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ECSE Practitioners’ Involvement in Policy Efforts: Grassroots vs. Implementation. A Comparative Study
Abstract
Keywords: political participation, political involvement, civic engagement, early childhood special education, early intervention, social capital, perceived needs,  implementation, initiatives 
(Background, no heading needed) Why political participation is important, differentiation of involvement in education in initiatives/laws/top-down processes vs. research to practice, scaling up, grassroots, bottom-up processes. Brief statements about educational organizational efforts, specifically DEC. Terminology associated with political participation research (e.g., civic engagement, political participation/communication, political efficacy, etc.)
Tarde (1903) The laws of imitation
Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet (1948) The people’s choice
Sotirovic & McLeod (2001) Values, communication behavior, and political participation
(Verba, Nie, & Kim, 1978) Participation and political equality: A seven-nation

comparison

(Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995) Voice and equality: Civic voluntarism in

American politics
Theories of political participation
 (e.g., rational actor theory, etc., with a focus on social capital theory as being relevant across literature and especially in Educational Administration and Leadership research….then theories of democracy that influence theories of participation, as well as types of political participation- influencing attempts, direct decision making, and political discussion)
Verba (2001) Culture, calculation, and being a pretty good citizen: Alternative interpretations of civil engagement
(Verba & Nie, 1972). Participation in America, political democracy and social equality
McKelvey  &  Palfrey (1992) An experimental study of the centipede game 

(Fey, McKelvey, & Palfrey, 1996): An experimental study of constant-sum centipede games
Maskin (1999) Nash equilibrium and welfare optimality
(Brady, Verba, & Schlozman, 1995): beyond SES: A resource model of political participation

(Finkel & Muller, 1998): Rational choice and the dynamics of collective political action:

Evaluating alternative models with panel data

Teorell (2006) Political participation and three theories of democracy: A research inventory and agenda

Morris (2002) Parties, participation, and representation in America: Old theories face new realities
Literature Review
 (History of and types of research into political participation)

(Jennings & Niemi, 2000): Participation as viewed through the lens of the political socialization project
· Few experimental studies (Biglan, Ary, & Wagenaar, 2000): talk briefly about the value of interrupted time-series experiments for community intervention research, but how few exist on larger scale (Delli Carpini, Cook, & Jacobs, 2004): Public deliberation, discursive participation, and citizen engagement: A review of the empirical literature… 
McDermott  (2002). Experimental methods in political science….describe how as of publication, only 125 experimental studies existed across disciplines since the 1920s… Levy  (2011) Fostering cautious political efficacy through civic advocacy projects: A mixed methods case study of an innovative high school class- is one recent experimental study that looked at the use of projects geared towards advocacy in fostering political efficacy (feelings of empowerment and desire to do something)
· Largely correlational, survey studies

· Local vs. state vs. federal involvement

Citizen contacts with government. 

(Bimber, 1999): the internet and citizen communication with government; 

(Jones, Greenberg, Kaufman, & Drew, 1977): bureaucratic response to citizen initiated contacts: Environmental enforcement in Detroit
Thomas & Melkers (1999) Explaining citizen-initiated contacts with municipal bureaucrats: Lessons from the Atlanta experience
(Vedlitz, Dyer, & Durand, 1980) Citizen contacts with local government: A comparative view
E-Government. 

(Dimitrova & Chen, 2006): Profiling the adopters of E-Government information and services: The influence of psychological characteristics, civic-mindedness, and information channels
Involvement and new Media.

(Delli Carpini & Williams, 2001): Let us infotain you: Politics in the new media environment
(Zhang & Chia, 2006) The effects of mass media use and social capital on civic and political participation
Internet. 

(Bimber, 1999): the internet and citizen communication with government; 

(Browning, 1996): electronic democracy: Using the internet to influence American politics; 

(Dahlberg, 2001): The internet and democratic discourse: Exploring the prospects of online deliberative forums extending the public sphere
Polat (2005) The internet and political participation: Exploring the explanatory links
Mediums of outreach and communication.

· Other forms, blogging, social networks online, editorials, petitions, youTube, etc.

(Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955). Personal influence: The part played by people in the flow of communication
(Klapper, 1960) the effects of mass communication
Prior (2007). Post-broadcast democracy: How media choice increases inequality in political involvement and polarizes elections
Deliberative experiences.

(Gastil, Deess, & Weiser, 2002): Civic awakening in the jury room: A test of the connection between jury deliberation and political participation
Social networks and social capital.
Research here diverges with education field; number (read: A LOT!!!) of studies on implementation and social networks, policy implications, etc. Should this section end the literature review? That is, there is scarce research on the other indicators of involvement as each relates to education, but seems to be some solid resources in this particular area..could segue into significance and implementation science
McClurg  (2006) The electoral relevance of political talk: Examining disagreement and expertise effects in social networks on political participation
(Zhang & Chia, 2006) The effects of mass media use and social capital on civic and political participation
(Cross & Parker, 2004) The hidden power of social networks: Understanding how work really gets done in organizations
(Coburn & Russell, 2008) District policy and teachers’ social networks.

(Daly & Finnigan, 2010). A bridge between worlds: Understanding network

structure to understand change strategy..

(Daly, Moolenaar, Bolivar, & Burke, 2010). Relationships in reform: The

role of teachers' social networks.
        (Penuel, Riel, Krause, & Frank, in press). Analyzing teachers’ professional interactions in a school as social capital: A social network approach. 
  (Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2006). The distribution of resources and expertise

and the implementation of schoolwide reform initiatives. 
(Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2007). A social network approach to examining the effects of distributed leadership in schoolwide reform initiatives. 

(Penuel, Frank,  & Riel, 2007). Instructional change and improved

achievement: The significance of the internal social structure of schools. 
      (Penuel, Sussex, Korbak, & Hoadley, 2006). Investigating the potential of

using social network analysis in educational evaluation

(Stoelinga, 2008). Leading from above and below: Formal and informal teacher leadership.
(Smylie & Evans, 2006) Social capital and the problem of implementation
      (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk, 2000) Collective teacher efficacy: Its meaning,

measure, and effect on student achievement.
Significance

Little/no research on organizing or participation in education advocacy groups, although the importance of practitioner social networks has been solidly demonstrated in educational administration and leadership research. The potential of professional networking through advocacy organizations such as CEC, DEC, and NAEYC can easily be seen as applicable as well; that is, the development of connected, quality professional networks can be used to generate a larger educational movement. This would require dedicated leaders within educational advocacy organizations that are committed to developing policies and opportunities that promote networking and deliberative experiences relative to issues important to the field. 

No Child Left Behind Act, Title IX, General Provisions, Part A, Section 9101, 20 U.S.C. § 7801 et seq. (2001) 
Problems with NCLB have resulted in revisions becoming necessary; could this have been mitigated had there been more involvement by those whom the law affected? (Dillon, 2003) New York Times article about the problems with implementing NCLB….

Cite (CEC, 2012), need to add in references, statement to GOP/House about ESEA/NCLB reauthorization draft

Talk about the connection between implementation science and civic engagement, and clearly differentiate between top-down (initiative and regulations) implementation vs. bottom-up (grassroots, research to practice) processes. So, in a nutshell, I need to add a section on implementation science right here, make this case, and somehow craft the survey to explore the different relationships between variables and the varied predictive factors between involvement in these two types of processes.
(Honig, 2006). New directions in educational policy and implementation.

· DEC/CEC/NAEYC efforts to be involved, among other organizations (e.g., CAN coordinators, etc…briefly trace history, forms of involvement)

· Recap: research suggests perceived needs drive contacting behavior and/or involvement (as opposed to commonly thought needs, such as SES, lack of access, location, profession, etc.), and that social networks that include one individual that engages the group in political/civic issues, as well as experiences that encourage or allow for deliberation of any kind, all are associated with higher involvement. Being a stakeholder (cite the study that suggested this) does not usually appear to be associated with higher participation, except in the case of home ownership. I hypothesize this is due to local taxes being decided at the voting booth for homeowners, and in places like Ohio, this inevitably leads to involvement in issues related to levies for schools. Main emphasis should be on the importance of identifying and developing leaders to head organizations, schools, etc. that will initiate policies and practices that encourage the development and networking of individuals in organizations and schools, that promote open discussion and that strategically place issues and practices of importance to the field before members/practitioners. (Coburn & Russell, 2008; Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2008). 

· Further, we cannot implement evidence-based practice or indeed address the research to practice gap unless we garner the organizational and systems-level supports that are needed for full and effective implementation of best practice (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2008).
(Burkhardt & Schoenfeld, 2003). Improving educational research: Toward a more useful, more influential, and better-funded enterprise.

Methods
The purpose of the proposed study is to investigate the extent to which ECSE practitioners participate in two separate processes of policy involvement: a) grassroots and/or scaling up efforts, and b) actively shaping the implementation of policy, regulations, and/or initiatives.  A secondary but equally important purpose is to examine the factors that are associated with involvement.  The study will examine practitioners’ past involvement in both of these processes, perceived professional and personal needs, knowledge of current educational movements and events, as well as the size, structure, and quality of their professional social networks.  Demographic information will also be collected.  Findings will be used to develop an action plan for garnering increased involvement from practitioners in each of these processes. Additionally, preliminary results will be discussed at the 2012 DEC conference during a roundtable session in which input from members will be used to shape the final plan.  A subsequent, experimental follow-up study will evaluate the effectiveness of the approach for garnering involvement within DEC.  Implications of the findings relative to the field of ECSE will be discussed. 

The following research questions will be explored in the present study: 

· To what extent are ECSE practitioners engaged in bottom-up vs. top-down processes of political involvement?

· Are there demographic, experiential, knowledge-based, or professional factors that predict the political involvement of individuals involved in the field of ECSE?
· What issues do ECSE practitioners perceive as central to their career, the field, or their family? 

· What do ECSE practitioners believe would motivate them to become politically involved to advance and/or shape the implementation of issues they support? 
· In what ways does a practitioners’ professional social network influence the extent to which they are politically involved? 
Design

The study will utilize a cross-sectional survey design that will be distributed in two phases.  First, a formal pilot survey will be circulated at the Ohio Division for Early Childhood (ODEC) mini-conference in June 2012. The pilot form of the survey will also be sent to recipients on a mailing list that was used to invite Ohio practitioners to the June conference. Respondents will be asked additional questions at the end of the survey to inquire about their reaction to the length of the survey and individuals questions, as well as the wording of the questions.  In order to allow time to begin to analyze the preliminary results, the first phase of the study will end at least one month prior to the 2012 DEC Conference.

The second phase of the design involves administration of the field-tested survey. Prior to launching the formal survey, a roundtable session at the 2012 DEC Conference will be used to highlight the preliminary (Phase 1) results and to seek additional feedback from members of DEC. Shortly thereafter, and once all Phase 1 results have been analyzed, feedback from participants at the conference will similarly be reviewed to determine whether any final changes are necessary. When these steps are complete, the formal survey will launch live on the DEC website in the Professionals tab. Additionally, all members of DEC will be invited to participate via e-mail communication. 
   The survey will use conditional (or branching) logic to evaluate the association of various personal, professional, and demographic factors that lead to political involvement in top-down and bottom-up processes of engagement related to issues and/or laws and practices central to early childhood special education and intervention (ECSE/EI).  
Sampling
Given the two phases of the study, there are two separate forms of sampling that will be employed.   For Phase 1, the pilot survey, purposive sampling (National Research Council, 2002) will be the primary method of selection. The target population in question includes professionals in the field of ECE/ECSE/EI that are employed in Northeast Ohio.  For the present study, purposive sampling  will be used to select a proportion of this population.  In February and March 2012, the Ohio Division for Early Childhood (ODEC) created a mailing list of organizations and practitioners in the area in order to invite professionals in the field to attend an upcoming mini-conference the organization plans to hold.   For the present study, this mailing list will be used as a non-probability estimate of the population, and systematic random sampling will be used to select only a proportion of those on the mailing list to send out the survey invite.  Further, participants at the summer ODEC mini-conference will be invited to participate. These individuals may or may not have been sent an email invitation; however, it is probable that additional participants may also complete the survey given the potential of the snowball effect. That is, both email and conference invitations will encourage potential participants to complete the survey and to pass the link on to other colleagues. 

For the second phase of the study, the online survey, the nonprobability method of self-selection sampling will be used.  According to Cochran (1977), determination of sample size must be carefully completed prior to beginning survey research.  As such, prior to launching the formal survey, it will be important to estimate the size of the target population.  In this case, it will be necessary to obtain the number of current members of the Division for Early Childhood (DEC).  Once the population size is known, it will be possible to estimate the margin of error for the primary variables of interest (e.g., perceived needs, social networks, profession, etc.).  The margin of error obtained for these primary variables will indicate the level of error that is acceptable.  Additionally, the alpha level refers to the level of Type 1 error (the risk that the true margin of error is greater than the accepted margin determined by looking at the primary variables) that will be accepted for the study; the alpha level will be set at .05.  Determining the necessary sample size is crucial to ensure that findings are reliable and valid. 
Participants
Participants in both surveys will include a variety of practitioners in the field of ECSE/EI.  It should be noted, however, that given the nature of the self-selection survey, parents and other dedicated stakeholders may respond.  Questions within the survey are designed to identify these individuals, such that these non-target respondents’ results can be analyzed separately.  SAMPLE SIZE???
Measures

Qualtrics will be used to create and distribute online surveys.  Qualtrics is a sophisticated web-based survey software suite that allows for the development of complex surveys that incorporate a mixture of question types (e.g., dichotomous, categorical, and continuous variables).  Further, conditional logic in the online format uses programming within certain aspects of the survey creation engine that allow the survey creator to trigger an action conditional upon previous respondent selections or category assignments.  As such, this software is exceptionally well-matched to the multifaceted nature of the present study, which is partially based upon the use of branching logic.  Moreover, extensive resources and supports are available for those using the software.  Given the limited budget to fund the current research (that is, non-existent), access to Qualtrics through the investigator’s university is an opportune avenue through which to employ the survey. 
Data Analysis

Cross-tabulations and other multivariate analyses, including Pearson correlations to examine the zero-order correlations between demographics, perceived needs, personality characteristics, preferred communication, previous political/civic participation, social networks, current events familiarity, and general civics knowledge and experience, as well as regressions as appropriate, will be run on the data to explore the different levels of association. ***Note: would partial correlation analyses and hierarchical regression analyses be appropriate to test hypotheses on research questions? Do I even want to test hypotheses? I have some but have not articulated them in the questions, which are more about relationships.
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