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Abstract
This action research focused on the incentives parents/guardians found valuable when
participating in parent/child workshops within the Raising a Reader program. The research took
place over six weeks within the public school system in a low-income, rural district in Maryland.
All parents and guardians with children in prekindergarten and kindergarten classes received
invitations to be a part of the research. The research utilized artifact data from previous parent
surveys, inquiry data consisting of pre and post assessments, and observational data during
parent/child workshops. Data findings suggest that parent/child-centered incentives are most
valuable to parents, including spending time with, reading with, and learning a new skill to share
with their child. Parent also valued being with other parents, going on field trips, and having a
family meal provided. Future research should employ a longer implementation period for
parent/child workshops, as well as incentive assessments after each workshop.
Keywords: Incentives, workshops, family engagement, Raising a Reader, parent
education
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Introduction
The role of parents within the school system changed dramatically with the outbreak of
COVID-19. Schools used to invite parents into the building for holiday programs, conferences,
workshops, craft days, monthly character award assemblies, science fairs, and Title 1 nights.
Family engagement coordinators had parent volunteers come in to the building twice a week to
help create classroom materials. Students went on field trips with their classrooms and their
parents. Since March 2020, the spread of COVID-19 caused our local schools to close their
doors to any outside visitors, including parents. This move dramatically shifted the role of parent
involvement and engagement.
In the beginning, all programming moved to virtual programming to accommodate this
shift. Our school districts began to offer incentives for attendance and participation to both
students and parents. These incentives provided basic needs like family meals for our rural, lowincome school districts. They also focused on engaging parents and students to have fun with
low-cost items. When students returned to the school buildings this year, there was hope that
activities would return to normal. However, the surge of the omicron variant left parents once
again blocked from entering the school building. Parent conferences happened via telephone,
classroom programs became virtual, and most required in-person programming like Title 1
events shifted to the outdoors.
One program launched within prekindergarten and kindergarten this year was Raising a
Reader. A vital component was parent participation within parent/child workshops. The
traditional layout of the program invited parents into the school to learn a reading skill, providing
them the opportunity to practice that skill with their child. The workshops offered were often in
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conjunction with other school programs that typically bring parents into the building. However,
this route was not an option for our school with the pandemic. As we began to plan our
workshops, we wanted to link incentives to gain more parent participation.
As a Judy Center coordinator within the school system, I engage parents to be their
children's first teacher; so that children enter school with the skills they need to succeed. Judy
Centers are early learning hubs located throughout the state of Maryland. Judy Centers work
with families who have children aged birth to five, providing playgroups, family field trips, case
management services, literacy nights, and school readiness fairs. We work with childcare
providers and public prekindergarten and kindergarten programs to ensure comprehensive
curriculums, accreditation support, enrichment opportunities, and professional development.
Within my coordinator role, I often use incentives to entice and engage parents to
participate in our services and programs. Our center was new to the school district this year, and
we worked hard to engage with this insular community. Jacobson and Mustafa (2019) mention
that “facets of our identity … impact the way we see, interact with, and interpret the world
around us” (pg. 8). Because neither of the Judy Center staff lived within this community, it was
essential to ask the parents what they find valuable in terms of incentives for their family. The
implementation of the Raising a Reader program offered us the platform needed to engage
parents on their specific wants and needs.
As I looked for research about the Raising a Reader program implementation, I initially
looked for incentives that would draw parents into the school for the Raising a Reader
workshops. The data findings in the following literature review focused on urban, low-income
populations, but there was little information mirroring our rural, low-income demographic. This
gap presented a unique opportunity for this research to answer specific questions about what
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incentives encourage parent participation within the Raising a Reader program. As the research
continued, I focused on incentivizing parents even when they could not enter the school building.
In order to get information on what to offer, I asked parents with students in our prekindergarten
and kindergarten classes to identify the incentives they found most useful to their families.
Theoretical Framework
This research employed Eccles & Wigfield’s expectancy-value theory to understand what
incentives encourage parents to choose to enroll and participate in workshops. Expectancy-value
theory expands upon the work of Bandura’s social cognitive theory, where individuals engage
based on social observation of another’s success, and self-efficacy theory, where individuals
engage based on their perceived ability to complete a task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
Expectancy-value theory shifts focus from the social/observational component to the expected
value gained by an individual’s choice. The theory states that individuals choose to engage or
disengage based not only on whether they can complete the task but also on their beliefs of how
well they will perform (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The theory breaks down the motivation of that
choice into "attainment value or importance, intrinsic value, utility value or usefulness of a task,
and cost" (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, p. 72). Modern expectancy-value theory by Eccles and
Wigfield (2002) augments the previous work by stating, "… the relative value and probability of
success...are key determinants of choice" (p. 118).
The expectancy-value lens shows an individual’s perspective, making the voice and
choice of each parent important. This perspective was of value to my research project because it
focused on the rural, low-income population in our district. The research painted a picture of the
values that encouraged participation within the area by concentrating on the individual.
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Definitions arose of what intrinsic value or joy parents derived from the workshops and whether
the information provided was useful within their parent/child relationship. This research also
asked parents to identify the cost of what they are giving up to participate. Those costs then
become incentives in future workshops.
The previous research compared incentives parents viewed as valuable when enrolling
and participating in parent/child programming. However, the research showed that incentives
were not consistent throughout implementation. While some programs offered varied incentives,
no research directly asked parents what they desired as incentives. There was also limited
research on rural populations, which is the focus of this action research. This action research
asked parents what they found valuable when participating in programming by applying the lens
of expectancy-value theory. Each parent’s values helped inform the layout of incentives for the
action research.
Literature Review
Schools and early childhood organizations tout the importance of parents being their
children’s first teachers. These organizations often implement programs to help parents with this
task. Reading programs, such as Raising a Reader, provide workshop opportunities for families
to learn new skills to enhance reading time with their children. Researchers employ incentives to
entice parent participation. The purpose of this action research project was to examine the impact
that incentives have on parent enrollment and participation in parent/child workshops within the
Raising a Reader program. This literature review offers an overview of research previously
completed on this topic.
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Defining Parent Engagement
Parent engagement has varying definitions among parents, educators, and administrators.
Parents often equate attending school programs and conferences with the idea of parent
engagement. In contrast, most educators and administrators define parent engagement as an
active commitment between school staff and parents that helps children thrive and succeed.
There was little consistency between the studies’ definitions of parent engagement within the
examined research. Some studies tracked engagement and participation throughout the length of
the program, such as Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020), while other studies counted enrollment
as full participation. The lack of definition made it hard to synthesize data or move forward with
best practices in future studies (Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et al., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez
et al., 2020).
Implementation fidelity also influenced the definition of parent engagement. Two studies
focused on the Raising a Reader program. The Raising a Reader program provides guidelines for
implementing its corresponding events and workshops, containing a timeline for the
implementation of each component. However, Anthony et al. (2014) implemented the full-year
(Fall to Spring) program, while Choa et al. (2015) shortened the implementation to 12 weeks.
While each did look at parent participation, Choa et al. (2015) acknowledged that parents might
have been more engaged because it was within a concise time frame. The PACE program
research from Dumas et al. (2010) and Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) focused on similar
program implementation in terms of engagement; however, the addition of variables by
Rodriguez created different data sets. Because no two studies had precisely the same variables, it
was hard to pinpoint an exact definition or framework that encapsulated parent engagement.
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Demographics within the Research
While a definition of parent engagement remained elusive within the research, the
demographics studied within them shared similarities. Six out of 10 studies focused exclusively
on economically disadvantaged populations (Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al.,
2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020). This
socioeconomic status mirrors the populations studied within this action research project.
However, within the populations studied, there were varying exclusions and inclusions. For
example, Gonzalez et al. (2018) compiled data from multiple studies. However, Gonzalez et al.
excluded data from studies with families who had children with disabilities or extenuating
circumstances (teen parenthood, homelessness, or incarceration). Other studies included high
needs populations if randomly selected to participate (Anthony et al., 2014). To further narrow
the research, Gonzalez et al. (2018) removed any data from studies containing just fathers, citing
a growing body of independent research in that field. In contrast, Chacko et al. (2018)
specifically focused on engaging fathers in workshops.
The studies were consistent regarding of the age range of children who participated in the
studies. They focused on the early childhood timeframe of 2 to 8 year-olds with the majority
focusing on 2 to 6 year-olds (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas
et al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012;
McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). While the studies shared demographic
similarities, Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) acknowledged the lack of data from higherincome populations.
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Incentives
Much like the definition of parent engagement within the research, incentives also had a
range of interpretations. Some incentives required marketing to parents, such as monetary
incentives. Monetary incentives included one-time payments for enrollment, while others added
incremental increases in rewards as the parents participated more. The promise of incentives did
not affect whether families enrolled; however, these incentives were likely to encourage
continued participation in the program (Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et al., 2018; Hernandez
Rodriguez et al., 2020).
Other incentives were latent and incorporated into the structure of the program. Most of
the studies offered meals and childcare as a standard (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018;
Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012). However, these were
not researched as an incentive because the program offered them already (Dumas et al., 2010;
Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020). Another example of latent incentives was transportation. The
PACE program offered this as part of its standard package and, therefore, did not include this in
their incentive research (Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020). Some studies
met families where they were within the community; while not providing a specific incentive, it
gave parents and children the ability to participate consistently (McChesney & Connor, 2020;
Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). Parents also enjoyed being with others in their community as an
added incentive (Jor’dan et al., 2012). Community building, peer-to-peer relationship programs
such as Parent Café, where parents met and engaged weekly on predetermined topics, and
weekly library story times in laundromats saw higher attendance and continued parental
engagement (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney &
Connor, 2020).

IMPACT OF INCENTIVES RAISING A READER

10

Marketed incentives also focused directly on engaging children. Within certain studies,
children enjoyed leveled rewards as markers of success, even if children already intended on
participating (Small et al., 2017). The incentive of reading to live dogs provided consistent,
reliable motivation and continual excitement and engagement for students (Kirnan et al., 2016).
Children also experienced the rewards of latent incentives: increased parent/child engagement,
increased outings to libraries, and increased access to socialization (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko
et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et
al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020).
The studies also shed light on indifferent and negative feelings toward incentives. Small
et al. (2017) referenced feedback from parents who believed incentivizing students took away the
intrinsic desire to read. Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) mentioned that parents saw no benefit
of a mindfulness incentive during enrollment, although they did acknowledge its value at the end
of the program. A possible negative was the incongruity with the duration of the incentives,
where some programs offered one-time incentives for parents during enrollment, and other
programs increased incentives throughout implementation for continued participation (Dumas et
al., 2010).
Conclusion
The research compiled on this topic offers insight into what incentives have been tried
and found successful. Studies agreed that parent engagement is critical to the success of children
within reading programs (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et
al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012;
McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). They also mentioned that parents and
children who participated in workshops showed gains in kindergarten readiness (Anthony et al.,
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2014), confidence in reading (Kirnan et al., 2016), and positive shifts in parent and child
behavior (Chacko et al., 2018).
There were also gaps within the studies. There was a lack of resources specifically about
the Raising a Reader program. Raising a Reader marketers promote it as a successful, allinclusive program with proven results, which might explain the lack of data. Furthermore, the
data showed that the Raising a Reader program on its own was not necessarily what created
positive outcomes (Anthony et al., 2014; Chao et al., 2015). There was also a lack of consistency
within the studies on the implementation and duration of the incentives (Anthony et al., 2014;
Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez
Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins,
2015). Researchers did not study latent incentives such as meals, childcare, and transportation
within their research. The studies lacked data on how children might influence parent enrollment
and engagement within the workshops. In addition, not many studies focused specifically on
rural populations.
The review of literature identified incentives used to engage parents and children.
However, the definition of incentives and engagement was inconsistent, and researchers did not
ask parents what incentives they found the most valuable. According to Eccles and Wigfield
(2000), individuals engage based on what they find most useful, valuable, and important. The
following action research intended to fill gaps in the previously reviewed studies by asking
parents what incentivized them to engage and participate in Raising a Reader parent/child
workshops.
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Theoretical Framework
To understand what incentives encourage parents to choose to enroll and participate in
workshops, I employed Eccles & Wigfield’s expectancy-value theory. Expectancy-value theory
expands upon the work of social cognitive theory and the self-efficacy theory presented by
Bandura (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). However, it shifts focus from the social/observational
component to the expected value gained by an individual’s choice. The theory states that
individuals choose to engage or disengage based on their beliefs of how well they will perform
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The theory breaks down the motivation of that choice into
"attainment value or importance, intrinsic value, utility value or usefulness of a task, and cost"
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, p. 72). Modern expectancy-value theory by Eccles and Wigfield
(2002) augments the previous work by stating that "the relative value and probability of
success...are key determinants of choice" (p. 118).
I used the expectancy-value lens to look from an individual’s perspective, making the
voice and choice of each parent important. This was of value to my research project because we
focused on the rural, low-income population in our district. By concentrating on the individual,
the research painted a picture of the values that encouraged participation within the area.
Definitions arose of what intrinsic value or joy parents derived from the workshops, as well as,
whether the information provided is viewed as useful within their parent/child relationship. This
research also asked parents to identify the cost of what they are giving up in order to participate.
Those costs then become incentives in future workshops.
There was research completed on what incentives parents view as valuable when
enrolling and participating in workshops. By applying the lens of expectancy-value theory to the
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previous research, the following literature review began to hone in on the individuals’ values
helping to inform the layout of incentives for this current action research.
Literature Review
For children, learning to read is vital to ensuring success in elementary and beyond. As
children’s first teachers, parents need to be active in their children’s reading skills and
comprehension. Reading programs, such as Raising a Reader, provide workshop opportunities
for families to learn new skills to enhance reading time with their children. Getting parents to
participate in these programs can be hard when balancing family, life, and career. Incentives are
often employed to entice parent participation. The purpose of this action research project was to
examine the impact that incentives have on parent enrollment and participation in parent/child
workshops within the Raising a Reader program. This review of literature offers an overview of
research previously completed on this topic. This section has the following sub-headings:
defining parent engagement, demographics within the research, incentives, and conclusion.
Defining Parent Engagement
Parent engagement has varying definitions among parents, educators, and administrators.
Parents often equate attending school programs and conferences with the idea of parent
engagement. While most educators and administrators define parent engagement as an active
commitment between school staff and parents that helps children to thrive and succeed. Within
the examined research, there was little consistency between the studies’ definitions of parent
engagement. Some studies tracked engagement and participation throughout the length of the
program, such as Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020), while other studies counted enrollment as
full participation. The lack of definition made it hard to synthesize data or move forward with
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best practices in future studies (Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et al., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez
et al., 2020).
Implementation fidelity also impacted the definition of parent engagement. Two studies
focused on the Raising a Reader program. This program provides guidelines for implementing its
corresponding events and workshops and contains a timeline for the implementation of each
component. However, Anthony et al. (2014) implemented the full year (Fall to Spring) program,
while Choa et al. (2015) shortened the time period to 12 weeks. While each did look at parent
participation, Choa et al. (2015) acknowledged that parents may have been more engaged
because it was within a concise time frame. The PACE program research from Dumas et al.
(2010) and Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) focused on similar program implementation in
terms of engagement; however, the addition of variables by Rodriguez created different data sets.
Because no two studies had exactly the same variables, it was hard to pinpoint an exact
definition or framework that encapsulated parent engagement.
Demographics Within the Research
While a definition of parent engagement remained elusive within the research, the
demographics studied within them shared similarities. Six out of 10 studies focused exclusively
on economically disadvantaged populations (Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al.,
2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020). This
socioeconomic status mirrors the populations studied within this action research project.
However, within the populations studied, there were varying exclusions and inclusions. For
example, Gonzalez et al. (2018) compiled data from multiple studies, but they excluded data
from studies with families who had children with disabilities or extenuating circumstances (teen
parenthood, homelessness, or incarceration). Other studies included high needs populations if
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they were randomly selected to participate (Anthony et al., 2014). To further narrow the
research, Gonzalez et al. (2018) removed any data from studies containing just fathers, citing a
separate growing body of research in that field. In contrast, Chacko et al. (2018) focused
specifically on engaging fathers in workshops.
The studies were consistent in terms of the age range of children who participated in the
studies. They focused on the early childhood timeframe of 2 to 8 year-olds with the majority
focusing on 2 to 6 year-olds (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas
et al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012;
McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). While the studies shared demographic
similarities, Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) acknowledged the lack of data from higherincome populations.
Incentives
Much like the definition of parent engagement within the research, incentives also had a
range of interpretations. Some incentives required marketing to parents, such as monetary
incentives. Monetary incentives included one-time payments for enrollment, while others added
incremental increases in rewards as the parents participated more. The promise of incentives did
not affect whether families enrolled; however, these incentives were likely to encourage
continued participation in the program (Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et al., 2018; Hernandez
Rodriguez et al., 2020).
Other incentives were latent and incorporated into the structure of the program. Most of
the studies offered meals and childcare as a standard (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018;
Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012). However, these were
not researched as an incentive because the program offered them already (Dumas et al., 2010;
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Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020). Another example of latent incentives was transportation. The
PACE program offered this as part of its standard package and, therefore, did not include this in
their incentive research (Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020). Some studies
met families where they were within the community; while not providing a specific incentive, it
gave parents and children the ability to consistently participate (McChesney & Connor, 2020;
Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). Parents also enjoyed being with others in their community as an
added incentive. Community building, peer-to-peer relationship programs saw higher attendance
and continued parental engagement (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Jor’dan et al.,
2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020).
Marketed incentives also focused directly on engaging children. Within certain studies,
children enjoyed leveled rewards as markers of success, even if children already intended on
participating (Small et al., 2017). The incentive of reading to live dogs provided consistent,
reliable motivation and continual excitement and engagement for students (Kirnan et al., 2016).
Children also experienced the rewards of latent incentives: increased parent/child engagement,
increased outings to libraries, and increased access to socialization. While not measured as
incentives, children still reaped the benefits that could be incentives for continued participation
(Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez
Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020).
The studies also shed light on indifferent and negative feelings toward incentives. Small
et al. (2017) referenced feedback from parents who believed incentivizing students took away the
intrinsic desire to read. Hernandez Rodriguez et al. (2020) mentioned that parents saw no added
value of a mindfulness incentive during enrollment, although they did acknowledge its value at
the end of the program. A possible negative was the incongruity with the duration of the
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incentives. They varied between studies, with some offering one-time incentives for parents
during enrollment, while other programs increased incentives throughout implementation for
continued participation (Dumas et al., 2010).
Conclusion
The research compiled on this topic offers insight into what incentives have been tried
and found successful. One strength was that studies agreed that parent engagement is critical to
the success of children within reading programs (Anthony et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Chao
et al., 2015; Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan
et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). They also mentioned that
parents and children who participated in workshops showed gains in kindergarten readiness
(Anthony et al., 2014), confidence in reading (Kirnan et al., 2016), and positive shifts in parent
and child behavior (Chacko et al., 2018).
There were also gaps within the studies. There was a lack of resources that specifically
pertained to the Raising a Reader program. Raising a Reader is promoted as a successful, allinclusive program with proven results, which might explain the lack of data. However, the data
showed that the Raising a Reader program on its own was not necessarily what created positive
outcomes (Anthony et al., 2014; Chao et al., 2015). There was also a lack of consistency within
the studies pertaining to implementation and duration of the incentives (Anthony et al., 2014;
Chacko et al., 2018; Chao et al., 2015; Dumas et al., 2010; Gonzalez et l., 2018; Hernandez
Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins,
2015). Latent incentives such as meals, childcare, and transportation were not studied within the
research. The studies lacked data on how children might influence parent enrollment and
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engagement within the workshops. There were also not many studies that focused specifically on
rural populations.
The review of literature identified incentives used to engage parents and children.
However, the definition of incentives and engagement were not consistent within the studies, and
within most of the studies, parents were not asked what incentives they find the most valuable.
According to Eccles and Wigfield (2000), individuals engage based on what they find most
valuable and important. This research project intends to fill in some of the gaps missing in the
studies reviewed previously, by expanding the data-set that shows what incentivizes parents to
engage and participate in workshops. Through incentive assessments and workshops with varied,
linked incentives, this research studies the impact that incentives play in encouraging continual
parent and child enrollment and engagement.
Methodology
This research focused on our public schools’ newly implemented Raising a Reader
program and the incentives that enticed parents to participate in parent/child workshops. The
research took place over six weeks. The population included in the study were the
parents/guardians of prekindergarten and kindergarten students within the public school system.
The school district was in a rural community comprised of primarily low-income households.
The school was Title 1 funded and received additional grants through Community
Schools and the Judy Center. As the Judy Center coordinator, I helped with the implementation
and funding of the Raising a Reader workshops. The Community School Coordinator (CSC)
acted as the Raising a Reader program administrator, heading the program, passing out books,
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and planning events. The CSC and the Judy Center shared an office space at school.
Consequently, we worked together on most aspects of this program.
Intervention
In the fall, prekindergarten classes started the Raising a Reader program. The following
January, kindergarten classes began the program. The standard implementation of the program
asks parents to attend parent/child workshops spread throughout the year. Based on the timeline
for this project, the workshops were grouped within a three-week time span at varying times and
with different incentives. Each workshop lasted from 30 to 45 minutes and contained the
opportunity for families to be with their child enrolled in the Raising a Reader program.
The dates and times of the workshops were planned in coordination with the CSC and the
school administration. Each workshop was scheduled on consecutive Fridays, both during the
day and in the evening, from mid-February to the beginning of March. The CSC created the
registration for the workshops. The school invited all guardians with students in prekindergarten
and kindergarten to the parent/child workshops regardless of whether they chose to participate in
this research.
The first planned workshop invited parents to the school during the school day to
participate with their child in a “Picture Walk & Snow Play”. This workshop was an outdoor
event that was cancelled due to inclement weather. Because of school’s COVID-19 restrictions,
we could not move the event indoors. Although the workshop did not take place, registration and
preparation for the event did. These were the steps taken to prepare for the event. Registration for
the workshop had three groupings: 10:00 am for our half-day prekindergarten, 11:15 am for our
full-day prekindergarten, and 2:00 pm for two kindergarten classes. Nine parents participating in
the research responded to the registration, with five out of the nine responding that they intended
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to come. The learned skill during this workshop was to teach parents to lead their child through a
book using only illustrations. The CSC and I adhered laminated pages from the large print
children’s book The Big Red Barn onto yard signs. The signs would form a trail for parents to
follow while learning the skill. After this portion, children would arrive to work with their
parents to practice the skill in real-time. The workshop would have concluded with snow play for
the parents and their children. The planned workshop included multiple incentives: learning a
new skill, spending time with their child, and reading with their child. Parents would have also
had the opportunity to socialize with other parents during the workshop before the children
arrived. Children from each classroom would have received the prize of playing in “snow play”
created by the school’s snow machine.
The second planned workshop invited parents to a virtual “Chat & Chew.” The program
appeared on Google Meet from 5:30 pm to 6:00 pm. Families who registered for the workshop
received the link the day before the event. Parents had the option to receive help with the virtual
platform before the meeting if needed. Nine parents participating in the research responded to the
registration with seven logging in the night of the workshop. Prior to the workshop, registered
families received a pizza-themed book, pizza-themed craft, and a local pizzeria gift certificate.
We asked parents to have these materials on hand for the workshop. On the night of the event,
the CSC started the Google Meet at 5:20 pm to accommodate parents who might join early. The
Google Meet was recorded for observational data collection. The workshop began at 5:30 pm,
beginning with an icebreaker asking parents and children to name their favorite pizza topping.
Parents had time to interact with one another during this time. The “chat” portion of the
workshop lasted for 15 minutes and involved parents learning the skill of dialogic reading with
their child. Children answered questions throughout the skill portion of the workshop, modeling
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the skill for the parent. Parents were then asked to mute their microphones and practice the skill
with their child. We invited feedback from parents by asking open-ended questions about
practice. We also explained the pizza craft and concluded the meeting with a pizza-themed dance
song. The “chew” portion correlated to the free family pizza certificate families received for
attending the workshop. The incentives focused on learning a new skill, spending time with your
child, being with other parents, reading with your child, and receiving a free family meal for
attending.
The third and final planned workshop incorporated a free evening trip to our local paintyour-own-pottery studio for both parent and child. The scheduled time for the event was 5:00
pm. Parents were required to pre-register for the workshop and attend with their child during the
duration of the event. Nine participating parents registered for the workshop and eight
participating parents attended. Parents provided their transportation to the out-of-district event.
For the workshop, parents and children painted a pre-selected piece of pottery that corresponded
to the book being read during the workshop. Parents learned about linking books with family
activities in the community. At the beginning of the workshop, each family used playdough to
model a bird and then shared it with others at their table. Next, parents read a spring-themed
book to their child, practicing the skills from the last workshop. Finally, families painted their
ceramic birdhouses. The incentives included learning a new skill, being with your child, being
with other parents, and going on family outings with your child.
Data Collection
Four data collection tools were used for this research. The study took place over six
weeks, with two additional weeks at the start for parents to consent to participate and one week
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at the end for parents to respond to the final incentive assessment. Parents who chose to
participate in the research were not required to attend all the workshops.
Before beginning the parent workshops, The Raising a Reader (RAR) program required
the administration of a preprogram parent survey (Appendix A). The CSC administered the
survey for both prekindergarten parents in October 2021 and kindergarten parents in January
2022. The forms were used to note specific changes in reading habits and library visits before
and after the implementation of the RAR program. The preprogram survey provided artifact data
for this project. I collected two qualitative data points from these forms: time parents spent
reading with their child each week and how often families made outings related to reading. These
two incentives corresponded directly to incentives offered during parent/child workshops. I also
pulled artifact data from the school’s Title 1 “Monster Math Night” parent survey (Appendix B).
This survey provided qualitative data about incentives prekindergarten and kindergarten families
enjoyed during the program.
To begin the action research, I asked parents/guardians with students in both the
prekindergarten and kindergarten to participate in the research by sending an active consent form
(Appendix C) home with each student, totaling 68 forms. Families had two weeks to respond
with the signed consent form if they wished to participate. Twenty-two parents/guardians filled
out the consent form, including one married couple (male and female).
Parents were emailed the New Raising a Reader Incentive Pre-Assessment (Appendix D)
through Google Forms and received paper copies. On top of the paper form, I attached a QR link
to the Pre-Assessment Google Form for ease of access. Data was entered into Google Forms
from any paper forms submitted, which helped to keep all data in one location. Twenty-two
parents returned the Incentive Pre-Assessment.
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The pre-assessment contained an attitude scale for parents to rate what incentives they
found “least useful” and “most useful” when attending programming. It also included one openended question asking them to identify what hinders their participation in events. Parents created
their identifiers, combining the first two letters of their middle name (e.g., “LY” for Lynne) and
the day of their birth (e.g., 19). This procedure created a unique identifier (e.g., LY19) used to
track changes on the Pre-Assessment and Post-Assessment.
During the parent/child workshops, I used an observational log (Appendix E) to note
participating parent/guardian reactions to incentives. The form was used to document the time of
the event, the weather, the number of parents in attendance, and any notable occurrences. The
log contained space for each incentive, with additional room for tally marks when observing
positive, neutral, and negative reactions and comments. Responses and comments were logged as
participating parents entered the workshop, interacted with other parents, met their children,
practiced the skill, and engaged in the activities.
At the end of the action research, I sent out the Raising a Reader Post-Incentive
Assessment (Appendix F) created on Google Forms to participating parents. It contained the
same questions as the pre-assessment in order to compare data before and after the intervention.
Paper copies were on hand for parents who attended the last workshop. The post-assessment was
emailed to parents not in attendance for the final workshop. Any paper forms were entered into
the Google Forms to keep the data in one location.
Data Analysis
This intervention focused on the incentives that parents/guardians found valuable when
participating in parent/child workshops within the Raising a Reader program. The research took
place over six weeks within a public school system in a low-income, rural district in Maryland.
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The school was Title 1 funded and received additional grants through Community Schools and
the Judy Center. All parents and guardians with children in prekindergarten and kindergarten
classes received invitations to participate in the research. Sixty-eight parents were invited to
participate in the study, with 22 parents signing the consent form. The research utilized artifact
data from previous parent surveys, inquiry data consisting of pre and post-assessments, and
observational data during parent/child workshops.
Demographics
Table 1 represents the gender demographics of the 22 parents who consented to
participate in the research and how many of these participating parents/guardians registered for
each workshop.
Table 1
Demographics of Participating Parents
Event

Registered Participant Gender
Males

Females

3 (13.6%)

19 (86.3%)

Workshop # 1

0

5

Workshop # 2

0

7

Workshop # 3

0

9

Consented to Participate

Artifact Data
The research utilized artifact data to help understand what incentives parents/guardians
found valuable during past school events. Parent and student evaluations (Appendix B) from the
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school’s Title 1 Monster Math Night provided insight into what both parents and students
expressed as their “favorite part” of the event. The Raising a Reader Parent Survey (Appendix A)
supplied data about the reading habits and literacy-related outings parents have with their
children.
Monster Math Night
Monster Math Night was a Title 1 math literacy night held in October 2021. The artifact
data showed that 83 students from prekindergarten through fifth grade and 78 parents attended
the event. Parents and students were asked to complete a program evaluation by the Title 1 staff
at the end of the literacy night. Of the 78 parents in attendance, 51 completed the program
evaluation, which contained both open-ended and multiple-choice questions.
Fifty families answered, “What was your favorite part of the event?” I coded the answers
given to this question and found nine different incentive groupings within the responses. Figure 1
shows the coded responses and the percentage of time each response appeared within the 50
evaluations.
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Figure 1
Evaluation Responses for Parent/Student’s Favorite Part of Monster Math Night

FAVORITE PARTS RESPONSES

Evaluation Responses for Parent/Student's
Favorite Part of Monster Math Night
Learning a Skill
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Seeing/Wearing Costumes
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Note. Four families listed that their favorite part of the event was “All of it.” To accommodate
this response, I added one tally to the total of each coded response before calculating the
percentages.
“Doing the Activities” was the highest-ranking favorite part of the event and appeared in
50% of the responses, including data about the craft stations and teacher-generated math
activities. “Learning a New Skill” appeared in 4% of the responses, which contrasts what parents
self-reported on the pre and post-assessments offered in the intervention.
Raising a Reader Parent Survey
The artifact data also offered insight into the established habits parents had with their
children before the implementation of the Raising a Reader program. Thirty-three parents filled
out the Raising a Reader Preprogram Parent Survey (Appendix A). The only identifiers listed in

IMPACT OF INCENTIVES RAISING A READER

27

the survey were the initials of the child participating in the Raising a Reader program. It is
unknown how many parents/guardians who consented to the intervention filled out this survey.
When analyzing the data from this survey, I focused on two questions:
•

How often does your child look at books with you or other people in your household?

•

How often do you visit the library with your child each month?

There were varying numbers reported for both questions. One parent documented that they read
to their child five times each week, writing that their child asked to read with them 20 times each
week. When I analyzed the data, it showed that parents read to their children on an average of
5.75 times a week, while their children, on average, asked their parents to read to them 6.27
times per week. The median number of books read (5.00) lined up with the median number of
books asked to read each week (5.00). The mode demonstrated the frequency of answers for each
category, which showed that multiple parents said that they read with their child five 5.00 times
per week while children asked their parents to read books 7.00 times per week. Figure 2
illustrates that most parents valued reading with their child, making it a weekly habit.
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Figure 2
Number of Books Read per Week vs. Number of Books Asked to Read per Week

Mean, Median, Mode of Books Read per Week
vs. Books Asked to Read per Week
8
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Number of times books are read per week

Number of times asked to read books per week

Note. One parent wrote that they read to their child 3-5 times each week. I chose the middle
number (4) to represent their answer. One parent said their child asks to read 10-15 times per
week. Again, I averaged this number to 12.5 as their answer. For parents who wrote that they
read to their children 7+ times a week, I used the stated number (7) as their answer.
The Raising a Reader Preprogram Survey also asked parents to identify how often they
visited the library with their child each month. This question gauged how often parents found
value in going on literacy-related outings with their child. Twenty-two of the 33 parents said that
they do not visit the library during the week, with the response “none.” However, parents also
mentioned that “COVID restricted” them from visiting. (The local library closed its doors to
patrons during the pandemic until February 2022). Nine parents stated that they visited the
library once per week with their child. One parent visited the library 2-3 times per week with
their child, and no parents visited the library four or more times a week with their child. One
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parent did not answer this question. Figure 3 illustrates that most parents did not go on outings to
the library with their child.
Figure 3
Number of Outings to the Library Each Week

Number of Outings to the Library
Each Week

None

Once

2-3 Times

4 or More Times

No Answer

Note. Two parents circled “none” and mentioned that COVID-19 restricted them from visiting
the library with their child. One parent drew a sad face when circling the answer “none.”
The artifact data provided insights into what parents and students value when
participating in events. It also gave more information about the reading habits and literacy-based
outings in which parents and children engage. This information corresponded with incentives
assessed and offered in the intervention.
Raising a Reader Incentive Pre and Post-Assessments
The intervention began and ended by asking parents/guardians to fill out a Raising a
Reader Incentive Pre-Assessment (Appendix D) and a Raising a Reader Post-Assessment
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(Appendix F). The assessments asked parents to rank incentives on an attitude scale from “least
useful” (coded as 1) to “most useful” (coded as 5). The assessment also contained one openended question. Google Forms showed twenty-two completed incentive pre-assessments.
However, there were duplicate identifiers listed. The incentive post-assessment was given after
the last workshop contained the same questions as the pre-assessment. Only 13 parents filled out
the post-assessment with two sets of duplicate identifiers.
Pre-Assessment Data
On the incentive pre-assessment, 72% of the 22 parents indicated that the “least useful”
(coded as 1) incentive was “having transportation provided to programming.” Parents chose
“having a family meal provided” as a “useful” (coded as 3) incentive with 50%, as well as “being
with other parents” (36.4%) and “having childcare provided during programming” (31.8%). The
“most useful” (coded as a 5) incentives were “spending time with your child” (95.5%), “going on
outings/field trips with your child” (77.3%), “learning a new skill to share with your child”
(77.3%), “having the opportunity to read with your child” (68.2%), and “having your child
receive a prize” (40.9%). Table 2 shows the ranked incentives on the pre-assessment provided by
the 22 participating parents.
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Table 2
Pre-Assessment Incentive and Ranked Incentives Based on Percentage of Parents’ Responses
Incentive

Attitude Scale Ratings/Parent Percentage
1

2

3

4

5

Being entered into prize drawings

4.5

4.5

31.8

22.7

36.4

Being with other parents

18.2

13.6

36.4

22.7

9.1

0

0

9.1

13.6

77.3

Having childcare available during programming

27.3

9.1

31.8

22.7

9.1

Having a family meal provided

9.1

13.6

50.0

9.1

18.2

Having your child receive a prize

0

0

18.2

40.9

40.9

Having the opportunity to read with your child

0

0

18.2

13.6

68.2

Having transportation provided to programming

72.7

9.1

9.1

4.5

4.5

Learning a new skill to share with your child

4.5

4.5

0

13.6

77.3

0

0

0

4.5

95.5

Going on outings/field trips with your child

Spending time with your child

Note. The attitude scale is coded 1-5. The coding assigned “Least Useful” as 1, “Less Useful”
as 2, “Useful” coded as 3, “More Useful” as 4, and “Most Useful” as 5.

The pre-assessment also contained a final open-ended question that asked parents what
keeps them from participating in programming with their child. The coded answers fell into nine
response groupings. Figure 4 graphs the responses.
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Figure 4
Pre-Assessment Responses: What Prevents Parents from Participating in Programming

PARENT RESPONSES

Pre-Assessment Responses: What Prevents Parents
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Note. One parent mentioned “scheduling conflicts” but did not mention specifics. For this
answer, I added one response to previously mentioned scheduling conflicts, including “work,”
“schoolwork,” and “extra-curricular activities.”
Post-Assessment Data
After the intervention, the Raising a Reader Incentive Post-Assessment prompted parents
to rank the same incentives using the same attitude scale. It contained one open-ended question
asking parents what kept them from participating in the programming with their child. Thirteen
participating parents completed the post-assessment. Similar to the pre-assessment data, 76.9 %
of parents on the post-assessment said the “least useful” incentive was “having transportation
provided to programming.” The “most useful” incentives mirrored the pre-assessment
information. One hundred percent of parents indicated that “spending time with your child” was
the “most useful” incentive, followed by “going on outings/field trips with your child” (76.9%),
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“having the opportunity to read with your child” (69.2%), and “learning a new skill with your
child” (61.5%). Table 3 shows the ranked incentives of the post-assessment.
Table 3
Post-Assessment Incentive and Ranked Incentives Based on Percentage of Parents’
Responses
Incentive

Attitude Scale Ratings/Parent Percentage
1

2

3

4

5

Being entered into prize drawings

7.7

7.7

30.8

15.4

38.5

Being with other parents

7.7

7.7

23.1

30.8

30.8

0

0

7.7

15.4

76.9

Having childcare available during programming

38.5

15.4

15.4

0

30.8

Having a family meal provided

15.4

7.7

38.5

30.8

7.7

Having your child receive a prize

7.7

0

30.8

23.1

38.5

Having the opportunity to read with your child

0

15.4

15.4

0

69.2

Having transportation provided to programming

76.9

15.4

7.7

0

0

Learning a new skill to share with your child

15.4

0

0

23.1

61.5

0

0

0

0

100

Going on outings/field trips with your child

Spending time with your child

Note. The attitude scale is coded 1-5. The coding assigned “Least Useful” as 1, “Less Useful”
as 2, “Useful” coded as 3, “More Useful” as 4, and “Most Useful” as 5.

At the end of the post-assessment, the open-ended question asked parents to identify what
kept them from participating in programming with their child. Out of 13 responses, the highest
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response at 30.7% was that “nothing” kept parents from participating, followed by “work,”
which was the highest deterrent in the pre-assessment. Figure 5 illustrates the results.
Figure 5
Post-Assessment: What Kept Parents from Participating?

Post-Assessment: What Kept Parents from
Participating
PARENT RESPONSES
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Note. Two parents wrote overall comments about the program. These responses were recorded as
“no answer.”
Comparison of Pre and Post-Assessment Data
There were shifts in some of the incentives ranked by parents as “useful” within the preassessment and post-assessment. To determine the usefulness of each incentive, I added the
percentages of parent responses, categorizing “least useful” and “less useful” (coded as 1 and 2)
into one group and “useful,” “more useful,” and “most useful” (coded as 3, 4, and 5) into another
group. Figure 5 shows each incentive pre and post-assessment and the shifts in usefulness based
on these groupings. The corresponding incentives 1-10, as listed in Figure 6, are:
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1. Being entered into prize drawings
2. Being with other parents
3. Going on outings/field trips with your child
4. Having childcare available during programming
5. Having a family meal provided
6. Having your child receive a prize
7. Having the opportunity to read with your child
8. Having transportation provided to programming
9. Learning a new skill to share with your child
10. Spending time with your child
Figure 6
Raising a Reader Pre and Post-Assessment Data

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES

Raising a Reader Pre and Post -Assessment Data
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Note. Parents’ response percentages from 3 to 5 were added together for useful to most useful.
For less useful to least useful, parents’ response percentages from 1 to 2 were added together.
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One incentive that shifted in importance when adding the percentage from “useful” to
“most useful” was “being with other parents.” Sixty-eight percent of parents listed it as “useful”
in the pre-assessment, and 84.7% of parents listed it as “useful” in the post-assessment. Figures 7
and 8 illustrate that parents found “being with other parents” more useful after the intervention.
Figure 7
Being with Other Parents Pre-Assessment

Being with Other Parents Pre -Assessment
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Useful to Most Useful

Less Useful to Least Useful

Figure 8
Being with Other Parents Post-Assessment
Being with Other Parents Post -Assessment
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Overall, the pre-assessment and post-assessment data identified similar incentives as
“least useful” and “most useful.” Parents in the research communicated that providing
transportation did not prohibit participation. Parents also identified that being with others,
including their child and other parents, was a top priority to engagement. Meeting a basic need
by providing a meal for the family was also a useful component of the programs. The responses
to the open-ended questions on the assessments pointed to work schedules and other familial
obligations as barriers to participation. One parent stated, “Currently working two jobs. Makes it
hard to find time”, with another parent stating, “I work 40 hours full time, online college student,
caring for grandmother, and have several different appointments.”
Comparison of Artifact Data to Pre and Post-Assessment Data
The results from the attitude scale from the pre and post-assessment mirrored some of the
artifact data findings. Parents ranked “having a family meal provided” and “receiving a prize” as
useful incentives in the Monster Math Night and the assessment data. The results also showed
that parents enjoy engaging with their children in activities. In Monster Math Night data, parents
mentioned “Doing the activities” in 50% of their responses, and parents on the assessments
reported that “Spending time with their child” was “most useful” at 95.5% and 100%. The
Raising a Reader Parent Survey showed that parents enjoy reading with their child. Parents
reported similar data on the assessments, with “having the opportunity to read with their child”
listed as a “most useful” incentive at 68.2% on the pre-assessment and 69.2% on the postassessment.
However, within these data sets, there were deviations. Parents ranked “learning a new
skill to share with your child” very differently between Monster Math Night and the assessments.
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Monster Math Night data contained only 4% of parents who mentioned this incentive as useful,
while the pre and post-assessment ranked this incentive as “most useful” at 77.3% and 61.5%,
respectively. Similarly, on the Raising a Reader Parent Survey, 67% of parents reported that they
do not go to the library at all with their children. This data contradicted the pre-assessment and
post-assessment findings that 77.3% (pre-assessment) and 76.9% (post-assessment) of parents
found the incentive of outings and field trips as a “most useful” incentive when participating
with their child.
Observational Data
I used an observational log (Appendix E) to tally participating parents’ reactions to
incentives during each workshop. Each workshop happened at varying times on consecutive
Fridays. The log provided space to record the date and time of the event, the weather, and any
notable occurrences that may have happened on that day. It also offered a prompt for personal
reflection “Is the researcher prepared for the program?” On each log, incentives presented in the
workshop were identified. The parents’ responses were then tallied as positive, neutral, or
negative. Each workshop had a corresponding observational log.
Workshop # 1: Picture Walk and Snow Play
Our first planned workshop invited parents to the school during the school day to
participate in a “Picture Walk & Snow Play” with their child. The administration planned this as
an outdoor event because of COVID-19 restrictions that precluded parents from entering school
buildings. Five participating parents signed up for the workshop. Unfortunately, the weather on
the day of the event was 13 degrees with 20-mile-per-hour winds. With no option to move
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indoors, the administration canceled the workshop with a rescheduled date for late spring. There
was no incentive data collected for this workshop.
Workshop #2: Chat & Chew
The second planned workshop invited parents to a virtual “Chat & Chew.” The program
appeared on Google Meet from 5:30 pm to 6:00 pm. The “chat” portion of the workshop
introduced the skill of dialogic reading to parents, while the “chew” portion corresponded to a
family meal provided by a local pizzeria. Nine parents participating in the research responded to
the registration, with seven attending the workshop. Each parent participated in the workshop
with his or her child present. The weather that day was cold and windy, and the school system
had a three-hour delayed school start. Because of the delay, some parents opted to keep their
child at home. The absences presented a challenge in getting families their pizza certificates as
they went home with children that afternoon. I led the icebreaker section of the workshop, which
presented a challenge for observing. However, the workshop was recorded for later viewing. The
incentives offered during this workshop were:
1. Being with other parents
2. Spending time with your child
3. Having the opportunity to read with your child
4. Having your child receive a prize
5. Learning a new skill to share with your child
6. Having a family meal provided
As each incentive appeared in the workshop, participating parents’ responses were logged as
positive, neutral, and negative. Positive parent responses included chatting with other parents,
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smiling and laughing with their children, encouraging their children, helping their children, and
eating pizza. Parental responses logged as neutral included interactions with their child, such as
waiting for their child to answer or covering their eyes while their child spoke. Neutral responses
also included families still waiting on pizza delivery but seemed unperturbed by it. Only one
negative response occurred when a child fell during the workshop. Figure 9 demonstrates that
most parent responses to the presented incentives were positive.
Figure 9
Observed Incentive Responses Workshop #2

Observed Incentive Responses Workshop #2
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The observational data showed that parents responded positively to all of the incentives.
The incentive of “spending time with your child” had the most positive responses, corresponding
to the “most useful” incentive in the pre and post-assessments. Parents also showed positive
reactions to “learning a new skill with their child,” which ranked as a “most useful” incentive on
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both assessments. When tallied, the incentive of “being with other parents” was lower than what
the assessment data would predict. However, the virtual platform and workshop schedule created
a barrier to parent interaction.
Workshop #3: Paint-Your-Own-Pottery
The third and final planned workshop incorporated a free evening trip to our local paintyour-own-pottery studio for both parent and child. The scheduled time for the event was 5:00
pm. Nine participating parents registered for the workshop, with eight participating parents
attending. Parents and children attended the workshop together. Parents were responsible for
providing their transportation to the out-of-district pottery center. The incentives offered during
this workshop were:
1. Being with other parents
2. Spending time with your child
3. Having the opportunity to read with your child
4. Having your child receive a prize
5. Learning a new skill to share with your child
6. Going on an outing/field trip with your child
As in the previous workshop, parent responses to incentives were tallied as positive, neutral, or
negative. Positive responses recorded included parents’ reactions to one another, including
chatting, smiling, and helping each other. Parents also engaged with their children by taking
pictures of their child’s creations, smiling and laughing with them, and focusing on their children
during readings. These responses were noted as positive. Neutral responses occurred when
distractions happened in the environment. Distractions included a parent soothing a newborn,
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pottery falling off the table, and the use of playdough as an icebreaker. Two negative responses
happened as the workshop ended, mostly with parents whose children were becoming impatient.
Figure 10 shows that most incentive responses were positive.
Figure 10
Observed Incentive Responses Workshop #3

Observed Repsonses to Incentives Workshop #3
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Workshop #3 reflected similar data to Workshop #2 in terms of incentive responses.
Parents once again confirmed that “spending time with your child” is a “most useful” and
“positive” incentive. Many parents heaped praise upon their children while painting, saying, “I
think that’s a great idea!”, “That’s looking great!”, and “Yours looks so good!” The incentives of
“learning a new skill with your child” and “having the opportunity to read with your child” also
showed “positive” responses from parents. Again, this data corresponded to the assessment and
artifact data. The incentive of “being with other parents” made great gains in this workshop,
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which corresponds to the post-assessment data. One parent was overheard saying, “It is so nice
to talk to someone who has the same…,”while other parents laughed and chatted about their
personal lives. These observations reinforced the data compiled from this workshop.
The final incentive of “going on outings/field trips with your child” had to be tallied
differently than the other workshops. In order to show the overall response to the outing, the
logged responses for each category of positive, neutral, or negative were totaled, and percentages
were calculated. Parents had a mostly positive experience with the outing, with 79.5% of the
total responses. Only 12.9% of the responses were neutral, and 7.6% were negative. Figure 11
shows that parents’ response to the outing was positive.
Figure 11
Going on an Outing/Field Trip with Your Child

Going on an Outing/Field Trip with
Your Child
7.6
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Note. To calculate the percentages, all responses to incentives were totaled from positive,
neutral, and negative categories. The total number in each category (positive, neutral, and
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negative) was then divided by the total of all responses, ex. 31(positive responses/39(total
responses).
Comparison of Observational Data to Artifact Data and Assessments
Observational data from the workshops echoed the findings in the artifact data and pre
and post-assessment data. In all the data sets, parents enjoyed spending time with their children,
reading with their children, and being with other parents/adults. The data also showed that
parents appreciated a family meal provided during programming. The observational data also
confirmed the pre and post-assessment data that parents find “learning a new skill with their
child” to be “most useful,” even though this was mentioned nominally in the Monster Math
Night data. Finally, the incentive data of “going on outings/field trips with your child” reflected
the pre and post-assessment data as a “most useful” incentive. However, the Raising a Reader
Parent Survey saw low percentages of library outings between parents and children.
Conclusions
This study worked to determine the incentives parents/guardians found valuable when
participating in parent/child workshops within the Raising a Reader program. Qualitative and
quantitative data tools were used throughout the research, including artifact data from parent
surveys, pre and post-assessments, and observational logs. The following data findings suggest
specific incentives for future programming and recommendations for future research within
rural, low-income populations.
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Incentives for Future Programming
The incentives measured in this study included marketed incentives from within the
Raising a Reader program workshop, such as learning a new skill with your child, having the
opportunity to read with your child, and spending time with your child. However, this study
hoped to discover what latent incentives parents also found useful when participating, including
having a family meal provided and being with other parents. The parent responses to the
combined marketed and latent incentives provided a framework for future programming,
encouraging family engagement and continued participation.
Programs with Parent/Child Interaction
On the pre and post-assessment, parent indicated that spending time with their child was
the most useful incentive when participating in programming. Artifact data from the Monster
Math Night Surveys and the Raising a Reader Parent Survey echoed this finding, with one parent
from the math night stating, “Anything family is amazing!” When tallying observational data,
the highest positive responses focused on the incentive of “spending time with your child” (see
Figures 11 and 12). The expectancy-value theory by Eccles and Wigfield suggests that
individuals engage based on how well they will perform (2000). Because parents interact with
their children daily, they could anticipate a positive performance when spending time with their
child.
Programs that Teach a Skill
Pre and post-assessment data concluded that parents enjoy learning a new skill to share
with their child. Artifact data did not show the same responses. However, the Monster Math
Night Survey included only open-ended questions with no specific questions about learning a
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skill. In this same way, the Raising a Reader Parent Survey was given before the program’s
implementation and did not ask parents specifically whether they find learning a skill to share
with their child useful. Observation data from Workshop #2 indicated high positive responses to
learning a new skill (Figure 11), while Workshop #3 showed lower positive responses (Figure
12). In the second workshop, parents were isolated with their child in their homes, allowing them
more time to focus on the skill. In the third workshop, parents and children worked together sideby-side, and parents had to contend with the distractions of a new environment. Parents were
also aware of being studied during the third workshop, with the researcher moving around the
room while taking notes. During the second workshop, held virtually, all notes were taken offscreen. Regardless of parent engagement level during the workshops, parents indicated pre and
post-intervention that this incentive was most useful (Figure 6).
Programs with a Family Meal Included
“Having a family meal provided during programming” stayed consistently useful to
parents within the intervention (Figures 7 and 8). Within the previous research from the literature
review, programs often offered family meals as a standard part of their programming (Anthony
et al., 2014; Chacko et al., 2018; Dumas et al., 2010; Hernandez Rodriguez et al., 2020; Jor’dan
et al., 2012). Artifact data also confirmed that family meals were important (Figure 1). Family
meals provide a basic need for parents and children, which is essential to the low-income
population served in this study.
Programs with an Outing/Field Trip
Parents found “going on outings/field trips with your child” to be a useful incentive
(Figure 6). Observational data found positive responses to the paint-your-own-pottery field trip
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(Figure 12). Artifact data from the Raising a Reader Parent Survey (Figure 3) showed that
parents did not take their child on outings to the library. However, that survey was given during
the COVID-19 outbreak when the local library closed its doors to patrons. The outing during this
study was the first in-person field trip offered by the school that allowed parents to attend,
altering the expectancy value found in the outing.
Programs with Parent-to-Parent Interaction
The incentive of “being with other parents” saw the most growth in usefulness
throughout the intervention (Figures 9 and 10). As seen in the literature review, parents enjoyed
programs that included a community-building, peer-to-peer component (Anthony et al., 2014;
Chacko et al., 2018; Jor’dan et al., 2012; McChesney & Connor, 2020). Artifact data from
Monster Math Night (Figure 1) also demonstrated that parents found adult interaction
meaningful. Observational data from Workshop #3 also showed that parents valued being
together.
Program with Varying Times and Distinct Schedules
Parents felt inhibited by their work and extra-curricular activity schedules when
participating in the Raising a Reader workshops (Figures 4 and 5). Parents needed more notice of
the programming in order to adjust their schedules. Previous studies from the literature review
suggest that bringing programming to parents offers high participation (McChesney & Connor,
2020; Terlitsky & Wilkins, 2015). Participation rates based on those who signed up to be a part
of the research versus those who attended (Table 1) also showed that parents were interested but
unable to attend.
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Recommendations
The data from this study provided insight into specific recommendations for future
programming within both the Raising a Reader parent/child workshops and school-wide
programs that encourage family engagement. The data also outlined the recommendations for
future research by identifying specific limitations and gaps within the study. Recommendations
were based on this study and the previous research summarized in the literature review.
Limitations
There were limitations to the study. Our school system’s restrictions during the COVID19 outbreak were one such limitation. These restrictions prevented families from entering the
building during the implementation of the program, which meant that all workshops were
expected to be held outdoors, virtually, or off-campus and after school hours. This framework
was problematic as the workshops were scheduled in the winter months; the rural location of the
study lacked broadband capabilities; and after-hours events conflicted with other extra-curricular
activities. The limitations arose specifically for workshop #1, an outdoor event. The workshop
had to be canceled, preventing data collection due to cold temperatures, high winds, and the
restrictions preventing families from entering the school.
The program also saw a limitation with the implementation period of the workshops.
Based on the parameters of the research timeline, the workshops were scheduled during the
winter months of the school year within three weeks. The Raising a Reader program timeline
encourages spreading the workshops throughout the school year, which was not an option with
this study.
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Limitations also arose when working with the low-income, rural population being
studied. The active consent forms went home with students in their book bags, relying on parents
to find the form and complete it promptly. This form was not available in any other format than
the paper copy, which did not account for the high illiteracy rate seen in our county. Future
programming and research should work to address these limitations.
Future Programming
Based on the findings of this study, programming should include parent/child interaction
time, opportunities for parents to learn a skill to share with their child, family meals, field trips,
and built-in time for parents to socialize with one another. Programs should also be planned with
advance notice and offered at various times throughout the day and the year. By offering these
incentives as the standard, our school could engage more parents in participating and learning
with their child. Since these workshops work to teach parents skills that reinforce the learning
objectives in school, children could be positively impacted by more family participation.
Future Research
In order to augment the data within this study and fill gaps, researchers should focus
more on data collection within rural, low-income populations. This population has varying needs
compared to urban, low-income populations, and studying it will provide a broader dataset on the
impacts of incentives on family engagement. Research should also address the limitations seen in
this study by offering more workshops over an extended period and providing simple consent
forms in varying mediums in order to support all populations. While this intervention did not
include parent assessments after each workshop, researchers should implement this practice to
glean more data on specific incentives. Finally, to find valuable, useful incentives, researchers
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should continue to ask for parent input instead of implementing arbitrary incentives. Although a
small number of parents participated in this study, their collective voice has become essential for
future programming within our school district.
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Appendix A
Raising a Reader Preprogram Parent Survey

Raising A Reader Program Evaluation
Site Name: ________________________ Today’s Date _________________
Thank you for participating in the Raising A Reader (RAR) Program!
Please answer the following questions about how you share books
with your child. This survey is confidential. Reports of the survey
will not identify you in any way. Thank you for completing the
survey.

Child’s Date of Birth: Month_____ Day_____ Year_____
Child’s Initials: First_____ Middle_____ Last______
Child’s Gender: Boy _____ Girl _____
QUESTION
1. Do you have a routine for looking at books
with your child? (ex: reading at a certain
time or in a special place)

Yes

2. How often does your child look at books
with you or other people in your
household?

About ____ times per week

3. How often does your child ASK to look at
books with you or another person in your
household?
4. How many minutes do you or other people
in your household usually spend with your
child each time you look at books together?
5. Please circle how difficult is it for you to
share books with your child on a regular
basis.
6. Please circle the number of books you
have/had at home. (Include books that you
have own, borrowed, library books, and
homemade books)

No

About ____ times per week

About ____ minutes each time

Not
Difficult

Somewhat
Difficult

Very Difficult

0

1-5

6-10

11-20

21-30

30+

QUESTION

7. How often do the following things happen
when you looked at books together?
My child paid attention to the story.

None of
the time

Some of
the time

Most of
the time

All of the
time
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My child quietly listened to the story while I
read the book.
My child helped me turn the pages of the
book.
My child asked questions about the book.
My child read the book to me or told me a
story about the pictures.
After we finished reading a book, my child
asked me to read the book again.

QUESTION

8. How often do/did the following things happen
when you looked at books together?

None of
the
time

Some
of the
time

Most
of the
time

All of
the
time

I asked my child questions about the story.
I let my child choose what to read.
I used different voices for different
characters in the story.
I talked with my child about new words and
what they meant.
QUESTION

LAST MONTH….

None

Once

4 or
more
times

2-3
times

9. How often do you visit the library with your
child each month?

QUESTION
10. I have watched a video about the
importance of sharing books with your child.

YES

NO

11. I have attended a parent education
workshop about sharing books with your
child.

YES

NO
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12. What language is spoken most often in your
home?

• English

• Spanish

• Other_______________________________

13. What is your child’s primary ethnicity?
• Hispanic

• East Asian (i.e. Japanese, Chinese, Korean)

• Caucasian/White

• Filipino

• Middle Eastern

• Southeast Asian (i.e. Thai, Vietnamese)

• African American

• South Asian (i.e. Indian, Pakistani)

• Native American

• Multi-Ethnic

• Pacific Islander (i.e. Samoan, Tongan)

• Other:___________________________________________

14. What is your family income per year?

• Less than $30,000
• $30,000 - $50,000
• More than $50,00
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Appendix B
Title 1 “Monster Math Night” Parent Survey
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Appendix C
Active Consent Form
Raising a Reader: Impacts of Incentives on Enrollment and Engagement Within Parent/Child Workshops
Active Consent Form

Dear ___________,
As you may know, I am a St. Catherine University student pursuing a Masters of Education degree. An
important part of my program is the Action Research project.
As the Judy Center Coordinator, I have chosen to learn about the impact of incentives on parent
engagement because we want to make sure that the incentives offered are of value to you and your
family. I am working with a faculty member at St. Catherine University and an advisor to complete this
particular project.
I will be writing about the results that I get from this research, however none of the writing that I do will
include the name of this school, the names of any staff, parents, or students, or any references that
would make it possible to identify outcomes connected to a particular parent. Only myself will have
access to the identifiable data for this study; I will keep it confidential.
When I am done, my work will be electronically available online at the St. Kate’s library in a system
called SOPHIA, which holds published reports written by faculty and graduate students at St. Catherine
University. The goal of sharing my final research study report is to help other teachers who are also
trying to improve the effectiveness of their teaching.
The foreseeable benefits to this research is that we will have data on what incentives parents find
important and valuable when enrolling and engaging in the programming. This will help us to better plan
our incentives for future programming. There are no foreseeable risks to this research.
Procedures:
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to completed a short, incentive assessment, identifying
incentives that you find valuable and important. You will be invited to attend 3 separate Raising a
Reader workshops within six weeks, which will contain varying incentives. During the workshops,
reactions to incentives will be tallied (positive, neutral, negative) and comments about incentives will be
recorded. No identifiable data will be recorded. At the end of the six weeks, you will be asked to
complete the incentive assessment once again. This study will take approximately six weeks, with 3
separate parent/child workshops lasting about 30 minutes each.
This study is voluntary. If you decide you do want to be a participant and/or have your data included
in my study, you need to check the appropriate box(es), sign this form, and return it by 1/10/2022.
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If at any time you decide you do not want to continue participation and/or allow your data to be
included in the study, you can notify me and I will remove included data to the best of my ability.

If you decide you do not want to participate and/or have your data included in my study, you do not
need to do anything. There is no penalty for not participating or having your data involved in the study.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me, 301-463-6202. You may ask questions now, or
if you have any additional questions later, you can ask me or my advisor Dr. Branch,
jabranch940@stkate.edu, who will be happy to answer them. If you have other questions or concerns
regarding the study and would like to talk to someone other than the researcher(s), you may also
contact Dr. John Schmitt, Chair of the St. Catherine University Institutional Review Board, at (651) 6907739 or jsschmitt@stkate.edu.
You may keep a copy of this form for your records.

Opt In
Please check all that apply. I DO want to:

participate in this study.

have my data included in this study.

______________________________

________________

Signature of Participant in Research

Date

______________________________

________________

Signature of Researcher

Please respond by January 10, 2022

Date
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Appendix D
Raising a Reader Incentive Pre-Assessment

Raising a Reader Incentive Pre-Assessment
The Judy Centers across Maryland work to engage parents to be their children's first teacher in an
effort to have children enter school with the skills they need to succeed. We offer playgroups, literacy
nights and festivals, family field trips, monthly take home activities, family strength assessments,
referral services, and more.
During our Raising a Reader program, we want to meet the needs of parents and students while
teaching you a new skill to share with your student. The data from this survey will guide our future
programming incentives. It will also be used in a Master's level research project. All data will be kept
confidential within a password locked computer or in a locked file cabinet.
It is very important that you provide honest feedback within this survey.
Completion of this survey is voluntary. By completing this survey, you are giving your consent to
participate in this study. Completing this survey is completely voluntary and you can quit at any time.
* Required

1.

Please enter the first two letters of your middle name (ex: Lynne) with the day you *
were born (ex: 19). This is what I would enter below. LY19.

2.

Being entered into prize drawings *
Mark only one oval.
1

2

3

4

5
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3.

Being with other parents *
Mark only one oval.
1

4.

3

4

5

Going on outings/field trips with your child * Mark only one oval.
1

5.

2

2

3

4

5

Having child care available during programming *
Mark only one oval.
1

6.

2

3

4

5

4

5

Having a family meal provided *
Mark only one oval.
1

7.

2

3

Having your child receive a prize * Mark only one oval.
1

2

3

4

5
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8.

Having the opportunity to read with your child * Mark only one oval.
1

9.

2

3

4

5

Having transportation provided to programming *
Mark only one oval.
1

10.

2

3

4

5

Learning a new skill to share with your child *
Mark only one oval.
1

11.

2

3

Spending time with your child *
Mark only one oval.

4

5
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12.

What obstacles keep you from participating in programming with your child? *

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Forms
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Appendix E
Observational Log
Observational Data Raising a Reader Workshop
Date

Time

Weather

Number of parents in attendance

Any special
occurrences?

Personal Reflection:
Is the researcher
prepared for the
program?

Incentive Offered:
Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response
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Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:

Incentive Offered:
Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response

Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:

Incentive Offered:
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Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response

Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:

Incentive Offered:
Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response
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Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:

Incentive Offered:
Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response

Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:

Incentive Offered:
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Positive Response

Neutral Response

Negative Response

Tally:

Tally:

Tally:

Comments:

Comments:

Comments:
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Appendix F
Raising a Reader Post-Assessment

Raising a Reader Incentive Post-Assessment
The Judy Centers across Maryland work to engage parents to be their children's first teacher in an
effort to have children enter school with the skills they need to succeed. We offer playgroups, literacy
nights and festivals, family field trips, monthly take home activities, family strength assessments,
referral services, and more.
During our Raising a Reader program, we want to meet the needs of parents and students while
teaching you a new skill to share with your student. The data from this survey will guide our future
programming incentives. It will also be used in a Master's level research project. All data will be kept
confidential within a password locked computer or in a locked file cabinet.
It is very important that you provide honest feedback within this survey.
Completion of this survey is voluntary. By completing this survey, you are giving your consent to
participate in this study. Completing this survey is completely voluntary and you can quit at any time.
* Required

1.

Please enter the first two letters of your middle name (ex: Lynne) with the day you *
were born (ex: 19). This is what I would enter below. LY19.

2.

Being entered into prize drawings *
Mark only one oval.
1

3.

2

3

4

5
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4.

Being with other parents *
Mark only one oval.
1

5.

3

4

5

Going on outings/field trips with your child * Mark only one oval.
1

6.

2

2

3

4

5

Having child care available during programming *
Mark only one oval.
1

7.

2

3

4

5

4

5

Having a family meal provided *
Mark only one oval.
1

8.

2

3

Having your child receive a prize * Mark only one oval.
1

2

3

4

5
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9.

Having the opportunity to read with your child * Mark only one oval.
1

10.

2

3

4

5

Having transportation provided to programming *
Mark only one oval.
1

11.

2

3

4

5

Learning a new skill to share with your child *
Mark only one oval.
1

12.

2

3

Spending time with your child *
Mark only one oval.

4

5
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13.

What obstacles kept you from participating in programming with your child? *
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Forms

