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PREFACE 

 

 

 

 My journey into home visiting began in my early childhood classes during my 

first year as a Kindergarten teacher.  The start of my knowledge of home visits came 

from my first early childhood classes.  I was introduced to the concept, but did not give 

home visits much thought.  I knew that home visits existed, and I was told they were 

beneficial, but I did not understand them beyond that point.  Over my fourteen years as a 

Kindergarten teacher, I experimented with home visits.  I soon discovered that home 

visits could be a very powerful tool to reach students and families.  Yet, these were just 

my observations with no scientific backing.     

 Fast forward to my work as a PhD student and my research into home visits grew.  

From my experience, research knowledge, and mini studies, I started to develop 

questions about home visits, especially in public schools.  Was there something really to 

home visits in public schools, or were my experiences isolated experiences based on 

isolated cases?  Out of these experiences, questions, and research develop this 

dissertation.   

 The research included in this dissertation is the tip of the iceberg.  It asks the 

question if further research into home visits in public schools is worth the time, effort, 

and money.  My synopsis is yes.  The research shows that home visiting in public rural 

schools is to be further examined, especially in the terms of relationships and the 

connection to behavior and academics.  Although not completely conclusive, the 

relationship aspect of the research was a solid finding.  A larger sample and expanded 

study could give more information.   



 vi 

 Further details of the study from the beginning hunches, to the literature review 

and methods paint the picture of how home visits were conducted.  In our post COVID-

19 era, I would suggest that home visits may be the strategy that helps bring education 

back from the breaking point.  Although an unusual strategy, home visits may be the way 

to reconnect with all stakeholders in education.  Hopefully this study will serve as a 

springboard to further research, and the possibility of policy that allows for home visiting 

to expand into public schools.     
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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

“IT’S KINDA COOL THAT YOU CAME TO MY HOUSE.”  AN EXPLORATORY 

STUDY OF HOME VISITS IN A RURAL PUBLIC SCHOOL 

 

 

by 

 

Louis James Williams 

 

 

Adviser:  Julie Ricks-Doneen, Ph.D. 

 

 

 The exploratory study examined the outcomes of home visits conducted in 

primary grades of a Midwest rural public elementary school.  The research considered 

both quantitative and qualitative data on teacher and caregiver relationship, teacher and 

student relationship, student academic success, attendance data, and behavioral changes.  

The participants included teachers, caregivers, and students. The research was completed 

over the 2022-2023 school year.  The major finding of the research was the support that 

caregivers and teachers had for the development of the student and teacher relationships 

for the educational success of the student.  Another finding was the support for home 

visits from both teachers and caregivers as an educational strategy.  Additional research 

to expand on this exploratory study was suggested to further examine the themes and 

results for larger program implementation.        
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Home Visits 

As an educator for twenty-three years, I have seen teaching trends, curriculum, 

ideas, and programs come and go.  Through these experiences, I have observed which 

teaching methods appear to be best practices for students and families.  Researchers have 

known for years that relationships are essential to a child’s development.  Yet, 

approaches to develop those relationships, that is, the relationships between students and 

teacher, teacher and families, and students and outside influences that appear to be the 

most important and underdeveloped in elementary education have received little 

attention.  Understanding, sustaining, and enhancing these relationships is the foundation 

for the successful education of a child.  Consider the use of different transitions from one 

program to another.  The goal of proper transitions is to help students feel more 

comfortable with the new environment.  An aspect of this comfort is the relationship 

between the student and the educator.  In an experimental study including 722 

kindergarten student transitions from 214 pre-kindergarten rooms, children who received 

more transition activities (including home visits) from the pre-kindergarten and 

kindergarten teacher, compared to children who did not receive as many transition 

strategies, were perceived more well-adjusted and better perceived by the kindergarten 

teacher (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008).  In fact, the more direct contact and 

individualized transition activities the teachers had with the incoming students, the better 

the children appeared to adjust.  Without these activities, the child’s transition into a new 
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setting is hindered, and time is spent during the school year building student comfort and 

relationships.   

Throughout the 14 years I taught kindergarten, I conducted my own volunteer 

home visits from 2014-2019 with the families in my kindergarten classroom.  I created 

and modified my home visits method based on observations and my own understanding 

of best practices for early childhood.  The practice of home visits is not traditionally part 

of kindergarten programming, nor a requirement of public schools.  Eventually, I had 

incoming students’ families request me as a teacher because they knew I did home visits.  

My goal for the home visits was to build relationships with students and families, while 

sharing some information about the kindergarten experience.  I noticed that there was 

something valuable to home visits, and other early elementary teachers (kindergarten, 

first, second, and third grade) commented on the positive aspects of home visits, even 

though they themselves were not conducting home visits.  From my own observations, I 

noticed a change in the relationships between myself, my students, and the families I 

served.   

In addition to my own classroom experiences, I took part in other home visiting 

opportunities.  I observed a home visitor from Early Head Start conduct home visits.  The 

visitor explained the model they used for home visiting, and allowed me to observe (with 

caregiver permission) two different visits.  Although different required aspects were 

completed during the home visit, and the intent of the home visit was not exactly the 

same due to the child’s age and family’s need, there was a sense that the overarching 

feelings among the caregiver, visitor, and child was the same as the home visits I had 

conducted.  There was a sense of trust, relationship building, and guidance between all 
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participants with a focus on the child.   It appeared that home visits, no matter what the 

program, still had some outcomes that were the same, even though the program’s intent 

for the home visit was not to produce those outcomes.  In essence, home visits naturally 

bring about outcomes that are similar throughout different home visiting programs, 

especially in the realm of relationship building. 

In a field project I conducted as a part of my doctoral program, I did weekly home 

visits over the summer with an incoming student with Down Syndrome.  The goal was to 

build a relationship with the student, and to give me a chance to see the cognitive abilities 

of the student.  What I discovered was that the relationships I built with the student 

strengthened my relationship with the parents as well.  The student showed his abilities in 

multiple developmental domains, and challenged my thinking about how I would help the 

student be successful in the classroom.  Without those visits, the student, parents, and I 

would have been at a huge disadvantage, and would have to start relationship building at 

the beginning of a busy school year when time and individual attention are not always 

available.                    

My classroom experiences, observations of home visiting with Early Head Start, 

and my own field experiences piqued my interest in home visiting, and started the 

process of research into the topic.  I located a handful of research studies on home visits 

conducted by school and teachers.  For example, from a research study of four schools 

using participant responses, it was noted by staff that conducted home visits that a closer 

link, better and more positive communication, better parent involvement, greater child 

outcomes (behaviorally and academically), and increased awareness to concerns were 

listed as benefits to home visits (Swick et al., 1997).  Additionally, in a qualitative study, 
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six teachers reported that they become more compassionate and empathetic towards 

families with diverse backgrounds (Lin & Bates, 2010).  The teachers felt both 

professionally and personally enlightened from the experience.   I was beginning to see 

how my observations and research in home visits were affirmed, but did not truly 

understand the necessity of home visits until the worldwide global COVID-19 pandemic.   

During the 2020-2021 school year, I was not able to do home visits for safety 

reasons.  I noticed a significant change in the relationships and classroom outcomes 

compared to previous years when I was able to conduct home visits.  My relationships 

with the students and families were different compared to years I had conducted home 

visits.  The relationships that I built without home visiting felt inadequate and shallow.  It 

was a difficult year as a teacher, and I observed a lack of academic and behavioral 

progress that I was used to seeing in previous years.  Although our school was under 

mandates that prohibited certain activities, the school experience was similar to previous 

school years.  However, outside stresses and changes that were happening beyond the 

school walls were not well known to me, and were not entirely visible in the first year 

since the start of the pandemic.  For my teaching, although there were some mandates 

that changed the logistics in my classroom, the only significant activity that was missing 

was home visiting.  Again, this prompted my curiosity into the significance of home 

visiting in the relationships between all stakeholders (family, student, teacher), and the 

connection to academic and behavioral outcomes.  Therefore, I wondered what other 

literature says about home visiting, and the impact on the relationships with students, 

families, and the students’ family context and cultural influences.          
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Defining Home Visits 

Many early childhood educators have heard of home visiting or have conducted 

home visits voluntarily or as part of a program.  Yet, home visiting is somewhat difficult 

to define.  Any program that conducts an intervention in the home of the child could be 

considered a home visit.  There are several types of home visiting programs that span a 

wide range of fields.  Hence, the term “home visit” has been tossed around to mean many 

different things depending on the home visiting program.  For those not familiar with 

home visiting, there are several different home visiting programs focused on different 

needs of children and families.  However, most home visits fall in two different groups:  

1) stand alone home visiting programs that provide programs directly to families in their 

home or preferred location and 2) home visits connected to educational outcomes 

provided to students in a classroom.  In Michigan, Governor Gretchen Whitmer 

announced August 2021 to be home visiting month (The Office of Governor Gretchen 

Whitmer, 2021).  In her declaration she defined home visits.   

Michigan has a long-standing tradition of home visiting; home visiting is a 

voluntary evidence-based intervention in which trained professionals provide 

periodic home visits to pregnant women and families with young children to 

improve health outcomes, promote positive parenting practices, build healthy 

relationships, support social emotional and cognitive development, increase 

school readiness, support family self-sufficiency, and reduce child maltreatment 

and injury.   

Governor Whitmer’s definition of home visits focuses on interventions based on a 

need of families as determined by different criteria, which falls in the stand-alone type of 
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home visit.  Many times, the criteria is based on income, but not solely.  Other risks 

factors can determine if a family is eligible for home visits such as family status, age of 

the mother, and family history.  Programs like Great Start Readiness Program (GSRP), 

which is a state funded preschool program, conducts home visits for educational 

purposes, and is more line with the second type of home visiting program.  Again, GSRP 

accepts students based on income, but other factors also play a role in the eligibility of 

the program.  Although home visits may have different intents as described above, the 

different types of home visits conducted by different program still fall under the label of 

home visits.  It can be difficult to differentiate what makes a home visit and why the 

home visit is conducted.  One thing is very clear: home visits are not required for public 

school students, and the majority of existing early childhood home visits are for children 

up to kindergarten entry.           

Without a clear definition of home visits, and the different programs that fall 

under home visits, home visits are treated more like a medical prescription that is 

prescribed to a family so they feel better (Gomby et al.,1999).  Home visits alone are not 

the “cure” for a family’s issues.  Instead, home visits are a strategy used to help families 

find their way through early childhood, developmental issues, and family struggles.  

Every home visiting program has different goals, and each program needs to be examined 

for the needs for each individual family.  Home visiting programs tend to be targeted to 

the needs of the family, and priority is given to families that show the greatest need.  

Additionally, home visits can be used to share knowledge on child development, learning 

activities, educational ideas and concerns, help families acquire services, and increase the 

familiarity between families and teaching staff (Swick et al., 1997).  Tran (2014) also 
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concluded that home visits over time build a partnership that fosters academic success, 

while The Office of Governor Gretchen Whitmer (2021) implied that home visits buffer 

the impact of Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs).  Evaluations of home visits by 

researchers show the frequency, intensity, and duration of home visits have dramatic 

impacts on the desired outcomes (Schull, 2008).  Schull’s quantitative study of 164 

children showed outcomes such as school readiness, home safety, and parental education 

are all enhanced through home visits in conjunction with other programs such as mental 

health services.  In fact, home visits over a period of time allow the educator to build up 

skills with a child and scaffold new learning.   Schull went on to suggest that if all 

families had access to home visits along with universal early childhood education, it 

would create opportunities for all children to learn through interactions.  Hence, it makes 

logical sense to continue home visiting programs, in conjunction with other services, 

throughout the primary elementary grades such as kindergarten, first, and second grade.      

Home visits have a long tradition in early childhood, typically in programs 

serving children from birth through age five.  Funding varies, but now many are funded 

through state and federal dollars.  Yet, the programs may not necessarily be state or 

federal programs.  Many of these programs are focused on low-income families and at-

risk populations such as pregnant teens, history of trauma or abuse, and families of 

children with disabilities.  For example, programs such as Early Head Start works with 

families before the birth of the child.  However, when children start into government 

funded K-12 public schools, home visits typically stop.  The support that was available 

for several years is no longer a requirement.  In many instances, families may have as 

little as one scheduled interaction with the teacher, typically completed at the student’s 
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school.  The level of support to understand the student and family disappears.  Instead, 

the connection between teachers and families should be precise, coherent, continuous, 

respectful, and collaborative (Tran, 2014).  On the other hand, frequent and persistent 

parent teacher communication is not always effective.  In some instances, the most 

frequent parent-teacher contact may be only about behavior issues, creating negative 

feelings and lower school engagement (Tran, 2014).  Home visits may be a solution to 

building better relationships with families and students in a direct way.        

Home Visits and Public Schools 

In Michigan, home visits are supported up until Kindergarten (The Office of 

Governor Gretchen Whitmer, 2021).  Comer (2020) eloquently stated,  

“The school challenge exists, in part, because knowledge regarding how to 

intentionally design, organize, and manage schools in ways that support student’s 

development, learning and increased opportunity for life success is not adequately 

understood and embedded in our adult population” (p.43).   

Comer’s words are well connected to the misunderstanding of home visits.  Many 

of the reasons that teachers reported not using home visits are time, safety, feelings of 

intrusion, money, professional development, and programming (S. Lulis, personal 

communication, June 8, 2019).  Before tackling the more personal feelings about home 

visits and dispelling myth versus reality, programming needs to be established.  

Currently, there is no home visiting program that is built for public school students, 

teachers, and families.  As of 2016, there are 22 research-based approved home visiting 

programs for children ages birth through five (Finello et al, 2016).  Table 1.1 shows some 

of the different home visiting programs and the target population.  Traditionally, students 
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who start in primary public-school grades are age five going on to six.  Many home 

visiting programs work to prepare students for kindergarten. Therefore, students entering 

kindergarten may be deemed as no longer needing home visits.  Yet, there are many other 

areas to focus on as a child is developing.  Although the target for home visiting may 

change, primary school aged children could still receive home visits.  As it currently 

stands, young primary school aged children have very little programming available for 

home visiting, hence the disconnect for home visiting and public schools.   

For this dissertation, a home visit is defined as an educator going into the home of 

the student, and spending time with the student and family to deepen relationships 

through education, discussion, and activities.  However, due to the lack of public-school 

home visits, this dissertation will examine home visiting from many programs and 

perspectives.  In the fiscal year 2023, the Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home 

Visiting (MIECHV) awarded Michigan $10,573,913 for home visiting programs.  The 

evidence-based programs listed for Michigan included Nurse-family Partnership, Early 

Head Start-Home -Based Options, and Healthy Families America.  Yet, the report shows 

that the program only served nine out of 84 counties in Michigan with a total of 2,825 

participants, 1,556 households, and 16,984 home visits (Health Resources & Services 

Administration, n.d.).  A Google search reported that Michigan has 562,658 children 0-4 

years old.  None of the supported programs work with students in public schools. Home 

visiting programs are about empowering children and families, however, many home 

visiting programs, such as visiting nurse programs, go beyond what most would view as 

part of public education.  Yet, the programming, outcomes, and evaluations are vital to 

understanding the need and success of home visiting programs.  Therefore, no one 
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program will be analyzed for implementation into public schools, but aspects of different 

programs will be viewed in light of possible formats, effectiveness, and strategies to 

guide public schools.   

 

Table 1.1 

Examples of Home Visiting Programs Focused on Development and Children Serviced 

Program Name Age of Child 

Serviced 

Target Population 

Early Head Start birth-age 3 Families below the poverty level 

and children with disabilities  

Healthy Families America birth- age 5 Individual sites determine target 

population  

Home Instruction Program for 

Preschool Youngsters 

age 3-age 5 No specific target population  

Maternal Early Childhood 

sustained Home Visiting Program  

birth-age 2 At risk mothers  

Parents as Teachers birth-age 5 No specific target population 

Play and Learning Strategies 5-18 months Infant children and families  

Promoting First Relationships birth-age 3 No specific target population  

Early On birth-age 3 Children with IFSP 

Child First birth-age 3 Families and children with 

multiple risks 

Early Start (New Zealand) birth-age 5 At risk families 

Great Start Readiness Program*+ age 4 Low-income families 

Head Start* age 3-4 Low-income  families 

*Denotes program with home visiting component  

+State Program 

 

Note.  The table above is not an exhaustive list of home visiting programs.  However, 

these programs focus on child development compared to other programs that focus on 

health issues.  There are no home visiting programs that focus on child development 

within K-12 public schools or that focus on children past the age of five.    
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History of Home Visits in The United States 

To further understand the need and future of home visits, one must look back and 

see why home visits were created in the first place.  Home visiting in the United States 

started in the 1800s, and was based on European models.  At that time, home visits were 

focused on the poor to improve the living conditions for immigrants.  All of the 

programming was funded by the wealthy through philanthropic giving with a focus on 

health, education, and living conditions (Finello et al., 2016; Roibal, 2016).  Fast forward 

to the mid-1800s and into the 1900s and the focus for home visits had changed.  Now the 

philanthropists were focusing on kindergarten (Finello, 2012).   In 1855 the first 

kindergarten opened in Wisconsin, and again was focused on poor immigrants (Finello et 

al., 2016).  It was not until the 1870s when kindergarten became part of American society 

through the promotion of the National Education Association and Elizabeth Peabody.  At 

that time, kindergarten was built around play and modeled after the kindergarten created 

by Friedrich Frobel.  The program format was a half day of instruction in the morning 

followed by home visiting in the afternoon.  This model continued until the 1930s when 

the public’s demand for morning and afternoon kindergarten eliminated possibility of 

home visits.   

Around this same time, Visiting Nurse Associations, the precursors to programs 

such as Nurse Family Partnership, were also growing as a home visiting program (Finello 

et al., 2016; Roibal, 2016).  Originally the program was focused on a social model 

supporting poor families in education, housing, parenting skills, and appropriate 

advocacy. When philanthropic support ceased and government funding became the 

financial support of the program, the model shifted from social to a medical model 
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focusing on birthweight and children’s health (Finello, 2012).  Interestingly, at the same 

time, the shift in Early Intervention/Early Childhood Special Education (EI/ECSE) was 

happening.  However, the shift was from a medical model to a social model (Brinker, et 

al., 2018).  In the mid-1950s, there were very few programs for EI/ECSE beyond the 

medical field.  Over time and through research based on the theories of Vygotsky, Piaget, 

Dewy, Bandura, and Sameroff and Chandler, did legislation and programming focus 

more on social issues. It was not until the 1980s that programming, legislation, training, 

and methods were solidly in place.  Since then, there has been much more legislation and 

interventions put in place for EI/ECSE.  Over time, home visits have become more 

balanced and aligned with EI/ECSE models.  Although the home visiting program may 

be more medically or socially based, most programming is a balance of social and 

medical approaches.  Programs focused on family health care issues are combined with 

programming focused on social issues (Finello et al., 2016).  It appears that home visits 

and EI/ECSE models are comparable in balance of social and medical models.       

Another factor that played a role in the support and funding of home visiting is 

economics. The Great Depression of the 1930s pushed the government to fund 

programming to help the poor, as many of the philanthropic organizations could no 

longer afford to sponsor programs.  This continued until after WWII when the United 

States saw an economic boom and many of the programs created by the government were 

discontinued (Roibal, 2016).  As the economic boom slowed around the time of the Civil 

Rights Movement, the “War on Poverty” implemented many programs to support 

struggling families.  Perry Preschool, Head Start, and much later Early Head Start, are 

programs created with a home visiting component (Duffee et al., 2017, Heckman et al., 
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2010).  However, Duffee did note that Early Head Start has a larger home visiting 

component than Head Start.  Although home visiting gained traction, it never became a 

universal program across the United States.  The federal government did not act on the 

recommendations by experts to expand the program to all families. However, state and 

local governments did look to provide more funding for home visiting programs targeting 

at-risk populations (Finello, 2012). 

During the 1970s, home visiting programs continued and focused on issues 

similar to the days of the Settlement House movement of the 1880s (Finello, et al., 2016).  

Like the Settlement House movement, the focus of the home visits was on broader issues 

of family support and advocacy.  Helping families find the best services was important 

and a large part of the program.  Moving into the 1980s and 1990s, home visiting 

programs were showing positive outcomes and growing in use and popularity.  More 

state and local governments were supporting home visiting programs, even when the 

federal government was not responding to the push for more home visiting programs.          

Today, home visits are alive and well in many different programs targeting young 

children and families.  In 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act invested 

$2.1 billion to expand Head Start and Early Head Start.  The funding for these programs 

included the expansion of the home visiting component of both programs (Duffee et al., 

2017).  Shortly after the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the Patient 

Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010 invested $1.5 billion in the MIECHV.  The 

program distributed funding to states, territories, and tribal entities to implement evidence 

based home visiting programs.  As of 2017, there were 22 home visiting programs that 

met the evidence-based criteria set by the federal government (Finello et al., 2016).  This 
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list does not include other programs that use home visiting as a component to their 

programming.  The different programs have different focuses such as reducing child 

abuse, school readiness, child development, children’s behavior, parent education, 

referrals to services, community connections, and health.  Every state, the district of 

Columbia, and 5 US territories all have home visiting programs (US Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2016, as cited in Duffee et al., 2017).  Most programs are 

voluntary.  However, the cost of programming has again stopped policymakers from 

making home visiting universal (Finello et al., 2016).  For a reference, the average cost 

for a year of home visits is $6583 with a range of $2122-$13962.  Broken down further, 

the average cost of a single home visit is $534 with a range of $201-$1397.  Some cost-

benefit analysis has been completed, but it is an area that needs further research.  

After a century of home visits, although there are evaluations indicating effective 

home visiting programs, home visitors are still reporting the same problems that home 

visitors of the 1800s tried to eliminate.  Poverty, social problems, and child well-being 

are still at the forefront of many family issues (Finello, 2012; Roibal, 2016).  Much more 

research needs to be completed about the implementation models and components of 

home visits as well as what additional services are needed to end the substantial problem 

that children and families are facing.  The expansion of home visits beyond early 

childhood years into the primary grades warrants further investigation.        

Worldwide Home Visiting Programs 

Home visiting programs in the United States were the product of many European 

models.  A brief look at models throughout Europe show the connection and differences 

in programming.  Most European countries used nurses to deliver services (Finello et al., 
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2016).  Well known nurses like Florence Nightingale from Great Britain, are associated 

with the start of home nurse visiting programs.  Although countries like Germany use 

social workers as home visitors, and Norway and Netherlands use both nurses and 

paraprofessionals, health services were the focus.  Programs were voluntary, but open 

and free to all families.  Other countries such as Canada, Israel, Latin America, and Japan 

have similar programming (Finello, et al., 2016).  Many of the countries, including the 

United States’ northern neighbor Canada, have seen positive outcomes from home 

visiting programs and have offered them to all families free of cost.  Most programs, like 

the United States, focus on birth through five with the core focus on birth through three.  

There is no indication that home visits are happening in primary school.  However, a 

deeper analysis into European public-school models would need to be conducted.   

Policies for Home Visits 

Forming relationships and interacting with families has long been a staple in early 

childhood.  It is common knowledge that understanding, working, communicating, 

teaching, and interacting with families of students is crucial in the education of young 

children.  It is not enough to work with just the student, and ignore all the other aspects of 

the child’s life (see section on Bronfenbrenner in chapter 2).  In fact, the largest early 

childhood organization in the world, the National Association for the Education of Young 

Children (NAEYC) has long promoted the connection between teacher, student, and 

family.  Their guidance and research in the field of early childhood has pushed policy to 

align with the evidence-based practices.  From the position statement on developmentally 

appropriate practices, NAEYC outlines the need for children to have good relationships 

with adults and peers.  These relationships foster many needed skills, and models for 
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students’ success.  NAEYC uses words like valued, nurtured, and positive to describe the 

types of relationships found in quality early childhood programs.  In addition to this 

statement, NAEYC goes further to discuss the influences of social and cultural awareness 

of the family.  The statement points to the joining of the family and child’s culture with 

the society and community where the child and family reside.  In essence, early 

childhood educators need to create safe spaces in classrooms for all children, and provide 

experiences that are part of each students’ culture. (National Association for the 

Education of Young Children, 2020).  Again, these statements outline the need for 

educators to be aware and prepared to foster relationships with all students and families.   

NAEYC goes further than the position statement to promote and push for teacher, 

child, and family relationships.  In the guidelines for developmentally appropriate 

practices, NAEYC outlines two major areas that focus on relationships: Engaging in 

Reciprocal Partnerships with Families and Fostering Community Connections (National 

Association for the Education of Young Children, 2020).  In both of these sections, 

relationships are the key, and establishing them is the goal.  For example, NAEYC 

describes appropriate practices as building up the community, establishing relationships, 

and making everyone feel safe.  Additionally, NAEYC focuses beyond the classroom and 

looks towards the home.  They have recommended deep and connected relationships with 

families that go beyond typical parent involvement activities to focus on reciprocal, 

collaborative, welcoming, and open classrooms (National Association for the Education 

of Young Children, 2020; Copple & Bredekamp, 2009).  Other organizations have 

similar positions.  The Division for Early Childhood (DEC) echoes much of NAEYC’s 

position especially in terms of family involvement.  DEC focuses on three themes for 
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family practices:  family-centered practice, family capacity-building practice, and family 

and professional collaboration (Division for Early Childhood, 2014).  These three themes 

address the same cultural, informative, collaborative, supportive, and responsive 

relationships that are central to the NAEYC position statement.   NAEYC and DEC 

promote a partnership between teacher and family that enhances the learning of the child.  

These recommendations focus on connecting everyone who is involved with the child, 

and working on partnered goals.  Through the ongoing and vast amounts of research in 

early childhood, if NAEYC and DEC are recommending these practices that influence 

policy, they should be implemented.   

Lastly, NAEYC makes recommendations for policymakers.  Many of these 

recommendations would be necessary in the implementation of programming for home 

visits in primary grade.  Since home visits fall in a strategy for promoting early childhood 

development and education, it only makes sense that these same recommendations would 

also be necessary for home visiting programs.  When reviewing the recommendations, 

NAEYC points to access to high-quality early childhood educators and adequate funding 

for high-quality early childhood programs.  Additionally, NAEYC focuses on outcomes 

that are beyond skill-based assessments and provide comprehensive services to families 

(National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2020).  Using these 

recommendations to develop home visiting for young students would be the foundation 

for quality programming.     

Program Evaluation to Drive Policy 

  Research is a driving factor in policy creation for home visits.  Gomby et al. 

(1999) did an extensive review of the research on several prominent home visiting 
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programs.  All the programs worked with families with young children.  Gomby’s et al. 

review of the research indicated that outcome measure across the home visiting research 

reviewed did not reach statistical significance.  However, a closer look at Gomby’s et al. 

data shows areas of success.   Students showed positive growth in different areas outside 

the program outcomes such as socioemotional skills, and it was determined that the 

collaboration of community programs with home visits produced positive outcomes.  

MIECHV has completed many evaluations and reported the many successes of home 

visiting programs (Health Resources & Services Administration, n.d.).    Policymakers 

tend to put money into programs that are meeting the expected outcomes.  Therefore, it 

makes sense to do evaluations and recommendations for program improvement. 

Home visits have many factors that play into their success.  All of these factors 

can directly influence the outcomes.  It is of utter importance when evaluating programs 

to consider the many variables that can impact home visiting.  Aspects such as intensity, 

duration, and curriculum delivery are all controlled by the home visitor.  Many of the 

home visiting programs not reaching successful outcomes are falling short in one or more 

of these factors.  In addition, many home visitors are paid low-wages.  Many home 

visitors do not carry the title “home visitor” as a professional title.  Many home visitors 

have degrees in many other fields such as education and social work and are deemed 

qualitied to conduct/complete home visit.  The lack of the professional title may play into 

the low wages.  Furthermore, families play a role in the success of home visits as well.  

Family attrition and the activities required to be done by the families can impact the 

desired outcomes of the home visiting program (Gomby et al., 1999).  Working with 

families, especially vulnerable families with challenges, is not always a straight forward 
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process.  Crisis arise that take the focus from the home visiting target to a real time need. 

With all the different factors that play into home visiting, evaluators and assessors need 

to focus on the contributing factors by looking at each family, home visitor, and program 

as an individual before making overarching program recommendations.   

Recommendations for Home Visiting Programs      

In order to improve outcomes for home visiting programs, Gomby et al. (1999) 

did make recommendations based on the data collected.  These recommendations could 

be the beginning steps to writing policy for home visits in public schools.  The first 

recommendation is for programs to have ongoing assessments to pinpoint areas where 

they can improve quality and services.  Secondly, it was recommended that continued 

research be conducted on home visiting programs to again improve quality and services.  

Finally, it is recommended that practitioners and policymakers adjust their expectations 

for outcomes.  Home visits alone cannot be the only strategy to help families become 

independent and healthy.  All of these recommendations are important for creating a 

home visiting program that meets outcomes, and is always improving quality.   

Current Program Policies   

Comprehensive policy making for public school education is made mostly at the 

local, state, and federal government levels.  However, for policymakers to be successful, 

they must be knowledgeable in the current educational issues and guided by people in 

practice (Comer, 2020).  Currently, there is no policy in place for public schools related 

to requirements for home visiting.  Additionally, there are no recommendations, 

guidelines, or trainings for public school teachers to do home visiting.  All required home 

visits are performed in early childhood programs listed above, and vary by design of the 
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program.  However, looking at two preschool programs, GSRP and Head Start, one can 

examine the current policies for those programs as a starting point for the creation of 

policies for public school home visits. 

Center Based Head Start and GSRP are two programs closely tied to public 

schools.  Many times, these programs are housed in public school buildings.  The 

transition from these preschool programs to the local public schools is traditionally 

coordinated by the teaching staff.  Within these two programs, parent interactions are 

encouraged and required.  For both programs, the policy states that two home visits and 

two parent teacher conferences are required during the academic year.  Both programs 

have set policies and suggest schedules to follow for both the home visits and 

conferences.  Along with the frequency, the duration is set at 60 minutes a visit and 45 

minutes a conference.  Public schools in comparison are required to have as little as one 

15 minute conference, usually within the first marking period of the school year.  For 

GSRP and Head Start, it is suggested that the visits take place at certain times during the 

year, such as before school to transition students into the classroom.  The second or 

subsequent visits are planned as needed to meet the student and family needs.  The home 

visits and conferences are only part of the policy for parent interaction.  The programs are 

encouraged to have continual interactions with families, both formal and informal, 

throughout the academic year (GSRP Implementation Manual, 2014).     

Current State of Education 

Education in the United States is going through an unprecedented time of turmoil.  

The COVID-19 pandemic opened the flood gates to problems in education that were 

triaged for years.  Upon returning to full in person instruction, the issues in education that 
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were contained prior to the pandemic were visible to schools and the public.  Issues in 

challenging student behavior, increases in student mental health issues, social emotional 

irregularities, access to curriculum, special education issues, and teacher and staff 

shortages were the major issues that came to the forefront (Lynch, 2023; Beach, 2023).  

In addition, teachers and administrators were put under a microscope and criticized, 

sometimes unfounded, for every decision.  At the beginning of the pandemic, teachers 

were celebrated as heroes for all of their hard work with children.  As COVID restrictions 

have receded, the change in teacher support switched to rejecting teachers and blaming 

them for their child’s struggles.  The human aspect to education, that is the connection 

between teachers, students, and caregivers, and the foundation of the whole educational 

system, is struggling. 

In addition to the aftermath of the pandemic, the current political climate around 

education is divided.  Democrats and Republicans have very diverse ideas on how to 

operate public education.  Social issues such as book bans, LGTBQ+, gender identity, 

Critical Race Theory (CRT), and school sports have sparked large controversies and 

debate (Jochim, et al., 2023; Langreo, 2023).  School board meetings have had more 

attendance and public participation since the pandemic.   Many meetings are making the 

news or are found in many social media platforms.  It was rare in the past for a school 

board meeting to make any news unless the topic of discussion was around a larger 

newsworthy event.   Now it is not hard to find recordings of school board meetings with 

very diverse sides demanding change based on social issues.  The extreme views from 

both sides have divided the country with schools not sheltered from the fallout.  It is truly 
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affecting the way schools run and their ability to create an environment conducive to the 

culture of the community.      

In addition to social issues, regular school issues such as funding, programming, 

mandated testing, staffing, and new laws are challenging schools.  For example, to attract 

qualified staff and increase the number of teacher candidates, many schools are looking 

to increase the pay.  To increase pay for teachers would require an increase in funding.  

Funding is largely determined by legislation, which varies depending on the state 

(Meinhardt & Van Ness, 2023).  In some states, funding is determined by enrollment that 

has dropped since the COVID-19 pandemic (U.S. Department of Education, 2023).  The 

largest enrollment drop was seen in the youngest children (three, four, and five year olds) 

with lower attendance rates compared to 2019.  Additional money from the federal 

government can also vary depending on the party in power.  As of this writing, many 

schools are coming off a high of funding from ESSAR dollars that expire in 2024.  Many 

schools saw a huge influx of money since the COVID pandemic, and are now looking for 

ways to continue or support the programs through the general fund budget.  Additionally, 

programming determined by legislation, which again can vary depending on the state and 

the party that is in power, is seeing dramatic swings.  Some states are heavily invested in 

preschool, SEL, and mental health.  However, the implementation of programming is not 

always smooth.  For example, in the school that this research was conducted, grant 

money was allocated to provide additional social work services to students.  However, 

there are not enough social workers to fill the position.  Similarly, SEL programs are 

being offered, but the demand is so high that schools are delayed in implementation of 
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programming.  The factors currently affecting education are making it almost impossible 

to move forward.  

Education in the United States appears to be at a very important crossroad.  The 

system can no longer sustain the way it is currently functioning.  Schools cannot continue 

to function without the proper staff, funding, and systematic changes that would help 

students be successful.  Trying to go back to “normal” does not seem possible as what is 

“normal” is not known.   An overhaul of the system with some outside the box thinking is 

going to be necessary for schools to again be successful.  Home visits could be the 

strategy that could create the relationships necessary for schools, while allowing 

communities to heal and move forward.  With so many issues in education, connecting 

with the stakeholders in the community to join together for the common good to educate 

children could lead to a joint effort to conquer the local issues in education.   It will 

require teachers, administrators, support staff, families, community members, and 

legislators to work together for home visits to become a successful strategy for change.  If 

real work is not done to help refocus the educational system, the pattern of struggles 

educators and stakeholders are facing will continue.         

Major Theories Supporting Home Visiting 

Home visiting has a long tradition in many different fields including education, 

health care, mental health such as counseling, and social services.  Meeting families in 

the home has been well documented.  Methods and strategies may differ and the focus 

may be on different aspects of support, but the principles and core mission has been the 

same:  to bring services to families, to offer assistance, build relationships, and educate.  
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For the topic of home visits in primary grades, I will consider theory around multiple 

home visiting models from many different fields, with a focus on education.   

Theories 

Home visits have much theoretical support.  For this paper, theorists that will be 

considered are Bronfenbrenner, Bowlby and Ainsworth, and Rogers.  Each theory sheds 

light into the formation of home visiting and understanding the family.  The foundation 

of home visiting for this paper will be Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model.  The mission 

of home visiting is to understand the whole child, and all the different influences that 

affect the development domains, especially cognitive, social, emotional, language and 

physical development, of the student.  Theories by Bowlby and Ainsworth will consider 

the understanding of secure attachment, and how attachment plays a role in education.  

Additionally, theories developed by Rogers, will dive deeply into the understanding of 

therapeutic relationships, and consider how a counseling perspective could influence the 

relationships in home visiting.  Figure 1.1 shows the connection between these theories, 

and how an educator can expand their knowledge across the ecological system of an 

individual to better understand and service a student.      

Bronfenbrenner 

Uri Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model considers the many complex layers to the 

world of a human.  Within nested spheres, Bronfenbrenner proposed five different 

influences on an individual.  The different spheres starting from the center and moving 

outwards are the microsystem (direct influences on the individual), mesosystem (the 

interactions from the influencers in the microsystem, exosystem (outside influences that 
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Figure 1 

Connecting the Theories for Home Visiting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note.  Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Model shows the many influences on the individual.  

For an educator to become part of the ecological systems, and understand the many 

influences on the individual, attachment and aspects of person-centered therapy are 

essential.  Without attachment and a therapeutic relationship (an aspect of person-

centered therapy) joining and understanding the different systems will be difficult, and 

the educator will see an incomplete picture.  Using attachment and therapeutic 

relationships, the educator may see the whole system, moving outside microsystem.  

Through home visiting, an educator can get inside the ecological systems of an individual 

and better service the student. Bronfenbrenner Ecological Model was created by 

Jacquelinecp16 

(https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Bronfenbrenner%27s_Ecological_Model.png).  

Copyright 2020 by Wikimedia.  Additional theorists were added by researcher.         
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are not directly influencing the individual), and macrosystem (the societal and cultural  

influences on an individual).  The individual is in the center of the spheres of influence 

and the further out each system from the individual, the less direct influence (Broderick 

& Blewitt, 2020, pp. 16-19).    His model can be applied to any individual at any age over 

any amount of life span.  Hence, the addition of the chronosystem.  This system connects 

the events of an individual’s life and how those experiences play into the future 

development of the individual (Bronfenbrenner, 2005, pp. 82-83).  Events such as births, 

deaths, illness, divorce, moving, puberty, marriage, retirement, and school entry are some 

of the few events that are in the chronosystem.  All of life’s events will have an impact on 

the individual, and the different systems that the individual is developing within.     

Considering his theory and home visits, Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model 

examines the many factors that not only influence the child, but the family as well.  His 

theory tells us to look beyond the individual child and into the child’s environment, and 

how the different influences impact a child (Lin & Bates, 2010).  Although teachers may 

think they have a good understanding of their students, most of the information is based 

on the knowledge of the individual, and does not consider the other layers of influences.  

Even considering the mesosystem, teachers may feel they understand the interactions of 

the contributors from the microsystem, but the understanding may be very basic, and 

missing many interactions that home visits could provide.  The exosystem and aspects of 

the macrosystem are most likely the most difficult for teachers to understand as their 

interactions with students and families primarily takes place in a school environment in 

short durations and few intervals.  Home visits allow teachers to see the full picture of the 

students’ ecology.  Through this understanding, educators can better service students and 



 27 

adjust strategies to improve student learning and outcomes.  Knowing the many different 

influences and relationships for the child and family enable the home visitor to better 

service the student and family. 

When working with children and considering Bronfenbrenner’s theory, one must 

consider the children as individuals, but also look at how they fit into groups and the 

wider world.  By looking at the many different influences on a child, a teacher and family 

can work to meet the needs of the child.  In a narrative documentation study conducted 

by Cline et al. (2019), the authors focused on looking at the transformation of a 

kindergarten classroom focused on the different spheres of influence beyond the 

individual.  By considering the child not only as an individual, but as a member of a 

group of the world, teachers can better understand students and see them more clearly.  In 

order to accomplish this goal, teachers must have access to the child on a multitude of 

levels including close interactions with the families and community of the child.  Home 

visits may provide the insight into a child’s extended world beyond the individual.     

Schools and policymakers sometimes overlook aspects of a child’s ecology that 

are major influences.  For example, in a qualitative study with 10 rural school districts 

and 130 participants, it was determined that geographic location such as rural, urban, or 

suburban areas can have a large impact on the development of a child (Iruka et al., 2019).  

However, when it comes to standards, curriculum, and services, geography is overlooked 

by many leaders in education.  The difference between rural and urban learners is 

evident.  Rurality is a significant factor in a child’s development and learning (Iruka et 

al., 2019).  There are different factors in each of Bronfenbrenner’s systems that are part 

of a rural area.  They are worth mentioning due to the fact that they are so significant.  In 
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the microsystem, pre-kindergarten access, family poverty, and school mobility are factors 

in the child’s development.  The mesosystem focuses on the struggle to generate and 

maintain family engagement.  Lack of school and community resources are aspects of the 

exosystem within rural settings.   Finally, the different norms, culture, customs, and 

policies of the macrosystem in rural communities have a large impact on the children 

(Iruka et al., 2019).  Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model, although universal in 

application, cannot be universally compared across different geographic locations.  Each 

individual must be examined through the different lenses of the location they reside.  

Home visits could allow the educator to understand the different influences of geography 

within the different systems.         

Bowlby and Ainsworth        

John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth both researched parent-child attachment.  At 

one point in their careers, they worked together on their common interest.  Bowlby’s 

work was heavily criticized.  However, his work was later supported by Harry Harlow, 

and presented with clarity and empirical observations of parent-child attachment by Mary 

Ainsworth.  The most known aspects of attachment developed from Bowlby, but further 

defined and developed by Mary Ainsworth, were categories related to the behaviors 

displayed by caregivers and children.  These categories were secure base, secure 

attachment, anxious-ambivalent insecurely attached, and anxious-avoidant insecurely 

attached (Mooney, 2010, pp. 17-34).  Understanding these terms can assist a home visitor 

to define the child-parent attachment.  Also, early childhood educators form similar 

attachments to students.  Therefore, home visitors should consider their own attachment 
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to the student to determine if they too have a secure or other attachment.  The child’s 

attachment to a home visitor may impede or assist the goals of the home visit.     

Often parent and child attachment can seem to happen very naturally, teacher and 

child attachment may take work and professional development.  Teachers need programs, 

methods, tools, and training to best bond with students appropriately and rule out 

ineffective strategies that do not bring positive results (Colmer, 2011).  It may sound odd 

to train teachers to bond with students, yet the way a teacher responds and interacts with 

a child (sometimes unconsciously) can determine the level of attachment.  Studies 

completed verify the need for training.  Webster-Stratton et al. (2008) evaluated a 

program using a randomized trial of 153 Teachers and 1,768 students and found that 

teachers trained in the Incredible Years Teacher and Child Training Programs created a 

more positively managed, emotionally self-regulated, and prosocial classroom.  

Outcomes were determined using observations and coding systems (Multiple Option 

Observation System for Experimental Studies (MOOSES), Coder Observation of 

Adaptation-Revised (COCA-R), Teacher Coder Impressions Inventory (TCI)), 

questionnaires, and the WALLY Problem Solving Test.  Another finding indicated that 

the classroom with the most children who were at risk benefited the most when training 

was implemented.  Teachers reported feeling more bonded with their students and 

parents, and felt the training was very well done and fit into their academic curriculum 

nicely (Webster-Stratton et al., 2008).  Again, researchers are indicating the need to train 

teachers to develop skills that many people think occur automatically.   

As Bowlby and Ainsworth indicated in their research, attachment plays a key role 

in development.  Although not completely the same as parent-child attachment, early 
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childhood educators must form a positive attachment with their students in order for them 

to succeed in academic and social development.  Researchers have considered the 

different attachments children develop with caregivers, and the compounding factors in 

all developmental domains.  In a quantitative study of 152 preschool students, 

Commodari (2013) indicated that children who were securely attached to their preschool 

teacher showed higher school readiness capabilities and lower chance of developing 

learning difficulties.  Likewise, students who were securely attached displayed positive 

basic skills in school learning, language and psychomotor skills, and overall cognitive 

skills.  These findings indicated the power of attachment to attain the skills that dominate 

primary grades such as reading and mathematics.  To put it another way, strong 

attachments may be associated with high academic achievement, and high academic 

achievement may be associated with strong attachments.  The two are bidirectional 

(Commodari, 2013).  Therefore, it is crucial in all early childhood grades that deep and 

meaningful attachments happen to promote the best possible academic outcomes and 

other developmental outcomes.  However, there can be many hurdles that prevent 

positive attachments including one-on-one time with the student and the demands of the 

classroom.  Hence, home visits may be used to develop these critical attachments that 

will promote school success.      

Rogers 

Carl Rogers changed the counseling field in a very significant way.  His focus on 

person-centered counseling changed the counseling focus from one where the counselor 

is directive and prescriptive with clients, to one where the counselor supports the client’s 

autonomy and responsibility.  Although the training and education necessary to 
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implement person-centered therapy is extensive, the basic guidelines can be used to help 

any human service provider form and maintain a solid relationship with a client.  

Understanding that humans are growth oriented around their own experiences, and 

intrinsically good, sets the foundation for understanding person-centered therapy.  

Additionally, in person-centered therapy, the focus is on the exploration of feelings 

driven by the client, to help individuals become better humans.  All of these guidelines 

are built upon the therapeutic relationship (Kottler & Shepart, 2015).      

Aspects of his work help develop the therapeutic relationships, which is used in 

all aspects of counseling.  The therapeutic relationship is built upon principles that set 

boundaries such as time, session dates, and specific areas of focus.  Additionally, the 

therapeutic relationship has qualities that define the structure.  The relationship is the 

forum of change to take place with an explicit goal and purpose.  The counselor 

understands that in the relationship, they are in control of the process and they are there 

to help the client come to a better understanding of themselves.  Culture and structure 

play a large role in how the relationship forms and the relationship is multidimensional 

and ever changing depending on the needs of the client.  Therapeutic relationships have 

common characteristics such as commitment, trust, empathy, confidentiality, and 

benevolent power (Kottler & Shepart, 2015).  Within person-centered counseling, 

techniques such as active listening are utilized to better understand a client’s feelings and 

help the client explore their own feelings. 

In terms of home visiting, developing and maintaining aspects of a therapeutic 

relationship will allow the family, student, and visitor to better understand needs, wants, 

and feelings.  Many of the same traits that Rogers suggested when working with clients 
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parallel the skills needed for home visiting.  Home visitors must have skills to establish 

rapport with families.  Also, home visitors must have a high level of organizational skills 

to be prepared to deliver services, while being able to handle a family crisis at a 

moment’s notice.  Moreover, home visitors must be ready to help families with their 

needs and goals.  The connection between home visitor and family is so important, 

turnover among home visitors can have serious implications in the success of the 

strategies and family outcomes.  It has been hypothesized, much like person-centered 

counseling, that the relationship between the home visitor and family is where the change 

occurs (Gomby et al., 1999).    Home visiting may take on aspects of counseling, and 

understanding the basic principles of Rogers’ person-centered therapy, and therapeutic 

relationships, may help guide successful and productive home visits.    

Chapter 1 Summary 

Home visiting programs in the United States have a long history, dating back to 

the 1800s.  The changing models throughout history seem to focus on the most important 

needs at the time.  Currently, programs seem to have a balanced approach of medical and 

social goals.  One aspect of home visits that has remained steady in the United States is 

the population receiving home visits.  Reported by MIECHV, 67% of participating 

families are at or below the federal poverty line, and 60% of adults have a high school 

diploma or less (Health Resources & Services Administration, n.d.).  Although visits 

have long been used to service families, they are not universal.  Other countries see the 

value of home visits for all and offer them free of charge.  The cost of doing universal 

home visiting would be staggering.  However, research into cost analysis could show the 

benefits to universal home visiting.  Investments through legislation in early childhood 
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areas of birth to five seem to be increasing, but the targeted groups, needs of the families, 

or the universality of birth to five services have not changed, nor the needs of families.     

It is no revelation that connecting families and professionals together for the 

benefit of the children is needed in early childhood.  Organizations such as NAEYC and 

DEC have researched and determined the need for relationships.  Remembering that early 

childhood is defined as birth through age eight, it makes sense based on the current policy 

to continue to build relationships with families and students past age five and into 

primary grades.  Therefore, evaluation, policy, and professional development should be 

developed to build programming for home visiting in primary grades.  Considering 

current programs and policies will enable creators of home visiting programs for primary 

grades to make successful and beneficial programming.   

All of the theories above take into account the many aspects of the development 

of humans.  As Bronfenbrenner lays the foundation for development through the many 

systems that influence development, Bowlby, Ainsworth, and Rogers incorporate the 

need for strong relationships between individuals.  All of the theories focus on how 

relationships have a large impact on the individual’s development.  The consideration of 

all these different relationships could be the key to understanding a child, and creating the 

best educational path to success.  Combined, the theories demonstrate the many facets of 

human development and how home visiting could dive deep into the understanding of the 

whole child.    

Exploratory Study 

The combination of home visit definitions, history, policies, and the current state 

of education in addition to the theoretical underpinnings have prompted this exploratory 
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study.  In addition, based on the researcher’s experience using home visits within a rural 

kindergarten public school, it is proposed that considering using home visits within rural 

public schools as a strategy is worthy of an exploratory study.  Therefore, the researcher 

proposes the five research questions listed below: 

1. In what ways do relationships between caregivers and teachers change 

through participation in a home visit? 

2. In what ways do relationships between students and teachers change 

through participation in a home visit? 

3. What academic outcomes in reading and math, as measured on a 

standardized assessment, are discovered with students participating in a 

home visit compared to students who did not participate? 

4. What classroom behavior changes, as measured using a standardized 

assessment, are discovered with students participating in a home visit 

compared to students who did not participate? 

5. After completing the home visits, do teachers feel that the home visiting 

program could feasibly be utilized with all students on a yearly basis? 

The research questions focus on many important aspects of public school 

education.  The exploratory study will determine if further research is necessary on the 

topic of home visits in public schools. The following chapters will review the literature, 

explain the methods of the exploratory study, report the findings, and discuss the future 

of home visits in rural public schools.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 

Home visits rely on relationships. Without an understanding of the power of the 

different relationships and the importance of each, home visiting is more likely to be 

ineffective, unproductive, and lacking in outcomes.  Three types of relationships are 

considered in this section: teacher and child relationship, teacher and family relationship, 

and child and the relationship with their ecosystem.  When these relationships are 

underdeveloped, many developmental domains suffer such as cognitive and 

socioemotional. In order to provide correct services, programming, and strategies for 

families, a home visitor must understand, form, and maintain these three types of 

relationships. 

Teacher and Child Relationship 

Teachers and young children have a special relationship.  The quality of the 

relationship is the core of the success of the student and the teacher.  It is common 

knowledge that the quality of the teacher has a direct influence on the quality of the 

education the children are receiving.  Strong teacher and child relationship is an aspect of 

a quality teacher.  In a literature review, Stacks (2005) pointed out that research supports 

the notion that strong teacher and child relationships prior to kindergarten influence 

school performance in later childhood.  Also, a positive learning environment translates 

into confident children and positive attitude towards learning (Martin, 2010).   Therefore, 

it only makes sense that the quality of the relationship is directly tied to the success of the 

student.   
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School and Grade Level Transitions 

Although not the same as the attachment to a primary caregiver, the attachment a 

child feels towards their teacher plays a role in the child’s success.  Many of these 

relationships start with smooth transitions from one grade to the next.  Young children 

will transition several times during their early years in education, and these transitions 

can have a negative effect on the child’s behavior (Stacks, 2005).  One of the most 

critical transitions is from pre-kindergarten to kindergarten.  Teachers start to form 

relationships with students the minute they start the transition process.  However, many 

teachers use only a small number of transition practices to start to build the student-

teacher relationship (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2008).  The student-teacher relationship is 

so important from the start, and can set the tone for the entire school year.  Hence, before 

the student even starts in the teacher’s classroom, practices need to be put in place to help 

build and sustain the student-teacher relationship. 

The atmosphere and expectations to build lasting and strong child and teacher 

attachments and relationships have changed over the years.  The increase in academic 

work, standardized testing, and the focus on limited domains of child development have 

limited opportunities for relationships to develop.  Many children leave the nurturing and 

supportive preschool environments and enter demanding kindergarten programs that do 

not focus on fostering relationships.  Many times, these transitions are done with little 

planning, no parent involvement, and without cultural sensitivity (Ray & Smith, 2010).  

For example, in a research review by Ray and Smith it was determined that kindergarten 

is now less about creative thought and free exploration and more focused on preparing 

students for future standardized assessments.  Instead of forming deep socioemotional 
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relationships with students, most relationships develop during work time instead of 

playtime.  These shallow relationships may have a long-term academic effect on children 

as they progress through future grades. Moreover, due to the lack of time placed on 

forming relationships, students who are more pro-socially skilled tend to form more 

positive connections with teachers compared to more aggressive children (Ray & Smith, 

2010).  Yet, the use of home visits, although very limited in primary grades, are a good 

way for teachers to make their initial connection with a child (Patton, 2015).   

Teacher Professional and Personal Experiences  

Teachers are influenced by many sources as they develop their relationship with a 

child.  Two of the most important aspects are the professional and personal experiences 

(Albin-Clark et al., 2018).  Albin-Clark et al. conducted an interpretative narrative 

method with four teachers considering their professional and personal experiences on 

their teaching.   A professional experience is easy to define.  Teachers are frequently 

involved in professional development and training that influence their roles with children.  

However, the personal lives of teachers, such as becoming parents, can also have a large 

impact on the type of relationship a teacher has with a child.  For example, if teachers 

have their own children, their thoughts about young children can change and grow.   

Also, when entering the classroom, teachers bring with them their own attachment 

history.  The quality of their own attachments may play a role in how they foster 

attachments with their students (Colmer, 2011). Teachers need to be aware of how these 

outside experiences are influencing both positively and negatively the relationship of the 

children in their classrooms.  Close personal evaluation and reflection are necessary to 
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determine what type of relationship a teacher may have with a child and how experiences 

are playing into their relationship building.   

Student Outcomes from Attachments       

As teachers develop their attachments and relationships with children, outcomes 

start to be observed.  Children who have close relationship with their teacher tend to 

show positive behaviors, while children who have fewer close relationships tend to show 

negative behaviors.  Buyse (2008) conducted two large studies consisting of 3798 

kindergarten students and 187 teachers and 237 kindergarten students and 36 teachers 

that considered the closeness of the child to the teacher and behaviors.  Buyse concluded 

through the use of survey, observation, and standardized tests that the behaviors of the 

students were directly linked to the closeness to the teacher.  Children who felt close to 

their teachers had less internalizing (shyness, withdraw, nervousness) and externalizing 

behaviors (physical aggression, defiance, verbal outburst).  Many times, children who are 

close to their teachers are able to regulate their emotions and feelings even when the 

emotions were difficult, frightening, and strong (Colmer, 2011).  These same findings 

were echoed by additional researchers.  Children who feel conflict with their teachers or 

have not established a secure relationship with the teacher have more behavior issues.  

Furthermore, in a study of 262 low income urban males using a variety of assessments 

and demographic information (Child Behavior Checklist, Student Teacher Relationship 

Scale, Stranger Situation, Emotionality, Activity, Sociability, and Impulsivity 

Temperament Survey, and Beck Depression Inventory), conflict in early childhood 

grades may result in behavior issues into middle elementary grades (Collins, et al., 2017).  

Additionally, Buyse (2008) concluded that emotionally supportive teachers can influence 
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the behaviors of a child, even if the child is showing internalizing and externalizing 

behaviors.  Although one would think that teaching style is a component to determining 

relationship closeness, Buyse concluded that in general that is not the case.  Even though 

the teacher has control over the classroom atmosphere and how they develop 

relationships, there are other outside components such as family characteristics that may 

play into the behaviors and attachment of a child to their teachers (Collins et al., 2017).   

In addition to family characteristics, classroom composition (ratio of children with 

externalizing and internalizing behaviors to adults) can influence the teacher and child 

attachment.       

In terms of academic success, attachment also plays a role in student outcomes.  

In essence, the closer the teacher and child relationship, the better the academic 

outcomes.  In a study conducted by Howes (2013) of 118 low-income preschoolers using 

quantitative tools (Classroom Assessment Scoring System, Emerging Academics 

Snapshot, and Attachment Q-Set), the connection between the child and teacher 

relationship and academic success was evident.  Students who were supported, 

scaffolded, and embraced showed higher levels of engagement and were less resistant to 

academic learning.  Additionally, it mattered less how the teacher worked with the 

student, but more about the quality time the teacher spent with the student.  The more 

time the teacher spent instructing the student, the closer the relationship, which in turn 

created better academic outcomes.  The authors concluded that the classroom climate, 

feedback, time, and instructional format led to better academic outcomes.  These findings 

may seem intuitive.  However, professional development was cited as a much-needed 

necessity for teachers to build close relationships and academic success.   Understanding 
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how to instruct and engage children in a productive matter, while giving appropriate 

feedback, are the areas most in need of training.  Teachers need to continually reflect and 

evaluate their relationships with students to assess if the attachment they have is 

enhancing or prohibiting the academic success of the child.   

The Teacher and Family Relationship   

Teachers, families, and communities are connected in the mission to educate 

children.  Without one, the other fails.  Literature emphasizes the importance of 

relationships with parents as one of the most important aspects of teaching (Patton, 

2015).  Partnerships between all stakeholders is key to successful parent involvement and 

promotion of learning outcomes (Ma et al., 2016; Comer, 2020).  Ray and Smith (2010) 

said it simply, parent involvement is a positive indicator of school success.  Many 

researchers have concluded that parent involvement is important for the academic success 

(Ma et al., 2016; Tran, 2014).   Therefore, for the good of the students, families, and 

schools, increasing the strength of the relationship between a teacher and their students’ 

family is critical.  When relationships between the teacher and the families break down, 

the child is left struggling to find solid ground on which to succeed and move forward.   

The child may feel as though there are two different worlds that are not communicating, 

and the child is stuck trying to decipher the mixed messages.     

Parent and Family Engagement  

In a meta-analysis of 46 studies, results indicated that Educational policy and 

practice surrounding family involvement needs continual development and reform (Ma et 

al., 2016).  Finding the most effective strategies to foster positive relationships between 

families and teachers is key to the development of the child.  Some of the most effective 
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researched strategies for fostering relationships include the use of specialized staff, parent 

education offerings, parent-teacher communication, home visits, at home learning 

activities, and parent involvement in classroom or school decision making (Swick et al., 

1997).  When parents are involved in the monitoring of the child’s behavior, home 

supervision, and forming a strong bond between home and school, learning outcomes and 

parent engagement are positively correlated (Ma et al., 2016). Yet, there is hesitation to 

form relationships with families, especially via home visits.  Teachers feel that many 

families do not want them in their homes.  This fact has yielded several outcomes 

including the fear of home visits and the majority of teachers who have never done a 

home visit (Lin & Bates, 2010).  However, when parents do invite you into their home, 

they are displaying a level of comfort and trust with the educator.  Additionally, the 

children are witnessing the interaction and seeing that the teacher is a safe and trusted 

individual (Patton, 2015).  However, as the researchers pointed out, these strategies are 

not enough without training and preparation (Epstein et al., 2019; Lin & Bates, 2010; 

Swick et al., 1997).   

Family involvement has many different levels.  A parent can be involved in the 

classroom, school budgets, on the PTA, or through communications (Swick et al., 1997).  

Epstein et al. (2019) identified six types of involvement including parenting, 

communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and collaborating with 

the community.  With so many options for parents to be involved in schools, it is difficult 

to pick the strategy that will be most effective.  However, when considering parent 

involvement, researchers have identified that the involvement of the parent is more 

important than the involvement of the school and community (Ma et al., 2016).  When 
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choosing which method to engage parents, focusing on the parents is a more direct 

method than focusing on parent engagement through community agencies.  With 

resources at a premium in many districts, schools must use the most effective strategies to 

engage families (Ma et al., 2016).   

Recommendations for Strong Family and Teacher Relationship 

In order for the practices noted above, and strong family and school relationships 

to occur, there are many factors that need to be put in place.  These recommendations and 

guidelines are necessary for the best outcomes (Swick et al., 1997).  First and foremost is 

teacher training.  Connecting to families may not come naturally to educators.  Strategies 

such as home visits require extensive training to be successful.  Secondly, parents need to 

play a major role in the shaping of programs and services.  If parents feel that they are a 

stakeholder in the process of their child’s education, they will be more involved (Comer, 

2020; Swick et al., 1997).  Additionally, tapping into the strengths of parents is 

important.  Many parents have skills and talents that they can use to help promote 

education and community building.  Also, communication, respect, and trust are all 

characteristics of strong family and school relationships.  Based on the findings reviewed, 

starting all of these recommendations and practices early in a child’s school career, and 

transitioning these practices from one grade level to the next, should foster a sense of 

community, and continue parent involvement throughout the child’s school career.  

Lastly, educators will notice when their work is paying off.  Teachers will see an increase 

in parent involvement with early literacy, strong connections with parents and families, 

and close relationships between educators and families as the children make the transition 

from preschool to kindergarten to first grade (Swick et al., 1997).  For positive 
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relationships with families and teachers to develop, both families and teachers need to put 

forth a determined effort. Family and teacher relationships are a lot of work, yet very 

rewarding.  Using these recommendations and practices are designed to ensure that 

parents and schools are connected and involved over the child’s entire school career. 

To add to the recommendations listed above, Epstein et al. (2019) suggest eight 

essential elements for effective and equitable partnership programs.  It is suggested that 

when these eight elements are in place, educator and family partnerships are more likely 

to succeed.  The eight elements are: leadership, teamwork, written plans, implementation, 

evaluation, adequate funds, collegial support, and networking, and they are the 

foundation that will lead to success when working with parents and the community.  The 

researchers concluded that for home visits to have a positive impact on building toward 

children’s lasting success in school, these elements must be in place.   

Parent Education 

One area that teachers may need a solid relationship with families is the teaching 

of parenting or educational strategies.  Teachers may have to help families understand 

how many important issues such as early literacy, ways children learn, and play have a 

role in the success of a child.  As the experts in the field, the teacher has the responsibility 

to help families that struggle with understanding the development of their child.  Gomby 

et al. (1999) in a data analysis of six different home visiting programs, describe how 

helping parents’ understanding of child development has a cascading effect. 

Parents who have an accurate understanding of children’s development will react 

with understanding and good humor rather than frustration and abuse if their 

children cannot accomplish what older children might.  Parents who feel 
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confident in their ability to be parents, who are less stressed, and who know a 

variety of ways to discipline their children will be warmer and more responsive to 

their children and less likely to resort to physical violence.  Children will develop 

better when there are more books and developmentally stimulating toys in their 

homes and when parents talk with their children more and respond more quickly 

to their bids for attention. (p.10) 

Communicating aspects of child development is a key component to the parent-

teacher relationship.  Therefore, teachers need to develop excellent communication skills. 

Communication quality and parent involvement translates into better academic outcomes 

and socioemotional growth for children as determined by data from teacher surveys and 

standardized tests (Benner & Yan, 2015).  Additionally, parent involvement and 

communication quality lead to children’s higher reading achievement, interpersonal 

skills, and fewer behavior problems by the end of kindergarten.  Although the study by 

Benner and Yan 2015 focused on race and ethnic classroom composition and associations 

of 13970 public school students, they concluded that quality communication was more 

important than the race or ethnicity of the classroom, family, or teachers.  Additional 

researchers came to the same conclusion.  Galindo and Sheldon (2012) used the Early 

Childhood Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Class of 1998-1999 to conduct a statistical 

analysis of data to determine that school outreach and parent involvement had a 

significant impact on reading and math success of kindergarten students.  However, it 

was not just the school outreach and parental involvement that were the contributing 

factors.  Over time, the academic expectations the parents had for their children increased 

due to the outreach and involvement.  Even when children are young, programming that 
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includes parent engagement promotes academic skills such as in reading.  For example, 

after attending six 45-minute sessions on the importance of reading to young children, 

parents understood the value of early literacy and were willing to continue using the tools 

and skills to promote reading success (Sukhram, & Hsu, 2012).  The authors of the 15 

parent and child dyads, described the parents as happy, eager, engaged, and empowered.  

There were no reported negative effects from schools conducting outreach, and parents 

being positively involved in their child’s education.        

As indicated above, with strong communication and interactions in place, teachers 

can further help parents by extending their child development knowledge.  Educators, 

aware of the stages of development, can guide parents to understand the different stages 

and assist parents to make appropriate parenting decisions.  In a mix methods study by 

Devine et al. (2016) of 117 parent and child dyads, executive function, the ability of a 

person to use mental skills effectively, and parental behaviors were researched to see if 

there were connections to academic ability.  The researchers concluded that executive 

function had a relationship with how parents scaffolded instruction and responded to the 

child.  Interestingly, cognitive ability did not play a role in the parental behavior.  

However, the child’s academic ability was linked to how the parent scaffolded and 

responded to the child according to their executive functioning.  The children in the study 

were between three and five years of age.  Furthermore, if the communication is 

effective, and the parent and educator are both consistent in contexts, outcomes can be 

enhanced (Stacks, 2005).   Many families need help with parenting skills and 

understanding early childhood development.  Parents who feel that they are a partner in 
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the education of their child will look to the teacher to help overcome educational issues 

(Stacks, 2005).   

Educators understand the role the father and mother play in the development of a 

child.  Each parent has a unique and dynamic way of interacting with their child. Many 

studies consider interventions and parenting styles of mothers, due to the fact they 

typically are the primary caregivers.  However, understanding the roles of fathers and 

how they interact is also crucial for any educator.  Meuwissen and Carlson (2018) 

conducted a study on the role of father parenting and school readiness with 89 biological 

father and child dyads using a mix of observation and standardized assessments.  One of 

the main goals of both parents and teachers is school readiness (Martin, 2010).  They 

concluded that a father’s support was crucial for school readiness at age five.  

Additionally, it was concluded that teachers may need to educate fathers on how to not 

overstimulate children and develop executive function skills.  Paquette and Dumont 

(2013) echo many of these same conclusions, but look a little deeper into the difference 

with children.  In their study of 58 father and toddler dyads using a mix of Stanger 

Situation, Risky Situation, and questionnaires, they do agree that fathers can 

overstimulate their children.  Interestingly, they looked at the comparison between sons 

and daughters.  For example, Paquette and Dumont determined that fathers activate 

(engage with children in an active manner) with their sons more.  Additionally, the girls 

received more emotional support and basic care than the boys, but girls were more likely 

to express frustration when overactivated.  Also fascinating was the conclusion that sex 

difference in father-child activation appear prior to sex difference in physical aggression.  

These lessons are important for children and family success, and are again traditionally 
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overlooked as many interventions are focused on the mothers.  A strong family and 

teacher relationship can address the family dynamic without creating a divide between 

the father and mother.    

Connecting Families with Community Services 

Family life is in constant motion.  Changes happen frequently as children grow 

and develop.  There may be times when families are not familiar with how to handle 

developing children, and what strategies could be used to help the child grow.  To help 

families through tough moments, community services are available.  One method to help 

families find community services is through home visits (Finello et al., 2016).  Home 

visits in coordination with other programming is the recipe for successful service 

delivery.  Home visits alone are not meant to be the only programming.  Home visitors 

can assist families by referring to other service providers and linking community services 

with families.  The quicker and more effectively services are provided, the more able 

families will be to lower Adverse Childhood Experience (ACE) scores and toxic stress.  

Prevention and treatment are the key to helping families thrive, but families must have 

the ability to know and connect to the proper services. 

In addition to finding services for families on issues of development, addressing 

the issue if child abuse is always on the forefront.  Any health care worker, educator, 

paraprofessional, or early childhood educator is a mandated reporter.  Therefore, it is part 

of the job as a home visitor to report any type of child abuse.  However, home visitors 

can take the path of prevention as a way to help families.  Through the use of home 

visiting and family history, home visitors can help families prevent child abuse (Shenk, et 

al., 2017).  The study of 220 first time mothers using Beck Depression Inventory-II, 
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Childhood Trauma Questionnaire, Interpersonal Support Evaluation List, and Parenting 

Stress Index-Short Form, many caretakers who have a history of childhood abuse run the 

risk of repeating the cycle of abuse.  Knowing the family background and history as a 

home visitor, especially when it comes to childhood abuse, can help the home visitor find 

and connect families to the appropriate services.  Knowing that the risk of child abuse is 

heightened when a caregiver has experienced abuse is enough evidence to focus on 

providing services.  Again, a vehicle to start to establish this service would be the use of 

quality home visiting through a strong parent and visitor relationship.  Only through this 

relationship will trust be established and family histories be revealed.     

Family Engagement Issues and Expectations  

Even when family engagement is available, expectations of the children’s 

developmental skill remains at odds with the expectations of the adults.  Many times, 

teachers, families, and community members will try to engage young children to promote 

learning outcomes and can feel that they missed the mark.  This fact is due to the 

development of the child.  Many young children are not able to express their educational 

needs clearly.  However, as children progress into later elementary and middle school 

grades, stakeholders find it easier to assist children as they are able to articulate their 

needs more clearly (Ma et al., 2016).  Even though it may feel that the learning outcomes 

for young children are not as focused, it is still very important that young children have 

many different sources of engagement to continually help them meet their educational 

goals.     
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Child and Relationship with Ecological Systems  

When considering the many spheres of influence around a child, the parents and 

teachers definitely hold a lot of power.  In fact, parental and family influences are 

extremely powerful in the early academic years of the child (Tran, 2014).  A commitment 

from schools and families to work together creates a strong bond, and better 

communication happens.  Although the core stakeholders in a child’s life are the parents 

and teachers, and most research into childhood issues such as behavior problems have 

focused on the microsystem, the outside forces and culture in which a child lives are 

always at work (Stacks, 2005).  Systems such as the exosystem of a child has been less 

researched for implications and childhood issues.   Many aspects of a child’s life are out 

of their control, and out of control of the adults.  Major life changes, planned and 

unplanned, can influence the mesosystem, exosystem and macrosystem of a child.  These 

facts make the composition of a child very complex and intricate. 

When thinking about how children learn, one must think of the child in the 

context of themselves and their surroundings.  A child is not a separate unit with no other 

influencing developmental factors.  The development must be looked at from multiple 

angles including as an individual, group, and in the context of the whole world.  

Considering the child as an individual, Cline et al. (2019) conducted narrative 

documentation at Horace Mann Laboratory School and listed many constructivists foci 

for educators such as understanding the child’s uniqueness, watching the child’s 

responses to the environment, focusing on the real child, giving the child a voice, and 

understanding issues of diversity.  Considering the children as a group, teachers must 

build a family classroom dynamic that allows the children to construct knowledge with 
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open ended materials and freedom, while finding lessons in everyday life.  Finally, 

teachers must understand how the wide world plays a role in the child’s life and help 

them embrace their place, even if it is small.  All of these concepts foster a greater need 

for learning and a deeper connection to the learning process.     

In addition to family changes and worldly influences, the concepts of cognitive 

development are important to the academic success of the students.  Knowing what 

concepts children are ready for and capable of learning is important to help children at 

home and at school.  Many times, educators and families try to teach concepts that are not 

cognitively developmentally appropriate for the child.  In a study completed by Bond 

(2010) including 42 students using the Rasch Partial credit Model, it was concluded that 

many mathematical curriculum tasks do not match the cognitive developmental stage that 

the curriculum was developed.  Instead, the concepts are written for a certain grade and 

age level with no attention paid to the actual cognitive development of the child.  In the 

research, it was concluded, that many of the concepts did not match up to the intended 

students.  The child did not have the cognitive development and the experience to make 

meaningful learning (Bond, 2010).  Hence, the understanding of the individual’s 

cognitive development is an important concept to understanding the child’s mesosystem, 

exosystem, and macrosystem.  Parents should know what to expect of their child, 

educators should know what is appropriate, and all stakeholders can better service the 

student at their current cognitive level.    

Home visits are a method to look into the different systems of influence.  When 

conducting a home visit, an educator can see all the different systems in play.  Most 

educators have a good understanding of the individual and microsystem from working 
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with a child on a daily basis.  However, home visits shed light on the mesosystem, 

exosystem, and macrosystem of the child, including the parent’s occupation, family’s 

culture, and beliefs (Lin & Bates, 2010).  During home visits, teachers reported a better 

understanding of the struggles, prejudices, and stereotyping their students encounter on a 

daily basis. All the participants in the study believed they had learned many valuable 

pieces of information from the home visit.  The more teachers know and understand 

about students, the better they will be able to service and help all students.      

Unseen Outside Influences on a Child 

When considering the “whole” child, teachers typically consider everything that 

has an influence.  Yet, these influences are not always in full view and may be 

misunderstood.  In a study conducted by Albin-Clark et al. (2018) they collected insights 

from teachers about the interconnections of their personal and professional lives on 

attachment with students.  One teacher pointed out how the influences on a child go 

beyond the teacher and parent.  The teacher said, “The family view, the community view, 

the school, everything that comes into that, governments policies, everything affects, not 

only the view of the child, but how you work with that child, I think, or it can do” (Albin-

Clark et al., 2018, p. 11).  Teachers understand that what they see in the classroom is not 

the whole picture of the child.  In fact, the many unseen factors in the different ecological 

areas of the child’s life play a role that may have a heavy influence in the learning 

outcomes and development of the child.  Teachers must dig deep into understanding the 

different ecological systems to fully understand their students.       

In another qualitative study of 68 preschool programs, researchers considered the 

effects of maternal employment, an aspect of the child’s exosystem, and the perception of 
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the child.  The perceptions were given by the child’s parents (married mother and father) 

and teacher.  The results indicated the power of the exosystem on a child.  Most fathers, 

mothers, and teachers reported positive behaviors about the children (Greenberger & 

O'Neil, 1992).   However, further analysis of the data brought forth interesting findings.  

Mothers with more education had a more positive perception of their three and four year 

old children.  In addition, fathers married to more educated mothers had a favorable 

perception of their children, including a more favorable perception of girls over boys.  

The only time this was not true in the data, was when the mother’s cumulative workload 

increased. Teachers also expressed the same outcomes as the fathers.  They viewed girls 

more favorably than boys, had more positive perceptions of children who had mothers 

with more education, and reported more problems when mothers worked more during the 

child’s life (Greenberger & O'Neil, 1992).  This example shows that without a clear 

understanding of the exosystem of a child, teachers may create false perceptions of 

children, and have a lack of understanding of the perceptions of the mother and father.  

Knowing that the exosystem has many unseen aspects, but that these influences can play 

a role in the development of the child, teachers need to check their perceptions, and help 

families consider their own perceptions of their child.    

Race, Ethnicity, Culture, and Background 

Aspects of a child including race, ethnicity, culture, and socioeconomical 

background need to be considered as teachers work to connect with a child (Tran, 2014).  

Teachers need to be aware of these aspects of a child to better understand how to work 

and relate to the child appropriately.  As Tran suggests, it is the responsibility of the 

school to promote knowledge, skills, and attitudes about diverse families and cultures.  
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There should be respect for all students and families no matter their background.  All 

families should feel welcomed, accepted, and understood by schools and teachers to 

better meet the needs of all diverse students (Tran, 2014).  These features of a child are 

part of the mesosystem and exosystem, and feed into the macrosystem of a child.  So 

much of a child’s development comes from the relationship the student has with these 

systems, and the teacher’s understanding of how these systems influence a child.      

Although race, ethnicity, and culture are not the only aspects of a child’s 

macrosystem, they are a dominant presence.  For example, different races, ethnic groups, 

and cultural view on parent involvement and education expectations vary.  From a 

qualitative study of 9203 children, Latinos and Asians immigrants were reported to have 

significantly higher expectations for children compared to all other groups (Sibley & 

Dearing, 2014).  On the other hand, white parents were more involved in school-based 

activities, while Latino and Asian parents focused on home-based activities.  Teachers 

need to understand this phenomenon to better work and understand students and families.  

These practices are part of a system that is very strong and grounded in tradition, culture, 

and practices.  Sibley and Dearing concluded that if schools could better understand 

different cultures, diverse families would benefit tremendously.   

Geographic Influences 

Just understanding the basics of an exosystem and macrosystem is not enough to 

understand a child.  Teachers must understand the systems within the area the child lives.  

A rural area’s exosystem and macrosystem has many common aspects that separate it 

from systems in an urban area (Iruka et al., 2019).  For instance, unemployment may be 

low in a rural area, but the jobs may be low paying and not fulltime.  The culture in a 



 54 

rural area is not always able to meet the increase in diversity through immigration, 

migrants, and refugees.  Additionally, the resources for schools including personnel, 

funding, facilities, pay, and programming is in flux and can change every year (Iruka et 

al., 2019).  These conditions that are prominent in rural areas’ exosystems and 

macrosystems dramatically change how teachers should work with students and families.       

Summary  

The above research signals the need for relationships with children, families, 

teachers, and the children’s ecological systems.  Within these relationships, teachers must 

understand how each relationship plays a role in the proper development of the child.  

The many different facets of relationships that influence a child are extremely important 

as children are developing.  The three relationships described above show the layers of 

relationship building necessary for the education of a child.  Without strong and 

supported relationships, the education of a child is at risk.  Therefore, building, 

sustaining, and understanding these three different relationships is crucial.  However, 

time and daily demands constricts the development of strong relationships.  Home visits 

can allow teachers, families, and students to develop relationships that are strong.   

Hence, strong relationships lead to children with a strong sense of self with better 

educational outcomes.    

Research Gap for Primary Grade Home Visits 

It is common knowledge that schools are struggling to make proficient lifelong 

learners.  Many school reformers look to quick fixes, ways to hold teachers accountable, 

and assessment methods that continue to change and only show a snapshot of the 

cognitive growth of students.  Relationships, although given credit for successful 
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teaching, are undervalued as a whole and underdeveloped past the very early years of a 

child’s education.  Relationships take time to grow and flourish, and they cannot be 

nurtured through the solitary use of newsletters, progress reports, brief meetings, monthly 

volunteering, or one or two 15-minute parent-teacher conferences.  To get a full 

understanding of a child, teachers must form strong relationships with students and get 

personal with families.  The problem is that teachers are limited on time, resources, and 

training to make these relationships strong during the normal school day.  Home visits are 

may be a solution. 

The research and literature above support the development of relationships 

between teacher and students, teacher and families, and the understanding of the 

relationship between the student and their exosystem and macrosystem.  Research also 

supports the effectiveness, history, and power of home visits.  Yet, there is very little 

research into home visits beyond the preschool years, even though kindergarten, first, 

second, and third grades fall under the definition of early childhood.  Most public schools 

have no home visiting programs, nor do they encourage teachers to develop home visiting 

skills.  It is my hypothesis, based on the literature and research, that the building and 

understanding of the different relationships in a child’s life through the use of home 

visits, will result in a positive correlation in both academic and behavioral outcomes.  I 

propose that research in home visits with primary grades will bring about policy change, 

creating a need, programming, and resources for home visits in public schools. Although 

home visits would be considered an uncommon strategy, the possible impact could be 

tremendous on students, families, teachers, and learning outcomes.  Additionally, based 
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on the literature, the increased connection between all stakeholders should create strong 

teacher, student, and family relationships.        
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

 

 

 

Research in many different home visiting models is ongoing.  Many different 

types of research look at the effectiveness of a home visiting program, usually focused on 

a particular topic in a developmental domain such as cognitive, social, emotional, 

behavioral, or motor skills.  From the current research, home visits in rural public schools 

appear to be very limited.  Yet, based on the different positive outcomes of home visiting 

programs in other early childhood programs, home visits in early childhood grade levels 

in public schools could show similar positive outcomes.  Hence the gap and the need to 

research this topic.  This research study examined teacher and parent perceptions of home 

visits in a rural public school setting.  The focus of this research considered how 

relationships between teachers, primary caregivers (parents, guardians, or family 

members), and students change after participating in a pilot home visit program 

developed by the researcher, and if through these relationships if academic growth (math 

and reading) and classroom behaviors are affected.   

Research Questions 

The research conducted answered the following research questions: 

1. In what ways do relationships between caregivers and teachers change 

through participation in a home visit? 

2. In what ways do relationships between students and teachers change 

through participation in a home visit? 
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3. What academic outcomes in reading and math, as measured on a 

standardized assessment, are discovered with students participating in a 

home visit compared to students who did not participate? 

4. What classroom behavior changes, as measured using a standardized 

assessment, are discovered with students participating in a home visit 

compared to students who did not participate? 

5. After completing the home visits, do teachers feel that the home visiting 

program could feasibly be utilized with all students on a yearly basis? 

Position Statement 

My role in this research project was multifaceted.  As the designer of the home 

visit program that I implemented as a kindergarten teacher over a six-year period, I had a 

bias towards the need and effectiveness of home visits in a public school setting.  In 

addition, I am the current principal of the school where the participating teachers work.  

Lastly, I trained the teachers on the home visiting model that was utilized.  Therefore, I 

need to make my biases clear that I believe home visits have a positive effect on 

relationships of young children and many developmental domains of early childhood 

students in public schools.  My experience doing home visits has led to this exploratory 

study using mixed method research.  Taking the model I created and implemented, I 

expanded the model to systematically determine if my observations warrant expanded 

study.  Materials and training are available for replication by other teachers in rural 

settings.  Although my biases were known, I did not use my position nor my biases to 

manipulate the research or participants.      
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Home Visit Procedure 

The home visits that were carried out by the teaching staff was developed by the 

researcher over the course of his time in kindergarten.  The focus of the home visit design 

was to connect with families and students and help caregivers understand curriculum and 

grade level specifics.  The home visit was designed with flexibility in mind.  When a 

teacher entered the home of a student, there may be needs that take precedent over the 

teacher’s agenda.  The teacher assessed the situation in the home, and made decisions 

based on the moment, while still attempting to stay within the model.  Teachers utilized 

the 40-60 minute timeframe to adjust as needed.   

Before the home visit, the teachers created a bag with materials including a board 

game, children’s books, a small project, curriculum materials, grade level specifics 

handouts, and a notebook.   Based on the direction of the home visit, some of the items in 

the bag may not have been utilized.  For example, the game, books, and project were 

available if the student was shy or the family was unsure what to do.  The materials were 

an easy “icebreaker” to start the home visit.  Some students were very outgoing, and were 

ready to show and tell many different things during the visits.  In that case, the teachers 

may not have needed the materials to get the visit started.  The curriculum materials and 

handouts were for the caregivers during the part of the visit when the teacher reviewed 

the different curriculum and grade level elements.   

Upon arrival at the family’s home, the teacher knocked on the front door unless 

otherwise indicated.  Upon entrance to the home, the teacher took off their shoes.  The 

teacher did a quick assessment on the status of the child and family.  The teacher 

determined if the child and family are outgoing and excited, shy and reserved, 
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uncomfortable and nervous, or exhibited other feelings.  Based on the initial assessment, 

the teacher followed the child’s lead or suggested an activity to do together to start the 

home visit.  The teacher visited other parts of the home or even outside the home.  The 

teacher always asked permission before entering any part of the home.  There was no set 

order or required set of activities to complete.  The goal was to get to know the child 

better.  This part of the visit lasted between 20-30 minutes.      

The teacher naturally transitioned to spending time with parents.  For example, a 

teacher may say, “Show me one more of your favorite toys before we talk to your 

mom/dad/grandma/etc.”  Once the teacher was sitting down with the caregiver, the 

teacher offered the student the book, game, or activity from their bag.  The student may 

have also stayed with the teacher and caregiver and be involved in the discussion.  The 

teacher proceeded to discuss curriculum and grade level issues using the materials they 

brought with them in their bag.  Depending on the student, the conversation may have 

taken different avenues.  Some caregivers needed in-depth discussion on curriculum, 

while other caregivers may have had siblings already in the that grade and did not need as 

much support.   Again, the teacher assessed the need of the caregivers and made the 

decision on how much information and what type to share.  This part of the home visit 

took anywhere from 20-30 minutes.   

At this point in the home visit, the teacher started to set the stage to exit.  Many 

times, students wanted more time with the teacher.  Teachers had a standard reason why 

they had to leave such as needing to see another student or get home to their family or 

pets.  To make the transition smoother, the teacher offered to see one more toy, play one 

more round of a game, or participate in one more activity.  When the teacher was leaving, 
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the teacher summarized any follow up that needed to happen, thanked the family for the 

visit, and departed.  Teachers followed up as needed depending on the needs of the 

family. 

The home visitors stayed within the design model with the understanding of the 

flexibility to meet the needs of the families.  The two most important aspects were to 

spend time with the student and to spend time with the caregivers.  The time flexibility 

was necessary due to the different needs of the families.  However, families were notified 

that the home visit is approximately 40-60 minutes to help the families plan, but to also 

indicate that the teacher is not staying for an extended period of time.  As stated above, 

the home visit should have a natural feel and not be overly scripted or planned.  Every 

visit did differ on activities, but the core structure was the same.      

Research Design   

The exploratory study used convergent parallel mixed methods design (Creswell, 

2015).   Within the design, qualitative data were collected through focus group interviews 

of teachers, one-on-one interviews with caregivers, teachers’ journal notes, and open-

ended questions on the caregivers survey, which was provided in paper and electronic 

copy.  Teachers had the opportunity to express their perception of home visiting before, 

during, and after the home visits.  Caregivers had an opportunity to express their 

perception of home visiting after the visit occurred.  Quantitative data were collected in 

the form of standardized Likert scale responses on the caregiver survey data, academic 

data in math and reading, behavioral data, attendance data, and demographic data.  The 

standardized academic, behavior data, attendance data, and demographic data were 

collected for students participating and not participating in the home visit from the 
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classrooms of the teachers who participated in the study.  Qualitative and quantitative 

data were collected simultaneously.  The home visiting model utilized by the teachers in 

this research was based on the home visiting program created and conducted by 

researcher in a rural public school kindergarten from 2014-2019 (see Appendix E).   

Teachers did a similar style home visit to determine if the home visit shows significant 

change in relationships, while influencing the children’s classroom behavior and 

cognitive skills.  The research took place over the first academic semester of the 2022-

2023 school year with follow up as needed in the second academic semester of the 2022-

2023 school year.   

The study procedure conducted is listed below in sequential steps in Table 3.1.  In 

depth details on each step are discussed in the following sections.  The dates were 

determined by the academic calendar created by the local intermediate school district and 

adopted by a rural school district in southeast Michigan.  Students were participants in 

the research, but there were no assessment tools utilized beyond anecdotal notes relayed 

to teachers and caregivers in unsolicited comments.  All the quantitative data were 

gathered in the form of student NWEA reading and math tests scores and teaching rating 

so the Student Risk Screening Scale tests behavioral scores via regular scheduled 

intervals within the school’s academic calendar in September and January.       

Participants 

The public rural elementary school was located in the southeast part of Michigan.  

It was between 60-90 minutes from any major city.  The city population was around 2700 

residents (Data Commons, 2022).  The school district had one elementary school with 

grades preschool through sixth grade.  In total, the student count was near 560.   
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Table 3.1 

Procedure and Timeframe for Home Visit Research 

Date Research Activity Participants 

August 2022 Teacher participants 

recruited by 

researcher. 

K-2 Teachers 

August-September 

2022 

Caregivers and 

students recruited by 

researcher.   

Caregiver and 

students 

September 2022 Teacher Participants 

participate in focus 

group interview. 

K-2 Teachers 

September 2022 Teacher Participants 

are trained and 

provided resources 

for home visits. 

K-2 Teachers 

September-October 

2022 

Participants schedule 

home visits, and send 

reminders. 

K-2 Teachers 

September 2022 Behavioral data was 

collected via 

standardized 

observational tool.   

K-2 Teachers 

September 2022 Academic data was 

collected via NWEA 

reading and math 

scores. 

Students 

September 2022-

October 2022. 

Participants conduct 

one home visit with 

families prior to the 

end of the first 

marking period 

(October 28th, 2022). 

K-2 Teachers, 

caregivers, students 

September 2022-

November 2022. 

Family participants 

provide feedback 

about home visit to 

researchers via 

Qualtrics.  

Caregivers 

September 2022-

November 2022. 

Teacher participants 

journal experiences 

on a private Google 

Doc.   

 

K-2 Teachers 
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Table 3.1 Continued  

 

  

Date Research Activity Participants 

 

November 2022-

February 2023 

 

At the end of the 

home visits, 

researcher followed 

up with individual or 

focus group 

interviews with 

participants.  

 

Caregivers 

January 2023 Behavioral data was 

collected via 

standardized 

observational tool.   

K-2 Teachers 

February 2023 Academic data was 

collected via NWEA 

reading and math 

scores. 

Students 

February 2023 At the end of the first 

semester, follow up 

focus groups were 

conducted with 

teacher participants.  

Google Doc journals 

were collected for 

analyzing.   

K-2 Teachers 

 

Note.  This table lays out the approximate dates for the different aspects of the research.   

The participants scheduled and completed the home visits within the time frames as their 

schedules allowed.  Although the research was developed around grade levels K-2, the 

participants were in first and second grade.  

 

In grades kindergarten through sixth grade, each level contained around 60-80 students.  

The pool of potential participating classes contained a total of 10 teachers; three 
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kindergarten, four first grade, and three second grade with approximately 220 students.   

The participants came from three groups:  teachers, primary caregivers, and students.   

Teachers 

Teachers were the first participants recruited.  Out of ten possible teacher recruits, 

three teachers agreed to participate in the research.  The teachers signed the proper 

consent documentation.  The three teachers recruited teach first (2) and second (1) grade.  

The teachers are all female and have been teaching for 10-24 years.  Two of the 

participants have done some form of home visiting in the past, but not in a situation that 

the research is being conducted.  All three classrooms have approximately 20 students.  

To recruit participants, the researcher (who happens to also be the principal at the 

rural elementary school) emailed the prospective teachers information about the study, 

and asked if they were willing to participate for a stipend of $500.  The stipend was 

provided by the researcher.  The teachers were not forced to participate, and they were 

not coerced to participate using the power dynamic of principal and teacher.  In addition, 

the teachers were assured that their evaluation will not be affected by their choice to 

participate in the research study.  Teachers were made aware of their rights through the 

consent and information form.  The participants needed to be teaching in grades 

kindergarten, first, or second.  The years of experience, background, college degrees, 

education, familiarity with home visits, and teacher evaluations did not play a part in 

selection.  In the event that there was an abundance of participants, teachers were first 

chosen based on grade level which was not represented, and secondly on the order in 

which the teachers volunteered.  If there were not enough participants (less than two 
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teachers), the researcher had to evaluate the method the research was conducted.   All 

participants had to volunteer their time outside their contractual work time.   

Primary Caregivers 

The next group of participants were the primary caregivers.  As soon as the 

teacher recruits had signed the consent forms, caregiver participants were recruited.  The 

primary caregivers also volunteered to participate in a home visit.  All caregivers were 

notified that this is not a district requirement, and that their participation is part of a 

research project conducted by Louis James Williams.  Caregivers were recruited by the 

researcher in a variety of ways: informational email, video, mail, and handout.  Initially, 

email with an informational video was going to be the primary source for recruitment.  

Yet, after about a week, the recruitment level was low.  Therefore, recruitment 

information was sent through United States Postal Service.  Each family received a paper 

copy of the electronic recruitment version.  More families were recruited.  Finally, 

recruitment packets were left out for parents to take during parent teacher conferences.  A 

few more participants were recruited.  After the three methods to recruit participants, the 

researcher felt as though more recruitment methods could be using his position to force 

participation. Therefore, the total count for participating families was 12.  Seven were 

from one classroom, three from a different classroom, and two from a final classroom.  

The exact amount of male and female caregivers cannot be exactly determined.  Although 

ten caregivers participated in the surveys, there were more home visits, and it appears that 

only one caregiver did the survey from each home visit.  However, it can be concluded 

that more female caregivers participated in the home visit over male caregivers.                
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Once teacher participants were established, parental permission forms were 

distributed.   Included in the informational email, mailing, permission form, handout, and 

video were details about the study, the home visit, and that it was voluntary.  Parents 

were able to start scheduling home visits with their classroom teacher after they gave 

parental permission and consent to the research study.   Classroom teachers sent home a 

scheduling document provided by the researcher to all participating caregivers.   

Students of Caregivers Participating in Home Visits  

The last group of participants were the students.  Since the students were young, 

permission for their participation was granted by the primary caregivers.  If the primary 

caregivers consented to being part of the study, the researcher was allowed to use the 

students’ school records as part of the study.  Records were kept secure and were not 

identifiable to the particular student in any reporting.  The records included standardized 

test scores, observations from the parent and primary caregiver, behavioral 

documentation, attendance data, anecdotal notes, and demographic data.  If students gave 

any anecdotal information such as unsolicited comments, the information was noted in 

the teacher’s journal notes or in the parent survey.  In all the student participants 

consisted of nine males and two females.  Student information was reviewed to confirm 

there were no significant variability between the home visiting and non-home visiting 

group.     

Students of Caregivers Not Participating in Home Visits  

      If caregivers did not give permission to participate in the home visits, another 

parental permission form was sent home to request access to the students’ educational 

records for a comparison sample.  Only students within the classroom of the participating 
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teachers were eligible to be in the comparison sample.  The students and caregivers were 

not participants in focus groups, surveys, or individual interviews.   

After the home visits were conducted, caregivers who did not participate in home 

visits were contacted to request access to use the students’ educational data as a 

comparison sample.  Recruitment information was sent home the same way as listed 

above for home visiting students and caregivers, and the response was similar to the 

participants in the home visiting.  Eight caregivers allowed student data to be used for the 

comparison group.  Of the eight, one of the participants was not included because the 

start date of the student happened outside the research window.  Five of the participants 

were female and two were males.  All of the students were currently in first grade.  There 

were zero caregivers that gave permission to use individual educational data in the 

second grade classroom.  Student information was reviewed to confirm there were no 

significant variability between the home visiting and non-home visiting group.   

Instruments and Measures 

The data collected were qualitative and quantitative.  The qualitative data were in 

the form of focus groups, individual interviews, journal notes, and the open-ended 

questions collected on caregiver surveys.  The quantitative data were in the form of 

caregiver survey responses based on a Likert scale, NWEA reading and math 

standardized testing data, and behavioral data using the Student Risk Screening Scale 

assessment.  All qualitative data along with quantitative survey data were collected for 

the research study, and not part of the regular educational experience of the children.  

NWEA data and behavioral data were collected as part of the normal educational 

experience of the students.  All data were collected and stored by the researcher on an 
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electronically password protected device or in a locked cabinet.  All collected data 

including recordings, paper documentation, and electronic data were retained until the 

conclusion of the study, then promptly destroyed. 

Focus Group Interviews With Teachers 

The participants for the focus groups were the teachers in grades first and second 

grade who agreed to participate in the study.  The questions (see Appendix A and 

Appendix B) were created by the researcher to pinpoint teachers’ perspectives on home 

visiting.  The questions focused on the core areas for students’ development including 

cognitive, behavioral, and relationship development along with the teachers’ 

understanding and beliefs about home visits prior to and after the home visits.  The data 

were collected by the researcher during in person focus groups which were recorded and 

transcribed.      

Individual Interviews With Caregivers 

Caregivers that indicated on the survey that they were willing to participate in 

interviews were contacted directly by the researcher.  The researcher scheduled the 

interview to be done in person at the participants desired location.  Since the number of 

caregivers interested in interviews was under five, individual interviews were conducted.  

The questions (see Appendix C) asked were written by the researcher to further 

understand the caregivers’ perspective on home visits.  The questions, similar to the 

teacher focus group, focused on the core area of the student’s development including 

cognitive, behavioral, and relationship development.   The interview data were recorded 

and transcribed.   
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Teacher Journal Notes 

To further understand the perspective of the teachers and their experiences after 

each home visit, teachers kept a simple journal in which they wrote anecdotal notes about 

their experiences.  The notes were dated and open-ended.  The instructions were to write 

what they felt was interesting, important, and noteworthy.  The journal entry was built to 

allow the teachers to express a narrative for their visit.  The journal entry may have 

included how they felt about the experience and observations before, during, and after the 

home visit.  The teachers wrote about the different home visits during the research 

timeframe as thoughts came to mind.  Teachers were not given a timeframe to finish 

responses to completed home visits. They were not obligated to write every detail from 

the home visit, but to be focused on what they believed was important.  The notes were 

kept in a running private Google Doc that was shared with the researcher at the 

conclusion of all the home visits.  In addition, teachers could write down anecdotal notes 

that were told to them by the students before, during, or after the home visits.  Teachers 

could follow up with questions if the students shared their thoughts, but they did not seek 

out students to discuss the home visit or conduct individual interviews.       

Student NWEA Data 

The Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) is a standardized test given to 

students starting in kindergarten and can be administer through twelfth grade.  At the 

participating rural public school, students in kindergarten, first, and second grade were 

required to take the NWEA reading and math assessments.  The assessments gave a 

standard score called a RIT score.  The RIT score determined the student’s academic 

percentile based on the national norms.  The NWEA assessment was given three times a 
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year:  September, January, and May.  Students were expected to show growth through all 

three testing cycles, and were given a projected RIT score to obtain by the end of the 

school year.  However, the amount of growth varied.  For the purposes of the current 

study, September and January NWEA scores were collected.   

Caregiver Survey Data and Open-Ended Questions  

The caregiver survey contained 24 questions (see Appendix D).  Within the 

survey were five demographic questions, four open ended questions, and 15 questions 

that were on a five-point Likert scale:  1 Strongly Disagree, 2 Disagree, 3 No Difference, 

4 Agree, and 5 Strongly Agree.    The survey was available on Qualtrics through a link or 

QR code provided to the parents after the home visit was conducted.  The questions were 

created by the researcher to gain immediate feedback on the home visit.  Teachers had 

paper copies of the survey if requested by the caregiver.      

Within the Qualtrics caregiver survey, there were three open-ended questions 

from the caregiver perspective, and one question about the child’s response.  These 

questions (see Appendix D) were not on the Likert scale as the other questions in the 

caregiver survey.  These questions were written by the researcher to understand the 

immediate perspective of the caregiver’s feelings on the home visit.  Caregivers had the 

opportunity to share their thoughts and feelings about the home visits in their own words.  

In addition, these questions allowed the caregiver to further elaborate on the questions 

asked in Likert part of the survey.       

Student Behavioral Data      

Teachers did a pre and post Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS) behavioral 

assessment.  The assessment is a standardized assessment used to screen students for 
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internalizing and externalizing behaviors.  The assessment has been researched as a valid 

assessment for use in a rural school (Lane et al., 2012).   The assessment was completed 

in September prior to the home visits, and in January at the end of the semester.  The 

assessment was standardized.  The teacher scored the student on several behaviors using 

a rating scale.  A score of 0 means never, 1 means occasionally, 2 means sometimes, and 

3 means frequently.  The different categories for teachers to rate students included: 1) 

steal, 2) lie, cheat, sneak, 3) behavior problem, 4) peer rejection, 5) low academics 

achievement, 6) negative attitude, and 7) aggressive behavior. The scores were totaled to 

create a cumulative score.  The culminative score determined the severity of behavioral 

issues for each student.  Total scores from 0-3 indicated little risk, scores 4-8 indicated 

moderate risk, and scores 9-21 indicated large risk for internalizing and externalizing 

behaviors (Comprehensive, Integrated Three-Tiered Model of Prevention, 2024).  The 

assessment was completed via Google Spreadsheet for all students and transferred to the 

researcher.      

Data Collection Procedures 

Data were collected over the first semester of the 2022-2023 school year with 

follow up data clarification in the second semester of the 2022-2023 school year.  All 

data collection was finished by the completion of the 2022-2023 school year in June 

2023.  No data was further accepted nor modified after that date.  Data were collected and 

stored electronically or in a locked cabinet.  All paper surveys and data were transferred 

into Qualtrics or an electronic spreadsheet upon collection.  All data were secured by the 

researcher through the use of secured password protected accounts.  All names were 

changed or participants were assigned an identifying number only known by the 



 73 

researcher.  All data collected was destroyed upon completion of the research project.  

Table 3.2 connects the data source to the research question.   

Teacher Focus Group Interviews 

The focus group sessions with teachers happened prior to conducting the home 

visits and after the first semester was completed.  Teachers gave permission to participate 

in the focus groups by signing a consent form.  Focus group interviews were recorded on 

a digital recorder for transcription.  The interview recordings were transcribed into a 

word document.  The researcher hosted the focus groups and asked all the questions.  The 

focus groups took place at the elementary school in a determined location by the 

participants and researcher after contractual hours.   

Teacher Journal Notes 

The teachers kept anecdotal notes in an electronic journal on a private Google 

Doc.  Teachers granted permission for their words to be used in the research through a 

consent document signed prior to the start of the home visits.  The teacher and researcher 

are the only people with access to the document.  Teachers wrote brief notes after each 

home visit and other anecdotal notes from the students.  The researcher reviewed the 

journals after the data collection was completed, and did not comment on journal entries 

during the time home visits are being conducted.   

Caregiver Individual Interviews         

The researcher conducted individual interviews with caregivers.  Since the number of 

interview participants was under five, the researcher conducted individual interviews.  

The interviews were conducted after all participants completed one scheduled home visit, 

which were completed by the end of October 2022.  Interviews started in November 2022  
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Table 3.2 

Data Source to Research Question 

Research Question Qualitative Data Sources Quantitative Data Sources 

Caregiver/Teacher 

Relationship  

 

Teacher Focus Group 

Interviews 

Parent Individual Interview 

Teacher Journals  

Caregiver Survey (Open 

Ended) 

 

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

Student/Teacher 

Relationship 

 

Teacher Focus Group 

Interviews 

Parent Individual Interview 

Teacher Journals 

Caregiver Survey (Open 

Ended) 

 

 

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

Academic Outcomes Teacher Focus Group 

Parent Individual Interview 

Teacher Journals 

Caregiver Survey (Open 

Ended) 

 

NWEA Reading and Math 

Data 

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

 

Student Behavior 

 

Teacher Focus Group 

Interviews 

Parent Individual Interview 

Teacher Journals 

 

Student Behavior 

Assessment SRSS 

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

Attendance Data 

Feasibility  Teacher Focus Group 

Interviews 

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

 

Note.  Data between both the qualitative and quantitative had overlap.  The different data 

answered aspects to the research questions.  Collectively, the data combined worked to 

address the research questions from multiple angles.         
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and completed no later than February 2023. Caregivers consented to the interviews in the 

Qualtrics survey.  The caregivers indicated that they consented to be interviewed by 

marking that choice in the survey.  The interviews were recorded using a portable digital 

recording device.  Recorded interviews were transcribed into a word document.             

Caregiver Survey Data and Open-Ended Questions 

Caregiver surveys were distributed to caregivers immediately after the home visits 

using Qualtrics.  The data were collected until all scheduled home visits were completed.  

Paper surveys were available if needed, and could be returned to the elementary school 

through a self-addressed and stamped envelope.  Caregivers consented to the survey at 

the beginning by marking the box for consent in addition to a paper consent document 

signed prior to the study before starting the survey.       

Student NWEA Data 

Teachers, caregivers, students, and the researcher all had access to NWEA data.  

A parental permission form for the researcher to use the NWEA data were collected when 

caregivers agreed to participate in the home visits.  In addition, a parent permission form 

was collected for students not participating in the home visits to use their educational 

records.  NWEA data were collected in September and January.  All students were 

required by the district to take the NWEA assessment in reading and math.  Data from 

other students that did not volunteer to do a home visit were used to compare.   

Student Behavioral Data      

Behavioral data were collected prior to the home visit in September 2022 and in 

January 2023 at the end of the academic semester. Data were collected as a normal 

procedure for the elementary school.  Teachers filled out the information on each child 
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including children who do not volunteer for home visits.  The students who did not 

participate in the home visits became possible participants in the comparison group. 

Parental permission was obtained for student who are participating in the home visit on 

the initial parental permission form, and consent was obtained for students who did not 

participate in the home visit using another document.  The data were collected yearly by 

the school.  In addition, attendance and demographic data were available.  The data were 

readily available through the program called Skyward.  The school district uses Skyward 

to manage school data such as attendance, discipline, and grades and collects 

demographic data yearly.     

Analysis  

The data collected were qualitative and quantitative.  Once all the data were 

collected, the researcher organized the data according to type of data and began the in-

depth analysis.  Below is a description of the different data sets and the analysis process.       

Qualitative Data 

Qualitative data were collected through multiple sources including pre and post 

home visits teacher focus group, interviews of two individual caregivers, ten responses to 

open-ended survey questions, and twelve teacher journal entries.  All focus group and 

individual interviews were transcribed by Rev.com into four different word documents: 

two teacher focus groups and two individual caregiver interviews.  Transcriptions were 

checked and reviewed for accuracy as needed.  The reviewed data were inputted into 

Atlas.ti version 23.  Additionally, two separate word documents, one for the open-ended 

caregiver survey responses and one for the teacher journal entries, were copied into two 

separate word documents, and directly inputted into Atlas.ti.  All identifying information 



 77 

was not included in the reported results, but necessary for the data analysis to keep track 

of the data identification.  Coding was conducted using Atlas.ti AI software as an initial 

step.  The process allowed the data to be quickly coded for an initial first look by the 

researcher.  The researcher then reviewed the AI coding thoroughly, added different 

codes, and removed codes and quotations that were no fitting.  The researcher reviewed 

all coding multiple times for each document.  Once the coding was completed, the codes 

were grouped into themes.  Major themes will be discussed in chapter 4.  During the 

process, the dissertation committee had access to review the different codes and themes 

and give feedback.   

Once the data were on the software program, Atlas.ti AI feature did an initial 

analysis.  The program found 10 different main code groups with several sub code groups 

under each main code group.  Atlas.ti identified 190 different quotes.  The researcher 

reviewed the AI codes, subcodes, and quotes, and revised as needed.  The revisions 

included quotes that did not need a code, quotes that were miscoded, and the addition of 

further coding from the researcher.  After the review and revisions were completed by the 

researcher, the top coded groups included Education (74 quotes), Relationship-Building 

(63 quotes), Emotional-Well Being (62 quotes), Family (60 quotes), and Mixed Emotions 

(52 quotes).  

Further analysis into each group proved to be helpful in determining more 

specifics to each coded group.  In the code group Education, the highest quoted 

subgroups were Communication (10 quotes), Education (10 quotes), and Connection (6 

quotes).  In the code group Relationship-Building, the highest quoted subgroups were 

Teacher-Student Relationship (14 quotes), Relationship with Instructor (9 quotes), and 
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Relationship Building (9 quotes).  In the code group Emotional-Well Being, the highest 

quoted subgroups were Comfort (6 quotes), Comfort Zone (6 quotes), and Positive 

Experience (5 quotes).  In the code group Family, the highest quoted subgroups were 

Parent Involvement (18 quotes), Family Dynamics (11 quotes), and Child Development 

(9 quotes).   Lastly, in the code group Mixed Emotions, the highest quoted subgroups 

were Uncertainty (10 quotes), Excitement (5 quotes), Engagement (5 quotes) and 

Awkwardness (5 quotes).  Two other subgroups stood out from other codes as being 

quoted several times including Reading (7 quotes) and Social Interaction (7 quotes).  The 

rest of the subgroups were quoted very few times (mostly 1 quote) and were connected to 

another code group through multiple codes. 

Quantitative Data    

Quantitative data were collected from surveys, standardized assessment data, 

standardized behavioral assessment, and attendance data.  All the data were transferred to 

an Excel document.  All identifying information was removed.  Due to the small sample 

size (12 home visiting students and 8 non-home visiting students), data were analyzed 

using descriptive statistics.  The descriptive statistics included means, ranges, and 

comparisons to norms or totals. However, pair t-test was completed on the NWEA data to 

look for significant change.  This analysis examines the difference observed between the 

means of the two groups compared to the combined variability across these groups (the 

standard error of the mean), with the covariance of the paired association take into 

account.  As such this analysis determines whether the size of the difference between the 

means at the two time points is larger than could reasonably be expected to occur by 

chance given the association of the same people being measure at both times.  For this 
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analysis, I used the standard alpha level of .05 to argue for significance.  Public 

educational records were collected and added to the research data sets. The data for 

academic growth from fall to winter in reading and math, and the behavioral assessment 

was analyzed to see if students showed growth compared to the grade level average.  

Attendance data was analyzed to determine if there were any significant attendance issues 

with students and families that participated in home visits compared to grade level peers.  

Table 3.3 shows the different variables and how they were compared. Additional analysis 

in subgroups such as gender of the students, economic level as indicated by free and 

reduced lunch, student age, race, and ethnicity were not considered as the sample size 

was not large or diverse enough.  Finally, the survey data revealed perspectives related to 

various areas of the home visit.   

 

Table 3.3 

Quantitative Analysis  

Variable  Treatment Group Comparison  

NWEA Math Growth  Participated In Home Visit 

(n=12) 

District Norm/ Non-Home 

Visiting Group (n=7) 

NWEA Reading Growth Participated In Home Visit 

(n=12) 

District Norm/ Non-Home 

Visiting Group (n=7) 

SRSS Behavior 

Standardized Score Change 

Participated In Home Visit 

(n=12) 

District Norm/ Non-Home 

Visiting Group (n=7) 

Attendance Participated In Home Visit 

(n=12) 

District Norm/ Non-Home 

Visiting Group (n=7) 

 

Note.  The quantitative data is collected yearly as a district requirement.     
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Analysis Process 

Qualitative and quantitative data were collected for this research project.  

Therefore, two types of data analysis were used to look for significant findings and 

themes.  The qualitative data focused on the home visiting experience from the students, 

caregivers, and teachers.  The data included words directly relayed to the researcher from 

the participants.  The quantitative data focused on outcomes including academic, 

behavioral, and caregivers’ perspective of the home visit.  Attendance data were also 

included in the quantitative data as an aspect of behavior.  Upon the completion of the 

qualitative and quantitative data analysis, the data sets were merged to consider all the 

research questions and look for supports or contradictions.  In other words, the two data 

sets were analyzed independently and then cross referenced to determine if the qualitative 

and quantitative results had similar or different outcomes for the research questions.  

There are both qualitative and quantitative data sets for each research question.  After 

initial analysis is complete, the researcher again reviewed all the data and completed 

further analysis to interpret the convergence or divergence of the data sets.  The 

qualitative data were based on perspectives of participants and was supported or 

contradicted by the quantitative data.  For example, the participants’ perspective of 

academic growth of the students (qualitative) was compared to the actual standardized 

academic scores (quantitative) resulting in one conclusion.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

The research was conducted in the fall of 2022.  Recruitment started in August 

2022 and the project was completed by February, 2023.  The results are based on analysis 

of qualitative and quantitative data.  However, it should be noted that the qualitative data 

are more in depth than the quantitative data due to participation rates.  The amount of 

qualitative data completed by teacher focus groups, teacher journals, caregiver 

interviews, and caregiver short answer responses is extensive.  Due to the low number of 

participants, quantitative data from standardized assessments, surveys, and educational 

records were insufficient to detect statical difference; hence I ran descriptive statistics.  

However, a paired t-test was conducted for the NWEA data to check for any significance 

as a secondary source of analysis.  The quantitative findings contributed to the overall 

results and supported the qualitative findings, especially in terms of the teacher and 

caregivers’ perceptions of the home visits.   

Participants 

The predicted participation rates were based on the researcher’s previous 

experience with conducting home visits in a rural public school.  The researcher was 

predicting at least three teachers would participate in the research study and 50% of their 

students and caregivers would participate in the research.  The percentage is based on the 

researcher’s first years conducting home visits in a rural public school.  The predicted 

number of students participating in home visits was approximately 33 students and 

caregivers.  That would have left approximately 33 students who did not participate in the 
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home visits for the comparison group.  The actual number of participants in the study was 

much less.    Below, in Table 4.1, are the actual recruitment and research participation 

numbers.   

 

Table 4.1 

Participant Totals by Group 

Participants Total Males Females Grade Level 

Home Visit 

Students 

12 10 2 10 First 

2 Second 

Non-Home Visit 

Students 

7 2 5 7 First  

Teachers 3 0 3 2 First  

1 Second 

Caregivers 10* 2 8 8 First  

2 Second 

 

Note.  The four participant groups were home visit students, non-home visit students, 

teachers, and caregivers.    

*Other caregivers may have participated in the home visit.  However, the reported 

number is the amount that completed the caregiver survey.   

 

When considering the students who participated in the home visit and did not 

participate in the home visit, there were no variables that dramatically differed between 
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the groups.  Student information provided to the school during enrollment were reviewed 

to determine that the students were demographically, economically, and developmentally 

similar.  The students were receiving the same educational experiences, and none of the 

students had additional supplemental services such as an IEP or 504.  All the students in 

the study were receiving Tier I (universal instruction) and as needed Tier II (targeted 

supports) in their general education classroom.  The only difference was the gender 

percentages.  The home visiting group favored males (83%), and the non-home visiting 

group favored females (71%).  However, that variable for this study is not impactful to 

the results.  Therefore, the groups were comparable without taking into consideration any 

other variables.    

Themes From Qualitative Data 

After analyzing the code groups, sub code groups, and reviewing the qualitative 

documents several times, four themes emerged from the qualitative data.  The themes are 

listed below.   

1. Participants were all interested in the education and success of the student.  

To achieve a strong education goes beyond resources and materials, but is rooted in 

communication and connections between teacher, students, and caregivers. 

2. Relationships are key to the success of students in the classroom.  

Teachers and caregivers both believe that the stronger the relationship teachers have with 

students and teachers have with caregivers, the more likely the students will have a more 

positive and productive school experience.   

3. Unconventional methods in education can take teachers, caregivers, and 

students out of their comfort zone.  However, these experiences can be exciting and 
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engaging for all participants, and lead to a better understanding of the holistic world of 

the student.    

4. Caregivers want to be involved in their child’s education, and teachers 

want to understand the student’s family. 

The four themes above were derived from many different pieces of the data.  In 

the next sections, each theme will be explained further and focus on the evidence from 

the data that support the four different themes.  Quotes from teachers and caregivers are 

the evidence that show the strong connections to the themes and how the themes 

developed out of the many pieces of data.   

Theme 1 Interest in Education 

The key words from theme one are education, communication, and connection.   

The main goal of public education is to educate children.  Therefore, it makes sense that 

the discussion of education would be an important topic during the home visit.  Although 

it is easy to discuss education as a strictly cognitive process, it is evident that teachers and 

caregivers see that the education of a child incorporates many different pieces, some of 

which are not necessarily related to the cognitive ability of the child, such as 

communication and connections.  The deeper understanding of education may be due to 

the interaction between the caregiver, student, and teacher while participating in a home 

visit. The home visit provided an opportunity, without the constraints of typical caregiver 

and teacher meetings such as time, to openly discuss topics of education.  The nature of 

the home visit may have been the conduit to allowing for open discussion, and a new 

level of understanding of the education of the child.   
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When it comes to education in the primary grades, one of the most important 

aspects revolves around the student’s ability to read.  It is a natural interest and an 

understandably important topic for teachers and caregivers.  Reading is the foundation to 

the overall education of a child.  Many of the caregivers’ responses focused on reading 

topics.  It was very common for caregivers and teachers to have a discussion during the 

home visiting about aspects of reading such as “sight words” “leveled readers” and 

“DRA (reading) assessment”.  Teachers wanted to empower caregivers to work on 

reading skills at home based around these topics.  The teachers brought learning games 

based around math and literacy to play with the students that they, “Didn’t want to quit.”  

The caregivers were very interested in the different activities and noted how the 

demonstrations and information were helpful.  One caregiver commented, “She was also 

able to give us some insight on things we can change or adjust to better help him learn.”  

The teachers were able to give caregivers individual ideas to work with their student in 

the area that they struggled.  Instead of a universal strategy like a handout or worksheet 

that may or may not fit the student’s needs, the home visit allowed teachers to focus just 

on that one student and family and pinpoint their guidance.  The families received 

individual care.  

It was not only reading that caregivers focused on in the discussion about 

education.  Caregivers noted the importance of communication with statements such as, 

“I personally feel like this is a great way for parents to understand how to teach, how 

their children learn, and be able to communicate better with the teachers.”  Other 

caregivers said, “She brought a game for us to play as a family that will help her learn her 

sight words.  I feel it was a great experience for my child and us, and I would recommend 
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this to other families.”  Caregivers used the words like “connection” and “communicate” 

and other similar phrases when discussing the education of their students.  The caregivers 

felt like they had a chance to understand the learning happening at school, and apply it at 

home.  Many parents feel the importance of helping students at home, and appreciated the 

support directly from the teacher.   

Teachers felt very similar to the caregivers remarking on the interest the students 

and caregivers had in the educational activities.  One teacher said, “It’s time spent with 

the family in their home setting with some goal set (planned activities and information 

sharing), but also some openness for getting to know them and bonding.”  In other words, 

it was important to help families understand the educational side of school, but to also 

connect with the families.   The teacher went on to describe the importance of, “Two-way 

communication, showing respect, and opportunity to show respect for their home and 

their family,” as an important aspect to connect with families and become a “team”.  The 

gist of the teachers’ remarks demonstrates how communication and connection relate to 

the overall education of the student.  The stronger the bond to families, the more likely 

the education of the student is going to be successful and supported by all stakeholders.     

In addition to making connections through educational content, a teacher 

commented on how demonstrating read alouds and discussing aspects of literacy was 

helpful for families.  Another teacher discussed how, “Modelling certain things that 

parents don’t understand,” was similar to the curriculum nights teachers used to provide.  

The undertones of the comments all spoke to the ability to connect with families, to 

communicate with caregivers, and to help caregivers understand curriculum through the 

use of home visits.  Again, the intimacy and individuality of the home visit allowed 
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teachers to work with families at their current level of understanding and need.  Teachers 

were very excited to see the intent interest from the caregivers.  That is not always the 

case when communicating via parent letter, handout, homework, or meeting.             

Theme 2 Relationships  

Theme two is developed around the word relationships.  In the research, two types 

of relationships were examined.  The relationship between teacher and student and the 

relationship between teacher and caregiver.  The very nature of home visits pushes 

teachers, caregivers, and students to engage in relationship development.  That does not 

mean that all relationship development is positive, but home visits naturally force 

teachers, caregivers, and students to connect.  For example, teachers, caregivers, and 

students who are shy are pushed to go outside their comfort zone, and interact on a very 

personal level.  Many caregivers and teachers commented both directly and indirectly on 

the relationships that deepened during the home visits.   

Many caregivers commented on the relationships between teachers and students 

saying such things as, “I believe (home visits) will strengthen the teacher/student 

relationship.”  Caregivers also indicated that they believe their child had, “Better teacher 

and child relationship,” after the home visit.  Another caregiver used the words “better 

connection” to describe the change after the home visit.  Caregivers also found 

connections with their teachers through conversations about family and other 

noneducational topics.  One teacher and caregiver discussed the teacher’s fear of dogs 

and the connection between their families.  They felt like they knew each other on a more 

“personal” level.  The comfort level of the relationship between caregiver and teacher 

allowed caregivers to feel more confident contacting the teacher on different issues.  One 
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caregiver after the home visits said, “I feel comfortable emailing her certain questions or 

certain struggles.”  In essence, the relationship is strong enough to connect with their 

teacher without hesitation that may have been present prior to the home visit.   

Teachers felt very similar about the relationships between caregivers, and 

students.  Teachers understood that relationships were important before the home visits, 

and they understood that relationships may look different depending on the individuals 

involved.  Words like, “bonding” “relatable” and “trust” where frequently used by 

teachers to describe the type of relationship that could be formed through home visits.  

The teachers hypothesized before that home visits that, “I think the home visit gives us 

that chance to make that relationship happen.”  After the home visits, teachers explained 

how, “They (student and caregiver) became more comfortable with me.”  Teachers also 

said they felt the relationships were, “To a deeper level,” and “Bridging the parent 

teacher gap faster.”  They also felt that the students were, “More comfortable with us.”  

The teachers predicted and confirmed that home visits were a direct avenue to form 

deeper relationships with caregivers and students.         

Theme 3 Unconventional Method 

As stated throughout this research, home visits in a rural public school are not a 

common practice.   Hence, theme three and the experience of this unconventional 

method.   Teachers, students, and caregivers rarely see and interact outside of school for a 

planned event.  Many times, the planned events are school related such as a curriculum 

night, library event or district sporting event, which is heavily school based and not 

uncommon.  For teachers to go into students’ home and interact with the family, that is 

very unusual and very uncommon beyond the preschool years.  One teacher stated after 
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the home visits, “I like home visits.  I just do.  I know I’m not the norm.”  It was very 

evident in both the teacher and caregiver comments that the practice was unconventional.   

Caregivers and teachers used very similar words to describe their initial feelings 

about home visits.  Even before the home visits, teachers reported being “introverted” 

and liked, “Staying in my bubble.”  It was difficult initially for some teachers to get 

beyond their sense of separation of school and home.  There is a clear divide between the 

two worlds.  Caregivers felt similarly.  Teachers reported how they were “nervous” and 

sometimes caregivers also appeared nervous.  The nervousness was a byproduct of the 

combining of the two worlds that are traditionally not connected, and the unknown aspect 

of home visiting.  Instead of nervousness, some caregivers and teachers described their 

experience as “awkward”.  Both terms have a similar feeling of the fear of the unknown.  

Home visits, even with a great amount of planning, are unpredictable. Since home visits 

have not been used as a strategy, it was difficult for families and teachers to feel 

confident in what they were supposed to be doing.  As one caregiver said during the 

home visit, “I’m not sure what we are supposed to do.”  Even during the home visits, 

there were “awkward” moments with “silence” when the teachers were not sure how to 

move forward.  However, the teachers “initiated conversation” on comfortable school 

topics, and worked up to more personal topics.  Caregivers also helped work through 

awkward moments by encouraging students saying things like, “Show (your teacher) 

your room and some of (your) favorite toys.”  Collectively, caregivers and teachers 

navigated the awkward moments with little discomfort.   

Another area that teachers felt was uncomfortable was when the student wanted to 

show the teacher around the house, especially their bedrooms.  Although an adult 
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bedroom is considered a private space, a child’s bedroom is an area that is the primary 

spot for the child’s belongings.  It is not uncommon for children to want to show off their 

bedroom and toys.  Mostly the teachers felt, “A little bit awkward” when the parents did 

not join them on their tour.  Teachers are always “safeguard(ing)” themselves from being 

in a situation that could be potentially a liability.  What should be considered an innocent 

experience of sharing by the child has teachers on edge that it will be misunderstood.  

One teacher connected it to a young student needing assistance fastening their pants at 

school.  “I make them stand in the hallway where I’m in front of the camera.”  The same 

feeling translated into the home visit.  The teachers were hesitant to be outside of the 

watchful eyes of the parents due to the fact that anything said by a child may be 

misconstrued.  Yet, some caregivers were looking for teachers to get personal with kids 

and wanted teachers to ask, “Hey, show me your house.”  The caregivers were open to 

teachers getting to know details about their child’s home.   Although not stated, the 

teachers’ experiences were not ruined by the awkward feeling of being invited into more 

intimate spaces of the home such as the child’s bedroom, but that it was something to 

consider making into a protocol if they were to continue to do home visits.    

Although the initial feelings of being, “outside their comfort zone” were evident 

from both teachers and caregivers, at the end of the experience both parties felt that it was 

worth the uncomfortable feelings to complete a home visit.  As one parent put it, “I 

would recommend this (home visit) to other families.” Teachers who were nervous at 

first felt the same way stating, “I am happy to say that they (home visits) have started out 

very well.”  In another entry the teacher stated, “This was definitely a wonderful 

experience for me and I can definitely see the benefit of doing home visits as a teacher.”  
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Therefore, although considered outside the norm and an unusual practice for public 

schools, all parties involved concluded that home visits were worth the short-lived 

uncomfortable feelings for the benefits at the end.      

Theme 4 Caregiver Involvement  

Parent (caregiver) involvement and teacher understanding of families was an 

important aspect of the home visit, and the foundation of theme four.  It is only natural 

that teachers and caregivers would be connected through home visits, and that they would 

have a better understanding of the students’ families.  Once a teacher enters the home of a 

student, it cannot be denied that they are going to learn information about the family.  As 

early childhood teachers, they are interested in the different aspects of the child’s home 

such as the amount of literacy items.  The teachers would ask, “Where are the books that 

you read?”  It was also very evident that once the caregivers had the attention of the 

teachers, they wanted to know and learn as much as possible from the teachers.  As stated 

in other themes, the connection, communication, and relationship between teacher and 

caregiver had deepened through the home visit allowing caregivers to be more interested 

and involved in their child’s education.   

The teachers noticed so many things about the family life of the students’ homes 

they visited.  Little details like, “Discussed Raelynn’s love of animals.  She has 2 dogs 

and 2 donkeys.  Mom works at the vet’s office,” and, “(Student) got lots of kisses on the 

head from mom,” gave the teachers insight into the family life of the students beyond the 

classroom.  Even noting how “busy” the family was and seeing the different evening 

dynamics of the families’ lives was insightful to understanding the holistic world of the 

child.  In addition, teachers often noted the different sibling relationships.  Seeing how 
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the siblings interacted helped the teachers to understand, and sometimes be surprised, by 

the difference between the students at home and school.  Even seeing the caregivers in 

the home environment helped teachers see the different personalities of the students.  

“Mom is very outgoing, while dad is quiet like (student).”  Comments like these were 

frequent throughout the teachers’ observation.   

Teachers did talk about other topics beyond school that explored the family life 

and more personal aspects of the caregivers and students.  “Mom talked about her other 

kids, music and life.”  Another instance reported by a teacher stated, “We talked a little 

more about the house and the families plans to buy a house closer to town.”  Teachers 

even learned about the students’ health such as, “We talked about (student’s) heart 

surgery he had a couple years ago.  He was born with a heart defect.”  Many of these 

topics would not have been brought up without the aid of the home visit.  Typically, 

teachers and caregivers do not have enough time to get personal during a parent teacher 

conference.  It is very natural to get more personal in a setting that the caregivers are 

comfortable.  As well as the fact that more time is spent during the home visit, unlike the 

parent teacher conference which last about 15 minutes.  All of these little conversations 

helped teachers to better understand the family life along with past and future changes.   

In terms of involvement, caregivers were interested in the different 

demonstrations and activities the teachers brought to share.  Most caregivers want to be 

involved in their child’s education and help them succeed.  The caregivers sought out 

knowledge from the teachers on how to help the students at home.  One caregiver 

summed up the feelings of many caregivers stating, “I personally feel like this is a great 

way for parents to understand how to teach, how their children learn, and be able to 
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communicate better with the teachers.”  Another parent was a little more precise saying, 

“She brought a game for us to play as a family that will help her learn her sight words.”  

Another parent understood that different methods could be used to accomplish a task.  

“(Teacher) did say, we can do it this way or we can do it that way, but either way you’re 

going to do it,” when discussing how to practice spelling words.  All the parents wanted 

to learn to be involved more in the academic work of their students at home, and sought 

out information to accomplish this feat from their teachers.           

Theme Summary 

These four themes are the foundation of the results described below.  Among the 

themes are overlapping undertones that connect the themes together.  One of the largest 

overlapping aspects of the themes is the idea of connection; how all the stakeholders are 

brought together and now feel that they now have a deeper bond.  In essence, the 

connection between the stakeholders seems to be the key to the developing relationships, 

understanding of education, caregiver involvement, and willingness to participate in 

home visits.  Without connections, the other themes do not exist.  The quotes referenced 

in the results section connect to the four themes.  The themes intertwine with the 

quantitative results to show an overall summary of the research questions.  The big ideas 

of education, relationships, unconventional methods, and involvement are evident.  The 

results will draw an overarching summary for the research that will be discussed in 

chapter 5.    

Quantitative Data 

Initial review of the quantitative data were conducted upon competition of the 

home visits.  Each data set was reviewed at first glance to see if there were any outliers in 
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the data sets.  After the initial review, descriptive statistics were conducted to determine 

averages and ranges for the data.  A paired t-test was then conducted on the NWEA data.  

Below is a synopsis of the data that was combined with the qualitative data for a final 

conclusion.    

Caregiver Survey (Likert) 

The overall results of the caregiver survey indicate a positive response to the 

home visits.  Each question had a range 1-5 (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree).  The 

range of average scores across the different questions was 3.2-5.  That means the 

caregivers responses ranged from no difference to strongly agreed.  None of the averages 

were in the disagree or strongly disagree ranges.  In fact, caregivers did not report a score 

of less than 3 for any individual question.  The average scores are listed below in Table 

4.2.   

NWEA Results 

The NWEA assessment test the students’ knowledge in reading and math.  Due to 

the nature of the assessment and the grade level the students are enrolled, the students are 

expected to make growth on each assessment cycle.  The students took the NWEA 

assessment in September and again in January.  Table 4.3 shows the individual results for 

the students who completed home visits and students that did not complete home visits.  

In addition, the table shows the change between the fall and winter RIT scores.       
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Table 4.2 

Caregiver Survey Average 

Question Average 

Home Visits are worth the time. 4.6 

My teacher was prepared for the home visit 5 

My child enjoyed the home visit. 5 

My family enjoyed the home visit. 4.6 

I enjoyed the home visits. 4.7 

I feel closer to my child's teacher. 4.11 

My child feels closer to his/her teacher.     4.6 

My child's teacher has a better understanding of my child. 4.56 

My child’s teacher has a better understanding of my family.   4.5 

My child’s teacher has a better understanding of my culture. 3.89 

The home visit will improve my child’s academic success. 4.1 

The home visit will improve my child’s attendance. 3.22 

The home visit will improve my child’s classroom behavior. 3.8 

I would do another home visit.   4.44 

I was comfortable having the teacher at my house.   4.5 

 

Note.  The caregiver survey was completed after the home visit.  Ten caregivers 

completed the survey.   
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Table 4.3 

NWEA Reading and Math Results 

# S G H NWEA 

Reading 

Fall 

NWEA 

Reading 

Winter 

NWEA 

Reading 

Change 

NWEA 

Math Fall 

NWEA 

Math 

Winter 

NWA 

Math 

Change 

1 M 2 Y 174 185 +11 186 200 +14 

2 M 2 Y 165 170 +5 170 187 +17 

3 M 1 Y 154 166 +12 161 176 +15 

4 F 1 Y 152 163 +11 148 162 +14 

5 M 1 Y 148 156 +8 160 162 +2 

6 M 1 Y 155 170 +15 169 173 +4 

7 M 1 Y 150 156 +6 147 164 +17 

8 M 1 Y 181 196 +15 193 201 +8 

9 F 1 Y 144 156 +12 145 151 +6 

10 M 1 Y 152 162 +10 148 163 +15 

11 M 1 Y 159 164 +5 159 173 +14 

12 M 1 N 164 171 +7 160 172 +8 

13 F 1 N 162 163 +1 169 171 +2 

14 M 1 N 143 150 +7 159 159 0 

15 F 1 N 178 175 -3 172 182 +10 

16 F 1 N 171 174 +3 168 178 +10 

17 F 1 N 146 167 +21 164 170 +6 

18 M 1 N 131 132 +1 141 141 0 

19 F 1 N 159 176 +17 160 171 +11 
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Table 4.3 Continued  

 

Note.  The scores above are RIT scores.  The # is the student identifier, S stands for sex 

of the student, G stands for grade level, and H stands for home visit (Y-yes or N-no).   

 

Attendance Results 

A quick review of attendance data showed the students who participated in home 

visits were absent less then students who did not participate in home visits.  The number 

of days that students who participated in home visits were absent ranged from 0-15 with 

an average of 5.08 days absent.  The number of days that student who did not participate 

in home visits were absent ranged from 2-13 with an average of 7.85 days absent.  The 

home visiting group was absent on average 2.77 days less than the non-home visiting 

group.  If extrapolated out to an entire year, that would equate to an average of 5.54 

additional days in school for the home visiting group, which is essentially an entire week 

more of school instruction.       

Behavioral Results 

The student behavior results considered seven aspects of student behavior as 

listed in the methods section.  The teachers rated the students on the different areas in the 

beginning and middle of the school year using a scale of 0-3 (0 meaning never to 3 

meaning frequently).  The max number of points that could be assigned to a student is 21, 

which would indicate severe behaviors in school.  The home visiting students’ total score 

in the study had a range 0-5 in the fall and 0-4 in the winter.  The average for both the fall 

and winter was 1.33.  The non-home visiting students’ total score had a range of 0-4 in 

the fall and 0-2 in the winter with an average 1.28 in the fall and 1.42 in the winter.  The 
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overall average for both student groups was 1.95.  All of the results would indicate that 

the students were at low risk for externalizing or internalizing behaviors.  In essence, the 

students did not show have any major behavior issues over this time period.   

Overall Results   

The results are reported based on the research questions.  The questions reflect 

both the quantitative and qualitative data.  Data will be noted to show the connection 

between the different sets.  Conclusions from both data sets will be combined to finish 

the analysis for each question.     

In What Ways do Relationships Between Caregivers and Teachers Change Through 

Participation in a Home Visit? 

As adults, it can be difficult to form relationships with others based on power 

dynamics.  Teachers are in a position of authority, and many times are viewed strictly 

that way by caregivers.  In addition, caregivers may feel like school is for teachers and 

home is for the family.  The two should not mix.  The feelings felt by caregivers is 

evident in many parts of theme three.  The families did not feel comfortable mixing the 

two worlds of school and home as they traditionally are kept separate.  Yet, research 

supports the relationship between caregivers and teachers as one of the most important 

(Patton, 2015).  In addition, theme two was founded on the relationships indicated that 

formed between caregivers and teachers.  However, there seemed to be a disconnect 

between the caregivers and the teachers.  Before the home visits, teachers mentioned that 

they thought that caregivers and teachers were no longer on the same “team” and that 

becoming relatable through personal anecdotes during the home visits would allow the 

chance for a relationship to form.  As one teacher reported, “I think they saw me as a 
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regular person then, and not just their teacher.”  Another teacher supported this statement 

with a very similar view stating, “They see us as a person, down to earth, just like them 

instead of us being above them, which we’re not, but some parents, I think, think that.” 

Teachers understand the teacher parent dynamic and noted that “trust” would be a 

big benefit and precursor to home visits.  Trust would come out of the relationship 

building as evident in theme two.  For example, knowing that teachers are mandated 

reporters, caregivers may feel that teachers are participating in home visits to evaluate 

their home setting and parenting style.  Caregivers that have had encounters with CPS, 

bad experiences with teachers, or see teachers as threatening may feel that teachers are 

trying to find evidence of misconduct that they would report back to Child Protective 

Services (CPS).  As one teacher reported, “I have to try to get them to trust me in that 

amount of time. That I’m not there as a gotcha.”  Although teachers are mandated 

reporters in the State of Michigan, teachers do not do home visits to seek out information 

to file a report.  If a teacher did witness child abuse of any sort, they would have to 

report.  However, that is not the intent of the home visit.  Helping caregivers understand 

this fact is important in the building of relationships with families, especially families that 

may struggle.  Again, as reported in theme three, helping families become comfortable 

with teachers in their homes was an aspect of home visits to consider, but can be 

countered by the formation of strong relationships as indicated in theme two.     

One of the residual benefits to having a strong and positive teacher and caregiver 

relationship was the increase and ease of communication.   “It makes it so much easier to 

step into communication with them if you’ve already established a positive relationship,” 

was a reported comment from a teacher after the home visit, and supported by theme two.  
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Caregivers reported similar responses focusing on how they feel more comfortable 

communicating with the teacher after the home visit.   Caregivers felt that they could call 

or email with more ease now that they completed a home visit.  The caregivers and 

teachers were forming a relationship that allows the teacher to be a helpful guide, similar 

to the therapeutic relationship defined by Carl Rogers (Kottler & Shepart, 2015).  

Although caregivers initially were not as comfortable with home visits, theme three 

demonstrates the positive feelings they felt after the home visits.  Caregivers were also 

more apt to reach out for help and ideas to support their child academically.  Within 

theme four, parent involvement was discovered as a residual effect of home visits.  In 

addition, theme four is supported by research.  The partnership created through the 

building of the relationship has been shown to increase involvement (Comer, 2020; 

Swick et al., 1997).    

Considering the caregiver quantitative data collected through a five-point Likert 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree), three caregivers felt no difference, four 

caregivers agreed, and three caregivers strongly agreed that they felt closer to their 

child’s teacher after the home visit.  The average score was 4.11, which falls in the 

agreed category.  Interestingly, the caregivers only reported an average score of 3.89 

when asked about the teachers’ understanding of the family culture.  The score of 3.89 

was the lowest score when comparing it to the other relationship questions including the 

understanding the child’s family, which had an average of 4.5 and the relationship 

between the child and teacher, which was reported at an average of 4.56.  However, Tran 

(2014) says that it is the responsibility of the school and teachers to be vigilant of the 

diversity of families.  The area the research was conducted is predominately white, 
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middle-class conservatives with little racial or ethnic diversity.  With that in mind, the 

teachers working within an area that appears to be nondiverse in aspects of race and 

ethnicity, may have not given enough consideration towards the diversity of families in 

terms of family makeup, social economic status, age, or other factors.      

Teacher and Caregiver Relationship Conclusion 

         Based on the data presented, there are mixed results about increased 

relationship between caregivers and teachers using home visits.  Research is clear that 

there is a strong and positive correlation between learning outcomes and parent 

involvement (Ma et al., 2016).  Parent involvement starts at the relationship level with the 

caregiver.    Although teachers felt trust would be the foundation to increasing the 

relationship, 30% of caregiver responders felt like there was no difference in the 

relationship between the caregiver and teacher after the home visit.  Caregivers may have 

felt this way because they already had a relationship with the teacher, and the relationship 

did not change or grow due to the home visit.  Yet, caregivers did respond positively to 

the comfort level of increased communication.  Overall, caregivers responded positively 

to the increase in caregiver and teacher relationship with 70% responding agreed or 

strongly agreed that the relationship was enhanced.  Also, in the qualitative data, 

caregivers and teachers voiced their positive feelings towards each other after the home 

visits.  Although the data does not conclusively support the relationship building power 

of home visits, there is evidence that relationships were increased and deeper connections 

were developed.          
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In What Ways Do Relationships Between Students and Teachers Change Through 

Participation in a Home Visit? 

The relationship between teachers and students has been said to be the most 

important factor in the successful education of a child (Stacks, 2005).  Therefore, creating 

strong and positive relationships between students and teachers should be a critical 

component in the students’ education.  As noted in the development of theme two, both 

caregivers and teachers indicated that relationships are important to the educational 

process.  It was not always noted why they thought it was important, but both parties 

intrinsically knew it was important.  Teachers were more aware of the benefits of 

relationships.  Their experiences as parents and teachers may have led to their initial 

understanding of the importance of relationships with students (Albin-Clark et al., 2018).  

One teacher stated very matter-of-factly, “Oh, a million benefits (to forming relationships 

with students).”  Another teacher stated, “Relationships.  I think that’s huge.”  The 

teacher goes onto say, “I think it can explain behavior….so I think that’s a big benefit.”  

Using their knowledge of behaviors, teachers can build a relationship with students that 

could influence student behavior (Buyse, 2008).  Yet, it was not clear if the teachers had 

this hunch from experience or research.  However, after the home visit, a teacher tried to 

put the changing relationship into words.  The teacher said, “I actually feel that there’s 

almost a little bit of a joking almost, or camaraderie or something.”  The teacher felt 

something different, but could not put their finger on the exact difference from the home 

visit.  Patton (2015) concluded in his research that home visits were a way to make initial 

connections with students.  That maybe what the teachers were feeling, that connection 

with students. 
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From the caregivers’ survey, multiple parents reported their pleasure with the one-

on-one the student received from their teacher during the home visit.  Caregivers used 

words like “beneficial”, “great”, and “loved” about the one-on-one time.  The caregivers 

did not elaborate why the one-on-one time was beneficial, but other caregivers did report 

that, “I feel my child has a better connection with his teacher” and “Better teacher and 

child relationship.”  Another caregiver stated, “I think she felt more confident with her 

(teacher) and she can reach out to her if she needs to talk about something.”  It seems like 

the common knowledge that more time spent with the teacher is beneficial even if the 

“why” it is beneficial appears be unclear to caregivers.  Yet, theme one and two that 

focus on the key words relationship, connection, and communication seem to pinpoint the 

why clearly.  Bridging the understanding of the concept to the experience was hard for 

caregivers and teachers to put cohesively into words, but the individual comments as 

collectively show the importance of the teacher and student relationship.  To put all the 

thoughts together, strong relationships build a deep connection that enhances 

communication to better help students learn and be successful at school  

Teachers also reported similar experiences with the students.  Teachers are clearer 

of why relationships matter, but they were not always precise on the intricacies of how 

relationships influence education.  In a teacher journal, a teacher reported, “After 

(student) said “goodbye” to me he said, ‘It’s kinda cool that you came to my house.’  I 

said, ‘It is, isn’t it?’”  The teacher noted this exchange as important, and demonstrates the 

understanding that there was a connection even though the teacher was not exactly sure 

what the connection will equate to in the classroom.  Interestingly, the student understood 

that the visit was unique, as indicated in theme three, and appeared to enjoy the 
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experience. Teachers also reported experiences of students being shy or standoffish at 

first, but then warming up and interacting with their teachers via an activity or student led 

experience such as showing their bedrooms.  As Comer (2011) concluded, creating the 

relationship is reported to have a connection to the ability of children to regulate their 

feelings.  Quite possibly, the very basic principle of having the teacher in your home 

environment may have helped the students become comfortable quicker, and more 

willing to interact with their teacher. The student is willing to display their true self.  In 

caregiver words, “It just makes them feel special” and “Our child being able to interact 

with this teacher outside of the classroom made him feel special and I believe will 

strengthen the teacher/student relationship.”  The caregivers were honing in on multiple 

themes including the connection to the teacher, the relationship being built between the 

student and teacher, and the positive involvement that the parents had in the visit.  It is 

not clear what the word “special” is defined to mean in both cases.  However, it has a 

positive connotation.                     

Considering the caregiver quantitative data collected through a five-point Likert 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree), four caregivers agreed and six caregivers 

strongly agreed that their child felt closer to their child’s teacher after the home visit.  

The average score was 4.6, which falls between the agreed and strongly agreed 

categories. Caregivers reported an average score of 4.56 when asked if they believed the 

teachers had a better understanding of the child.  The two scores show that the caregivers 

perceive that the home visit helped teachers understand and build relationship with the 

children.       
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Although most of the results point to a positive relationship building between 

teachers and students, one parent questioned the home visit as a catalyst to building the 

relationship.  The parent stated, “I feel, like (he) clings to his teachers.  He loves his 

teachers.”  She went on to state,  

“So I feel like regardless if she came there or not, he was still always going to 

have that kind of a relationship with her.  Her coming, did it make or break or 

making it better or worse?  I feel like, no, not for him.  But as far as student wise, 

he’s really outgoing and whatnot, so I don’t feel like it made a difference, as far as 

him, no.”   

The parent was not against doing the home visit, and did enjoy the home visit.  

However, when considering the impact on the teacher and student relationship, with or 

without the home visit the student already had a good relationship with the teacher.  From 

the parent perspective, the relationship did not change because of the home visit for the 

good or bad.  Again, since this is from the parent perspective, follow up questions to the 

student would be beneficial, although not included in this research.              

Teacher and Student Relationship Conclusion 

There is clear evidence that is supported by research that indicates home visits 

contribute to a growing relationship between teachers and students.  Caregivers felt 

strongly that the relationship between teacher and student increased, and they had a good 

sense that more time spent with their child was beneficial to the overall relationship 

between the teacher and student.  Teachers echoed the same feelings about the 

relationship.   They knew, much like the caregivers, that the relationship had grown from 

the home visits.  Theory from Bowlby and Ainsworth support the need for strong 
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attachments for students to feel secure.  The relationships described by the caregivers and 

teachers fits the definition of a secure attachment (Mooney, 2010).  As stated, the 

caregivers and teachers never used the word “attachment”, but it seems to be the missing 

word that both parties were attempting to describe.  Although the longevity of the 

relationship building through the school year seems unclear to both caregivers and 

teachers, they know something changed for the better. The temperament of the student 

may play a role in the relationship change, such as the student who was already outgoing 

and securely attached to his teacher.  However, teachers and caregivers may argue that 

the relationship connection may not be outwardly evident, but a feeling the student and 

teacher feel.  Of course, as indicated in the teacher journals and interviews, every child 

and teacher is going to have a different experience and level of relationship growth.  Yet, 

from the data, it can be concluded that home visits did enhance the relationships between 

teachers and students.       

What Academic Outcomes in Reading and Math, as Measured on a Standardized 

Assessment, are Discovered with Students Participating in a Home Visit Compared to 

Students Who Did Not Participate? 

Since the teachers and families have not participated in home visits, it could 

become difficult not to make the home visiting into a parent teacher conference.  Many 

caregivers are familiar with parent teacher conferences as a method to interact with 

teachers and vice versa.  Therefore, when caregivers and teachers get together it may feel 

more natural to structure the time like a parent teacher conference.  That is not the 

purpose of the home visit.  As indicated in theme three, home visits are a very 

unconventional method within primary grades.  With a high demand for academic 
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success, caregivers are likely to want to know how their child is performing and ways to 

continue to build on their academic status.  Theme one was evidence to this point as the 

discussion about education was a prominent point of discussion.  Although discussing 

curriculum was an aspect of the home visit, it was not meant to be the majority of the 

home visit.  Yet, caregivers have attended parent teacher conferences and for many, that 

is the only teacher interaction that many caregivers are involved.  Therefore, it was 

difficult for caregivers and teachers not to shift into a conference like visit, especially 

within the contexts of the unconventional aspect of home visits as indicated in theme 

four.   

Caregivers were very interested, and it was noted quite often, that the information 

presented about curriculum and academic growth was well received (Sukhram & Hsu, 

2012).  Most of the academic discussion revolved around reading and math curriculum 

with reading getting the most attention.  In addition, most of the discussion revolved 

around fall or current assessments scores, and ideas and demonstrations on how to 

improve skills in easy, playful, and concrete methods.  Again, as noted in theme one, the 

families were very interested in the education of the children, and looked to the teachers 

for guidance.  The teachers demonstrated some activities for the families to do at home, 

while families showed the methods that they used at home.  Again, the connection 

created around education was noted throughout theme one.  The discussions helped both 

parties understand the different ways to work with students opening clear 

communication.   

Teachers noted many different aspects to the academic support for the students at 

home, and how families reacted to the demonstrations of the games and activities.  
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Caregivers embraced different ways demonstrated by teachers to work on skills at home.  

One caregiver commented, “(Teacher) showed us a couple of games to maybe use instead 

of doing spelling words or doing it on a chalkboard or making a game out of it.”  Another 

parent noted, “I personally feel like this (home visit) is a great way for parents to 

understand how to teach how their children learn and be able to communicate better with 

teachers.”   Teachers noticed that families were very interested in the games and learning 

activities.  However, sometimes the families would not always watch the activity, but 

allow the teacher and student to have one-on-one time while they were in a close by 

room.  Depending on the home visit, the teacher may have brought attention to the 

activity.  Caregiver involvement varies based on the culture of the family.  Yet, as evident 

by theme four, teachers were aware that families differ, and that family involvement was 

a continuum.  The situation of the home visit dictated the direction the home visit took, 

although teachers were using a set model.  

As the teachers were visiting the home, they noticed how much and the types of 

learning activities available already in the home.  The understanding of the world in 

which the child lives will help teachers understand the role the student plays in their 

home (Cline et al., 2019).  Teachers noted the “sight word door” and other learning areas 

around the house.  Teachers also noticed how many books were in the house for children 

to read.  The teachers were getting insight into the world of the student beyond their basic 

understanding of the individual child.  As Bronfenbrenner would suggest, the teachers are 

getting insight into the outer systems of the student.  The teachers are experiencing the 

microsystem and mesosystem, and seeing different aspects of the exosystem and 

macrosystem.  Understanding the education that families provide at home and the level of 
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parent involvement in the student’s education was enlightening for teachers, and an 

aspect of themes one and four.  Sometimes teachers would help families pick out books at 

the level for the child to read, recommend books, or make a note to provide resources in 

the future.  It is common for caregivers to have a mismatch of developmental concepts 

for the children (Bond, 2010).  In addition, depending on the education of the caregiver, 

the understanding of child development may vary (Gomby et al., 1999).  The goal of the 

teacher was not to do an inventory of the household learning resources.  However, 

teachers made observations as they interacted with the students in the home.          

Student quantitative data using NWEA scores (Table 4.3 on page 95), compares 

the district level norms to the students that participated in home visits compared to a 

group of students that did not participate in home visits.   In the home visiting group in 

fall reading, six students scored above the district norm and six scored below the district 

norm.  In the non-home visiting group, four scored above the district norm, while three 

scored below the district norm.  This assessment was given prior to the home visits in the 

fall.  After the home visits, the assessment was given in the winter.  In the home visiting 

group in the winter reading, seven students scored above the district norm and five 

students scored below the district norm.  For the non-home visiting group, five scored 

above the district norm, while two scored below the district norm.   

The same review was completed for the NWEA math scores in the fall and 

winter.  In the home visiting group in fall math, seven students scored above the district 

norm and five students scored below the district norm.  In the non-home visiting group, 

six scored above the district norm, while one scored below the district norm.  Again, the 

assessment was given prior to the home visit.  In the winter, the same assessment was 
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given again to see the growth in math skills.  In the home visiting group in the winter 

math scores, seven students scored above the district norm and five students scored below 

the district norm.  For the non-home visiting group, six scored above the district norm, 

while two scored below the district norm.    

When considering the NWEA scores, it is imperative to look at the growth 

between the two scores.  The assessments test student growth along with comparison to 

the norms.  Students who participated in home visits had an average growth score of 9.75 

in reading (norm is 9) and 11.5 in math (norm is 10).  For the non-home visiting group, 

the average growth scores were 6.71 in reading (norm is 9) and 5.57 in math (norm is 10).  

The home visiting group outperformed both district norms in reading and math growth, 

while the non-home visiting group did not outperform the district growth norms.  

However, before making a conclusive statement about the connection of home visits to 

the success of standardized assessments, a larger sample size would be necessary.  Yet, 

the indication from these results do show some connection between home visits and the 

increase of standardized assessment scores.     

Using the paired t-test, results from the NWEA reading and math for both the 

home visiting and non-home visiting group were completed.  For the NWEA reading and 

math in the home visiting group, the paired t-test analysis demonstrated that, even after 

taking the correlation between fall and winter scores into account, students increased in 

their performance significantly over the course of the intervention (P<.0001).  For the 

NWEA reading in the non-home visiting group, the paired t-test analysis demonstrated 

that, even after taking the correlation between fall and winter scores into account, 

students did not increase in their performance significantly over the course of the 
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intervention (P=.095).  However, for the NWEA math in the non-home visiting group, 

the paired t-test analysis demonstrates that, even after taking the correlation between fall 

and winter scores into account, students increased in their performance significantly over 

the course of the intervention (P=.024).  Table 4.4 lists the different statistical values used 

for the analysis.       

 

Table 4.4 

NWEA Statistical Results  

Group/Test N Correlation T Two-Sided p 

Home Visiting/Reading 12 .957 -9.527 <.001 

Home Visiting/Math 12 .944 -7.719 <.001 

Non-Home Visiting/Reading 7 .850 -1.979 .095 

Non-Home Visiting/Math 7 .955 -3.012 .024 

 

Note.  The home visiting group showed significant increases in scores in both the NWEA 

reading and math.  The non-home visiting group showed significant increases in math 

only.  The non-home visiting group did not reach the standard alpha level of .05 in 

reading to determine a significant increase in reading scores.   

 

Considering the caregiver quantitative data collected through a five-point Likert 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree), one caregiver felt no difference, seven 

caregivers agreed, and two caregivers strongly agreed that they felt their child’s academic 

progress would improve after the home visit.  The average score was 4.1, which falls in 
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the agreed category.  The research conducted by Howes (2013) supports the connection 

between the teacher and student relationship and academic success.  As already indicated 

in theme two, relationships were an important part of the home visits.  Therefore, the 

indications by caregivers that home visits and academic success were connected are well 

founded.  In fact, Howes (2013) focuses on the amount of time spent with students as an 

indicator of academic success. Although the home visit was a small amount of time in 

comparison to an entire school year, caregivers felt that the addition of the one home visit 

may have an impact on academic success.                  

Academic Outcomes Conclusion 

In public education, academic outcomes are one of the most important pieces of 

data collected.  Caregiver involvement in schools is associated with achievement in math 

and reading, especially for white children (Sibley & Dearing, 2014).  Many schools base 

their current success and future initiatives on academic assessment scores.  Therefore, 

home visits as a strategy to help grow academically would be a focus for full 

implantation.  However, it should be noted that young students tend to make growth 

naturally in standardized assessments, and the window between the initial assessment and 

midyear assessment was only a few months.  Hence, the data, although showing trends, 

does not solidify home visits as a method to grow academic progress.  Yet, the results do 

indicate positive academic success after home visits.   

The most positive results from the standardized data is the average growth 

compared to the norm growth.  To understand this fully, one must understand that the 

NWEA measures both individual growth and growth against the norms.  Therefore, 

students may initially test far below the norm making it difficult to outperform the norm 



 113 

in later test.  Yet, students can individually grow and show success.  That was the case for 

the home visiting students.  Overall, they outperformed the rate of growth compared to 

the norm and the non-home visiting group.  Home visiting students may have not 

increased their proficiency compared to the norms, but they did make gains individually.   

Teachers and caregivers were both able to support each other to contribute to the 

academic success of the student.  By learning about the different methods used at home 

and at school, caregivers were able to learn different ways to help their children, and 

teachers were made aware of the strategies that would be most beneficial to the child 

based on the materials available in the home.  As teaching professionals, teachers have a 

large amount of strategies, resources, and activities to help students learn content.  

Caregivers traditionally do not have the same training, and rely on teachers to help them 

work with students at home.  Themes one and four support the fact that caregivers are 

looking for support to educate children, and that they want to be involved in the 

education of their children.  The data points to the power of a teacher demonstrating an 

activity for the parent to use at home.  Although all at home activities cannot be 

demonstrated, having one or two activities demonstrated gives caregivers the ability and 

confidence to learn other methods to enhance the academic abilities of their child in 

developmentally appropriate ways.  In addition, parents may be more apt to call on 

teachers if they had a successful demonstration and follow through on activities.  Over 

time, families can continue to help students at home to build in strong standardized test 

progress.         
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What Classroom Behavior Changes, as Measured Using a Standardized Assessment, 

are Discovered With Students Participating in a Home Visit Compared to Students 

Who Did Not Participate? 

Teachers and caregivers know that children act differently in different 

environments.  Teachers noted before the home visits that the different environments 

have different behavior expectations.  As noted in theme four, teachers gained an 

understanding of families on the home visits.  It is not uncommon for children to 

demonstrate behaviors at home that would never be seen at school and vice versa.    As 

one teacher pointed out, “I continued to be amazed at how different (in a good way) he 

was in his home setting verse our school setting.  It was so neat to see!”  Behavior has 

been shown to be connected to the relationship between the teacher and student (Buyse, 

2008; Collins, et al., 2017; Colmer, 2011).  Theme two supports the research indicating 

the power of the relationship.  Therefore, it can be concluded that the relationship status 

between a teacher and student is can be connected to the behavior of the student.     

The behavior assessment considered seven criteria judged by the teachers on a 0-3 

point scale, with 0 representing the behavior never occurs to 3 representing the behavior 

frequently occurs.  The maximum number of points that a student could receive would be 

twenty-one points.  The higher amount of points the student receives, the more behavior 

issues the student would be presenting.  The home visiting group reported an average 

score of 1.33 in the fall and the same score in the winter for a difference of zero.  The 

non-home visiting group reported an average of 1.14 in the fall and 1.28 in the spring for 

a difference of .14.  The overall average for the fall was 1.67 and the winter was 1.95 for 

a difference of .28.  Both home visiting and non-home visiting groups reported scores 
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below the reported average.  However, the home visiting group showed no change to 

their average compared to the non-home visiting group.  All the scores show a low level 

of behavior issues within the classrooms. 

Another aspect that connects to behavior is attendance.  The home visiting 

students had an average attendance of 79.91 days out of 85 for an average of 5.08 days 

absent for the first semester of school.  The non-home visiting students had an average 

attendance of 77.14 days out of 85 with an average of 7.85 days absent for the first 

semester of school.  That equates to an average of 2.77 more days in school for the home 

visiting group compared to the non-home visiting group.  Interestingly, the caregivers 

reported that they felt the home visits had no difference on their attendance.  It was the 

lowest average reported score on the Likert scale caregiver data at 3.22.    

Considering the caregiver quantitative data collected through a five-point Likert 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree), four caregivers felt no difference, four 

caregivers agreed, and two caregivers strongly agreed that they felt their child’s behavior 

will improve after the home visit.  The average score was 3.88, which falls between the 

no difference and agreed categories.  The average score is similar to the score reported 

for attendance.  When considering the data, other outside influences should be taken into 

consideration, such as the characteristics of families (Collins et al., 2017).  The 

perception of what is considered poor or good behavior by different families may vary.      

Behavior Outcomes Conclusion 

          All the standardized scores indicate that the students who participated in home 

visits were students who were well behaved students prior to the home visits. The 

average score of 1.33 is very low compared to a possible top score of 21.  Therefore, it is 
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inconclusive if home visits contribute to any major changes in behavior.  To support this 

finding, caregivers also reported no change in the student behavior.  However, as one 

parent reported, “But as far as behavior, I feel like he’s just all around pretty well-

behaved as I would expect.”  Although teachers observed some differences in behaviors 

from home and school, again it was not conclusive if the home visit was a factor in the 

difference in behaviors.    

Although behavior as a whole did not seem to change after the home visit, the 

student’s average attendance compared to the non-home visiting group was different.  

The home visiting group was in attendance an average of 2.77 more days compared to the 

non-home visiting group.  Again, it is not uncommon for well behaved students to have 

caregivers who would expect solid attendance from their child.  Therefore, although it 

appears a trend that students who participated in home visits had better attendance, it is 

not clear if that is definitive for all students who would participate in home visits.  It 

makes reasonable sense to say that families that volunteered for home visits would be 

parents that are committed to their child’s education, and would work to promote good 

attendance and behavior at school.  A more behavior diverse set of students with 

moderate and high risk scores would bring about more conclusive indicators of the 

connection between home visits and behavior.      

After Completing the Home Visits, Do Teachers Feel that the Home Visiting Program 

Could Feasibly be Utilized With All Students on a Yearly Basis? 

As an exploratory study, the goal is to determine if the program could be 

expanded and utilized on a larger scale.  Teachers were directly asked this question.  All 

three teachers were supportive of home visiting after completing the home visits.  One 
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teacher, who had never had any experience or knowledge of home visits, ended up with 

seven home visits.  She stated, “Like I said, totally out of my comfort zone.”  Yet, she 

claimed, “After those first couple (home visits), there was only one that was a little 

awkward, but we got through it, and after that, they actually were a little bit fun.”  The 

other teachers agreed with statements such as, “I’m 110% for home visits,” and “I like 

home visits.  I just do.”  All three teachers found the process enjoyable, educational, and 

helpful to understanding, connecting, and building relationships with caregivers and 

students.      

One of the issues of expanding the program to all students is the resistance some 

families may feel about having the teacher come to their home.  One of the teachers felt 

that caregivers do not want school and home to mix.  She stated, “They (caregivers) just 

don’t want that wall taken down” referring to the divide between school and home.  Other 

teachers agreed that not every family would want to participate, and hurdles such as 

geography (some students live outside the district) would make home visiting difficult for 

some families. Yet, the teachers agreed that the more home visits become the norm, the 

less resistance families would have towards the process.  It would be a matter of 

establishing the program, and helping families understand the expectations of the visit.  

As one teacher noted, parents maybe thinking, “Is the teacher just here to check up on 

me?  Are they going to turn me into CPS next?  What are they going to do?  How can I 

trust and are they going to judged me?”  Having a clear goal and process in mind would 

be necessary for families to be open to the home visits.   

The other issue teachers brought to attention on the feasibility of extending the 

program is time.  All the teachers noted that time would need to be provided to utilize 
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home visit for all students.  Days could be set aside for staff to do home visits that would 

be included in the school year.  Teachers felt like offering home visits once a school year 

would be the best.  In addition, the teachers discussed what period during the school year 

that home visits would be most effective.  The two most discussed times were before 

school started and during the first part of the school year.  If completed before school 

started, teachers feel the home visit would be more focused on getting to know the 

teacher and filling out paperwork to start the school year.  Although valuable, the 

teachers felt that having the home visit after school started would be more “impactful”.  

Teachers discussed the possibility of conducting home visits after parent teacher 

conferences through the second half of the school year.  Teachers even discussed doing 

home visits in lieu of parent teacher conferences.  They all felt that the home visits would 

be more beneficial once the teacher and student knew each other, and the teacher had 

more information to share about the student academically, socially, and emotionally.  As 

evidenced by themes one, two, and four, having information about the education status of 

the students would help build the relationship, and give parents an avenue to become 

involved in the student’s education.  Having a basic sense of the student and at least an 

introduction to the caregivers would allow the teacher and caregivers to have some 

common areas to discuss and foothold to build a relationship with both caregivers and 

students during the home visit.       

Beyond time, it must be acknowledged the extensive training needed to create 

standard home visiting practices.   In the qualitative results from one teacher and parent, 

one can see some differences in the home visits between the different teachers and 

perceived by caregivers.   From the teacher journal and the caregiver interview, there 
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were parts of the process that were less developed between the different home visitors.  

Although all three teachers were trained with the same methods and models, they still had 

some variation to their home visits.   Two teachers were very similar to the model in how 

they conducted the home visits, especially in terms of allowing the home visit to 

organically take place.  One teacher was more direct in her approach.  The caregiver 

noted in an interview, “I felt like she was just about business, which is fine if that’s what 

she was there for.  But I thought that she would’ve been like, “oh, show me your cat, or 

where’s your bedroom?”  From this comment, some of the aspects of the home visiting 

model were not as strong.  The teacher did not do anything wrong, but she did not follow 

the philosophy of the model as closely as others to include time to allow the student to 

essentially “show and tell” about their home life.   Home visits will have variance, but 

training should limit that variance to allow all participants to receive the same level of 

service.  Hence, the need to developed structured, ongoing, and precise training and 

evaluation.    

Considering the caregiver quantitative data collected through a five-point Likert 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree), five caregivers agreed and four caregivers 

strongly agreed that they would participate in another home visit.  The average score was 

4.44, which falls between the agreed and strongly agreed categories.  Caregivers also 

reported that they feel home visits were worth their time.  Four caregivers agreed and five 

caregivers strongly agreed with the average of 4.6 that the home visit were worth their 

time.  In addition, the child, family, and caregiver enjoyed the home visiting experience 

as reported by caregivers with an average score of 5, 4.6, and 4.7 respectively.  
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Caregivers also reported that they all strongly agreed that that the teachers were well 

prepared for the home visit.   

Program Feasibility Conclusion 

In public education there are many factors to take into consideration when 

developing and implementing new programming.  Home visits in public schools would 

be a large undertaking, requiring a tremendous amount of work at the school, district, and 

state level.  In addition, many public schools have unions that determine contract time 

and pay for teachers.  Moving the home visiting program forward in a public school 

would be an outside the box program.  Yet, this exploratory study demonstrates the 

teacher, caregiver, and student support for home visits.  Teachers, even ones who were 

uncomfortable with home visits at first, see the benefits of home visits.  Caregivers 

indicated overwhelmingly that they would participate in another home visit and that they, 

the students, and families all enjoyed the experience.  Therefore, it is not a matter of 

convincing the participants that home visits are beneficial, and more home visits would 

be a good thing.  It is a matter of working out the logistics that go into implementing the 

home visits on a larger scale.   

When thinking about the actual logistics of home visiting, the teachers point to the 

biggest hurdle: time.  When and how can home visits be executed.  The time factor is 

directly connected to the union contract.  Teachers have a contractual number of hours 

they are required to work.  Implementing the home visits as a required practice would 

need to be negotiated into the contract.  Additional pay or time would need to be 

addressed.   For example, if the district negotiated that home visits would be paid at the 

hourly rate, for the district that was part of the research, that would be $23.00 per hour.  
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Based on an average class size of around 24, and an average home visit of around an 

hour, the district would have to pay each teacher that conducted home visit $552.  In 

addition, the district would need to pay milage at the current rate of $0.65 per mile.  If the 

average home visit trip was around 10 miles, that would equate to around $130 additional 

dollars.  In total, the average teacher would need to be compensated around $600.   This 

does not include cost for training, large class sizes, and prep time which could double the 

cost.  The larger the district, the higher the cost.  In addition, teachers may feel the time 

spent doing home visits far surpasses an additional $600.  Again, the pay could be 

negotiated in the contract. 

In the case of time, teachers proposed that time be given during the school day to 

conduct home visits.  Doing this would alleviate some contractual issues (mileage would 

still need to be paid), but would open new issues with the state.  Students are required to 

have 180 days and 1080 hours of instructional time.   If home visits were added to the 

school calendar, accomplishing the minimum number of days and hours would need to be 

considered.  School law would have to be examined to see if home visits would count 

towards student contact time.  District and state policies would both have to align to 

allow the time during the school day to happen.  Schools could allow for substitutes for 

days the teachers are conducting home visits to circumvent all policies.  However, that 

again comes at a cost of $100 per day per sub in addition to the extra work a teacher 

would need to do to prepare for a substitute.  For a district the size of the one that the 

research was conducted, that would equate to approximately $19,000 in sub pay based on 

an average class size of 24, an average of four home visits a day, and 32 staff members. 
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Even if that scenario was feasible, the teacher shortage has made finding substitute 

teachers very difficult.  

With all the information stated above, in the current structure of public schools, 

the feasibility of conducting home visits across grade levels for all students seems like a 

daunting task.  It would take school, district, and state wide support for the program.  In 

essence, an extensive pilot program seems like the next step to determine if a full 

implementation is feasible.  Again, this would require school, district, and state level 

permissions.  Until the logistics of the implementation are developed, the desires to 

continue home visits, although strong by teachers and caregivers, would fall upon the 

time and money of the teachers.  Unfortunately, most teachers are not in the position to 

take on the added time and cost, therefore making a larger implementation of home visits 

very difficult at this time.              
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

Planning for the research started prior to 2019 while the researcher was still a 

graduate student.  The researcher did not foresee the COVID-19 pandemic.  The 

pandemic changed education dramatically.  Although the research was completed during 

the 2022-2023 academic school year, and there were no restrictions or pandemic level 

rules in place, there had been a fundamental shift in education.  It can be seen as two 

different eras: before COVID and after COVID.  The two eras are very distinct with 

differences that are very complex, requiring a great deal of additional research beyond the 

scope of this project to fully understand all the different intricacies of the change.  

However, many research centers have considered the changes, and are starting to publish 

results of their findings, which include staff shortages, lower student enrollment, mental 

health issues, and funding to name a few of the differences (Jochim et al., 2023; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2023).  Even years after returning to in person learning (the 

school in which the research was conducted returned to full in person learning in the fall 

of 2020), students are still showing signs of struggle both academically, socially, and 

emotionally.  For example, the standardized state test in Michigan (M-STEP) is still 

below the proficiency levels of 2018 (Lohman, et al., 2023).  In addition, the mental 

health crisis that is in the news front and center of many schools and seems to be getting 

worse.  Therefore, it is the researcher’s observation that there is a difference between the 

two time frames that had a direct influence on this research on home visits. 
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Participants     

When home visits were offered to the first classroom of the researcher in 2014, 

over 50% of families voluntarily participated.  Therefore, the researcher believed that 

50% of families would participate in the home visits for the research project.  The 

parameters were the same, and the requirements were almost identical such as families 

were able to volunteer for the home visit, schedule the home visit at their convince, the 

visit was conducted by their child’s classroom teacher, and the timeframe for the home 

visit was 40-60 minutes.  Yet, even with similar parameters, the participation rate did not 

get close to 50%.  Instead, the three classrooms had a total of twelve students participate 

in the home visit, which is approximately 20% of available participants.  The researcher 

predicted between 30-36 home visiting participants.  When reflecting on the previous 

school years, the 2019-2020 school year was shutdown in March.  During the 2020-2021 

school year, although full in person school was offered, the school was under strict 

restrictions.  No outside people were allowed inside the building including parent 

volunteers, outside programs, and visiting educational agencies.  There was very little 

collaboration with the outside world.   Families were not invited into the building, and 

could only attend parent teacher conferences with masks and social distancing.  The 

teaching staff did not see may parents that school year.  In 2021-2022 school year, 

families were not invited into the school building until later in the school year.  It was 

noticed that the number of volunteers and families coming into the school building had 

drastically decreased.  It was not until the 2022-2023 school year that there were no 

restrictions from the very beginning of the school year.  Therefore, the researcher 

presumed that the level of participation from families would go back up to pre-pandemic 
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levels.  Again, this did not happen.  In discussion with teachers, many commented on 

how they had invited caregivers back into classrooms, but had little response from the 

families.  These trends seem to have resulted in a very low participation rate for the 

study. 

Another factor that may have been detrimental to the level of recruitment by the 

researcher was my position as principal.  Although multiple methods were used to recruit 

participants, the researcher had to refrain from pressuring participants to participate.  By 

continually contacting the families to join, the participants may have felt an obligation to 

participate and an obligation to respond positively to the home visiting program.  The 

researcher was monitoring the recruitment method to not cross the ethical boundary of 

using his position of influence to force participation.  Overall, three direct methods were 

used to recruit families.  The researcher felt that any additional recruitment methods 

would have felt coercive.  In the future, recruitment from the teaching staff may be the 

better method.  That way the invitations feel a little more authentic.  The caregivers may 

have a connection to the teacher, and the invitation does not have to have all the research 

verbiage required by the Internal Review Board (IRB).  However, for this research, the 

teachers were participants in the research, and could not be part of the recruitment 

process.    

An additional anecdotal note on the participants that was interesting comes from 

the researcher’s prior work with the school.  The researcher had been a graduate student 

for many years while employed by the school in which the research was conducted.  In 

another class project, the researcher did a survey prior to 2019.  The researcher put the 

survey link out available to families of school aged children via social media.  The 
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researcher received over 90 responses.  In 2023, the researcher put out another survey in 

a similar manner on a social media platform with more followers, and sent the survey to 

primary caregivers directly through emailing.  The researcher received only 31 responses.  

The size of the participant pool had not decreased, yet the response rate had decreased 

tremendously.  There appears to be a disconnect between school and families in the areas 

of collaboration and engagement.     

In further research, it would be interesting to review recruitment methods.  The 

current research focused very closely on the primary caregivers, which tended to be 

mothers.  Possibly focusing the recruitment in a broader sense to focus in on fathers could 

raise the participation rate.   Fathers play an important role in a child’s life including 

school readiness (Meuwissen & Carlson, 2018).  Home visits in public schools could 

influence fathers to become more involved in the education and school connection of 

their children.  Although there were fathers who participated in the research, they 

appeared to be more in the background.  It may be important to focus the home visit to 

include fathers directly to get a more holistic picture of a child, and increase the overall 

participation from the whole family.     

Research Timeframe 

Home visits traditionally do not show long term effects until much later in the 

school career of students.  In fact, some studies of home visiting programs do not show 

the effects until later in life such as results demonstrated by the Perry Preschool Project 

(Heckman et al., 2010).  Some findings are byproducts of the home visit, and are not 

always the intended purpose of the home visit.  For example, a home visit may focus on 

cognitive gains, but end up showing gains in other developmental areas.   The research 
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conducted for this dissertation was restricted by the researcher’s time, and therefore was 

conducted over a partial school year.  Due to the exploratory nature of the study, the 

researcher was well aware that major outcomes may not be evident.  However, the goal 

was to see if any outcomes in the areas questioned by the researcher, even small, were 

discovered allowing for further research.  From the results, there were some indications 

of change that could have a long-term effect on student outcomes over time.  Therefore, 

for the study’s goal, the time frame was appropriate.   

Rural Community Public Schools 

The study was completed in a rural public school.  The setting comes with many 

different factors that may relate to the study.  First, the small population creates a more 

familiar atmosphere between residents.  Teachers are familiar faces and not part of a 

massive school system that may be found in suburban and urban areas.  The teaching 

staff is easily recognized in public, especially for the staff that have been employed by 

the district for many years.  Many staff members live in the same neighborhoods or areas 

as their students.  The teaching staff may have connections to students’ families through 

the overlap between their professional and private lives including their own children’s 

involvement in extracurricular activities or connections to family members.  It is not 

uncommon for the teaching staff to be related to other community members.  As stated 

about many small communities, it is very tight knit.   

Another factor to a rural community is the culture that creates a unique 

macrosystem, with little variance between the community members.  For example, the 

area that the research was completed is very conservative and demographically similar.  It 

has been rumored that the county that the research was completed had the highest 
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percentage of Trump voters in the last presidential election compared to all the other 

counties in the state.  The very conservative values may play into the role the families 

view schools and school employees.  For example, some community members may view 

the school as a governmental force and do not want “big brother” to be involved in their 

private lives, even through a home visit.  On the flip side, many conservative values are 

built around family life and community.  Therefore, the opposite may also be true in 

which families view teachers and school as extension of their family.  Since COVID, the 

political values seem to have moved to the far right and away from the center.  From my 

experience, the views are mixed and play a role in the participation in home visits.   

Lastly, rural communities have a reputation as safe places to raise families.  

Although the nature of communication and social media has brought to light more 

criminal activity that may have been hidden in the past, the majority of citizens in rural 

communities feel safe.  Teachers have a good understanding of many of the families that 

are in the school district.  Therefore, they know families that they would feel safe and 

families that they may feel hesitant to visit independently.  Although most home visiting 

programs in rural areas are carried out by individuals, schools fall into a different 

category due to the nature of systems put in place.  Yet, as stated above, the closeness 

between many residents and the school allows teachers to feel safe.  This may not be the 

case in suburban and urban areas.                

Teacher and Student Relationship as a Major Finding 

     One of the biggest buzz words currently in education is “relationships”.  Since 

the COVID-19 pandemic, relationships seem to be strained, missing, or underdeveloped.  

In schools, the importance of relationships is at the center of creating an environment that 
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is conducive to productive learning.  In primary school, the teacher student relationship is 

similar to the parent-child relationship, and if secure parent-child relationship is present, 

it is easier for children to attach to their teachers (Albin-Clark, et al., 2018; Colmer, 

2011).  The attachment is an important aspect to the education of the child, and can 

deepen through the use of home visits.  Yet, the rise in behavior problems and the push to 

help students catch up academically has sidelined the time used to create strong 

relationships (Buyse, 2008; Collins et al., 2017).  To further complicate matters, 

executive function skills are suffering as well.  These skills are influenced by the 

interactions of parents, and therefore, by logical sense, teachers (Colmer, 2011; Devine, 

et al., 2016).  If teachers and caregivers are not developing these relationships and are 

solely focused on academic gains, the chance to create the stable secure attachments are 

in danger.  The issue of behavior, executive function skills, and relationships has become 

such a large issue in public education that the government is taking notice and taking 

action.    

In the United States, 70% of schools have reported an increase in mental health 

issues, but most schools do not feel like they can adequately provide the services 

necessary (U.S. Department of Education, 2023).  The Michigan Department of 

Education is investing in social emotional learning (SEL) in a big way.  For the 2021-

2022 fiscal year, Michigan invested three million dollars in mental health consultation for 

child care (Hatch, 2022).  More recently, the governor of Michigan is recommending an 

expansion of $361 million for SEL programs (Ackley, 2022).  Many educators, 

policymakers, school business officials, teachers, and administrators believe that the 

funding for SEL is not going to stop.  It is well established in the news headlines and 
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social media postings that students are experiencing major mental health issues.  The 

investment in SEL along with experience and research both suggest that a strong 

relationship between the student and teacher has an impact on outcomes.  The question 

still remains, what is the best method to creating and sustaining strong relationships.     

The one area that teachers and caregivers both completely agreed upon was the 

benefits of relationships, and the use of home visits as a conduit to forming the 

relationships.  Of all the research questions asked, the results heavily support home visits 

as a support for student teacher relationships.  As stated in the results, both teachers and 

caregivers are not exactly sure in research terms why relationships are important, but they 

know they are important.  Moreover, teachers and caregivers know that when students 

have a strong relationship with their teacher the students are better off.  Theory supports 

the benefits of the strong relationship.  Theories by Ainsworth would suggest that the 

secure attachment of the teacher and students, similar to a child and caregiver, would 

enhance the relationship, and help the child feel safe within the school environment.  

Research would support that strong attachments enhance the education of the child 

(Commodari, 2013; Howes, 2013).  Although Ainsworth’s theory was not stated directly 

by participants, after the home visit teachers knew that something changed with the 

relationship with the student and noticed it in the classroom.  All the changes were 

classified as positive.  Teachers did not report any negative impacts to better relationships 

with their students.  Parents echoed the same claim.  The relationship was better between 

the teacher and their child and they felt that was a positive outcome.  Again, parents did 

not have anything negative to express about the stronger relationship between student and 

teacher.   



 131 

With the knowledge that home visits reportedly had a positive impact on teacher 

and student relationships, now the question is what is the impact and why is it important.  

It is reported from research that understanding the different relationships in the context of 

the child’s environment allows teachers to better support students (Stacks, 2005).  

Therefore, teachers understanding the home environment and caregivers understanding 

the school environment would benefit the child.  More research into the power of teacher 

and student relationship needs to be conducted, and then taught to teachers and 

caregivers.  If teachers and caregivers understand why teacher and student relationships 

are important, and how they can aide in the success of students at school, looking to 

increase and foster the relationships between teachers and students will be a priority, 

leading to the need of programs like home visiting.  This exploratory study opens the 

door to increasing teacher and student relationship success.  It is now a matter of 

developing the home visits as a common method to achieving the relationship goals.   

Policy and Outside the Box Strategies  

As reported as a theme in chapter 4, home visits are not a norm in the current 

educational system.  Most primary school teachers do not conduct home visits with 

students, and most have limited exposure to the student outside the school walls.  Most of 

the interactions beyond the school walls would be at a common location in the town such 

as a grocery store, department store, or a high school sporting event.  Even those 

interactions can sometimes be uncomfortable for teachers and caregivers.  Research 

suggest that policy should be put in place to create family centered, collaborative, and 

culturally appropriate family and school interactions (Ray & Smith, 2010). Opportunities 

for interactions that support teachers and caregivers is a must in our current educational 
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climate.  With the rise of behavior issues and ongoing discipline (sometimes severe) at 

schools, the focus of teachers and caregivers working together for the betterment of the 

student is crucial.  Unfortunately, there is no direct solution to the problem.  Many 

schools are trying both ends of the spectrum from giving students support, training, and 

social emotional guidance as noted above in the investment by MDE in SEL, to very 

punitive consequences such as suspension, expulsion, and zero tolerance policies.  It still 

not clear if any of these strategies are working. What is evident is that the since COVID, 

schools are struggling to meet the needs of students, families, and teachers. 

Currently there is no policy in place to require or allow funding of public school 

home visiting programs.  Although there are large increases in funding from the federal 

government for mental health, Title I, wraparound services, and special education, the 

funding sources do not appear to allow for services such as home visits (The White 

House, 2023). The shift to support or fund home visiting would be a tremendous 

undertaking.  Most state policies for public schools are focused on reading and math 

achievement, and many policies do not lend themselves to working on skills that lower 

behavior problems and foster a better sense of self (Comer, 2020).  If policy were to be 

drafted to allow home visits to happen in public schools, it could end up being very 

costly.  From my own basic calculations based on the standards in the school district the 

research was conducted, if home visits were conducted outside the working hours, taking 

into consideration travel, time, training, materials, and prep, and a classroom with an 

average of 24 students, to conduct one home visit per school year would cost 

approximately $1500 per teacher.  Multiply that by the current K-6 staff size of 32, and 

the cost is $48,000 per year.  For a small district, that is a big yearly investment.  That is 
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the approximate salary of a teacher within their first years of teaching.  Yet, from this 

small research study, the impact the home visits had on the students, families, and 

teachers is worth the discussion.  Is the lack of connection, communication, and 

relationships between teachers, caregivers, and students the cause for the struggles 

observed in public schools?  When the current initiatives are not working, educators and 

policy makers need to look outside the norm to new ideas that may change the current 

model for educating children.   

The big picture for home visits comes down to a question of the willingness of 

educational parties to invest time and funds to allow caregivers, teachers, and students to 

connect on the deep level provided in home visits for the benefits suggested in the 

research.  Home visits would be a way to front load the child’s education (Patton, 2015).  

In addition, policy makers need to understand that the expectations for success may not 

be visible immediately, and that expectations should be set at a reasonable level (Gomby, 

et al., 1999).  The outcomes of the home visit may not always be part of the purpose.  For 

example, a home visit geared towards academics may bring up issues around social 

emotional needs and supports.  Trained home visitors would know how to handle the 

shift in focus to best serve families, but policy writers may find that a shift from the 

determined purpose, and the lack of impact on the determined purpose, may not be the 

best use of funds.  Even with that thought in mind, any policy move that would require 

home visits as a mandatory part of public education would be drastic, and would 

probably be met with resistance from educators and caregivers.  Educators, who are 

already difficult to find and recruit, may hesitate to embrace home visits due to the 

comfort, privacy, and social implications.  Caregivers may feel much the same.  To 
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implement policy would require a cohesive understanding to the deep problems in 

education and a collective agreement that large systematic changes need to happen.  

Outside the box initiative such as home visits may be the course of action that could 

change the trajectory of education for the future.       

Aspects of a Larger Implementation 

One of the aspects of the study was the focus of larger implementation and 

research of the home visiting method used in the current research.  The different parts of 

larger implementation revolve around four different factors:  training, purpose, program 

development, and feasibility.  Each of these factors were examined in the study process.  

With the completion of the research, the researcher is now examining these factors based 

on the evidence and the themes discovered in the results.  Each one of these factors will 

need to be further examined before larger implementation or further research.   

Training   

Training teachers on a method to conducting home visits will be essential to 

further implementation of a home visiting program in public schools. However, there is 

very little training offered for teachers in the areas of brain development or social 

sciences that would set the foundation for teachers to be trained in home visiting (Comer, 

2020).  Much of the training that home visitors have is from their undergraduate work, 

which typically focuses on how to teach and the theoretical underpinnings of teaching.  

Teachers do not typically get training in counseling or social strategies such as forming 

therapeutic rapport or understanding the lifespan development to help all members of the 

family.  Teachers within the research were receptive to the procedure and reported that 

they understood the openness of the model within the activities to completed.  In essence, 
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the openness is the fact the families were in control of the home visit, and teachers 

followed their lead to implement the different aspects from the training.  To move a home 

visiting program forward in a public school setting, extensive training would be required 

(Swick et al., 1997).  On a small scale, such as this research study, the training was done 

over a 60-minute period.  The basics were covered.  For a more comprehensive 

implementation of home visits in a public school setting, training would need to happen 

over multiple sessions and implementation may take over one academic school year to 

achieve.  Possibly pilot home visits, model home visits, and observed home visits would 

be necessary for training purposes.  It would be a large undertaking.  With the amount of 

training necessary, the cost would be a factor.  Training outside the contractual hours 

would require payment to teaching staff of an hourly rate or stipend.  Therefore, the 

training should be very focused and well thought out to move on to the next aspect of 

larger implementation: the purpose of the home visit.   

Purpose of Home Visits 

Within the themes discovered in the research, much was discovered about the 

purpose of the home visits.  Targeting the focus of the home visit is necessary to keep the 

teachers and caregivers on the same page.  The goal of the home visit was to positively 

build up the strong connection between the teacher, family, and student, while helping 

caregivers understand the child’s current school curriculum.  It is worth noting, just the 

addition of a home visit as extended time does not always translate into positive results.  

If the home visit is focused on the student’s poor behavior or academic struggles, the 

relationship may struggle to flourish (Tran, 2014).  The home visit should be a time to 

focus on the positives while working collaboratively to help students succeed.  The 
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success may be individually determined based on the student and family.  However, it 

should be part of the purpose indicated in the home visit protocol.  With a defined 

purpose the teachers can better prepare developmentally appropriate activities for the 

home visits.  Within this study, relationships, caregiver involvement, and education were 

three of the themes that were determined about home visits.  Hence, moving forward, 

using those themes would help determine the purpose of the home visits, and how to 

accomplish the purpose can be explored further.    

Based on the findings and the results, and supported by the research, relationships 

were the core finding and the foundation to the other themes.  Without relationships, 

caregiver involvement and the discussion on educational topics would have not been 

possible (Swick et al., 1997).  In addition, the vast amount of support for the teacher and 

student relationship was evident within the research.  Yet, there were other outcomes to 

the home visits that were indicated in the research such as curriculum knowledge and 

parent involvement.  Therefore, I would propose that home visits be designed with a 

multitier model for the purpose (see Figure 5.1).  The multitiered purpose model will 

allow for a greater impact into all the needs of the student and family. In the universal tier 

one purpose of home visits in public schools is to foster positive relationships with 

teachers, caregivers, and students.  With the positive relationships, the caregivers feel a 

sense of ease to seek out the teacher for help, and to support the teacher in the education 

of the child.  In addition, the child will develop a strong relationship with the teacher that 

is shown to have a plethora of positive effects.  Caregivers with strong relationships with 

teachers may feel comfortable to move to the second and third tiers in the home visit 

purpose.  Again, it is not uncommon that there are other positive effects from home visits 



 137 

that are not always the intended purpose.  With the purpose of the home visit focused on 

relationships, the other outcomes indicated in tier two and three may naturally happen.    

The second tier would be focused on curriculum.  With a solid relationship 

formed, families may desire to be more knowledgeable about their child’s education.   

Although necessary for students and families to understand, it may not be necessary for 

all families, especially if time is a consideration since a typical home visit is 

approximately an hour.  A family that is well versed in the curriculum or a family that 

needs extensive support to build relationships may not need or be able to handle a second 

tier.  Therefore, tier two would be targeted for students and families based on the need 

and readiness.  The purpose of the second tier is to help families better understand 

curriculum demands and ways for families to help with curriculum at home.  It may take 

the form of activities, handouts, or curriculum samples.  The teacher will assess what 

methods would be best to help the family understand the curriculum demands.   

Lastly, the third tier is focused on increasing parent involvement.  Although this 

may happen naturally in tier one and tier two, it would be highly focused on how families 

can be involved in their child’s education in multiple ways including at home, in the 

classroom, throughout the school, and into the community.  This level of purpose would 

be very focused and for families that are very solid in relationships and curriculum.  

Families may look to be involved as a volunteer, guest presenter, PTO member, 

fundraiser chair, or even a community organizer for school functions.  The family would 

decide on what level of involvement would work best.  Again, this would require a very 

solid relationship between the teacher and caregiver.    
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All three tiers are possible for families and they may cross over or seep together.   

The model allows for all families to receive the most important aspect of the home visit, 

relationship building, in tier one.  Families that are ready or able would benefit from 

additional tiers to the purpose of the home visit.  The home visitor would evaluate the 

status of the family as the home visit progresses, and be ready to move between the 

different tier levels.  The home visitor may have information about the family prior to the 

home visit that allows the home visitor to be more prepared.  However, even with 

preparation, the home visit should organically develop.  Additional home visits could also 

allow for families to get further tiered purposes.  That would be a decision made by the 

family the home visitor.    

Program Development 

The researcher developed the home visiting model from experience completed 

while teaching Kindergarten.  Widespread implementation in elementary public schools, 

which traditionally serve 5-12 year old students, would require multiple different types of 

home visiting models for the different grade bands.  Students in grades four, five, and six 

would need vastly different home visit compared to students in kindergarten, first, 

second, and third grade.  Yet, the effectiveness of the home visit at any level would be 

determined by what happens with the home visitor in the home, and how the families 

receive the home visitor (Gomby, 2007).  The purpose of relationship building would 

remain the same at any grade level.  With that thought process, program development 

would need to be well thought out, and implementation for each grade band and the 

school as a whole would need attention.  Aspects of frequency, intensity, and duration 

would have to be examined like other home visiting programs (Schull, 2008).  Not to   
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Figure 5.1 

Tier Model for Purpose of Home Visiting 

 

Note.  The three-tier model for the purpose of home visits allows the home visitor to meet 

families at their current level.  By offering the universal purpose of relationship building 

and adding the next tiers as the family situation allows, the purpose of the home visit will 

be fulfilled. The model makes sure that relationship building is the top priority, as 

indicated in the current research. 

 

 

Universal Purpose-Relationship Building  

Targeted Purpose-Curriculum  

Individual Purpose-

Involvement 
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mention that schools range in student population even in rural areas.  For example, 

elementary schools in the area the research was completed can range from 150 to over 

500 students.  The number of students would need to be taken into consideration for the 

development of a widespread home visiting program.   

From the perspective of this research, starting with a slow implementation would 

be necessary.  It may start with a band of grade levels or one grade level at a time, and 

adding in additional classrooms over a period of time.  It would make the most sense to 

start with younger students who are entering into school or who have families that may 

be more familiar with the home visiting process.  As students progress through the grade 

levels, the families and students will have a better understanding of the process, and form 

relationships with several staff.  The increase in relationships built over time will enhance 

the school experience for all stakeholders.  The more people invested in the school 

experience of the student and family can increase the success of the student, while 

creating a chance for caregivers to be involved over the entire period of the student’s 

school career.        

Program Feasibility  

Another aspect to the program that was indicated in the results is the feasibility of 

the program to include a large implementation.  Although home visits in public schools 

are relatively infrequent, there are schools that have implemented the practice and found 

success (Meyer & Mann, 2006).  In fact, in the study by Meyer and Mann (2006), it was 

reported that 100% of teachers that conducted home visits would be willing to do them 

again.  The really issue is the many variables and intricacies involved in public education 

that do not allow for a tremendous amount of change to happen.  Most change in public 
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schools comes in the form of curriculum and instruction.  Fads in resources, classroom 

environments, and technology change quickly.  Overall, large systematic changes have 

not been seen in public schools, especially rural public schools.  The pace of change in 

public schools, and the dramatic shift that home visits would have in a public school 

setting, bring to the forefront the actual feasibility of a large scale implementation.  The 

schedule change alone would be a daunting task.  In addition, teacher buy-in along with 

caregiver buy-in would be an additional hurdle.  I mention this hurdle as the number of 

participants in both groups were low.  One of the reasons for the low participation rate 

may be due to comfortability of conducting and participating in a home visit.  Again, 

home visits are so far outside the realm of normal for public schools that it would take a 

major, although not impossible, change in thinking about how schools and homes should 

be connected.  As a researcher this creates the question, “Are the benefits to home visits 

worth the large logistic, social, and structural hurdles for a full implementation?”  

In the current study, the home visit model was created by the researcher and 

previously used in a kindergarten classroom.  From the journal notes, the model appeared 

to be appropriate.   Two out of three teachers followed the model very closely as 

indicated in their journals.  The third teacher followed the model more loosely as 

indicated by the teacher journal and caregiver interview.  However, all teachers were 

satisfied with the model.  There were few comments indicating that the model was an 

issue.   No matter what model was used, other issues such as time and safety (that will be 

further examined below) were more concerning.  Due to the flexibility of the model, 

teachers could adjust and meet the families’ needs and adjust to different grade levels.      



 142 

Another train of thought is the exchange of one caregiver communication for 

another.  For example, parent teacher conferences are a staple in schools.  Many times, 

that is the only method of interaction for the caregiver and teacher.  Typically, 

conferences are around 15-20 minutes and happen 1-3 times a school year.  Although 

home visits are typically longer (30-60 minutes), conducting home visits instead of 

conferences may be a way for a deeper implementation.  Instead of adding on another 

thing to the already very heavy teacher workload, exchanging one for the other could 

create a more feasible plan.   

One concern brought by teachers is that they would feel more comfortable 

conducting home visits in pairs.  It is not uncommon for teachers to fear how parents may 

react when they visit the student’s home (Lin & Bates, 2010).  If teachers were to pair up, 

the amount of time to do home visits for both classes would be extensive and 

unmanageable.  Many home visiting programs do not have pairs attend a home visit.  The 

worker goes to the home by themselves.  In addition, best practices would support home 

visiting completed in the student’s home.  However, home visits can be completed in 

other locations that are comfortable for all parties if there is hesitation.  For example, the 

local park, fast food restaurant, or library are locations that work for home visits that 

allow for less chance of something happening to the home visitor.  Again, the home is 

still the best location, and the benefits of going to a student’s home are powerful.  Yet, 

safety and security are a top priority for all involved.  It may be possible to work with a 

community agency to aid in the visits.  However, the majority of families are capable of 

working with teachers to create a comfortable and mutual location for a home visit.                                
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Understanding the Whole Child 

As indicated by Bronfenbrenner, understanding a whole child is more than what 

we see when the child is standing before us.  Children are influenced by worldwide 

ecology due to the ease of connectivity of our current times (Cline, et al., 2019).  A child 

is made up of many aspects that go unnoticed without digging deep into the life of the 

child.  A child at school is one aspect of the individual that can be seen.  The larger make 

up of a child requires the observer to look beyond the isolated situation in which the child 

is present, and seek out the other environments that make up the child’s world.  

Bronfenbrenner indicated that the many spheres of influence that make the whole child 

can have a deep impact on them.  In essence, it is not only what we see, but all the many 

variables that we do not see that make up the child.   

When conducting home visits, many of those unseen aspects become visible.  

Teachers were invited into the private lives of their students in which they are not privy 

to at school.  The different family’s cultural, social, and behavioral pieces are evident in 

the child’s home life can help make sense of the individual child.  It is not uncommon for 

teachers to have a conference with a student’s caregiver and have more insight into the 

child.  The teacher may gain information about the caregiver-child relationship by 

watching them interact, along with sibling relationships if that is part of the family.  By 

interacting with the family, the teacher is going to gain information, even if it is for a 

short period.  Performing a home visit gives even more in-depth information of a child 

that helps teachers understand how to better serve a student.  The minute the teacher steps 

into the house, they are naturally collecting information and connecting it to their 

understanding of the child.  This was evident through the different statements from 
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teachers about their noticings.  They were making mental notes of the world in which the 

child lives.  It is powerful information.   

When reviewing and reflecting on the home visits conducted, it would have been 

interesting to bring to the forefront the richness of what can be discovered when entering 

the home of a student.  Furthermore, it would have been powerful to give teachers areas 

to research while at the home, and connecting it to the dynamics of the geographic 

location of a rural school district (Iruka, et al., 2019).  Since geography can have a large 

impact on ecology, understanding the different aspects of the area the home visits are 

conducted would benefit the teachers to hone in their strategies and activities.  Although 

the teachers in the research were intrinsically carrying out the process of collecting 

information much like other humans do when entering a new home for the first time, they 

were not critically looking for specific aspects that would allow them to better understand 

the student, and connecting it to the larger systems the student lives.  However, to have 

the focus to look and dig into the actual exosystem and macrosystems of a student would 

bring a whole new layer to the understanding of the student. 

How to get a total understanding of a student goes beyond the walls of the 

classroom and connects to the sections above on training, purpose, and professional 

development.  To help teachers to fully understand an individual, training must be 

developed on how to look for the cultural, social, and behavioral aspects of a family.  

Professional development must be created to teach about the different ecological parts 

that make up a whole individual.  Even something as simple as discovering the caregivers 

employment may shed light to understanding the child (Greensberger & O’Neil, 1992).  

Lastly, the purpose of the home visit must be geared towards finding the missing pieces 
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that make up the whole child, and using that information to create a better educational 

experience.  Then home visiting will effectively change the way teachers view a child 

while building a secure relationship, and developing a version of a therapeutic 

relationship with the students.          

Limitations    

The study was completed in one rural school district in the Midwest as designed.  

Therefore, the generalizability of the current research across different urban and suburban 

areas is very limited.  Further research in different rural public schools and different 

public school settings such as urban and suburban areas needs to completed to broaden 

the knowledge of home visits in public schools.  A future study could include additional 

rural school districts within the Midwest, possibly including a county wide area.  Further 

studies could also include suburban and urban schools possibly across the local area, 

state, and the United States.  The different areas may highlight different obstacles and 

different requirements that may require different training, implementation, protocols, and 

models.  In addition to expanding the research in different geographical areas, a larger 

sample size is necessary to make global generalizable conclusions on home visits in 

public schools.  The current research sample size was smaller than expected.  As stated 

earlier, the COVID-19 pandemic may be the source of the low participation rate or the 

recruitment methods may have lacked in finding all willing participants.  It will be 

necessary to look at how participants are recruited for further studies.  The current study 

was limited by the Internal Review Board (IRB) research requirements for participant 

role.  Due to the nature of the role of the classroom teachers, they were prohibited from 

recruiting families to participate in home visits.  Allowing classroom teachers to become 
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recruiters for home visits may boost participation.  Lastly, it may be necessary to look at 

home visiting across more culturally diverse population.  Finding schools with wide 

ranges of diversity in multiple areas such as race, religion, languages, economics, and 

family structure to name a few possibilities would deepen the research in terms of the 

understand a wider range of children and universality of findings.  The current research 

happened in a school with limited diversity in terms of race, ethnicity, culture, religion, 

and languages.  Although the research was a very small snapshot of home visits in rural 

public schools, the findings do indicate that broader and future research would be 

worthwhile.        

Recommendations 

Home visits in public schools should be an ongoing topic for development.  With 

the shift in education since the end of the pandemic, it is even more critical than ever to 

connect with families.  One of the newest buzz words in education is “relationships”.  

Educators, families, and students have lost some critical connection that the pandemic has 

exasperated.  Going forward, new and outside the box thinking such as home visits could 

be the key to recommitting to strong relationships.  The educational system is feeling the 

strain of a multitude of factors that could soon result in further issues.  In addition, 

helping families become more involved in schools, while helping them understand the 

different aspects of student education is necessary.  Creating a trusting relationship with 

all stakeholders instead of keeping students and caregivers at arm’s length should be a 

vital goal for educators.  Home visits can fill that need. 

To further the expansion of the home visiting program, more research will be 

necessary to determine what are the best procedures, purpose, training, and 
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implementation methods to do home visits to create the best outcomes.  Outcomes may 

be defined in academic, social, emotional, attendance, or behavioral data points.  

However, as discovered in many research studies, home visits can have other byproducts 

that are worth investigating.  The byproducts are not necessarily evident until the home 

visits are completed, but should be a part of the understanding of home visits.  

Procedures, purpose, training, and implementation may vary depending on the area the 

home visits are conducted.  Since the current research was completed in a rural public 

school, expanding to suburban and urban areas could require different methods.  

Understanding of the different dynamics of each area will determine the best methods to 

be created and implemented. 

When considering the expansion of home visits in public schools, there are 

barriers that must be considered.  Many of the barriers would require digging deep into 

some sensitive issues such as family perception of what a teacher may think of them or 

their home if allowed to visit.  Most teachers have little idea of where their students live, 

and many families are not forth coming about their residence sometimes out of shame of 

their living situation.  This may be exasperated by the geography of the family.  Rural 

settings tend to have families that are economically challenged.   Developing ways to 

foster trust and relive some of divide that set between teachers and families will be 

necessary to move forward with additional research.  Secondly, finding ways to 

compensate teachers appropriately and professionally for their time to become home 

visitors is critical.  The professionalism of teachers is taken for granted on many different 

fronts.   Adding another layer to their job, although very powerful, would need to be 

treated with the expectation of all other professions and compensated.  The 
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responsibilities that are put on teachers are already great.  Teachers need the chance to 

work with families.  Yet, they should not be required to do so without the support of the 

system in the form of time and compensation.    

One other consideration that needs to be addressed for further research to happen 

in public school home visiting is staff safety.   In our current multi social media world, 

the horror stories of terrible tragedies happening to individuals by strangers are in full 

view.  Although these tragedies are far and few between, the reality is that staff need to 

be protected and feel safe as they enter a virtual stranger’s home.  Ensuring that staff 

have a good understanding of strategies to ensure their safety will be necessary.  For 

example, having background checks on families, which is necessary for caregivers to 

volunteer within the school environment, would help determine if there were any past 

issues that would make the home visit unsafe.  In addition, training teachers to assess the 

situation upon arrival at a home to determine the safety of the situation could help 

teachers feel they have the power to decide if the home visit is safe.  Lastly, confirming 

schedules with another staff member and communicating when they enter and exit the 

home builds in another level of safety.  Although teachers would prefer to go in pairs, 

that is not possible for all home visits due to time constraints.  Yet, for particular home 

visits, the teacher could invite another teacher or administrator to attend.  This method 

should be use sparingly.  As stated earlier, most home visiting programs do not have pairs 

conduct home visits.       

Finally, teachers should be encouraged to reach out to families and discover the 

differences that exist in their community.  So many teachers are isolated in their school 

setting and do not embrace the community in which they teach.  Even if teachers are not 
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willing to do home visits, the understanding of families is essential to moving education 

forward.  By connecting with families beyond the school walls, teachers can better serve 

students.  We cannot continue down the path of isolation of school and home.  The one 

recommendation that can be made by this research study is that families and students are 

very complex, and understanding them allows teachers to better serve students. 

Connecting with families is no longer an optional activity for teachers.  Although schools 

have become more business focused solely on academic outcomes over creating well 

rounded individuals, the human aspect is still the most important part of the education of 

a child.  Therefore, the understanding of humanity may be the salvation of the 

educational system, and it all starts by connecting with others.  
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APPENDIX A 

Focus Group Questions for Teachers Prior to Conducting Home Visits 

 

1. Please state your first name, the grade level you teach, and how many years you 

have been teaching.   

2. Children have many different kinds of relationships in school and outside of 

school.  Describe the different relationships children develop.    

3. Tell what you know about home visits. 

4. Based on what you know about home visits, describe what you think would 

happen in a typical 60-minute home visit.   

5. Do you believe there could be benefits to conducting home visits?  If so, please 

describe the different benefits.  If not, please tell why. 

6. What developmental domains if any do you believe will be most affected by 

conducting home visits? 

7. If you were to conduct home visits, please describe any concerns.   
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APPENDIX B 

Focus Group Questions for Teachers After Conducting Home Visits 

 

1. Please state your first name, the grade level you teach, and how many years you 

have been teaching.   

2. Since seeing the student’s home life, describe the different relationships children 

develop.    

3. Tell what you know about home visits. 

4. Based on your experience with home visits, describe what happened in a typical 

home visit.   

5. Do you believe there were benefits to conducting home visits?  If so, please 

describe the different benefits. If not, please tell why. 

6. Thinking about the home visits you conducted, please describe any concerns.   

7. Thinking about your students who participated in home visits, describe what you 

noticed in areas of  

a. Attendance 

b. Academic Success 

c. Behavior 

d. Social  

e. Emotional 

f. Relationships 

8. Do you think it would be feasible to do home visits with all of your students?  

Why or why not? 
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APPENDIX C 

Interview Questions for Caregivers 

 

1. Did you enjoy the home visit?  Describe why or why not?    

2. Do you think there was a benefit to participating in the home visit?  If so, can you 

please describe the benefit.  If not, can you please tell why? 

3. Please describe anything you would change about the home visit. 

4. Children develop in the areas of cognitive, social, emotional, and motor skills.  

Do you think the home visit had any effect on any of those areas? 

5. Do you think home visits had any effect on your child’s classroom behavior?  

Please explain.   

6. Did the relationship between you and your child’s teacher change?  Explain. 

7. Did the relationship between your child and teacher change?  Explain. 

8. Is there anything else you think would be important to know about your home 

visit experience? 
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APPENDIX D 

Caregiver Survey Questions 

 

Demographic Questions 

1. Male/Female/Rather Not Say 

2. Age 

3. Relationship to the Child 

4. Occupation 

5. Child’s Grade Level 

6. Income 

Likert Questions 

1. Home visits are worth the time. 

2. My teacher was prepared for the home visit. 

3. My child enjoyed the home visit. 

4. My family enjoyed the home visit. 

5. I enjoyed the home visit.  

6. I feel closer to my child’s teacher. 

7. My child feels closer to his/her teacher.     

8. My child’s teacher has a better understanding of my child. 

9. My child’s teacher has a better understanding of my family.   

10. My child’s teacher has a better understanding of my culture. 

11. The home visit will improve my child’s academic success. 

12. The home visit will improve my child’s attendance. 
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13. The home visit will improve my child’s classroom behavior. 

14. I would do another home visit.   

15. I was comfortable having the teacher at my house.   

Open-Ended Question 

1. Tell about your favorite part of the home visit. 

2. In your perception, what was accomplished by doing the home visit.   

3. Is there anything further you would like to tell about the home visit.   

4. What remarks did your child give about the home visit.   

 

Interview Question 

Please check one box below: 

I would like participate in an individual interview to talk more about my home 

visit experience.  Please include contact information below.   

I would like participate in a focus group interview (multiple people participating 

in an interview at one time) to talk more about my home visit experience.  Please include 

contact information below.   

I do not want to do an individual interview to talk more about my home visit 

experience.   
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APPENDIX E 

Home Visit Procedure Developed by Louis J Williams 

 

Each home visit will be approximately 40-60 minutes.  The range of time allows 

for the needs of each individual family.  Each teacher will have a bag with these items: 

1. Simple Board Game 

2. Selection of Familiar Children’s Books 

3. Small Project 

4. Curriculum Materials 

5. Grade Level Specific Handouts 

6. Notebook to take notes if needed.   

When the teacher arrives at the home of the student, the teacher will go to the 

front door and knock.  If there appears to be another main entrance or the caregiver 

identified an entrance, use the indicated entrance.  When the teacher enters the home, 

offer to take off your shoes.  The teacher will evaluate the status of the child to see if they 

are feeling nervous or excited.  If the student is feeling excited and ready to spend time 

with the teacher, the teacher will follow the child’s lead.  If the student is feeling nervous, 

the teacher may offer to play a game from their bag or do the small project together to 

help the child ease into the visit.  The teacher will then spend the first part of the home 

visit with the student (20-30 minutes).  The teacher may visit the student’s bedroom, 

living space, outdoor space, or whatever the student is interested in showing the teacher.  

The teacher will always ask permission from the caregivers before entering an area of the 

home.   After approximately 20-30 minutes, the teacher will settle down and talk to the 
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caregivers.  The student may sit with the caregiver and teacher or read the book selection 

brought by the teacher, continue to play the game with the sibling or family member, help 

show the materials to the caregiver, or do something independently.  The teacher will 

then have a very natural discussion with the caregiver about the student and share 

curriculum and grade level specific handouts with the caregivers.   The teacher will not 

be sharing specific test scores or assessment data.  The discussion should not feel like it is 

a parent teacher conference, but a natural conversation.  As the discussion is winding 

down, the teacher may ask the student if there is one more thing he/she wants to show the 

teacher.  Many times, students are looking for more time to spend with the teacher.  Each 

teacher may need to have a standard reason to leave to help the child to understand why 

they have to go such as needing to see another student or going home to their own family.  

After that, the teacher will thank the family for the visit, review any steps the teacher will 

be taking to address any concerns that were expressed during the visit and depart the 

home.  Teachers will follow up with families as needed based on outcomes of the visit.      
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APPENDIX F 

Recruitment Email for Teacher Participants 

 

Dear Teachers, 

As part of my dissertation to complete my PhD in early childhood, I have to 

complete a research study.  My area of interest is in home visits in early elementary 

public school grades.  My research is an exploratory study to strategically gather data on 

the home visiting model I used in kindergarten.   

To complete the study, I am looking for participants who would be willing to 

volunteer their time to conduct home visits with families in your classroom.  You will 

receive training, materials, and guidance on how to conduct the home visits.  The bulk of 

the research will be completed by November 2022, and all data will be collected by the 

end of the first semester of the 2022-2023 school year.  Below are the highlights of your 

obligation as a participant beyond your normal duties: 

• Participate in two one hour focus group interviews (one prior to home 

visits, one after the completion of the home visits). 

• Attend one two hour training on how to conduct the home visit. 

• Schedule and conduct home visits.    

• Keep a journal of your home visit experiences. 

I understand that I am asking a lot of your time.  For your agreement to 

participate, you will receive a $500 stipend paid at the conclusion of the data collection, 

which will be around February 2023.   
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Please respond if you are interested, not interested, or have questions.  I would be 

happy to help you better understand the study and your obligations as a volunteer.   

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Louis   
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APPENDIX G 

Recruitment Email for Caregiver/Child Participants 

 

Dear Caregivers, 

My name is Louis Williams and I am the principal at Sandusky Elementary 

School and a graduate student at Oakland University.  As part of my dissertation to 

complete my PhD in early childhood, I have to complete a research study.  My area of 

interest is in home visits in early elementary public school grades.   

Your child’s classroom teacher has agreed to participate in the study.  To 

complete the study, I am looking for caregiver and children to participate.  You and your 

child would be asked to participate in one home visit.  In addition, caregivers would be 

asked to complete a survey, participate in an optional interview, and give permission to 

use your child’s school records.  The bulk of the research would take place prior to the 

end of the first marking period with follow up interviews to be completed by the end of 

the first semester.   

The attached video gives more information about the research and also about the 

Parent Permission Form and Caregiver Consent.  Please respond if you are interested, not 

interested, or have questions.  I would be happy to help you better understand the study 

and your obligations as a volunteer.   

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Louis   
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APPENDIX H 

IRB Approval Letter 
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