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CHILDREN AT RISK (CAR) serves as a non-profit research, policy, and advocacy group focused on improving the quality of life for Texas’s children. Through collaboration with partner organizations, their efforts have created a trusted reputation for reliable information and support in areas concerning education, child nutrition, immigration, and human-trafficking. 

This report aims to support CAR’s goal in better understanding their organizational identity concerning their work for children’s caregivers. They struggled internally to capture who they are in this arena of work, particularly because it feeds in to all issue areas and they worry that their partner organizations are unsure of how CAR can contribute to initiatives that primarily focus on supporting the caregiver role. Additionally, the uncertainty can leave staff feeling unsure of how their work is connecting to the overall scope of caregiver work.

Albert and Whetten (1985) were used to guide the study in finding what is central, distinctive, and enduring in CAR’s organizational identity as it relates to caregivers. Hatch and Schultz (2002) add to the study’s framework by acknowledging the importance of constructing the identity with relevant internal and external stakeholders. Finally, Bakhtin’s metalinguistic theory (1981) connected how the qualitative methods are a means to understanding the complex nature of identity work. Thus, the study used qualitative methods that included focus groups, interviews, and document review in an attempt to see what collective identity is constructed across the three data points. The following project questions were designed as a result of the organization’s problem of practice and the described frameworks:

1. What reflections and expressions do internal stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?
1. What impressions do external stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?
1. To what extent do the external impressions and internal expressions align?

In answering these questions, CAR will have the needed information to understand their current collective identity and what steps are needed to better navigate an organizational priority that is central to all other aspects of their work.

Findings

What reflections and expressions do internal stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?

Finding 1a: Internal stakeholders can articulate values that are central to the organization’s work with caregivers. The focus groups comprised of staff members were able to list values that were central for CAR’s work with caregivers and, when probed, were able to give some examples. There was some hesitation in being able to definitely say what CAR aims to do with caregiver work, but values such as resource, advocate, and inform were noted in staff’s reflections. 

Finding 1b: Internal stakeholders can give examples of distinguishing characteristics related to their organization’s work with caregivers. Similar to Finding 1a, focus groups presented some examples of how CAR has served caregivers or the organizations that directly serve them. Appendix E shows how the narratives created an understanding of who CAR is in this arena of work. Members seemed unsure of what CAR was offering in this area of work until they heard the stories of other team members. 

Finding 1c: There is some disconnect in internal stakeholders knowing what’s enduring or constant over time, as it relates to caregivers. Because caregiver work spans across all issue areas, Finding 1c spoke to the internal struggle to know who or what the organization wants to be. As a result, there was disconnect across focus groups and some of the documents on who CAR is for parents. Understanding how to frame and identify this unknown is a large part of the recommendations. 

What impressions do external stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?

Finding 2a: External stakeholders have a clear impression on what is central to CHILDREN AT RISK’s work for caregivers, as it relates to their specific area of work. Whereas focus groups were able to realize what is central to the organization’s work with caregivers, upon hearing the work of others, partner organizations gravitated to more of their “niche.” Meaning, caregivers could identify what is at the core of CAR, but only in the context of their direct or indirect experiences.

Finding 2b: External stakeholders have some impressions that are uncertain related to what is distinctive and enduring related to CHILDREN AT RISK’s work with caregivers. There was an overall sense of discomfort with knowing what CAR does for caregivers. Participants were readily able to speak to their work with policy, advocacy, or collaboration surrounding areas of child nutrition, education, or human trafficking. There was no concern that CAR is not doing this work, but wonderment about how to capture what exactly the organization is bringing to the table. 

To what extent do the external impressions and internal expressions align?

Finding 3a: CHILDREN AT RISK is consistent among internal and external stakeholders on what is central to their work related to work with caregivers. This was a positive in the findings because it is evident that regardless of the area of work, CAR holds tightly to organizational values surrounding partnerships, informed decision making, advocacy, etc. 

Finding 3b: In better understanding CHILDREN AT RISK’s work with caregivers, there is an opportunity in knowing what is distinctive and enduring. CAR has the most room for opportunity in identifying what makes their organization distinct from other organizations. Regardless of the specific output, CAR can have messaging around what needs to endure across all areas of caregiver work. 

Recommendations

Immediate Recommendations (0-3 months)

Step 1: Capstone Debrief The focus groups proved to be beneficial for members of the organization to make sense within their capacity (programing, extended leadership, and leadership). The first recommendation is to take the capstone findings (a recommendation of what to show is provided in the Recommendations/Interventions section) and reflect on the questions provided. It is suggested at this point in the process to use a mixed group of programing and leadership.

Step 2: Coalition Building Using the takeaways from the capstone debrief sessions, formulate a coalition of staff members who can continue this work forward, strategically considering how each issue area or department can be represented. 

Short-Term Recommendations (3-6 months)

Step 3: Establish Coalition Goals Using the guides in the Recommendations/Interventions section, consider what goals or deliverables are of most benefit to the organization. This should be based on capstone findings, but also from the internal debrief. This will in turn place some definition on what CAR is aiming to do for caregivers. 

Step 4: Determine Communication Plan Of equal importance is determining how the organization will communicate this coalition work, internally and externally. This step will allow for CAR to begin telling their story over time as to what their organization is providing for caregivers. Strong communication will also allow for internal connection amongst the different issue areas. 

Long Term/Ongoing Recommendations 

Step 5: Frame the Work with Internal and External Stakeholders With some of the limited response of partner organizations, it is recommended that CAR creates a reflection period throughout a partnership where the organization and CAR can name how CAR has supported the work. This will encourage future partnership and CAR’s awareness of their strength and opportunities in their provided supports.

[bookmark: 1ajxx1cqxxoz]Step 6: Informal Audit The final recommendation considers a necessary understanding of what CAR is aiming to do. Meaning, there was some disconnect between being a “direct service” or not. Regardless of the position, internal clarification is needed. 
Introduction
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In the Summer of 2020, the researcher connected with a Texas-based organization, CHILDREN AT RISK, to identify an area of inquiry or problem of practice relevant to their organization. Upon investigating the non-profit’s needs, staff noted a consistent uncertainty in the realm of naming what they do for children’s caregivers. While their target impact group is specifically related to children, the organization recognizes that supporting caregivers is essential in carrying out this mission. Their holistic approach to meeting the needs of the whole child (nutrition, early education, safety, k-12 education, etc.) has made them well-versed and respected in multiple sectors, but has left some internal confusion on where caregiver efforts fit into their identity as an organization. In an early conversation with a staff member, she noted that while “the nature of our work isn’t going to change,” how they tell their story and craft their organizational identity as it relates to caregiver work is what is missing.

Albert and Whetten (1985) defined organizational identity as the set of central and enduring attributes of an organization that differentiate it from other organizations. Mission, vision, and goals hinge on an organization’s ability to clearly answer “who are we” and “why do we exist.” When identifying the area of inquiry, staff members noted that there was a point in time when the organization had a clear vision and direction for parenting work, but a change in leadership and expansion of issue areas left parenting work as an add-on, rather than a primary focus. An inability to know who they are has left the organization uncertain of their impact and priorities. The purpose of this capstone project is to support CHILDREN AT RISK in shaping their organizational identity in the caregiver arena and using that stronger understanding to: (1) better guide internal strategy and vision, and (2) better tell the story of what the organization can offer to partner organizations and funders. 

The problem CHILDREN AT RISK faces is not uncommon to non-profits. Elfving and Howard’s (2018) study of non-profit organizations noted that often an organization's inability to have a strong collective identity resulted in less willingness to take on new opportunities. They attributed this largely to staff feeling “alone” or “isolated,” and thus not willing to add to the workload. CHILDREN AT RISK’s organizational structure, that of separate issue areas, may contribute to their lack of collective understanding in this domain of work. Additionally, their large focus on collaboration with other stakeholders (funders and organizations) leaves the question of “who we are” up for greater interpretation and influence. The body of literature will support the capstone in knowing how other organizations have constructed their identity and what positive benefits can arise when taking on this intentional, reflective work. 



	Norming on the Word Caregiver
 For the purposes of this study, “parents” will not be used, rather “caregivers” as it serves as a more inclusive and representative label for those who care for children in the home setting. Throughout the study, “parent” is only used when directly quoting CAR documents or participant responses. To norm on the word “caregiver,” participants in the focus groups and interviews were asked, “Who have you seen taking the role of ‘parent’ in a child’s home?”

	Mom, dad, step-parents, grandparents, siblings, extended family, neighbor, foster parent, aunts, uncles, fictive kin, church members



Organizational Context

CHILDREN AT RISK started its work in 1989 as a means to address “the lack of data on the status of children and the absence of strong public policy support for Houston’s children.” The now statewide organization is a non-partisan research and advocacy organization that focuses on driving change for Texas’s most vulnerable youth. The organization focuses on five areas of work: education, parenting and family well-being, health and nutrition, immigration, and the fight to end human trafficking. Most recently, the organization has taken an active role in work surrounding COVID-19 by way of informing, collaborating, and advocating.

	Mission
CHILDREN AT RISK serves as a catalyst for change to improve the quality of life for children through strategic research, public policy analysis, education, collaboration, and advocacy.



The non-profit organization works directly with nearly 140 other non-profit, profit, and state-based organizations. With roughly 22 staff members, CHILDREN AT RISK has contributed to state initiatives such as Texas’s most recent school funding bill, House Bill 3 (2021) along with producing information related to childcare deserts, human trafficking near schools, and school rankings. Additionally, CHILDREN AT RISK hosts roundtable discussions where organizations convene on topics related to the identified issue areas. While this does not describe the organization’s entire scope of work, it illustrates their multi-faceted approach to tackling the systemic struggles of vulnerable Texas youth.

Assisting CHILDREN AT RISK with the area of inquiry will directly support their work in making sense of how their work can directly impact caregivers. Although their guiding mantra is “FOR CHILDREN,” it is essential that the organization better understands their role in supporting children’s caregivers. The non-profit can use results from this study to inform internal actions [image: ]related to marketing, strategy, and partnership-outreach.

[bookmark: 8jdcyfo24nsq]Area of Inquiry in Organization/Problem of Practice

As the areas of advocacy and research within CHILDREN AT RISK expanded over the last 31 years to include these five targeted areas, it has become more challenging for members within the organization to describe the scope of their work to external stakeholders. Moreover, the expanded areas of focus have made it difficult for external parties to fully understand the value that CHILDREN AT RISK can bring to the table. 

Specifically, organizational leadership expressed interest in knowing and telling the story of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers. 

[image: ]Throughout the over three decades of work, CHILDREN AT RISK has tackled parenting work in a number of ways. There was a time when the parenting work was tightly targeted towards parent education, but over the years, CHILDREN AT RISK has more loosely addressed parenting through other issues areas such as human trafficking or immigration. While this more fluid approach has allowed the organization to more readily take on project opportunities initiated by funders or partner organizations (i.e. direct service opportunities with a partner organization or exploration of a parenting issue because of staffing expertise), leadership sees an opportunity to refine the narrative for what CHILDREN AT RISK can provide for caregivers. 

In reviewing the organization’s website, there is evidence that supports the lack of clarity in how CHILDREN AT RISK identifies themselves in the caregiver arena. On the main website there is reference to parenting as a separate issue area, but in a website subsection, the organization notes that parenting work is embedded within the other areas of focus. Additionally, when identifying the area of inquiry, staff members noted that there are times when the organization is firmly not a “direct service” organization, meaning they do not provide tangible resources and training for caregivers, but there are instances when funders or partners have asked them to do so, and the organization has moved forward with the project. The website also makes note that they do not wish to duplicate the work of external partner organizations, but enhance it, thus creating an identity challenge: Do we provide direct services or not? The efforts of CHILDREN AT RISK are no doubt valuable and pertinent to caregivers, but staff is calling for a regrouping on what ties all of these actions together.

Thus, assessing the perception of the work from stakeholders’ perspectives (internal and external) will assist staff in knowing how to best describe not only what the organization does, but the importance of their work. The purpose of this capstone study is to seek feedback from external stakeholders as to the impressions they hold regarding the services provided by CHILDREN AT RISK and to compare these with the reflections held by internal stakeholders. In doing so, the study will make recommendations on how to best convey those services to staff, funders, and partners. 

[bookmark: 9waxmn3dl2vm][image: ]

Literature Review

[bookmark: lao688e1ymrh]Introduction

Albert and Whetten’s (1985) seminal work defined organizational identity (OI) as the set of central, distinctive, and enduring attributes of an organization that differentiate it from other organizations. He (2013) commented that since then, OI has become a pivotal component both academically and in practice in areas concerning strategic change, decision-making, internal conflicts, communication, and issue interpretation and response. As an organization becomes more complex, it runs the risk of simply not being able to answer questions related to their identity as an organization. When organizations are faced with challenges, be them financial, political, or strategic, the understanding of who they are will help drive strategy during the times of unknown—more explicitly said, their identity is their true north star. CHILDREN AT RISK is faced with the difficulty of understanding and communicating their identity given their wide scope of services for caregivers. Thus, the literature review relies on defining the construct of organizational identity and then leads us to consider how we can use the literature’s investigation of discourse to respond to CHILDREN AT RISK’s problem of practice.

[bookmark: u6qiowepyl3e]Starting with Identity as an Individual

	To begin the discussion on organizational identity, literature surrounding individual identity is of relevance. Gioia (1998) wrote in Whetten and Godfrey’s Organizational Identity (1998) text that researchers such as Mead laid the foundation for considering how one’s identity comes to be. Within his research, Gioia (1998) noted that Mead (1934) contributed to the social sciences perspective that the construction of our identity rests in our co-constructed selves in relation to others. Within this perspective we begin to understand identity or “who am I” in relation to “who I am” as it relates to others. Perceptions, reflections, interpretations, and responses become central to what Gioia (1992) argued as representative of what makes us distinct as individuals. 

The conversation on individual identity is furthered with social identity theory where Tajifel and Turner (1985) affirmed the notion that identity is inherently constructed, relational, and comparative. Thus, identity is a means to determine what characteristics are essential to a particular individual. Gioia (1998) commented that much of this work on individual identity transfers to the organizational identity literature. Similarly, organizations have traits that are central or distinctive and when explored and identified, make up the organizational identity. Where Gioia (2000) said that individual and organizational identity differ is in two areas. Firstly, organizational identity is inherently more complex and dynamic, and there are more interrelationships in an organization’s work that allow for more variety in who they are without seeming disjointed. Secondly, organizations’ identities are called to be more frequently in progress or in motion because of the need to adapt and remain competitive. 


[bookmark: 7wlcgvq57wm8]Organizational Identity: A History of Perspectives

Three perspectives on organizational identity gave rise to the approaches that take on the question of “who we are” as an organization. A modernist approach can be characterized as taking an empirical, logical approach to understanding how an organization works as a system (Hatch, 2019). A branch of this approach is the functional perspective which He and Brown (2013) described as emphasizing physical representations and organizational artifacts as the cornerstone to an organization’s identity. The production and output of an organization is what defines an organization’s identity within the modernist perspective. Where the modernist approach seeks to make concrete claims regarding who the organization is, the symbolic approach relies on understanding what Hatch (2018) called the “collective sense of self.” 

The symbolic approach emphasizes that the answer to “who we are” is seen through the reflection and interaction of members within the organization. The social constructionist perspective arose from the symbolic approach where He and Brown (2013) depict OI as “less stable and more malleable, less the product of senior executives’ decisions and more open to political influence at different levels, and less clearly defined and more ambiguous than functionalist perspectives maintain.” Within this body of research, there is a less tangible sense to identity and a more collective creation based on the history and human dynamics of the work that is being done. 

If the modern and symbolic perspectives are at opposite ends of their approach to organizational identity, postmodernism is a cautionary critique. The postmodernist approach as Hatch (2018) described is way of creating a representation of any individual or organization, but if done, it must be in constant construction. Czarniawska (1998) described OI through this lens as a “continuous process of narration where both the narrator and the audience formulate, edit, applaud, and refuse various elements of the ever-produced narrative.” For a postmodernist, to best grasp OI is to accept that the identity of an organization is iterative and always in progress.

Hatch and Meisiek (2008) made a link between artistry and the construction of organizational identity. They noted how art can arguably never be complete and is largely interpretative, which relates to the process of stakeholders’ attempts to shape an organization’s identity. Gioia, Schultz, and Corley (2000) described this fluidity of organizational identity as dynamic and pressed on Whetten’s (1985) concept of “enduring.” While enduring may be a means to understanding what is central to the organization over time, it should be seen through the lens of accepting that there are aspects of the organization that are expected to change given the internal and external environment. Thus, the strength of an organization is not in the knowing of “the” identity, but in the constant reflection on who the organization is in relation to their past, current, and future endeavors. 



[bookmark: qxpn2zhf8ryw]The Power of Collective Identity

	At the core of organizational identity is the search for what collectively defines and unites a group of individuals. Van Tonder (2011) commented that a strong collective organizational identity is central to being able to withstand times of uncertainty or change because it offers stability. Elfving and Howard (2018) found in their qualitative analysis (interviews, observations, and reflections) of 120 organizations that when organizations were unclear with who they were as an organization, friction and frustration arose that caused members within the same organization to pull in different directions. 

	Ashforth and Mael (1989) argued that in addition to a strong organizational identity’s ability to unite, there was also evidence that individual perceptions were less biased and negative when not left to their own devices. Dutton’s (1991) case study of Port Authority's homelessness issue interviewed members within the responsive organizations and targeted their individual perceptions of who they were as an organization. From these interviews, Dutton found that when members of the organization were inconsistent on who they were as an organization, there was a greater impact on the variety of responses related to (1) their perception of their contributions, and (2) their interpretations of the work that had been done to combat homelessness. Dutton’s case study serves as an example to Ashforth and Mael’s conclusion that while it may seem like a simple question of “who we are as an organization,” when taken for granted, it leaves an organization vulnerable to each individual’s construction. Similar to a machine not working in conjunction with the other parts, it is of value for the organization to know the direction and purpose as a system. 

[bookmark: From]Organizational Identity versus Organizational Culture

	When exploring organizational identity, there is linkage to a more popular concept, organizational culture. With culture being the piece that organizations put at the forefront of consideration, it is worth noting how the identity conversation should be considered in tandem with the organizational culture. Fiol, Hatch, and Golden-Biddle (1998) noted that the difference between these concepts is that organizational culture is the explicit or outward actions taken by members or groups within the organization. Additionally, within any organization there are likely multiple cultures, possibly due to structure or areas of work. Thus, organizational identity is the implicit layer of organizational culture that answers why do we function the way we do and what does that say about who we are. Thus, culture can be improved by having a firmer understanding of who the organization aims to be and identifying whether or not certain parts of the culture fit in to the overall identity.  

	Randall and Martin (2003) connected organizational culture to the role of storytelling through examples of organizational and familial anecdotes. Their writing connected how the stories are representative of the culture or legacy within these entities and are representative of the collective’s values. Often, as organizations work to produce a good or a service, they lose sight of how taking time to identify and share these stories are a means to propel the work forward. Boyce (1995) used a case study approach to depict the role that storytelling has in being able to see what she calls “collective-centering” versus organizational dissonance. In her work, she saw how one organization can have multiple perceptions of reality when left unconsidered. 

	If culture is the what or how things are done in an organization, and stories are means to reflecting on those things, then identity is the piece that allows us to reflect on what those things say about us a group. 

[bookmark: rxgycjc5mre5]Discourse as a Hinge to Understanding Organizational Identity

Widely discussed in the literature is resolving how to define an organization’s identity given its collaborative nature. Bakhtin’s metalinguistic theory on discourse (1981) captured the notion that discourse and dialogue are essential to constructing meaning amongst multiple individuals. Although Bakhtin’s work originated with how authors and readers interact, his work has seeped into other sectors with identity construction now being connected to his work on dialogue and discourse. 

Studies such as Dutton and Dukerich’s (1991) case study on Port Authority of New York and New Jersey depicted how hearing the discourse of those involved “played a key role in constraining issues, interpretations, emotions, and actions” (p. 542). Thus, their specific issue of homelessness and how the members’ perceptions of what the organization did for homelessness created an organizational identity that was captured as key themes. Brown (2006) described this “collective identity” work as finding the relevant stories that come from the point of view of an individual or group within the organization, shareholders, or customers in an attempt to create a narrative on the organization’s identity (p. 734). Elfving and Howard (2008) articulated how there is “silent knowledge in associations, things that members believe that ‘everyone knows,’ even though this is not the case” (p. 577). The silent knowledge they described was used to inform the design of their study by identifying non-profit organizations aimed at creating social value and hearing the perceptions of these organizations’ efforts. What resulted, similar to Dutton and Dukerich’s (2008) work, was emerging themes and how those themes informed the opportunities within which the organizations engaged. Unmasking the unexplored identity of CHILDREN AT RISK presents an opportunity to know how their identity has evolved as it relates to caregiver engagement and how that can inform their continued efforts. 

[bookmark: Discussion]Discussion

[bookmark: v5qd0oh7fbdb]	The literature illuminates how a strong organizational identity allows for a solid direction for an organization’s goals, culture, and needed actions. Paramount to understanding this area of work is the recognition that (1) identity work is a constructive process that is in constant motion, and (2) it is more than the actions taken by the organization and includes the perceptions and impressions of stakeholders. From the stories of stakeholders and the discourse or reflection that comes from these conversations, the study will be able to set a path for CAR’s caregiver identity. The frameworks used for this project design arise from a need to identify what is meant by “organizational identity,” who is involved in the construction of that identity, and how can we go about actually constructing that identity. 

Conceptual Framework

The research and recommendations in this project will first be guided and informed by Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) framework on organizational identity dynamics. Meisiek and Hatch (2008) adapted the original graphic to emphasize the interconnected role of internal organizational stakeholders and external stakeholders in creating an organizational identity. As described by Meisiek and Hatch (2008), organizational identity is “produced in a continuous [shift] between feedback about what the organization is like, provided by its external stakeholders; and internal dialogue about who we are, conducted in the context of organizational culture” (p. 418). The framework will facilitate an in-depth review on what overarching trends occur within internal reflections and how that data connects to external impressions. An attempt to better understand CHILDREN AT RISK’s organizational identity gives way to what Ashforth and Mael (1989) argued is an organization’s ability to identify group values and norms, which leads to aligned attitudes and behaviors (p. 26). 
[image: ]
Figure 1: A model of organizational identity dynamics. Based on Hatch and Schultz (2002), adapted by Meisiek and Hatch (2008)

Hatch and Schultz (2002) argued that this perspective of identity being a social construct from within and outside of oneself is a less-taken approach to understanding organizational identity. Their framework for understanding organizational identity “diagram[s] the interrelated processes by which internal and external organizational self-definitions construct organizational identity” (Hatch & Schultz, 2002, p. 998).  Hatch and Meisiek (2008) used the work of Beuy’s concept of the social sculpture to comment on the related experiences of an artist and organizations. They describe how an artist's work is frequently in a state of its audience mirroring or looking inward to how their art relates to them self, while the artist is concurrently reflecting on their own interpretation and the interpretations of others (p. 414). Thus, organizational identity as defined by this study highlights the iterative and collaborative nature of an organization’s developed identity.

	The second construct used to carry out this research is Bakhtin’s (1981) metalinguistic theory on discourse. Bakhtin’s theory compliments the work of Hatch and Meisiek’s (2008) organizational identity dynamics by way of leading the study towards a qualitative approach that uses the discourse of internal and external stakeholders to determine the organizational identity in supporting caregivers. As the interviews, focus groups, and historical documents are used to determine the organizational identity, discourse will be used to make sense of CHILDREN AT RISK’s work. Discourse plays a central role in this study because it is through the shared experiences of the internal and external stakeholders that the identity of the organization can be better understood. Through these conversations and questioning, those who make-up the collective identity can better connect how their day-to-day work and interactions have intentionally and unintentionally shaped CAR’s work for caregivers. 

	The study will use these frameworks in combination with Albert and Whetten’s (1985) components of identity: determining what is central, distinctive, and enduring. These features give focus to a concept that can be largely interpretive and unfocused. While stakeholders may not be able to directly answer these components, patterns will emerge that the study can use to know the strengths and gaps within the identity work.  Lin (2004) assists with understanding these concepts in Figure 2. 

	Figure 2: Understanding the terms: Central, Distinctive, and Enduring

	Central
	· Knowing the parts of the organization or work that are at the core of how and what they do

	Distinctive 
	· Determining what sets the organization a part from others. What are they bringing to the table?

	Enduring
	· Identifying what parts have withstood organizational change and how that connects to the organization’s identity



	These complementary theoretical lenses and definitions provide us with a path to assist the organization in being able to capture and communicate their identity as an organization. Hatch and Schultz’s identity (2002) theory, coupled with Meisiek’s (2008) metalinguistic theory, give way to creating a mixed-methods case study in which the organizational identity of CHILDREN AT RISK can be explored through the discourse of internal and external stakeholders.  In doing so, CHILDREN AT RISK is afforded the opportunity to (1) support internal staff in having a clearer direction of who they are as an organization, and (2) use this information to better communicate to stakeholders on how their work can assist the partner organization’s work in supporting caregivers. 

[image: ]
[bookmark: ty3qiufm0la5]Questions

Based on Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) theoretical framework on how to construct organizational identity, this capstone project is targeted at gathering data on internal and external insights regarding CHILDREN AT RISK’s identity as it relates to their work with caregivers. The purpose of the research is to provide staff members with a deeper understanding of how to respond to the question: “How does CHILDREN AT RISK support caregivers?” 

Additionally, Bakhtin’s (1981) metalinguistic theory on discourse frames why a multi-method qualitative approach is being integrated. The dialogue that arises from interviews and focus groups will aid the study in constructing the defining themes in CHILDREN AT RISK’s identity as an organization that works with and for caregivers. 

The capstone project will thus focus on three questions:

1. What reflections and expressions do internal stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?
2. What impressions do external stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?
3. [bookmark: j2jfg66nsazs]To what extent do the external impressions and internal expressions align?




Data Collection and Analysis

[bookmark: r6h0cy2i5tod]Overview

Crowe et. al (2011) described the purpose of a case study as “a research approach that is used to generate an in-depth, multi-faceted understanding of a complex issue in its real-life context.” This study will take a case study approach and utilize three types of qualitative data: document review (including org. website), semi-structured interviews, and focus groups. Babbie (2002) described qualitative data as “the nonnumerical examination and interpretation of observations, for the purpose of discovering underlying meanings and patterns of relationships. In engaging with qualitative data, which Babbie (2002) described as art as much as science, the researcher will engage in discourse regarding the reflections, impressions, and expressions of CHILDREN AT RISK’s work for caregivers. 

It was evident that the caregivers’ effort was at a crossroads in knowing who the organization was in this arena of their work. Thus, the research questions were designed to gain the internal and external perspectives. This was done through internal focus groups, semi-structured individual interviews with external stakeholders, and a review of internal artifacts related to work with caregivers. Figure 3 presents a summary of how the methods connect to the research questions. 

	Figure 3: Research Questions and Methods

	Research Question
	Concept/Variable
	Method of Data Collection

	What expressions do internal stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?

	Internal Identity, Who Are We, Use of Discourse
	Document Review
Focus Group with Staff Members (Discourse used to create overarching themes on the organization’s identity)

	What impressions do external stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?
	External Identity, Who are they, Impressions, Use of Discourse
	Semi-Structured Interviews with Partners and Funders (Discourse used to create overarching themes on the org’s identity)

	To what extent do the external impressions and internal expressions align?
	Identity through internal expression and external impression, Use of Discourse
	Document Review
Focus Group with Staff Members
Semi-Structured Interviews with Partners and Funders (Discourse used to create overarching themes on the organization’s identity)


[bookmark: bmh4huq8gpqd]Focus Group Collection and Analysis

	Litosseliti (2003) noted that “focus groups can provide insight on multiple and different views and on the dynamics of interaction within a group context, such as consensus, disagreement, and power differences among participants.” The conceptual frameworks call for a deep understanding of the internal reflections of staff (Hatch & Schultz, 2002) and the use of discourse to promote identity exploration (Bakhtin, 1981). Thus, with the intent of understanding the internal perspectives on who CHILDREN AT RISK is when it relates to work with caregivers, focus groups allowed for members of the organization to have purposeful discourse related to the subject matter. 

The three focus groups were CHILDREN AT RISK employees. The administrative contact met with the researcher and discussed the organizational structure. From there, team members were classified as (1) programming staff, (2) extended leadership, (3) or leadership. CHILDREN AT RISK comprises roughly 22 staff members in total. Of the staff members, 13 members were identified as having worked with programming or organizational strategy related to work with caregivers. Litosseliti (2003) noted that a potential limitation of focus groups can be exerting intentional or unintentional manipulation of respondents. Thus, the three focus groups were designed in a way that considered groups where members would feel comfortable to share their perspective. Figure 4 shows the groupings below. In addition to strategic grouping, norms were presented at the beginning of each focus group and can be seen in Appendix B. 

	Figure 4: Focus Group Attributes

	Attribute Coding of Focus Groups

	Focus Group
	Number of Participants
	Gender
	Years of Experience

	Programing Staff

	4
	4 Female
	<1 Year           2 Years
3 Years            7 Years

	Extended Leadership

	4
	3 Female
1 Male
	1 Year              3 Years
1 Year              6 Years

	Leadership

	5
	3 Female
2 Male
	<1 Year            3 Years
15 Years          3 Years
1 Year              3 Years



Upon identifying staff members who could provide insight on the topic, the researcher sent an email request that included a virtual invitation to the focus group (due to COVID-19 all CHILDREN AT RISK employees worked remotely), interview questions, and the voluntary nature of the study. The researcher requested that the focus group be recorded and all participants agreed to participate once being re-read the project description and requirements (see Appendix A). Within the focus groups, a semi-structured interview protocol was used (see Appendix A). Variations in the questionnaire occurred based on member participation and responses. 

Using Saldaña’s coding manual (2021), a combination of grounded theory coding and eclectic coding were taken when analyzing the discussions within focus groups. Saldaña described grounded theory as an approach to coding, categorizing, and potentially theming qualitative data in a systematic way, whereas eclectic coding has some flexibility within the combination of coding systems being used. Below is a description of each method used. Within each method, transcripts, field notes, and memos were used throughout the coding process.

	Figure 5: Focus Group Analysis

	Focus Group Analysis Methods Described
Saldaña (2021) 

	Grounded Coding
	Eclectic Coding

	· Initial Coding Method: open-ended approach that acts as a starting point for identifying trends
· Conceptualizing: after open-ended coding, the approach works to group the codes in to specific categories
· Theming Method: this method is then used to create a thematic statement regarding the different categories presented
	· Values Coding Method: the research asserts values that are being placed on participant statements (i.e., respect, loyalty, innovation, etc.). These are then categorized and grouped.
· Magnitude Coding Method: the researcher created a system for determining the participant’s perception of a situation (i.e., strong/weak, positive/negative, indifferent, etc.)



Through this format, the researcher was able to extract key themes related to team members’ views on the history and direction of the work, shared understanding of how their work contributes to CHILDREN AT RISK’s identity, and areas of opportunity as the organization moves forward with their caregiver agenda. 

[bookmark: 8hw5lfnehtd3]Document Review Collection and Analysis

	As a secondary source to the internal focus groups, published external organizational material was reviewed. These artifacts were limited to the sources that were suggested by the CAR staff. The documents included resources created by CHILDREN AT RISK for caregivers (human trafficking near schools, meal distribution sites, parenting infographics, etc.), a research journal published by CHILDREN AT RISK, and hosted events and program information. A complete list with the target audiences is seen below in Figure 6. 

	Figure 6: Documents Reviewed

	Document Reviewed
	Description of Document

	https://childrenatrisk.org
	· This is the home platform for CAR.

	https://childrenatrisk.org/pag18-19/
	· A report that CAR put together for parent use on a range of topics.

	https://childrenatrisk.org/blog/
	· An ongoing communication means for CAR that addresses relevant information related to their issue areas.

	https://childrenatrisk.org/research/academic-journals/
	· A research-based publication that CAR uses to inform stakeholders on relevant needs or actions. 

	https://texasschoolguide.org/
	· CAR created an evaluation system of Texas schools for the use of parents and stakeholders. 

	https://smartparents.org/
	· This serves as a platform for families and stakeholders to stay informed on what is available or important to know during COVID-19. 



[bookmark: as54rcp6kh9l][image: ]	Data was coded using a values method. When reviewing each document, the researcher pulled from prominent codes generated from the internal reflections and noted where these were seen in their organization’s expressions. Upon doing so, categories and themes were created to determine relative alignment to what the focus groups reflected upon. This ties back to Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) work in that to understand an organizational identity, the organization must consider what is intentionally expressed and interpreted. 




Interview Collection and Analysis

	To gain insight into external stakeholders’ impression of CHILDREN AT RISK’s work for caregivers, interviews were conducted using an interview protocol (see Appendix A).  Patton (2002) suggested that interviews are an opportunity to gain the perspective of another individual that cannot just be seen from the outside or actions taken. To protect the individual relationship of each partner, the researcher decided that focus groups provided too much uncertainty that could jeopardize the participants’ responses and relationship with the focus organization. 

The table below summarizes the eight interview participants. The administrative contact met with the researcher to identify 26 relevant partner organizations. From there, invitations were sent to the contact of each organization and eight members responded after three attempts. Because of the easily identifiable nature of the external stakeholders, listed is a pseudonym, their primary location of service, and the type of organization. Location was important to note because CHILDREN AT RISK’s flagship office is located in the Houston area, and when meeting with the focus groups, it was evident that there was some concern that Houston partnerships may have a different perspective than that of other locations. There is also variety in the organizations who act as a direct server to caregivers, donors, and policy makers. These three types of external stakeholders shape the nature and direction or the organization’s work. 

	Figure 7: Interview Attributes

	Partner Org
	Location
	Type of Org
	Years

	Partner Organization A
	Houston
	Founder/Direct Server
	>10 years

	Partner Organization B
	DFW
	Donor
	6 years

	Partner Organization C
	El Paso
	Board
	3 years

	Partner Organization D
	Austin
	Direct Server
	2 years

	Partner Organization E
	Houston
	Direct Server
	>10 years

	Partner Organization F
	DFW
	Direct Server
	Unsure

	Partner Organization G
	DFW/State
	Policy
	>10 years

	Partner Organization H
	Austin/State
	Policy
	>10 years



Upon agreeing to participate in an interview, a virtual invitation was sent (due to COVID-19, in-person interviews were not conducted), including interview questions and a re-emphasis of the voluntary nature of the project. Seven of the participants allowed for video recording of the interview. One asked to participate via phone, so field notes were the only source of review. The interviews lasted roughly 20-35 minutes. The question guide was adapted based on the organization’s partnership with CHILDREN AT RISK. For instance, some organizations lacked a significant amount of history or time with CAR, so they were not asked how their relationship had changed over time. Additionally, some organizations struggled to connect their work directly to CAR’s work with caregivers, so they were questioned on what they had seen CAR do outside of just their own organization’s initiatives. Similar to the focus groups, a grounded theory and eclectic method was used for data analysis.

[bookmark: k7l6g9qqaf04]Data Analysis and Coding Process

With the exception of one interview, all focus groups and interviews were video recorded. During the interactions, field notes were used to highlight important points to refer back to and to track where the questioning led or would lead to. After each focus group and interview, a memo was written to outline important quotes, notable remarks, and wonderings. All recordings were fully transcribed to assist with data analysis and coding. 

A grounded theory method was used and is described by Babbie (2003) as an inductive approach where theories or themes are generated from the observations or experiences. Because of the subjective nature of qualitative data analysis, it was important to get a variety of perspectives when considering participants and a variety of sources when considering data sources. The focus groups were used as the primary source for Question 1 and the document review served as a supplementary source that confirmed or expanded the analysis. Interview analysis was the final piece that was initially analyzed on its own and then connected to the other data sources to best understand Question 3. 

In referring back to the Albert and Whetten’s (1985) (see Figure 2) OI literature, it was important that the analysis determined what themes were central, distinctive, and enduring. By triangulating these three data sources, Question 3 will highlight the revealed themes, and recommendations will support how the organization can best process and use the findings. 

[bookmark: bmo7emf4to7h]Findings

[bookmark: n2bxn7wtet4p]Project Question 1

The focus groups were used as a primary data source and the document review was a secondary tool for answering Question 1. Three findings related to research Question 1 were identified:

	RQ 1: What reflections and expressions do internal stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?



Finding 1a: Internal stakeholders can articulate values that are central to the organization’s work with caregivers. 

	How Does CHILDREN AT RISK Impact Caregivers?

“I really thought of a support system and ally, but in the sense that like the phrase ‘Teach a person to fish came to mind,’ like we don’t do it for them, but will give you the tools or resources you need.”

“[CAR] gets rid of existing gaps that get in the way of parents being informed and accessing resources.”



	The focus group analysis revealed that internal staff can consistently center their reflections around similar ideas related to CAR’s work with parents. When asked the question “how does the work of CAR impact caregivers,” or a final reflection was provided upon the group sharing their examples, there were components that were central to what the organization aims to accomplish. Appendix C shows qualitative NVivo coding where the exact words of participants from the three focus groups were used to understand the participants’ final reflections on parenting work within the organization. Upon doing so, the occurrence of these words was coded (the Wordle acts as a visual representation of words that most frequently occurred in the focus groups and are sized based on frequency). Words such as “resource,” “informs,” “advocates,” “connects,” and “empowering,” were used across all three focus groups. Listing the ideals presented was the easiest means for participants to engage with the conversation on parent work, but the latter findings present some disconnect with how these ideals are manifested in the organization’s vision or strategic planning. This finding connects to Ashforth and Mael’s (1989) review of the literature in demonstrating that the work of understanding group identification is largely tied to individual’s perception, rather than outwardly stated goals. In summary, the participants were able to identify these central ideals, but struggled to connect these ideals to their daily work and future planning. As a result, the recommendations will consider how the organization can use the values to better relate to CAR’s vision.

[image: ]
Figure 8: Wordle displaying common words used by focus group participants to describe CAR’s work with parents. Size relates to word frequency when asked to complete the thinking stem: “CHILDREN AT RISK _________ for parents.”

	The document review then considered whether or not the focus group reflections were representative of the expressed priorities of the organization. Using the six documents, Appendix F displays codes and evidence that emerged from the analysis. What was expressed by the organization regarding work with parents was tightly aligned to the internal staff’s reflections. This finding suggests that the organization’s expressed intention and reflections align, but left to be considered is why members of the organizations feel a sense of hesitation in a unified understanding of CARs parent work. Boyce’s (1995) case study of a non-profit’s identification of stories central to their work and the differing perspectives on the same story is a means to connecting how CARs parent work can elevate by engaging in discourse that makes sense of their efforts. The literature suggests that doing so will allow for members of an organization to have direction as to why and how they engage with the organization’s actions. 

	From CAR Documents Related to Parent Work

“We’ve brought together advocates and leaders from throughout Texas to participate in two distinct collaboratives to advocate for Texas’ most vulnerable children: The Coronavirus Children’s Resiliency Collaborative, and the Texas Family Leadership Council.”

“The Texas Family Leadership Council (TXFLC) is a coalition of child-focused organizations, community leaders, and influencers from across the state. Together, we work to ensure Texas policies that support families are effective and equitable for our most vulnerable children. Interested in joining or learning more about the coalition? Sign up to receive more information and regular updates below.”

“Produced by CHILDREN AT RISK in partnership with the Rainwater Charitable Foundation, TexasSchoolGuide.org provides parents with the information they need to navigate today’s complex public education system.”




Finding 1b: Internal stakeholders can give examples of distinguishing characteristics related to their organization’s work with caregivers.

When probed on identifying the actions or examples that have an effect on how the staff member perceived their identity as an organization, participants had an array of examples. It was noted frequently that because the work of parents is not a separate department or entity, some participants were initially conflicted on knowing what counted as “parent work.” As members became more comfortable with the interviewer and with hearing the examples of other colleagues, members were able to identify work that either had a direct impact on parents or on an organization that directly serves parents. These examples ranged from connecting direct service organizations to resources that could assist their parents with community health or food services, advocating at the policy level on parent specific needs related to school, and research initiatives led by the organization itself. It was interesting to note that the programming staff had more specific direct service examples for parents, such as going out to community events and sharing information, while the other two focus groups attempted to show the broad range of work. There were times when the members would note that “they are not a direct service provider,” but that they will sometimes do so depending on the funder’s priorities. 

In trying to understand the organization’s identity as it relates to parents, there were components to the focus groups that made CAR distinctive or apart from other organizations. Using a two-part coding process, the study was able to take analysis from a grounded theory approach (see Appendix E) to identify central values or themes based on the anecdotes and examples given by the focus group participants. 


	Values Analysis by Code
Second step to the Grounded Theory coding (see Appendix E).

	Code
	Category
	Theme

	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	Cross-Organizational Collaboration
· Collaborating
· Partnering

Evidence-Based Decision Making
· Policy
· Evaluating
· Research-Based
· Informing

Comprehensive Approach to Supporting Families
· Holistic Approach
· Empowering
· Connecting

Action-Based
· State-Wide View
· Advocating

*target audience presented a toggling of speaking to parents and/or organizations 
	· CAR is an organization that serves parents by way of fostering cross-organizational collaboration. In doing so, they bridge the gap between what we know is a problem or need and working to support the intended impact.

· CAR grounds their work in evidence and as a result, is seen as an expert in knowing what actions or groups are needed at the table to make a positive change for children and their families.

· CAR takes a holistic approach to supporting caregivers by way of empowering them and the stakeholders that support them with the needed information in a variety of issue areas.

· CAR does not promote direct-service events or resources to parents, but does work to make their information base accessible to parents. This supports the other organizations in providing relevant and approachable information.



Finding 1c: There is some disconnect in knowing what’s enduring or constant over time, as it relates to caregivers. 

Although Findings 1a and 1b present a strong foundation for CAR’s organizational identity, using Albert & Whetten’s (1985) final consideration of organization identity “what is enduring,” the analysis revealed some dissonance within the focus groups. Throughout the focus groups, the interviewer continued to reflect on an underlying feeling of participants being unsettled or unsure of the organization’s vision or path for what they offer in the parenting arena. There were clear markers in other prioritized areas such as human trafficking, education, and health and nutrition. Because parenting continues to be immersed in all of the focus areas, participants at all levels of the organization seemed unclear on the direction, or unsettled by being unable to capture the work over time. One example of this was the internal dialogue that occurred over CAR being an organization that serves parents directly with information or teaching, and if this would interfere with maintaining their place as a research, advocacy, and policy organization. Gioia’s et. al (2000) challenge of “enduring” components of collective identity offers insight in to what he calls is an organization’s need for adaptable instability. Meaning, when understanding organizational identity, strong organizations can use the instability or change to still shape who they are as an organization. For instance, within some of the documents, there seemed to be a toggle between directly addressing parents and addressing the organizations that directly serve parents; while this makes CAR more encompassing, it appears to have contributed to staff feeling unsettled by the direction of their work. In contrast, CAR can use this multilevel approach to positively shape their organization’s identity as one that can shape their parent work in to different arenas. 

[image: ]
Figure 9:  An example of how CAR speaks directly to parents and organizations within the same platform.

	Thus, while members could speak to examples and ideas related to parent work, they struggled to name or commit to who CAR is when it comes to work for parents. A qualitative analysis using magnitude coding assisted with capturing the participants’ ability to communicate CAR’s parent identity. Brown’s (2006) work on collective identities speaks to the “fragmented” nature of this field of work given that many stakeholders’ perceptions and experiences play in to the construction of an ever changing understanding. 


	Figure 10: Magnitude Coding of Focus Groups
Extended Table seen in Appendix D.

	
	Programing Focus Group
	Extended Leadership Focus Group
	Leadership Focus Groups
	Total Percentage 
N (37)

	Strong Ability to Communicate CAR’s Parent Identity
	6
	10
	8
	64.87%

	Limited Ability to Communicate CAR’s Parent Identity
	3
	3
	7
	35.14%

	No Ability to Communicate CAR’s Parent Identity
	0
	0
	0
	0%



	Evidence Supporting Limited Ability to Communicate CARs Parent Identity

Programming Staff: “Sometimes we keep thinking about a specific grant or a specific project, but I think one of the things we've struggled with is trying to explain that through all of this other work we’ve helped caregivers as well.”

Extended Leadership: “What has been consistent- reworking on how are we framing it- it would be great if we finalize, but a lot of doubt- is it part of centers, individual, separate, or not.”

Extended Leadership: “Yes- different approaches along the way- there is an internal desire that we want to work on parents, but we haven’t figured out the best way- too much work without funding. Ongoing conversation on what the best way is- the parenting work is key, but the difficulty is in knowing our approach.”

Senior Leadership: “I think kind of what we lack is a strong vision or strategy. Or maybe we do and [we] are just having a hard time getting it out there.”



When asking members why they felt uneasy in capturing CAR’s parent work, two themes arose. One theme, largely at the level of programming, is that they felt that parenting initiatives are often more funding-driven than vision-driven. For instance, some funders may want CAR to take on a certain outreach project that directly speaks to parents and CAR has pursued the opportunity, but this creates some level of disconnect where certain staff members did not want to be seen as a group who directly serves parents. The other theme that arose was the structure of the parent work being an area of concern. While there is no doubt that parenting work feeds into all issue areas, because there is not a parenting “department” or “person,” they perceived that the organization fails to stop and reflect on how their work is actually having an impact in the parenting sector. They noted that there was a time within the organization where there was a clear focus on parent education or there was a member of the staff who arranged for parenting work, but since the discontinuation of both of these layers, there seems to be a lack of direction on what to do next. Gooding (2012) describe this problem as mission drift, with non-profits being particularly susceptible to missing or losing a sense of direction because their intent is to have the greatest impact on their identified cause. 

In summarizing findings related to Question 1, there are elements of CAR’s efforts that are clearly central and distinctive. Where there is opportunity in strengthening their identity is knowing what is enduring: What binds their individual layers of work together? Below is a visual representation of themes, ideals, and questions surrounding the focus group analysis. The recommendations will consider how CAR can build connections across their work and center their individualized efforts towards a firm understanding of their organization purpose. 



Figure 11: Visual Representation of Internal Focus Group Reflections.
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[bookmark: siaevs9th11q]Project Question 2

Interviews served as the data source for the findings related to research Question 2. 

	RQ2: What impressions do external stakeholders have of the work that CHILDREN AT RISK provides to caregivers?



Finding 2a: External stakeholders have a clear impression on what is central to CHILDREN AT RISK’s work for caregivers, as it relates to their specific area of work.

The interviewees selected to participate in the interviews have an established relationship with CAR and have partnered with them in a variety of ways. While some of their efforts may not have been directly linked to parenting work, the organizations were identified as being able to speak to some aspects of CAR’s work with parents. Hatch and Meisiek’s (2008) comparison of organizational identity to the creation of art speaks to the necessary consideration of how the audience or external stakeholders interpret the art or organization. 

Within all interviews, the participants spoke highly of CAR’s reputation as an organization that makes research-based decisions on policy and advocacy that matters to children and their families. Similar to the focus groups, when asked directly about work with parents, some organizations struggled to make a direct connection to their partnership with CAR. Participants were inclined to note the work as it relates to children, but upon clarifying what parenting work could entail, all participants were able to give their impressions and examples of CAR’s parenting work. Some noted how their organization sought CAR out to create a database for knowing more about a school within their area, and how that selection was largely because of CAR’s statewide connections. Another organization noted how CAR connected them with other organizations who provided a direct service for parents and their children. It was of interest to note that the external stakeholders had a one-track view on what CAR does—meaning, their reflections were limited to the interactions that they had with the organization. They were unsure of what CAR could offer or what their platform was related to parent work, but could pinpoint descriptive words that categorized CAR’s efforts.

Below is a visual representation of how interviewees most frequently described CAR’s work for caregivers. Of note is that across multiple interviewees from areas other than Houston, they perceived that the level of involvement or work was greater in Houston than in other places, potentially because of greater access or organizational affinity for the city. Dutton and Dukerich’s (1991) case study of an organization’s work with homelessness in an urban setting reported a similar finding in that the individuals within and outside the organization impacted what opportunities were actually capitalized upon. Brown (2006) adds to this conversation in that it is a combination of these individual narratives that shape the collective identity of one organization. Thus, there is room for improvement in being able to showcase CAR’s multi-faceted approach to parenting work and bring the individual interpretations in to a space where collective understanding can began.








Figure 12: Visual Representation of External Stakeholder’s Descriptive Words. Appendix H shows the in-depth NVivo Coding.
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Finding 2b: External stakeholders have some impressions that are uncertain related to what is distinctive and enduring related to CHILDREN AT RISK’s work with caregivers. 

Where focus groups were able to identify what was central to their work and distinctive, external stakeholders struggled with knowing what defined CAR, and similar to internal stakeholders, naming what was enduring. It is not unexpected that the organizations would have less of a connection to CAR’s overall work because their scope of knowledge is limited to their interaction with the organization. As seen in the magnitude coding, over 50% of interviews expressed sentiments that were either limited or had no understanding as it relates to parent work. Those who expressed a strong understanding of CAR’s work with parents noted that they are an organization that connects other organizations to the right resources or gives voice to areas of need for parents. Those who had limited to no understanding made comments related to the organization fumbling to know their place in this arena. Elfving and Howard (2018) engaged in a similar qualitative analysis of an organization and found that when a weak understanding of an organization is seen, there is a layer of distrust or skepticism that makes it challenging for members to engage with what the organization is offering.

	Magnitude Coding of Interviews
Appendix G shows the full chart

	
	Donor
	Founder/Board
	Policy
	Direct Service Org.
	Total Percentage 
N (18)

	Strong Understanding of CAR’s work with Parents
	3
	0
	2
	2
	38.89%

	Limited Understanding of CAR’s work with parents
	5
	1
	0
	3
	50%

	No Understanding of CAR’s work with parents
	0
	0
	0
	2
	11.11%




	Evidence Supporting Limited to No Ability to Communicate CARs Parent Identity

Donor: “It feels like CHILDREN AT RISK is struggling to find the right space for themselves in the direct service. It is struggling to identify how advocacy works, how does this big system work translate to more targeted community targets.”

Direct Service: “I couldn't tell you to save my life. I mean if you can name some of the [tools/resources] maybe I can remember but I don't remember anything with parents.”


[bookmark: k5t57d2wc673]
Project Question 3

Question 3 aims to synthesize the findings from Questions 1 and 2. Rather than new data being presented, a comparison of the analyses will be used to determine the opportunities for CAR’s identity work.

	RQ3: To what extent do the external impressions and internal expressions align?



Finding 3a: CHILDREN AT RISK is consistent among internal and external stakeholders on what is central to their work related to work with caregivers.

	The internal and external data sources present consistent findings on central aspects of CAR’s work. As a research, policy, and advocacy group, stakeholders note that CAR has supported parenting work in multiple ways. Internal and external perspectives perceive the organization as being an ally and connector for parent-specific organizations and at times, parents themselves. They recognize the research and holistic perspective that CAR provides and see the organization as trusted. While the parenting work itself is less defined or clear, they associate the broad efforts of serving children as a means to supporting parents. 

Finding 3b: In better understanding CHILDREN AT RISK’s work with caregivers, there is an opportunity in knowing what is distinctive and enduring.

	Whetten (2006) parallels the “identity crisis” of a solider returning from war in that often times, these heroes have little to no understanding of who they are in comparison to who they once were, with at times leading them to uncompressible or destructive actions. He compares this to an organization with an unconstructed identity where the misguidance contributes to misunderstood decisions and next-steps. Thus, across the data sources there is opportunity to better frame and clarify what is distinctive and enduring in the caregiver sector of CAR’s work. Participants were able to make note of isolated examples that represent the organization’s caregiver identity, but struggled to see the overall scope or direction of the work. Focus groups were able to find examples that make their organization distinct, such as the research and connections held across the state, but were concerned with knowing what the organization wanted from their parenting work. The majority of interviewees could not speak to what CAR does with parents, thus leaving participants unsure on how they could benefit from their services. It was evident that there were moments when the organization’s parenting initiatives were clear, but those efforts have not endured. While the conversation surrounding CAR’s organizational identity related to parent work is in its very nature “in-motion,” as Gioia (2000) would describe, there is a perception of stagnation or lack of direction that is deriving from not fully understanding who they are and aim to be in this arena of work. 

Thus, in seeking to understand CAR’s organizational identity as it relates to parents, the findings assist the study in making relevant recommendations. It is imperative that CAR has actionable takeaways from the study to better inform their internal strategy and the platform they can use to market their work to other organizations and funders. As noted in the literature review, organizational identity is less an outright construction, but an organization’s prioritization of making sense of their actions to affirm or shift future actions towards the overall vision of who they aim to be. 
[bookmark: sh4fz7bgldd][bookmark: Recommendations]
Recommendations/Intervention
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The recommendations revolve around CHILDREN AT RISK’s potential next steps related to purposeful crafting and maintenance of their identity as related to child caregivers. 

Immediate Recommendations (0-3 months)

Leadership at CAR can use this caregiver study as a starting point to reflect on staff’s perceptions of the work. Because CARs parent work feeds in to other subsets, it is crucial that support of the interventions spans across all areas and positional levels. In going back to the literature, Bolman and Deal (2003) give leaders a framework for understanding the structural implications needed to meet organizational goals and objectives. An area of opportunity within the findings was members of CAR knowing what was enduring or what bound their individual efforts given the nature of supporting parents.

First, it is recommended that CAR create an organizational list or map that defines who needs to participate in a study debrief. Because parent work encompasses all issue areas, there should be a firm determination of who can most readily speak to endeavors related to caregivers. Then, leadership should consider which charts or graphs are best to reflect on as a team (consider the focus group visual, Wordle display, Appendix tables, etc.). Bakhtin’s  (1981) metalinguistic theory on dialogism informs this recommendation in that the collective identity is constructed through member’s shared understanding. Upon determining who needs to participate, allow for staff to attend collaborative meetings where they focus on questions, such as:

· What parts of this study resonate with your perception of our caregiver work?

· What aspects of this report surprise you or are of most concern?

· What does this tell you about our next steps as an organization?
	
Upon completion of these reflection sessions, CAR should create a coalition of staff members who can continue this initiative forward. It was evident throughout the findings that some staff members sensed a lack of direction or understanding of the parenting work. Thus, a mixed-department group is a means to recognize that this work permeates all aspects of the organization, but that efforts are needed to make sense of the organization’s enduring identity, regardless of the project or subject matter. This recommendation is rooted in responding to the concern that there is a lack of understanding on how caregiver work is connected across the organization. This opportunity contributes to members being limited in determining how their work is enduring or connected over time. 

Short-Term Recommendations (3-6 months)

After creating a caregiver coalition, CAR leadership may move in two directions: leadership-established goals for the group, or priority actions identified by the coalition. Creating some type of vision concerning this group’s work is necessary because it models an attempt by the organization to put some defining parameters around this body of work. Based on the findings revealing some divergence on how the parenting work should be carried out, it is essential that members actively engage in actions that shape their organization’s identity. Voss’ et. al (2006) study of 113 nonprofits revealed that an internal misalignment can contribute to lower performance and suggests that coming to some level of consensus on who an organization is acts as the foundation by which further strategic planning can occur. Hearing the staff’s perspective on next steps is of importance, but some ideas to consider are:

· Create agreed upon value statements. The study presents some themes that arose and can be used as a starting point, but refinements or additions may be needed. Specifically, defining how these values can come into play in the daily work will allow for a deeper sense of what distinguishes CAR’s approach to parent work. Particular values to emphasize are how CAR values being responsive to the community and partner organizations’ needs surrounding advocacy, resources, and information. A shift in narrative is needed related to responsiveness because the findings suggest that some members saw this as directionless, rather than intentional. 

· Determine how CAR’s caregiver “story” or “history” will be communicated internally, immediately and over time. The findings show that members can give examples of this area of work, but are hesitant. Thus, creating a platform where staff can share their experiences will create an evolving history of what CAR is doing for caregivers. Consider using the staff examples that are quoted in the study as a starting point. The coalition can then routinely synthesize these experiences to directly connect to the agreed-upon value statements. Boyce (1995) calls this type of work “collective centering” where the organization uses stories to make sense of an organization’s actions and next step. This recommendation will assist staff members who are charged with being able to speak to how CAR can contribute to the partner organizations’ own values and goals. This will prove beneficial because the focus groups revealed an initial hesitation with being able to note examples of this work, but upon hearing the work of others, were able to more readily speak to the relevant examples. 

· Propose what this means for work with external stakeholders. CAR will remain an organization that exists FOR CHILDREN, but helping partner organizations see what CAR can offer in this arena matters for two reasons: (1) knowing what CAR can offer may allow for more project opportunities, and (2) knowing what CAR can offer may help refine the scope of what projects staff members see as being in line with the organization’s values. For instance, external stakeholders stated that CAR is in a good position to connect organizations with each other, and being able to call upon those examples as staff members makes for a stronger presentation. Engaging in this action step aligns to CARs intent to be an organization that connects and convenes with other organizations. 

	As previously stated, these are only examples of the type of work that the coalition can engage with, but are examples that can directly respond to stakeholder’s needs of better knowing how the parenting work connects across the CAR issue areas. Regardless of what action steps are identified, of equal importance is how CAR chooses to communicate the plan to the staff. This will support staff seeing that the organization is moving towards defining what role CAR should take with parenting. Additionally, CAR should consider how it will support relevant staff in being able to message this work towards partner organizations. It was evident that many stakeholders trust the overall work of the organization, but when lasering into parenting, they were less aware of what the organization had to offer. Whether it be through debriefing a project with a partner organization by way of sensemaking how CAR was able to assist or mass communication surrounding the efforts, the organization must create some type of messaging around their contributions. 

Long Term/Ongoing Recommendations 

	Two ongoing recommendations surrounding the findings focus on the continuous work needed to shape CAR’s parent identity. The overall impressions and expressions reveal that work is being done in this arena, but the primary area of concern is connecting how the issue areas create an overall identity for the organization. The short term recommendations offer a framework for areas to consistently consider. It would be a long term recommendation to calendarize when these pieces would be reevaluated and communicated to all staff. Additionally, connecting with external stakeholders  at relevant points in the year on how CAR has supported work within this arena would allow for CAR to see any strengths or strategy opportunities. CAR can use this information to guide next steps in the parenting arena. Liedtka’s (2018) framework on design thinking notes that if organizations wish to engage in innovative practices, one of the three areas to consider is employee buy-in because if they can embrace the instability, then they are more likely to be open to presenting and trying new paths for success.  

	Although CAR suggested that changing the work was not a focus, a long term consideration or coalition effort may be to do an informal audit of the types and locations of projects related to parenting. Two specific areas of concern arose when talking to focus groups and interviews. The first concern was the conflicting information on whether or not CAR is comfortable in the direct service arena; some members took a hard stance on not stepping into this work, while some noted that CAR is already doing this and were unsure if the organization wanted to expand this work. Additionally, some interviews noted that, from the outside, it looks like CAR is trying to step into direct services, but is not always sure of how to do so. Knowing what types of examples that staff are calling upon will assist leadership in seeing the disconnect between the two opposing sentiments. An added layer to this audit would be noting the location of these services. There was some conversation in interviews that mentioned a perception of Houston having greater access to CAR services. An audit of projects or initiatives, with location, will support CAR in seeing this either as a reality or a false perception that needs to be corrected through targeted communication efforts. 

The majority of these recommendations focus on much of this study’s framework: using dialogue from stakeholders to construct a shared identity. The practices used to initiate and analyze the narratives presented by different stakeholders can be routinely used to continue shaping this work over time. What is of greatest importance is putting the pieces together where staff and partners can see that CAR is placing an emphasis on the work, in their own distinct way. The identity conversations will lead in to a synthesis of perspectives, which ultimately can act as a tool for CAR to use when evaluating their effectiveness in engaging with parent work. To assess engagement and progress, CAR can utilize a survey, such as a Likert-scaled questionnaire, to give stakeholders an opportunity to determine their comfort with knowing CAR’s work for caregivers. 

[bookmark: xfyp0gz9o5dz]Limitations

There are a number of limitations within the study. As with any qualitative analysis, there is recognized and unrecognized bias that impacts the analysis. With having one researcher on the project, there is an additional layer of being unable to verify that the themes that arise are being seen across more than one interpretation. As Babbie (2003) noted, analysis of qualitative data is part art, and as with any art, there is interpretation and emphasis from the perspective of the viewer. 

In addition to researcher bias, the judgmental participant approach leaves room for unrepresentative perspectives. With the administrative representative from the organization, all of the documents, interviewees, and focus group participants were recommended per the representative’s discretion. Although this staff member has an abundance of experience in being able to point the researcher towards perspectives who can further the caregiver conversation, it left room for possible team members or organizations to be excluded. In addition, the documents presented are surely not all of the relevant materials that can support in the construction of CHILDREN AT RISK’s identity with caregiver work. 

Littoseletti (2003) commented that words such as generalizable or representative are often contested in qualitative analysis, but the data gained is indicative of the phenomenon being studied. While the above limitations are acknowledged, the researcher is closely engaged with the organization to ensure that the data gathered contribute to relevant findings and recommendations to support such important work. The researcher remained focused on the three research questions and systematically considered what data could be made available to support the organization with moving forward. 
[bookmark: tb9f3ghi4aat]
Discussion/Conclusion

Organizational identity is a construct that when left unconsidered, can devolve into a lackluster version of what the organization set out to do, but when managed and cared for, can foster direction and purpose. The reflection required of an organization to make sense of their identity is often undercut with more “doing.” As organizations become more complex or inundated with work, they jeopardize being able to articulate what defines them as a collective group. As Gooding (2012) noted, nonprofits in particular can run in to “mission creep,” and as a result, can become aimless in their pursuit to stay relevant.

The qualitative analysis presented in this study is something that organizations alike can engage with if they are struggling to answer the question: Who are we? The internal dialogue resulted in staff being able to make connections to central components of their work, regardless of the department, and areas where they as individuals may have had questions, but were not given a formalized platform to ask. As a result, the organization is left with actionable information that, if used, can provide conducive parameters around a complex area of this organization’s priorities. Rather than working to change the identity of their work surrounding caregivers, the study aimed to support them in making sense of the ever-changing and responsive nature of their work. It is important to note that when studying identity, in any form of the sense, the constructivist approach recognizes that the work is never finished, but in a constant state of action and reflection. Bakhtin (1981) guided the study in using dialogue as a tool to push members within and out of the organization to consider what CARs actions really say about them as an organization.

Central to this study was Hatch and Schultz’s (2002) argument that organizations should consider not only looking within the organization, but to external stakeholders who play a role in their purpose. While the sentiments in the interviews may have lacked robustness in comparison to staff reflections, their candor allowed for a connection to be seen between what staff was feeling and what external stakeholders were perceiving. Specifically, for a group that is largely focused on advocacy and collaboration, knowing the impressions of those they partner with is paramount in knowing the identity that they have intentionally or inadvertently created. 

Outside of the study adding to the literature on the importance of organizational identity, the study contributes to the notion that qualitative data can act as the primary source of data. While a mixed-methods approach may have allowed for an added layer of analysis, the discourse that occurred in focus groups, interviews, and document review allowed for a well-rounded picture for this particular case study. The data sources were reviewed in multiple ways, thus revealing that how you analyze the data is of equal, if not more important than how much data. 

Finally, the capstone project offered a meaningful balance of research and practical application. Partnering with an organization who expressed a problem of practice related to their field was beneficial because a variety of coursework was used to support next steps. Areas such as improvement science, organizational structure, and data analysis assisted with providing findings and recommendations. Although COVID-19 presented some unexpected challenges, the additional challenges showed that improvement and research-based actions can continue regardless of the circumstances. 
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Appendix A

Question Instruments

The interview questions are adapted from a dissertation written by Jan Christine (2005) and Kathleen Yoshida (2004) where organizational identity was explored. Hatch and Schultz (2002), the framework being used for this capstone, was used to support the creation of these questions.

	Semi-structured Interview for Partners and Funders (Question 2&3)

	My name is Rebecca Herrera and I have partnered with CHILDREN AT RISK to complete my capstone project for my doctorate program through Vanderbilt University. Today I will be asking you a series of questions related to your impression of CHILDREN AT RISK’S work with caregivers. The goal of these questions is to gain a stronger sense of CHILDREN AT RISK’S organizational identity as it relates to their work with caregivers. 
At any time throughout this interview you are welcome to ask me to rephrase a question, skip, or end the interview. This is completely voluntary and has no relation to your interaction with CHILDREN AT RISK. This information will be used for this research project and for continuous improvements efforts for CHILDREN AT RISK.

	1. Could you briefly describe your relationship with CHILDREN AT RISK?
· Probe: For how long has this relationship existed?

	2. For the purposes of our time together, we will be focusing a lot on child caregivers within the home. Can you briefly describe who you have seen take this role for children?

	3. For the purposes of this interview, we will be focusing on you and your organization’s perception of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers. When thinking of CHILDREN RISK’s identity, think about a home and its equivalent parts. What makes up the foundation, roof, and walls of CHILDREN AT RISK? Or, what is your impression of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers?
· Probe: Can you provide an example?
· Probe: When was a time when you saw this?

	4. How does the work of CHILDREN AT RISK impact caregivers?

	5. What actions by CHILDREN AT RISK or its employees have had an effect on your impression of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers? In other words, what actions have an effect on how you perceive their identity as an organization?

	6. My definition of organizational identity is “a continuous process of narration” among internal and external stakeholders about who the organization is. How would you answer the following question: Who is CHILDREN AT RISK as it relates to working with caregivers?

	7. The amount of time that you have partnered with CHILDREN AT RISK is _____ years. Based on what you described today, has that identity stayed relatively consistent over time or have you noticed changes. Can you explain?

	8. Is there anything else you would like to comment on that you feel we haven’t covered about CHILDREN AT RISK or its identity?



	Focus Group for Staff Members (Question 1&3)

	My name is Rebecca Herrera and I have partnered with CHILDREN AT RISK to complete my capstone project for my doctorate program through Vanderbilt University. Today I will be asking you a series of questions related to your impression of CHILDREN AT RISK’S work with caregivers. The goal of these questions is to gain a stronger sense of CHILDREN AT RISK’S organizational identity as it relates to their work with caregivers. 
At any time throughout this focus group  you are welcome to ask me to rephrase a question, skip, or end your participation within the focus group. This is completely voluntary. This information will be used for this research project and for continuous improvements efforts for CHILDREN AT RISK.

	1. Could you briefly describe your role with CHILDREN AT RISK and how it connects to working with caregivers?
· Probe: For how long has this relationship existed?

	2. For the purposes of our time together, we will be focusing a lot on child caregivers within the home. Can you briefly describe who you have seen take this role for children?

	3. For the purposes of this interview, we will be focusing on your reflections of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers. When thinking of CHILDREN RISK’s identity, think about a home and its equivalent parts. What makes up the foundation, roof, and walls of CHILDREN AT RISK? Or, what is your reflection on what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers?
· Probe: Can you provide an example?
· Probe: When was a time when you saw this?

	4. How does the work of CHILDREN AT RISK impact caregivers? How does your role or responsibilities connect to that work?

	5. What actions by CHILDREN AT RISK or its employees have had an effect on your reflection of what CHILDREN AT RISK does for caregivers? In other words, what actions have an effect on how you see CHILDREN AT RISK’S identity as an organization?

	6. My definition of organizational identity is “a continuous process of narration” among internal and external stakeholders about who the organization is. How would you answer the following question: Who is CHILDREN AT RISK as it relates to working with caregivers?

	7. The amount of time that you have worked with CHILDREN AT RISK varies. Based on what you described today, has that identity stayed relatively consistent over time or have you noticed changes. Can you explain?

	8. Is there anything else you would like to comment on that you feel we haven’t covered about CHILDREN AT RISK or its identity?





Appendix B
	Focus Group Norms

	Presume positive intent
Share the air
Thoughts don’t have to be fully developed
Thinking aloud is recommended





Appendix C


	Focus Group Final Reflection Analysis: Values Coding
Data coded using NVivo Process. Exact words of participants from the 3 focus groups were used to understand the participant's final reflection on what CAR does for parents.

	Word Used
	Freq.
	Occurrence Percentage
N(28)
	Interpretation and Relevant Anecdotes 

	Resource
	5
	17.86%
	When describing CAR as “connecting” or a connector”  for parents, the word was often used with another descriptor. For instance, CAR may provide resources by connecting partner organizations with needed information. 
· Programming Staff: “ I really thought of a support system and ally, but in the sense that like the phrase “Teach a person to fish came to mind,” like we don't do it for them, but will give you the tools or resources you need.”
· Programming Staff: “[CAR] gets rid of existing gaps that get in the way of parents being informed and accessing resources.”

	Informs
	4
	14.29%
	

	Connects
	3
	10.71%
	

	Empowering
	3
	10.71%
	These 3 descriptors were used with less explanation of how, but just as a general sense of what CAR does when it comes to their work design.
· Extended Leadership: “we’re trying to do parenting work- more of a global overlay, so the impact is there.”

	Advocating
	3
	10.71%
	

	Impacts
	1
	3.58%
	

	Researches
	2
	7.14%
	The word research served as an anchor for what CAR chooses to engage with and how they go about their programing, policy, and advocacy efforts. 
· Extended Leadership : “Conducts research that informs advocacy and policy that ultimately impacts parents”

	Supports
	3
	10.71%
	There was a general sense of CAR understanding the importance of caring or supporting parents. The way by which CAR was at times unclear on the direction, but all participants recognize that CAR is an organization that values work for parents. 
· Extended Leadership: “ We do alot for parents, we just need to figure out our role in the parenting space.”
· Leadership: “Since starting this work, I’ve noticed that we talk about parents in a lot of different spaces, CAR really does care.”

	Cares
	2
	7.14%
	

	Alot
	1
	3.58%
	

	Ally
	1
	3.58%
	Although this word was only used once in the final reflection, it is worth noting that throughout the focus groups, ally was a theme as it relates to CAR’s work with partner organizations and parents themselves. 
· Programming Staff: “ I really thought of a support system and ally, but in the sense that like the phrase “teach a person to fish came to mind,” like we don't do it for them, but will give you the tools or resources you need.”







Appendix D

	Focus Group Magnitude Coding

	
	Programing Focus Group
	Extended Leadership Focus Group
	Leadership Focus Groups
	Total Percentage 
N (37)
	Relevant Anecdotes 

	Strong Ability to Communicate CARs Parent Identity
	6
	10
	8
	64.87%
	· Programming Staff: “Ultimately, being able to provide parents with the knowledge and tools they need to better care for kids, but which aspect of that we're focused on keeps changing. We support the organizations that do have that high touch with parents and so our role is slightly different from like, you know, a group that works directly with parents.”
· Programming Staff: “Even if we don't offer direct services, we can connect community organizations that then connect parents to the resources that they need.”
· Programming Staff: “ So Ithink that the key commonality across all of these stories has been information sharing and the fact that at CAR we have access to all of these experts both in policy and research, and community leaders, that we understand how the systems work that parents are engaging with.”
· Extended Leadership: “ We’ve been working a lot with connecting parents with resources. So, like we did a food map that is just a very simple interactive piece that lets parents know anywhere in the general Houston area who’s offering food on any given day and it’s really simple, but it’s huge. It was a huge benefit because we took data from all different providers in the Houston area and put it all in one place….That’s something we want to do more of- connecting parents to resources. Not giving food, but pulling together with all of our providers.”
· Extended Leadership: “Empowerment is important- we don’t do so much of a product, but here is how you can make a difference in you child’s life.”
· Extended Leadership: “Use us as a vessel to get [parent’s] voices heard.”
· Senior Leadership: “We're working with organizations that work with parents.”
· Senior Leadership: “We also have a unique position in that CAR looks at the whole child right? And so sometimes when we're talking, we work with people who just focus on early ed, or maybe they just focus on public education or they just focus on nutrition, but we're able to bring a conversation that's more holistic…[we] maximize the opportunity to speak to these adults who are [with] parents that maybe don't have expertise in a different area, because they're just familiar with public education, right? So what can we do to offer? And help and vice versa.”

	Limited Ability to Communicate CARs Parent Identity
	3
	3
	7
	35.14%
	· Programming Staff: “Sometimes we keep thinking about a specific grant or a specific project, but I think one of the things we've struggled with is trying to explain that through all of this other work we've  helped caregivers as well.”
· Extended Leadership: “What has been consistent- reworking on how are we framing it- it would be great if we finalize, but a lot of doubt- is it part of centers, individual, separate, or not.”
· Extended Leadership: “Yes- different approaches along the way- there is an internal desire that we want to work on parents, but we haven't figured out the best way- too much work without funding. On-going conversation on what the best way is- the parenting work is key, but the difficulty is in knowing our approach.”
· Senior Leadership: “ I think kind of what we lack is a strong vision or strategy. Or maybe we do and [we] are just having a hard time getting it out there.”
· Senior Leadership: “We're lacking the respect and visibility, not that people are disrespecting us. You know what I mean? But to your point they don't know what we do in that space...if someone were to say what does CAR do around parenting or what do they bring to the table or offer? I think currently that's what's lacking significantly now.”

	No Ability to Communicate CARs Parent Identity
	0
	0
	0
	0%
	





Appendix E

	What expressions and reflections do internal stakeholders have of the work that CAR provides to caregivers?

	Bin/
Concept
	Initial Coding-Most Frequent
(Grounded Theory) to Categorizing
	Key Quote (Programs)
	Key Quote (Executive)
	Key Quote (Extended Leadership)
	Observations/Reflections
	Theme
(Grounded Theory)

	Foundation of work that CAR does for caregivers?


	Funder Driven Responsive
	· “I mean, the first thing that came to my mind is the funding. That has been the driving force I feel like between every project that you’ve heard is do we have the money to do it.”
	·  “when we started to talk about parenting in some ways, it felt like there were three of us at the table that knew more about parenting than we did. She knew more about what was going on in terms of other organizations, other coalitions and partnerships, and we were still trying to kind of figure out what we were doing with parenting.”
	· “Yes- different approaches along the way- there is an internal desire that we want to work on parents, but we haven't figured out the best way- too much without funding. On going conversation on what the best way is- the parenting work is key, but the difficulty is in our approach”
· “ We stepped in on the advocacy side on child care or how we are told what is a need and how we ensure that it gets to the state level….I think about how we work with different communities who then work with parents. OR who tell us the needs that are happening with parents and how we elevate that to the state level.Use us as a vessel to get their voices heard”
	C@R employees recognize that much of their work can be unsteady because of the role that the funder plays. They often take the need or issue area to life and that matters because often the funder or outside organization is responding to a need brought forth by their parents. This response can look like direct relief, but it can also look like finding a way to get the needed information out to the people who need to hear it (parents, policy makers, schools, etc.). There is some uneasiness with having to be so flexible to the funder’s request. 

	CHILDREN AT RISK’S parent work is largely tied to funding and being responsive to partner organization’s identified needs. 

	Foundation of work that CAR does for caregivers?
In thinking about the work with parents, how did you know when CAR had an impact?
	Tool Provider
Informer
	· “being able to peroxide caregivers with the tools that they need to take care of kids, right?” 
· “but to me ultimately, being able to provide parents with the knowledge and tools that they need to better care for kids, and that should really be the sort of foundation. But which aspect of that we’re focused on keeps changing.”
· “ So I think that the key commonality across all of these stories has been information sharing and the fact that at CAR we have access to all of these experts both in policy and research, and community leaders- we understand how the systems work that parents are engaging with and we have a lot of power when we can have conversations with parents? 
·  “providing information that was not accessible to a caregiver...It doesn’t necessarily have to be our own original research, but just information about school quality. You know about the different tolls that can be available for caregivers, and also how we’re able to refer them to other organizations that may be able to help them” Recalled a story from a public library in connecting them to parents .”
	·  “We’re able to bring a conversation that’s more holistic.”
	· {referring to Univision work surrounding COVID} “Satisfying project that we are making it a little easier by providing information to make decisions because we have over 5,000 hits in the summer and 4,000 were unique.”
	This was one of the most consistent components of the 3 focus groups. CAR is comfortable with their identity in generating the needed tools or information to better uplift parents. 
	CHILDREN AT RISK supports parents by generating  information and tools that can assist their children. 

	Foundation of work that CAR does for caregivers?
In thinking about the work with parents, how did you know when CAR had an impact?
	Partner
Connector
	· “We’re not direct service, right? We don’t have clients who are parents, but then we do. We support the organizations that do have that high touch with parents and so our role is slightly different from like, you know, a group that works directly with parents. “
· “When we were kind of talking about in in reflecting a lof the times, the parents may not know that CAR”
· “even if we don’t offer a direct service, we can connect community organizations that kind of then connect parents to the resources that they need. I think that’s one of the most powerful things that I’ve seen” 
· Recalled a time with a school, recalled a time at feeding site, 
· 31:05 “So being that kind of connector between grasstops and grassroots is really where I see our strength”
·  “I would say the theme of the connector has been pretty consistent or sharing information. It’s just a topic, what group?..the medium?
	· 10:20 “We’re working with organizations that work with parents. With some exceptions, so there are some colations that we have that parents attend.”
· “ what are the needs of parents and how can we best advocate for them to help with public policy and awareness”
	· “We’ve been working a lot on connecting parents with resources. So like we did a food map that is just a very simple interactive piece that lets parents know anywhere in the General Houston area who’s offering food on any given day and it’s really simple, but it’s huge. It was a huge benefit because we took data from all different providers in the Houston area and put it all in one place….That’s something we want to do more of- connecting parents to resources. Not giving food, but pulling together with all of our providers.”

	CAR does work for parents by connecting the organizations that directly serve them with information/education and resources. There are stories of them going to those community organizations and ensuring that parents get the type of information and resources that they would otherwise not have access to (SPED, immigration, etc.).
	CHILDREN AT RISK elevants the work of organizations that work directly with parents by connecting and sharing available resources or information. 

	Who is CAR as it relates to working with caregivers?
	Advocacy,
Parent Ally
	· Identify parent leaders in one project who can become advocates for children and their community
	·  “support parents becoming more advocates for their own children’s education...educate parents about how they can better serve as advocates”
· “organization that advocates for parents.”
	· “We are trying to get parents to be engaged in schools and their [child’s] health. So that they can be an advocate’
	Advocacy is a primary role of CAR when it comes to their focus areas and parent work is no different. It is evident that the parent work is immersed in the other issue areas, but regardless of the area, CAR aims to use information as a means to advocate and engage parents or the organizations that serve them. 
	CHILDREN AT RISK aims to engage parents by way of advocating for them and positioning them to advocate for themselves. 





Appendix F


	Values Analysis by Document
The study will consider how CAR communicates to users and what expressed values are displayed when supporting parent work.

	Document
	Code
	Evidence

	https://childrenatrisk.org
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
ENHANCING
	· 87th Legislature is now in session. Children at Risk advocates are hard at work with legislators and community leaders across Texas to drive change this legislative session.
· See images related to issue areas and pillars of work design.
· Using the tools of research and  advocacy, CHILDREN AT RISK works on a broad range of children’s issues, including education, parenting and family well being, health and nutrition, immigration, and the fight to end human trafficking. We focus our efforts where they are needed most: where a significant number of Texas’ children are affected, and where we can enhance, but not duplicate, the work of others.

	https://childrenatrisk.org/pag18-19/
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	· [bookmark: _7qy6j1bt0zdi]Empowering parents involves more than just understanding school performance. Our Parent Action Guides help parents bridge the gap between having the information and taking action. 
· Topic areas: parents as partners, cradle to career, special populations, and understanding schools
· Having trouble navigating your child’s school system? Unsure of your child’s education options? Looking to make sure your child is getting the services they need to succeed? Our 2018 regional Parent Action Guides aim to help parents answer these questions and more. Each year, CHILDREN AT RISK collects data, parenting tips, and education advice to share with local parents and community members.

	https://childrenatrisk.org/blog/
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	· Organized by issue area (human trafficking, health and nutrition, early childhood education, current event (Hurrican Harvey, COVID-19) and by policy, publication, research, or no categorization. 
· Blogs include links to other resources, rationale behind needed action, and collaboration efforts that CAR is making to have an impact on the need

	https://childrenatrisk.org/research/academic-journals/
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	· The Institute oversees the Journal of Family Strengthsand the Journal of Applied Research on Children. It further helps guide and direct the research activities of CHILDREN AT RISK, as well as identify new projects and partnerships that will strengthen its research and advocacy.
· devoted to presenting theoretical, policy, practice, and evaluation articles on the strengths perspective in family-centered practice to improve services that promote and sustain family systems.
· The Journal of Applied Research on Children is an open-access, peer-reviewed online journal uniquely focused on the needs of children through a holistic prism. Focused on interdisciplinary research that is linked to practical, evidenced-based policy solutions for children’s issues, JARC serves to inform legislative and policy decisions, as well as existing and innovative practice models. Furthermore, JARC aims to serve as a resource to child advocates and community stakeholders by providing case studies on how innovative research and data have been used effectively to influence local, state, or national policies. JARC focuses on timely child-related topics including—but not limited to—human trafficking, food insecurity, and the quality of public education.

	https://texasschoolguide.org/
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	· “Produced by CHILDREN AT RISK in partnership with the Rainwater Charitable Foundation, TexasSchoolGuide.org provides parents with the information they need to navigate today’s complex public education system
· [bookmark: _um4y9zy3tyfw]CHILDREN AT RISK hosts parent and community workshops on how to best use our Texas School Guide resources. If you would like to request a workshop in your community, please email TexasSchoolGuide@childrenatrisk.org.

	https://smartparents.org/
	Collaborating
Informing
Connecting
State-Wide View
Advocating
Policy
Evaluating
Research-Based
Holistic Approach
Partnering
Empowering
	· “SmartParents.org will now serve as a place of information for Texas families and nonprofits to share resources and tips to help parents deal with the coronavirus crisis. “
· “We’ve brought together advocates and leaders from throughout Texas to participate in two distinct collaboratives to advocate for Texas’ most vulnerable children: The Coronavirus Children’s Resiliency Collaborative, and the Texas Family Leadership Council.”
· “The Texas Family Leadership Council (TXFLC) is a coalition of child-focused organizations, community leaders, and influencers from across the state. Together, we work to ensure Texas policies that support families are effective and equitable for our most vulnerable children. Interested in joining or learning more about the coalition? Sign up to receive more information and regular updates below.”
· “ The pandemic has also emphasized the need for cross-sector collaboration between child and family-serving organizations to tend to the needs of the whole child.”
· Discussion Areas: Child-safeguarding, child care/early-ed, pk-12 ed, immigration, health and wellness, food insecurity





Appendix G


	Interview Magnitude Coding
Transcript was coded for the overall ability to communicate CARs parent identity. 

	
	Donor (1)
	Founder/Direct Service (1)
	Policy (2)
	Direct Service Org.
	Total Percentage 
N (14)
	Relevant Anecdotes and Memo Excerpts

	Strong Understanding of CAR work with Parents
	3
	0
	2
	1
	
	· Donor: “in the middle of the relevant discussions across the state and to me that’s helpful because I don’t have that perspective “
· Direct Service: “I think about them in a lens of how I go to get advice about policy.  What's coming down the pipe, how do we influence state systems but I don’t want to discount that I know they do other work. “
· Donor “they try to know who the players are and then that's relevant for us.”

	Limited Understanding of CAR with parents
	5
	1
	0
	1
	
	· Donor: “it feels like children at risk are struggling to find the right space for themselves in the direct service. It is struggling to identify how advocacy works, how does this big system work translate to more targeted community targets.”

	No Understanding of CAR work with parents
	0
	0
	0
	2
	
	· Direct Service: “I couldn't tell you to save my life. I mean if you can name some of the [tools/resources”  maybe I can remember but I don't remember anything with parents.”
· 





Appendix H

	External Stakeholder’s Descriptive Words using NVivo Coding

	NVivo Coding
	Categorizing
	Memo Excerpts/Reflection

	· Connecting (7)
· Policy (5)
· Advocacy (4)
· Research (3)
· Collaborative (2)
· Different based on area (Houston) (2)
· Data collecting
· Analyzing
· In- the middle of situations
· Best when connecting, not direct-service
· Convener
· State-level view
· System-level view
· Evaluative
· Informing
· Reporting
	Connecting (7)
· Collaborative (2)
· Convener
· Best when connecting, not direct-service
	There was evidence in all interviews that CAR is known for connecting organizations with needed information or resources. One example noted the organization’s sharing of research that was then used to inform parents on understanding water quality. 

	
	Policy (5)
· State-Level View
· System-level view
· In- the middle of situations
	Organizations go to CAR for their wide-perspective on what is going on within the state. In addition, if there is something they want voiced at the policy level, then CAR is the organization they defer to.

	
	Advocacy (4)
· Reporting
	The conversations on advocacy and reporting tied largely back to 

	
	Research (3)
· Informing
· Data collecting
· Analyzing
· Evaluative
	Stakeholders were overall comfortable with placing CAR as experts by way of knowing and completing research on relevant areas. While they may not have always had the details on what supported this claim, they trusted CARs work when it comes to the information they produce. 

	
	Particular to Region
· Different based on area (Houston) (2)
	There was some conversation in 4 of the interviewers that noted the question on what CAR parent work looks like from city to city. There was a perception that parent work in the Houston area was greater than other Texas cities. 
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