parents in relation to parental engagement with learning and participation in schooling.

School Staff 14: When they are new starters, what we did last year to put in their book
bag, we made the numicon set and we give them stuff to help them start learning.
School Staff 15: And a little sheet breaking it down, how we use it, why we use it.

School Staff 14: And like the reading characters, that starts them off.

School Staff 26: When the parents first come in in reception, we do sessions with them
and we give them packs, give them learning materials, go through expectations with
them, when new parents and children join the school, we have a meeting and outline our
expectations in a home-school agreement that is signed, we always try to note learning at

home.

School staff reported the provision of learning materials to parents at the beginning of a child’s
schooling journey as well as the outlining of the schools’ expectations of parents. Although
parents noted issues with the communication of home learning tasks, school staff reported
providing parents with explanations on how to support their child with certain learning activities.

However, school staff only note the distribution of resources or a parent-school meeting at one-
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time point, the beginning of a child’s learning journey. Whilst children’s transition to primary
school is met with the distribution of resources or a parent-school meeting which could be a
good introduction for parents, there was no discussion of a continuation of these practices or the
distribution of further resources throughout a child’s learning journey. Moreover, as with much
school-home communication, the resources were one-directional with school staff outlining
expectations of the home-school relationship and expectations of parents, with no input from

parents.

Prior research shows that positive and collaborative relations and dialogue between the school
and home can increase parents’ involvement in school (Harpaz and Grinshtain, 2020). These
findings further suggest that increased dialogue with parents in relation to relationships and
parental engagement as well as longer-term guidance and support for parents throughout a
child’s learning journey could enhance home-school relationships and increase overall levels of
parental engagement. Research shows that some parents require assistance from teachers to
support their engagement in their children’s learning and to promote their child’s development
(Harpaz and Grinshtain, 2020). The asking and receiving of help from the school to parents is
plagued with power relations and often sees parents feeling they need support from the school
but often not asking for this support due to embarrassment, stigmatisation and power

imbalances.

Nadler (2002) distinguishes between two forms of help, autonomy-oriented help and
dependency-oriented help which can support understandings of how asking and receiving help
can have positive or negative consequences upon parents, their identities and self-efficacy.
Autonomy-oriented help aims to provide the recipient with the tools to effectively solve their
own problem whereas dependency-orientated help aims to provide the recipient with the
solution to a problem. Above parents note not receiving effective information on school-set
home-based learning tasks and although school staff note initial conversations and the provision
of home-learning resources there is no mention of longer-term continual help or assistance given
to parents. If schools were to provide autonomy-oriented help to parents through continual
discussions, guidance and workshops on how to support their children’s learning this could
improve parental engagement as well as increase parent self-efficacy and promote the social

identity of the recipient (Nadler, 2002).
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The importance of parental voice and home-school relationships was recognised by one member
of staff who stated it is fundamental to include parents within conversations around learning,

behaviour and expectations.

School Staff 24: If you are positive with the parents and you are coming from the same
angles, the same positive angles then it does have an effect on the children, whether it is
through learning, promoting behaviour, expectations, if the parents are on the same page
as you and you are on the same page as the parents, it is a team effort and we couldn’t do
it without them, and if we were resistant to what they bring to the table then the barrier
would go straight back up, it is making them feel valued and making them feel important,

which we do and which they are, they are a massive part of what we do as a school.

Above it is noted how if parents and schools work together this can have a positive effect on
children’s learning and behaviour. Learning is viewed as a joint responsibility between the school
and home and therefore clear communication between both parties is fundamental. The member
of staff noted how not including parents voice within discussions and the school being resistant
to include parents could result in parents feeling undervalued and create a distance between the
home and school. The member of school staff felt consideration of the whole family is key and a
massive part of what the school does generally, and this whole-school approach to the inclusion
of families was viewed as beneficial to children’s learning and behaviour and could positively

impact children’s overall educational outcomes.

7.4 Parental Engagement with Learning: School Staff Perspectives

School staff data on parental engagement with children’s learning within the home highlighted
that there was a difference in the extent to which parents were reporting to be engaging in their
children’s learning and school staff perceptions of the extent to which parents were engaging.
Whilst parents and children reported how they engaged in their children’s learning at home both
in relation to supporting school-set home learning and less formal non-academic learning, there

was a clear disconnect between what parents stated and what school staff perceived.

Interviewer: Thinking about learning outside of the school, how do you see parents
engaging with their children’s learning at home?

School Staff 3: They don’t.

School Staff 1: They don’t.
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School Staff 24: Some parents will want to engage with their children’s learning, some

will not.

Interviewer: Do you think that there is a lot of engagement in learning outside of
school?

School Staff 31: No, no.

School staff were negative in their responses to the extent to which they believed parents in their
school were engaging in their children’s learning with school staff noting some parents do not
engage in their children’s learning reinforcing deficit approaches to parental engagement.
Othering plays a fundamental role in the deficit discourse as it creates a division between those
who are served well by the system and those who are served poorly by the system (Goodall,
2019) as well as supporting meritocratic ideology. The rise of the responsbilisation of parents
alongside the othering of parents and deficit discourses support the idea that those who do not
achieve well educationally or do well in society are responsible for their own fates (Goodall,
2019). Parents from lower income backgrounds are viewed to not be engaging in their children’s
learning to the same extent as more affluent parents although the barriers to engagement are not

considered.

Furthermore, school staff noted challenges with homework being completed and school reading

books being returned to school, with some blame for this being placed on parents.

School Staff 1: No, we get barely any, you know like reading books, we don’t get reading
books back, they don’t read them at home, homework has kind of gone off, gone off
now because we don’t really get that back do we

School Staff 4: Its only year 6 that give it out now isn’t it

School Staff 1: I don’t know, I don’t think parents do anything that involves learning

School Staff 31: Homework then put it that way, we were sending homework home, but

it doesn’t get done.

School Staff 26: It does vary, we do have challenges with homework being completed

when we send books out they don’t always get returned.
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Three of the four schools participating in the research reported challenges with homework being
completed at home. One school staff placed blame for homework not being completed on
parents, indicating that parents do not involve themselves in their children’s learning supporting
earlier discussions illustrating deficit approaches adopted by school staff. Whilst school staff
project some form of blame on parents for homework not being completed at home, school
staff did recognise that limited access to digital devices within the home acted as a barrier to

homework not being completed.

School staff recognised that one of the challenges of children and parents completing homework
was limited access to digital devices or the internet within the home. The school staff member
reported how they have implemented different strategies to overcome the challenges of digital
deprivation experienced by families within their schools, suggesting that low levels of

engagement in homework could be associated with digital deprivation.

School Staff 31: The PTA have paid for a programme that the children can access on
tablets, no computers, on their phones and it is a learning game, there is maths, English
there is maths timetables work , there is addition, subtraction, then reading, writing and
spelling games and that has been the most success and we can monitor who is accessing
it, how long they have been on it , how much progress they are making and that seems to

work for the majority.

School Staff 26: So we’ve got things like a school homework club so they children can
complete homework if they don’t have devices at home or if they haven’t got time at

home.

One of the schools implemented a homework club and a programme which could be accessed
via tablets and phones rather than a computer suggesting the school had considered how access
to digital devices is a barrier to the completion of homework for some children in their school.
The pandemic brought to the forefront the digital divide and socioeconomic differences in
access to digital devices for learning within the home. However, data from this research shows
that schools were aware of the socioeconomic inequalities in access to digital devices prior to the

pandemic.
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Moreover, schools’ recognition of the challenges of the completion of homework has led to
schools changing the ways in which they distribute homework to children. Variance in the
amounts of homework distributed from schools to children was evident and schools
implemented strategies to overcome digital exclusion and noted adapting the nature of

homework tasks in an attempt to increase overall engagement.

School Staff 24: Over the next term rather than give out weekly homework we are
looking to give six tasks over a half term... we would like if you could do them all, over
to you and then the children will be able to do those tasks and be collected in over half

term so maybe we are looking to adapt.

School Staff 26: They have made love spoons, lots of different things or they have been
out to visit a castle and they’ve written about it so things like that have been very
beneficial, umm I think it is more the spelling and reading that we struggle with... home
-school tasks like that parents generally get involved and we do have a lot of stuff back

but it is the spelling and the reading that we do struggle with.

School Staff 13: We have, once a week, homework assembly don’t we, it is changing

now it is going to be more based on topics.

School staff discussed the promotion of home learning activities which were less directly
associated with academic subjects such as maths or English but more related to learning activities
which were creative or connected to their local environment or Welsh history. The adaptation of
homework to a more topic-based learning and a move away from traditional maths of English
homework was noted by several schools. As highlighted earlier, parents noted engagement in
learning activities which were not directly associated with the curriculum but related to broader
learning. This adaptation by schools to distribute homework tasks which are less focused on
academic learning such as spelling or maths and more focused on general learning opportunities

could increase overall parental engagement.

The change in the nature of homework tasks was potentially an attempt to reduce the barriers
associated with parents’ engagement in more formal academic tasks. Nonetheless, there is no
evidence to suggest parents’ involvement in this decision-making process suggesting that schools

have made these adaptations with no parental guidance. Schools’ promotion of home learning
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activities which are topic based rather than centre around subjects such as maths or English
could support further parental engagement. However, engagement with parents in relation to the
nature and content of home-learning activities alongside parental guidance on how to support

their child with the activities could enhance engagement further.

7.5 Barriers to Parental Engagement with Learning: School Staff Perceptions

Although school staff tended to place blame on parents for limited engagement in their
children’s learning, school staff did recognise that parents face barriers to engagement. Some of
the barriers noted by school staff were in line with the barriers noted by parents, these being
parents’ educational histories and parent confidence. The consistency across findings suggests
that schools have some understanding of the barriers parents face in relation to supporting their
children’s learning. However, unlike in the parent data, school staff did not report that poor

school-home communications were a factor which could influence parent’s engagement.

When school staff were asked about parental engagement, the school staff tended to adopt a
deficit lens and had a negative perception of parents who are unable to engage in their children’s

learning.

School Staff 3: I think some of our parents try damn had by they don’t have the skills of

the knowledge, they weren’t brought up.

School Staff 13: I think some of them probably haven’t had the best upbringing
themselves and now they are parents, and the cycle carries on, they don’t know how to

break that cycle.

There was a perception amongst school staff that the circumstances in which parents from
poorer backgrounds have been educated and raised affects how and the extent to which they are
able to engage in their children’s learning. There is a pathologising of parents through which
school staff can be seen to be associate parents’ poor childhood and the challenges that they
have faced, with parents not having the knowledge or skills to support their children’s learning.
Statements such as ‘the cycle carries on’ and ‘they weren’t brought up’ illustrate a relatively
fatalistic view of parents and parenting practices, as the school staff members are suggesting that

parents individually cannot break the cycle of deprivation and poverty. However, the school staff
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do recognise the challenges faced by families in changing their outcomes, and arguably the
offloading of responsibility on to parents without fundamental change and support from wider

structures and systems is likely to further impair their ability to ‘break the cycle’.

Research has shown that parents who are experiencing poverty are more likely than their more
affluent peers to be experiencing a range of issues associated with material deprivation including
fewer educational qualifications, a lack of access to jobs and services, and poorer health and
mental health which can all influence their parenting (Katz et al., 2007). The blame and
stigmatisation on parents for their limited engagement focuses on the individual characteristics
and behaviours of parents and could have a detrimental impact on school-home relationships
and acts a further barrier to parental engagement with learning and involvement in their child’s
schooling more generally. As argued by Treanor (2020), in Child Poverty Aspiring to Survive we need
to move towards understanding how political, economic and institutional structures such as the
education system contribute to the inequalities in experiences and outcomes rather than focus

blame on individuals or families and their characteristics or behaviours.

Parents possess complex identities and historical relationships with schools which influence and
shape parents’ interactions with schools as an institution and parents’ engagement in their
children’s learning (Auerbach, 2007). Prior research suggests that there is often a mismatch of
culture between parents and the school often due to schools’ ‘one size all’ approach to parent
engagement (Auerbach, 2007; Crozier, 1999; Macleod and Tett, 2019). The school staff
recognised that parents may not feel comfortable with certain subject areas as the ways in which
they are taught and the methods used have changed over time, meaning parent knowledge of
current methods to support learning can be limited. Whilst schools noted parents not engaging,
and often attributed this limited engagement to parent behaviours and characteristics, school
staff did not report providing any guidance or information on how parents could support certain

subjects or areas.
School Staff 26: I think that some of our parents don’t feel as comfortable with umm
literacy and numeracy, I think a lot of parents say everything has changed... I think

sometimes parent confidence levels might not be as high.

School Staff 15: A lot of it is confidence, there is one parents, and she had no

confidence and she kept saying he is behind, and I was saying do something this
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weekend to help him and she came back in on Monday with books galore, showing me

what he had done and that is all she needs is that 1 person to praise her.

The confidence of parents was mentioned by the school staff members, and low-parental
confidence was seen as a barrier to parental engagement. In one case, effective communication
and positive reinforcement shown to a parent resulted in the parent engaging in their child’s
learning and suggested that the praise increased the parent’s confidence and belief in their own
abilities. As noted earlier, autonomy-oriented help can provide individuals with the tools to
effectively solve their own problems (Nadler, 2002), and the staff member’s guidance and
positive reinforcement had a positive impact on the parent’s engagement and could have

otentially increase eir confidence to support their child’s learning further.
potentially d th fid to support their child’s 1 g furth

7.6 Parental Engagement and Educational Inequalities

Discussions above have highlighted how the barriers to parental engagement with learning for
parents from lower SES backgrounds, as well as the deficit approach and the stigmatisation
parents face, could lead to the widening of existing educational inequalities. Whilst the findings
above did not necessarily directly discuss the impact of limited parental engagement on children’s
educational outcomes and the attainment gap, inferences to the relationship between

engagement and children’s outcomes can be made.

Nonetheless, there was evidence from one of the school staff interviews which explicitly noted
how children were not at the national level expected and this was attributed to parents not
engaging with their children’s learning within the home prior to their child starting school. One
member of staff reported that children at their school are starting primary school at levels lower

than the national average, with some children experiencing speech and language difficulties.

School Staff 3: Our kids are coming into nursery two levels below where they should be
coming in, 75% of my class this year had speech and language difficulties... cause they
are not being talked to and engaged... you know the parents that do read with their kids
at home because they are the ones that have got the higher, I know that there are abilities
involved in that but you know when parents practice read-write sounds and how they do
it with the reading, you just listen to the kids read, you just know... whereas some
[parents] drop them off on the phone and still on the phones and there is no interaction

with the kids.
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The school staff member attributes blame on parents for children entering school at a lower level
than expected as well as some children experiencing speech and language difficulties. The
participant believes that school staff can tell the difference in the children whose parents have
engaged in reading and practiced read and write sounds as their levels are higher than the
children of parents who have not engaged with their children. The school staff’s perception of
some parents’ limited engagement in their children’s early years development illustrates how
some parents can be viewed through a deficit lens before a child’s entry into school therefore

suggesting that some parents face stigmatisation at the very start of their child’s school journey.

Research shows that stigma is bound up in “access to social, economic and political power that
allows the identification of differences, construction of stereotypes, the separation of labelled
persons into distinct groups, and the full execution of disapproval, rejection, exclusion, and
social discrimination” (Link and Phelan, 2001; 363 cited in Wilson and McGuire, 2021).
Stigmatisation of working-class parents and the othering of parents who do not conform to
expected behaviours outlined by neo-liberalist ideology can result in parents who do not engage
in their children’s learning being viewed as lazy, irresponsible or opting to not engage (Wilson
and McGuire, 2021). This stigmatisation could also impact the way in which and the extent to
which school staff attempt to communicate, interact and forge relationships with parents who
they view as non-conformists. Viewing parents through this lens can be damaging to parent self-
efficacy and self-esteem which can contribute to parents withdrawing from situations whereby

they may experience stigma (Wilson and McGuire, 2021).

A case study piece of research by Wilson and McGuire (2021) understanding the impact of
stigma on working class parents’ parental engagement has highlighted that parents can feel
unheard when communicating with the school, with one parent stating that they weren’t listened
to in pastoral meetings as the school had already made their minds ups on their view of the
situation (Wilson and McGuire, 2021). As with the quotation above, some parents are seen to
face stigmatisation before their child’s point of entry to school therefore supporting research
which reports that in some cases, school staff have negative perceptions of working-class parents

which are established prior to meeting parents.
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Moreover, a school staff member noted sending out letters to parents regarding their child’s
reading age in line with national reading age levels and reported there was no response from

parents whose children were not at the expected level for their age.

School Staff 31: I have put the letter out that child is X amount of months behind their
reading age please come and see us so we can support you at home, I haven’t had one
parent come and see us to ask about, so the extra support for reading comes from

school.

The school staff member reported that the although the school offered parents an opportunity
to ask the school for support in relation to engagement in their children’s reading, parents did
not respond to the letters they received. Nonetheless, schools did not consider the power
dynamics between school staff and parents which may act as a barrier to parents asking for help
as this could evoke feelings of shame or embarrassment. As noted above, parents who struggle
to engage in their children’s learning often face a great deal of stigmatisation which could
contribute to parents withdrawing from engaging with the school to avoid situations where

discomfort or shame could be experienced.

Furthermore, school staff fail to consider the effectiveness of communication tools. As noted in
Chapter 6, support staff were identified as cultural brokers who often de-coded school
information and messages to parents, with these support school staff recognising the importance
of verbal communication in terms of school-communication. The sending of formal letters to
parents could pose a challenge in terms of parents fully understanding the content of the letter as
well as intimidate parents and create feelings of shame that their child is not meeting the
standardised academic level for their age. Within the health care setting communication style is
considered as a key factor in supporting behavioural change and interactions during routine
consultation were seen as key in the provision of specific health information relating to
behaviour change (Keyworth et al., 2020) whereas there is limited evidence on the effectiveness
of communication on behaviour change via letters (Grimani et al., 2021). Therefore, day-to-day
social exchanges between school staff and parents could act as a more effective opportunity and
method of delivery when detailing matters related to supporting their children’s learning within

the home.

The conditions in which children are born and the conditions where early child development
occurs dramatically affects educational, employment and social relationship opportunities and

outcomes (Marmot et al, 2017). Poverty has been shown to affect the functioning of family
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systems (Banovcinova et al., 2014; Johnson, 2010; Wheeler, 2018) and research into childhood
inequalities has found that poverty effects three core areas of family life; the use of language,
interactions with social institutions and the organisations of daily life. Nonetheless, school staff
are seen to place blame on parents and noted individual parent behaviours such as parents being
more interested in their phones or not responding to school letters as reasons for why children
may not be meeting the expected national levels. When school staff discuss lower levels of
parental engagement with children’s learning negatively affecting children’s outcomes, they do
not appear to have considered how poverty, or other structural conditions impact family's daily
lives and the consequences this can have on parents’ ability to involve themselves in their

children’s schooling and engage in their children’s learning.

7.7 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has explored the extent to which parents from lower SES backgrounds are engaging
in their children’s learning from the perspectives of parents themselves, children and school
staff. Despite parents and children reporting that parents are engaging in their children’s learning
within the home, school staff presented the view that there was limited engagement in children’s
learning within the home. Whilst school staff had relatively negative perceptions of the extent to
which parents were engaging in their children’s learning there was recognition by school staff
that parents faced barriers and challenges to supporting engagement. Both parents and school
staff noted that parents’ educational histories and parental confidence were barriers to parental
engagement. Although only parents reported home-school communication in relation to home
learning activities as a barrier suggesting schools were unaware of the effectiveness of their
communication of homework activities. The consideration of effective two-way communication
in terms of the content and distribution of homework is arguably key in increasing parental

engagement with learning within the home.

There was a distinction established between engagement in learning whereby the learning is
formal and academic and whereby learning is more general in its nature and not directly aligned
to educational outcomes. Activities such as playing games or cooking were valued by parents to
the same extent as school-led formal learning, and parents viewed both types of learning as
essential to child development. However, school staff did not discuss parents’ engagement in
these less formal learning activities and were more concerned with parents’ engagement in their
children’s reading or homework. Therefore, school staff did not consider these activities when
discussing whether parents engaged in their children’s learning which could contribute towards

their perceptions of limited engagement.
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Limited engagement in children’s learning was often attributed to factors associated with parents’
individual characteristics or behaviours and throughout the chapter there is a stigmatisation of
parents from lower SES backgrounds. Blame for limited engagement was often placed on
parents by school staff and other parents, with structural factors for limited engagement not
being considered. Phrases such as parents “can’t be bothered” or comments such as parents
“haven’t had the best bringing up themselves and now they are parents, and the cycle carries on”
illustrate the stigmatisation families who may have faced challenges in life face and are supported
by neo-liberalist ideals. The ‘othering’ of parents was evident by parents and school staff, and
those who were not seen to engage in a manner which was deemed correct by the system were
viewed as not normative although parents from a lower SES background are often poorly served

by the system and face a multitude of barriers to their engagement.

In relation to the impacts of parental engagement on socioeconomic inequalities in education,
the barriers and challenges parents face in terms of engagement in their children’s learning
inevitably impact upon their children’s acquisition of knowledge within the home. Throughout
the chapter the relationship between limited parental engagement and children’s educational
outcomes are discussed however the closing section of the chapter outlines school staff’s

concerns over limited parental engagement widening existing educational inequalities.
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8. The ‘Food and Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP):

Educational Inequalities in the Summer Holidays

8.1 Introduction

As discussed throughout this thesis, The Food and Fun: ‘School Holiday Enrichment
Programme’ (SHEP) has been used as a case study. In line with the research’s overarching focus
on poverty and inequalities, the chapter will consider and discuss the everyday impact of poverty
on children’s and families’ lives, in particular focusing on how poverty affects families’ everyday
experiences of the summer holidays. The chapter will present both quantitative and qualitative
findings, with the quantitative findings providing context and insight into the educational
position and socioeconomic composition of participating schools. The chapter will begin with a
secondary data analysis of School-Level Key Stage 2 (KS2) educational outcomes data before
presenting the qualitative findings from child, parent and staff interviews and observations

conducted at the ‘Food and Fun’ programme (SHEP).

Whilst the findings were collected at the holiday programmes, and some of the data is specific to
SHEDP there is broader applicability of the data to support understandings of parental

involvement and parental engagement more generally.
Therefore, the chapter will deepen understandings of the following research questions:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?

3) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their

interactions and relationships with one another?

Moreover, the chapter will discuss the reach and recruitment of the SHEP, the purposes of the
programme, the benefits for children attending the programme and the benefits for parents
whose children attend the programme. The chapter will primarily contribute to understanding

the following research question:
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5) To what extent, and via what mechanisms is an intervention focused on family
engagement within the informal school environment perceived to influence parental

involvement and engagement and children’s outcomes?

8.2 Reach and Recruitment

This section of the chapter will explore quantitatively and qualitatively the reach of the
programme and the participating schools’ recruitment processes. Table 10 shows the average of
SHEP school FSM entitlement was considerably higher than the national average for each year
of SHEP recruitment. The SHEP programme is intended to reach schools in areas of
deprivation and schools were initially targeted and recruited on this basis. However, as
programme funding increased and the programme developed further, a greater number of
schools became interested in participating in the programme. Nonetheless, each cluster of new
schools is seen to have a similar socioeconomical composition, as FSM entitlement for each
yearly cluster is relatively comparable. In 2020 the WLGA announced eligibility criteria for the
programme denoting that schools must have a school-level FSM eligibility population of over
16% to be included in the programme (WLGA, 2020).

In order to examine the reach of the programme in terms of socioeconomic and educational
demography, secondary data analysis was performed on Key Stage 2 (KS2) educational outcomes
data provided by StatsWales. These data were used to explore school-level educational outcomes
for all pupils and pupils entitled to FSM at SHEP schools from 2016-2019, allowing for analysis
of KS2 educational outcomes and the point each cluster of schools implemented the

programme.
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Number  Average of Standard Confide Difference in Average

of FSM Deviation nce FSM Entitlement at
Schools  Entitlements Intervals School-Level and
(%) (95%)  National Average by Year

%)

Schools 7 36.7 17.3 16.0 16.7

Joining SHEP

15/16

National 20.0

Average

15/16

Schools 13 33.4 13.5 8.5 14.5

Joining SHEP

16/17

National 18.9

Average

16/17

Schools 15 37.6 131 7.3 19.2

Joining SHEP

17/18

National 18.4

Average

17/18

Schools 26 33.7 15.5 6.2 15.3

Joining SHEP

18/19

National 18.4

Average

18/19

Table 10: School-Level FSM Entitlement and National Average of FSM Entitlement from
2015/16- 2018/19.

Figure 6 indicates that the earliest adopters of the programmes KS2 educational outcomes for
2015/16 wete in line with the national average for KS2 educational outcomes in 2016, despite
the clusters of schools having higher levels of deprivation when compared to national averages

(see Table 10). Hence the ‘earliest adopters’ of the programme seemed to be schools who already
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appeared to be doing better than might be predicted if assumptions were based on the
socioeconomic composition of their student intake. Nevertheless, all subsequent school clusters’

KS2 educational outcomes were slightly lower than the year’s national average for each year

measured.
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Figure 6: School-Level KS2 Education Outcomes for All Pupils at SHEP Schools, and
Matched Non-SHEP Schools 2015-2019.

Similar to Figure 6, Figure 7 indicated that although the schools participating in the research
were in greater areas of deprivation in Wales, the KS2 educational outcomes for pupils entitled
to FSM at SHEP schools were generally slightly higher than the population-level national
averages. The KS2 outcomes data for pupils entitled to FSM at matched-SHEP cluster schools
showed was comparable to SHEP schools. These findings suggest that pupils entitled to FSM at
SHEP schools and matched-non SHEP schools were outperforming population-level national
averages. This could mean that SHEP cluster schools are already implementing practices to
support children from lower SES backgrounds in their schools. These quantitative findings
support the contextualisation and broader understandings as to why schools may have chosen to

implement the SHEP.
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Figure 7: School-Level KS2 Education Outcomes for Pupils Entitled to FSM at SHEP
Schools, and Matched Non-SHEP Schools 2015-2019.

The qualitative data provided additional insight into the school-level recruitment processes and
participants’ perceptions of these processes. Schools typically had a far smaller number of places
available than there were students in their school and hence, some form of selection was
necessary rather than the school being able to offer provision to all. When discussing the
recruitment of families to the programme, parents and school staff listed a range of different
ways in which families had been recruited. Parents listed methods including names drawn out of
a hat, children selected on the basis of good behaviour, letters to all children and staff selecting
particular children to attend. These recruitment methods raised questions around balancing
issues of reach, stigma and equity, with some parents feeling recruitment was based on equity

whilst others deemed the fairest approach to recruitment would be based on need.

Parent 9: We had a newsletter from school, and a letter sent home saying, ‘would you

like your child to join’?
Grandparent 1: We were given, they send out a leaflet but they weren’t send out to every
child were they?

Parent 2: No, I know it’s with good behaviour.

Parent 12: SHEP Co-ordinator 1 and I think the head teachers had a meeting and chose

some of the children.
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Parent 15: Well unfortunately they only had 40 spaces, SHEP Coordinator 1 said it was
pick names out of a hat and whoever got it was whoever got it because it’s the fairest

way.

Families were recruited for the programme through different methods and for different reasons.
Some parents seem to be informed of recruitment processes by staff members whereas others
indicate there was some degree of uncertainty around the recruitment process. It is likely staff
were not explicit about recruitment methods and processes to avoid informing parents of any
targeted approaches adopted as this could create stigma towards certain families and create
negative feelings of shame. One school indicated that the programme adopted a targeted
approach which aimed to recruit those families who schools deemed to need additional support
in the summer holidays. Three of the four schools participating reported adopting a
proportionate universal approach whereby the programme was open to all students, but the staff

privately spoke with particular families to encourage their attendance.

School Staff 26: So, it was opened out to parents but there were certain parents who
were, but there were certain parents who were targeted, umm for a range of reasons,
umm for some that would really benefit from a financial point of view if their children
are involved in it, some children for the emotional social aspect we felt would really

benefit from the school holiday club.

School Staff 24: The response has been incredible, I don’t like turning children away I
know we have to target certain groups... the FSM children, but there is a group of
children above the FSM bracket and their families still need to be supported and its those
families that are neglected sometimes and that’s where I see the importance of the

programme as well as the FSM children.

The WLGA programme documentation states that a universal approach to the recruitment of
students and families should be adopted to avoid targeting and stigmatisation (Powdrill and
Thomas, 2018). However, throughout the findings there was an underlying tacit understanding
by school staff that the programme was primarily targeted at children from disadvantaged
backgrounds. The schools noted targeting certain families or children for specific reasons

including for financial and emotional reasons. Schools’ targeted approaches seemed to centre
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around the targeting of children entitled to FSM’s in line with how deprivation is measured
within the education sector. These findings further support findings from the development of
the SHEP logic model which indicated that amongst stakeholders there was a strong consensus
that a universal approach to recruitment was required with the lead of the programme
encouraging the attendance of children who they had identified as ‘needy’ (Powdrill and Thomas,
2018). Nonetheless, within programme documentation there is no reference to a targeted

recruitment approach suggesting that this is left to interpretation at the school-level.

As listed above, parents’ perceptions of how families were recruited for the programme varied
between and within schools. It was unclear whether there was a miscommunication between
schools and parents or whether the recruitment process is not something that is disclosed to
parents fully. If schools were to disclose a targeted recruitment approach, centred on the
targeting of children entitled to FSM this could cause stigmatisation, pose major ethical
implications, and breach data protection regulations. Within social policy, this from of
recruitment can be seen to be based upon the concept of progressive universalism as the
programme provides support universally but encourages participation from those that may

require specialist support without the attached stigma (National Assembly for Wales, 2011).

8.3 The Purpose and Core Components of SHEP

As previously discussed in section 5.4.2, the core components of the programme outlined in the
SHEP logic model include the provision of a ‘healthy’ breakfast and lunch, structured physical
activity sessions, enrichment activities, nutrition education and curriculum delivery and a weekly
family lunch (Powdrill and Thomas, 2018). The school staff viewed that the purposes of the
programme were in line with several of the intended outcomes outlined by the WLGA; school
engagement and educational attainment, improved physical activity, improved dietary behaviour,
improved aspirations and improved mental health and emotional well-being (Powdrill and
Thomas, 2018). However, school staff and parents viewed the nutritional element of the

programme as the primary focus of the programme.

Amongst school staff there was a perception that the fundamental purpose of the programme
was nutritional, whether this was to combat summer holiday food hunger to promote healthy
eating and healthier foods choices. School staff across all schools noted nutrition as a key

purpose of the programme with many adding this is how the programme was sold to them by

the WLGA.
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School Staff 31: Umm the purpose of it to make sure that the children have good, they
are fed basically and their lifestyles become a bit healthier because there is a lot, I know
there is a lot of children here that would stay at home in their bedroom, on the TV, on
tablets umm so it is to get that physical activity and are well fed, we do have a lot of

parents that are short of money.

School Staff 26: I think it’s about educating the children on making sensible nutrition
choices and obviously there is another side to it as well obviously the food poverty side
of things which is providing opportunities in the school holidays for children to have

activities but also health food during the schools holidays as well.

School Staff 29: To promote going forward in life healthy, active sport on the self-

esteem and all that but also the parental engagement.

Nonetheless, school staff viewed the programme as having additional purposes including
providing a safe place for children during the holidays, providing children with enrichment
opportunities and creating opportunities for families to create positive memories in the summer
holidays. This list of core purposes provided by the school staff could be seen to be secondary to
the nutritional element of the programme, as whilst school staff recognised other components of
the programme, they saw the provision of food and nutritional education as the central
component. Whilst the purpose of the programme was not considered by the majority of

parents, one parent highlighted a similar understanding to school staff.

Interviewer: What do you think the purpose of the programme is, what have you been
told?
Parent 12: The purpose is to get them eating healthier and promoting a healthier lifestyle

and generally being better body better mind.

Interviewer: And what do you think the purpose of the programme is?
School Staff 1: To sort of combat the holiday hunger we kind of targeted the children
that we know don’t have as much food in the holidays or who are going to be left to
wonder the streets so basically, we know that they are safe and they’re fed.

Although some parents view the programme as having a nutritional focus, the enrichment

component of the intervention contributes to the programme creating a more rounded approach
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and detracts from the targeted nature of the programme. Previous research indicates that families
who may be experiencing poverty and may require support from non-profit organisations such
as food banks can experience feelings of embarrassment and stigma (CPAG, 2017, 2015). The
title of the programme (‘Food and Fun’) could possibly reduce the potential stigma attached with
providing food to children from lower-incomes backgrounds during the summer holidays.
Universal initiatives or programmes such as SHEP which centre around the provision of
nutritious food and enrichment activities have been shown to have the potential to ease the
challenges faced by low-income families in the summer holidays, as well as avoiding the stigma
of “feeding stations for the poor” (CPAG, 2017:3; Stewart et al., 2018). Universal interventions
can provide a range of support for families and address inequalities throughout the socio-

economic distribution as they are not solely targeting the very poorest (Marmot et al., 2010).

8.4 Participation and Engagement in the SHEP

In relation to the implementation of the intervention, the consideration of schooling
environments, systems, dynamics, and relationships were apparent at all case study schools, as
schools worked to ensure the core components of the programme were implemented with
consideration of their delivery context. The majority of the schools implemented the holiday
club during the first 3 weeks of the summer holidays, running the club in the morning. However,
one school choose to implement the club for the first 2 weeks of the holidays and the final week
of the holidays, and another school ran the club for whole school days. The flexibility of the
programme allowed schools to consider their individual school dynamics and tailor the
intervention to the local context which has been shown to promote successful intervention

implementation (Moore et al., 2018a).

Interviewer: And just a couple of logistical things you chose to do the first 3 weeks what
was the rationale behind that?

School Staff 2: Totally honest, I want a holiday as well.

Interviewer: Second year, and this is more to do with the timetabling, what where the
decisions behind why the club run for the first 3 weeks?

School Staff 3: So, it was really a logistical decision, umm in terms of staff members,
holidays and things like that they were already arranged and when the school was open as
the school isn’t open for the six weeks during the holidays, so it really did, it was

logistical really.
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School Staff 4: Well, the criteria is you run for 3 weeks.

Interviewer: Yeah.

SHEP Staff 4: 4 days over 3 weeks, so last year we did it in the second week but by then
the kid's routine has changed with their sleeping, so I thought just keep it going, also I
wanted a holiday as well, umm but a lot of kids won’t come in then because they are tired

and that week of school there sleeping patterns change, and I thought just keep it going.

Whilst there was consideration of children’s daily routines and logistical factors such as school’s
opening hours during the summer holidays the main consideration listed by school staff was staff
availability around personal holidays. Typically, the summer holidays could be considered a
period of respite for school staff and therefore staff’s preferences in relation to the dates in
which the holiday club should run could be vital to avoid overburdening staff members.
Furthermore, the final excerpt below suggests a clear theory of change in relation to the school’s
decision of when to implement the programme. The school staff noted that children’s sleeping
patterns change during the summer holidays and therefore their decision to run the programme
following the end of the academic year would minimise this change and therefore maximise
engagement. The school has anticipated how the dates of the programme could affect
programme engagement and therefore has backward planned to identify how maximum

engagement can be achieved.

Additionally, previous findings from SHEP evaluations indicate that the use of existing staff
within schooling facilities was fundamental to the success of the programmes (McConnon et al.,
2017; Powdrill and Thomas, 2018). Observational data showed that there was a total of 21 staff
members (including kitchen staff) working at the participating schools holiday clubs. Of these 21
staff members, 17 (81%) of the staff employed at the holiday club were support members of
staff in the academic year. A SHEP-coordinator, who was a support member of staff in the
academic year indicated that their involvement in the summer holiday programme was to a

certain extent financially motivated.

Interviewer: How come you got back involved again?
School Staff 1: Well I didn’t do the, my partner lived in County 1 so I spent the
summers with him for those two years and now he lives with me... and we’re getting

married so selfishly it was for money reasons... nobody else really wanted to do it, so the
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girl that ran it for the two years after me she has a holiday so she didn’t want to do it, I

thought if no one could do it I would.

Whilst previous evaluations have noted that the benefits of SHEP staff working in the summer
holidays included increased confidence and enjoyment of working during the summer holidays,
there was no consideration of the financial benefits (Powdrill and Thomas, 2018). Within
schools, support staff are often on contracts which mean they are only paid in term time unlike
teaching staff who are paid all year round. Therefore, employment at the school holiday club can
offer support staff members of staff additional income in the summer holidays. However, whilst
this additional employment could ease potential financial difficulties it could have adverse effects
on health and wellbeing due to additional workload and reduced time away from the school in

the summer holidays.

In relation to the logistics of the programme, a number of interviewed parents disclosed that the

timings of the holiday club might not be suitable for all parents.

Parent 1: You generally find some parents once their kids are off they don’t want to be
coming back out at early hours, eatly to be bringing them back to school cause that’s

their time to chill as well isn’t it.

Parent 9: A lot of parents are being lazy and not getting up and taking them because

they don’t have to, they have just dropped out.

Parent 4: Probably because they (parents) are enjoying their lie-ins in the summer

holidays, not having to get up early in the morning and rush.

Parents noted that the half day holiday clubs may not be suitable for working parents as this only
provides half a day of childcare when a full day is required, which could result in parents paying
for their children to attend private holiday clubs or creches. Across all interviews, there was no
discussion around the inclusion of parents in the planning or delivery of the programme and

decisions were seen to be made at the school or local authority level.
Parent 4: I don’t know, I would probably ask the parents what days they would be

available so it would make it make it more fairer on the children because there is maybe

children here today that their parents aren’t be able to come.
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If schools were to consult parents on what times would be most suitable for families and family
circumstances this could increase participation and engagement from both children and parents
and reduce the financial burden of childcare in the summer holidays. Nevertheless, as the
programme is run in the summer holidays it needs buy-in from staff and therefore the
preferences and availability of staff during this period is likely to be viewed as a priority.

These findings support earlier findings which indicated school-run parent courses or learning
opportunities took limited to no consideration of what types of learning opportunities parent
would like, or when and how courses could be run. Nonetheless, observational data showed that

parent engagement at the programme was generally high.

8.5 Perceived benefits for Children Attending SHEP

The findings suggested that the holiday club posed a range of perceived benefits for the children
who attended. The benefits were primarily seen as individual however three main benefits of the
holiday club emerged: The provision of food and nutritional education, increased opportunities
for socialisation and the provision of enrichment activities during the summer holidays. This
section will reflect upon similarities between these findings and previous SHEP evaluations as
well as offer further insight into the beneficial aspects of the holiday club, for those children who

attended the programme.

8.5.1 Food and Nutritional Education

The provision of a ‘good meal’ and an opportunity to learn about and try new foods were

highlighted as core benefits of the programme from the perspective of parents and school staff.

Parent 10: It’s free and also it’s nutritional and about food and everything that’s very

important and also being comfortable knowing they are going to be fed properly.
School Staff 1: Umm the food aspect is huge, they are eating a good meal, I know I'm
sending them away with a good meal, that’s probably one of the biggest things I take

from it.

There were concerns raised by both parents and school staff around the availability of food for

children in the summer holiday which could support why schools adopted a targeted
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proportionate universal approach. The excerpts above exemplify how participants felt a sense of
comfort knowing that children were being ‘fed properly’ during the summer holidays suggesting
that the programme has the potential to alleviate child food poverty experienced by children in

their schools during the summer holidays to a certain extent.

Moreover, parents saw that the nutritional education sessions provided children with knowledge

but also with an opportunity to try certain foods they may not have tried before.

Parent 11: Child 72 has learnt a hell of a lot about food, he is not as fearful of food,
cause if you don’t like the look of it, you aren’t gonna like the taste of it and he has been
pushed with his boundaries and been experimental with food like you know a bit of
celery it is green, it looks like a cucumber I don’t like cucumber but he will try, he has
never tried a peppert, a beetroot before because he didn’t like the look of it, and its like
pushing his boundaries to say it is alright, it’s okay, it’s kinda like learnt a lot and
surprised himself with the realisation of why I was thinking that before when it is not

that bad now, the realisation of we had a lettuce last night and he helped me chop stuff.

Parent 2: Child 3 came last year [to SHEP] and he eats so much more different types of
food than before he came, he worked out that he liked mangos and kiwis... He never ate

fruit before.

Unlike the excerpts relating to food poverty, the parents above do not suggest there is
unavailability of food at home but suggest that attendance at the holiday club has led to a greater
exploration of foods and in particular foods with high nutritional value. The findings suggest that
children were unlikely to have encountered the foods listed by the parents (mangos, kiwis,
cucumbers, beetroot). Furthermore, school staff from one school highlighted that when children
were informed of the nutritional value of certain food this increased the children’s awareness of
nutritional values, stating they believed children engaged in and understood the content of the

sessions.

School Staff 3: They (the children) are also getting healthy meals during the day as well

and learning about nutrition so there a range of benefits, I think.
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School Staff 14: One of their targets was swap a sugary drink or snack for a healthier
option and then we go through the next session and you can get a sticker on your chart
and we had someone say I swapped a chocolate bar for a grape, I was like yeah okay.
School Staff 15: Probably has both.

School Staff 14: But some are believable, but they get the kids the understand, they
might not be doing it, but they understand the sugar aspect and the healthier option is
better for them, but we can’t force them to eat it.

School Staff 15: I do think they go home and share the information.

School Staff 13: One girl has a packed lunch when we were doing the sugar and she
came over to us...and was like I've got four.

School Staff 14: Oh whoa.

School Staff 13: I have got 4 whoa things in my lunch packet and she was really
concerned about it.

School Staff 14: And she knew, for some it would have gone over their heads, but they

were engaged in it, and they enjoyed the activities.

Furthermore, it was seen that it could be beneficial for the parents to attend the nutritional
education sessions as they are the gatekeepers to children’s diet. A sociological examination of
holiday programmes has highlighted programmes have the potential to not only reduce food
insecurity but educate families on food preparation and nutrition (Defeyter, 2019). However,
parent invitations to nutritional education classes could raise issues around stigmatisation, as
parents may not understand why they would need to attend such a session or feel a sense of
shame if they were invited to attend. The educational focus of these sessions were considered
core components of the programme however the provision of nutrition education supports the
discourse that people from poorer backgrounds are responsible for their health. Educating
families that live in poverty that they should feed children in a healthier manner ignores the
conditions in which can prevent them from doing so and can cause stigmatisation and even a

distancing of families from the school and schooling environment.

8.5.2 Socialisation

The findings suggested that one of the key benefits of children attending the holiday club was

that the programme provided an opportunity for children to socialise with other children during
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the summer holidays. Parents acknowledged difficulties finding things for their children to do in
the holidays and saw that the holiday club reduced their child’s boredom and offered children

opportunities to participate in enrichment activities without expense to parents.

Grandparent 1: Six weeks is a long time, and she must get bored.

Parent 9: With the internet at the minute all they want to do is get up and go on social
media and as parents trying to fill the six weeks with activities and pay out for the school

uniform, you just can’t, in six weeks there is only so much you can afford.

Interviewer: And what benefits do you think there are for Child 70 attending?
Parent 10: I think it is endless really, socialisation, it is something for you to do, you can
only go to the park so many times before it gets really boring, umm and obviously we try

and do other things, and also it being free and also its nutritional.

The parents above discussed how parents felt they can only do so much with their children in
the holidays due to finances and this can result in their children getting bored and potentially
experiencing social isolation, supporting previous findings which suggest the risk of loneliness
being far greater for children from poorer families in the summer holidays (Morgan et al., 2019).
These findings were further supported by a child who stated they experienced loneliness in the

summer holidays due to living in a remote area.

Child 42: I don’t have any friends at home.

Interviewer: Aww how come you don’t have any friends at home?

Child 42: Because I live far away from the school, I live in L.ocal Area 11 and none of
my friends live up there, they all live down here so I have no friend up there.
Interviewer: And you said at home you don’t have any friends and umm how does that

make you feel?

Child 42: Lonely because I used to have a friend up there her name was Child 48 she
was younger than me but her dad knew her dad so when he came up she came up so we
could play games together but my dad and him, but she doesn’t come up anymore
because her dad and her mum split up so never comes up anymore and I used to have a

friend called Child 49 who lived close to me but our dads had a fight because they were
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trying to fix a car but they both had two ideas and they couldn’t decide so we couldn’t be

friends anymore.

The child’s experiences of loneliness during the summer holiday support parents’ perceptions of
children’s loneliness. Whilst the child discloses feelings of loneliness in the summer holidays, this
loneliness is arguably attributed to the child living in a remote area. Moreover, socialisation with
children of different ages was also seen to be a benefit of attending SHEP. Whilst previous
evaluations of SHEP recognise the benefits of children socialising with friends in the summer
holidays (McConnon et al., 2017; Powdrill and Thomas, 2018), these findings provide insight
into the benefits of children mixing with children of different ages at the holiday club. Parents
reported that interaction with children of different ages was beneficial for their children with one

parent stating this was good for social and emotional development.

Parent 11: He came this year and his behaviour has increased 10 fold, he has grown not
just socially and psychologically but it has brought out a side in my child ‘T am going to
run across the playground and do a stupid thing without thinking’ he is actually going
stop, think, consider others around me because not everybody is my age, there is younger
ones, there is little ones, he is an only child he doesn’t have a brother or sister and with

these events it makes him think of being considerate and caring, thoughtful to others.

Parent 9: Now she has got more friends because she has got the older kids cause SHEP
like to put them not in the same groups everyday so isn’t of everyday going with your
friends you’ll go with everybody, so now she has got friends that are eleven years old

she’s 7 but she’s now got an 11-year-old friend and 8-year-old.

The socialising function of the programme and children mixing with different children was
viewed positively by parents. Parents provided examples of the positive ways in which parents
viewed their child’s socialisation with different children; from children learning to have greater
consideration of others to children making more friends in general. The opportunity for children
to mix with different children was also noted by a child who claimed that they enjoyed

interacting and participating in activities with children they have not before.

Interviewer: What've you liked about all the activities and things you’ve done?

Child 78: Umm to do them with new people.
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These opportunities for children to interact with children of different ages could also provide
opportunities for the older children to foster a sense of responsibility in relation to their younger
peers (Belderson et al., 2001). A similar study which evaluated breakfast club provision in
England also found that a degree of social interaction between age groups was viewed positively
by the children who attended and their parents (Belderson et al., 2001). This interaction was seen
to strengthen relationships between students, increase child self-esteem, promote children’s
sense of independence as well as foster children’s sense of responsibility (Belderson et al., 2001).
The socialising function of the programme arguably contributes to the ‘fun’ in the ‘Food and

Fun’: School Holiday Enrichment Programme.

6.5.3 Provision of Enrichment Activities in the Summer Holidays

The final noted benefit of children attending the summer holiday clubs was the opportunity for
children to partake in enrichment activities during the summer holidays. Whilst there is no
conceptualisation of the term ‘enrichment’ in programme documentation, within academic
literature enrichment activities are generally considered as out-of-school activities which are
enabled by parents in informal learning environments (Washington-Nortey, 2017). Enrichment
experiences are predominately viewed in terms of educational enrichment and are seen to pose
opportunities for children to engage in learning in real-world settings (Miller and Gentry, 2010;
Washington-Nortey, 2017). In line with academic research the enrichment activities listed by
stakeholders were educational in their nature and included cooking, activities with a science
technology engineering and maths (STEM) agenda and engagement with local libraries (Powdrill
and Thomas, 2018). The recommendations listed in the 2018 evaluation of the programme
suggest a strengthening of the educational elements of the programme in line with the Welsh
Government’s STEM agenda (Powdrill and Thomas, 2018). This focus on education further
supports evidence which implies a move from a bottom-up approach to a top-down approach as

the purpose and components of programme are heavily steered by programme funders.

Nevertheless, the findings suggested that participants did not explicitly see that ‘enrichment
activities’ were educational however noted that the activities offered children an opportunity to
try something new and therefore arguably learn something new. These activities were not
necessarily in line with the Welsh Government’s STEM agenda but rather the activities were fun

learning opportunities. In the findings there was no evidence to suggest that children viewed the

168



programme as educational. However, one child noted that at the club they ate food and went out
to play highlighting that the child recognised to a certain extent a few of the planned

components listed in the logic model; a healthy breakfast and lunch and enrichment activities.

Interviewer: Summer club... What happens at summer club?

Child 1: You have food you go out to play.

Moreover, observational data noted that activities at the holiday clubs were wide ranging, from a
visit to a local police station to a judo lesson from a local instructor. As suggested above in the

findings children did not view the activities as being educational but rather saw the activities they
participated in as playing. Parents also stated that the school holiday club provided children with

opportunities to partake in enrichment activities which encouraged learning through play.

Parent 15: Yeah, the other thing that is really good is they do fun stuff, and they tell the
kids obviously even though it is fun, you’re learning and then they are explaining to them
how they are learning through fun and now Child 87 doesn’t see learning as oh my god

it’s so boring it’s so not good.

The parent noted that the school had altered the child’s perception of learning, showing the child
that learning can be done through having fun, playing and participating in activities. The findings
indicated there was a perception by school staff that many children would not be provided with
opportunities to participate in enriching activities outside of the summer holiday clubs. School
staff noted that children would typically spend a lot of time indoors at home during the summer

holidays, potentially spending considerable amounts of time in front of electronic devices.

School Staff 26: The biggest thing for me is that they have something really positive to
do in the holidays cause often you will speak to our children and they will say its umm
they spend a lot of time in the house, umm maybe gaming, a lot of our children don’t get
the opportunity to visits or trips, so for them they’ve got an opportunity to try out new
things, an experience, an opportunity to make memories during the summer holidays and

have a summer holiday to really you know enjoy.

Interviewer: And what do you think the main benefits of the children attending are?

School Staff 15: The fact that they are doing something.
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School Staff 13: Most of them are out of their comfort zone.

School Staff 14: They are trying activities which they will have never have done, like you
have PE in school but it only covers a certain amount of activities whereas each day we
have had a different activity, we had cricket yesterday, how many of them would have

actually played cricket beforehand.

The interviews highlighted that parents and school staff felt that the programme offered children
something positive and often new to do in the summer holidays. As discussed above, enrichment
activities are regarded as educational in their nature and whilst the activities at the holiday club
may not have direct academic outputs, learning is arguably discreetly achieved through play.
Similar to school staff, parents declared that their children would often be stuck at home doing

nothing, being less active or spending time on social media during the summer holidays.

Parent 9: She is more active, with the internet at the minute all they want to do is get up
and go on social media and as parents trying to fill the six weeks with activities and pay

out for the school uniform, you just can’t, in six weeks there is only so much you can

afford.

Parent 12: It gives them something to do, keeps them off the streets, they are with their
friends, they’ve got three weeks to basically just have fun with their friends and learn

things.

Parent 14: It is hard enough with 2 kids trying to take them out places and keep them
occupied but they are down here for three weeks, it is great because they are taking them
out and doing stuff and you wouldn’t necessarily say let’s go tie dying, where would you

find that you would have to pay for it.

The provision of enrichment activities was seen as more than just a learning experience but was
viewed as positive on a social and emotional level. Research has indicated that children can often
face poverty shaming at school whether this is intentionally or inadvertently (Goodman and
Cook, 2019). This shame can be related to hygiene, lunch boxes, school clothing or in this case
could be related to children’s experiences of the summer holidays (Weale, 2019). Upon return to
school after the summer holidays, schooling discussions and activities focused around the

summer holidays can be difficult for children who experience poverty as they may have not had
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the same opportunities to partake in activities, trips or holiday as their peers and therefore may
experience feelings of shame. The provision of these enriching activities could create positive
memories for children and mean children can discuss their positive school holiday experiences

upon their return to school.

Moreover, the school staff discussed how the activities at the holiday club may push children out
of their comfort zone as children may be trying activities which they have never experienced
before. Whilst it could be daunting for some children to participate in activities that may feel
alien to them, these opportunities can also provide learning and developmental experiences.
Arguably, the holiday club offers children something to do in the holidays whether this is
something new, something they have done before, or something educational and this is seen as

positive in itself.

8.6 Benefits for Parents of Children Attending SHEP

Whilst the holiday club is primarily targeted at children, the holiday clubs can pose benetfits for
parents and families as a whole. These benefits can either be a direct or indirect effect of their
child’s involvement in the programme or a direct or indirect effect of their personal involvement
in the programme. For example, parents disclosed financial struggles during the summer holiday
and the provision of childcare, food and activities for their children at the programme was seen
as a direct benefit of their child’s attendance at the holiday. However, their child’s attendance at
the holiday club could mean their child is fed at the holiday club which means they can afford to
feed themselves (indirect effect). The findings from the parent and school staff interviews
highlighted that there were 3 major benefits to parents; the easing of financial stress experienced
in the summer holidays, the promotion of positive family-school communication and

relationships and the opportunity for parents to catch up on their daily lives.

8.6.1 Easing of Financial Stress Experienced in the Summer Holidays

The main parental benefit of the holiday club disclosed by parents was the easing of financial
stress typically experienced during the summer holidays. The six-week holidays were considered
a long time by parents and the holidays were seen to put a financial strain on families, particularly

those who may financially struggle during the school term time.
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Parent 9: So, it is brilliant you know keeping them active and everything and not costing

me a penny.

Interviewer: And what benefits do you think there are for the kids coming to the clubs?
Grandparent 1: Well, it’s a long, six weeks is a long time to be off school and financially

we can’t afford to take her away for weeks.

Parent 13: Amazing cause otherwise they would be stuck at home doing nothing, like
this now for 3 weeks... I haven’t got much money, you know I am on benefits and I've
been benefit capped so what that means is basically I pay full rent, so I've got to pay
£132 a week out of my own money and I only get £200 a week so then obviously I gotta
pay that every week and then you gotta make what’s left gas, electric and food, I haven’t

at the end of the day I haven’t got enough money to take my kids somewhere.

Interviewer: And what about for the benefits for yourself for Child 87 going?
Parent 15: Umm cost wise it is a life saver because for 6 week it is a lot because if you

haven’t really got a lot of money then it is brilliant, and they feed them so that’s an extra.

Parents discussed how the SHEP can ease the financial pressures of the summer holidays, with
one parent referring to the programme as a ‘life saver’. These findings further support
quantitative research which found 80% of surveyed parents (n=233) in Glasgow disclosed
increased pressures on family budgets in the summer holidays, with two thirds reporting an
increase in debt during the period (CPAG, 2015). The provision of childcare, meals and
enrichment activities can be seen to offer parents a lifeline in the summer, reducing the overall

cost of the holidays and meaning their budget can be stretched further.

A school staff member also recognised that parents could benefit financially from the holiday

club and discussed how parents’ financial positions were considered when targeting families.

School Staff 26: So it was opened out to parents but there were certain parents who
were, but there were certain parents who were targeted umm for a range of reasons umm
for some that would really benefit from a financial point of view if their children are

involved in it, some children for the emotional social aspect.
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Nonetheless, other than in relation to food poverty there was limited discussion around how
poverty effects family life, and how the programme could alleviate parents' financial pressures. It
could be argued that poverty and the impacts of poverty are relatively unspoken about in the
school staff interviews whilst poverty was a central feature of the parent interviews. This could
be interpreted in one of two ways, firstly that the effects of poverty are explicitly known and
understood by school staff and therefore they feel there is no need to specifically discuss them as
it is known to affect all aspects of life. Or secondly, that school staff may not have adequate
understanding of the reality of poverty and therefore do not consider its effects upon families
(Gupta and Blumhardt, 2016). Nevertheless, within this research there is a continual recognition
of the importance of discussing poverty, inequalities and the impact poverty has on everyday

lives of families (Gupta and Blumhardt, 2016).

8.6.2 The Promotion of Positive Family-School Communication and Relationships

The holiday club was viewed as an opportunity for families, the community and school staff to
join and connect in a less formal environment than the usual schooling environment. Prior
research indicated that SHEP parent activities acted as a mechanism to help increase family
awareness of community opportunities and improve school engagement through the social
contact between school staff and families (Powdrill and Thomas, 2018). This social contact
within the informal schooling environment was viewed by parents to positively impact their

relationships with schooling-staff as well as the schooling environment in general.

Parent 12: On a normal school day when there is loads and loads of parents loads and
loads of teacher loads and loads of children it can be daunting for some of them but on
days like this, weeks like this when there is only a few of us in it’s not so scary for the

parent to come have a chat or be engaged.

Parent 15: I feel so much more confident going back in September that there is a

member of staff that completely understands (their family’s circumstances).

Parents noted that the summer holiday club was a less intimating environment than the usual
schooling environment. The school and playground culture can often be seen viewed as
dissimilar from the culture of those families from lower income backgrounds which can result in

feelings of discomfort within the environment. Parents involvement in the holiday club could
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help parents decode the schooling culture further and ease feelings of intimidation as parents are
able to participate in a range of enrichment activities and communicate with school staff and

other parents in a more informal and colloquial manner.

One support staff member also recognised that parental involvement in the programme could be

beneficial for parent-school-community relationships.

School Staff 29: This year to get them more engaged (parents) I thought it better to
bring the community in... so yesterday we had Person 23 in who runs the youth club,
children’s play services, he has been coming in every week with play equipment, then we
had Person 24, she brings Local Area 12 Garden Villages, she also runs the local football
team which a lot of the pupils from here are already on but to be able to introduce them
to the parents, like there is football camp Friday which a lot of them are going to go to
its that, I think that’s more beneficial, I think that makes them feel at ease here, having a

relaxing time together getting to know you.

In line with the parents’ view, the staff member perceived that parental involvement in the
programme had the potential to make parents feel at ease within the schooling environment. The
holiday club allowed parents the time to get to know school staff on a more personal level which
is often not possible on a school-day. Moreover, the inclusion of local services and clubs at the
programme meant parents were able to connect with services and clubs in the club area which

they otherwise may not have been aware of.

The holiday club was also seen to alleviate an ongoing issue between one parent and their
respective school. One parent disclosed they had experienced personal conflict with the school
which had seriously affected their child’s and their relationship with the school and their overall
trust in school staff. The parent expressed their voice was not heard by school staff, there was no
trust between the parties and overall communication between the parent and school resulted in

hostility. When the parent was asked how they felt when speaking with school staff they stated:

Parent 15: Not good at all, I personally don’t feel confident so I was videoing our
sessions cause the one session I went in and they were all, it seemed like they were
picking on me and I had four people round me talking to me... it is like they were

shouting out me I didn’t feel comfortable so in the next session then they said they didn’t
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say something they did, so the next session cause they leave you in the room and then
they go get the rest of them so I put my phone on record and put it in my lap and just

made out my phone was there, I recorded it all.

The parent stated that meetings with the school made them feel uncomfortable and un-confident
in the situation particularly due to the power imbalance in the meetings. The communication
difficulties resulted in the parent recording the meetings via their mobile phone which they later
explained caused further hostility. Nevertheless, the parent’s involvement in the school holiday
club contributed towards the building of a more positive relationship. The parent indicated that
their attendance at the holiday club had allowed them to start to build a relationship with a
support member of staff that at the holiday club. The parent declared that from then onwards
they would feel much more comfortable leaving their child at the school as they felt comfortable

in the presence of the member of staff they had built a relationship with at the holiday club.

8.6.3 Opportunity for Parents to Catch up on Daily Life

The parent interviews highlighted how many of the families participating in the holiday club
found the summer holidays a challenging period of time. The summer holidays were considered
a long period of time by parents and parents saw that the holiday club offered them an
opportunity to be alone and catch up on daily chores and their daily lives. The findings from
parent interviews suggested that occupying their children during the summer holidays was time
consuming and the holiday club was seen to provide parents with a break from their childcare

responsibilities which allowed them to complete domestic tasks or take time for themselves.
Interviewer: And are there any other benefits just to yourself apart from the cost?
Parent 9: Just having that little break away when I’'m not trying to think about what I am
doing next with her.
Interviewer: And what about the benefits for yourself for Child 70 coming?
Parent 10: Umm you just get general time to catch up on housework or go food

shopping or just have a minute.

Interviewer: And what about the benefits to you for the kids coming?
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Grandparent 1: The house is clean [laughter]| you get to tidy up, they get back and mess

it all up again, I think in my case it’s a break.

Previous research has shown that holiday programmes can support low-income parents to
remain in employment as well as fulfil family commitments (Mann et al., 2018). However, this
research has further highlighted that holiday clubs provide parents with a form of respite and are
seen to alleviate some of the everyday pressures in line with previous research which suggests
that government policies such as holiday club provision can reduce parental stress and improve
wellbeing (Stretesky et al, 2020). Although, some of the parents stated it gave them a break and a
chance to clean the house in a jovial manner this manner could be used as a way to detract away
from the struggles and challenges they faced in relation to providing for their children over the
summer holidays. Findings suggested that the provision of childcare at the holiday club provided
parents with the opportunity to deal with the difficulties or challenges they may be facing in their
daily lives.

Interviewer: And how about yourself, do you think there are any benefits for you?
Parent 1: Yeah it is because it gives me chance then, because I work, see I do, I do 3
jobs, 3 jobs, 2 in the school and 1 in the evening, so I work all day and I go back to work
in the evening, I’'m only home for an hour this is my general routine, if I’'m in school all
day I’'m only home for an hour then I go back to work in the evening, so I don’t get a
time, my house is clean but it’s not clean to what you would expect... this gives me the
opportunity to go and do my house and do all my washing and ironing and things like...

this is what has benefitted me this year.

Interviewer: And what about to yourself are there any benefits for you them coming
along to the club?

Parent 13: Well yeah obviously with the situation I’'m going through it gives me time off
with the baby and my older daughter and it gets them out of the house, they know what’s
going on with their sister you know but they know what they think they know... We say
Child 80’s not very well at the moment you need to give her that time and they do and
when I pick them up they are like Child 80 you alright, leave me alone shut my door and
they leave her alone they’ve got respect and you know I think me and dad are bringing

them up the right way, well I hope so you know.
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Both the parents above discuss how the challenges they faced in their day-to-day lives were eased
by their children’s attendance at the holiday clubs. Research indicates that parents with lower
incomes face higher levels of stress as a result of poverty and associated issues such as higher
levels of adversity, relationship breakdowns and poorer mental health (Hooper et al., 2007). One
of the excerpts indicates how the holiday club has eased the pressures of the parent working 3
jobs and given the parent time for themselves at home to complete daily tasks. Parents on lower
incomes can find themselves experiencing a conflict between their parenting role and working
role as there is economic pressure to provide for their family as well as the requirement to meet

the needs of family members (Banovcinova et al., 2014).

Furthermore, the additional excerpt above alludes to the fact the parent’s child is experiencing
mental health difficulties which has been challenging for the whole family. The holiday club
helped the parent to offer the child experiencing mental health difficulties the support required
as their younger children were being cared for at SHEP. Families living in poverty can experience
multiple disadvantages which inevitably affect their family functioning and everyday life
experiences. Children’s attendance at the holiday clubs has offered some of the parents a form of
respite and helped alleviate some of the pressures experienced by families in the summer
holidays. As discussed eatrlier, the effects of poverty are not fully recognised by the school staff
and whilst parents discussed in detail how the holiday club offered them a form of respite this

was not noted in the school staff interviews.

8.7 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has aimed to explore how and the extent to which families’ involvement in a
summer holiday programme implemented within the informal school environment can affect
parents’ involvement in schooling, parents’ engagement in their children’s learning and children’s
outcomes more generally. There were three benefits reported for the children attending the
programme: food and nutritional education, socialisation and the provision of enrichment
activities in the summer holidays. Advantages were also highlighted for parents, whether these
were direct benefits from their attendance at the programme or indirect benefits from their
children attending at the programme. The two indirect benefits noted were the easing of
financial stress and the opportunity for parents to catch up on daily life, whereas the direct
benefit was the promotion of positive family-school communication. As with previous findings

from SHEP evaluations, the use of the schooling building and existing school staff was
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fundamental to the success of the programmes (McConnon et al., 2017; Powdrill and Thomas,
2018) due to a sense of familiarity and safety. However, this research has also showed these core
components of the programme were beneficial to the promotion of home-school

communication and supporting the development family-school relationship more generally.

In terms of the school implementation of the programme, the schools considered their school
contexts and their families in relation to intervention implementation. For example, the schools
considered the dates and times of the programmes and how these would impact school staff and
children as well as considering what activities would be most beneficial for the children and
parents attending the programme. Nevertheless, as with many school-led events and activities
the school did not request input from families in terms of what dates, time or activities would be
suited or beneficial for the children and parents, as decisions were solely made at the school-level
arguably undermining the extent to which the participating schools’ families were considered.
Moreover, in terms of the purpose and intended outcomes of the programme there were
differences in how school staff and parents viewed the programme in comparison with the
purpose and intended outcomes outlined in the SHEP logic model and WLGA documentation.
As noted in the WLGA documentation the intended outcomes outlined included school
engagement and educational attainment, improved physical activity, improved dietary behaviour,
improved aspirations and improved mental health and emotional well-being. However, school
staff and parents viewed the programme as primarily focused on overcoming food poverty and

supplying nutritional education.

The chapter’s secondary data analysis of school-level FSM entitlement data and KS2 educational
outcomes data also provided a broader understanding of the socioeconomic composition of the
schools participating in the SHEP. This analysis alongside schools’ proportionate universal
recruitment approach to inviting families to participate in the programme supports further

understandings of the levels of deprivation amongst the schools participating in the research.
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9. Parental Engagement in Learning: Educational Inequalities and the

COVID-19 Pandemic

9.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on parental involvement with
schools, parental engagement with learning with the home and the maintenance of school- family
relationships. The findings presented in this chapter are comprised of data collected in follow-up
interviews conducted with school staff during the period of national school closures in the
Spring of 2020. All school staff that opted to leave their details for follow-up interviews in the
first round of data collection (Summer of 2019) were contacted for the follow-up interviews. 4
interviewees from the first round of data collection agreed to participate and an additional
interviewee from a case study school agreed to participate. The additional interviewee had
become a head teacher at one of the participating schools since the first round of data collection
and requested to participate in the research. Nonetheless, there was no representation from one
of the initial participating schools with reasons for declining to participate in the follow-up
interviews centred around the pressures and challenges of being in crisis management due to the
pandemic. A total of five interviews were conducted, and participants were given different
participant numbers to further than they were assigned in the first round of data collection to

support anonymity.

The chapter will contribute to understanding the following research questions:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?

4) To what extent can home-school relationships, parental involvement with schools and
parental engagement with learning reduce socioeconomic inequalities in wellbeing and

educational outcomes?
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The chapter has focused on providing a greater understanding of how parental involvement and
engagement were shaped by the pandemic and how this has affected socioeconomic inequalities.
The data analysed can provide broader understandings of home-school relationships as well
highlight the lessons learnt during the pandemic, whether these were positive or negative. The
chapter can also provide further contribution to our understandings of an additional research

question:

5) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their interactions

and relationships with one another?

Whilst the chapter primarily focuses on the interactions between children, parents and school
staff during the pandemic this can provide a greater understanding of the interactions and
relationships between the participants and schools more generally. The findings from this
chapter only outline the perspectives of school staff as there as there was no input from the
perspectives of children and parents. The findings from each of the schools participating in the

research have been amalgamated as there was relative consistency across findings.

9.2 COVID-19 School Closures: The National Education Hub System

The closure of school buildings during the pandemic was unprecedented in the UK and the
move to teaching at a distance posed many challenges for schools, parents and children. The
majority of children had no access to the school building but were provided learning provisions
through online services or via paper learning packs (discussed in further detail in section 9.3).
Although during periods of the 2019-2020 academic year schools were closed to most students,
school hubs were established in local areas to provide childcare and education to children
deemed as ‘vulnerable’ by child services and for children of key worker parents. All three
participating schools discussed their school hub systems and noted working with other schools
in their area to run community school hubs. None of the schools were selected by their
respective local authorities to hold the school hub on their school grounds but the schools

collaborated with other schools in their local areas to run the school hubs.

School Staff 25: A hub is in another school, but we work with them on a rota, so all the

schools involved, all the schools in [Local Area 20].
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School Staff 27: We joined a school up the road with [School 9] along with one of the
local high schools and then we just had the hub then a base for 3 sets of children in that
school... the high school they had one part of the school, [School 1] our school had 1
classroom, [School 9] the other school had one classroom and then it was managed then
umm sort of daily by staff, we put our staff on a rota and then went in and just looked

after those children.

School Staff 24: [School 4] isn’t one of those schools that is open however... there is
one school that is open, the local hub and all my staff are on a rota for that, it means that
they are going into the hub once a week, maybe once a fortnight and are providing
childcare to children whose parents are key workers but also those vulnerable learners as

well.

School Staff 26: The LA made the decision of where the hubs were going to go and we
worked together to get timetables set up, procedures set up following the LA guidance
and went from there really but worked really closely together as hubs and there has been

really good communication.

Whilst one school noted each school within their local hub remained segregated from one
another within the school building, it was not noted whether this was the same system for the
other school hubs. Concerns around the spread of the virus in the hub schools could have
contributed to why schools would have remained in their individual school cohorts although this
could mean increased numbers of staff needed across the hubs as a whole. The schools noted a
collaborative approach to the hub systems with school staff from the different schools working
together to run the community hubs through a rota system. The inclusion of multiple schools
within one school could present logistical challenges however one school noted how the schools
worked closely together and communicated well. When interviewees were asked about school
staff’s interest in supporting the school hubs, the interviewees noted school staff were on board

and positive.

School Staff 25: There has to be a senior leader, a teacher and LSA, we are all on

different rotas throughout the school, so we all play a part.
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School Staff 27: So as head of SLT we put an email out which said we need to staff this
hub if you are willing to volunteer let us know and then we can sort, we are looking at a
day a week or every two weeks and I was in a very fortunate position that I had enough
staff that volunteered to do it, who were willing to come in so I never had to get to the

point where I had to say you need to come in.

The findings suggested that there was the pulling together of school staff to support the school
hubs with school staff accepting their part to play in the hub system. Whilst the school staff
would have remained supporting children’s learning at home via online learning, phone calls to
families and the provision of at home learning packs, school staff also seemed willing to support
the school hub provision. This collaborative form of working both within the schools and with
other schools seemed to support the smooth delivery of the school’s hubs and is also likely to
have supported the development of relationships between schools in local areas. The health,
education, social and financial challenges posed by the pandemic arguably saw the collaboration
of schools and services within areas which research has shown to support under-resourced and
underserved communities (Maler et al., 2017). Whilst schools are aware of local schools and
there are likely to be some prior relationships between the schools, the pandemic saw a greater
level of communication and collaborative working between schools in local areas to support the

community.

Nevertheless, school hubs were only accessible for children of key worker parents and those
identified as vulnerable by child services. The identification of children of key workers parents
and vulnerable students was not a school-led process, but a process led by the local authorities.
The participating schools noted guidance was provided from the Welsh Government to their

local authority and from the local authority to the individual schools.

School Staff 24: There was quite a strict list from the Welsh parliament months ago
when it started which filtered through to our local authority which we promoted as a
school and stated only use it as a last resort and if there is no other alternative and the
facilities are here to support you if you are in a job which cannot provide childcare for
your children, in regards to our vulnerable learner there is a set of criteria.. initially it was
those that were engaged in children’s services but then there was also those that aren’t

engaged with children’s services but are still in need for whatever reason.

182



School Staff 26: So they [the parents] had to apply to the local authority so initially the
provision has been for key worker children umm so they have had to complete an
application form in order to be accepted and that was quite difficult at first... a family
whose mums a career and dad is a taxi driver and they weren’t able to access it and that
was really difficult and I knew if they didn’t access it they wouldn’t be able to carry on

working... so I did operate some leeway.

School Staff 27: So the key workers was faitly straightforward so they had to give us
their key workers, they had to fill out their shift pattern and their managers name, anyone
vulnerable again that was initially who applied... through family services through social

services and they will do an assessment.

The identification process outlined by the Welsh Government involved an application process or
an assessment of whether a child was eligible to use the hub provision and was viewed by two of
the schools as a stringent process. Whilst one school noted that the guidelines for children of key
worker parents was fairly straightforward, the other schools noted the application process was
strict and acted as a barrier for some families. One school noted operating some leeway in terms
of access to the hub, however it was unknown whether this was supported by the Welsh
Government, or whether schools used their autonomy and knowledge of families’ personal

situations to support the families they believed needed access to the hub provision.

Furthermore, the application process could have acted as a barrier to parents applying for hub
provision due to challenges of accessing online systems, challenges of finding time and
challenges of understanding and completing the forms. Research from the pandemic has
highlighted that some lower-income families did not have access to digital devices or the internet
which has inhibited their child’s access to online learning (Andrew et al., 2020; Seah, 2020) and
this could have potentially limited access to hub systems online application form. The closing of
public services and libraries such as schools could have further hindered parents’ access to digital
equipment and the internet. In addition, some parents from lower-SES backgrounds were
reported to feel less confident in their digital skills and reported lower levels of digital literacy in
relation to supporting their children’s learning (OECD, 2020) which could have also impacted

their confidence and ability to complete online forms.

As noted above, one of the participating schools further noted that the criteria for the hub

provision was strict in terms of eligibility for vulnerable children. The schools in this research are
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all in areas of deprivation in Wales and the interviewees noted that in terms of vulnerability, the
schools considered a far greater number of children vulnerable than those solely identified by
child services as vulnerable. Moreover, whilst provision was in place for those considered
vulnerable by the ILA, this provision was not compulsory, and parents were given the choice on
whether to send their child to the hub provision meaning those considered most vulnerable may
have become invisible to the school and child services during this period. Whilst literature notes
parents were given a ‘choice’ on whether their child (Coughlan, 2020) could attend the hub
provision there may have been challenges with transport, working hours or concerns over the
spread of the virus within the hub which could have acted as barriers to parents sending their

child or children to the hub provision.

School Staff 26: If I really considered the children that I would say are vulnerable in my
school you know I could have filled that hub 2, 3 times over but we have been following

our own methods of keeping in touch with families.

School Staff 27: Half our school are vulnerable in some way shape or form so basically
what happened then it was clearly taken out of our hands in the school, because it is
quite awkward for us to say we are taking you and not you, so why are you taking that

family, so I was really pleased the county took the lead on that.

Schools recognised the vulnerability of their families however one school noted gratitude to the
local authority for setting vulnerability criteria as this meant the decision on what children were
deemed as vulnerable was not left to the school. The invisibility of children during the pandemic
was of national concern (Coughlan, 2020) and concerns over the vulnerability of the families and
children is central to this empirical chapter with the notion of vulnerability being discussed in

further detail in Section 9.3.

9.3 COVID-19 School Closures: Communication, Vulnerability and Supporting the Social

and Wellbeing Needs of Families

The lockdown restrictions in place due to the COVID-19 pandemic meant the day-to-day face-
to-face contact between families and schools was removed and alternative forms of
communications were quickly enhanced or implemented by the schools. Research indicates that
open-door policies and families’ abilities to access and reach school staff on a daily basis is key in
the facilitation of home-school communication (Campbell, 2011). Therefore, the removal of

informal daily contact posed a challenge for the participating schools with schools increasing the
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use of other forms of communication in attempts to remain in contact with families and

maintain home-school relationships.

The participating schools indicated that the primary method of communication used by schools
to contact families during the school closures period was the telephone. Whilst schools’
communication with parents and children via email and via social media platforms such as
Facebook and Twitter continued or was enhanced, telephone calls from the school staff to

parents and children were the preferred method of communication by the school.

School Staff 28: We have been calling them every other week... just to check up on how

they were doing]

School Staff 24: Teachers have regular contact with every family, we have bought a set
of mobile phones for every staff member, for every teacher and they phone up the family
to touch base to see how the children are getting on without school, see how the families

are coping and managing.

The closing of schools ‘open doors’ reduced opportunities for parents to offload important
information to schools meaning key messages in relation to learning, wellbeing and welfare may
not have been shared. However, the regular phone calls between schools and the home to a
certain extent could be seen to increase opportunities for parents to offload any key pieces of
information. The telephone calls were aimed at both children and parents and the purpose of the
telephone calls was not necessarily educational but there was a greater focus on understanding
the social and wellbeing needs of families and providing support, reassurance, and signposting to
families where necessary. For example, the participating schools noted that phone calls were
more about checking in on families and seeing how families and children were coping with the

pandemic, the national lockdown and home schooling.

The pandemic has brought to light the challenges that many children and families on lower-
incomes experience in their day-to-day lives, with the challenges lower-income families face in
their day-to-day lives arguably been exacerbated during the pandemic (Moss et al., 2020).
Findings showed that during the pandemic schools acted as one of the main service delivery
mechanisms in local communities, with schools particularly in deprived areas supporting the
needs of parents and families experiencing poverty and hardship (Moss et al., 2020). The case
study schools reported supporting families’ social, and welfare needs, providing parents with

someone to reach out to for reassurance or suppott, or solely providing someone for parents to
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have a conversation with. All schools developed individual systems to support the individual and

localised needs of their school children and families.

School Staff 25: We are running a really good system, supporting them, phoning them
and I have been delivering packs having chats with parents, it not necessarily about work
it is more about are you okay, can we do anything for you, it’s just making sure it is like a

community thing, everyone have pulled together during this time.

School Staff 27: On the whole we have kept in contact with all families and to be fair
the ones I have spoke to on my list, they have been very appreciative of a call and have
welcomes the fact if you need anything we are her 8 till 2, we have kept the school open
the whole time to answer the phone and to help out where we can, you know we have a
small food bank in the school so the families that have struggled, there are food parcels,
so we have sat there a couple of times and said is there anything more, but I think we did

everything we could during the time and the vast majority were kept in contact with.

The findings further highlighted the ways in which the schools’ role within their community is
much wider than solely an educational role. Whilst schools arguably have this extended role
typically, the pandemic highlighted this further. Particularly with the reduction of other services
in the community such as community groups and child services. The pandemic highlighted that
existing state safety nets to support families were not sufficient with families struggling to find
the financial resources to purchase basic necessities such as food. Schools noted the
establishment of small school-level food banks, the delivery of food parcels and home learning
packs illustrating how governmental support and provision was not meeting the needs of the
families and suggesting that some families were falling through the gaps. The targeted policy
interventions such as the £20 universal credit uplift did not meet the needs of all families
experiencing poverty and exposed an infrastructure which often failed to meet the needs of

those most vulnerable.

The participating schools’ levels of social deprivation arguably affected the degree of potential
vulnerability faced by the children and families. Whilst the nationally implemented hub systems
aimed to support those children who were identified as ‘vulnerable’ by child services, the schools
noted there were many children outside of this definition of vulnerable that were considered
vulnerable by the school. The notion of vulnerability is difficult to define and arguably a

subjective concept however in regards to the eligibility criteria for the hub provision, a vulnerable
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child was deemed to include “those with safeguarding needs and supported by social care, which
include children with care and support or support plans, children of the child protection register
and looked after children, young carers, disabled children and those with Statements of special
education needs” (Williams, 2020;1). This restrictive definition of vulnerability was arguably not
aligned with school-level notions of vulnerability and concerns were raised around vulnerability
eligibility criteria as noted earlier in the chapter. Although it is important to note the definition of
vulnerability at the timepoint the data was collected was more restrictive than notions of

vulnerability later in the pandemic.

Concerns around child vulnerability and welfare were also evident as the participating schools all
created school-level vulnerability lists. Vulnerability lists saw the school identify and compile a
list of children/ families that they considered vulnerable, and those that the school had
additional concerns for during the pandemic. Whilst these lists are likely to have included those
who had been identified by child services and those considered eligible for the hub provision, the
lists of children and families viewed as vulnerable by the school was far greater than the lists of

children eligible for the hub provision.

School Staff 27: We had to create a list... who we consider our most vulnerable families
and the list were 80+ children and they were the ones we were to have regular contact

with, we created a list for a weekly call, some for bi-weekly, some every 3 weeks.

School Staff 25: We keep in contact with every pupil, there is a more vulnerable order

but everyone is contacted, it is inclusion for everyone.

School Staff 26: We did set up a vulnerability list and assigned staff to key families so we

have stayed in contact with those families throughout.

Vulnerability in the eyes of the schools was much broader than the LA’s definition and schools
noted if all children considered to be experiencing poverty or hardship were seen as vulnerable

this could have been large proportions of the children within the schools.

School Staff 27: It is such a deprived area, unfortunately in the circumstances it is not
allowed, but there are so many children I would love to be able to get in there [school

hub] with their circumstances.
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Moreover, whilst schools created vulnerability lists of children they believed were vulnerable,
these lists were seen to be compiled from pre-pandemic knowledge. There are emerging ideas
that the COVID-19 pandemic has been an adverse childhood experience (ACE) in itself, as the
pandemic could be deemed as a traumatic event which is likely to have longer-term implications
of an accumulation of risk and harm (Duncan, 2021; Sanders, 2020) and therefore at this time all

children and young people could be regarded as vulnerable.

As noted by two of the participating schools, the vulnerability lists created directly impacted the
frequency and level of contact and communication between the school and families. Schools
highlighted that they would attempt to contact the children/ families that were identified by the
school as the most vulnerable on the most frequent basis although all families at the school
would be contacted regularly. In terms of concerns over child welfare, the invisibility of a child
or limited contact between schools and a family raised child welfare concerns. If the vulnerability
or welfare of a child was of concern to the school, the case study schools noted a physical

welfare check would be conducted by the school or child services.

School Staff 26: We always target children who we can’t speak to on a Tuesday we have
a senior leadership meeting and we start off by talking about staff and pupil wellbeing
and asking if there any concerns about families... on our way home we do a welfare
check at these houses but we have also done it through the police if we have been

concerned, so police have done welfare checks if we haven’t sighted the children.

School Staff 27: We have had a couple of referrals during this time and we have had to
escalate this to county level to gateway social service and they have had to case up some
families as well I think they have done a couple of visits, the ones they couldn’t get hold

off, a door stop visit.

Telephone contact between the school, children and parents was seen as the primary method of
checking on child welfare and identifying concerns during the period of school building closures.
In the typical schooling year, child welfare concerns are identified through physical contact and
communication between children and the school and therefore this limited physical contact
posed a significant challenge and was of serious concern to schools. Whilst schools could not see
into the family home, the telephone calls were seen to act as a means of monitoring the welfare
of children. A one service seen approach to ensuring child welfare was arguably adopted by one

of the participating schools, meaning that the school, children’s services, or the police would
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communicate with one another to ensure a child had been seen by one of the services to ensure

that child’s safety.

Whilst limited or no communication between the school and a family was reported to raise levels
of concern and fear amongst school staff, one of the schools noted that these concerns were

often a result of the school not having up to date contact information for families.

School Staff 27: I could have probably have-written a very accurate list of the families
that we would struggle to contact and they are the ones that are forever changing their
mobile numbers and haven’t given us an email address and some have been very
challenging to track down... and ultimately you fear that something is wrong but in the
vast majority of cases it is just that they have changed their mobile number and haven’t

let us know:.

One of the schools noted that the some of their families were difficult to contact due to the
school not having up to date contact details for the families. Two of the participating schools
reported the initial use of ParentPay to contact parents as the system held parent email address,
with schools asking for and collating up to date telephone numbers for parents via the ParentPay

system.

From the perspective of the schools, the telephone communication between the school and
families was seen as positive and schools believed that the telephone communication supported
the maintenance and development of relationships. Whilst the telephone was used in the
‘normal’ academic year, telephone communication was not used to the same extent that it was

during the pandemic due to schools and families typically communicating in-person.

School Staff 28: It has been quite positive, a lot of ours have really appreciated it they
weren’t expecting us to call I don’t think and when I have I speak to both parents and
child and I think that has helped both parent and child, and the child has had the boost
as cause they have spoken to someone from school it is quite a nice thing to have I have
suppose, a lot of the parents were appreciative of the phone calls so I think it has helped

strengthen the relationship between school and home.

School Staff 25: The parents’ involvement was defensive and they have realised now we
are not there to criticise, there is a support network, we are there for them, it has made

the relationships between staff and parents stronger.
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The school-family communication was seen to be appreciated by the parents although one
school noted that parents were initially defensive which could have been due to parents feeling a
sense of schools encroaching on their home lives. The COVID-19 pandemic has seen the
school-home boundaries become blurred, with telephone calls to home and videoconferencing
teaching breaking down the physical walls between the school and home. Nonetheless, the
regular telephone communication between the school and parents was reported to have received
positive feedback from the parents with schools feeling the parents felt a sense of appreciation
for the calls. As noted eatrlier, the phone calls were not necessarily educational in their nature but
were a method used to check on how families were doing and to ensure child wellbeing and

safety.

9.4 COVID-19 School Closures: Teaching and Learning through a Pandemic

The national closure of school buildings resulted in a rapid response by schools to provide
learning for children at home via alternative methods whether this was online or via home
learning packs. All three schools listed the ways in which they supported children’s learning at
home using online systems. The systems used included Google Classroom, Seesaw and
Microsoft Teams. However, all schools also noted the use of paper alternatives primarily referred
to as home learning packs which were used to reach students that faced challenges accessing
online systems and resources. Similar to during the academic year [see Chapter 7] educational
information was disseminated to parents at an individual and whole-school level. Whilst whole-
school or whole-class level information was provided through the uploading of work online or
the distribution of home learning packs, parents were also informed of educational information

and provided with support for educational engagement through telephone calls.

Two schools noted how the pre-existing use of online learning at school allowed the school and
children to quickly move to online learning and this supported the children to be relatively

independent.

School Staff 26: So we were already set up on Google Classroom and the children know
how to use it and are very independent with Google Classroom, so we were in a good

position from day one to start learning at home.
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School Staff 28: So the children use it all the time in school, they all have a QR code
which allows them to get on their classroom Seesaw and through there they can chat to

us... work is uploaded on there so we can see what they have been up to.

This prior use of online learning within the school meant that schools could upload content
online in a relatively fast manner and the school staff and children could both use and were
familiar with the systems. However, unlike two of the participating schools a different school
noted a lack of digital infrastructure in the school noting the pandemic had highlighted this was a

school-level area of weakness.

School Staff 24: Our IT resources are very minimal and very basic and out-dated and 1
think that investment in I'T has to be one of our priorities coming back and we have
already got some plans and ideas for that but also then to continue that investment

process and I think that is one area that we will have to change.

The school reported their basic and out-dated I'T equipment impacted their ability to transition
to online learning and the school suggested that their school staff and children may have found
the transition to online learning within the home a greater challenge than those with prior
experience of accessing and using these systems. Nevertheless, all participating schools noted
there was limited engagement in online learning activities and work set by the school which
could be attributed to factors such as digital exclusion and low levels digital literacy and

confidence.

9.4.1 Digital Exclusion

Whilst all schools noted the use of different materials to support the diverse range of students in
their schools, the issues of digital deprivation and the digital exclusion of children from less
affluent backgrounds was evident. Schools reported concerns over families not having access to
the internet or an appropriate device to complete educational work on which resulted in lower
levels of engagement from those families. One of the participating schools estimated that

approximately one third of their families did not have access to a device.

School Staff 28: To be fair I think the internet and having access to devices is quite a big
thing, I do know a lot of families have asked for home learning and I don’t know if they

have done them, they’ve taken them but we can only physically see what they have been
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doing online but we haven’t been able to see what they have been doing at home on the

paper side.

School Staff 27: A lot of our families wouldn’t have internet connection at home and
lots of them only have phones and they say the screens are too small to see or do

anything and some just don’t have the technology to do it.

School Staff 26: We are able to do lots online the problem was we were having really
low levels of engagement... we found out 160 families didn’t have a device, so you know

it is a massive amount really.

Not only did limited or no access to digital devices and the internet inhibit children’s access to
learning activities set by the school online, but also other online learning resources such as BBC
Bitesize and My Maths. Research on inequalities of opportunities in the summer holidays
indicates that children from lower-socioeconomic families can miss out on opportunities to
participate in enrichment activities due to families being unable to afford meeting the costs of
activities (CPAG, 2017). The physical lockdown and financial constraints of the pandemic could
have also contributed to parents not having the means or access to purchase physical educational
items or activities for their children to complete in the home. The findings suggest that children
from lower SES backgrounds have not only experienced inequalities in opportunities to access
school-set online educational content. But children also may have experienced inequalities in
opportunities to participate in enrichment activities which is likely to have had a further adverse

impact on the educational inequalities gap.

Nevertheless, schools attempted to mitigate the harms of digital deprivation by providing
families with home learning packs and loaned out digital devices. One school reported loaning
devices to families in the school in an attempt to overcome unequal access to learning
opportunities and noted how their LA provided the school with devices for re-distribution to
families. The school reported the distribution of devices contributed to the school recognising

different names on the online system.

School Staff 26: Since we provided devices, we have loaned out devices from school and
we have also been loaned devices form the LA to share with families now we have had
an increase in family members getting online and children completing work... I am

seeing different names now from where children have obviously got devices... there are
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lots who aren’t at the moment, so engagement rates vary from about 40-60% so there is

still some way to go.

School Staff 28: It is very very random, some weeks we will have quite a bit on there and
some it will be completely nothing on there, umm my class teacher had a really big stress
one week because she said nobody was doing anything on there ... it is very very hit and
miss on ours, we did try and take away from working and put up challenges up that
wasn’t, they didn’t really interact with that either, it is very very hit and miss with the

work side of things.

School Staff 27: We went very much down the line of trying to use the online platforms
that’s what we felt was best, but the engagement wasn’t great... speaking to parents after
our first round of telephone calls it became apparent quite quickly that they wanted

paper and pens and that’s when we then we produced learning packs.

Whilst the school above noted an increase in online engagement after devices were loaned to
families there was still a long way to go in terms of overall engagement, with the school
estimating that only 40-60% of children participated in the online learning. Moreover, home
learning packs were not re-collected by the school meaning there was no measurement of their
engagement or understanding of how children were progressing academically. The provision of
learning packs to families were seen as an attempt to overcome limited or no access to digital
devices but it is unknown to schools the extent to which the learning packs were completed as
engagement in the learning packs was not measured. The closures of schools arguably
highlighted the digital divide between children from more and less affluent families. Whilst this
divide would have been evident during a normal schooling year and may have impacted
children’s access to additional academic content and homework, as online learning was one of
the primary methods of home learning during the pandemic it has arguably exacerbated pre-

existing educational inequalities.

The longer-term impacts of the pandemic and school closures on the education attainment gap
were considered by two of the participating schools. One of the schools noted that those who
would be considered to already be educationally struggling are likely to be those who are most
affected. Whereas it was believed that those considered average or above would be able to catch

up on lost learning quickly upon return to school.
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School Staff 27: I don’t think that personally we will see a huge decrease in educational
levels apart from maybe the very very weak ones may have taken a step back but the
average middle of the road children and above will just get on with it, and catch up

quickly.

School Staff 26: I think the [attainment] gap will have widened between schools as I said
there have been children who have been completing lots of work for a long time and
others that haven’t done anything or have only just started cause they’ve now got devices
so the gap is already widening with the school but if you compare schools with more
affluent peers will have increased even further because a lot of those children might have

had positive experiences and supported with their learning whereas a lot of ours haven’t.

The schools implied that the children may not have learnt the same amount of academic content
that they would have if they had been in the school building however the effects of the pandemic
cannot be mitigated. Nonetheless, one school discussed how they anticipated the attainment gap
would widen between the least and most affluent students in the schools as well as between the
school in general and more affluent schools. The schools attributed some of the growth in the
attainment gap within the school to some families having limited access to digital devices within
the home and therefore being unable to complete work online in comparison with more affluent
families who were more likely to have had access to devices and the internet from the beginning

of the school closures.

The school also considered how their school is in an area of deprivation and children from more
affluent areas are likely to have had more positive experiences of the pandemic in comparison
with children from their school. Although many enrichment activities would have been closed
for periods during the pandemic, children from lower SES families may have had fewer positive
experiences then those from higher SES families due to the financial pressures and the

consequences this may have had on families and on family dynamics.

Moreover, a member of staff considered how parental engagement with learning within the
home during the pandemic could have contributed to growing inequalities between students
within their school and between students from more affluent schools. As noted in earlier
chapters, parental responsibility and parental determinism have been reoccurring themes in

political rhetoric and have arguably contributed towards societal expectations of the extent to
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which parents should be involved in their children’s learning. The assumption that children from
more affluent families and schools would have received greater support with their learning in
comparison with children from their school reinforces deficit discourses which suggest that
parents are the biggest contributing factor in children’s educational outcomes. The pandemic has
arguably forced greater pressure on parents to conform to the societal expectations imposed on
them as learning has primarily been undertaken in the home under the supervision of parents or
guardians. Parental engagement with learning during the pandemic has the potential for further
stigmatisation to be placed on parents who do not engage in their children’s learning at home.
Some of the school staff placed blame on parents for children not meeting national level
academic expectations and attributed parents limited engagement to potential increases in the
attainment gap. There was arguably little consideration of the structural conditions which may
have affected children, families and parents’ abilities to engage in learning within the home

during the pandemic.

9.4.2 Parental Engagement with Learning Within the Home

Although the data from the follow-up interviews discussed home-school relationships and
children’s learning within the home, there is limited discussion around parental engagement with
learning during the pandemic. One school discussed the positives of parental engagement in

terms of the impact it had on parental confidence and parent self-efficacy.

School Staff 27: Mum to be fair has gone above and beyond with the home learning and
she has said she is thinking of going back to college, she really enjoyed it... you expect
the worse and plan for the worst but I expect there are many kids, lots of the kids who
we consider vulnerable actually have embraced being at home and without the added
stress of getting them dressed, coming to school in an environment that they are anxious

about, they have been a lot healthier at home.

Parents arguably took a greater role in their children’s learning during the pandemic and the
school staff above noted how some parent embraced supporting their children’s learning. Spear
et al (2022) posits that parents moved from supporting their children’s learning at home through
assistance or general support with activities to parents being integral to the learning process
during the pandemic. This new form of involvement/ engagement has been conceptualised as
“parental participation in schooling” (Spear et al., 2021;14) whereby parents enable access to

learning resources and/or participate in supervising or completing set learning activities.

195



The was a school-level recognition of the pressures that had been placed on parents in relation
to home learning. For many parents it is likely that the methods or techniques for teaching
certain subjects have changed since they attended school and therefore this could pose a

challenge.

School Staff 25: It is a lot put on them so the fact they are trying is really good, and like
I said to them the way of teaching different subjects is different to when they were in
school, so don’t beat yourself up, there has been packs with information on for parents,
like how to do problem solving and things... I think it’s the communication between
teachers and parents keeping them together and letting them know that it is okay and if

there is any problems getting that done.

Schools noted that parents were communicating and trying to support their children’s learning at
home, and the school staff above is arguably praising parents for the extent to which they tried
to communicate and engage, with the school using verbal positive reinforcement to show the
parents they were doing okay. The school noted providing parents with information packs which
included explanations on how to support their child’s learning with certain activities however it is
unclear how useful or effective these information packs were for parents. Although parental
engagement is potentially lead by the parent, there was limited two-way dialogue between parents
and the school on how best parents believed they could support their children’s learning within
the home or what information or help parents would have liked to have received from the

school to further support their understandings of content or learning methodologies.

Interestingly, school staff believed that parents’ perceptions of the role of a teacher altered, and
parents’ appreciation of the teaching profession increased due to parents’ experiences of

supporting their children’s learning at home during the pandemic.

School Staff 28: I mean the amount of people when we have spoken to them have said 1
don’t know how people do it, how people in schoolwork and how you actually teach 30
different children with 30 different needs and keep them all going and keep them all
sane... I think some people think teachers and teaching assistants go in teach, do

whatever and go home but there is much more to it than that, it is not as easy as that.

School Staff 25: I think they have all said it has been an eye opener, I think the respect
level for teaching is stronger by parents, they have now had that experience I think they

value our role in a different way now.
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Emerging research around the learning during the pandemic suggests that the communication
required to facilitate learning at home forged positive connections between school and parents
(Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021). A small-scale online quantitative survey in the USA indicated that
almost half of the parents interviewed (n=23) reported understanding the demands of a teacher
to a greater extent and indicating an increase in their respect for the profession, supporting the
findings in this research (Stelmach, 2020). Nonetheless, the study had a low number of
respondents and there is currently limited evidence within the field to show how parents’
perceptions of the teaching profession may have altered. This research indicates parents’ own
experiences of home schooling during the pandemic could have contributed towards parents
understanding the complexity of the teaching role and changed parents’ perceptions on the value

of the role.

In terms of the content of learning, schools highlighted how they encouraged families to partake
in enrichment and learning activities as well as traditional learning activities associated to the
curriculum. Two of the schools reported dedicating mornings to academic learning and

afternoons to more practical learning and enrichment activities.

School Staff 24: Those children who aren’t actually in the hub and those that do go to
the hub, they are working in the morning, they do their work set by the school and then
in the afternoon they will do a more open set of tasks with wellbeing, creativity, with
practical experiences and that is the system... we set timetables and again generally it will
be language and numeracy in the morning, in the afternoons again they are more
practical engaging in family activities, gardening, maybe stick stuff on the wall, maybe

doing some chores, maybe learning to bake.

School Staff 27: I have sent out to the parents... give them practical ideas and take them
down to the beach, take them for a walk, learning, cooking changing a wheel all those
types of things, just play a game with them you know but the reality is you know some

families just don’t value education you know.

One participating school encouraged learning beyond academic learning to include practical
activities such as cooking, gardening, playing a game or baking. Whilst these activities are not
seen as academic in their nature, nor nationally defined measurement of learning they provide
learning opportunities particularly in relation to the development of key life skills such as

cooking or riding a bike. Some families from lower socioeconomic areas often have highly
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localised lives, and families’ aspirations for their child are often associated with the needs of the
local community and the development of skills which are valued in their local environment
(Wheeler, 2018). As noted in Chapter 7, parents were seen to equally value academic and
informal learning activities which is also evidenced here as the learning opportunities listed above
are not directly in line with the curriculum but are valued in line with academic learning.
Research indicates that often the values of working-class families and school may not align and
therefore home and school cultures may be at odds with one another creating misunderstandings
and tensions (Auerbach, 2007). However, participating schools’ encouragement of these informal
learning opportunities shows understanding of the values of the families they serve and could

further enhance family-school relationships and support wider learning outcomes.

9.4 Concluding Remarks

This chapter aimed to explore how home-school relationships were maintained and parental
engagement with children’s learning was supported when national lockdowns were first imposed
and face-to-face learning within the school ceased (between March and June of 2020). Whilst the
majority of school students were provided with educational content to complete within the
home, whether this was online or through paperwork packs, the participating schools all
reported collaborating with schools in their local areas to establish educational hub systems for
children classified as vulnerable by The Welsh Government. The vulnerability identification
process for children accessing the education hub provision raised concerns in terms of how
vulnerability was defined. The guidelines were viewed as strict by two of the participating
schools, and the stringent application process was viewed as a barrier to parents accessing the

provision for their children.

Furthermore, the government definition of vulnerability did not encompass all children that the
schools would have classified as vulnerable themselves, and therefore did not reach all children
or families in need during this period. Due to the levels of deprivation at the participating
schools, schools reported the number of children they considered to be vulnerable was far
greater than those that were identified using the government definition. This debatably
contributed to schools establishing vulnerability lists which often informed the degree to which
the school would attempt to contact the family, with those families considered the most
vulnerable being contacted on a more frequent basis then those considered less vulnerable. The
primary method of communication between the school and home was the telephone, and phone
calls between the home and school were primarily seen as an attempt at schools checking on a

family’s wellbeing more than checking on how the children were educationally progressing. The
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pandemic saw the boundaries between the home and school, as well as the roles of school staff
and parents become blurred. The home environment became one of learning whereby parents
were required to adopt more of an educational role than they may have done previously, and
school staff were seen to adopt more of a social care role by providing families with support in

relation to their social needs and offering pastoral care.

Whilst the school staff reported supporting the social needs of their families on a daily basis, the
support needed by families and children was arguably exacerbated during the pandemic with
schools acting as one of the main service delivery mechanisms for families. Moreover, it is
important to note that data for the chapter were collected within the first national lockdown, a
period of crisis management for schools and families and this is likely to have impacted the
nature of the telephone calls to parents. If the data were collected at a later timepoint it could
have been likely school- parent communication would have been more educational in its nature
as schools and families would have had time to digest and adjust to the implemented lockdowns

and school closures.

In addition, unlike in Chapter 6 where support staff were seen to play a cultural brokerage role
between families and the school, classroom teachers were involved in contacting parents which
could have strengthened home-school relationships further. Whilst it was recognised that
support staff often play a key role in communicating and connecting with parents in the typical
academic year, the pandemic saw teaching staff communicating with parents to a greater extent.
Though support staff are typically seen to have capacity in their role and greater understandings
of the assets and challenges faced by families, the pandemic arguably created a sense of common
ground between staff and parents as well as teachers having more capacity in their workload to
connect with families. Although experiences of the COVID-19 pandemic are individual and
differing greatly, it was still a commonality shared by all which arguably reduced the power and

social class imbalance which can hinder teaching staff-parent communication.

In terms of parental engagement, there was limited direct discussion around parental engagement
with children’s learning during the pandemic which could be attributed to the school’s primary
focus on supporting the wellbeing and the social needs of the families at this time. However,
unlike in previous chapters where school staff had negative views on the levels of parental
engagement at their school, in the follow-up data schools recognised the challenges of parents
supporting their children’s learning within the home and even praised some parents’ engagement.
Interestingly, it was also reported that school staff believed parents had a greater respect for the

complexity of their role as a teacher through their own experience of teaching their children at
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home which could have a positive impact on parent-teacher relations moving on from the
pandemic. Nonetheless, one major barrier to children’s learning within the home and parents
support of this learning was digital deprivation and digital exclusion. Digital exclusion was
considered by all the participating schools, and despite schools’ providing digital resources and
paperwork packs to children, digital exclusion was recognised as having longer-term impacts on

the educational attainment gap.
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10. Discussion

10.1 Introduction

This thesis has explored parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with
learning from a multiple informant perspective. Central to this thesis has been a desire to
understand further how poverty, vulnerability and stigmatisation impact families’ educational
experiences, families’ interactions and relationships with schools and the education system more
broadly as well as parents’ involvement and engagement. This chapter will reflect findings
presented within chapters 6-9, linking these to literature discussed within chapters 2-4. The

research questions were as follows:

1) What methods are schools adopting to involve and engage parents in schooling and

learning?

2) What are the perceived barriers and facilitators to parental involvement in children’s

schooling and parental engagement with children’s learning in areas of deprivation?

3) How do children, parents and school staff in deprived areas describe their interactions

and relationships with one another?

4) To what extent can home-school relationships, parental involvement with schools and
parental engagement with learning reduce socioeconomic inequalities in wellbeing and

educational outcomes?

5) To what extent, and via what mechanisms is an intervention focused on family
engagement within the informal school environment perceived to influence parental
involvement and engagement and contribute towards any longer-term educational, health

or mental health improvements for children or families?

This chapter will provide an understanding of how the research questions have been explored
and addressed in this thesis. Section 10.2 will provide an overview of findings and discuss how
the thesis supports understandings of how parental involvement and parental engagement may
impact children’s education and health outcomes through a socioecological lens. Sections 10.2.1-
10.2.8 will discuss the findings in relation to the research questions. This is followed by a

reflection on the theoretical approach (Section 10.3), research design and methodology (Section
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10.3.1) before policy and practice recommendations will be made (Section 10.4). The thesis

concludes with a summary of the findings (Section 10.5).

10.2 Overview of Findings

Chapters 6 and 7 focused on understanding parental involvement with schools and parental
engagement with learning for parents from lower SES backgrounds. Findings in these chapters
highlighted the importance of schools’ open-door policies, the daily social exchanges between
parents and school staff and the development of effective communication between schools and
families. Chapter 6 also included the mapping of involvement/ engagement events and activities
onto a ‘parental involvement and engagement formality typology’ [Figure 5: Chapter 6]. Both
chapters explored how limited involvement and engagement are often attributed to parents’
individual characteristics with parents often facing ‘othering’ if they do not conform to what is
deemed as normative by the school and middle-class ideologies. However, this thesis has
attempted to illustrate how parents' involvement and engagement are constrained by wider

structural conditions.

Chapter 8 provided an overview of how SHEP was implemented. The chapter presented
quantitative findings outlining the socioeconomic composition of the schools recruited for the
programme to show reach and representativeness of the participating schools at each wave of
implementation. These were presented alongside qualitative findings which provided further
understanding of how schools recruited families for the SHEP (i.e. a proportionate universal
approach). Chapter 8 also discussed the benefits of attending the programme and examined the
extent to which families’ involvement in a summer holiday programme implemented within the
informal school environment could affect parents’ involvement in schooling. The final empirical
chapter discussed the maintenance of school-home relationships during the pandemic, the
classification of vulnerable students, and addressed the ways in which schools attempted to
mitigate some of the harms of the school closures on children and young people. These
discussions were not limited to educational support but considered how schools provide social
and emotional support to families. Whilst both chapter 8 and 9 focused on timepoints when
schools were closed, the findings are not specific to these timepoints and have broader
applicability to parental involvement and parental engagement with schools and learning at any

timepoint.
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10.2.1 Situating the Thesis: Understanding how Socioecological Frameworks can support

Understandings of Parental Involvement with Schools and Parental Engagement with

Learning

This thesis has connected literature focusing on how societal structures, cultures and
expectations, and parental agency interact to influence parents’ involvement in their children’s
schooling and parents’ engagement in their children’s learning and subsequently how this effects
their children’s outcomes. Socioecological approaches are fundamental to understanding and
contextualising the family unit within a wider set of influences which interact and influence one
another to affect a range of children’s outcomes. To analyse a child’s development, it is arguably
key to move beyond solely analysing the impact of a child’s immediate environment (school and
home) to considering how the broader social, political and cultural environments influence their
outcomes as well as interact with components of their immediate environment to influence their
outcomes. Bronfenbrenner (1977) posits there are five environmental layers which interact with
one another; the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem and the

chronosystem (Paquette and Ryan, 2001).

Consideration of the socioecological approach can also support our understandings of health in
relation to broader contexts rather than understanding health as a static attribute of an individual
(McLaren and Hawe, 2005; Pearce et al., 2016). As with much educational and health inequalities
literature, behaviourist approaches are often presented to explain the existence and persistence of
inequalities in society. For example, health risk behaviours can be attributed to negative health
outcomes (Pearce et al, 2016) and poor educational outcomes have often been associated with
limited parental involvement and parental engagement as a result of parent choice or parental
deficiencies. This thesis has considered the context in which families live and has analysed how
the broader levels of socioecological framework interact and influence one another to affect all
aspect of children’s and families’ lives. Societal expectations, community resources, families’
personal circumstances and parents’ educational histories all combine to impact parents’

potential to engage in their children’s learning and therefore impact their children’s outcomes.

The complex interactive relationship between health and education has been well documented
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Langford et al., 2015; Zimmerman et al., 2015), and the school as a
setting is viewed as fundamental to education and health promotion (Langford et al, 2015). The
Wortld Health Organisations (WHO) Health Promoting Schools Framework encourages a
settings approach to health promotion in schools, with the aim of strengthening individual and

collective empowerment (John-Akinola and Nic Gabhainn, 2015). A positive psycho-social
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school environment and the establishment of strong links between schools, families and the
community can positively affect school-level and individual-level mental health and wellbeing as
well as a school’s overall educational attainment (Patton et al., 2000; WHO, 2003). Nevertheless,
family involvement in school-based health interventions has been reported to be relatively low
with studies often noting challenges in involving parents (Langford et al., 2014). This thesis has
therefore examined parental involvement and parental engagement with the SHEP programme
as well as in schools and learning more broadly, to understand their potential impact on

educational and health outcomes.

10.2.2 Understanding Parental Involvement and Parental Engagement for Parents from

Lower-Socioeconomic Status Backgrounds

Understanding how parents from lower socioeconomic backgrounds involve and engage
themselves in their children’s schooling and learning, as well as understanding the facilitators and
barriers to this involvement and engagement were fundamental to this research. For this reason,
schools were specifically recruited from areas of deprivation in Wales [See section 8.2 for further
details of school-level socioeconomic composition|, which was made possible through the use of
SHEDP as a case study in this research. The research highlighted that parental involvement in the
SHEP holiday programme and in schooling more generally had perceived benefits for both
children and parents, with these positives including increased psycho-social outcomes for
children and increased opportunities for families to make memories through partaking in
enrichment activities. Nonetheless, the research indicated there can be unintended consequences
of parental involvement events for children as limited participation by families who face
challenges with involvement in schools can contribute towards increasing inequalities, as the
intended benefits are not being experienced universally. Therefore, arguably these events and
activities have the potential to exacerbate rather than reduce socioeconomic inequalities in

wellbeing and education outcomes.

All participants within the research indicated a range of different ways in which parents were
involved in their children’s schooling or engaged in their children’s learning [see Table 9, Chapter
6]. However, the extent to which parents noted being involved and engaging in their children’s
learning did not align with school-level perceptions indicating a mismatch in findings. Whilst
school staff recognised that some parents did try to involve or engage themselves in their
children’s schooling or learning, some school staff attributed a lack of involvement or
engagement to parents’ personal characteristics ignoring the broader structural and societal

factors which can act as barriers to involvement and engagement. In the baseline interview data,
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when engagement in learning within the home was discuss by school staff, parents limited
engagement in learning was attributed to parents’ decisions or characteristics in 3 out of the 6

school staff interviews.

This mismatch in claims of involvement and engagement by parents and school staff will be

discussed further below.

Although schools were seen to put on a range of activities for families to attend, often these
school-led activities or events would provide limited or no opportunities for meaningful parental
involvement. For example, events such as parents’ evenings or meetings with school staff
involved educational information being distributed to parents by schools on a child’s educational
position or deficiencies, with limited or no input from the parent requested. In line with previous
literature, the parental involvement activities reported in this research were often tokenistic in
their nature and required limited or no opportunities for parental engagement or involvement in
decision-making processes (Hingle et al., 2010; Inchley et al., 2007; Nielsen et al., 2015; Torres
and Simovska, 2017).

Moreover, when school events were put on solely for parents and were intended to engage
parents in the school or provide learning opportunities for parents, there was similarly no
discussion with parents around what events could be beneficial or enjoyable for them. This lack
of communication and failure to consider parental input was not only seen to contribute towards
low participation levels but could be seen to be stigmatising towards parents and damaging to
existing relationships as schools were seen to assume parents required some form of training
within a certain area. On the other hand, events at school which were viewed as ‘fun’ and non-
threatening in their nature typically yielded higher participation levels (i.e. sports day). Whilst
these events may not have educational elements they can promote family-school relationships

and contribute to parents becoming comfortable within the schooling environment.

As presented by Goodall and Montgomery (2014), the model for the progression from parental
involvement in school to parental engagement with learning can be understood as a continuum
which is related to changes in relational agency between schools and parents. The pandemic saw
parents’ roles in their children’s education arguably become heightened with parents becoming
integral to their child’s learning process (Spear et al, 2022). This increase in parental responsibility
saw a need for greater parental engagement with learning, and debatably saw parents move from
supporting their children’s learning within the home to parents becoming a key part of the
learning process in a term which was conceptualised as “parental participation in schooling”

(Spear et al 2022; 14). Whilst socioeconomic differences in parental engagement with learning
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during the pandemic were evident, schools adopted less of a deficit approach to socioeconomic
differences in parental engagement and recognised the challenges parents faced at this difficult
time. Moreover, school staff believed parents had a greater respect for the complexity of their
role as a teacher from their experiences of supporting their child’s learning at home during the

pandemic, which could have a positive impact on parent-teacher relations moving forward.

In addition, schools tended to place a greater emphasis on supporting parents and families with
their social and wellbeing needs rather than pressuring parents to support children’s learning,
which could be attributed to schools’ concerns of families’ vulnerability during the difficult
pandemic period. Whilst literature has suggested that schools can be resistant to engage in health
promotion due to perceptions of a “zero-sum game”, and schools’ core mission of increasing
educational attainment (Bonell et al., 2014; Littlecott et al., 2018a), it was evident in the pandemic

that schools’ primary focus was on supporting the social and wellbeing needs of families.

Nonetheless, schools recognised there were challenges to parents supporting their children’s
learning including digital deprivation, changes in learning techniques since they have been at
school or parents having complex relationships with schools and the education system in general.
Whilst schools were seen to communicate with parents and reinforce positive engagement, as
with much parental involvement and engagement literature there was limited parental input on

how best supporting their child’s learning could be achieved.

10.2.3 Understanding Parental Involvement with Schools as a means of Providing

Enrichment Opportunities and Memory Making

One of the key findings from this research was the importance of parental involvement
opportunities in schools providing families with enrichment opportunities and the opportunity
to make memories. School staff recognised the importance of parental involvement events at
schools, particularly for families from more deprived backgrounds, as research shows there is
often unequal access to and limited participation in enrichment activities for families from more
deprived backgrounds (Stewart et al., 2018). Events that were regarded as having parental
engagement opportunities and that were less formal in their nature were typically well attended
by families in comparison with more formal school events. As Campbell (2011) noted in their
research, informal schooling events such as sports days are typically well attended by families as

they are not threatening in their nature and require limited or no involvement in formal learning.

The SHEP is an example of a parental involvement and parental engagement event which

provided an opportunity for children and parents to partake in enrichment activities and create
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memories. Enrichment activities are understood as activities which pose an opportunity for
children to engage in learning in real-world settings (Miller and Gentry, 2010; Washington-
Nortey, 2017). Engagement in enrichment activities have been seen to be socioeconomically
differentiated and therefore the SHEP arguably provided children from lower SES backgrounds
greater opportunities to partake in enrichment opportunities. Whilst the participants in this thesis
did not see the enrichment activities as educational in their nature, events including visiting local
police stations and having talks from local organisation such as the RNLI on water safety have
educational elements. Children experiencing poverty can often experience poverty shaming at
school, and these learning opportunities were also seen as opportunities for children and families
to make memories and have positive summer holiday experiences which have the potential to be
shared with peers upon returning to school. The holiday club arguably provided children with
something to do, whether this was something new, something they had done before, or

something educational and this was seen as positive in itself.

The SHEP programme shows a unique opportunity whereby the school building and school
staff are used outside of term time and in a less formal manner. The less formal environment and
the provision of enrichment activities supported children and families to experience new things
and create memories, with parents recognising how these events produced both memories as
well as physical keepsakes for themselves and their families. Fun family events such as SHEP
were viewed positively by all participants and were seen to create positive experiences for parents
within the formal school building which could strengthen home-school relationships and
parents’ comfort levels within the school building and environment. However, it is key to
consider the cost of additional schooling events for children and families. Whilst some events are
free, some cost money to attend and some have hidden costs such as having to purchase an
outfit or purchasing a food item at school which reduces the potential for children from poorer

families to participate in the event or activity.

10.2.4 The Cultivation of Positive Home-School Relationships

The cultivation of positive home-school relationships were highlighted as key to supporting
parental involvement in schooling and parental engagement in learning, and one of the
overarching perceived benefits of parental involvement events was the development of home-
school relationships. The importance of the presence of school staff at the beginning and end of
the school day, and these opportunities for informal daily-social exchanges were seen as key to
the development of trust and positive home-school relationships in line with previous literature

(Bryk and Schneider, 2003). Whilst an Estyn (2009) report highlighted open-door policies in
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schools in Wales varied, which was also evident within this research, these findings indicated
schools valued open-door policies. The informal daily-social exchanges within the playground or
at reception alongside more formal meetings or events at schools were seen to act as an
opportunity for the exchanging of key information as well as opportunities for parents and
school staff to become familiar with one another. Moreover, the daily social exchanges and the
parental engagement activities offered at the SHEP offered parents an opportunity to
communicate with school staff within a less formal schooling environment and in a less formal
manner which was seen to be positive for relationship building. Nonetheless, a consistent finding
across the research was that whilst the informal daily exchanges offered informal communication
opportunities and saw parents often offload key pieces of information to schools, formal events
in the academic term tended to be school-led and provided limited opportunities for parental

input but rather just required parent attendance.

The removal of the day-to-day, face-to-face contact between parents and schools raised initial
concerns for school staff during the COVID-19 pandemic. However, all participating schools
altered their communication methods with parents, and primarily used telephone calls to
communicate with parents and maintain relationships. The removal of daily social exchanges
where parents offload key information to schools could have posed challenges however phone
calls offered opportunities for school staff to conduct wellbeing checks and check families were
coping mentally, socially and educationally. The findings indicated that the frequency of contact
between schools and families was often dependent upon the extent to which the school viewed
the child or family as vulnerable, with those being viewed as most vulnerable being contacted on
a more frequent basis. Phone calls were a different form of communication to what is typically
used in the academic year, however schools believed that parents appreciated this form of
communication when schools were closed. Boundaries between the school and home arguably
became blurred during the pandemic and the rules which typically operate within these spaces
also became blurred (Fontichiaro and Stephens, 2021). Whilst this arguably added additional
pressure on families, school communication with families tended not to focus on ensuring
educational work had been completed but checking on families’ wellbeing during that difficult

period.

Whilst the data collected around the pandemic only included the voices of school staff, these
participants perceived the phone calls to not be overbearing but rather saw the phone calls as
creating dialogue between the home and school, building a level of trust and support between
schools and parents (Spear, 2022). The home environment also became one of learning whereby

parents were required to adopt more of an educational role than they may have done previously,
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and school staff were seen to adopt more of a social care role by providing families with support
in relation to their social needs. Nonetheless, in terms of communication methods adopted, as
with parent-school communication in the term time, there was limited evidence of parental input
in what communication methods and tools would be most effective to communicate with
families during this period. Whilst some parents requested hard paper copies of work rather than
online provision for their children during the pandemic these conversations tended to be a
response to how the schools decided to provide distant learning, rather than an example of a
more two-way and inclusive conversation around how parents and schools could work together

to support children’s learning through a distanced manner.

10.2.5 Importance of Support Staff in De-coding the Dominant School Culture

Often educational research which has focused on the relationship between child wellbeing and
child-school relationships has tended to see ‘school staff” as solely teachers ignoring the
importance of support roles within the school (Littlecott et al, 2018). However, findings from
this research showed that support staff played a fundamental role in supporting children and
parents with pastoral support. Moreover, support staff played a key cultural brokerage role,
bridging the gap between the school and families (McCann and Neville, 2013). Previous research
suggests that support staff are often viewed to be best equipped to deal with problematic
situations that arise within the school building as they have the capacity within their workload
and established rapport with students (Littlecott et al, 2018). These findings further supported
this view as parents noted that support staff often had the capacity to provide one-to-one

support whether this was related to wellbeing or behaviour (Littlecott et al, 2018).

However, the findings showed that support staff also played a key role in the decoding of
schools’ messages to parents (Littlecott et al, 2018). Support staff were seen to use their
knowledge of the assets and challenges parents faced to support parents and were seen to use
alternative communication techniques to connect with parents. For example, support staff were
seen to implement individualised strategies to communicate key information with parents
including transmitting formal written school knowledge verbally to ensure parental
understanding. Support staff arguably are also more likely to live in closer proximity to the
school, and therefore are likely to have a greater knowledge or have a good level of
understanding of the needs of the local community and the families the school serves. This level
of understanding as well as a sense of relatability and similarity between support staff and parents

could break down power imbalances which typically exist within the schooling arena.
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Within society, individuals have a place within a social space and are located within a number of
hierarchised fields or institutional arenas (Durand and Secakusuma, 2019). Within the education
system, schoolteachers hold a form of symbolic capital and power placing them in a prestigious
position within the field which can be intimating for some parents, perhaps particularly those
from lower SES backgrounds who may not be familiar with the arena or the habitus (Durand
and Secakusuma, 2019). Whilst support staff still hold some form of symbolic power within the
field, their position within the educational arena and the community arena enables support staff
to transcend the cultural boundaries that exist between home and school. Support staff can
contribute to the creation of an environment whereby families feel comfortable and safe and
they can attempt to decode the dominant school culture to families within their local area
(Ishimaru et al, 2016; Martinez-Cosio and Iannacne, 2007). The role of support staff as cultural
brokers and their role in the development of home-school relationships in areas of deprivation

could be explored further.

Interestingly, findings from this research which focused on the COVID-19 pandemic found that
teachers played a greater communication role during this period as it was reported that it was
primarily teachers that ensured regular contact with the students within their own class. This
communication with families was arguably seen to increase teachers' understandings of the
communities and the families that they serve. Whilst in the typical academic year, findings
suggested that support staff were seen to play more of a cultural brokerage role than teaching
staff, throughout the pandemic teaching staff were the main communicators with children and
families. Whilst experiences of the pandemic varied greatly, the pandemic was a commonality
shared by all and perhaps there was a greater sense of similarity of experiences between teaching
staff and parents which could have reduced the power imbalances which typically hinder school-

parent communications.

10.2.6 Understanding the Deficit Lens and Negative Perceptions of Parents from Lower-

Socioeconomic Status Backgrounds

Research often supports the view that parents are one of the most significant contributing
factors in a child’s education outcomes. Parenting and parental involvement are influenced by
the interplay between parents genes and families social environments (Horwitz and Neiderhiser,
2011). However, often recognition of this interplay is ignored in favour of blame being placed on
parent’s and their deficiencies if their child is not academically ‘achieving’ (Thompson et al.,
2004). For example, there is evidence in this research of blame placed on parents if their child

was at a lower academic level then the national average for the age of their child. Across the
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empirical chapters there was an unjust stigmatisation of parents who do not participate in
schooling events or engage in their children’s learning, with school staff and parents attributing
limited involvement and engagement to parents’ personal characteristics. Findings highlighted
that whilst parents and children discussed parental involvement and engagement in their
children’s learning, school staff reported lower levels of involvement and engagement

highlighting a clear distinction between perspectives.

Moreover, the research highlighted there was clear distinction established between what was
deemed a legitimate reason and a non-legitimate reason to not attend a school event, with work
commitments primarily being viewed as the only legitimate reason for non-attendance. The idea
that work commitments are primarily the only legitimate reason to not attend school events is
shaped by and perpetuates middle-class ideologies as well as reinforces individualist ideals
(Taylor-Gooby et al., 2019). Negative language was used to discuss parents’ limited involvement
and engagement throughout the findings with statements such as “they just aren’t interested”

being made in relation to parents.

In addition, parents tended to have negative perceptions of ‘other’ parents and discussed ‘other’
parents not involving or engaging, or ‘other’ parents facing certain challenges or difficulties.
Nonetheless, prior research has found often ‘othering’ by parents is used to deflect from parents
own personal experiences due to emotional difficulties discussing direct experiences. Third
person talk can provide individuals with psychological distance from direct experiences but
allows them to discuss experiences or challenges they may be personally facing (Moser et al.,
2017). Therefore, when parents discussed the challenges ‘other’ parents faced in their day-to-day
lives or with schooling and the educational system they may have been referencing their own

personal experiences.

As discussed in the literature review, neo-liberalist thought and political rhetoric often turn the
victims of poverty into being responsible agents of their own injury and position in society
(Jones and McCormack, 2016). Limited parental involvement with schools or engagement in
learning was sometimes attributed to parental choice, and parents choosing not to involve or
engage themselves. Although parents often cannot involve or engage themselves for multiple
reasons, they subsequently face another barrier to involvement or engagement which is
stigmatisation by school staff and other parents. Whilst this research found that the COVID-19
pandemic enlightened many teachers and school staff to the challenges faced by children and
families on a daily basis through the home-school communication and the media, there is still a

need for further training and education for teachers on understanding the impacts of poverty on
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families as well as the on the importance of schools in supporting families experiencing poverty

and vulnerability in their lives.

10.2. 7 Schools as Community Hubs

The SHEP is an example of how the school setting can be used for additional purposes, which
pose benefits for children and families in their communities. The secondary data analysis in
Chapter 8 [see Table 10, Figures 1 and 2] provides an understanding of the socioeconomic
composition of the schools participating in the programme. This analysis was key to
understanding the levels of deprivation within the participating schools and understanding the
school-level recruitment processes which are fundamental to supporting understandings on what

grounds schools identified a family as needing support during the summer holidays.

The findings indicated that when the clusters of SHEP schools were compared with matched
clusters of non-SHEP schools, SHEP schools a had higher percentage of school-level FSM
entitled and 3 of the 4 SHEP clusters had considerably lower KS2 educational outcomes at the
point of programme implementation suggesting reasons why schools may have opted to
participate in the programme. At the school recruitment-level, schools tended to adopt
proportionate universal recruitment approaches whereby schools would invite certain families to
participate in the programme as schools believed the programme would be beneficial for a child
ot family but all children in the school or a cohort of children (i.e. set year groups) were invited
to attend to avoid stigmatisation. Consideration of the socioeconomic composition of the
schools and the family recruitment processes adopted by the schools were fundamental to this
research, as this showed how the research supports the unearthing of the voices of families from
lower socio-economic status backgrounds and aims to provide greater evidence of their

experiences with the education system.

The pandemic saw schools act as one of the main service delivery mechanisms at the community
level, with schools in deprived areas stepping in to support children and families experiencing
poverty and hardship (Moss et al, 2020). Whilst schools do usually provide this support during a
typical academic year, due to the reduction of other services, school staff noted supporting
families’ social and welfare needs further, providing parents with someone to reach out to for
reassurance or someone to have a conversation with if they felt alone during the pandemic.
Existing state safety nets were not seen to be sufficient and as one of the only public services
accessible to children and families, schools stepped in to fill the void and support families’ basic
needs. Findings show that schools played a key role in supporting families in many aspects of

their lives, whether this was schools providing children and parents with social and wellbeing
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support or supporting families with accessing material resources or services within their local
area. This extension of the role of teachers and schools was noted by school staff and parents in
the first round of data collection, however during the COVID-19 pandemic teachers’ roles were

seen to be further extended.

In terms of school hub provision during the pandemic, vulnerable students were identified by
criteria set by the Welsh Government [Section 8.2]. However, one school noted operating with a
bit of leeway in terms of sticking to the government set criteria to support parents that may have
needed their child to attend school to remain in employment. The school hub provision was seen
to not reach all children or families in need and schools created school-level vulnerability lists,
which showed that vulnerability in the schools’ eyes was much broader than the Welsh
Government’s definition. Due to the levels of deprivation at the participating schools, schools
reported the number of children they considered to be vulnerable was far greater than those that
were identified through the government definition. Schools used pre-pandemic knowledge of
families’ circumstances including understandings of family relationships and understandings of

families’ financial circumstances to compile their vulnerability lists.

Moreover, the closure of the school building and the invisibility of children raised concerns over
child welfare. The school-level vulnerability lists acted as a way of checking on children and
families” welfare and wellbeing during the pandemic. However, a one service seen approach was
adopted and if there was limited contact between the school and a family a child’s welfare would
be checked upon by the school, child services or the police. At the school-level there were
general concerns around the impact of the pandemic on children, and in particular the impact on
the wellbeing of children who were viewed as vulnerable. These concerns were echoed in
pandemic related research, whereby emerging ideas suggest that the pandemic is an adverse
childhood experience (ACE) in itself, and a traumatic event that is likely to have longer-term

implications on the accumulation of risk or harm (Duncan, 2021; Sanders, 2020).

In terms of learning, one of the key challenges for parents experiencing poverty in relation to
supporting their children’s learning at home was digital deprivation within the home. Digital
exclusion was considered by all the participating schools, and although schools provided digital
resources and paperwork packs to children, often schools had to make school-level decisions
about which students were deemed as vulnerable enough to receive priority access to materials as
resources were finite and could not be offered to all. Therefore, whilst schools attempted to
support families that may not have had access to a device within the home, or a home that may

have had multiple children using one device, it is likely that the issue of digital exclusion is not
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only experienced in periods of school closures, but throughout the academic year and therefore

has longer-term impacts on the educational attainment gap.

10.2.8 Understanding the Roles of Parental Involvement and Engagement in Educational

and Health Inequalities

Throughout the empirical chapters the barriers to parents’ involvement in schooling, engagement
in learning and the development of home-school relationships were raised. Whilst parental
involvement and engagement are socioeconomically differentiated and arguably contribute
towards inequalities in education and health outcomes, this research has considered wider
influences than solely parents’ personal characteristics. The conditions in which children are
born and the conditions where early child development occurs dramatically affect educational,
employment and social relationship opportunities and outcomes (Marmot, 2017). This research
showed that poverty and vulnerability affect all aspects of a child’s life and factors such as their
access to basic resources, the area in which they live, their interactions with social institutions (i.e
schools) and overall family functioning all interact to impact a child’s outcomes and life chances
(Banovcinova et al., 2014; Johnson, 2010; Wheeler, 2018). Therefore, the consideration of the
interaction between all levels of socioecological system on families and their relationships with
the education system were central to this research, as factors such as macro-level policies,
societal values and expectations of parents, school as an institution and family dynamics all

interact to influence children’s development and outcomes.

Parent involvement events such as sports days, school assemblies and school plays are universal
and therefore all parents are regarded as having an ‘equal’ opportunity to attend. Research has
shown that similar to these events, interventions which are viewed as universal interventions can
provide a range of support for families and address inequalities throughout the socio-economic
distribution as they are not solely targeting the very poorest (Marmot et al., 2010). However,
these events have the potential to exacerbate inequalities, as if parents from lower-SES
backgrounds are unable to attend/engage in the events this can contribute towards increasing
inequalities, as the intended benefits of the event are not being experienced universally and only
experienced by the parents from higher- SES backgrounds. Moreover, findings suggested limited
involvement by parents was seen to be psychologically harmful for those children whose parents
or family members do not attend school involvement events as children reported experiencing

negative feelings if their families were unable to attend.

This research has further highlighted that often children faced inequalities in access to

opportunities. Research on inequalities of opportunities in the summer holidays indicate that
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children from lower-socioeconomic families can miss out on opportunities to participate in
enrichment activities due to families being unable to afford meeting the costs of activities
(CPAG, 2017). Findings from this research further supported these claims and highlighted that
more generally children from lower SES backgrounds experienced inequalities in opportunities
to participate in enrichment activities which is likely to further contribute to the educational
inequalities gap. Not only were some families seen to be struggling to find the finances to
participate in enrichment activities, but school staff reported that some families had limited

access to basic learning resources and materials within the home.

Moreover, school staff suggested that parental engagement with learning within the home during
the pandemic could have contributed towards growing inequalities between students within the
participating schools and between students from the participating schools and more affluent
schools. School staff perceptions of limited engagement from parents within their schools and
belief that parents in more affluent schools would engage to a greater extent shows the presence
of deficit discourses towards parents from lower-SES backgrounds. Parental responsibility and
parental determinism have been reoccurring themes in political rhetoric and have arguably
contributed towards societal expectations of the extent to which parents should be involved in
their children’s learning. The pandemic placed further pressure on parents to conform to these
societal expectations imposed on them, as parents were viewed as key facilitators to learning
during the pandemic due to children being confined to the home due to national level

restrictions.

10.3 Reflections on Theoretical Approach

A key strength of this thesis is the consideration of socioecological frameworks to support
understandings of how children’s outcomes are shaped and influenced by a wide set of
interconnected influences (Bronfenbrenner 1977; Auerbach, 2007; Campbell, 2011).
Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) ecological theory has been used to conceptualise children and families
within a wider set of influences which include, societal attitudes towards and expectations of
parents, availability of health services, the mass media and policy which affect families” everyday
lives. The use of this framework has allowed for systematic and multilevel analysis of the context
by which children’s outcomes are shaped. This is of particular importance when analysing and
understanding parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning, as
factors which facilitate or impede involvement and engagement are often reported in literature to

be related to parents’ individual characteristics with limited consideration of wider influences.
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Another key feature of the thesis is the use of Goodall and Montgomery’s (2014) model for the
progression from parental involvement with schools to parental engagement with learning. The
model posits that parental involvement and parental engagement run along a continuum
meaning that schools may find themselves at several points along the continuum at one single
timepoint, as schools may organise a range of activities or events which could be viewed as either
involving or engaging parents. This model has supported the conceptualisation of parental
involvement and parental engagement, shaped the questions asked in the child, parent and
school staff interviews and supported the development of the parental involvement and

engagement formality typology in Chapter 0.

The use of the critical realism and a mixed-methods approach have also supported the
understanding of multiple realities. The mixed methods approach has allowed for the linking of
stories and statistics, and the exploration of multiple perspectives on a phenomenon (Bernhard,
2019). The analysis of school-level FSM entitlement data has provided insight into the
socioeconomic composition of the schools participating in the research and the qualitative
elements of the study have supported understandings of the complexities of children and
family’s relationship with the education system (O’Cathain et al., 2007). A central point of critical
realism is epistemological realism which argues that reality is not observable but dependent upon
perspective. Thus, by exploring multiple perspectives within this research a more in depth
understanding of parental involvement with schools, parental engagement with learning and their
impact on children’s outcomes can be obtained, although the research accepts a direct insight

into reality is unattainable.

Moreover, critical realism is interested in understanding the interactions between the structures,
agency and mechanisms that exist in society (McEvoy and Richards, 2006; Sayer, 2007) arguably
supporting the consideration of socioecological frameworks throughout this thesis. Context and
time are considered fundamental components of critical realism as mechanism+ context=
outcomes. Therefore, outcomes are viewed as dependent upon the interplay between the
mechanisms at work within a specific context (Pawson and Tilley, 1997; Houston, 2010). The
critical realist stance adopted has supported understandings of how human agency interacts with
casual mechanisms and how this is shaped by social, political, educational and economic contexts

and structures (Fletcher, 2017).

10.3.1 Reflections on Research Design and Methodology

The Food and Fun: School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) was used as case study for

this thesis, although this thesis did not aim to evaluate the effectiveness of the SHEP. The case
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study was an infrastructure which could be used to access schools, particularly from areas of
disadvantage, as the programme is targeted at schools in areas of deprivation in Wales. The
WLGA eligibility denotes that schools must have an FSM eligibility population of over 16% to
be included in the programme (WLGA, 2020), and the mean school-level FSM entitlement of
the 26 new schools implementing the programme in 2019 was 33.7% although the standard
deviation was 15.5% showing variation in the school-level FSM entitlement of the participating
school. Nonetheless, as this thesis is interested in understanding socioeconomic differences in
parental involvement, parental engagement, children’s outcomes and everyday experiences within
the education system, SHEP was arguably an effective infrastructure in which schools in areas of

deprivation could be accessed.

Through consultation with the WLGA, schools were pragmatically sampled due to the research
wanting to include schools from differing geographical areas, with differing school-level FSM
entitlement and schools with varying degrees of prior involvement in the programme. Four
schools were invited to participate in this research however, a school implementing the
programme for the first time in 2019 declined the invitation declaring the school wanted to focus
on the implementation of the programme. An additional school was invited to participate in the
research however a decision was made not to include a school implementing the programme for
the first time in 2019, to avoid the school opting to also decline. Therefore, the case study
schools included 1 school from the 2016 implementation stage, 1 school from the 2017
implementation stage and 2 schools from the 2018 implementation stage. The demographics of

the schools are outlined and discussed further in Table 3 [Section 5.4.3.1].

The recruitment approach had some limitations as the WLGA initiated contact with the schools,
and schools may have felt an obligation to participate in the research. Moreover, although
schools were reminded the data were not being collected on behalf of the WLGA and data
would remain anonymous and confidential, there was an undetlying impression that schools still
felt the research was associated with the WLGA which could have biased their responses. The
schools participating in the programme are also arguably schools which are motivated to
implement new programmes or practices to improve the outcomes for their children in their
schools. Although geographical area, SHEP implementation year and school-level FSM
entitlement were considered in the recruitment processes, the research arguably did not reach
schools that could be viewed as less motivated to seek out alternative ways to help improve the

outcomes for their children, as all recruited schools were participating in the SHEP programme.
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Moreover, there are potential family-level biases amongst the sample as it can be argued the
parents attending the SHEP are parents involved in the school and engaged in supporting their
children’s development. Whilst the research intends to reach the most vulnerable children and
families it is likely these families are the least likely to engage and may not have attended the
SHEP and therefore not have been invited to participate in this research. Nonetheless, as the
research is primarily qualitative in its nature, representativeness of the sample is not of primary
concern as importance is placed on gaining in-depth understandings of the relationships and

interactions between the participant groups.

Once schools had agreed to participate in the research, schools provided a timetable of the dates
and times they were running their SHEP over the 6-week summer holiday. Three of the schools
participating in the research opted to run the programme on the same weeks raising challenges
for data collection. The researcher spent 2 days at each school collecting the observational and
interview data, with one of these days being the family involvement day. Whilst SHEP was used
effectively as a means to access schools it meant there was limited time to collect the data due to
the programme running over such a short period of time. Whilst in an academic year repeat visits
to a school could have been organised, the programme ran for a limited time period and
therefore these time constraints meant all data in the first round of the data collection had to be
collected within the 2 days at each school. A total of 30 interviews with 39 participants were
conducted across the school visits. The number of interviews conducted at each school ranged
from 6-9, and the number of participants partaking in the research at each school ranged from 7-

12 indicating little variance in engagement levels across the schools.

In terms of the interviews, amendments were made to the data collection methods to support
children, parents and school staff to feel comfortable and at ease during the interview process.
Whilst the initial data collection plan was to interview participants individually, in practice
parents and children in particular wanted to be interviewed with other parents or children. For
the child interviews, children sometimes requested to be interviewed with their friends and for
the parents’ interviews, some parents requested to be interviewed with their partners or with
another parent friend. Whilst this altered the dynamics of the interview, allowing two participants
to be interviewed together supported some of the participants to feel more comfortable within
the environment and arguably reduced the power imbalance between the researchers and
participants (Adler et al., 2019). Although this was not commonplace, this inclusion supported

participants to open up and share their experiences.
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In addition, the majority of the data presented was from the perspectives of parents and school
staff. Whilst the data collection tools were effective in gathering data from children and the
voices of children are heard in the research, it is not to the same extent. The research methods
used to collect the perspectives of children were useful in relation to gathering data on some of
the research's interests; such as what the children enjoyed about SHEP, parent involvement
activities at the school, and what learning activities children did with their parents at home.
However, there was limited data around other themes that came out of the parent and school
staff data. As discussed in Section 5.10 Reflexivity there were challenges in relation to the
generation of child data. A combination of children discussing topic not related to the research
in the interviews and children wanting to return to the holiday club activities, and the researcher
not wanting children to miss out on the activities at the holiday club meant that the interviews
were shorter than first planned. Nonetheless, the data from the child interviews when applicable
supported or contrasted the perspectives of parent and school staff, and arguably this research
highlights there that is scope for further research examining children’s perspectives of their
parents’ involvement in their schooling and learning at home, focusing on children from lower
SES backgrounds. As discussed in earlier chapters accessing children in a different setting may
have supported the data generation process with children and supported the child’s voice to be

heard to a greater extent in this research.

There were also arguably missed opportunities to gather parent perspectives on parent
experiences of parental involvement and parental engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Whilst parents were invited to partake in the follow-up interviews, no parents responded to the
invitations. Unlike at the holiday club where there were opportunities for the researcher to
engage with parents face-to-face, the constraints of collecting data during the pandemic meant
attempting to contact and recruit parents for a follow-up interview by email. Nonetheless, 5
interviews were conducted with school staff from 3 of the participating schools. Throughout the
empirical chapters and discussion chapter when discussing findings in relation to the COVID-19
pandemic, the research has highlighted that these findings are solely the perspectives of school
staff and do not echo the voices of parents or children. Moreover, whilst the data are cross-
sectional there was an initial intention to analyse how family-school relationships had developed
from the first to the second time point. However, due to the pandemic and the changes to
families’ everyday ways of living as well as changes with families’ interactions with schools due to

school closures and nationally imposed restrictions, this comparison was limited.

Future research may wish to access schools in a different manner, not using the SHEP as a

means to access schools. Whilst this allowed for the targeting of schools with lower FSM and
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with varying geographical locations this meant all schools were already engaged in a form of
family involvement programme and therefore saw its benefits. If a random sampling technique
was to be used, although there may be greater challenges with accessing schools, this could have
meant a truer reflection of school-level parental involvement and parental engagement with
Wales could have been found. Moreover, the small number of participating schools did not allow
for firm conclusions to be drawn, which may have been possible if a greater number of schools

were included in the sample.

10.4 Implications for Research, Policy and Practice

Whilst the ultimate policy goal is to eliminate child poverty, the wider structural conditions
which cause poverty and inequalities need to be addressed. Nevertheless, in the meantime
smaller interventions (such as SHEP) to support children and families can act as a stopgap and
provide short-term relief to families experiencing poverty or address poverty for a small sub-
group of the population. The implications this research has on research, policy and practice will

be discussed below.

10.4.1 Implications for Parental Involvement and Parental Engagement with Policy and

Practice

Parental involvement and parental engagement are socioeconomically differentiated, and this
should not be ignored at the policy or practice level. Policymakers must strive towards a national
model where the expectations for all parents are not equal and whereby expectations for more
disadvantaged students are taken into consideration (Lowthian, 2021). Multiple levels of
deprivation impact their daily lives and their home learning environments and therefore the
environment in which they live, learn and grow are not equivalent to their more advantaged
peers (Lowthian, 2022). The playing field for more advantaged and less advantaged students is
not equal and therefore the expectations of them should not be the same. The findings in this
thesis show wider understandings of how all levels of the socioecological framework interact to
influence children’s development and outcomes. Therefore, policies which alleviate some of the
strain of poverty on families, and practices which meaningfully engage families in their children’s
schooling and learning could support children and families from more disadvantaged
backgrounds. Targeted programmes such as Flying Start which support families in the early
stages of a child’s life course could be extended throughout a child’s educational journey to
continue the support for families who may face challenges with parenting and involvement with

the education system.
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Moreover, whilst school staff were seen to have some basic understanding of impacts of poverty
on children and families and the circumstances of the families their school serves this knowledge
and understanding was limited. The pandemic highlighted further the fundamental role schools
plays in supporting the social and wellbeing needs of families and further training is arguably
required. Greater knowledge of the impacts of poverty on families as well as how schools as a
social institutions can effectively communicate with and support families experiencing poverty,
could be provided further in teacher training. Moreover, support staff were viewed as
fundamental in the brokerage of knowledge from schools to families and key in the development
of school-home relationships. The fundamental role support staff play in bridging the gap
between families and schools is not fully recognised and further research into non- teaching
staff’s role in supporting families particularly from lower SES backgrounds is key. Greater
understandings of the role of support staff in children’s education as well in supporting their
social and wellbeing needs could be key to improving the educational experiences and outcomes

of children from more disadvantaged backgrounds.

Although the Welsh Government has guidance in the form of the Family and Community
Engagement Toolkit for Schools in Wales, which endorses a whole-school approach to family
and community engagement this is arguably outdated, particularly in light of the pandemic
(Welsh Government, 2021b). Throughout the findings the toolkit was not mentioned or
discussed by any school staff member and therefore the framework could require dissemination
and embedding within schools to a greater extent. In addition, there is a need for parents to be a
part of the conversation. Parents can be assets to schools in terms of supporting children’s
learning, as learning begins at home and parents hold knowledge which could be utilised by
schools. Whilst schools provide a range of events and activities to attend and participate in, there
are limited opportunities for parents to meaningfully engage or be part of decision-making
processes. Further opportunities for parents to engage in schooling events in a non-threatening
and informal manner could enhance home-school relationships and strengthen parent-school

relationships which could support greater involvement and engagement.

In addition, whilst the research has provided understandings of families' educational experiences
during the pandemic, and parental engagement in learning during this period, there is room for
future research in this area. As noted in Chapter 9, data were only collected between March and
June of 2020 and therefore does not reflect the entire pandemic. Later into the pandemic, school
approaches to communication and learning likely shifted as schools and parents adapted to the

context. Therefore, ongoing learning in relation to how school and families interacted, as well as
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the challenges to learning from home and the facilitators to this learning could be of particular

importance as we enter a period of ‘recovery’ from the pandemic.

10.4.2 Implications for Broader Education Supra-Systems

Within previous literature, there was an apparent tension between schools as an institution
whose core aim is to provide education and school as institutions which can promote children
and young people’s health and wellbeing, as this aim is often viewed as diverting attention away
from the core business of schools (Bonnell et al, 2014; Littlecott et al, 2018). However, the
implementation of the new curriculum for Wales offers an opportunity for greater inclusion and
consideration of health and wellbeing within the curriculum. The introduction of health and
wellbeing as one of the key Areas of Learning and Experience encourages a whole school
approach and a holistic structure for understanding and promoting children and young people’s
health and wellbeing (Welsh Government, 2020e). Several policy documents including the
Education in Wales: Our national mission (Welsh Government, 2020b) highlight the importance
of wellbeing in the New Curriculum and the development of an all-Wales framework for a whole
school approach to mental health and emotional wellbeing. Whilst the schools in this research
often reported supporting the daily social and wellbeing needs of families, which could be
attributed to the socioeconomic composition of their schools, the continual pressures of
performative targets can supersede school-level attempts to support families daily social and
emotional challenges. To support schools to whole-heartedly promote health and emotional
wellbeing there needs to be a step away from the academic target driven nature of education and
the performative pressures that align with the need for children and schools to meet the

demands of targets.

The SHEP programme is an example of how schools can promote health and wellbeing
alongside an educational agenda. The SHEP provision of free school meals in the summer
holidays, alongside physical activity, enrichment opportunities and educational support arguably
support children from areas of deprivation to remain active and attempt to reduce summer
holiday learning less (Welsh Government, 2020). Moreover, the proportionate universalist
recruitment approach adopted by schools allows for the targeting of families without opening up

families to stigmatisation by only inviting families that were considered vulnerable.

10.5 Concluding Remarks

This thesis has developed a higher level of understanding of the importance and appreciation of

how children’s outcomes are shaped at a multitude of interacting levels. Central to this thesis was
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understanding parental involvement with schools and parental engagement with learning
amongst parents from lower SES backgrounds. This thesis has contributed to understandings of
how poverty, vulnerability and stigmatisation all confound with individual and wider social
factors to effect involvement and engagement. Whilst there is evidence to show that parents
from lower SES backgrounds are involved and engaged in their children’s schooling and
learning, schools still perpetuate middle-class ideologies and deficit discourses towards parents
from lower SES backgrounds. As noted in the policy and practice recommendations, schools
should tailor approaches to involvement and engagement to consider the needs and assets of the
communities they are situated within, as a one-size fits all approach to involvement and

engagement is arguably not effective.

There is also a common perception that parental involvement events or opportunities at schools
are equal for all parents. However, opportunities for parents to be involved or engage with their
children’s schooling or learning are not equal as parents from lower socioeconomic backgrounds
face structural and practical barriers as well as often experience fear of involvement or
engagement due events or activities being guided by middle-class ideologies and expectations.
Therefore, whilst universal schooling events intend to engage all parents there is the potential for
such events to increase inequalities if the benefits of the events are not equally experienced.
Nonetheless, these findings suggested that there was greater engagement in events which are
informal in their nature as they pose less of a threat to parents, therefore suggesting that
universal informal school events do engage parents in their children’s school. Family engagement
in these events can be positive for children and parents in terms of participation in enrichment
activities and the creation of memories, as children are provided with opportunities to participate
in activities which may otherwise be out of reach due to inequalities in access to enrichment or

educational opportunities.

Moreover, this thesis has contributed to understanding the fundamental role that support staff
play in supporting children and families from lower SES backgrounds. Support staff are seen as
key in supporting the social and wellbeing needs of children and parents as well as fundamental
in school-home communication and the de-coding of school messages. Support staff are key
assets to schools, and further research into their role as cultural brokers between the school and
home, particularly in areas of deprivation could provide key insight into how the school and
parents from lower SES backgrounds could work more effectively together to improve children’s

outcomes.
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This thesis has made an important contribution to the field by using socioecological frameworks
to support further understandings of how the different levels of the ecological system influence
and interact to impact children’s outcomes. This has provided a frame for understanding how
poverty and chronosystem level decisions and policies alongside other levels of the system, in
particular families and schools (mesosystem), interact to influence parental involvement with
schools, parental engagement with learning and children’s overall outcomes. The research has
situated the family unit within a wider set of influences as well as considered the two- directional
and complex relationship between education and health. The research has also provided further
understandings of the structural barriers which impact families on a day-to-day basis, and with
their involvement and engagement in schooling and learning within the Welsh context. The
research has evidenced how children and families from lower socioeconomic backgrounds face
stigmatisation from multiple levels of the socioecological framework and whilst this research has
advocated the voices of those experiencing harsh realities, understandings of the structural
causes of poverty and inequalities, and the impact on macro-level decisions on children and

families are fundamental if child poverty is going to be fully addressed.

224



11. References

Adler, K., Salanteri, S., Zumstein-Shaha, M., 2019. Focus Group Interviews in Child, Youth, and
Parent Research: An Integrative Literature Review. International Journal of Qualitative
Methods 18. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919887274

Agrawal, S., Phillips, D., 2020. Catching up or falling behind? Geographical inequalities in the
UK and how they have changed in recent years. The Institute for Fiscal Studies. [Online]
Available at: https://www.ifs.org.uk/inequality/geographical-inequalities-in-the-uk /
[Accessed 21/12/2022]

Algren, M.H., Ekholm, O., Nielsen, L., Ersboll, A.K., Bak, C.K., Andersen, P.T', 2020. Social
isolation, loneliness, socioeconomic status, and health-risk behaviour in deprived
neighbourhoods in Denmark: A cross-sectional study. SSM Popul Health 10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100546

Andrew, A., Cattan, S., Dias, M.C., Farquharson, C., Kraftman, L., Krutikova, S., Phimister, A.,
Sevilla, A., 2020. Learning during the lockdown: real-time data on children’s experiences
during home learning. The Institute for Fiscal Studies.
https://doi.org/10.1920/BN.IFS.2020.BN0288

Archer, M., Decoteau, C., Gorski, P., Little, D., Porpora, D., Rutzou, T., Smith, C., Steinmetz,
G., Vandenberghe, F., 2016. What is Critical Realism? American Sociology Association.
[Online] Available at: http://www.asatheory.org/current-newsletter-online /what-is-
critical-realism [Accessed 26/08/2021]

Attridge, E., 2021. Understanding and managing identity: working-class students at the
University of Oxford. Journal of Further and Higher Education 45.

Auerbach, S., 2007. From Moral Supporters to Struggling Advocates: Reconceptualizing Parent
Roles in Education Through the Experience of Working-Class Families of Color. Urban
Education 42, 250-283. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907300433

Bache, 1., Flinders, M., 2004. Multi-Level Governance. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Baker, W., 2022. Food banks in schools and the “cost of living” crisis. British Educational
Research Association. [Online] Available at: https://www.bera.ac.uk/blog/food-banks-
in-schools-and-the-cost-of-living-ctisis [Accessed 21/11/2022]

Bambra, C., Lynch, J., Smith, K. 2021. The Unequal Pandemic COVID-19 and Health

Inequalities. Bristol Policy Press: Bristol.

Bandura, A., 1997. Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. W H Freeman.

225



Banovcinova, A., Levicka, J., Veres, M., 2014. The Impact of Poverty on the Family System
Functioning. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 132, 148—153.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.04.291

Barbarin, O.,; A., Downer, J., Odom, E., Head, D., 2010. Home-School Differences in Beliefs,
Supportt, and Control during Public Pre-kindergarten and their Link to Children’s
Kindergarten Readiness. Early Childhood Research Quarterly 25.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ectesq.2010.02.003

BBC, 2020. Marcus Rashford brings food brand giants together to tackle child food poverty.
BBC. [Online] Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-53979648 [Accessed
26/11/2022]

Beaton, M.C., Codina, G.N., Wharton, J.C., 2021. Decommissioning normal: COVID-19 as a
disruptor of school norms for young people with learning disabilities. British Journal of
Learning Disabilities. https://doi.org/10.1111/bld.12399

Beaunoyer, E., Dupéré, S., Guitton, M.J., 2020. COVID-19 and digital inequalities: Reciprocal
impacts and mitigation strategies. Comput Human Behav 111, 106424.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106424

Belderson, P., Brandon, M., Camina, M., Harvey, 1., Moffatt, P., Mugford, M., Morris, N.,
O’Brien, M., Reading, R., Robinson, J., Shemilt, I., Shepstone, L., Thoburn, J., 2001. A
National Evaluation of School Breakfast Clubs Final Report. Department of Health.

Bentley, M., 2013. An ecological public health approach to understanding the relationship
between sustainable urban environments, public health and social equity. Health
Promotion International 29.

Berger, R., 2015. Now I see it, now I don’t: researcher’s position and reflexivity in qualitative
research. Qualitative Research 15, 219-234.

Bernhard, R., 2019. Using mixed methods to capture complexity in an empirical project about
teachers’ beliefs and history education in Austria. History Education Research Journal 16.
https://doi.org/10.18546/HER].16.1.06

Bernstein, B., 1975. Class, Codes and Control. Volume I Theoretical Studies towards a Sociology

of Language Routledge: London and New York.

Bevan Foundation, 2020. Free School Meals and Coronavirus. Bevan Foundation. [Online]
Available at: https://www.bevanfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04 /State-of-
Wales-FSM.pdf [Accessed 10/12/2022]

Bhaskar, R., 2008. A realist theory of science, Classical texts in critical realism. Routledge,

London ; New York.

226



Blanden, J., Gregg, P., Machin, S., 2003. Changes in Educational Inequality. CMPO. [Online]
Available at: https://www.btistol.ac.uk/media-
library/sites/cmpo/migrated/documents/wp79.pdf [Accessed 07/04/2022]

Blundell, R., Joyce, R., Dias, M.C., Xu, X., 2020. Covid-19: the impacts of the pandemic on
inequality. Institute for Fiscal Studies. https://doi.org/10.1920/BN.IFS.2020.BN0291

Bonell, C., Humphrey, N., Fletcher, A., Moore, L., Anderson, R., Campbell, R., 2014. Why
schools should promote students’ health and wellbeing. BMJ 348, g3078.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.g3078

Bourdieu, P. 1989. Social Space and Symbolic Power. Sociological Theory. 7 91), pp. 14-25.

Bourquin, P., Joyce, R., Norris Keiller, A., Payne, J., 2020. Living standards, poverty and
inequality in the UK 2020. Institute for Fiscal Studies. 2020. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /www.ifs.org.uk /uploads/R170-Living-standards-poverty-and-inequality-in-the-
UK-2019-2020%20.pdf [Accessed 07/06/2021]

Bradley, R.H., Corwyn, R.F., 2022. Socioeconomic Status and Child Development. Annual
Review of Psychology 53, 371-99.

Brady, L.-M., Graham, B., 2019. Social reseach with children and young people. Policy Press,
Bristol.

Breen, R., Farquharson, C,, Field, S., Green, F., McNally, S., Reay, D., Tahir, 1., 2022. The
Institue for Fiscal Studies. [Online| Available at:
https://ifs.org.uk/inequality/themes/education/ [Accessed 07/04/2021]

Bronfenbrenner, U., 1994. Ecological Models of Human Development. International
Encyclopedia of Education, 2.

Bronfenbrenner, U., 1977. Toward an experimental ecology of human development. American
Psychologist 32, 513-531. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.32.7.513

Brooks, F., 2014. The link between pupil health and wellbeing and attainment: A briefing for
head teachers, governors and staff in education settings. Public Health England. [Online]
Available at:
https://assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/370686/HT_briefing layoutvFINALvii.pdf [Accessed 03/11/2020]

Brown, R., 2018a. Mental health and wellbeing provision in schools. DfE. [Online] Available at:
https://assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/747709/Mental_health_and_wellbeing_provision_in_schools.pdf
[Accessed: 20/09/2021]

227



Brown, T., 2018b. Welfare changes: Impact on Family Lide Debate on 1 November 2018. House
Of Lords. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /researchbriefings.files.patliament.uk /documents/LLLLN-2018-0111/LLN-2018-
0111.pdf [Accessed: 20/07/2020]

Bryk, A., S., Schneider, B., 2002. Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. Russel Sage
Foundation.

Bryman, A., 2016. Social Science Research Methods, 5th ed. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Buck, D., Frosini, F., 2012. Clustering of unhealthy behaviours over time: implications for policy
and practice. The Kings Fund 24.

Bunn, S., Lewis, S., 2021. Children’s Mental Health and the COVID-19 Pandemic. UK
Parliament. [Online] Available at: https://post.parliament.uk/research-briefings/post-
pn-0653/ [Accessed 31/03/2022]

Busch, V., De Leeuw, J.R.J., Schrijvers, A.J.P., Van Yperen, T.A., Zuithoff, N., 2015. A
Controlled Health Promoting School Study in the Netherlands: Effects After 1 and 2
Years of Intervention. Health Promotion Practice 16.

Butler, C., D., Dixon, J., Capon, A., G., 2015. Health of People Places and Planet Reflections
Based on Tony McMichael’s Four Decades of Contribution to Epidemological
Understanding. Australian National University Press, Australia.

Campbell, C., 2011. Research Associate Full Report. National College for School Leadership 31.
[Online] Available at:
https:/ /assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/340369/how-to-involve-hard-to-reach-parents-full-report.pdf [Accessed
13/12/2022]

Carney, P., 1992. The concept of poverty. Public Health Nursing 9, 74-80.

Cheng, H.G., Phillips, M.R., 2014. Secondary analysis of existing data: opportunities and
implementation. Shanghai Arch Psychiatry 26, 371-375.
https://doi.org/10.11919/].issn.1002-0829.214171

Chevalier, A., Harmon, C., O’Sullivan, V., Walker, 1., 2013. The impact of parental income and
education on the schooling of their children. IZA Journal of Labor Economics 8.

Chicken, S., Tur Porres, G., Mannay, D., Parnell, J. and Tyrie, J. In press. Questioning 'voice' and

silence: exploring creative and participatory approaches to researching with children through a

Reggio Emilian lens. Qualitative Research.

Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2021. Getting online: barriers and successes for the

provision of online learning during the January 2021 Tier 4 lockdown. Children’s

228



Commissioner for Wales.[Online| Available at: https://www.childcomwales.org.uk /wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/GettingOnline_ ENG_270121.pdf [10/06/2021]

Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2020. Coronavirus and Me. Children’s Commissioner for
Wales. [Online] Available at: https://www.childcomwales.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/FINAL_formattedCVRep_EN.pdf [11/12/2020]

Children’s Commissioner for Wales, 2019. A Charter for Change: Protecting Welsh Children
from the Impact of Poverty. Children’s Commissioner for Wales. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.childcomwales.org.uk/a-chatter-for-change-protecting-welsh-children-
from-the-impact-of-poverty-2/ [11/08/2021]

Clark, A., Flewit, R., Hammersley, M., Robb, M., 2014. Understanding Research with Children
and Young People. SAGE Publications, London.

Clark, A.M., 1998. The qualitative-quantitative debate: moving from positivism and
confrontation to post-positivism and reconciliation. Journal of Advanced Nursing 27,
1242-1249. https://doi.org/10.1046/1.1365-2648.1998.00651 .x

Clarke, C., Thévenon, O., 2022. Starting Unequal: How’s Life for Disadvantaged Children?
OECD. [Online] Available at: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docsetver/a0ec330c-
en.pdffexpires=1671471439&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=143F477CA5794317D
FCF3378C42965D0 [Accessed 19/12/2022]

Clarke, T., 2020. Children’s wellbeing and their academic achievement: The dangerous discourse
of ‘trade-offs’ in education. Theory and Research in Education 18, 263—294.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477878520980197

Coalter, F., 2013. Game Plan and The Spirit Level: the class ceiling and the limits of sports policy
5. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2012.656690

Cohen, J., Mccabe, E.M., Michelli, N.M., Pickeral, T., 2009. School Climate: Research, Policy,
Practice, and Teacher Education. School Climate Research and Educational Policy 111,
34.

Coleman, T, 2021. Has Covid-19 highlighted a digital divide in UK education? Cambridge
University Press and Assessment.

Collins, C., McCartney, G., Garnham, L., 2016. Neoliberalism and health inequalities. Oxford
University Press, Oxford, pp. 124-138.

Coopert, H., Nye, B., Charlton, K., Lindsay, J., Greathouse, S., 1996. The Effects of Summer
Vacation on Achievement Test Scores: A Narrative and Meta-Analytic Review. Review

of Educational Research 66, 227-268. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543066003227

229



Coughlan, S., 2020. Vulnerable children in lockdown “national concern.” BBC News. [Online]
Available at: https://www.bbec.com/news/education-55138429 [Accessed 30/09/2021]

CPAG, 2022. The Cost of A School Day Calender 2021/22. Child Poverty Action Group.
[Online] Available at: https://cpag.org.uk/system/files_force/files/page/Cost-of-the-
School-Day-Calendar-2021-22.pdf [Accessed 02/02/2022]

CPAG, 2020. The Cost of Learning In Lockdown Family Experiences of School Closures. Child
Poverty Action Group. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files /files /policypost/Poverty-in-the-
pandemic_update.pdf [Accessed 13/10/2022]

CPAG, 2018. The effects of poverty. Child Poverty Action Group. [Online] Available at:
https://cpag.org.uk/child-poverty/effects-poverty [Accessed 09/07/2020]

CPAG, 2017. All Party-Parliamentary Group on Hunger Inquiry into hunger amingst children
during the summer holidays. Child Poverty Action Group. [Online] Available at:
https://cpag.org.uk/sites/default/ files/ CPAG-submission-to-Feeding-Britain-inquiry-
into-holiday-hunger-March-2017.pdf [Accessed 14/12/2020]

CPAG, 2015. Cost of The School Holidays Research. Child Poverty Action Group. [Online]
Available at: https://cpag.org.uk/news-blogs/news-listings /cost-school-holidays-
research-published [Accessed 15/12/2020]

Creswell, C., Shum, A., Pearcey, S., Shripkauskaite, S., Patalay, P., Waite, P., 2021. Young
people’s mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic. The Lancet 5.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642(21)00177-2

Creswell, ].W., Plano Clark, V.L., 2011. Designing and conducting mixed methods research, 2nd
ed. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, Ca.

Crew, M., 2020. Literature review on the impact of COVID-19 on families, and implications for
the home learning environment. The National Literacy Trust. [Online] Available at:
https://cdn literacytrust.org.uk/media/documents/Literature_review_on_the_impact_o
f COVID-19_on_families.pdf [Accessed 16/07/2021]

Crowe, S., Creswell, K., Robertson, A., Huby, G., Avery, A., Sheikh, A., 2011. The case study
approach. BMC Medical Research Methodology 11.

Crozier, G., 1999. Parental Involvement: Who wants it? International Studies in Sociology of
Education 9, 219-238.

Crozier, G., Davies, J., 2007. Hard to reach parents or hard to reach schools? A discussion of

home-school relations, with particular reference to Bangladeshi and Pakistani parents.

230



British Educational Research Journal 33, 295-313.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920701243578

Cullinan, J., Flannery, D., Harold, J., Lyons, S., Palcic, D., 2021. The disconnected: COVID-19
and disparities in access to quality broadband for higher education students. International
Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education 18, 26.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00262-1

Cullinane, C., Montacute, R., 2020. COVID-19 and Social Mobility Impact Brief #1 School
Closutes. The Sutton Trust. [Online] Available at: https://www.suttontrust.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/School-Shutdown-Covid-19.pdf [Accessed 06/05/2021]

Cullingford, C., Morrison, M., 1999. Relationships Between Parents and Schools: A case study.
Educational Review 51, 253-262. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131919997498

Dahraei, H.A., Adlparvar, E., 2016. The Relationship between Family Functioning, Achievement
Motivation and Rational Decision-making Style in Female High School Students of
Tehran, Iran 3. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.ijhcs.com/index.php/ijhcs/atticle/view/904 [Accessed 18/11/2022]

Darwin Holmes, A.G., 2020. Researcher Positionality - A Consideration of Its Influence and
Place in Qualitative Research - A New Researcher Guide. education 8, 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.34293 /education.v8i4.3232

Davis-Kean, P., Jager, J., 2017. Using Secondary Data Analysis, in: The BERA/SAGE
Handbook of Educational Research: Two Volume Set. SAGE Publications, pp. 505-522.

de Zwart, F., 2015. Unintended but not unanticipated consequences. Theor Soc 44, 283-297.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-015-9247-6

Defeyter, M.A., 2019. Holiday hunger: The government must remove the inequalities in
children’s access to holiday clubs. BM]J Open. [Online] Available at:
https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2019/10/23 /holiday-hunger-the-government-must-
remove-the-inequalities-in-childrens-access-to-holiday-clubs/ [Accessed 21/12/2022]

Department for Education, 2023. What you need to know about the Holiday Activities and

Food (HAF) programme. Department for Education. [Online] Available at: What vou need to

know about the Holiday Activities and Food (HAF) programme - The Education Hub

(blog.gov.uk) [Accessed 28/06/2023]

Department for Education, 2022. Holiday activities and food programme 2022. Department for
Education. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/publications/holiday-activities-and-food-

programme/holiday-activities-and-food-programme-2021 [Accessed 15/09/2022]

231


https://educationhub.blog.gov.uk/2021/05/20/what-you-need-to-know-about-the-holiday-activities-and-food-haf-programme/
https://educationhub.blog.gov.uk/2021/05/20/what-you-need-to-know-about-the-holiday-activities-and-food-haf-programme/
https://educationhub.blog.gov.uk/2021/05/20/what-you-need-to-know-about-the-holiday-activities-and-food-haf-programme/

Department for Education, 2019. All Pupils Will Be Taught about Mental and Physical
Wellbeing. Government. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/news/all-pupils-will-be-taught-about-mental-and-
physical-wellbeing [Accessed 10/09/2021]

Department for Work and Pensions, 2013. Free School Meal Entitlement and Child Poverty in
England. Government. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/266587/free-school-meals-and-poverty.pdf [Accessed 15/08/2021]

Doyle, G., Keane, E., 2019. ‘Education comes second to surviving™ parental perspectives on
their child/ren’s early school leaving in an area challenged by marginalisation. Irish
Educational Studies 38, 71-88. https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2018.1512888

Dumont, H., Ready, D.D., 2019. Do Schools Reduce or Exacerbate Inequality? How the
Associations Between Student Achievement and Achievement Growth Influence Our
Understanding of the Role of Schooling 57.

Duncan, D., 2021. Should COVID-19 be considered an adverse child experience? British Journal
of Child Health 2, 95-99. https://doi.org/10.12968/chhe.2021.2.2.95

Durand, T., M., Secakusuma, M., 2019. Negotiating the Boundaries of Parental School
Engagement: The Role of Social Space and Symbolic Capital in Urban Teachers’
Perspectives. ERIC 121.

Durisic, M., Bunijevac, M., 2017. Parental Involvement as a Important Factor for Successful
Education. ERIC 7.

Durlak, J.A., Weissberg, R.P., Dymnicki, A.B., Taylor, R.D., Schellinger, K.B., 2011. The impact
of enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: a meta-analysis of school-based
universal interventions. Child Dev 82, 405-432. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2010.01564.x

Eastwood, J.G., Kemp, L.A., Jalaludin, B.B., 2016. Realist theory construction for a mixed
method multilevel study of neighbourhood context and postnatal depression.
SpringetPlus 5. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40064-016-2729-9

Edwards, Z., Howes, S., Reedy, J., Sefton, T., 2020. Poverty in the Pandemic: An Update on the
Impact of Coronavirus on Low-Income Families and Children. Child Poverty Action
Group. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/policypost/Poverty-in-the-
pandemic_update.pdf [Accessed 13/10/2022]

232



Embry, B., 2013. Poor kids help at home but hide at school. ScienceNordic. [Online| Available
at: https://sciencenordic.com/ forskningno-kids-and-young-people-poverty/poot-kids-
help-at-home-but-hide-at-school /1385107 [Accessed 20/09/2020]

End Child Poverty, 2022. Child Poverty in Your Area. End Child Poverty. [Online] Available at:
https://endchildpoverty.org.uk/child-poverty/ [Accessed 30/10/2021]

End Child Poverty, 2021. Child Poverty AHC Estimates 2015-2021. End Child Poverty. [Online]
Available at:
https:/ /view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspxrstc=https%3A%2F%2Fendchildpoverty
.org.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads?02F2022%2F07%2FChild-Poverty- AHC-estimates-
2015-2021-FINAL xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK [Accessed 15/09/2021]

Epstein, J.L. (Ed.), 2002. School, family, and community partnerships: your handbook for action,
2nd ed. ed. Corwin Press, Thousand Oaks, Ca.

Eriksson, K., Lindvall, J., Helenius, O., Ryve, A., 2021. Socioeconomic Status as a
Multidimensional Predictor of Student Achievement in 77 Societies. Frontiers in
Education 22. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.731634

Erivwo, A., Varghese, E., Mathai, A., Afrin, T., 2021. Meritocracy in the Educational System.
International Socioeconomics Laboratory, Across the Spectrum of Socioeconomics 1, 1—
12. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4740695

Estyn, 2009. Good Practice in Parental In Primary Schools. Institute of Education. [Online]
Available at: https://dera.ioe.ac.uk//11203/[Accessed 14/12/2022]

Evans, J., 2020. Holiday Activities and Food: Literature Review. Department for Education 56.
[Online] Available at:
https:/ /assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/945244/180730_HAF_LitReview_Final.pdf [Accessed 18/07/2021]

Farmer, P.E., Nizeye, B., Stulac, S., Keshavijee, S., 2006. Structural Violence and Clinical
Medicine. PLoS Med 3. https://doi.org/10.1371 /journal.pmed.0030449

Ferguson, D., 2015. Parents who paid thousands to live near better schools. The Observer.
[Online] Available at: www.theguardian.com [Accessed 25/06/2019]

Ferguson, D., Grant, H., Savage, M., 2021. Pupil wellbeing must be priority, teachers say as
classrooms in England reopen. The Observer. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/education/2021/mar/07 /pupil-wellbeing-must-be-

ptiotity-teachers-say-as-classrooms-in-england-reopen [Accessed 10/05/2021]

233



Fetters, M.D., Curry, L.A., Creswell, ].W., 2013. Achieving Integration in Mixed Methods
Designs—Principles and Practices. Health Services Research 48, 2134-2156.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12117

Finkel, A., 2020. Learning outcomes for online versus in-class education. Australian Government
11. [Online] Available at: https://www.science.otrg.au/sites/default/files /rtif-q005-
covid19-online-vs-in-class-education.pdf [Accessed 21/07/2021]

Finn, R., 2019. Specifying the contributions of parents as pedagogues: Insights for parent—school
pattnerships. The Australian Educational Researcher. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-
019-00318-2

Finnegan, J., 2021. Three key learnings from the COVID-19 pandemic, in: Family and
Community Engagement in Education Learning from the Pandemic. Stranmillis
University College. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.equalityni.org/ ECNI/media/ECNI/Publications/Delivering%20Equality /
Education-LearningFromPandemic.pdf [Accessed 07/07/2021]

Fletcher, A.]., 2017. Applying critical realism in qualitative research: methodology meets method.
International Journal of Social Research Methodology 20, 181-194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401

Flouri, E., Midouhas, E., 2016. School composition, family poverty and child behaviour. Social
Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology 51, 817-826. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-
016-12006-7

Fontichiaro, K., Stephens, W.S., 2021. Blurring the boundaries between home and school: how
videoconference-based schooling places American education’s cultural values at risk
during COVID-19. Journal of Children and Media 15, 96-100.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2020.1860101

Ford, T., John, A., Gunnell, D., 2021. Mental health of children and young people during
pandemic. British Medical Journal. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n614

Friedman, S., Laurison, D., Macmillan, L., 2017. Social Mobility, the Class Pay Gap and
Intergenerational Worklessness: New Insights from The Labour Force Survey. Social
Mobility Comission 56.

Furber, C., 2010. Framework analysis: a method for analysing qualitative data. African Journal of
Midwifery and Women’s Health 4, 97-100.
https://doi.org/10.12968/ajmw.2010.4.2.47612

234



Gale, N, Heath, G., Cameron, E., Rashid, S., Redwood, S., 2013. Using the framework method
for the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health research | BMC Medical
Research Methodology | Full Text. BMC Medical Research Methodology 13, 117.

Galtung, J., 1969. Violence, Peace, and Peace Research. Journal of Peace Research 6, 167-191.

Garcia-Moya, 1., Brooks, F., Morgan, A., Moreno, C., 2015. Subjective well-being in adolescence
and teacher connectedness: A health asset analysis. Health Education Journal 74, 641—
654. https://doi.org/10.1177/0017896914555039

Garthwaite, K., 2014. Fear of the Brown Envelope: Exploring Welfare Reform with Long-Term
Sickness Benefits Recipients. Social Policy & Administration 48, 782—798.
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12049

Garthwaite, K., 2011. “The language of shirkers and scroungers?” Talking about illness, disability
and coalition welfare reform. Disability & Society 26, 369-372.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2011.560420

Geller, J.D., Alcantara, V., Boucher, D., Catone, K., Lopez, R.M., Tung, R., 2015. What Does it
Take to Form Meaningful Connections among Cultural Brokers, Parents, and Teachers?
Lessons From a Grant-Funded Initiative in a Predominantly Latino Community. Journal
of Family Diversity in Education 1.

Gislason, M., K., 2013. Ecological Health Society, Ecology and Health. Emerald Group
Publishing Limited, Bingley.

Gladow, N.W., Ray, M.P., 1986. The Impact of Informal Support Systems on the Well Being of
Low Income Single Parents. Family Relations 35, 113—123.
https://doi.org/10.2307/584290

Glaessert, J., Cooper, B., 2012. Educational achievement in selective and comprehensive local
education authorities: a configurational analysis. British Journal of Sociology of
Education 33.

Goldkind, L., Farmer, G.L., 2013. The Enduring Influence of School Size and School Climate on
Parents’ Engagement in the School Community. School Community Journal 23, 22.

Goodall, J., 2019. Parental engagement and deficit discourses: absolving the system and solving
parents. Educational Review 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2018.1559801

Goodall, J., 2018a. A toolkit for parental engagement: from project to process. School
Leadership & Management 38, 222-238.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2018.1430689

Goodall, J., 2018c. Leading for parental engagement: working towards partnership. School

Leadership & Management 38. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2018.1459022

235



Goodall, J., 2018b. Learning-centred parental engagement: Freire reimagined. Educational
Review 70, 603-621. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2017.1358697

Goodall, J., Montgomery, C., 2014. Parental involvement to parental engagement: a continuum.
Educational Review 66, 399-410. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2013.781576

Goodman, J.F., Cook, B.I,, 2019. Shaming school children: A violation of fundamental rights?
Theory and Research in Education 17, 62-81.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477878518817377

Gorard, S., 2010. Education Can Compensate for Society- a Bit. British Journal of Educational
Studies 58, 47-065.

Goudie, S., Mclntyre, Z., 2021. A Crisis Within A Crisis: The Impact of COVID-19 on
Household Food Security. The Food Foundation 30. [Online| Available at:
https://foodfoundation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/FF_Impact-of-
Covid_FINAL.pdf [Accessed 06/07/2021]

Government Legislation, 1998. Data Protection Act. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /www.legislation.gov.uk /ukpga/2018/12/contents/enacted [Accessed
24/08/2021]

Graham, P.L., Crilley, E., Stretesky, P.B., Long, M.A., Palmer, K J., Steinbock, E., Defeyter,
M.A., 2016. School Holiday Food Provision in the UK: A qualitative Investigation of
Needs, Benefits, and Potential for Development. Frontier in Public Health 4.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2016.00172

Grimani, A., Goffe, L., Yee Tang, M., Beyer, F., Snichotta, F.F., Vlaev, 1., 2021. Effectiveness of
personal letters to healthcare professionals in changing professional behaviours: a
systematic review protocol. Suystematic Reviews Journal 94.

Gupta, A., Blumhardt, H., 2016. Giving poverty a voice: families’ experiences of social work
practice in a risk-averse child protection system. Families, Relationships and Societies 5,
163-172. https://doi.org/10.1332/204674316X14540714620166

Hancock, R., Gillen, J., 2007. Safe Places in Domestic Spaces: Two-Year-Olds at Play in their
Homes. Children’s Geographies 5, 337-351.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733280701631775

Harpaz, G., Grinshtain, Y., 2020. Parent—Teacher Relations, Parental Self-Efficacy, and Parents’
Help-Secking From Teachers About Children’s Learning and Socio-Emotional
Problems. Education and Urban Society 52, 1397-1416.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124520915597

236



Hathcoat, ].D., Meixner, C., 2017. Pragmatism, Factor Analysis, and the Conditional
Incompatibility Thesis in Mixed Methods Research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research
11, 433-449. https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689815622114

Hawkins, M., 2014. Holiday Childcare: The Political Blindspot. Bright Blue.

Hetherington, G., 2022. 400,000 people could be pulled into poverty by real-terms cut to
benefits in April. Joseph Rowntree Foundation. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.jtf.org.uk/press/400000-people-could-be-pulled-poverty-real-terms-cut-
benefits-april [Accessed 29/06/2022]

Hewitt, G., Roberts, J., Fletcher, A., Moore, G., Murphy, S., 2018. Improving young people’s
health and well-being through a school health research network: Reflections on school—
researcher engagement at the national level. Research for All 2, 16-33.
https://doi.org/10.18546/RFA.02.1.03

Hingle, M.D., O’Connor, T.M., Dave, ].M., Baranowski, T., 2010. Parental involvement in
interventions to improve child dietary intake: A systematic review. Preventive Medicine
51, 103-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2010.04.014

Hirsch, D., 2007. Experiences of poverty and educational disadvantage. Joseph Rowntree
Foundation. [Online] Available at: https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/expetiences-poverty-
and-educational-disadvantage [Accessed 14/12/2020]

HM Government, 2013. An introduction to Universal Credit. Government. [Online] Available
at: universal-credit-an-introduction.pdf (publishing.service.gov.uk) [Accessed 19/05/2023]

HM Government, 2018. Improving the Home Learning Environment A Behaviour Change
Approach. Government. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /assets.publishing.setvice.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/919363/Improving_the_home_learning environment.pdf [Accessed
04/05/2020]

Hobbs, A., Bernard, R., 2021. Impact of COVID-19 on Early Childhood Education & Care. UK
Parliament. [Online] Available at: https://post.parliament.uk/impact-of-covid-19-on-
eatly-childhood-education-care/ [Accessed 31/03/2022]

Hobbs, A., Mutebi, N., 2021. Inequalities in education, and attainment gaps. UK Parliament.
[Online] Available at: https://post.patliament.uk/inequalities-in-education-and-
attainment-gaps/ [Accessed 13/05/2022]

Hoffman, J., A., Miller, E., A., 2020. Addressing the Consequences of School Closure Due to
COVID-19 on Children’s Physical and Mental Well-Being. World Medical and Health
Policy. https://doi.org/10.1002/wmh3.365

237


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263960/universal-credit-an-introduction.pdf

Hood, S., Kelley, P., Mayall, B., 1996. Children as Research Subjects: a Risky Enterprise.
Children & Society 10, 117-128. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1099-0860.1996.tb00462.x

Hooper, C., Gorin, S., Cabral, C., Dyson, C., 2007. Living with Hardship 24/7 The diverse
Experience of Families living in Poverty in England. The Frank Buttle Trust, London.

Hoover-Dempsey, K., V., Walker, J., M.T., Sandler, H., M., Whetsel, D., Green, C., L., Wilkins,
A., S., Closson, K., 2013. Why Do Parents Become Involved? Research Findings and
Implications. The Elementary School Journal 106, 105-130.

Hoover-Dempsey, K., V., Walker, J., M.T., Sandler, H., M., Whetsel, D., Green, C., L., Wilkins,
A., S., Closson, K., 2005. Why Do Parents Become Involved? Research Findings and
Implications. The Elementary School Journal 106.

Hornby, G., Blackwell, I., 2018. Barriers to parental involvement in education: an update.
Educational Review 70, 109-119. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2018.1388612

Horwitz, B.N., Neiderhiser, .M., 2011. Gene- Environment Interplay, Family Relationships, and
Child Adjustment. 2011 73, 804-816. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00846.x

Hoskins, B., Janmaat, ].G., 2019. Education, Democracy and Inequality. Palgrave Macmillan.

House of Lords, 2020. Hungry for change: fixing the failures in food. House of Lords. [Online]
Available at:
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/1762/documents/17092/default/
[Accessed 14/03/2022]

Houston, S., 2010. Prising Open the Black Box: Critical Realism, Action Research and Social
Work. Qualitative Social Work 9, 73-91. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325009355622

Howes, S., Monk-Winstanley, R., Sefton, T., Woudhuysen, A., 2020. Poverty In the Pandemic.
Child Poverty Action Group. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/files /policypost/Poverty-in-the-pandemic.pdf
[Accessed 06/07/2021]

Hudson- Sharp, N., Munro-Lott, N., Rolfe, H., Runge, J., 2018. The impact of welfare reform
and welfare-to-work programmes: an evidence review. Equality and Human Rights
Commission. [Online] Available at: https://www.niest.ac.uk/publications/impact-
welfare-reform-and-welfare-work-programmes-evidence-review [Accessed 07/10/2021]

Hughes, P., Mac Naughton, G., 2000. Consensus, Dissensus or Community: the politics of
parental involvement in early childhood education. Contemporary Issues in Fatly

Childhood 1.

238



Human Rights Watch, 2019. Nothing Left in the Cupboards. Human Rights Watch. [Online]
Available at: www.hrw.otg/report/2019/05/20/nothing-left-cupboards/austerity-
welfare-cuts-and-right-food-uk [Accessed 7.20.21]

Inchley, J., Muldoon, J., Currie, C., 2007. Becoming a health promoting school: evaluating the
process of effective implementation in Scotland. Health Promotion International 22, 65—
71. https://doi.org/10.1093 /heapro/dal059

Inglis, G., 2016. The Stigma of Poverty. The Poverty Alliance. [Online] Available at:
https://povertyalliance.wordpress.com/2016/10/19/the-stigma-of-
poverty/#:~:text=Social%20stigma%o20includes%o20public%020attitudes, typically%o20me
asured%020through%20national%20surveys.&text=Personal%e20stigma%20occurs%o20w
hen%20individuals,experience%o200r%20perceiveo20from%20others. [Accessed
21/10/2020]

Inside Government, 2020. The Impact of COVID-19 for Pupils Using English as an Additional
Language. Inside Government. [Online| Available at:
https:/ /blog.insidegovernment.co.uk/schools/covid-19-impact-for-eal-pupils [Accessed
21/07/2021]

Institute for Government, 2020. Coronavirus and Devolution. Institute for Government.
[Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.instituteforgovernment.org.uk/explainers/coronavirus-and-devolution
[Accessed 08/10/2022]

International Labour Organization, 2022. World Social Protection Report. International Labour
Organization. [Online] Available at: https://www.ilo.org/wemsp5/groups/public/ ---
ed_protect/---soc_sec/documents/publication/wems_817574.pdf [Accessed
06/04/2022]

Ishimaru, A.M., Torres, K.E., Salvador, J.E., Lott, J., Williams, D.M.C., Tran, C., 2016.
Reinforcing Deficit, Journeying Toward Equity: Cultural Brokering in Family
Engagement Initiatives. American Educational Research Journal 53, 850—882.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216657178

Ivinson, G. & Mutrphy, P. 2003. Boys don't write romance: the construction of knowledge and
social gender identities in English classrooms. Pedagogy, Culture and Society. 11 (1), pp. 89-111.

Jaeger, M.M., Blaabzk, E.H., 2020. Inequality in learning opportunities during Covid-19:
Evidence from library takeout. Res Soc Stratif Mobil 68, 100524.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2020.100524

239



James, M., Marchant, E., Defeyter, M.A., Woodside, J., Brophy, S., 2021. Impact of school
closures on the health and wellbeing of primary schol children in Wales UK; a routine
data linkage study using the HAPPEN survey (2018-2020). Swansea University.
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.04.21251155

Jenson, T. 2018. Parenting the crisis: The cultural politics of parent-blame. Bristol: Policy Press.

Jeynes, W., 2012. A Meta-Analysis of the Efficacy of Different Types of Parental Involvement
Programs for Urban Students. Urban Education 47, 706—742.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085912445643

Jeynes, W.H., 2018. A practical model for school leaders to encourage parental involvement and
parental engagement. School Leadership & Management 38, 147—163.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2018.1434767

John-Akinola, Y.O., Nic Gabhainn, S., 2015. Socio-ecological school environments and
children’s health and wellbeing outcomes. Health Education 115, 420—434.
https://doi.org/10.1108/HE-03-2014-0041

Johnes, R., Hutchinson, J., 2016. Widening the gap? The impact of the 30-hour entitlement on
early years education and childcare. Education Policy Institute. [Online] Available at:
https://epi.org.uk/publications-and-research/widening-gap-impact-30-hout-entitlement-
early-years-education-
childcare/#:~:text=FEven%20with%20increased%20subsidies%62C%20low,and%620enabl
ing%20parents%20to%20work. [Accessed 14/10/2020]

Johnson, R.B., Onwuegbuzie, A.J., 2004. Mixed Methods Research: A Research Paradigm Whose
Time Has Come. Educational Researcher 33, 14-26.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033007014

Johnson, R.B., Onwuegbuzie, A.J., Turner, L.A., 2016. Toward a Definition of Mixed Methods
Research: Journal of Mixed Methods Research.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689806298224

Johnson, V.E., 2010. From Early Childhood to Adolescence: Linking Family Functioning and
School Behavior. Family Relations 59, 313-325.

Jones, J., McCormack, C., 2016. Socio-structural violence against the poor, in: Health Inequalities
Critical Perspectives. Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 238-249.

Jones, L., Allebone, B., 1998. The role of parents in their children’s education has long been
recognised as a significnat factor in educational success. [Online] Available at:

https:/ /www.nottingham.ac.uk/csme/meas/papers/jones.html [Accessed 6.25.19]

240



Jose, P.E., Rata, A., Richards, A., 2017. The Effects of Home-School Dissonance on Individual
and School Outcomes for Maori and European New Zealand Adolescents. Frontiers in
Education 2. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2017.00053

Joyce, A., Dabrowski, A., Aston, R., Carey, G., 2016. Evaluating for impact: what type of data
can assist a health promoting school approach? Health Promotion International daw(34.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /heapro/daw034

Joyce, R., Xiaowei, X., 2019. Inequalities in the twenty-first century: Introducing the IFS Deaton
Review. Institute for Fiscal Studies. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.ifs.org.uk/inequality/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/The-IFS-Deaton-
Review-launch.pdf [Accessed 06/11/2022]

Kalmijn, M., 2006. Educational Inequality and Family Relationships: Influences on Contact and
Proximity. European Sociological Review 22, 1-16.

Kara, H., Lemon, N., Mannay, D. and McPherson, M. 2021. Creative research methods in education:

Principles and practices. Bristol: Policy Press.

Katz, 1., Policy Research Bureau (Great Britain), Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2007. The
relationship between parenting and poverty. Joseph Rowntree Foundation, York.
[Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.jtf.org.uk/sites/default/files/jrf/migrated/files / parenting-poverty.pdf
[Accessed 15/11/2020]

Kearns, A., Whitley, E., Tannahill, C., Ellaway, A., 2015. Loneliness, Social Relations and Health
and Wellbeing in Deprived Communities. Psychol Health Med 20, 332-344.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2014.940354

Keshavarz, N., Nutbeam, D., Rowling, L., Khavarpour, F.; 2010. Schools as social complex
adaptive systems: A new way to understand the challenges of introducing the health
promoting schools concept. Social Science & Medicine 70, 1467-1474.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.01.034

Keyworth, C., Epton, T., Goldthorpe, J., Calam, R., Armitage, C.]., 2020. Perceptions of
receiving behaviour change interventions from GPs during routine consulation: A
qualitative study. PLOS One 15.

Kidger, J., Donovan, J.L., Biddle, L., Campbell, R., Gunnell, D., 2009. Supporting adolescent
emotional health in schools: a mixed methods study of student and staff views in
England. BMC Public Health 9. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-9-403

Kleine, D., Pearson, G., Poveda, S., 2016. Participatory methods: Engaging children’s voices and

experiences in research. Global Kids Online, London. [Online] Available at:

241



http://globalkidsonline.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Guide-8-Participatory-
methods-Kleine-Pearson-Poveda.pdf [Accessed 01/02/2021]

Kokko, S., Green, L.W., Kannas, L., 2014. A review of settings-based health promotion with
applications to sports clubs. Health Promot Int 29, 494-509.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /heapro/dat046

Lacy, K., Kremer, P., de Silva-Sanigorski, A., Allender, S., Leslie, E., Jones, L., Fornaro, S.,
Swinburn, B., 2012. The appropriateness of opt-out consent for monitoring childhood
obesity in Australia. Pediatr Obes 7, €62-67. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2047-
6310.2012.00076.x

Lambie-Mumford, H., Sims, L., 2018. ‘Feeding Hungry Children’ The Growth of Charitable
Breakfast Clubs and Holiday Hunger Projects in the UK. Children & Society 32, 244—
254. https://doi.org/10.1111/chso0.12272

Lancker, W.V., Parolin, Z., 2020. COVID-19, school closures, and child poverty: a social crisis in
the making. The Lancet Public Health 5, e243—e244. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-
2667(20)30084-0

Lang, T., Rayner, G., 2012. Ecological Public Health in the 21* Century. BMJ. [Online] Available

at: https://www.bmj.com/bmj/section-pdf/187625?path=/bmj/345/7872/ Analysis.full.pdf

[Accessed 16/10/2022]

Langford, R., Bonell, C., Jones, H., Campbell, R., 2015. Obesity prevention and the Health
promoting Schools framework: essential components and barriers to success.
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 12, 15.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0167-7

Langford, R., Bonell, C.P., Jones, H.E., Pouliou, T., Murphy, S.M., Waters, E., Komro, K.A.,
Gibbs, L.F., Magnus, D., Campbell, R., 2014. The WHO Health Promoting School
framework for improving the health and well-being of students and their academic
achievement. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews.
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD008958.pub2

Lareau, A., 2003. Unequal Childhoods: Class, Race and Family Life. Berkeley, Univeristy of

California Press.

Lavenda, O., 2011. Parental involvement in school: A test of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s
model among Jewish and Arab parents in Israel. Children and Youth Services Review 33, 927—

935. https://doi.otg/10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.12.016

242



Leahey, E., 2007. Convergence and confidentiality? Limits to the implementation of mixed
methodology. Social Science Research 36, 149-158.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2005.10.003

Leat, D., Thomas, U., 2018. Exploring the role of “brokers” in developing a localised
curriculum. The Curriculum Journal 29.

Lee, H.I., Kim, Y.-H., Kesebir, P., Han, D.E., 2017. Understanding When Parental Praise Leads
to Optimal Child Outcomes: Role of Perceived Praise Accuracy. Social Psychological and
Personality Science 8, 679—688. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616683020

Leithwood, K., Patrician, P., 2015. Changing the Educational Culture of the Home to Increase
Student Success at School. Societies 5. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c5030664

Lester, L., Cross, D., 2015. The Relationship Between School Climate and Mental and Emotional
Wellbeing Over the Transition from Primary to Secondary School. Psychology of Well-
Being 5. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13612-015-0037-8

Levin- Zamir, D., Sorensen, K., Su, T., Sentell, T\, Rowlands, G., Messer, M., Pleasant, A.,
Saboga Nunes, L., Lev-Ari, S., Okan, O. 2021. Health promotion preparedness for health
crises —a ‘must’ or ‘nice to have’? Case studies and global lessons learned from the
COVID-19 Pandemic. Global Health Promotion. [Online| Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1177/1757975921998639 [Accessed 22/12/2022]

Lichtman, M., 2017. Qualitative research for the social sciences. SAGE Publications, London.

Lightfoot, L. 2009. 'Parent to blame' for problems in UK schools. The Guardian. |Online]
Available at: 'Parents to blame' for problems in UK schools | Parents of students 16 and under |
The Guardian [Accessed 19/05/2023]

Littlecott, H.J., Long, S., Hawkins, J., Murphy, S., Hewitt, G., Eccles, G., Fletcher, A., Moore,
G.F., 2018a. Health Improvement and Educational Attainment in Secondary Schools:
Complementary or Competing Priorities? Exploratory Analyses From the School Health
Research Network in Wales. Health Educ Behav 45, 635—644.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198117747659

Littlecott, H.J., Moore, G.F., Murphy, S.M., 2018b. Student health and well-being in secondary
schools: the role of school support staff alongside teaching staff. Pastoral Care in
Education 36, 297-312.

Long, S., Littlecott, H., Hawkins, J., Eccles, G., Fletcher, A., Hewitt, G., Moore, G., 2020.
Testing the “Zero-Sum Game” Hypothesis: An Examination of School Health Policies
and Practices and Inequalities in Educational Outcomes. Journal of School Health.
[Online] Available at: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/josh.12889
[Accessed 21/07/2021]

243


https://www.theguardian.com/education/2009/apr/05/schools-behaviour-teachers-parents
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2009/apr/05/schools-behaviour-teachers-parents

Long, M.A., Convales, L., Stretesky, P., and Defeyter, M.A. 2020. Food Insecurity in Advanced
Capitalist Nations: A Review. Sustainability 12 (9). [Online] Available at:
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093654 [Accessed 02/05/3023]

Lorenc, T., Petticrew, M., Welch, V., Tugwell, P., 2012. What types of interventions generate
inequalities? Evidence from systematic reviews. Journal of Epidemiology and
Community Health 67, 190-193. https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2012-201257

Lowthian, E., 2021. Secondary Harms of Parental Substance Use On Children’s Educational
Outcomes. Cardiff University. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /otca.cardiff.ac.uk/id/eprint/ 144471/ [Accessed 14/12/2022]

Macleod, G., Tett, L., 2019. ‘I had some additional angel wings’: parents positioned as experts in
their children’s education. International Journal of Lifelong Education 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.2019.1574922

Maler, A., Daniel, J., Oakes, J., 2017. Community Schools as an Effective School Improvement
Strategy: A Review of the Evidence. Learning Policy Institute. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/community-schools-effective-school-
improvement-brief [Accessed 22/09/2021]

Mann, E., Long, S., Stretesky, P.B., Defeyter, M.A., 2018. A question of justice: are holiday clubs
serving the most deprived communities in England? The International Journal of Justive
and Sustainability 23. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2018.1518415

Mannay, D., Who should do the dishes now? Revisiting gender and housework in contemporary
urban South Wales. In Mannay, D. ed Owr Changing Land: Revisiting Gender, Class and
Identity in Contemporary Wales. Gender Studies in Wales Cardiff: University of Wales Press.

Mare, R., 2011. A Multigenerational View of Inequality. Demography 48, 1-23.

Markham, W.A., Aveyard, P., 2003. A new theory of health promoting schools based on human
functioning, school organisation and pedagogic practice. Social Science & Medicine 50,
1209-1220. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(02)00120-X

Marmot, M., 2017. Social justice, epidemiology and health inequalities. Eur ] Epidemiol 32, 537—
546. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-017-0286-3

Marmot, M., Allen, J., Goldblatt, P., 2010. Fair Society, Healthy Lives. Strategic Review of
Health Inequalities in England post- 2010. The Marmot Review. [Online| Available at:
http:/ /www.instituteothealthequity.org/resources-reports/ fair-society-healthy-lives-the-
marmot-review/ fair-society-healthy-lives-full-report-pdf.pdf [Accessed 04/06/2021]

Martinez- Cosio, M., Iannacne, R.M., 2007. The Tenuous Role of Institutional Agents: Parent

Liaisons as Cultural Brokers. Education and Urban Society 39, 349-369.

244


https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093654

Maxwell, J.A., Mittapalli, K., 2015. Realism as a Stance for Mixed Methods Research, in: SAGE
Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and Behavioural Research. Sage Publications, pp.
145-168.

McAlister, L., 2014. Understanding Summer Learning Loss 36. [Online] Available at:
Understanding Summer Learning Loss (wlu.edu) [Accessed 07/10/2021]

McCann, T., Neville, B., 2013. Person- Centred Teacher Advocates as Culture Brokers. The
Person-Centred Journal. 20.

McConnon, L., Morgan, K., Van Godwin, J., Hawkins, J., Bond, A., Fletcher, A., 2017. Food and
Fun School Holiday Enrichment Programme Evaulation 2016. Welsh Local Government
Authority. [Online] Available at:
https://orca.cfac.uk/97619/1/Food%20and%20Fun®%20School%20Holiday%20Enrich
ment%20Programme%0202016%20Evaluation%20Report?%020%28Final %629.pdf
[Accessed 20/09/2019]

McEvoy, P., Richards, D., 2006. A critical realist rationale for using a combination of
quantitative and qualitative methods. Journal of Research in Nursing 11, 13.

McGuinnes, F., Kennedy, S., Brown, J., 2018b. Food poverty in Merseyside - Commons Library
briefing - UK Parliament [Online] Available at:
https:/ /researchbriefings.parliament.uk /ResearchBtiefing/Summary/CDP-2018-0008
[Accessed 12/19/18].

McGuinness, F., 2018a. Poverty in the UK: statistics. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /researchbriefings.parliament.uk /ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN07096
[Accessed 01/03/2019]

Mclsaac, J.-L.D., Hernandez, K J., Kirk, S.F.L., Curran, J.A., 2016. Interventions to Support
System-level Implementation of Health Promoting Schools: A Scoping Review. Int
Environ Res Public Health 13. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13020200

McLaren, L., Hawe, P., 2005. Ecological perspectives in health research. | Epidemiol Community
Health 59, 6-14. https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.2003.018044

Mcrae, 1., Westwater, H., 2022. What you need to know about UK inequality. Big Issue. [Online]
Available at: https://www.bigissue.com/news/social-justice /what-you-need-to-know-
about-uk-inequality/ [Accessed 09/10/2022]

Merton, R.K., 1968. Social Theory and Social Structure. Macmillan, USA.

Metcalf, S., 2017. Neoliberalism: the idea that swallowed the world. The Guardian. [Online]
Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/news/2017 /aug/18/neoliberalism-the-idea-
that-changed-the-world [Accessed 20/10/2020]

245


https://dspace.wlu.edu/bitstream/handle/11021/32756/RG38_McAlister_Poverty_2014.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Miller, R., Gentry, M., 2010. Developing Talents Among High-Potential Students From Low-
Income Families in an Out-of-School Enrichment Program. Journal of Advanced
Academics 21, 594-627. https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X1002100403

Mind, 2022. Money and Mental Health. Mind. [Online] Available at:
https://www.mind.org.uk/media/12440/money-and-mental-health-2022-pdf.pdf
[Accessed 22/12/2022]

Mingers, J., 2001. Combining IS Research Methods: Towards a Pluralist Methodology.
Information Systems Research 12, 240-259. https://doi.org/10.1287 /isre.12.3.240.9709

MOllegaard, S., Jaeger, M.M., 2015. The effect of grandparents’ economic, cultural, and social
capital on grandchildren’s educational success. Research in Social Stratification and
Mobility 42, 11-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2015.06.004

Montacute, R., Cullinane, C., 2021. Learning in Lockdown. The Sutton Trust. [Online] Available
at: https:/ /www.suttontrust.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Learning-in-
Lockdown.pdf [Accessed 09/03/2022]

Moore, G., Anthony, R., Angel, L., Hawkins, J., Morgan, K., Copeland, L., Murphy, S., Van
Godwin, J., Shenderovich, Y., 2022. Mental health and life satisfaction among 10-11-
year-olds in Wales, before and one year after onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. BMC
Public Health 22. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-12752-6

Moore, G.F., Cox, R., Evans, R.E., Hallingberg, B., Hawkins, J., Littlecott, H.]., Long, S.J.,
Murphy, S., 2018. School, Peer and Family Relationships and Adolescent Substance Use,
Subjective Wellbeing and Mental Health Symptoms in Wales: a Cross Sectional Study.
Child Ind Res 11, 1951-1965. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-017-9524-1

Moore, G.F., Evans, R.E., Hawkins, J., Littlecott, H., Melendez-Torres, G.J., Bonell, C., Murphy,
S., 2018a. From complex social interventions to interventions in complex social systems:
Future directions and unresolved questions for intervention development and evaluation.
Evaluation 135638901880321. https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389018803219

Moore, G.F., Littlecott, H.J., 2015. School- and family-level socioeconomic status and health
behaviors: multilevel analysis of a national survey in wales, United Kingdom. ] Sch
Health 85, 267-275. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12242

Moore, G.F., Littlecott, H.J., Evans, R., Murphy, S., Hewitt, G., Fletcher, A., 2017. School
composition, school culture and socioeconomic inequalities in young people’s health:
Multi-level analysis of the Health Behaviour in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey in
Wales. British Educational Research Journal 43, 310-329.
https://doi.org/10.1002/betj.3265

246



Morgan, K., McConnon, L., Godwin, |.V., Hawkins, J., Bond, A., Fletcher, A., 2019. Use of the
School Setting During the Summer Holidays: Mixed-Methods Evaluation of Food and
Fun Clubs in Wales. Journal of School Health 89, 829-838.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12824

Moser, ].S., Dougherty, A., Mattson, W.I., Katz, B., Moran, T.P., Guevarra, D., Shablack, H.,
Ayduk, O., Jonides, J., Berman, M.G., Kross, E., 2017. Third-person self-talk facilitates
emotion regulation without engaging cognitive control: Converging evidence from ERP
and fMRI. Scientific Reports 7, 4519. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04047-3

Moss, G., Allen, R., Bradbury, A., Duncan, S., Harmey, S., Levy, R., 2020. Primary teachers’
experience of the COVID-19 lockdown — Eight key messages for policymakers going
forward. UCL Institute of Education. [Online] Available at:
https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/10103669/1/Moss_DCDT%20Report’6201%20F
inal.pdf [Accessed 06/04/2021]

Nadler, A., 2002. Inter- Group Helping Relations as Power Relations: Maintaining or
Challenging Social Dominance Between Groups Though Helping. Journal of Social
Issues 58, 487-502.

National Assembly for Wales, S., 2011. Sustainable public spending: The choice between
universalism and targeting 3. [Online] Available at:
https://senedd.wales/NAfW%20Documents/ki-024.pd%20-%2003112011 /ki-024-
English.pdf [Accessed 23/02/2019]

NCB, 2018. HOME MATTERS: making the most of the home learning environment. [Online]
Available at: Home matters: making the most of the home learning environment

(ncb.org.uk) [Accessed 22/12/2022]
Nielsen, L., Meilstrup, C., Nelausen, M.K., Koushede, V., Holstein, B.E., 2015. Promotion of

social and emotional competence: Experiences from a mental health intervention
applying a whole school approach. Health Education 115, 339-356.
https://doi.org/10.1108/HE-03-2014-0039

Norah Fry Research Centre, 2009. Supporting parents with learning disabilities and difficulties.
Norah Fry Research Centre.[Online] Available at: https://batingfoundation.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2009/11/SupportingParents.pdf [Accessed 22/11/2022]

Norris, S., 2016. Higher Attaining but Emotionally Brittle: why we need to assess how school

marketing policies affect studennts. Forum 58.

https://doi.org/10.125730/forum.2016.58.1.87

247


https://www.ncb.org.uk/resources/all-resources/filter/early-years/home-matters-making-most-home-learning-environment?gclid=EAIaIQobChMI-J2z7vqM_AIVCp7tCh1SmAQFEAAYASAAEgJdmPD_BwE
https://www.ncb.org.uk/resources/all-resources/filter/early-years/home-matters-making-most-home-learning-environment?gclid=EAIaIQobChMI-J2z7vqM_AIVCp7tCh1SmAQFEAAYASAAEgJdmPD_BwE

NSPCC, 2021. The Impact of the Cornavirus pandemic on child welfare: d/Deaf and disbaled
children and young people. [Online] Available at:
https://learning.nspcc.org.uk/media/2521/impact-of-coronavirus-pandemic-on-child-
welfare-deaf-disabled-children.pdf [Accessed 21/07/2021]

Oberheim, E., Hoyningen-Huene, P., 2018. The Incommensurability of Scientific Theories, in:
Zalta, E.N. (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Metaphysics Research Lab,
Stanford University. [Online] Available at:
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018 /entries /incommensurability/ [Accessed
30/04/2019]

O’Cathain, A., Murphy, E., Nicholl, J., 2007. Why, and how, mixed methods research is
undertaken in health services research in England: a mixed methods study | BMC Health
Services Research | Full Text [WWW Document]. URL
https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6963-7-85
(accessed 1.15.20).

O'Connor, N., Farag, K., Baines, R. 2015. What is food poverty? A conceptual framework. British

Food Journal. 118 (2) [Online] Available at: Emerald BE] BE[577010 429..449 [Accessed

02/05/2023]

OECD, 2020. Combatting COVID-19’s effects on children. Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.oecd.otrg/ coronavirus/policy-responses/combatting-covid-19-s-effect-on-
children-2e1f3b2f/#section-d1e33 [Accessed 19/04/2021]

Palmer, K., 2021. Wales has the least generous provision for free school meals accross the UK-
it’s time that changed. Nation Cymru. [Online] Available at:
https://nation.cymru/opinion/wales-has-the-least-generous-provision-for-free-school-
meals-across-the-uk-its-time-that-changed/ [Accessed 22/11/2021]

Paquette, D., Ryan, J., 2001. Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory 59. [Online] Available

at: Bronfenbrenner (dropoutprevention.org) [Accessed 18/09/2019]

Parentkind, 2020. 4th Parent Coronavirus Survey Results- England Only. Parentkind. [Online]
Available at: https://www.parentkind.org.uk/uploads/files/1/England%20report%020-
%20final.pdf [Accessed 09/10/2021]

Partington, R., 2018. How unequal is Britain and are the poor getting poorer? The Guardian.
[Online] Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/inequality/2018/sep/05/qa-how-
unequal-is-britain-and-are-the-poot-getting-poorer [Accessed 06/10/2020]

248


https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/BFJ-06-2015-0222/full/pdf?title=what-is-food-poverty-a-conceptual-framework
https://dropoutprevention.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/paquetteryanwebquest_20091110.pdf

Patton, G.C., Glover, S., Bond, L., Butler, H., Godfrey, C., Di Pietro, G., Bowes, G., 2000. The
Gatehouse Project: a systematic approach to mental health promotion in secondary
schools. Aust N Z ] Psychiatry 34, 586—593. https://doi.org/10.1080/}.1440-
1614.2000.00718.x

Pawson, R., Tilley, N., 1997. Realist Evaluation. Sage Publications.

Pearce, J., Mitchell, R., Shortt, N., 20106. Place, Space and Health Inequalities, in: Health
Inequalities Critical Perspectives. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Pensiero, N., Kelly, T., Bokhove, C., 2020. Learning Inequualities during the COVID-19
Pandemic: How families cope with home-schooling. University of Southampton.
https://doi.org/10.5258 /SOTON/P0025

Perry, C., 2010. Free School Meal Entitlement as a Measure of Deprivation. Northern Ireland
Assembly. [Online| Available at: https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27476/1/19110.pdf [Accessed
25/08/2021]

Pirchio, S., Tritrini, C., Passiatore, Y., Taeschner, T., 2013. The Role of the Relationship between
Parents and Educators for Child Behaviour and Wellbeing. International Journal about
Parents in Education 7, 145-155.

Play Wales, 2020. Play: Health and Well-Being. [Online] Available at:
https://issuu.com/playwales/docs/play_-_mental_health_and_well-
being 2020?fr=sMDU3NDEzOTYxMTA [Accessed 29/04/2021]

Pokhrel, S., Chhetri, R., 2021. A Literature Review on Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on
Teaching and Learning. Higher Education for the Future 8, 133-141.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2347631120983481

Posey-Maddox, L., Haley-Lock, A., 2020. One Size Does Not Fit All: Understanding Parent
Engagement in the Contexts of Work, Family, and Public Schooling. Urban Education
55, 671-698. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085916660348

Powdyrill, C., Thomas, G., 2019. School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) 2018. Welsh
Local Government Authority. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.wlga.wales /SharedFiles/Download.aspxrpageid=62&mid=665&fileid=257
2 [Accessed 03/01/2020]

Powdrill, C., Thomas, G., 2018. Food and Fun School Holiday Enrichment Programme 2017.
Welsh Local Government Authority. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.wlga.wales /SharedFiles/Download.aspx°pageid=62&mid=0665&fileid=155
0 [Accessed 10/11/2019]

249



Purdy, N., 2021. Moving Forward Together, learning from the past, in: Family and Community
Engagement in Education Learning from the Pandemic. Stranmillis University College.
[Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.equalityni.org/ ECNI/media/ECNI/Publications/Delivering%20Equality /
Education-LearningFromPandemic.pdf [Accessed 07/07/2021]

Raduescu, C., Vessey, 1., 2009. Methodology in Critical Realist Research: The Mediating Role of
Domain Specific Theory. Presented at the 15th Americas Conference on Information
Systems 2009, AMCIS 2009, p. 433.

RCPCH, 2020. Covid- 19- Summaries of Key Findings on Children and Young Peoople’s
Views. Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.rcpch.ac.uk/sites/default/files /generated-pdf/document/ COVID-19---
summaries-of-key-findings-on-children-and-young-people%02527s-views.pdf [Accessed
05/08/2021]

Reay, D., 2006. The Zombie Stalking English Schools: Social Class and Educational Inequality.
British Journal of Educational Studies 54, 288-307. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8527.2006.00351.x

Regnault, A., Willgoss, T., Barbic, S., On behalf of the International Society for Quality of Life
Research (ISOQOL) Mixed Methods Special Interest Group (SIG), 2018. Towards the
use of mixed methods inquiry as best practice in health outcomes research. Journal of
Patient-Reported Outcomes 2, 19. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-018-0043-8

Reyes-Guerra, D., Maslin-Ostrowski, P., Barakat, M.Y., Stefanovic, M.A., 2021. Confronting a
Compound Cirisis: The School Principal’s Role During Initial Phase of the COVID-19
Pandemic. Front. Educ. 0. https://doi.org/10.3389 /feduc.2021.617875

Richards, D.A., Bazeley, P., Borglin, G., Craig, P., Emsley, R., Frost, J., Hill, J., Horwood, J.,
Hutchings, H.A., Jinks, C., Montgomery, A., Moore, G., Clark, V.L.P., Tonkin-Crine, S.,
Wade, J., Warren, F.C., Wyke, S., Young, B., O’Cathain, A., 2019. Integrating quantitative
and qualitative data and findings when undertaking randomised controlled trials. BM]
Open 9, €032081. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-032081

Rishell, T\J., 2008. From the principal’s desk: Making the school environment more inclusive., in:
Other Kinds of Families: Embracing Diversity in Schools. [Online| Available at:
Principals: 5 Ways to Create a More Inclusive School Climate (Opinion) (edweek.org)
[Accessed 22/12/2022]

Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., 2005. Qualitative Reseach Practice A Guide for Social Science Students and

Researchers. Sage Publications, London.

250


https://www.edweek.org/education/opinion-principals-5-ways-to-create-a-more-inclusive-school-climate/2014/09

Roberts, L., Rees, A., Bayfield, H., Cotliss, C., Diaz, C., Mannay, D., Vaughan, R., 2020. Young
People Leaving Care, Practitioners and the Coronavirus (COVID-19) Pandemic:
Experiences, Support, and Lessons for the Future. CASCADE. [Online| Available at:
https://orca.cardiff.ac.uk/135889/1/Roberts_Report%e20-

%20Y oung%020People%20Leaving%020Care.pdf [Accessed 08/10/2021]

Rowe, E.E., Lubienski, C., 2017. Shopping for schools or shopping for peers: public schools and
catchment area segregation. Journal of Education Policy 32, 340—356.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2016.1263363

Sanders, ..M., 2020. Is COVID-19 an adverse childhood experience (ACE): Implications for
screening for primary care. ] Pediatr 222, 4-6.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2020.05.064

Sayer, A., 2007. Realism and Social Science. Sage Publications, London.

Seah, K.M., 2020. COVID-19: Exposing digital poverty in a pandemic. Int J Surg 79, 127-128.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijsu.2020.05.057

Shackleton, N., Allen, E., Bevilacqua, L., Viner, R., Bonell, C., 2018. Associations between socio-
economic status (including school- and pupil-level interactions) and student perceptions
of school environment and health in English secondary schools. British Educational
Research Journal 44, 748-762. https://doi.org/10.1002/betj.3455

Shah, F., 2022. How to look after you mental health through the cost of living crisis. The
Independent. [Online] Available at: https://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-
and-families /cost-of-living-inflation-mental-health-b2058078.html [Accessed
07/04/2022]

Shinwell, J., Defeyter, M.A., 2017. Investigation of Summer Learning Loss in the UK—
Implications for Holiday Club Provision. Front Public Health 5.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2017.00270

Simovska, V., 2006. The changing meanings of participation in school-based health education
and health promotion: the participants’ voices. Health Education Research 22, 864—878.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /her/cym023

Skinner, D., Tsheko, N., Mtero-Munyati, S., Segwabe, M., Chibatamoto, P., Mfecane, S.,
Chandiwana, B., Nkomo, N., Tlou, S., Chitiyo, G., 2006. Towards a Definition of
Orphaned and Vulnerable Children. AIDS Behav 10, 619-626.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-006-9086-6

251



Slee, A., Nazareth, 1., Freemantle, N., Horsfall, L., 2021. Trends in generalised anxiety disorders
and symptoms in primary care: UK population-based cohort study. The British Journal
of Psychiatry 218, 158-164. https://doi.org/101.1192/bjp.2020.159

Smaill, E., 2015. How much is too much? Partnerships and power relationships between parents
and schools. [Online] Available at: How much is too
much.pdf;jsessionid=2E14CE8F24CF6DF2CFD12F280CE3A7CD (canterbury.ac.nz)
[Accessed 22/12/2022]

Smees, R., Sammons, P., 2018. What role does the home learning environment play in
supporting good child development in the early years and positive outcomes in later life?
Action for Children 6.

Smith, Katherine E., Bambra, C., Hill, S., 2016. Background and introduction: UK experiences of
health inequalities, in: Health Inequalities Critical Perspectives. Oxford University Press,
Oxford, pp. 1-16.

Social Care Institute for Excellence, 2018. Strengths-based social care for children, young people
and their families. Social Care Institute for Excellence. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.scie.org.uk/strengths-based-approaches/young-people/ [Accessed
15/09/2020]

Spear, S., Parkin, J., van Steen, T., Goodall, J., 2021. Fostering “parental participation in
schooling”: primary school teachers’ insights from the COVID-19 school closures.
Educational Review 0, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2021.2007054

Spencer, G., Hood, P., Agboola, S., Pritchard, C., 2018. Parental engagement in school-based
health promotion and education. Health Education 118, 513-527.
https://doi.org/10.1108/HE-03-2018-0016

Stivastava, A., Thomson, B., 2009. Framework Analysis: A Qualitative Methodology for Applied
Policy Research. JOAAG 4. [Online] Available at:
https://papers.sstn.com/sol3/papers.cfmrabstract_id=2760705 [Accessed 06/12/2022]

Statham, J., Chase, E., 2010. Childhood Wellbeing: A Brief Overview. Childhood Wellbeing
Research Centre. [Online] Available at: Child-Wellbeing-Brief.pdf
(publishing.service.gov.uk) [Accessed 22/12/2022]

Statistics for Wales, 2014. Communities First: 2012 Baseline. Welsh Government. [Online]
Available at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/statistics-and-research /2018-
12/151117-communities-first-2012-baseline-revised-en.pdf [Accessed 31/08/2021]

Steinmann, I., Vegar Olsen, R., 2022. Equal opportunities for all? Analyzing within-country

variation in school effectiveness. Large-scale Assessments in Education 10. [Online]

252


https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10092/11456/How%20much%20is%20too%20much.pdf;jsessionid=2E14CE8F24CF6DF2CFD12F280CE3A7CD?sequence=4
https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10092/11456/How%20much%20is%20too%20much.pdf;jsessionid=2E14CE8F24CF6DF2CFD12F280CE3A7CD?sequence=4
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/183197/Child-Wellbeing-Brief.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/183197/Child-Wellbeing-Brief.pdf

Available at:
https:/ /largescaleassessmentsineducation.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40536-
022-00120-0 [Accessed 30/06/2022]

Stelmach, B., 2020. It Takes a Virus: What Can Be Learned About Parent- Teacher Relations
from Pandemic Realities? University of Alberta. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.albertaschoolcouncils.ca/public/download/files /169642 [Accessed
25/10/2021]

Stewart, H., Watson, N., Campbell, M., 2018. The cost of school holidays for children from low
income families. Childhood 25, 516-529. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568218779130

Stokols, D., 1992. Establishing and Maintaining Healthy Environments. American Psychologist
18.

Stronach, 1., Garratt, D., Pearce, C., Piper, H., 2007. Reflexivity, the Picturing of Selves, the
Forging of Method. Qualitative Inquiry 13, 179-203.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800406295476

Sunak, R., 2020a. Chancellot’s statement on coronavirus (COVID-19). Government. [Online]
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/chancellotr-outlines-new-
coronavirus-support-measutes-for-the-self-employed [Accessed 08/10/2021]

Sunak, R., 2020b. The Chancellor Rishi Sunak provides an updated statement on coronavirus.
Government. [Online| Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/the-
chancellor-rishi-sunak-provides-an-updated-statement-on-coronavirus [Accessed
08/10/2021]

Symonds, J.E., Gorard, S., 2008. The Death of Mixed Methods: Research Labels and their
Casualties. [Online] Available at: The Death of Mixed Methods: Research Labels ... -
University of Leeds - MOAM.INFO [Accessed 22/12/2022]

Tariq, S., Woodman, J., 2013. Using Mixed Methods in Health Research. Journal of Medical
Short Reports 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/2042533313479197

Taylor-Gooby, P., Leruth, B., Chung, H., 2019. Identifying attitudes to welfare through
deliberative forums: the emergence of reluctant individualism. Policy & Politics 47, 97—
114. https://doi.org/10.1332/030557318X15155868234361

Teach First, 2022. Let’s do better. Teach First. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.teachfirst.org.uk/inequality-education [Accessed 07/04/2022]

The Childhood Trust, 2018. A Summer Holiday From Hell Experiences of Children Living in

Poverty in London. [Online| Available at:

253


https://moam.info/the-death-of-mixed-methods-research-labels-university-of-leeds_59d97d6f1723ddad246afa86.html
https://moam.info/the-death-of-mixed-methods-research-labels-university-of-leeds_59d97d6f1723ddad246afa86.html

https:/ /www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/EPoverty/UnitedKingdom /2018 /NGOS/
The_Childhood_Trust.pdf [Accessed 17/12/2020]

The Equality Trust, 2019. The Scale of Economic Inequality in the UK. The Equality Trust.
[Online] Available at: https://equalitytrust.org.uk/scale-economic-inequality-
uk#:~:text=The%20UK%27s%20wealth%20distribution%20is,wealth%20GINI%20coe
fficient%200%2073.2%25.&text=0ver%2050%25%200f%20UK%275s%620adult,6%025
%0200£%20all%20millionaires%20globally. [Accessed 09/10/2022]

The Telegraph, 2020. Unicef steps in to feed British children for the first time in history. The
Telegraph. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2020/12/17 /unicef-steps-feed-british-children-first-
time-history/ [Accessed 19/12/2022]

The Trussel Trust, 2021. End of Year Stats. The Trussel Trust. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.trusselltrust.org/news-and-blog/latest-stats /end-year-stats/ [Accessed
06/07/2021]

The Trussel Trust, 2017. Foodbank Demand Soars Across the UK. The Trussel Trust. [Online]
Available at: https://www.trusselltrust.org/2017/11/07 /foodbank-demand-soars-
across-uk/ [Accessed 14/12/2022]

The Wellbeing of Future Generations Act, 2015. [Online] Available at:
https://futuregenerations.wales/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/WFGAct-English.pdf
[Accessed 09/12/2019]

Thompson, G.L., Warren, S., Carter, L., 2004. It’s Not My Fault: Predicting High School
Teachers Who Blame Parents and Students for Students’ Low Achievement. The High
School Journal 87, 5-14.

Thompson, L, Ivinson, G., 2020. Poverty in Eduction Across the UK A Comparative Analysis
of Policy and Place. Policy Press.

Thompson, J., 2021. Effective two-way communication between parents, school and decision
makers, in: Family and Community Engagement in Education Learning from the
Pandemic. Stranmillis University College. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.equalityni.org/ ECNI/media/ECNI/Publications/Delivering%20Equality /
Education-LearningFromPandemic.pdf [Accessed 07/07/2021]

Torres, 1., Simovska, V., 2017. Community Participation in Rural Ecuador’s School Feeding
Programme: A Health Promoting School Perspective. Health Education 117, 176-192.
https://doi.org/10.1108/HE-02-2016-0009

Townsend, P., 1979. Poverty in the United Kingdom. Allen Lane and Penguin Books, London.

254



Treanor, M., C., 2020. Child Poverty Spiring to Survive. Policy Press, Bristol.

Thyrie, J., Chicken, S., Knight, C., Mannay, D., Tur Porres, G., Waters—Davies, ., Westall, A.,
Waites, T., Grout, E., Parnell, ]., Bond, A. and Handley, B. 2022. COV'ID-19, education
and learning: amplifying young children’s voices. Cardiff: Welsh Government.

Ungar, M., 2011. The Social Ecology of Resilience: Addressing Contextual and Cultural
Ambiguity of a Nascent Construct. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 81.

UNICEF, 2020. Children In Lockdown: What Coronavirus Means For UK Children. UNICEF.
[Online] Available at: https://downloads.unicef.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2020/04/Unicef-UK-Children-In-Lockdown-Coronavirus-Impacts-
Snapshot.pdf [Accessed 23/07/2021]

Van Petegem, K., Aelterman, A., Van Keer, H., Rosseel, Y., 2008. The influence of student
characteristics and interpersonal teacher behaviour in the classroom on student’s
wellbeing. Social Indicators Research 85, 279-291.

Vincent, C., Maxwell, C., 2016. Parenting priorities and pressures: furthering understanding of
‘concerted cultivation.” Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 37, 269—
281. https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2015.1014880

Vogl, S., Schmidt, E.-M., Zartler, U., 2019. Full article: Triangulating perspectives: ontology and
epistemology in the analysis of qualitative multiple perspective interviews. International
Journal of Social Research Methodology 611-624.

Wang, D., Stewart, D., Chang, C., 2017. Is an ecological school-based nutrition intervention
effective to improve adolescents’ nutrition-related knowledge, attitudes and behaviour in
rural areas of China? Global Health Promotion 24, 81-89.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1757975915626864

Washington-Nortey, P.-M.T., 2017. Parent-Fostered Enrichment Activities and Academic
Outcomes in Middle Childhood 95.

Waters, L.E., Loton, D., Jach, H.K., 2018. Does Strength-Based Parenting Predict Academic
Achievement? The Mediating Effects of Perseverance and Engagement. Journal of
Happiness Studies. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-018-9983-1

Watt, L., 2016. Engaging hard to reach families: learning from five “outstanding’ schools.
Education 44, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2015.1122321

Weale, S., 2019. Tired, hungry and shamed: pupil poverty ‘stops learning’ [WWW Document].
the Guardian. [Online] Available at:
www.theguardian.com/education/2019/apr/14/tired-hungty-shamed-pupil-poverty-
stops-learning [Accessed 12/10/20]

255



Welch, V., 2018. Talking Back to “Family”, “Family Troubles” and “the Looked-after Child.”
Sociological Research Online 23.

Welsh Government, 2022. Written Statement: Exploring Reform of the School Year. Welsh
Government. [Online] Available at: https://gov.wales/written-statement-exploring-
reform-school-year [Accessed 17/12/2022]

Welsh Government, 2020. Written statement: Summer holiday childcare and play provision.
Welsh Government. [Online] Available at: https://gov.wales/written-statement-summet-
holiday-childcare-and-play-provision [Accessed 20/07/2021]

Welsh Government, 2019. Childcare for 3 to 4 years old. Welsh Government. [Online] Available
at: https://gov.wales/ childcare-3-and-4-year-olds [Accessed 21/03/2021]

Welsh Government, 2014. Rewriting the future raising ambition and attainment in Welsh
schools. [Online] Available at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/ files/publications/2018-
03/rewriting-the-future-raising-ambition-and-attainment-in-welsh-schools.pdf [Accessed
23/11/2021]

Welsh Government, 2009. Community Focused Schools. Welsh Government. [Online] Available
at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2018-03/27-community-focused-
schools.pdf [Accessed 07/07/2021]

Welsh Government, 2020e. Area of Learning and Experience Health and Well-being. Welsh
Government. [Online] Available at: https://hwb.gov.wales/ curticulum-for-wales/health-
and-well-being [Accessed 03/11/2021]

Welsh Government, 2019a. Analysis of the impact of the UK Government’s welfare reforms on
households in Wales. Welsh Government. [Online] Available at:
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files /publications/2019-03 /impact-of-welfare-reform-
on-households-in-wales.pdf [Accessed 07/10/2021]

Welsh Government, 2021b. Whole-school approach to mental health and wellbeing framework
guidance: impact assessment. Welsh Government. [Online| Available at:
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files /pdf-versions /2021/3/1/1617019558 /whole-
school-approach-mental-health-and-wellbeing-framework-guidance-impact-
assessment.pdf [Accessed 14/10/2022]

Welsh Government, 2020c. Device and connectivity update for digitally excluded learners during
coronavirus (COVID-19). Welsh Government. [Online] Available at:
https://gov.wales/device-and-connectivity-update-digitally-excluded-learners-during-

coronavirus-covid-19-html [Accessed 21/03/2021]

256



Welsh Government, 2020b. Education in Wales: Our National Mission. Welsh Government.
[Online] Available at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/ publications /2020-

10/ education-in-Wales-our-national-mission-update-october-2020.pdf [Accessed
17/07/2021]

Welsh Parliament Assembly, 2021. Plenary. Welsh Government. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /record.senedd.wales/Plenary/11187#A65551 [Accessed 07/07/2021]

Wheeler, S., 2018. ‘Essential assistance’ versus ‘concerted cultivation’ theorising class-based
patterns of parenting in Britain. Pedagogy, Culture & Society 26, 327-344.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2017.1401551

White, J., 2016. Education, time-poverty and well-being. Theory and Research in Education 14,
213-225. https://doi.org/10.1177/1477878516656567

Whittaker, F., 2022. Key Stage 2 SATS: 59% achieve “expected standard” as maths and writing
plunge. Schools Week. [Online] Available at: https://schoolsweek.co.uk/key-stage-2-
sats-59-achieve-expected-standard-as-maths-and-writing-plunge/ [Accessed 15/09/2022]

WHO, 2022. Social Determinants of Health. WHO. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1 [Accessed
13/12/2022)

WHO, 2018. Health Inequalities and Their Causes. World Health Organisation. [Online]
Available at: https://www.who.int/news-room/ facts-in-pictures/detail /health-
inequities-and-their-causes [Accessed 22/11/2021]

WHO, 2003. Creating an environment for emotional and social well-being : an important
responsibility of a health promoting and child-friendly school. Geneva : World Health
Organization, Geneva. [Online] Available at:
http://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/42819 [Accessed 27/11/2018]

WHO, 1996. Health Promotion. World Health Organisation. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.who.int/teams/health-promotion/enhanced-wellbeing/ first-global-
conference [Accessed 28/06/2020]

WHO, 1986. The Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion. Health Promotion 1: 4. [Online]
Available at: Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion (who.int) [Accessed 22/12/2022]

Wickham, S., Anwar, E., Barr, B., Law, C., Taylor-Robinson, D., 2016. Poverty and child health
in the UK: using evidence for action. Archives of Disease in Childhood 101, 759-766.
https://doi.org/10.1136/archdischild-2014-306746

257


https://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/129532/Ottawa_Charter.pdf

Wiederkehr, V., Bonnot, V., Krauth-Gruber, S., Darnon, C., 2015. Belief in school meritocracy
as a system-justifying tool for low status students. Frontiers in Psychology 6.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01053

Wilkinson, R., Pickett, K., 2009. The Spirit Level Why Equality is Better for Everyone. Penguin.

Williams, K., 2020. Written Statement: Eligibility for ongoing provision for children who are
vulnerable, or whose parents are critical to the COVID-19 response (20 March 2020).
Welsh Government. [Online] Available at: https://gov.wales/written-statement-
eligibility-ongoing-provision-children-who-are-vulnerable-or-whose-parents-are
[Accessed 30/09/2021]

Wilson, S., McGuire, K., 2021. “They’d already made their minds up’: understanding the impact
of stigma on parental engagement. British Journal of Sociology of Education 42, 775—
791. https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2021.1908115

Wiltshire, G., Lee, J., Williams, O., 2019. Understanding the reproduction of health inequalities:
physical activity, social class and Bourdieu’s habitus. Sport, Education and Society 24,
226-240. https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2017.1367657

WLGA, 2023. “Food and Fun” School Holiday Enrichment Programme. WLGA. [Online]
Available at: https://www.wlga.wales/food-and-fun-school-holiday-enrichment-
programme [Accessed 20/07/2021]

WLGA, 2020. Evaluation of the School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) 2019. Data
Cymru. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.wlga.wales/SharedFiles/Download.aspx?pageid=62&mid=0665&fileid=284
4 [Accessed 20/10/2021]

Wood, Z., 2022. ‘We will be skint this winter’: one family’s struggle to manage in cost of living
crisis. The Guardian. [Online] Available at:
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/business/2022/sep/14/we-will-be-skint-this-winter-one-
family-struggle-to-manage-in-cost-of-living-crisis [Accessed 14/11/2022]

Wyness, M., 2014. Children, Family and the State: Revisiting Public and Private Realms.
Sociology 48, 59-74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038512467712

Young Minds, 2021. Coronavirus: Impact on young peoople with mental health needs Survey 4:
February 2021. Young Minds. [Online| Available at:
https://youngminds.org.uk/media/4350/coronavirus-report-winter.pdf [Accessed
17/06/2021]

258



Zajacova, A., Lawrence, E.M., 2018. The Relationship Between Education and Health: Reducing

Disparities Through a Contextual Approach. Annual Review of Public Health 39, 273—

289. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031816-044628

Zhao, Y., 2021. Build back better: Avoid the learning loss trap Prospects.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-021-09544-y

Zimmerman, Emily.B., Woolf, Steven.H., Haley, A., 2015. Understanding the Relationship
Between Education and Health: A Review of the Evidence and an Examination of
Community Perspectives | Agency for Healthcare Research & Quality. [Online]
Available at: www.ahrq.gov/professionals/education/curriculum-tools/population-

health/zimmerman.html [Accessed 30/10/2018]

259



SHEP Logic Model

Appendix 1
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Appendix 2: School -ClI|PHer U

UNIVERSITY
M Development and Evaluation of Complex

interventions for Public Health Improvement  HiUhGCATAAS

A UKCREC Public Health Research Centra of Excellence AERDY@

Amy Simpson PhD Contract Agreement

Research Outline

This PhD research, funded by the European Social Research Council, is using the ‘Food and
Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment Programme (SHEP) as a case study to examine parental
engagement in the informal school setting. The research will explore parental engagement in
SHEP and schooling more generally, analysing whether parental engagement in the
programme can affect longer-term school-parent relationships as well as child wellbeing and
educational outcomes. The research will involve conducting observations and interviews
during the delivery of the Food and Fun club. Data will be collected from children, parents
and SHEP staff who volunteer to take part in the study, with the aim of gathering the
perspectives of those involved in the programme. All study participants will be given
information about the study and will have the chance to ask questions before taking part, if
they are happy to do so. | will explain that participation in the study is voluntary and that
participants are not required to answer all questions if they do not wish to. Children, parents
and SHEP staff who agree to take part will be interviewed individually and asked a range of
guestions related to general school parental engagement policies and practices, school-
parent relationships, home learning and the impact of SHEP on parental engagement in
schooling and children’s learning. This research has received ethical approval from Cardiff
University and is separate to the Welsh Local Government Association’s evaluation of the
2019 programme.

Contract Agreement

Amy Simpson
AND

*SCHOOL NAME*

The agreement is as followed. *SCHOOL NAME* consent for the school to participate in this PhD
research.

1. Commitment from the researcher

The researcher will
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Provide evidence of current Disclosure and Barring Certificate and comply with Cardiff
University safeguarding procedures;

Attend sessions of the ‘Food and Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment Programme at
Christchurch County Primary School, conducting observations and conducting interviews
with SHEP staff, children and parents who provide informed consent to take part in the
study;

Manage and process all study data in compliance with General Data Protection Regulations;
Anonymise all data collected from the school, so that no schools or individuals involved in
the study can be identified in any findings.

2.  Commitment from the school

*SCHOOL NAME* will

Provide a contact in the school to liaise with the researcher;

Provide the name and contact details of the school safeguarding officer;

Provide an outline of the schools individual ‘Food and Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment
timeline

Distribute information sheets and child consent forms to families participating in the ‘Food
and Fun’ School Holiday Enrichment Programme at least two weeks prior to the start date
of the programme;

Assist with the recruitment of school SHEP staff, parents and children for interviews.

For and on behalf of *SCHOOL NAME*,

Name:
Position:
Signature:

Date:
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Appendix 3: SHEP Observation Record

:ZCIPHer
SH E P Pa rent Day Development and Evaluation of Complex
Interventions for Public Health Improvement
A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence
Observation Record
CARDIFF
UNIVERSITY

PRIFYSGOL
(ARDY®

Name of school Date

School Demographics (Year groups, Gender split, Ethnicity)

Schedule (Describe the general structure of the parent day, play times, activities,
dining times, free time)
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School Community Characteristics (Rural/Urban, Condition of school, school
facilities, outdoor facilities, general layout of the club, access to equipment and/or
technology)

Family Lunch (Canteen set up, food available, seating i.e with children in
parent groups)
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Family engagement opportunities (parent activities, engagement i.e
children- sport or activity related, any opportunities for parents to be
involved in promoting positive health and education outcomes)

Staff and Parents or Parent and Parent - What types of relationships and
dynamics have you noticed between the parents and the club staff?

Parents and children - What types of relationships and dynamics have you
noticed between the children and the parents?
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Other field notes: Ask staff whether they have found engaging parents difficult,
whether the school has a typically good relationship with parents?
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Appendix 4: Parent Interview Schedule (1* Data Collection)

Parent Interview Schedule

Opener:

Thank them for agreeing to take part in the research.
Little bit about themselves: Name, children and age

Parental Involvement in Schooling and Parental Engagement in Learning
(Cards)- Explain that these terms are typically used in the literature, and
place down on table.

What are parents understanding of the term's parental involvement in school and
and parental engagement in learning?

What do they think of the terms? And have they ever heard of the terms before?

SHEP (before talking about parenting and home)

e How were your children/ child recruited to take part in SHEP?

e What benefits do you think there are for the children attending the food and
fun clubs? How about yourself and parents generally, are there any benefits
to your children attending the holiday clubs?

e Thinking about yourself, how were you informed about the opportunities for
parents to participate in the programme?

e What were your motivations for attending the club?

e Do you think feel there are any barriers/challenges to parents attending the
food and fun school club?

e Do you think any changes could be made to programme that might increase
parental engagement in the programme?

1. Communicating

e During the school term, what methods of communication has the
school set up between the school and families, whether this is informal
chats or formal methods?

e Do you feel these methods are effective? Or are there any challenges
faced by parents when trying to communicate with the school or
teachers?

e Do you seen this engagement as being positive? How does it affect
your child?

e Tell me about your relationship with your child’s teacher?

e When visiting your child’s school or speaking to your child’s teacher or
the head teacher how do you feel?
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e Do you think your participation in SHEP will change your relationship
with the school, or do you think the relationship will stay the same?

e Do you feel that you know how well your child is doing out school?

2. Volunteering

e What activities or events does [School Name] organise for parents and
families throughout the school year?

e You have mentioned [School Name] organises events for parents
throughout the school year, why do you think the school lays on these
events?

e Would you say there are any barriers/challenges to why parents in
general or yourself may not be able to volunteer or attend school
activities or events?

3. Decision- Making

e At [School Name], what opportunities are there for parents’ voices to
be heard (speak to teachers, parent governors, board meetings)?

e At [School Name], what opportunities are there for parents’ to speak to
teachers about their child’s learning and emotional wellbeing?

4. Collaborating with the Community

e Within the local area, what community programmes or groups are
there for young people? Do you or your child attend any of these
community programmes?

e What benefits are there to attending these problems?

e Are there any challenges to attending or participating in these
programmes?

e How do you view the relationship between the community and the
school?

5. Parenting (School Parenting Style Cards- Permissive, Authoritative,
Authoritarian)

e From looking at the characteristics of the 3 listed parenting styles
(authoritarian, permissive and authoritative), which parenting style
would you say is your own parenting suit is most suited too?

e Discipline and rewards?

e How do you view your role in your child’s learning? And do you feel
this role has changed or changes over time?

6. Learning at Home

e Within the home, in what ways do you facilitate your child’s learning?

e What impact do you think your involvement has on your child’s
learning?

e In relation to learning in the home, are there any challenges to helping
your child learn within the home?

e What learning activities do you and your child/children participate in
within the home? Whether this is after school or in the school holidays
(reading, educational trips, homework)?
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Appendix 5: School Staff Interview Schedule (1** Data Collection)

SHEP Staff Interview

As you know I am interested in parental involvement in schooling and parental engagement
in education...

What is your position at the school? And within SHEP?

SHEP

What is the purpose of the programme? How has it been sold to the school?
How long has the club been running? Personal length of involvement?

Why have you chosen to run the holiday club on the weeks you've have selected? How
about the parent days? What were your thoughts behind running these on the Thursday?

What do you see are the main benefits of SHEP? Are there any down falls?
What do the parent days at the club involve? Lunches or activities?

What impact does that engagement have on these parents? And their children?
To what extent, do parents engage in the programme?

School engagement strategies

Parental engagement and Parental involvement Cards- What are your thoughts on these
definitions? What do they mean to you?

In relation to the school year, in which ways do the school as a whole involve families within
the school? What about events solely for parents? What do you feel parents take away from
these events or activities?

Why do you think the school invites parents to attend events?
What impact do you think engagement has on families and the children?

In which ways does the school communicate with parents or families? How does the school
inform parents about events and activities?

What are your thoughts on parental involvement in schooling?
What are opportunities for there for parents voice to be heard?
What are the challenges of engaging parents and families in their children’s schooling?

Also thinking about learning outside of the school, how do you see parents engagement with
the children's learning outside of school in generally?

How do you view parental involvement in this school?
What role do parents have in their children’s learning and education?

Thinking about the teacher-pupil relationship, how do you view these relationships within
your school? And whose responsibility is it to establish a relationship?

How do you personally involve parents in their children’s education or learning?
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Development and Evaluation of Complex
PRIFYSGOL Interventions for Public Health Improvement

Appendix 6: Staff Consent ARDIFF I o C
Form for Staff Interviews = - I P H e r

‘ AERDY[P A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

‘Parental Engagement in Children’s School Life Using the Food and
Fun School Enrichment Programme as an Example’

SHEP Staff Interview Consent Form

Please initial

| confirm that the research has been fully explained and am willing to take part in the
interview.

| have had the opportunity to ask any questions about the research and have had these
questions answered satisfactorily.

| understand that the interview will be audio recorded.

| understand that no one will have access to the recording beyond the researcher and
their supervisors.

| understand that my participation is voluntary, | am free to not participate in the
interview and can withdraw at any time, without giving a reason.

This consent form will be stored securely. | understand that any information that could
identify myself, any individual or a school will be kept strictly confidential and that no
personal information will be included in the study report or other publications.

| understand that the data from this research will be used for a PhD thesis, research
report and presentations.

Your name

If you would be happy to be contacted about participating in a follow-up interview in the 2019/20
academic year. Please leave a contact number and/ or email address:




Appendix 7: Study Invite Ul - - C|PHer

Letter for Parents UNIVERSITY
Development and Evaluation of Complex
PRIFYSGOL Interventions for Public Health Improvement
CAERDY@ A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

Amy Simpson
DECIPHer

Cardiff University
1-3 Museum Place
Cardiff

Dear Parent / Guardian,

‘Parental Engagement in Children’s School Life Using the Food and Fun School
Enrichment Programme as an Example’

My name is Amy Simpson and | am a PhD researcher at Cardiff University. My PhD research focuses on
understanding how schools engage parents in their children’s education. | am also interested in
understanding the impacts that interactions between school and family have for children and families. |
will be carrying out research at your child’s school during the summer holidays while the School Holiday
Enrichment Programme (SHEP) is running. The research will gather the perspectives of parents, children
and holiday club staff through short informal interviews at the holiday clubs. My PhD is funded by the
Economic and Social Research Council, and is independent from the Welsh Local Government Authority,
and their evaluation of the 2019 SHEP programme.

Participation is voluntary and should you or your child choose not to participate, this will not affect your
place at the holiday club. If you agree to participate, you can change your mind at any time without
giving a reason, and may withdraw any data collected from you or your child at any time up to
publication of the study findings, by emailing me on the address below. All data collected will be stored
in line with the Data Protection Act 2018, on a secure password protected university server. Any
quotations from interviews included within my PhD thesis and academic publications will be fully
anonymised. The identity of schools, pupils or their parents will not be shared beyond the research
team. The only exception to this would be if information was disclosed which raised serious concerns
about a child’s welfare. Data will be retained for a minimum of 5 years, or 2 years from the date of
publication, whichever is longest.

If you would be happy for your child to participate in the research, please complete and return the
enclosed consent form to the holiday club co-ordinator before Friday 19 of July. | will also be inviting
parents to take part in an interview at the school holiday family lunches. If you would be interested in
taking partin an interview yourself then please feel free to contact me.

If you have any further questions about the study, please do not hesitate to contact me by email
BondA3@Cardiff.ac.uk, or one of my supervisors (Dr Graham Moore: MooreG@cardiff.ac.uk; Dr Jemma
Hawkins HawkinsJ10@ Cardiff.ac.uk)

Yours Sincerely,
Amy Simpson
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Appendix 8: Parent CARDIFF [k C I P H r
Consent Form for Parent UNIVERSITY [ e
sElinagial, Development and Evaluation of Complex

Interviews
- CAERDY@ Interventions for Public Health Improvement
A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

‘Parental Engagement in Children’s School Life Using the Food and
Fun School Enrichment Programme as an Example’

Parent or Guardian Interview Consent Form

Please initial

| confirm that the research has been fully explained and am willing to take part in the
interview.

| have had the opportunity to ask any questions about the research and have had these
questions answered satisfactorily.

| understand that the interview will be audio recorded.

| understand that no one will have access to the recording beyond the researcher and
their supervisors.

| understand that my participation is voluntary, | am free to not participate in the
interview and can withdraw at any time, without giving a reason.

This consent form will be stored securely. | understand that any information that could
identify myself or my child will be kept strictly confidential and that no personal
information will be included in the study report or other publications.

| understand that the data from this research will be used for a PhD thesis, research
report and presentations.

Your name

If you would be happy to be contacted about participating in a follow-up interview in the 2019/20
academic year. Please leave a contact number and/ or email address:




Appendix 9: Parent CARDIFF g ( : | P H er
C‘ - for Child UNIVERSITY [
nsent )y
0 Se. = U REIelo]l Development and Evaluation of Complex
Interviews CAERDY@ Interventions for Public Health Improvement

A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

‘Parental Engagement in Children’s School Life Using the ‘Food and
Fun’ School Enrichment Programme as an Example’

Parent/ Guardian Consent for Child Interview

Please initial

I am willing for my child to take part in an interview for this research and for the interview
to be audio recorded.

| understand that no one will have access to the recording beyond the researcher and
their supervisors.

| confirm that | have read Parent Invite Letter and understand the purpose of the study
and my child’s contribution to the study.

| understand that my child’s participation is voluntary and that they are free to not
participate in the interview and can withdraw at any time, without giving a reason.

This consent form will be stored securely. | understand that any information that could
identify myself or my child will be kept strictly confidential and that no personal
information will be included in the study report or other publications.

| understand that the data from this research will be used for a PhD thesis, research
report and presentations.

Name of Child (Participant)

Signature




Appendix 10; Child - CI|IPHer

Information Sheet (For
PRIFYSGOL Development and Evaluation of Complex

Interviews ) CAERDY@ Interventions for Public Health Improvement

A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

Hi! My name is Amy and | am a student at
Cardiff University. University is a place
where people can go to study after they
have left school.

At school, your teacher may have asked you to
do a project, to learn about a new subject. |
also have a project and | think you might be
able to help me. | want to find out about:

e The things that are important to you in
your world;
Your typical school day;
The events and activities your school
invites your family to attend.

Your school has said it is OK for me to visit the
holiday club and ask you some questions. | will
record what you say and maybe write down some
notes, this will help me remember all the information
when | go back to University. | will also ask you to
draw some pictures and write down some answers to
a few questions.

With your help, we can find out more about children’s view of their world and
their schooling life.
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At g ARDIFF
Appendix 11: Child Assent e | P&

Development and Evaluation of Complex

Form for Child Interviews PRIFYSGOL Interventions for Public Health Improvement

CAERDY@ A UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence

‘Parental Engagement in Children’s School Life: The Food and Fun
School Enrichment Programme a Case Study’

Pupil Permission Slip

Please tick YES or NO for each

YES|NO

Has the project been explained to you?

Do you understand what the project is about?

If you have wanted to, have you had the chance to ask questions
about the research?

Do you know it’s okay if you change your mind about taking part?

Do you know you don’t have to answer any questions that you
don’t like?

Are you happy to take part?

If you have answered ‘no’ to any of these statements, you will be unable to
participate in an interview.

Your full name




Appendix 12: Follow-Up School Staff Interview Schedule

Staff Follow Up Interview Schedule

1. Parental Involvement in Schooling/ Engagement and Relationships

A lot had happened since the last time we and before we speak about the
coronavirus in particular, I want you to think about parental involvement and
engagement in learning and schooling since the school holiday programme...

Has the school implemented any different parental involvement activities or events
since the holiday club?

Has there been any changes to parents overall involvement in schooling since the
holiday club?

How do you view relationships with families? Have there any been any noticeable
changes in this since the summer?

Have the school been in contact with any of the organisations involved in the holiday
club since the summer?

Would you say you have noticed any positive changes in those families that have
attended the school holiday club?

In our previous interviews you provided a list of benefits for families attending the
programme, looking back over the past academic year what would you say are the
longer-term benefits for those that attended the holiday programme?

1. Coronavirus Pandemic- Opening of Schools

During the pandemic schools remain open to provide provision for those children
who are vital workers, is this the case at [School Name]?

Is there are certain criteria for which children can and cannot attend school? How
has the school gone about contacting these families?

Do you think that the provision allows all those pupils in need to access to formal
schooling?

What is the purpose of continuing to open schools? Why is it needed?

Logistically, how has the school organised the timetable? And set up a safe learning
environment within the school?

What was your view on the school remaining open?
What has your role been at the school during the pandemic?

What were the views of staff members in relation to the school remaining open? And
themselves continuing to facilitate learning?
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Has there been support or concerns raised by staff members or families in relation to
the opening of school?

2. Coronavirus- Supporting Families at Home

How important are family school communication/ relationships during this time? Ties
between parents and schools- disruptions or strengthen ties?

How would you say school family connectedness has been during this time? Has this
been maintained electronically? Or suspended?

How do you think that families are dealing with the challenges of the coronavirus?
What additional challenges do they face?

In what ways has the school and schooling staff been supporting children’s learning
at home?

In what ways are schools communicating with parents at this difficult time?
Changes to parental practice (learning)? How do you academically learn at home?

What guidance and support have the government and and LA given? Are decision
made at a local level or at a government level?

How do you think the coronavirus have impacted how families function and families
mental health and wellbeing? in relation to crisis, family pressures, family
functioning, financial pressures (Family relationships)

How do you think that the pandemic will affect child development and educational
outcomes in the longer-term?

Are there any things that the school have learnt during the pandemic which can be
transferred to when schools return to normal? (Lessons learnt).

Moving forward, schools in England have started the process of reopening schools
how do you feel about the prospect of schools reopening?
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Appendix 13: Qualitative Data Analysis Plan

Qualitative Data Analysis Plan: Framework Analysis

(Readings: Ritchie and Lewis, 2005; Furber, 2010; Gale et al, 2013)

1. Anonymisation
e Remove any identifiable data (i.e names, school names, places)
2. The Familiarisation Process

e Print off all anonymised interviews

e Immersion into the data (highlight and scribble ideas on paper)

e Become familiar with the data- develop an overview of main ideas

3. Importing of Transcripts into NVivo

e Import all anonymised transcripts into NVivo

e Creating Case Nodes: Once each transcript has been important, a case node must be
assigned. Once a case node is assigned, case attributed can be assigned (i.e school,
type of interview, gender etc).

4. Developing a working analytical framework

e Themes have been pre-defined from research questions and the familiarisation
stage and will be turned into nodes (categories), which form the working analytical
framework.

e The process of hierarchy is key in framework analysis and therefore it is important to
ensure that there is a clear understanding of the difference between ‘parent nodes’,
and ‘child nodes’.

5. Indexing/ Coding

e Apply paraphrases/labels (i.e nodes/ child nodes/ grandparent nodes) to certain
sections or lines of data to describe what has been interpreted.

e Although, codes have been pre-defined, nodes or sub nodes may emerge
throughout the process.

e This process should be repeated several times as new themes and sub themes
emerge in the data.

e The framework may have to be amended or refined at this stage.

6. Charting

e The data are summarised into thematic charts.
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This stage involves reducing the data into manageable sections (striking the balance
between reducing data and keeping the feel of the of the interviewees words).
NVivo will produce the framework matrix, however new rows/columns may need to
be added and data will have to be reduced.

The framework matrix can be used to look at the different sub-populations (i.e

parents/child/staff) data individually and then within the context of all the data.

7. Synthesizing The Data (Interpretation and Writing Up Findings)

This process involves mapping and interpretation in order to synthesis the data, the
summaries on the charts must be checked against the original data to ensure

context has not been lost.

If the data is rich, connections and relationships between the categories can be

explored and data can provide explanations for the emergence of phenomena.

279



