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Abstract

Fundamental movement skills (FMS) are the building blocks for developing motor competence, which supports a lifetime of physical activity engagement. The early years are particularly important for children to develop motor competence as during this developmental period, children create a repertoire of movement possibilities for future use. Parents are gatekeepers of children in the early years and influence their physical activity experiences. Unfortunately, many children do not meet the required guidelines for physical activity, which can lead to development co-ordination delays and poor motor competence. SKIP-Cymru has shown to be an effective intervention to improve motor competence for children in the foundation phase and in 2020, a review of teachers and parents’ experiences in SKIP-Cymru reported positive outcomes. Despite positive outcomes, the parental engagement element of SKIP-Cymru revealed inconsistent patterns of engagement that lacked ability to reach families. A need to strengthen this element of the intervention arose, initiating this study and investigation to uncover the salient factors of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. This study conducted qualitative semi-structured interviews to find out experiences of SKIP-Cymru parental engagement and participant understanding of motor development. The study included a range of participants (parents, teachers and practitioners) and use of the socio-ecological model drawn upon as the theoretical framework enabled inclusion of social and environment factors, reflecting a whole systems approach. Reflexive thematic analysis identified the themes (1) awareness and knowledge of motor development (2) barriers become opportunities and (3) the transfer of SKIP-Cymru into daily practice as salient factors of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. The findings suggest training, mentoring and support from experts improves awareness and knowledge of motor development theory leading to improved practice. Effective planning and co-creation of a parental engagement programme should target all levels of influence, adopting a whole systems approach to improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. It is recommended that SKIP-Cymru training includes’ an element of long-term programme planning, alongside the existing take-home equipment bag and sessions.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

1.1 Introduction

This chapter provides background information on motor development, discussing its importance for lifelong health and well-being. The chapter introduces parental engagement explaining its influence on motor development. The focus of this research is discussed and contextualised within relevant literature leading to identification of the research question concerned with finding the salient aspects of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. Finally, the chapter presents the specific research objectives for investigation and their value to this study.

1.2 Background 

Society today faces many health challenges including climate change, infectious diseases, the cost of living crisis and increased reliance on technology. Consequently, the number of people leading unhealthy lifestyles has risen in a time when society is still recovering from the Covid-19 pandemic. Disadvantaged populations face more exposure to health risks and obesity levels appear to be growing in the wrong direction. Alarming data from the National Health Service (NHS) UK (2023) reported 1 in 5 children in reception, the World Health Organisation (WHO) (2023) reported 11.3% of under 5’s (in the UK) and Public Health Wales (PHW) (2021-2022) reported 14.1% of 4-5year olds in Swansea Bay Health Board area were classed as overweight or obese. Unhealthy body weight in early life increases the risk of obesity and sedentary behaviour in later life (Stodden, Goodway, Langendorfer, Roberton, Rudisill, Garcia and Garcia, 2008), alongside detrimental effects on educational attainment, physical and mental health and quality of life (WHO, 2023). Physical activity helps to reduce obesity levels and is associated with cognitive development (Ayres, 2005), social integration (Ooi, Rose-Krasnor, Shapira and Coplan, 2020), motor skills (Gallahue, Ozmun and Goodway, 2012), musculoskeletal health (Robinson, Stodden, Barnett, Lopes, Logan, Rodrigues and D’Hondt, 2015), academic achievement (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014) self-esteem, and overall well-being (WHO, 2023). Many agencies are working hard to improve children’s health. PHW (2019) introduced guidelines for physical activity levels for children in the early years, suggesting minimum levels should range between 30 minutes for under 1’s and 180 minutes per day for under 5’s. Unfortunately, many children do not meet the minimum requirements for physical activity, which can lead to dyspraxia and developmental co-ordination disorders (Kirby and Drew, 2003). Unless children learn to move well and take part in physical activity in the early years, they risk becoming unhealthy adolescents (Barnett, Van Beurden, Morgan, Brooks and Beard, 2009). 

The early years are particularly important for children to gain movement co-ordination and motor control leading to motor competence as children grow and develop (Goodway, Ozmun and Gallahue, 2021). Motor control refers to the nervous system controlling the muscles to perform skilled and co-ordinated movements (Haywood and Getchell, 2005, p5) essential for life. Motor competence includes fundamental movement skills composing of locomotor skills (running, jumping, hopping), object control skills (kicking, throwing, catching) (Gallahue, John and Ozmun, 2012) and stability skills (balancing, twisting). The development of fundamental movement skills are the building blocks for more complicated movement patterns leading to a lifetime of physical activity (Clarke and Metcalfe, 2002; Seedfelt, 1980, P317). To develop fundamental movement skills, children require instruction, modelling and practice (Barnett, Hinkley, Okely, and Salmon, 2013), enabling them to become proficient movers as these skills, in particular object control skills, are not naturally learnt (Logan, Robinson, Wilson and Lucas, 2012). Few early childhood education programmes employ trained motor development staff and therefore fail to provide developmentally and instructionally appropriate motor skill interventions for children (Gagen & Getchell 2006). Staiano, Saha, Beyl, Kracht, Newton and Webster (2023), found that programmes able to support children to develop these key skills are limited in reach and accessibility because of teacher turnover, lack of resources, time and costs involved. 

Alongside teachers, motor development practitioners, health workers and early years’ childcare workers, parents have the most influence on children’s physical activity. As the study of motor development has intensified with scholars demonstrating a co-ordinated approach to understanding movement control and co-ordination from a developmental perspective (Goodway et al, 2021), research on the influence of parents on motor development has equivalently grown. More knowledge is available on parent beliefs (Ooi et al, 2020; Rhodes and Lim, 2018) and parenting styles (Rhodes, Perdew and Malli, 2020). Also, cultural influences (Lin, Yao, Chen and Wang, 2019), attitudes and barriers (Rhodes, Berry, Craig, Faulkner, Latimer-Cheung, Spence and Tremblay, 2013; Hornby and Blackwell, 2018) and parental support (Rhodes, Spence, Berry, Deshpande, Faulkner, Latimer-Cheung, O’Reilly and Tremblay, 2016) for motor development. On the plus side, many interventions recognise involving parents to improve motor development for children is beneficial (Stevenson, Wainwright and Williams, 2022). Disappointingly, there is disagreement and inconsistencies in the literature because it appears to show no agreed component structure, with too many theoretical frameworks and instruments used (Rhodes et al, 2020). It remains difficult to understand what the salient factors are for parental engagement that improve motor development, indicating a gap of knowledge in this field of study. 

Parental engagement literature has advanced in recent years. Previously schools concentrated on academic development, whereas now they offer more holistic curriculums. When parents are engaged in their children’s learning, there is evidence to suggest better educational outcomes for children (Huat See and Gorard, 2015). There are differences in opinions as to the best form of parental engagement and consequently the parents’ role in supporting learning remains unclear. Epstein (1992) wrote about identifying parents, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision-making and collaboration with the community, known as parental involvement. Goodall et al, (2014) called for the term to be renamed parental engagement, focusing on parent practices that support learning whilst emphasising better relationships between schools, families and communities. Parental engagement increases ownership and creates positive relationships between home and school, taking into account socio-economic status (Bower and Griffin, 2011) and family circumstances to overcome stigma related to poor parenting (Goodall, 2021). Curriculum developments have exposed the importance of physical activity, and health and well-being for children, hence the evolution of parental engagement to improve motor development for children. It is critical to understand the current picture of recent developments, so that interventions, which seek to improve motor development in the early years’ become part of daily practice for parents and staff in childcare or educational establishments. 

1.3 Research Focus

In 2015, The Wales Institute for Physical literacy developed the SKIP-Cymru intervention to improve children’s motor development in the foundation phase, (children aged 3-7 years) targeting ‘Wales most challenged schools’ from disadvantaged backgrounds (Wainwright, Goodway, Whitehead, Williams and Kirk, 2018).  Key features of the programme included (1) Advocacy with leadership (2) SKIP-Cymru training day for Foundation Phase staff (3) SKIP-Cymru mentoring (4) Parental engagement and (5) Not resource-driven (6) Advocacy with leadership. Following interviews with head teachers, teaching assistants and parents from schools, Wainwright, Goodway, John, Thomas, Piper, Williams and Gardener (2020) found experiences of SKIP-Cymru were positive, with pupils more confident, engaged and motived, staff had a better understanding through mentoring support and head teachers created space for activities, whilst utilizing parent equipment bags. Despite positive outcomes for the elements of SKIP-Cymru, parental engagement lacked the ability to reach families.  Inconsistent patterns of engagement lead to a call for more research in this area of the intervention (Wainwright et al, 2020). Previously, only motor development experts trained to deliver such interventions, but new knowledge suggests that teachers and parents can be effective deliverers (Brian, Taunton Miedema, Starrett, Griffin, Stribing, Miedema, Walker, Casner, Wainwright, Wadsworth, Goodway and Stodden, 2022; Brian, Goodway, Logan and Sutherland, 2017b). Similarly, new knowledge has contributed to consideration of the link between theory and practice. With more research, training and guidance on parental engagement and motor development available, new knowledge has provided theoretical understanding of the dynamic nature of parental engagement and motor development, influencing practice (Hornby et al, 2018). Existing empirical knowledge provides recognition of the many factors involved including social and environmental factors surrounding the child. Supporting literature reinforces these factors interact with great complexity, and can change with function and importance over time (Wharf Higgins, Begoray and MacDonald, 2009). The socio-ecological model enables an understanding of parental engagement and motor development in context, because it is a theoretical framework that recognizes the interactive influence of intrapersonal, interpersonal, institutional, community and policy influences on health behaviours (Mehtala, Saakslahti, Inkinen and Poskiparta, 2014). The socio-ecological model will be the framework utilized throughout this study to explain and illustrate the multi-level factors of parental engagement that influence motor development for children in the foundation phase. 

SKIP-Cymru was particularly successful in Swansea training a number of foundation phase staff, teachers and sports development staff in a variety of settings. Having been involved in the role out of the programme and through experience of working within a sports development role for nearly twenty years, a need arose to understand recent experiences in SKIP-Cymru. An understanding of parental engagement factors that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase would enhance the parental engagement element of SKIP-Cymru, support those involved to improve practice and contribute knowledge to the parental engagement and motor development community. A focus of this research targets the parental engagement element of SKIP-Cymru to find out what factors of parental engagement and motor development are salient to those involved and the reasons why inconsistency in practice currently exists. 






1.4 Research Aim and individual Research Objectives 

Exploring a range of participant experiences of SKIP-Cymru, involving qualitative research methods aims to find out what current practice involves. What are the salient factors that create opportunity or create barriers to motor development? Are there similarities, differences, inconsistencies or patterns within the data that tell a story, unleashing the true essence of human experience in parental engagement and motor development?  A phenomenological approach aims to generate rich and unique data, sensitive to individual experiences and perceptions of the participants. More specifically, this research aims to answer the research question what are the salient factors of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase? To facilitate this study, an in depth literature review aims to identify prerequisites that will formulate a semi-structured interview guide. The section entitled methodology explains and justifies (1) the use of reflexive thematic analysis as the research strategy, (2) the inclusion of parents, teachers and practitioners as the research subjects and (3) the formulation and use of semi-structured interviews as the data collection technique to obtain the empirical data. The methodology and literature review validates the socio-ecological model as the theoretical framework drawn upon, supporting the reader to better understand this research topic. The section entitled findings and discussion chapter reports on the findings, analyses and synthesizes the data within current literature, and proposes a socio-ecological model illustrating the most salient factors of parental engagement. The section entitled conclusions chapter offers conclusions based on the findings linked to each research objective, highlights strengths and weaknesses of the study and offers a recommendation to aid future practice. 
In the context of parental engagement and motor development, the objectives of this research are

Objectives

1) Explore parental engagement practices from a range of adult perspectives (parents, teacher, practitioners)
2) Explore parents, teachers and practitioners awareness and knowledge of motor development.
3) Utilise the Socio-ecological model to provide an in depth analysis of parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase.




1.5 Summary

This chapter provided background information on parental engagement and motor development, revealing a gap in this field of knowledge. The research focus was discussed and contextualized within relevant literature, highlighting the need for investigation into salient factors of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. Following identification of the research question, the chapter presented specific research objectives for exploration, discussing their value and usefulness for this study. 

The next chapter entitled literature review provides a critical analysis of the current literature on parental engagement and motor development, explaining the complexities and links between theory and practice. The chapter discusses the socio-ecological framework providing justification for its use in this study. Finally, the chapter presents a critical analysis of intervention studies directing the reader towards the research focus.

Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This review of literature critically examines current knowledge and understanding of parental engagement and motor development. The chapter provides a comprehensive description of the complexities of linking parental engagement and motor development theory to practice. Many authors outline the importance of, and ways to improve motor competence, with others demonstrating sensitivity to the numerous factors that influence motor development behaviours. The chapter discusses the theoretical framework that supports creation of the main objectives. Further critical evaluation of existing intervention studies, reinforces the justification for empirical investigation into the SKIP-Cymru programme, and more specifically the parental engagement element.

2.2 The evolution of Parental Engagement


Recent years has shown an increase in Parental Involvement through successive governments emphasising parents in government policy (Successful Futures, 2015; Achieving Curriculum for Wales, 2020; Hwb, 2020 and Education in Wales, 2017-21) and an evolving base of academic research. Together these highlight a growing concern for parental engagement, as in fifty years of work in this domain, there remains a gap between theory and practice (Agard, Zeng, McCloskey, Johnson and Bellows, 2021). Influential theoretical frameworks developed by Epstein (1992), Grolnick and Slowiaczek (1994) and Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) describe parental involvement as a multidimensional construct consisting of direct and indirect pathways through which parents engage in their children’s education. Their models explain why and how different types of involvement leads to diverse student outcomes. The theory has evolved over time from involvement to engagement highlighting improved relationships between parents and schools, although the same message remains that when parents are more involved in their children’s education they and their children develop a more positive sense of efficacy for successful achievement in school related tasks, more so than children whose parents are not involved. On an operational level, issues related to communication between parents and teachers, help with homework, control of learning environments especially the home and educational values appear as frequently today as they did thirty years ago. On the theoretical level, there is movement away from individual constructs and a focus on academic achievement, towards a socialist perspective sensitive to understanding parental engagement in context. More recent models of parental engagement, Goodall and Montgomery’s (2014) Continuum from involvement to engagement and stemming from Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) Socio Ecological Model,  McLeroy, Bibeau, Steckler and Glanz (1988) Socio Ecological Model adapted for Health, view parental engagement as an ecology with multiple components that interact and influence each other emphasising the complexity and expansion of this field of knowledge. Growth and development of parental engagement research is positive in one respect because there is more knowledge specifically on parental engagement in relation to physical education and motor development, but negative in another respect because it remains too theoretical, is inaccessible to people delivering programmes and is time consuming for continuous digestion of new information (Chi, 2021). Atun-Einy and Kafri (2021) explain how the practical elements of motor learning are more accessible than the theoretical elements, hence inconsistencies in parental engagement motor development delivery. They suggest ongoing training and mentoring to acquire knowledge builds confidence to develop a comprehensive and coherent understanding of motor learning theory leading to improved practical delivery. This is a good reminder that when the practical is unsupported by the theory, the practice becomes disorganised (Atun-Einy and Kafri, 2021). Gagen and Getchell (2004) sum this up in our understanding of motor development in that ‘everything matters and everything changes’ demonstrating the dynamic evolution of movement patterns. Hornby and Blackwell (2018) suggest some progress has been made in the last ten years and a more positive pattern is emerging, due to extensive research in this area, more training and guidance available, with schools becoming more effective in engaging parents (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014), although many barriers still exist. 

It remains imperative to work towards closing the theory to practice gap emphasising the importance of studying the literature and applying it to the empirical data gathered in this study. The benefits in doing so add to the existing literature on a local level leading to improved relationships, educational goals and outcomes, engagement in learning, communication, knowledge and cultural change. This literature review firstly focuses on exploring parental engagement literature specifically related to physical activity and motor development in relation to the research question ‘what are the salient aspects of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase’. The foundation phase includes children who are aged 3 to 7 years old in education in Wales. The researcher is hopeful that exploration of existing literature generates integral initial codes to formulate a semi-structured interview guide for use in collection of empirical data.

2.3 Understanding Motor Development

The importance of physical activity for children in the foundation phase is well-documented providing evidenced based motor development theory. Motor competence in children is positively associated with perceived competence (Stodden, Goodway, Langendorfer, Roberton, Rudisill, Garcia and Garcia, 2008), multiple aspects of health including cardiorespiratory fitness, muscular strength, muscular endurance and a healthy weight status (Robinson, Stodden, Barnett, Lopes, Logan, Rodrigues and D’Hondt, 2015). Motor competence supports movement through a proficiency barrier (Seedfelt, 1980; Hulteen, Morgan, Barnett, Stodden and Lubans, 2018), sporting pathways leading to the development of skilful performance (Clarke and Metcalfe, 2002) and a lifetime of physical activity engagement. Involving parents to promote and facilitate physical activity supports a lifetime of health, happiness and participation. In contrast, increased urbanization within cities has led to a lack of space for play and physical activity, contributing to more children leading sedentary lifestyles. Previously it was thought that children learnt motor skills naturally through playing outside with family members and peers of mixed ages and abilities but more recent research has revealed instruction, modelling and practice are required for children to become proficient in gross motor skills (Barnett, Hinkley, Okely, and Salmon, 2013; Gallahue, Ozmun, and Goodway 2012). Gross motor skills are the skills that children develop using whole body movements. They involve the large (core stabilising) muscles so that children can move with balance, co-ordination, ease, control and confidence. Motor competence requires a conscious effort and deliberate practice to place children in environments where they encounter diverse movement experiences, which enhances their neurological development (Drenowatz, 2021). As children become more skilful, they grow in confidence to perform more complex movement patterns creating a repertoire of movement possibilities for future use. Increased physical and neurological development effects their executive and cognitive function leading to improvements in attention, language development and reading. Deliberate practice allows for variation in activity time, task flexibility and task difficulty promoting teamwork and social support. The literature explains a progressive climb to motor competence involving crucial windows of development. An important message to note is the earlier a child is given movement opportunities, the better the will develop.

Niemisto, Finni, Haapla, Canten, Korhonen and Saakslahi (2019) found versatile outdoor environments support motor competence through physical activity because they continuously challenge children to overcome motor skill problems, placing them in optimal learning environments known as proximal zones of development. Unfortunately, this knowledge of how to place children in such environments is lacking amongst people who are not motor development experts. Similarly the terminology describing the benefits, for example neurological development and the environments, for example zones of proximal development is difficult for parents to understand, let alone how to create the desired support children need. Other studies support simple messages that parents are able to understand and could apply in practice. Examples include providing children with a choice of environment (Tortella, Cecilliani, Fumagalli, Jidovsteff, Wainwright, Fjortoft, Sigmundsson, Haga, Sgro, Lipoma and Saakslahti, 2021), taking children to a playground where there is a range of equipment (Tortella and Fumagalli, 2021) and allowing children to play outside in all weathers and on yards that have lots of equipment (Saakslahti and Niemisto, 2021). 

Motor development is a complex field of knowledge and teaching children to become motor competent requires knowledge and understanding of the multiple forces and interactive influences surrounding the child. This literature review explores social and environmental factors surrounding the child that influence motor development from a parental engagement perspective.

2.4 Parental Engagement influences on Motor Development

Parental engagement literature highlights differing definitions, discourse and myths (Goodall, 2021), plus confusion over who is responsible for parental engagement. Parental engagement is important for the development of motor competence because parents are the ‘gatekeepers’ of children and their experiences during family time (Rhodes, Berry, Craig, Faulkner, Latimer-Cheung, Spence and Trembley, 2013), suggesting motor learning extends beyond physical education lessons in school to changes in physical activity behaviour wherever the child may be. Children spend a large amount of time in the home, with siblings, in school, in childcare and in the community, which makes all of these places, the equipment available and the people in them important influences on child physical activity. Other predictors of motor competence for young children include spending time with older children, having more equipment available to play with and freedom to move around during the toddler years (Barnett, Hnatiuk, Salmon and Hesketh, 2019). This often takes place in the home with Ferreira, Godinez, Gabbard, Vieira and Cacola (2018) emphasising the home environment as particularly important for children to develop motor competence, although socio-economic status was found to predict behaviour, with children from ‘adequate’ homes displaying better motor behaviour at school starting age compared with children from ‘less adequate’ homes. Goodall (2021) argues the home environment is no longer private and parents (particularly mothers) are judged and regulated in the hope that families (in place of schools) will solve society’s inequalities and social immobility’s, placing pressure on parents and stereotyping those in poverty as ‘poor parents’ who are uninterested in their children’s education, which is often untrue. Piotrowska, Tully, Lenroot, Kimonis, Hawes, Moul, Frick, Anderson and Dadds (2016) discovered fathers were under-represented in intervention studies, although, fathers and extended family could share information, even if just the mother attended a program. Muller, Valentini and Bandeira (2017) suggested inventories which measure the home environment be adapted to measure the environment of day care centres by measuring the range of stimuli provided for children, such as physical space, toys and care practices, which in turn contributes to the motor, cognitive and social development of children. This is an interesting debate with mixed views on whether the home should be measured and/or controlled by external agencies, or not, rather than the family. The literature highlights benefits to providing support for disadvantaged families (Bower and Griffin, 2011), but whether families decide to accept this support remains in question. 

The HENRY (Health, Exercise, Nutrition for the very Young) programme provides good information on what a successful intervention looks like. HENRY trained community and health practitioners to work in partnership with parents of young children offering an eight-week course that included healthy eating, parenting skills, physical activity, emotional well-being, positive attitude to change and enhancing self-esteem (Willis, Hunt, Roberts, Evans, Brown and Rudolf, 2014). The programme targeted disadvantaged families to reduce childhood obesity and found social support, responsive facilitation based on a partnership approach and small, manageable changes built on strengths were components that encouraged parental engagement (Bridge, Willis, Evans, Roberts and Rudolf, 2019). The HENRY programme provides good information on ways to improve parental engagement reflecting good practice that could be utilised to improve motor development parental engagement practice.

There appears to be conflicting reports on parental engagement with different stakeholder groups understanding parental engagement in different ways and a number of approaches taken (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). Parents are all different, with different needs, experiences and beliefs, which plays an important role in determining child activity participation (Ooi, Rose-Krasnor, Shapira and Coplan, 2020). Parents hold behavioural beliefs that positively influence children’s physical activity, which include health benefits, interpersonal benefits and social benefits (Rhodes and Lim, 2018). The literature highlights a number of parenting styles that are positively associated with child physical activity participation, including role modelling (performing physical activity themselves) (Lin, Yao, Chen and Wang, 2019), co-activity (participating together) (Rhodes and Lim, 2018) and parental support (facilitating child’s physical activity through encouragement and logistical support) (Rhodes, Perdew and Malli, 2020). Albeit positive beliefs, parenting styles and good intentions to support their children, parents struggle to enjoy supporting and motivating their children because they feel they lack control over social support from family members, affordable and available community programs, access to low cost programs and time to participate because of work commitments (Rhodes et al, 2013). This lack of control that parents feel often prevents physical activity behaviour because parents perceive a negative attitude to support their children known as the ‘intention to behaviour gap’ (Ajzen, 1985). Alternatively, Rhodes, Spence, Berry, Deshpande, Faulkner, Latimer-Cheung, O’Reilly and Tremblay (2016) found a positive attitude to support results in higher levels of participation for children with these parents providing responsiveness (encouragement and autonomy), structure (social and physical environments) and demandingness (restrictive and punitive practices). These examples draw upon behavioural theory for motor development parental engagement.

2.5 A Socio-ecological Framework

The aim of this study is to find salient factors of parental engagement that improves motor development for children in the foundation phase, hence the need for more knowledge on participant experiences through exploration of their beliefs, values and attitudes, approaches taken in practice and types of setting or environment they feel supports them. Exploration of difficulties or barriers participants faced to parental engagement motor development practice provides insight for change and improvement in future practice. Studies (Rhodes and Lim, 2018; Young, Austin and Growe, 2013) found parents hold control beliefs, which negatively influence child activity participation including perceived incompatibility between parents and children (different interests), differing motivations, parent health related issues, winter weather, and younger children preferring to go swimming and play. These control beliefs are a dominant predictor of co-activity and create barriers for participation. The barriers faced include individual, family and parent (beliefs, contexts, perceptions, class, ethnicity and gender), child factors (age, learning difficulties and disabilities, gifts and talents, behavioural problems), parent-teacher factors (differing agendas, attitudes, language) and societal (historical, demographic, political and economic issues) (Hornby and Blackwell, 2018). Together these influences suggest to study parental engagement in context requires consideration of the interpersonal factors, the organisational factors, the community factors and policy factors that influence the specific behaviours in question (Mahtala, Saakslahti, Inkinen and Poskiparta, 2014). In simple terms, there are many people, places, perceptions, cultures and standards; that influence motor development for children. The numerous factors involved interact and can change in function and importance over time, confirming a socio-ecological framework best fits this study of parental engagement. Socio-ecological models provide a theory based comprehensive framework useful in the analysis of multi-dimensional and interactive influences of individual, social and environmental factors that regulate motor development behaviours (Alcantara-Porcuna, Sanchez-Lopez, Martinez-Vizcaino, Martinez-Andres, Ruiz-Hermosa and Rodriguez-Martin, 2021). Considering the multiple factors reported in the literature, a socio-ecological perspective links motor development literature to general parenting research drawing on behavioural and development theory to identify new methods of support for parental engagement (Davison, Masse, Timperio, Frenn, Saunders, Mendoza, Gobbi, Hanson and Trost, 2013). A socio-ecological perspective on this research enables focus on specific behaviours (those of parents, teachers and practitioners), in specific contexts (the school setting), for a specific age group (children in the foundation phase), enabling a better understanding of the inter-relationships between the diverse correlates of motor development, which Van Kasteren, Lewis and Maeder (2020) describe as ‘the settings approach’. 

Other barriers faced by parents include perceptions of neighbourhood safety and authoritative parenting style (being emotional, demanding and responsive to children) (Rhodes et al, 2020).  Asian parents face different barriers to Western parents because Asian children prioritise their parent’s advice over independence and autonomy (Lin et al, 2019). Teachers and schools often have very little knowledge about parents or their situations. Although schools have improved the ways they engage with parents, ethnic minorities or those facing economic challenge face barriers to engage because of language, poor school and community relationships and differing beliefs, values and cultures (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). General parental engagement literature provides valuable insight into beliefs, values; attitudes, approaches, settings and barriers to parental engagement and physical activity, offering salient themes that will formulate semi structured interview questions, although the literature mainly reflects the perspectives of parents. More focused literature on parental engagement and motor development highlights benefits of including parents, teachers and practitioners, reflecting a range of views whilst acknowledging a socio-ecological perspective as all of these people influence motor development for children. The literature supports creation of Objective 1, Explore parental engagement experience from a range of adult perspectives (parents, teachers and practitioners). At this point, it is necessary to comment that parents, teachers and practitioners referred to in this literature review are different to those included as participants in this study, explained in the methodology chapter. 

Teachers have experience in childcare and managing behaviours and are a large influence on children in the early years. Teachers have knowledge of school systems, timetables and the curriculum suggesting their professional input has benefits for including them in intervention programmes. Morrongiello and Cox (2015) found teachers are able to support parents to recognise motor milestones for safety and injury prevention. The inclusion of practitioners who are motor development experts supports teachers to develop their skills and knowledge. Motor development experts bring knowledge of the foundation phase as they have an understanding children in this age group have no issues with perceived confidence (Niemisto, Barnett, Cantell, Finni, Korhonen and Saakslahti, 2019), for example, knowledge that young children have an inflated feeling of competence which motivates and excites them to take part in physical activity. Teachers or practitioners may offer new ideas to support parents, for example the use of an app to communicate with parents (Alexandrou, Mussener, Thomas, Henriksson and Lof, 2021), or their professional knowledge may help overcome issues of parental over-engagement (Obradovic, Sulik and Shaffer, 2021). When experts support parents to learn about motor development there becomes a balance between parents knowing how to be supportive without being overly directive.  




2.6 Intervention Studies

A number of interventions include parents to support the development of motor competence in the early years and foundation phase. One community based study for three and four year olds in Canada increased movement and pre-literacy skills (Bedard, Bremer, Campbell and Cairney, 2017). The Animal Fun Program improved motor performance, social/emotional development, confidence and enjoyment of physical activity for four to six year old children in Australia (Piek, McLaren, Kane, Jensen, Dender, Roberts, Rooney, Packer and Straker, 2013). The Food Friends; Get Movin’ with Mighty Movers Program led to significant improvements in gross motor skills for three to five year old children in America (Bellows, Davies, Anderson and Kennedy, 2013). In these studies, teachers and practitioners who delivered the intervention sessions received training and provided feedback on lesson impressions. There was no training offered to parents although they received information sheets, resources, consent forms, pedometers and lesson plans to take home and implement with their children, known as indirect methods of engagement. Parents were offered incentives if they completed the associated paperwork recording activity levels. The reason for including parents was to increase the dose of intervention and allow for continued skill learning outside of the programme setting. Initial indirect methods of engagement and exclusion of parents from any decision making or planning of interventions resulted in low parental engagement levels, leading to revision of materials for parents (Bellows, Silvernail, Caldwell, Bryant, Kennedy, Davies and Anderson, 2010). A systematic review by Stevenson, Wainwright and Williams (2022) concluded that type of parental engagement, may be associated with improvements in pre-schoolers motor skills. Their study found that including parents in interventions and encouraging their active participation through more direct methods of engagement, for example, workshops, take home equipment bags, home session plans and tasks, family events and training leads to significant improvements in motor skills, more so than simply providing parents with information they may find difficult to understand. 

Kid Sense (2021) are good example of holistic development for children recognising fine and gross motor skills to be important for children from birth to eight years old in Australia. Fine motor skills are the skills that children develop using smaller muscles and developing these helps children with eating, writing, manipulating objects and getting dressed. One governmentally led programme called Youp’la Bouge highlighted the complexity of implementing a physical activity intervention outside of a study setting (Bonvin, Barral, Kakebeeke, Kriemler, Longchamp, Schindler Marques-Vidal and Puder, 2013). The study took place in childcare centres with training provided on how to manipulate environments. The study showed no significant increase in motor skills due to a lack of structured activity, no set physical activity curriculum with only free play provided. Conclusions from the study suggest a ‘top down’ approach, (in this case a programme that is government led), is not necessarily most appropriate and a ‘bottoms up’ approach for example, programmes that are investigator driven, include structured activity, have quality samples with a set curriculum may provide better results for motor development. Mannocci, D’Egidio, Backhaus, Federici, Sinopoli, Ramirez Varela, Villari and La Torre (2020) support this proposing the most effective interventions are delivered by experts, include a structured activity, are theory driven and involve both children and parents. Unfortunately, not every setting has the luxury of employing motor development experts, adding to the complexity of implementing motor development programmes.

Christian, Todd, Davies, Rance, Stratton, Rapport and Brophy (2015) found health interventions are difficult to implement because of competing priorities of schools and parents, a lack of expertise, no consensus in research, a lack of UK based research and studies from other countries that are mainly school based so create barriers in the UK due to different schooling systems. Agard et al (2021) observed interventions that target the development of motor behaviour ignore the importance of child temperament when learning fundamental movement skills. Veldman, Jones and Okely (2016) report limited quality and quantity of parental engagement interventions, specifically in relation to motor development in young children. A later systematic review concluded most motor development interventions are based on low quality evidence, have immediate post intervention effect with no long-term follow up and favour typically developing children (Wick, Leeger-Aschmann, Monn, Radtke, Ott, Rebholz, Cruz, Gerber, Schmutz, Puder, Munsch, Kakebeeke, Jenni, Granacher and Kriemler, 2017). Application of behavioural and developmental theory to interventions provides support to overcome some of the barriers reported in the literature. Niemisto, et al (2019) suggest interventions should target changes at each level of the socio-ecological model to make substantial behavioural changes.

2.7 A Focus on SKIP

The SKIP (Successful Kinaesthetic Instruction for Pre-schoolers) intervention developed by Goodway and colleagues improves children’s fundamental motor skills by modifying equipment and creating developmentally appropriate tasks for children that align with their current level of motor development. Sensitivity to each child’s individual constraints, for example their gender, socioeconomic status (SES), body mass index (BMI), current skill level or prior experience enabled modification of equipment and space to successfully place them in optimal learning environments, in order to improve their motor skills (Wainwright, Goodway, John, Thomas, Piper, Williams and Gardener, 2019). SKIP is situated within Dynamic System’s Theory (DST) (Thelen, Kelso, and Fogel 1987) and Newell’s constraints theoretical framework (Newell 1984, 1986), providing theoretical foundation to the practical elements of motor development and has been particularly successful in remediating motor skill delays for children in areas of socio-economic deprivation. There are many published studies for SKIP including modified versions of SKIP that include delivery of SKIP sessions by parents and teachers with interesting advice in how best to include them. A study by Altunsoz and Goodway (2016) called SKIPing to motor competence examined two eight-week motor skill interventions (SKIP – successful kinaesthetic instruction for pre-schoolers and SKIP-PI – SKIP-parent involvement) on the object control competence of disadvantaged pre-schoolers from Head Start Centres in the USA. Object control skills include skills such as kicking, throwing, catching and striking. Findings indicated that high quality motor skill instruction significantly improves object control skills of disadvantaged children, especially when delivering lesson plans in a developmentally appropriate manner, although the lesson plans were created by a researcher and two motor development specialists, without parent input. Interestingly, the study noted including parents as equal partners and not just receivers of information, leads to them having the knowledge and confidence to be able to deliver sessions for children and other parents (Altunsoz and Goodway, 2016). This is a topic for critical reflection as previously only practitioners received training to deliver SKIP. In SKIP-PI, the parents received training and resources to deliver SKIP sessions at home. The intervention used strategies to promote ‘parent compliance’ but the mere use of these words suggests a hierarchy of professionally dominated services where parents are viewed, as lesser in some way, even though they have more interactions and more opportunity to influence the motor activity of their children (Mahoney and Perales, 2006). The study lacked evidence to show parents were completing the home activities reiterating an inability to control the home environment. Parents should be involved in interventions because they have more interactions and more opportunity to influence the motor activity of their children. When mothers act more responsively, children engage more in spontaneous motor behaviours including attention, persistence, initiation and exploration (Mahoney et al, 2006).  Motor development can improve by children constructing solutions to motor problems, developing new motor behaviours through taking risks, initiating self-learning. The literature provides an argument for structured activity as well as unstructured activity improving motor skills, with the study by Mahoney et al (2006) observing unstructured activity in the form of spontaneous activity or play being more useful for children with disabilities, down syndrome or cerebral palsy. The study found a developmental skills approach versus experience is more suitable for children experiencing normal development showing that different approaches for different children enriches an intervention. 

Another study called SKIPing with PALS (Brian, Taunton Miedema, Starrett, Griffin, Stribing, Miedema, Walker, Casner, Wainwright, Wadsworth, Goodway and Stodden, 2022) showed parents to be effective assistants to experts increasing the dose of intervention, closing the gender gap and overcoming barriers created by covid. Allowing parents to lead sessions over longer periods of time supports sustained improvement of motor skills beyond the intervention, since the parent (unlike the expert) maintains contact with the child. SKIPing with teachers (Brian, Goodway, Logan and Sutherland, 2016a) and SKIPing with Head Start teachers (Brian, Goodway, Logan and Sutherland, 2016b) are studies evidencing teachers being able to deliver SKIP with fidelity following training and mentoring from SKIP experts, despite no previous background in physical activity or motor development. Although teachers reported feeling uncomfortable delivering motor development programmes, they were successfully able to improve children’s motor skills through providing structured activity. Both studies advocate ongoing coaching and support for teachers through continuous professional development opportunities. Brian and Taunton (2018) recommend novice teachers firstly use direct instruction (teacher directed learning in highly structured environments) supported by experts until they demonstrate mastery in motor development content and pedagogical knowledge, before attempting indirect instruction methods (student driven learning in less structured environments). Experts can choose direct or indirect instructional strategies as they already have awareness and knowledge of motor development to provide high quality SKIP sessions. The literature suggests it is important to find out how much experience participants have had and what their understanding of motor development is, to find a starting point on which to build future support for them. Objective 2 - explore parents, teachers and practitioners’ awareness and knowledge of motor development therefore becomes an important aspect of this study. Goodall, Vorhaus, Garland and Harris (2010) suggest school staff should receive parental engagement training through initial teacher training or continuous professional development, providing literature that supports the researcher to consider exploration of, not only beliefs, values, attitudes, approaches, settings and barriers to parental engagement, but investigation into available training opportunities past or present for participants. 



2.8 Research Focus - SKIP-Cymru 

In the UK, the Welsh government have a family and community engagement toolkit for schools called FaCE the Challenge together (2015). There is a whole section dedicated to the foundation phase. The main guidance for families’ mentions stories, trips, numeracy, literacy, being school ready, facilities available and a number of school and community ideas. Unfortunately this ‘leading guidance for parents’ has no mention of motor development, or movement literacy and a vague mention of play, with only one mention of physical activity and sport. Other guidance for parenting in Wales (Parenting in Wales: Guidance on engagement and support, 2017) recommends over fifty evidence based structured parenting programmes, only two of which include a physical activity element and are based on weight management programmes as opposed to improving motor development. In 2015, the Welsh Government funded a physical literacy programme for schools (PLPS) called SKIP-Cymru to address the issue of pupils’ motor development in the foundation phase, working with schools from disadvantaged backgrounds in Wales, because children in these schools were the most likely to have developmental delays in their motor skills (Wainwright, Goodway, Whitehead, Williams and Kirk, 2018). The Wales Institute for Physical Literacy developed SKIP-Cymru by combining SKIP and the National Curriculum’s playful pedagogy of the foundation phase, to provide a programme that improves motor development for children in the foundation phase by developing their object control skills across all areas of learning (Wainwright, et al, 2020). SKIP-Cymru is an excellent example of a motor development intervention in Wales and incorporates the key Welsh Government targets for parental engagement. Parental engagement is one (out of 6) key elements of the programme that creates a whole school and community approach to improve motor development for children in the foundation phase inviting parents and siblings to family sessions and providing take home equipment bags. 

There is a lack of published research on the individual elements of SKIP-Cymru. This study aims to provide new insight into the salient aspects of motor development and parental engagement, through collection of qualitative, empirical data from participants who have experience of SKIP-Cymru. Research shows the importance of all intervention components implemented for motor development in children to improve (Bonvin, et al, 2013). Investigation into the other five key elements of SKIP-Cymru will result in a deeper understanding of the intervention and should empower those delivering and/or receiving it to advance motor development for children in the foundation phase, although too big for this research project. This study aims to improve understanding of motor development and parental engagement, while supporting participants to acknowledge that a problem exists for children in the foundation phase. This investigation contributes to the body of evidence on SKIP-Cymru providing new knowledge, which in turn makes SKIP-Cymru more robust. New insight provides knowledge and skills to overcome existing barriers, improving communication, building relationships whilst considering opinions that may inform a future outward facing parental engagement strategy involving the views of parents, teachers and practitioners (Goodall et al, 2010). This study builds on previous SKIP research, raising the profile of motor development, targeting a gap in the literature because there are no studies to date that exclusively target the parental engagement aspect of SKIP-Cymru and that include parents, teachers and practitioners views. Such an approach reflects a socio-ecological perspective because it is inclusive of the interpersonal factors, the organisational factors, the community factors and policy factors that influence motor development for children in the foundation phase (Mahtala et al, 2014). These factors are dynamic in nature, continuously interacting and therefore this research embodies the work of Braun and Clarke to provide a flexible, meaningful and systematic analysis of the empirical data (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2019) to discover the most salient aspects of motor development and parental engagement. Braun and Clarke not only influence the methodology utilised in this study (chapter 3), but also influence the analysis of the data (chapter 4) because reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2019) detailed in chapter 3 goes hand in hand with a socio-ecological perspective, reflective of the holistic, interactive, dynamic nature of motor development parental engagement. Objective 3 - utilise the Socio-ecological model to provide an in depth analysis of parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase, links Braun and Clarke’s qualitative methods of analysis adopted, to motor development parental engagement that is contextual within its own socio-ecological framework.

2.9 Summary

This chapter has critically examined the literature on parental engagement and motor development to create three main objectives for empirical investigation and analysis, in order to answer the research question. The chapter has discussed behavioural and developmental theory along with a critical evaluation of intervention studies, providing justification for a focused investigation into the parental engagement aspect of SKIP-Cymru. The literature has revealed integral initial codes to formulate a semi-structured interview guide for use in collection of empirical data and demonstrated why a socio-ecological perspective is the most appropriate theoretical framework for this study.

The following chapter utilizes the information from the literature review and describes a suitable methodology for the investigative phase of the research, reiterating the importance of linking theory to practice.

Chapter  3 – Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter explains the methodology used in this study and reasons for a qualitative approach, defining why the research was based on ‘the essence of human experience’ (Moon and Blackman, 2014) to explore parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase. The chapter provides a rationale for the research design and reasons why the socio-ecological model informed the data at various stages during the research process. The chapter describes the choice of reflexive thematic analysis, its process and importance for this qualitative research. 

3.2 Rationale

This research explored a range of adult perspectives on current practice in parental engagement, in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase with a specific focus on the parental engagement aspect of SKIP-Cymru. The study gathered and analysed first-hand accounts of ‘real life’ human experiences, creating contextually unique findings and giving rise to new, refreshed and richer meanings of parental engagement (Moon and Blackman, 2014). These findings may be used to improve current practise and assist in ‘closing the gap’ between theory and practice (Chi, 2021) on a local level. 

Parental engagement is difficult to measure, hence, the study required a qualitative approach to generate discussions, reflections and new ideas, with the inclusion of contextual information, which quantitative methods fail to achieve (Bardid, Vannozzi, Logan, Hardy and Barnett, 2019). This qualitative approach accumulated rich and detailed participant data, encouraging individuality (Armour and Macdonald, 2012, p97), to uncover the meaning of parental engagement for people in a small area of South Wales. The knowledge gained with the use of a dialectical approach was rooted in phenomenology in that each individual sees, appreciates and understands a situation or environment from a unique perspective, built on their previous experiences (Durden-Myers, Green and Whitehead, 2018). Collection of a range of perspectives gave recognition to the socio-cultural complexities that underlie the behaviours of parents, teachers and practitioners along with the outcomes of social interactions (Hastie and Hay, 2012, p79), whilst capturing interactions with the environment.  The researcher was central in the research process, and carefully put their own systems of meaning aside to remain open to the participants multiple truths and realities ‘situated’ and ‘constructed’ within boundaries of time, space and culture. (Moon and Blackman, 2014). Parents, teachers and practitioners were able to share their beliefs, feelings, attitudes, values and motivations (Hastie and Hay, 2012, p79) about parental engagement and motor development in a comfortable, safe and non-judgemental environment. 

A phenomenological approach enabled a sensitive appreciation of the experiences of individuals, to find out which factors of parental engagement were important to them and are facilitators or create barriers influencing motor development for children in the foundation phase (Durden-Myers, Green and Whitehead, 2018), in response to the research question. The study was able to determine the multiple level factors that are salient within parental engagement and use of the socio-ecological model highlighted the interrelationships between individuals, the social, the physical and policy environment (Mehtala, Saakslatiti, Inkinen and Poskiparta, 2014). The study explored the parental engagement aspect of SKIP-Cymru to unearth the holistic and evolving nature of parental engagement (Durden-Myers, Meloche and Dhillan, 2020) and motor development.

3.3 Methods

This exploratory research (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011, p21) conducted semi-structured individual interviews (n=14) and focus groups (n=2) of parents, teachers and practitioners to gain insight into the experiences of parental engagement, motor development and involvement in SKIP-Cymru involving (n=19) participants. The use of semi-structured individual interviews allowed for close communication between the interviewer and the participants to find out as much information as possible, whilst providing degrees of freedom to take the interview in different directions (Armour and McDonald, 2012, p84-85). This enabled the researcher to clarify any misunderstanding and ask further questions to explore the issue, whilst reflecting on the research question enabling rich data generation (Newby, 2014, p359). The interview process followed an interview guide informed by Karlsen, Gabrielsen, Falch and Stubberud (2017) that included introductory, follow, key and final questions ensuring consistency, accuracy and neutrality in all interviews.  A five-step framework adapted from Kallio, Pietila, Johnson and Kangasniemi (2016) identified the prerequisites’ for semi structured interviews, ensured the content was based on current literature and knowledge, allowed for flexibility during questioning, ensured pilot testing and researcher reflexivity took place and consistently linked to the main aims and objectives of the study. This supported the researcher to maintain focus whilst expanding on interesting issues. The interview guide, (see Appendix A) and reflection on it throughout the process, increased the dependability of the study, as the researcher was able to account for the ever-changing context and adapt the questions accordingly.

The first focus group (3 parents) formed because the mums did not feel comfortable being interviewed on their own.  Whilst their children enjoyed a play session, the mums felt happy to chat about parental engagement and their experiences of SKIP-Cymru, although they did not wish to be video recorded. The researcher made use of a research journal recording notes throughout the informal discussions.  The second focus group (2 teachers) formed because the teachers had limited time during the school day but were both knowledgeable in the focus area. Both conditions offer a valid reason for the participants to be part of the study (Newby, 2014, p366) with participants observed in their natural settings. Focus groups provided direct evidence about similarities and differences in the participant’s opinions and experiences (Armour and Macdonald, 2012, p84) and became important to understand the stability of people’s viewpoints and identify arguments that sway positions (Newby, 2014, p366). A mixture of virtual and face-to-face interviews took place depending on whether the participants felt comfortable meeting face to face in the aftermath of the Covid pandemic. Microsoft Stream Transcript recorded interviews, apart from the mum’s focus group where the researcher recorded detailed notes in a research journal. 

3.4 Participants 

The participants were parents, teachers and practitioners who had experience of parental engagement and/or involvement in SKIP-Cymru. For the purpose of this study, parents are either the mum or dad of a child or children currently in the foundation phase who have taken part in the SKIP-Cymru programme. Teachers are a person/people with qualified teacher status who works with children in the foundation phase in an educational setting and has completed the SKIP-Cymru training. Practitioners are a person/people who works with children in the foundation phase, has completed the SKIP-Cymru training and has over six months experience delivering motor development sessions. Together they form the participants for this study. 

Purposive sampling from school settings, early year’s childcare settings, a playgroup and Sport and Health team enabled recruitment of a mixture of motor development experts and well-informed individuals who were available and willing to participate in the study producing information rich cases (Etikan, Musa and Aalkassim, 2015). A good sample size and mixture of people increased the credibility of data because the salient aspects of parental engagement in relation to motor development were unearthed when all parties involved voiced their opinions. To reduce any threats of credibility the researcher spent time with the participants, built good relationships and was careful not to give their own opinions. This ensured the data was an accurate representation of the context (Armour, Doune and MacDonald, 2012). The participants were 15 women and 4 men, a mixture of ages and representative of the Swansea area because of the large number of schools and childcare settings they, or their children attended or worked in. Teachers were female (n-7). Parents were male (n-1) and female (n-6). Practitioners were male (n-3) and female (n-2). Individual interviews conducted virtually were (n-9). Individual interviews face-to-face were (n-5). Focus group interviews face to face were (n-2, participants-5). Careful consideration of participants and the use of several methods of data collection ensured content validity and triangulation of data (Armour, Doune and Macdonald, 2012). The research journal became particularly important for recording observations for example tone of voice, pauses, fluency of language and laughter further increasing the credibility of the study. Robust data collection supported the researcher to achieve the research objectives (Mwita, 2022). These choices ensured richness, depth, diversity and complexity within the study to produce quality data that interrogates the latent meaning of parental engagement and its influence on children’s motor development, whilst staying true to its holistic nature (Braun and Clarke, 2021).

3.5 Data analysis

Interviews’ were transcribed verbatim and analysed using an adaption of inductive thematic analysis, known as reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2021). This type of analysis concentrates on the quality of data collected, to create meaning within the data and is more interpretive and conceptual to discover the implicit (latent) meaning on a broader and more abstract level. The process involved engagement and deep analytical work with the data to identify codes and themes that represent different levels of complexity. The interview guide generated initial codes. The data generated five mind maps representing salient issues to the participants creating further codes. Comparison of initial and mind map codes afforded some codes to be discarded because they were not represented in the data with others forming sub themes for consideration, evidenced by the participants.  Colour coding found patterns and trends within the data along with inconsistencies detailed in chapter 4 – Findings and discussion. An inductive approach of open coding ensured that participant’s statements were representative of general opinions and not singular statements, although singular statements became beneficial to represent the main findings. To maintain participants’ anonymity, each transcript received a pseudonym detailed in Appendix B. Patterns and meanings of similar content generated sub themes, each with a central idea or understanding related to the research question. Listening back to the data several times and taking a reflexive approach allowed the researcher to find nuances of conceptualisations, intonations and create refinement of concepts enhancing trustworthiness (Braun and Clarke, 2021). Further immersion, thoughtfulness and reflection with the data found it to be open, organic, fluid, and recursive with the researcher taking advantage of this by creating latent level themes that offer useful insight into the topic of parental engagement (Braun and Clarke, 2021). Reflexive thematic analysis offered flexibility for the researcher to move back and forth between different levels of codes and themes creating a thorough description of the context, which increased coding reliability (Braun, Clarke and Hayfield, 2022). By considering the data as a whole, the researcher was able to develop thinking and inform the data pragmatically, to provide a detailed analysis, able to transfer from theory into practice (Braun and Clarke, 2014). The latent level themes became the main findings. Table 1 shows the stages of analysis during the process of reflexive thematic analysis.

	Table 1

	Description of Analytical steps adapted from (Braun and Clarke, 2006, 2013)

	Generating initial codes
	Initial codes
	Generation of codes from literature, previous knowledge and empirical knowledge to formulate the interview guide utilising an adaption of (Kallio, Pietila, Johnson and Kangasniemi, 2016) five step framework

	Familiarising yourself with the data
	Mind maps
	Verbatim transcription, listening to recordings several times and reading the research journal. The researcher created five mind maps that were colour coded to show patterns, thoughts and reflections with a data driven focus. Codes were combined or removed or created a new code

	Searching for themes
	Sub themes
	Comparison of initial codes and mind map codes highlighted sub themes. The researcher critically appraised interviews and research journal notes in relation to the research question, aims and objectives.

	Reviewing themes
	Links between themes
	Critical reflection enabled reflexive interpretation to uncover the potential of the data (Braun and Clarke, 2021). Reflexive thematic analysis ensured inclusion of all themes. The core meaning of each theme was ‘represented’ on a latent level. Themes were reviewed through a socio-ecological lens

	Defining and naming themes
	Final themes
	Reflection on a name for each theme captured the complexity of the data, provided a definition and was relevant to the context.  Links to the research objectives

	Producing the report
	Findings
	Description of themes, discussion and links to literature                                                     



Full explanations of methodology, findings, conclusions and recommendations demonstrated transparency and evidenced clarity in deriving conclusions (Armour and McDonald, 2012, p87). 

Employing an ecological framework aided in the planning of open-ended questions, and the analysis of data to find out the individual, interpersonal, the organisational, the community and policy influences on parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase (King and Gonzalez, 2018). The socio-ecological model informed the data to ensure the multidimensional and interactive influences of individual, social and environmental factors were included (Alcantara-Porcuna et al., 2021). Use of the socio-ecological model aids the reader in understanding parental engagement and motor development from a ‘real world’ ecological perspective, emphasising the child as part of a wider system, influenced by everything and everyone around them.

3.6 Ethical considerations 

This study was approved by UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practise. All participants provided informed consent after receiving full information about the study with clarity to ensure the confidentiality and anonymity of themselves and their settings. Close communication with participants supported beneficence so they could withdraw from the research process at any time without reason. All participants remained in the research process demonstrating non-maleficence with the researcher checking that participants felt happy to share their experiences before, during and after the study. The data was stored on a personal laptop and only kept for the purpose of transcription. The researcher was the only person able to access the data. The data was deleted on completion of the research process.

As a parent and physical activity practitioner, personal opinions and experiences remained minimal as not to influence the participants or the research in any way. The researcher remained unbiased in the research process and recognised, acknowledged and accounted for their personal values, beliefs and experiences on the research process and its outcomes to reduce researcher reflexivity (Armour and Macdonald, 2012, p82). The use of a research journal supported the researcher to maintain a neutral stance (Hastie and Hay, 2012, p82) and along with making notes at the focus groups, the journal became an output for the researcher’s thoughts and feelings. The researcher was able to reflect on the data, record their research experiences and create links to literature and the socio-ecological model, whilst remaining transparent, ethical and sensitive to the participants and their environments (Armour and Macdonald, 2012, p20 & p26). The research journal made this qualitative research more robust and reliable, supporting the researcher to remain open minded to new perspectives. 

3.7 Summary

This chapter explained a phenomenological approach and the strategies used to explore parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase. This chapter provided a practical and theoretical justification for the methodology implemented, linking together the research design, data collection and data analysis to sit within a subjective, qualitative framework that screams ‘the essence of human experience’ to improve parental engagement practice on a local level.

The following chapter presents and explains the findings from reflexive data analysis, providing an in depth discussion on parental engagement, motor development SKIP-Cymru. The chapter will explain in depth the codes, themes and main findings generated to form conclusions.


Chapter  4 – Findings and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings and outlines the analytical steps taken in construction of codes and themes during the process of reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2019). The chapter describes and analyses empirical findings, highlighting the most salient factors of parental engagement and motor development. The chapter proposes a socio-ecological model illustrating the analysis and complexities of parental engagement in the context of motor development influences surrounding the child to address the research question ‘What are the most salient aspects of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase’. Finally, the chapter discusses the findings in relation to findings from the literature review under the main themes; awareness and knowledge of motor development, barriers become opportunities and transfer of SKIP-Cymru into daily practice.

4.2 Findings
This research found three main themes 1) awareness and knowledge of motor development, 2) turning barriers into opportunities and 3) the transfer into daily practice as the most salient aspects of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. The development of these themes is described below.
The literature review and researchers previous empirical knowledge identified eighteen initial codes that formulated the interview guide creating introductory, follow, key and finals questions directly linked to existing research as detailed in the methodology chapter. The researcher added two extra questions, one example being, “is there anything more you would like to share?” which expanded the research, allowing participants to include any other issues they felt were important. These questions generated participant’s reflexive interpretations, creating new knowledge and providing a depth of understanding of the participants feelings. Fifteen semi structures interviews and two focus group interviews generated a large amount of data. The researcher organised the data creating five mind maps that were colour coded to represent participant’s statements along with researcher reflections transferred from the research journal. Table 2 shows the mind maps created.
	Table 2


	Mind Maps

	Examples and Approaches 
	Participant Philosophies
	Barriers to parental engagement
	New Ideas
	Training and SKIP

	Fine motor skills
Multi agency
Gross motor skills
Approaches
Sharing of information
	Beliefs and Values
Responsibility
Influences
	Individual
Lifestyle
Organisational
Covid
	What does parental engagement look like?

	Training 
Links to SKIP



Appendix C provides an example of the barriers mind maps
Critical review of mind maps against initial codes revealed ‘real life’ salient aspects of parental engagement and motor development, reflective of current literature, in that there is no agreed upon component structure (Rhodes et al. 2020) and many barriers still exist (Rhodes et al. 2013; Rhodes et al. 2018; Goodall and Montgomery 2014). Comparison of mind maps exposed numerous inconsistencies, along with patterns and trends within the data generating fifteen sub themes the researcher critically appraised, ensuring they linked directly to the research question, aims and objectives. This process guaranteed the research maintained its focus to discover salient aspects of parental engagement that ‘improve’ motor development for children in the foundation phase. Further reflexive thematic analysis created latent links between the sub-themes representing participants ideas and ambitions for future practice, supported by participant statements. The researcher moved back and forth between the mind maps, the sub themes and the links between them. Three final themes captured the complexity of the data, provided contextual information, linked to existing literature and directly answered the research question. Table 3 presents the three final themes, fifteen sub themes and latent level links between them. 


	Table 3


	Presentation of final themes, sub themes and links between them


	Awareness and Knowledge of motor development
	Barriers become opportunities
	The transfer into daily practice

	Attitude
Communication
Environment
Relationships/Inclusion
Barriers
	Multi agency
Resources and funding
Reflexive Practice
Ideas/Examples
	Safety
Co-activity
Active travel
Holistic Development
Training 
Integration into school themes

	Responsibility
Co-creation – planning a programme
Changing perceptions
Raising the profile
Sustainability
Socio ecological perspective



Findings from the literature review emphasised how use of the socio-ecological model adapted for health promotion (McLeroy et al. 1988; Salihu et al. 2015) supported this in depth analysis, describing the integrated and dynamic network of influences on parental engagement and motor development surrounding the child. Mapping of sub themes and latent level links between them onto a socio-ecological framework captured the complexity of the multiple levels of influence, placing the finding in context of the child’s life. This recognised the interactive interrelationships between the factors rather than viewing them as individual traits or characteristics. Table 4 shows mapping of final themes, sub themes and latent level links between them onto a socio-ecological framework.
	Table 4


	Mapping of final themes, sub themes and latent links between them onto a socio-ecological framework


	Awareness and Knowledge of motor development – 5 levels of influence

	Barriers become opportunities – 4 levels of influence

	The transfer into daily practice – 5 levels of influence

	Intrapersonal Characteristics
	Interpersonal processes
	Institutional Factors
	Community Features
	Public Policy

	Attitude
	
	

	
	Environment
	

	Communication

	Relationships/inclusion
	

	
	Barriers
	

	
	Multi agency

	
	Resources and funding

	
	Reflexive practice
	

	
	Ideas/Examples
	

	
	Safety
	

	Co-activity
	

	Active Travel
	

	Holistic Development
	

	
	Training
	

	
	Integration into school themes
	

	
	Responsibility

	
	Co-creation – planning a programme
	

	
	Changing perceptions

	
	Raising the profile

	Sustainability


Appendix D shows mapping of final themes, sub themes and latent links between them onto a socio-ecological model illustrating the interactive forces surrounding the child. 
The findings show how the main themes are interconnected and influence each other reflecting the dynamic nature of parental engagement. All of the factors cross two or more of the socio-ecological levels, suggesting a whole systems approach leads to improved motor development because one factor cannot function without the others. A positive attitude to and enjoyment of physical activity on the intrapersonal level would disappear if there was no encouragement or facilitation of activities from influences on the interpersonal level. Similarly, active travel and co-activity represent social interactions between influences on intrapersonal and interpersonal levels leading to the development of motor skills. When other levels of influence support motor development including institutional factors and community features, sustained behaviour change becomes the norm, building relationships whilst improving the child’s holistic development. The empirical evidence in this study showed which ecologies provided the best outcomes to improve motor development. The most enablers appeared at the interpersonal and institutional levels highlighting that choices and decisions made, critical thinking, problem solving and collaboration at these levels influenced motor development and parental engagement the most. The main themes emphasised that although all levels of influence have enablers to motor development, the interpersonal and institutional levels also contain the most pressures because if one level breaks down, the whole system experiences negative effects, for example limited changes to daily practice or non-integration into school themes. Training for participants becomes insufficient on the interpersonal level without a supportive environment to facilitate change on the institutional and community levels (Higgins, Begoray and MacDonald, 2009). The framework advances our knowledge of motor development and parental engagement because it allows us to target different levels of influence at different times. When resources and funding are needed or when changing perceptions and raising the profile of motor development requires a wider reach, the community and public policy levels become engaged in an attempt to create a holistic concern to develop supportive contexts to improve motor development for the child. In essence, it becomes everyone’s responsibility as one participant stated, “There’s an element of over reliance on professionals. It’s everyone’s role” (participant 17, interview 12). Other participants commented, “It’s everyone’s responsibility, all of the time” (participant 7 interview 5). Appendix E shows responsibility mind map. SKIP-Cymru is a multiple level intervention that requires multiple level component solutions to facilitate education, knowledge and behaviour change. Ignorance to the links between the socio-ecological levels could result in poor motor development parental engagement practice (Scholmerich and Kawachi, 2016).  
Discussion
4.3 Awareness and knowledge of motor development 

The participants provided detailed and comprehensive accounts of previous parental engagement experiences including a range of activities involving cooking, circus skills, nutrition, speech and language, forest school, arts and crafts and dance/music. In terms of motor development, the participants described numerous examples of activities they had delivered to improve gross motor skills based on fundamental movement skills. Diagram A, which is an extract from the examples and approaches mind map shows previous gross motor skill sessions delivered by the participants.

Diagram A
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One participant stated, “Participant 5 runs a fantastic sports day” (participant 6, focus group 2). Another participant mentioned, “We’ve done beach days” (participant 7, interview 5). It became clear that the SKIP-Cymru intervention and any parental engagement sessions the participants had delivered were ad hoc, one off events or run over two to three weeks. For children to improve motor skills they require lots of opportunity to use modified equipment whilst taking part in developmentally appropriate tasks aligned to their level of motor ability (Brian, Goodway and Sutherland, 2014). One off events do not support participants to develop a good understanding of motor development because they do not allow enough time for progression and development. Clarke and Metcalfe (2002) describe motor development as sequential and cumulative in that previous accomplishments are the foundations on which to build later accomplishments. For children to build a motor repertoire they need to experience regular activity and given time to practice skills. Participants appeared to lack awareness and knowledge of how to place children in optimal environments stating, “with the preschool age it was just a one off event and so there was no sort of relationship being built or progression” (participant 4, interview 4). Participants mentioned running, jumping and throwing stating, “They’ll continue practicing in the playground, but I do feel like to get a child to that state of proficiency, it needs to be reinforced and practiced at home” (participant 3, interview 3). There was no acknowledgement of children’s starting level of development, nor acknowledgement of structured activity to help them improve, which Gallahue et al., (2012) describe as essential factors to improve motor development. Some participants changed the subject from gross motor skill development to fine motor skill development stating, “I did a fine motor skills day. I provided all the resources. Parents had the opportunity to sew and give them those skills” (participant 7, interview 5) suggesting confusion or unfamiliarity of gross motor skill development, consequently denying children opportunity to solve motor problems and hindering them in accomplishment of skilled motor actions. One participant stated, “I think there are so many activities that are short and sharp, extremely effective in terms of developing those motor skills” (participant 3, interview 3).

That said, the number of examples provided suggested that participants had a positive attitude to parental engagement and motor development. The examples given included indoor and outdoor sessions including beach days and forest school, which support motor competence through use of versatile outdoor environments (Niemisto et al., 2019). A greater awareness of how versatile outdoor environments supports motor competence may lead to these activities becoming more regular rather than one off events. Participants expressed enjoyment when interacting with families helping them learn about family dynamics, stating, “What I found quite interesting, was watching how the parents engaged in their child” (participant4, interview 4). A positive attitude from participants at the interpersonal level influences enjoyment and learning of motor development for children at the intrapersonal level, although a lack of knowledge to provide regular developmentally appropriate activities in a range of environments is detrimental to motor competence. Interestingly, few participants mentioned equipment bags, home activities and older siblings. One participant stated, “Parent bags were sent home but are they sustainable?” (participant 2, interview 2).  Another participant appeared more knowledgeable stating, “The staff filmed the activities, put them on dojo for the parents to see so they could do it at home with the equipment” (participant 2, interview 2). The findings contrast those of Barnett et al., (2019) and suggest a lack of awareness of the benefits of equipment bags and the influence of the home environment on motor development. This was an unexpected result because SKIP-Cymru parental engagement training emphasises the benefits of equipment bags sent home for children. In support of the literature, one participant stated, “we’ve provided over 500 parent packs for the entire school and there was some real positive feedback from the school” (participant 17, interview 12).

Upon answering the question, is there anything more you would like to share, the participants took time to reflect on discussions during their interviews. This created the new ideas mind map evidencing some participants had good knowledge and awareness of motor development. Diagram B demonstrates a level of expertise by some of the participants because they came up with numerous examples for support mechanisms and ways to improve practice. 
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Diagram C shows researcher reflections on participant reflections taken from the research journal.
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The research journal supported the researcher to note when participants were self-reflecting by recording rises and falls of voice during discussions. Other researcher reflections stated, for participant 5, focus group 2, “nervous or fake laughing and coughing when participant 6, was talking, using the word I” and for participant 6, focus group 2, lots of nodding their head and quietly spoken, using the word we” (researcher reflections). This provided information on participant relationships suggesting possible power relations within one of the focus groups, which may hinder sharing of motor development knowledge. The researcher recorded changes in expressions and sounds for example longer pauses indicated deeper thought, resulting in the participants sharing contextual solutions relating to motor development. As each interview progressed, the researcher noticed that reflective thought gave rise to participants understanding of motor development as one participant stated, “You need to differentiate. Never expect the class to do the same activity without different levels or progression” (participant 3, interview 3), previously overlooked for gross motor skill sessions, suggesting that participants have some awareness and knowledge of motor development.

The participants described the need to integrate SKIP-Cymru into a wider program of parental engagement stating, “they (another school) had a full timetable for the whole year and a multi-agency approach”, and “I’d like that modelled elsewhere with SKIP a part of that for a few weeks” (participant 4, interview 4).  Participants felt this would overcome barriers to existing practice and make SKIP-Cymru more sustainable within individual settings. This is concerning because it shows that participants have not understood the messages from the training that SKIP is not an intervention for a few weeks and is about permanent change in practice. The participants described building parental engagement programs that include variety and choice, appropriate terminology, education and inclusion of key life skill sessions, creating links between existing projects stating, “sensory classes and SKIP should be linked together” (participant 1, interview 1), “running dad’s sessions after school; physical movement sessions making sure that they are involved” (participant 17, interview 12). Participants explained how inclusion of fine and gross motor skill sessions complemented each other stating, “our fine motor skill days are a bit like SKIP because we give parents options” and “we can reinforce the lingo” (participant 7, interview 5). Appendix F shows fine motor skill examples. Building relationships within both sessions is beneficial but this may confuse parents and shows a lack of knowledge of motor development. Participants felt effective parental engagement programs included reflexive practice and opportunity for feedback sessions, specific early years’ school readiness sessions and sessions for older children who missed key development milestones because of Covid. One participant described a lack of parental engagement disability physical activity sessions stating “I haven’t been in a setting where there has been parents working there with their children and it’s a disability setting” (participant 18, interview 13). This is concerning because the principles of SKIP are about activities at the developmental stage of the child so include all children of all abilities and their parents. Wainwright et al., (2020) found that staff and parent experiences of SKIP-Cymru were positive, although the parental engagement element required development to reach families. In recognition of their request, this study identified strategies to improve parental engagement. Findings highlighted not all elements of SKIP-Cymru had been implemented by the participants, because the key messages from the training had been misunderstood and the mentoring element following training was insufficient. The results explained inadequate parental engagement motor development practice echoing a study by Bonvin et al., (2013) accentuating the importance of implementing all intervention components for motor competence in young children to improve. This reflects a socio-ecological perspective recognising that all factors interact with great complexity and can change with function and relative importance over time (Wharf Higgins et al, 2009).

4.4 Inconsistencies in the data

Participants reported similar beliefs to those found by Ooi et al., (2020); and Rhodes and Lim (2018), describing physical activity benefits for their child, including fitness, fun, friendships and development of competencies. Participants described control beliefs that created barriers to parental engagement and motor development stating, “Time is a barrier for parents” (participant 13, interview 8) and “parent SKIP doesn’t work in nurseries because the children are there because the parents are working” (participant 15, interview 10). Other participants stated, “Sports sessions can be very expensive” (participant 13, interview 8), and “I don’t know what clubs are available” (participant 10, focus group 1). Reasons for non-engagement included participants watching their children building relationships with other children through play, and the value of personal time whilst their children were taking part. One participant stated, “I’ve paid for this so they sit out” (participant 18, interview 13), whilst another suggested “sometimes parents don’t want to take part because they want that time for themselves” (participant 13, interview 8).  The above studies only considered the perspectives of the parents, whereas his study found inconsistent organisational and cultural barriers reported by other participants authenticating trustworthiness of the data. Some participants reported parent’s unwillingness to take part in physical activity, lack of enthusiasm and embarrassment, reiterating previous literature that marginalises disadvantaged parents and reinforces social inequalities and power relations (Goodall, 2021; Wilson and McGuire, 2021; Goodall and Montgomery, 2014).  Other participants described how parents love to engage in activities and do attend from deprived areas stating, “They’re fully engaged in everything we do” (participant 7, interview 5). When viewed through a socio-ecological lens the barriers found were individual, lifestyle and institutional with Covid an unexpected addition. This may be one of the first qualitative studies to consider the knock on effects of Covid on motor development and explains why communication and relationships had broken down between participants, although Covid may not be a barrier in the future. 

Some participants described a lack of communication or invitation for them to attend sessions stating, “parents evening is online” and there’s been no opportunity for us to engage” (participant 13, interview 8). Other participants described how parents lacked confidence and needed educating, whereas parent participants reported a lack of knowledge (Agard, Zeng, McCloskey, Johnson and Bellows, 2021) and opportunity rather than confidence, stating “Where do I find a sports club for special needs” (participant 11, focus group 1). Many of the participants described how children lacked basic life skills, stating “the amount of children who can’t put a coat on now!” (participant 1, interview 1), suggesting the home had been less influential on motor development and other places such as school provided more support. The findings highlight the importance of planning individualised programmes, tailored to specific settings, as in many deprived areas there are homes that do not have a play space, garden or equipment and therefore school or community provision would be more suitable (Bardid, Lenoir, Huyben, De Martelaer, Seghers, Goodway and Deconinck, 2017). Some participants described numerous methods of communication, (detailed in appendix G), whereas other participants stated this created confusion stating, “sometimes it’s on a text and sometimes on Hwb, so I get confused” (participant 9, focus group 1). The participants explained how tone of voice and simple language supported them to build relationships, as often they were unfamiliar with terminology such as fine or gross motor skills. The findings offer a solution to bring participants together to overcome barriers and reduce outdated stigma related to parental engagement (Wilson, 2020). Building relationships and inclusion of parents, teachers and practitioners helps to understand the best forms of communication leading to increased understanding of others beliefs and values. Alexandrou et al., (2021) suggested the use of an app to support this, although limitations to such an approach include cost, accessibility and caution to add yet another form of communication. 

Viewing the conflicting statements as a whole reflected ‘real life practice’ and an ecological perspective focused on the whole system for parental engagement practice and motor development because shared understandings support transfer of knowledge in many directions. As well as participants gaining motor development knowledge from motor development experts, families can educate participants in supportive measures including child temperament, child age, family demographics, cultural context, parenting style, parents background whilst learning more about school policies (Davison et al., 2013). Few studies report on initiatives that have included parents as equal partners (Barton, Drake, Perez, St. Louis, and George, 2004) although more recent literature is beginning to recognise that parents can be effective to improve motor development for young children when given the opportunity (Brian et al., 2022).

4.5 Barriers become Opportunities

A pattern within the data showed that on reflection and collectively the participants turned the barriers into opportunities for future practice. Table 5 shows how comparison of the five mind maps, generated a pattern producing findings that evaluate how participants were able to identify barriers to parental engagement and motor development. Engagement in the process of reflexive thematic analysis by the participants and the researcher identified opportunities to improve future practice within the data.

	Table 5


	Barriers become opportunities


	Barriers
	Opportunities

	Individual
	

	Cost of activities
	Knowledge of specific grants and funding for target groups to reduce costs for individuals

	Too many forms of communication is confusing for parents and social media
	SKIP Cymru key messages shared (Wainwright et al., 2020) through social media channels. Building relationships to find out which forms of communication parents prefer. Campaigns to create a universal language.

	A lack of awareness and knowledge of motor development
	Experts can support parents and teachers to gain knowledge through training, mentoring and support (Brian et al., 2017a, 2017b)

	A lack of invite to physical activity sessions
	Overcoming myths of poor parenting and co-creation to plan a programme to include all (Goodall, 2021)

	Time and work commitments
	After school access to facilities. Schools become community centres

	Childhood obesity / Just eat nation
	Holistic programme surrounding sustainable SKIP will compliment whole development of the child

	Teachers and practitioners report parents lack confidence
	Building relationships to overcome professional assumptions as parents are keen to be involved and would like more opportunity

	Parents unable to teach life skills
	A programme tailored to include life skill progress to support quality movement as part of sustainable SKIP

	Lifestyle
	

	baby gadgets – prams, car seats
	walking to school improves motor skills 
education for parents to improve awareness and knowledge of motor development – active travel

	The home environment  
	Direct parental engagement methods (tasks, events, equipment, training) significantly improves motor competence more than indirect (information giving) methods. (Stevenson et al., 2022) 
(Barnett et al, 2019)

	Technology
	The use of new technology to send information to parents on how to do physical activity at home (Alexandrou et al, 2021)

	Busy lives and culture
	Case studies, good news stories, campaigns to change mind sets to embed motor development into everyday life

	Organisational
	

	Power relations
	Building relationships between parents and practitioners (Vuorinen, 2021) 
Overcoming hierarchal issues and strengthening relationships 

	One off events
	Improved knowledge of motor development. Planning regular sessions to support progression and differentiation 

	Political / budget constraints
	A multi-agency approach supports access to grants and funding opportunities

	A lack of training
	Identification of training opportunities for parents, teachers and practitioners

	Difficult terminology
	Terminology simplified and explained for understanding

	Time in the school day
	A multi-agency approach increases support, planning, resources

	Covid 
	

	Closure of parks, sports clubs, schools
	Reflection on pre covid parental engagement enabled new ideas for practice

	Missed milestones for development
	Programmes adapted to support individuals who have motor skill delays (Mahoney and Perales, 2006)

	Parents attitude
	Some of the work sent home was physical and beneficial to support parents

	Children at home without a garden
	The use of outdoor versatile environments promotes motor competence (Niemistö et al, 2019)

	Home learning was difficult
	Relationships between parents and teachers improved during covid 



Participants described a multi-agency approach would support them to deliver a long-term sustainable program of SKIP creating opportunity to access parent packs, local funding and grants, resources and equipment and take the pressure off teachers having to deliver everything, stating “there’s a number of organisations and key players who can impart that knowledge” (participant 13, interview 8). Participants described the helpfulness of external agencies supporting settings with regular sessions, in teeth cleaning, nutrition and cooking, as one participant stated, “It can be a targeted approach with the midwife team, nurseries and the early year’s prevention team” (participant 4, interview 4). The participants felt that motor development practitioners provided expertise and support to deliver SKIP-Cymru sessions. They felt that revisiting settings regularly would support participants with time management. 
Scholmerich and Kawachi (2016) argue that multilevel interventions have more targets so are more likely to succeed, but because financial resources are required in a local context, it takes longer to detect an effect at the population level. A multi-agency approach targets influences over four levels of the socio-ecological framework including interpersonal, institutional, community and policy levels, suggesting that when all of these levels are positively engaged in the process, the best outcomes for motor development are seen. The data from participants is in Appendix H. The participants did not report barriers related to policy, reflected in the framework as a bottoms up approach. Mapping of the empirical evidence onto the socio-ecological framework showed which ecologies currently provided the most influence on motor development. The benefit of using this framework provided an understanding that parental engagement and motor development is about learning and change. The system is not static so that motor development continuously improves by targeting different levels of the framework. Bonvin et al (2013) debate a ‘bottoms up’ approach works best. The empirical evidence confirms the need for a combination of a ‘top down’ and a ‘bottoms up’ approach. In a ‘bottoms up’ approach, people are so involved with their own practice, they are unable to find ways to change and improve it, but they provide useful knowledge on individual settings and local knowledge. Consistent outcomes from a ‘top down’ approach supports overcoming barriers to resources and funding, whilst providing expertise to change perceptions and raise the profile of motor development. Effective communication at all levels leads to sustainable outcomes and shared responsibility to improve parental engagement and motor development. This may have future implications for engagement in local or national government policy, especially if sustainable practice links to areas of learning within the national curriculum. If adults portray healthy relationships to children whilst improving their physical health and well-being, children will develop lifelong health-promoting behaviours, which became an educational goal of this study (Hwb, Curriculum for Wales, 2022).
A partnership approach affords access to resources and funding, to knowledge, mentoring and collaborative approaches. As settings actively co-create individualised programmes, they can adapt them to meet specific needs (Mahoney and Perales, 2006) and parental engagement practice becomes contextual, structured and holistic, unlike previous ‘ad hoc’ engagement. Identification of training needs supports motor development knowledge leading to increased confidence of deliverers. Other benefits include transfer of the framework into schools, private childcare settings, community settings or the home environment offering motor development opportunity in the best environment for the child (Vankasteren et al., 2020).

Reflective practice and critical review in line with the most up to date motor development literature supports overcoming barriers to parental engagement whilst reducing power relations. The framework highlighted the complexity of the findings suggesting it would be beneficial to consider a number of different roles available for participants to engage in (Young et al., 2013) for example researcher, advisor, deliverer or organiser. Recognition of these would provide options for people to get involved at a level they choose is suitable for them. An expert may choose to become a researcher continuously feeding the latest research into the programme or a parent, a deliverer because they have a background in physical activity. The framework supports the development of people as well as ensuring the sustainability and progression of SKIP-Cymru and parental engagement.   

New insight from the study found that participants enjoyed that everyone starts the session being successful and they felt it was important to share the benefits of parental engagement and SKIP sessions. (Participant 1, interview 1) stated, “Until everyone knows about SKIP, it’s difficult to explain.” To overcome these barriers, (participant 18, interview 13) suggested, “sharing impactful case studies, packaged differently for example the progress made by mums and daughters.” During reflexive thought, participants spoke about sharing good news stories, offering ideas such as “things like campaigns are really important” (participant 17, interview 12). The participants described that show casing the benefits of parental engagement and SKIP, supported them to transfer information, whilst adding to the goal of reducing health costs on a broader scale. Campaigns create consistency and sustainability developing a universal language for parental engagement and motor development as one participant pointed out “keep it simple, key messages, consistent and repeated across all services (participant 13, interview 8). 

Creation of a well thought out parental engagement programme, with SKIP-Cymru a salient aspect, is not without its challenges. This approach to improving practice would take time to plan and implement with new parents bringing new challenges (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014; Goodall, 2021). Strategies such as recruitment of parent ambassadors supports new parents, although the complexity of implementing interventions may cause difficulties involving interest, confidence and competence. Adoption of the framework requires a buy in from participants and consideration of the many factors within the framework for successful implementation. When individual elements of interventions (in this case the parental engagement aspect of SKIP-Cymru), are targeted for improvement, they support the whole intervention to become more robust and impactful. 

4.6 The transfer of the findings into parental engagement practice

The crucial question is if participants have capacity to implement the factors supporting parental engagement and motor development framework proposed as Davison et al, (2013) remind us that without theory there is no construct validity. In an attempt to close the research to practice gap, Chi (2021) advocates that research theory needs to be context specific, created by the people involved, communicated effectively to settings and given time for knowledge to be transferred. The participants created the theory within the framework, by providing comprehensive accounts of their experiences of SKIP-Cymru and parental engagement practice. The participants created contextually unique findings relating to the settings they worked in or their child attended. Participants spoke truthfully, emotionally and specifically, about parental engagement and motor development, the complexities within it, suggesting relevant and achievable ways to improve it.  Generally, interventions are individual programmes that create lasting effects following 8-12 weeks of engagement. Research shows the benefits of motor development interventions providing specific knowledge and parental engagement strategies for implementation (Stevenson et al, 2022). Unfortunately, competing priorities within settings leads to elements of interventions becoming neglected or obsolete, explaining the difficulty of transferring the theory created in the framework into practice. Wick et al. (2017) found a lack of long-term follow up to motor development interventions, reducing their impact, suggesting they become a ‘one stop shop,’ are unsustainable or forgotten. The participants described effective delivery of the SKIP-Cymru intervention in settings for the children, but because teachers did not feel confident delivering parent sessions, there was a lack of invitation for them and this element of the intervention became inconsequential. Some participants were confused and unsure of available opportunities because of too many forms of communication and there appeared to be no alignment between participants to provide SKIP-Cymru parental engagement. The interview process gave rise to participants being able to reflect on their experiences and they came up with solutions to solve the messy web of interactions that is parental engagement (Goodall and Montgomery, 2014). The participants described co-activity and active travel as beneficial stating, “playing together is fun” and “if they walk to school it’s about letting them jump over a puddle or letting them walk on the wall” (participant 16, interview 11).  Participants thought training on how to engage parents was beneficial noting, “All teacher training is on how to teach the child” (participant 17, interview 12). Participants felt this would show consideration for a ‘whole systems approach’ (Barton et al, 2004) including school/setting timetables, links to the curriculum, social and environmental influences surrounding the child and would enhance holistic development through an ecological perspective. 

Researcher reflections (diagram C) indicated the solutions found by the participants were representative of closing the theory to practice gap. Solutions involved practical examples for change in daily practice to enhance parental engagement and motor development embodying the true ethos of SKIP-Cymru, creating progressive pathways that support children through the early years as part of their physical literacy journey. 

Similar to Rhodes at al., (2016) the participants described role-modelling, encouragement, co-activity and structured activity supports children to improve their motor competence stating, “it’s for us as deliverers to encourage parents and be good role models” (participant 4, interview 4). In support of these findings, Rhodes and Lim (2018) and Stevenson et al (2022) found co-activity to be the most influential form of parental engagement. According to (Rhodes et al, 2020) reliable correlates of parental support to improve physical activity include child age, social cognitions about support and neighbourhood safety. The findings showed participants were keen to support younger children to join sports clubs and find available physical activity opportunities, but thought their children were too young to play out in the street. Some participants described how the use of baby gadgets to bring children back and forth to school hindered motor competence stating, “the parents love a pram, they are the ones who fall over in the yard” (participant 7, interview 5), whereas other participants saw this as keeping their children safe. Rhodes et al., (2013) understand participants reasoning for this in their study where mothers wanted their children to take part in physical activity but felt inhibited by a low perception of control. The findings from this study offer an inclusive environment for involving parents in planning and delivery of motor development activity for their children. Building physical activity opportunities and active travel into a programme of sustainable SKIP raises parents perceived control of support leading to positive behaviour change, increasing motor competence.

Allowing parents to make decisions in the planning and organisation process (Davison, Jurkowski and Lawson, 2013) and identification of training needs for participants including initial teacher training courses (Goodall et al., 2010) supports the development of motor competence. The participants felt co-creation of holistic programmes that build relationships and engage parents would help overcome barriers related to motor competence (Hornby and Blackwell, 2018). One systematic review supports the findings to show theory driven multi-component approaches that include a structured physical activity component are promising approaches for increasing centre based pre-schoolers physical activity (Ling, Robbins, Wen and Peng, 2015). 

Similar to SKIP-Cymru, the HENRY (Health, Exercise, Nutrition for the very Young) programme is holistic, grounded in research, a guide for interventions and is an excellent example of UK based good practice. HENRY provides good information on a community approach to prevent early obesity (Willis et al., 2014) emphasising the centrality of parent-practitioner relationships. Lessons learned from HENRY include similar findings to this study highlighting what a successful intervention requires. The inclusion of many partners, good communication and relationships, mentoring from motor development experts and successful marketing to change perceptions (Rudolf, Bord, Hasson, Sahar, Rubin, Manor, Paleli and Baron-Epel, 2022). HENRY showed that following eight weeks of intervention, only sessions continued and not the parental engagement aspect. This study addressed those issues to ensure sustainability of SKIP-Cymru parental engagement in future practice. The participants suggested dedicating a few inset days per year to co-creation of parental engagement practice, with termly catch-ups to maintain focus and to implement the components suggested in the framework.

Appendix I shows the links between each element of this study.

4.7 Summary
This chapter presented the findings from the study and contextualised them within a socio- ecological framework highlighting the most salient factors to improve parental engagement and motor development for children in the foundation phase from a range of adult perspectives. Reflexive thematic analysis revealed concerning issues regarding awareness and knowledge of motor development, although the process itself and supporting literature found practical and sustainable opportunities to overcome the complexities of transferring the theory of motor development into daily practice. 
The following chapter details the main conclusions from the findings and discussion chapter specifically under each of the main objectives.

Chapter 5 – Conclusions

5.1 Introduction

This chapter revisits the research objectives individually, summarizing their findings and offering conclusions based on the findings. The chapter details strengths and weaknesses of the study and offers a recommendation to improve SKIP-Cymru parental engagement.

The overall aim of this research was to find the most salient factors of parental engagement that improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. The literature review generated specific research objectives ensuring they were appropriate, focused, clear and achievable (Biggam, 2008, p40-41) in order to answer the research question. The research objectives were

1) Explore parental engagement practices from a range of adult perspectives (parents, teacher, practitioners)
2) Explore parents, teachers and practitioners awareness and knowledge of motor development.
3) Utilise the Socio-ecological model to provide an in depth analysis of parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase.

5.2 Objective 1 – Planning and Co-creation

The literature, identified parents, teachers and practitioners are important influences on motor development; and in most cases can be effective to improve motor development for children in the foundation phase. Differences in beliefs, values, attitudes, approaches and parenting styles highlighted mixed outcomes for motor development. Generally, a lack of guidance or collaboration amongst deliverers meant parental engagement motor development sessions were ad hoc or one off events that did not include developmentally appropriate tasks enabling children to progress their skills. The empirical data confirmed a lack of planning, partnership work and poor relationships creating a number of barriers including individual, lifestyle, organisational and covid leading to inconsistent practice. Successful exploration of a range of views found patterns within the data generating reflexive thought from the participants, enabling them to turn barriers into opportunities. The participants described a multi-agency approach, sharing resources and funding, communicating ideas and examples, and reflexive practice were salient factors that would improve future parental engagement and motor development practice. These important factors take time to develop, so each barrier becomes an opportunity, where participants support one another, work together and take time to plan a comprehensive programme. These findings emphasise the importance of shared responsibility amongst participants, where individuals engage in specific roles at a level suitable to them. The conclusion drawn from these findings is; effective planning and co-creation of a parental engagement programme leads to improved motor development practice for children in the foundation phase.

5.3 Objective 2 – Training, Mentoring and Support

Participants expressed a positive attitude to parental engagement and motor development, recognising the importance of providing children with movement experiences. Although beneficial, a positive attitude alone does not provide knowledge of how to place children in zones of proximal development, needed for motor development to improve. The literature evidenced the gap between motor development theory and practice, explaining how one supports the other and without theory, the practice becomes disorganised. The empirical data supported the literature confirming motor development experts had more knowledge and were able to offer experience, support, mentoring, ideas and training. A lack of collaboration, highlighted stigma around parents being thought of as lesser in some way and not asked for their opinions still exists, demonstrating poor communication and relationships. This study found concerning issues contrasting the literature because even though participants had completed SKIP-Cymru training, they had not understood the main messages and did not feel confident in their delivery skills. Participants had enjoyed the training but the data revealed a lack of awareness and knowledge of motor development possibly due to a lack of support mechanisms following the training. Similar to Atun-Einy and Kafri (2021) this study observed participants had not considered the relationship between theory and practice, explaining their lack of understanding. The principles of SKIP are about activities at the developmental stage of the child so include all children of all abilities, also misinterpreted by some of the participants. The literature uncovered that parents, teachers and practitioners are able to modify equipment and create developmentally appropriate tasks for children that align with their current level of motor development when they gain knowledge and understand the theory of parental engagement and motor development. The participants described a positive attitude, frequent communication, knowledge of environments and improving relationships as salient factors that supports them on a pathway to gain knowledge and understanding. These factors combined unearth training requirements but also address issues of previously lacking continued encouragement and co-operation to build knowledge over time. Experts are then better equipped to support participants to recognise the developmental stage of the child, develop object control skills, address issues of development delays, echoing literature that highlights type of instruction as important (Stevenson et al., 2022). The conclusions drawn from these findings are; improving awareness and knowledge of motor development theory leads to improved practice. Training, mentoring and support from experts are factors linking theory to practice and should be offered until participants gain the knowledge, understanding and confidence that ensures quality delivery of SKIP-Cymru.
5.4 Objective 3 – A Whole Systems Approach

The empirical data gathered in this study exposed an integrated and dynamic network of influences on parental engagement and motor development surrounding the child. The data revealed numerous interconnecting factors and utilization of the socio-ecological model captured the complexity of the multiple levels of influence, placing the findings in context of the child’s life. The most salient levels of influence in this study were interpersonal and institutional followed by community, intrapersonal and policy. The value of this information may apply to other settings who wish to improve their parental engagement motor development practice by firstly targeting their own interpersonal and institutional levels to formulate their own salient factors at each level before targeting other levels. Use of the socio-ecological model connected the three main themes. Objective one provided a focus on turning barriers into opportunities. Objective two provided a focus on awareness and knowledge of motor development. Objective three, focuses on the whole system which includes the transfer into daily practice and the salient factors within this theme, including safety, co-activity, active travel, holistic development, training and integration into school themes. Successful use of the socio-ecological model shows in depth analysis linking all of the sub themes, main themes and latent level themes together illustrating their interactive influences and dynamic nature. The benefits of such an approach provides a range of opportunities, roles, levels of experience, support mechanisms to drive the process and includes everyone at a level suitable to them. People like to feel valued and included, whilst knowing the benefits of their contributions. Shared responsibility changes perceptions and raises the profile of motor development, whilst ensuring progression and sustainability. Appendix D provides a visual model of the factors supporting parental engagement and motor development, useful for understanding the theory of this under researched topic for SKIP-Cymru but does not claim to be the universal truth. This model offers an idea for other settings to replicate adding their own salient factors with the hope it aids them in planning of parental engagement motor development programmes. The conclusions drawn from these findings are; a whole systems approach to parental engagement and motor development ensures sustainability and progression. Targeting all levels of influence improves motor development for children in the foundation phase.

5.5 Strengths and Limitations 

This study was relatively small and representative of groups of people within the local area of Swansea. The findings may improve practise on a local level but do not claim to be the universal truth on parental engagement for all populations (Moon and Blackman, 2014). The research refers to relatability in that more research in this area will provide a greater understanding of the salient factors that improve motor development for children. As a parent and practitioner researcher values, biases and worldviews may have influenced the participants creating power imbalance. Previous good relationships helped with one hundred percent attendance of participants and purposive sampling, but the participants may have wanted to please the researcher rather than give truthful accounts of their experiences. To overcome any power relations, the researcher remained open, transparent and non-judgemental throughout the research process allowing the participants to express themselves in a comfortable and relaxed environment. A reflexive stance throughout the study did not only produce findings of high quality but sought to acknowledge, interrogate and disclose one’s own self, to self-appraise the researcher role to maintain neutrality and confirm positionality (Cohen et al., 2018). The range of participants was a strength to this study because they each viewed parental engagement and motor development from a different starting position depending on their relationship with the child, adding diversity and inclusivity to the study. A limitation of this was the time it took to collect data from individual interviews. The focus groups created time efficiency, but participants included in each group were from their own setting which led to less participation by some individuals (Cohen et al., 2018). The mum’s focus group, situated in a deprived area created a voice and peer support for this marginalized group, helping them feel safe, secure and supported (Cohen et al., 2018, p532), although data remained at surface level (Newby, 2014, p367). A final strength of the study is the value that it adds to SKIP-Cymru whilst raising the profile of motor development.

5.6 Self-Reflection

This research was extremely enjoyable, interesting, and at times overwhelming because of the amount of data gathered. The process itself was a wonderful learning curve in terms of new knowledge created, discovery of thought-provoking literature and excitement to apply the findings in practice. 

5.7 Recommendation 

The creators of SKIP-Cymru have embedded an ethos within the programme that welcomes new knowledge and feedback on current delivery. They continuously improve their training as new research emerges. This study would like to offer a recommendation for consideration in future training. The recommendation is for SKIP-Cymru training to involve an element of planning a sustainable parental engagement programme within settings, set within a socio-ecological framework, alongside the existing take-home equipment bag and sessions. This will support progression and sustainability of SKIP-Cymru within individual settings. Use of the socio-ecological model provided may offer ‘food for thought’ or a starting point for other settings to consider. Sharing new information and reflexive thought helps us become more familiar with the theory (of motor development), and how to apply it in practice (Braun and Clarke, 2019), whilst providing children with the opportunity to move well. 


































Appendix A

Interview Process

Design

Qualitative, exploratory, descriptive. Inductive in nature to involve human experience, context and phenomenon. Semi-structured individual interviews and focus groups, which reflect a ‘bottoms up’ approach. This style of interview aims to flow from general topic areas to more emotional and in depth conversations, ending on lighter themes. 

Preparing

Make time to organise the interviews, liaise with the interviewees and plan. Give choice for online or face-to-face communications.

Preliminaries

Explain the purpose, their role and the researchers’ role, the process of data protection, and the importance of the research. 

Participants

Recruitment of parents, teachers and practitioners through purposive sampling from school settings, childcare settings, a playgroup and a Sport and Health team. Purposive sampling, specifically maximum variation sampling aims to achieve a greater understanding of parental engagement and motor development, by exploring it from a number of different angles (also known as heterogeneous sampling) (Etikan, Musa and Alkassim, 2016). Sample size will aim to be 14 to 20 participants. A good sample size allows the researcher to collect and analyse data to answer the research question and meet the research objectives within the timescale for the study (Braun and Clarke, 2021). This provides a better quality of research and aids in content validity and trustworthiness of data. Inclusion criteria will involve some experience of parental engagement.

Ethical Issues

Informed consent, confidentiality and consequences of the interview for example ensure beneficience and non-maleficience (the interview should not create advantage for the participant or cause any harm to them). Interviewer to be sensitive and professional throughout the process.

Data Collection 

(5 step framework) adapted from (Kallio, Pietila, Johnson and Kangasniemi, 2016).

1) Identifying the prerequisites for using semi-structured interviews – Introductory questions and follow questions that allow for expression of opinions, perceptions, emotional issues, meaningful issues to the participant including their values, beliefs and intentions.
2) Retrieving and using previous knowledge – a comprehensive and adequate understanding of parental engagement in relation to motor development from previous knowledge, the literature review and empirical knowledge. 




	Retrieving and using previous knowledge to formulate questions

	Experience
	Places / Examples
	Responsibilities
	Anything else to share?

	Knowledge
	Enjoyment
	Facilitators
	SKIP training

	Approaches
	Beliefs
	Barriers
	Further comments
Questions

	Parental engagement
	Values
	Moderators
	

	Motor Development
	Influences
	Predictors
	

	
	
	Resources
	

	
	
	Training/support
	



3) Formulating the preliminary semi-structured interview guide – order of questions may change, questions must be participant oriented, clearly worded and non-leading. Use of open-ended questions. Create a relaxed environment for the participant to feel comfortable answering. Ask for any examples of an issue with the use of verbal prompts if necessary. Ideas shown below

	Interview Guide adapted from (Karlsen, Gabrielsen, Falch and Stubberud, 2017)


	Introductory Questions
	Follow Questions (Flow)
	Key Questions
	Final Questions

	Can you share some of your previous experiences in parental engagement?


Link these two questions together
	Could you share some examples of your involvement in motor development / physical activity sessions?
	Who do you think is responsible to improve physical activity for children?
	Has taking part in the SKIP training changed your views? 

	
	 What are your thoughts on parental engagement?

	Have you faced any barriers to parental engagement and physical activity?
	Is there anything more you would like to share? 


	Can you share some of your previous experiences in physical activity for children in the foundation phase?
	What have you found enjoyable? 
	 What factors have helped you improve parental engagement in relation to physical activity for children?
	Do you have any further comments or questions?


	
	Do you think there are any benefits?
	
	

	
	What, who or where has influenced your experiences of parental engagement and physical activity?
	Have you received and training and / or support?
	

	Follow interview guidelines (Cohen, Manion, Morrison, 2011) p425


	Quality Indicators – consistency, accuracy, neutrality

	Prompts and Probes

	Establish rappor, start with general chat to help the interviewee feel relaxed. Nod, smile, agree, listen, eye contact
	Repeat exactly what they have said, pause, remain silent, allow thinking time. Let them know what they are saying is really interesting and you would like to know more.
	Ask for an example, be polite, use verbal and non-verbal feedback. Could you expand on that? 
	Thank the interviewee
Answer any questions
Only reflect in research journal when interviewee has left

	Approximate timings. Interviews 30 minutes to 1 hour maximum

	5-15mins
	10-20mins
	15-25mins
	1-5mins



Warm up questions

General chat/conversation. How long have you been teaching? Tell me about your work as a practitioner? Talk about general things, the weather, recent news topics, children or school.

4) Pilot Testing – ensure content is relevant and varied. Reflect throughout to make informed changes to the interview questions or guide. Test for flow and researcher reflexivity including any ethical issues to improve the quality of the data collection and the research integrity. Use of audio recording and transcription. Research journal – write reflections and methodological notes following each interview. Link to literature to enhance rigour explaining the analytical path, understanding and management of participants. Make necessary adjustments to the interview guide.
5) Presenting the complete semi-structured interview guide – be clear and logical in approach reflecting phases of the guide development process. Ensure content links to the main aim and objectives of the study 

Aim

To explore aspects of parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase.

Objectives

1) Explore parental engagement practices from a range of adult perspectives (parents, teacher, practitioners)
2) Explore parents, teachers and practitioners awareness and knowledge of motor development.
3) Utilise the Socio-ecological model to provide an in depth analysis of parental engagement in relation to motor development for children in the foundation phase.


Data Analysis

Interviews will be transcribed verbatim with use of Braun and Clarke’s (2021) reflective thematic analysis, specifically using a co-constructionist, inductive analysis. The socio-ecological model will inform the data, to explore the multiple level factors of parental engagement in relation to motor development. Openly coded participant statements and themes identified will link directly to the data. 
Appendix B

Participant Anonymity and Pseudonyms Assigned 

	Date of Interview 2023
	Interview number
	Participant number
	Gender
	Type of Interview
	Participant type

	May
	1
	1
	Female
	Face to face
	Teacher

	May
	2
	2
	Female
	Face to face
	Teacher

	May
	3
	3
	Female
	Face to face
	Teacher

	March
	4
	4
	Female
	Online
	Teacher

	March
	Focus group 2
	5 and 6
	Female x2
	Face to face
	Teachers x2

	March
	5
	7
	Female
	Online
	Teacher

	March
	6
	8
	Female
	Face to face
	Parent

	April
	Focus group 1
	9, 10 and 11
	Female x3
	Face to face
	Parents x3

	October
	7
	12
	Female
	Face to face
	Parent

	August
	8
	13
	Female
	Online
	Parent

	October
	9
	14
	Male
	Online
	Practitioner

	April
	10
	15
	Female
	Online
	Practitioner

	March
	11
	16
	Female
	Online
	Practitioner

	March
	12
	17
	Male
	Online
	Practitioner

	April
	13
	18
	Male
	Online
	Practitioner

	October
	14
	19
	Male
	Online
	Practitioner



No names or locations have been included to maintain participant anonymity. 
Specific interview dates are not included. (Available on request) 
Quotes from participants included in the data will take the form of participant number followed by interview number for example “quote” (participant 5, focus group 2).
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Appendix D
Factors Supporting Parental Engagement and Motor Development 
A socio-ecological model
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	Appendix I


	Description of Analytical steps adapted from (Braun and Clarke, 2006, 2013)
	Code and Theme Generation

	Generating initial codes
	Generation of codes from literature, previous knowledge and empirical knowledge to formulate the interview guide utilising an adaption of (Kallio, Pietila, Johnson and Kangasniemi, 2016) five step framework. 
	Initial codes 
	experience
	Places/
examples
	responsibility
	 links to SKIP-Cymru


	
	
	
	knowledge
	enjoyment
	facilitators
	

	
	
	
	approaches
	beliefs
	barriers
	

	
	
	
	parental engagement
	values
	moderators
	further comments


	
	
	
	motor development
	influences
	predictors
	questions

	
	
	
	
	
	resources
	

	
	
	
	
	
	training
	

	Familiarising yourself with the data
	Verbatim transcription, listening to recordings several times and reading the research journal. Five mind maps were created and colour coded to show patterns, thoughts and reflections with a data driven focus. Codes were combined or removed or created a new code
	Mind maps 


	Examples – gross motor skills, fine motor skills, sharing of information, educate the parents, multi-agency, approaches experience, knowledge and enjoyment
	beliefs and values, benefits, responsibility, influences
	Barriers – lifestyle, individual, institutional, covid-19
	Training and links to SKIP-Cymru 

	New ideas

	Searching for themes
	Comparison of initial codes and mind map codes highlighted sub themes. Interviews and research journal notes were critically reviewed in relation to the research question, aims and objectives.
	Sub themes
	 Attitude
Communication
Environment
Relationships/ Inclusion
Barriers
	Multi agency
Resources and funding
Reflexive Practice
Ideas/Examples
	 Safety
Co-activity
Active travel
Holistic Development
Training 
Integration into school themes

	Reviewing themes
	Critical reflection enabled reflexive interpretation to uncover the potential of the data (Braun and Clarke, 2021). Reflexive thematic analysis ensured all themes were captured. The core meaning of each theme was represented on a latent level. Themes were reviewed through a socio-ecological lens 
	Links between the main themes
	Responsibility
Co-creation – planning a programme
Changing perceptions
Raising the profile
Sustainability
Socio ecological perspective

remain true to the ethos of SKIP Cymru whilst adding to the quality of the parental engagement aspect of the intervention


	Defining and naming themes
	Reflection on a name for each theme that captures the complexity of the data, provides a definition and is relevant to the context.  Links to the research question
	Final themes
	Awareness and Knowledge of Motor Development
	Barriers become Opportunities
	Transfer into Daily Practice


	Producing the report
	This table shows analytical steps in construction of codes and themes during the process of reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2019).
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