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In response to economic distress, schools are increasingly serving as providers
and distributors of social service resources. However, even when schools offer
resources that respond to needs, they struggle to attain high levels of uptake.
We examine the family-level correlates of participation in school-sponsored
resources during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic and find that
uptake increases with economic need. In addition, net of need, families
who report maintaining communication with parents of their children’s
classmates take up more resources; and take-up of key meal and digital tech-
nology resources is associated with higher levels of take-up of other resources.
These findings contribute to efforts to reposition schools as social service hubs
by highlighting promising practices to improve resource uptake.

KEYWORDS: Covid-19, resource uptake, resource caravan, services, social
connectedness

In response to rising levels of economic inequality, turbulence associated
with public health crises, and other dramatic social changes, K–12 educa-

tional systems across the United States have launched extensive new efforts
to provide material, emotional, and health supports to children and families
in need (Dryfoos & Maguire, 2019; Duncan & Murnane, 2014; Griffith, 2000;
Oakes et al., 2017; Sanders & Galindo, 2020). A growing body of empirical
research indicates that the most ambitious of these efforts can have substantial
positive consequences for students’ academic success and wellness (e.g.,
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Walsh et al., 2014) and yield sizable returns on investment (e.g., Bowden
et al., 2015). The Covid-19 pandemic accelerated this burgeoning movement,
as schools responded to the profound disruptions of remote schooling by cre-
ating new systems to distribute services and resources to students and their
families.
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The effectiveness of resource provision efforts hinges on program
uptake; the services and resources that schools provide can have little effect
if schools cannot get them to students and families in need. Achieving success-
ful uptake is no trivial task for school officials overseeing myriad programs
such as nutrition, counseling, social work, and other student-wellness serv-
ices. Social service and support providers in a wide range of contexts struggle
with low rates of program participation (Moffitt & Zahn, 2019). For example,
less than a quarter of U.S. families in poverty receive the cash assistance for
which they are qualified under the federally funded Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) program (Floyd et al., 2017); and in 2019, less
than 60% of those eligible for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) received program benefits (Gray
et al., 2022). Uptake is also a challenge to successful implementation for
a range of school-based interventions, including tutoring (Nickow et al.,
2020), vision screening (Neitzel et al., 2021), and school-based health care
(Hodges et al., 2021). As schools respond to societal conditions and offer
increased services, the mere existence of resources does not guarantee their
usage.

In this article, we bring together scholarship from education, community
psychology, public policy, and sociology to investigate the factors that relate
to families’ uptake of school-sponsored services and resources. We use survey
data collected at the end of Spring 2020 to examine the relationship between
resource uptake and social and structural factors. Survey respondents
included approximately 9,000 parents of elementary school students enrolled
in one large urban district. We find that although resource uptake increases
with family economic need and experiences of pandemic-related economic
disruption, need alone does not explain variation in resource uptake. Net
of economic need, families who report maintaining communication with
parents of their children’s classmates take up more school-sponsored resour-
ces. Further, we find that uptake of key resources—initial resources that
address basic needs or enable the uptake of additional resources—is associ-
ated with higher levels of uptake of other school-provided resources. This
process is consistent with resource caravanning, a process by which resource
uptake begets additional uptake (Hobfoll, 2012). Finally, an investigation of
a district strategy to designate some high-needs schools as pick-up sites for
district-provided free meals highlights the importance of pairing structural
approaches with social ones. We find that though school meal sites were asso-
ciated with increased meals uptake, meal sites did not drive resource caravan-
ning in the same way as social connectedness did. Our findings may be of
particular interest to schools that serve communities with high levels of social
isolation and distrust, as they suggest that schools must find ways to build
bridges among and between families and educators to promote greater
awareness, trust, and the formation of social bonds that can facilitate resource
uptake.
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Reaching Beyond the Classroom: Schools as Resource Hubs

Well before the COVID pandemic disruption, schools and communities
experimented with diverse organizational structures to provide social services
to students and their families. Prominent examples include full-service com-
munity schools, wraparound services models, integrated student support
(ISS) strategies, Promise Neighborhoods, or school-based community
empowerment zones (seeWeiss & Reville, 2019, for an overview of this move-
ment in its pre-pandemic forms). Many of these models intentionally design
school organizational structures to facilitate the connection of students and
families with an expanded menu of services.

Integrated full-service school-based social service and resource provision
programs yield measurable improvements in student outcomes, including
attendance, exposure to exclusionary discipline, and academic achievement
(Bowden et al., 2015; Maier et al., 2017; Walsh et al., 2014). Most research con-
ducted on school-based social service and resource-provision efforts, how-
ever, focuses on a small subset of highly-funded and staff-intensive programs.

We know less about the consequences of the ad hoc service provision
efforts implemented in schools across the United States, particularly during
the challenging transition to remote-only instruction in the spring of 2020.
Under these models, schools deliver programs in response to acute student
needs either independently or in collaboration with community partners. As
of August 2022, 45% of public schools reported using a community school
or wraparound services model (IES [Institute of Education Services], 2022).
Since educators often develop these programs and services on the fly, they
typically have less intensive organizational supports than formally evaluated
integrated community school models. Our analysis focuses particular atten-
tion on these ad hoc programs and the challenges they faced in bringing
resources and services to families during the spring of 2020, a period in which
schools around the world transitioned to remote-only education and public
health officials encouraged families to ‘‘socially distance’’ in their own homes
to slow the spread of the novel COVID-19 virus.

Nearly one third of U.S. families with children experienced food insecu-
rity in this early pandemic lockdown period (Bitler et al., 2020; Kinsey et al.,
2020). Remote schooling likely heightened this food insecurity, particularly
for students who relied on school meals for daily nutrition (Dunn et al.,
2020; McLoughlin et al., 2020). The pandemic upended in-person school
meal programs, forcing school nutrition directors to develop creativemethods
to distribute food to families, including sponsoring community meal sites in
vulnerable areas such as public housing and using school buses to deliver
meals on a daily basis (NPR, 2020; Willis et al., 2020). In Spring 2020, nearly
95% of U.S. public school districts set up systems to make meals available
to students and their families (Kuhns & Adams, 2020).
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Pandemic-era remote schooling also lent new urgency to preexisting
national efforts to extend access to digital technology and the internet (Lai
& Widmar, 2021). Prior to the pandemic, nearly half of low-income families
in the United States lacked access to computers or the internet (Vogels,
2021). When schools pivoted to remote learning, students who did not
have access to a computer and the internet were often entirely unable to con-
nect with their teachers or receive instructional materials (Hamilton et al.,
2020; Harris et al., 2020).These widespread gaps in stable access to high-
speed broadband internet during this period led to significant concern that
children with fewer technological resources would fall behind educationally
(Diliberti et al., 2020). Eighty-one percent of public school districts set up sys-
tems to distribute computers, internet access, or other forms of technology
support to remote learners as they transitioned to remote-only pandemic
instruction (Malkus et al., 2020).

This study is part of our partnership with a district that invested heavily in
new student and family services in the pandemic’s early months. Immediately
after transitioning to remote-only schooling in the spring of 2020, this district
set up technology and food distribution systems. During those first few pan-
demic months, the district distributed approximately 20,000 laptop computers
and over 1 million meals to its approximately 70,000 students. Furthermore,
the district set up dozens of internet access points in underserved communi-
ties, including providing internet through the usage of mobile ‘‘smart buses.’’
The district also set up sites across the district to distribute free meals to the
families of any of its students, regardless of their participation in the federal
free or reduced-price school meal program. These meal sites, 15 of which
were located at elementary schools in relatively high-poverty neighbor-
hoods,1 used emergency school meals program funds to offer free meals to
all school-age children regardless of their free or reduced-price lunch
(FRPL) status. These meal sites emerged as a central component of the dis-
trict’s effort to provide families with the resources they needed, and our anal-
yses indicate that families whose children attended schools in which meal
sites were located were 19.6% more likely to receive meal support from the
district than those who were not at schools with meal sites.

Framing the Problem of Resource Uptake

While the pandemic presented distinctive challenges for schools, the
problem of connecting resources to those in need is not unique to this crisis.
Students and their families might opt not to take advantage of the range of
social and educational services offered to them, despite experiencing intense
and unexpected need, for any number of reasons. Stigma, lack of information,
and bureaucratic challenges all limit student and family participation in
a range of school services, from free and reduced-price meals (Domina
et al., 2017; Mirtcheva & Powell, 2009) to early intervention services
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(Kochanek & Buka, 1998), tutoring programs (Nickow et al., 2020), and extra-
curricular opportunities (Houser, 2016). Scholars in the broader literature on
social and antipoverty policy often use the term administrative burden to
describe the barriers that prevent families from accessing socially provided
resources and services (Herd & Moynihan, 2020; Ko & Moffitt, 2022; Moffitt
& Zahn, 2019). School-based service provision efforts during the pandemic
sought to minimize administrative burden, often substantially altering the
organizational structure of schools to do so. For example, federal meals waiv-
ers made it possible for schools to deliver meals to students regardless of their
household income (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], 2021; see also
Food Research & Action Center, 2022). Nonetheless, even in the pandemic
context, families had to articulate a need, reach out for help, travel to distribu-
tion points, or take other action to take up school-provided resources,

Organizational psychology’s conservation of resource (COR) theory pro-
vides a framework for thinking about the process by which individuals deter-
mine whether or not to accept offers of help like the offers that schools
provided families during the pandemic (Hobfoll, 2001). As a theory of behav-
ior motivation, COR posits that individuals strive to protect and maintain
things they value such as health, well-being, family, and a positive self-
concept (Hobfoll, 2011). Since individuals are often more acutely aware of
the potential costs associated with resource loss than the potential benefits
associated with resource gain, people often rely on their existing resources
rather than initiating a change to take up newly offered resources (Hobfoll,
2012). Building on this theory, we hypothesize that resource uptake varies
with family need, social connectedness, and family participation in other
school efforts related to resource provision. We provide a more detailed dis-
cussion of these three hypotheses below.

Need

Formany families, the pandemic represented apronounced andunexpected
negative income shock. Workplaces laid off workers as the economy contracted,
andmany parents (especiallymothers) reduced their work hours in order to pro-
vide additional care to their children as they transitioned to remote-only school-
ing (Abromaviciute & Carian, 2022; Calarco et al., 2020; Russell et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2021). Schools made resources available in the pandemic’s early months to
help meet the acute needs that the pandemic created for families and students.
Many of the families who felt the pandemic’s economic consequences most
intensely had long struggled with chronic economic challenges, including
employment and housing insecurity (Bitler et al. 2020).

School meal programs, for example, sought to extend nutritional assis-
tance to children whose families struggled with food insecurity. Many of these
students had previously relied on school-provided breakfasts and lunches. In
the year leading up to the pandemic’s outbreak, 67% of students in the district

Kearney et al.

150



in which we collected data had enrolled to receive free or reduced-price
meals at school. In other cases, the pandemic disrupted family finances and
routines, making it more difficult for families to provide regular meals to
children.

Similarly, schools scrambled to provide technological assistance, includ-
ing laptops, internet hotspots, and technological support to help families con-
nect with remote learning opportunities. The abrupt transition from in-person
to virtual schooling required considerable investments in technology, partic-
ularly for families that did not own laptops and other internet-enabled devices
and/or did not have in-home access to high-speed internet.

While families of diverse socioeconomic backgrounds likely benefited
from these and other school-provided resources, we expect that family
need is associated with resource uptake. In particular, we expect families
that had previously received free or reduced-price meals, families with rela-
tively low levels of household income, families that experienced job loss or
other negative income shocks during the pandemic’s early months, and fam-
ilies that entered into the pandemic with relatively few internet-enabled devi-
ces to be more likely to take up school-provided resources compared to
relatively advantaged families. In many cases, need, on its own, is not enough
to drive widespread program uptake. Nevertheless, need may be a necessary
if not fully sufficient factor contributing to families’ decisions to take up
resources; and thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1: Families experiencing acute and chronic economic need, character-
ized by Covid-related income loss, socioeconomic hardship, or technical chal-
lenges in connecting to remote learning opportunities will be more likely to
take up resources.

School-Based Social Connections

Evenwhen programs respond directly to families’ felt needs, lack of infor-
mation or distrust may discourage families from taking up resources offered to
them by schools and other providers. These issues were particularly pro-
nounced in the spring of 2020, when schools and other community organiza-
tions closed their doors and public health officials encouraged families to
isolate themselves in order to reduce the risk of viral contagion. Social connec-
tions among classmates’ parents buffered the pandemic’s isolating effects for
children and families, by providing pathways for the distribution of informa-
tion about remote schooling and informal networks of support (Domina et al.,
2021). As such, we suspect that these school-based social connections likely
played a particularly strong role in influencing program participation during
the pandemic period.

When potential beneficiaries have few social connections with resource
providers, they may lack information about service availability and the
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processes for participation. Furthermore, disconnection often breeds distrust
(Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), leading potential beneficiaries to view
resource uptake as a risky prospect with large potential costs. The most effec-
tive community schools address the challenges associated with social discon-
nectedness by intentionally building bridges among students, parents, and
resource and service providers (Galindo & Sanders, 2019). In more typical
periods, in which students and parents have regular opportunities to interact
face-to-face with teachers, educators play a central role in facilitating families’
access to school-provided resources (e.g., Stormshak et al., 2016). During
remote learning, limitations on in-person contact and the heightened depen-
dency on digital communications narrowed opportunities for parents and
teachers to establish and maintain strong social ties. While we suspect that
families’ social connections with teachers and other school personnel contin-
ued to influence family behaviors during the pandemic period, particularly in
families with existing pre-pandemic relationships with their children’s teach-
ers, remote learning likely limited opportunities for families and teachers to
engage in one-to-one personalized communications.

Our analyses, therefore, focus particular attention on the connections
among parents in the school community. Prior research conducted in day-
cares and other early childhood education settings emphasizes how parents
and educators build densely interconnected social networks as they interact
regularly at school drop-offs, pick-ups, and parent-teacher meetings (Small,
2006, 2009). These dense social networks help to connect families to the infor-
mation, services, and material goods from which they can benefit (Small
2006). At the same time, they make it possible for families to see how other
families in their social networks have benefitted from other resources, helping
to build the trust that overcomes the loss aversion at the center of COR theory
(Kwon et al., 2020). Galindo and colleagues (2017) provide cautionary evi-
dence about the barriers to resource uptake that can emerge when this sort
of community building cannot or does not occur. In a portrait of a diverse,
high-needs elementary school implementing a comprehensive community
school model, the authors document how distrust and poor communication
among the school’s diverse families and educators inhibited the development
of school-based services that responded to family needs as well as families’
uptake of helpful resources. Building on this body of scholarship, we suspect
that connections among parents provide trust, information, and encourage-
ment at a critical moment when public healthmeasures reduced opportunities
for direct and personalized contact between families and educators.

Hypothesis 2: Families with school-based social connections are more likely to take
up resources than economically similar families with fewer school-based social
connections.
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Resource Caravans

Once people engage with providers and begin to take up proffered
resources, they likely get a clearer sense of the cost and benefits associated
with resource uptake. As a result, the act of acquiring one resource may
help to connect individuals to additional resources. Resource caravanning is
a concept used to describe the positive gain cycles that occur when the deci-
sion to take up one resource leads to the uptake of additional resources (Chen
et al., 2015; Hobfoll, 2011).

Resource caravan rests on the theoretical assumption that the uptake of
an initial resource or set of resources begets the uptake of additional resour-
ces. Natural disasters research provides multiple examples of this process
where, because individuals experiencing acute crisis must attend to basic sur-
vival before addressing other needs, the provision of meals often provides
a place to introduce people to a broader range of services and resources
(Chriest & Niles, 2018; Crellin et al., 2008; Hobfoll, 2012). By the same token,
we hypothesize that meal provision helped schools remain in contact with at-
risk families, creating frequent and consistent opportunities for schools to
introduce families to other available services. Similarly, we theorize that dig-
ital technologies play an important role as instigators of resource caravans in
the context of remote schooling. When families take up school-provided lap-
tops and internet hotspots, they gain tools that facilitate their connection to
awide range of additional educational resources, including counseling, socio-
emotional learning opportunities, and tutoring (Domina et al., 2021; Lai &
Widmar, 2021; Ramsetty & Adams, 2020; Vigdor et al., 2014). Reports that
the district made a concerted effort to provide meals and devices, which facil-
itated internet access to families that needed them during the early weeks of
remote schooling, support our identification of meals and devices as key
resources. While the district made other resources available to all families
within our study period, its community and family outreach strategies partic-
ularly emphasized these two resources, positioning them as key resources in
the pandemic’s early months.

Hypothesis 3: Families who take up one school-provided resource will tend to take
up others as resource caravan processes occur. In particular, meals and devices
that facilitate internet access act as key resources and are associated with
resource caravans during the remote schooling period.

In summary, our hypotheses indicate that successful school-based
resource provision efforts (a) provide resources that meet families’ needs,
(b) leverage school-based social connections, and (c) begin with the provi-
sion of key resources that initiate resource caravans that facilitate the take
up of additional resources.
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School Meal Sites

In a concluding analysis, we use the above hypotheses to explore the
effectiveness of one of the district’s cornerstone pandemic-era resource distri-
bution initiatives: school meal sites. During the pandemic’s early months, the
district set up hubs for the distribution of meals at several high-poverty
schools as well as at community centers and other locations across the district.
The district encouraged all families—regardless of their socioeconomic
condition—to participate in this meals programming, emphasizing that any
family with a student in the district could receive meals from any of the dis-
trict’s meal sites, including meal sites located at schools other than the schools
their students attended. Due to public health guidance encouraging social dis-
tancing, thesemeal sites typically operated out of school parking lots. Families
would drive in, park, and school officials or other volunteers would place
bags of food in families’ trunks, often without any direct person-to-person
contact. We hypothesize that school-based meal sites leverage existing social
connections at the schools in which they are located and initiate resource car-
avans among students attending those schools. For this reason, we hypothe-
size that students who attend schools in which the district-located meal sites
operated will be more likely take up district-provided meals as well as other
pandemic-era school-provided resources, compared to observationally simi-
lar students attending schools in which meal sites were not located.

Research Site

In the spring of 2020, our research group partnered with a large public
school district in the southeastern United States to study the connections
between schools and families in the pandemic context. This partnership
offered us an opportunity to observe the district’s response to the pandemic,
collect data on district families’ experience of pandemic schooling, and use
those data to inform ongoing district efforts.

In compliance with public health orders, our research site district closed
its 125 schools in mid-March 2020 and transitioned all of its approximately
5,000 teachers and 73,000 students to fully remote learning.Within the district,
about 40% of students identify as African American, 30% as White, 20% as
Latinx, and 5% as Asian. The district is roughly representative of the socio-
economic distribution of the country.2

During the transition to remote learning, the district enacted a series of
initiatives to provide resources to families. As was the case in many districts
around the country, efforts to distribute meals and electronic devices domi-
nated the district’s initial communications to parents.3 The district’s spending
plan for the first wave of Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief
Funds, authorized by the federal government in the spring of 2020, specifi-
cally earmarked the bulk of these funds for the provision of meals, laptops,
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and internet hotspots, emphasizing concerns about student nutrition and abil-
ity to access remote instruction. District Coronavirus crisis plans additionally
emphasized needs around student mental health and individualized learning
plans for students who struggled to engage during remote instruction.
Although the district had a history of working with community partners on
afterschool programs and had implemented one-to-one laptop programs in
a handful of schools prior to the pandemic, its pre-pandemic strategic
improvement plan did not prioritize the provision of material resources to
families. Instead, the district focused on increasing parental engagement
through increased communication. The district did not previously participate
in federally funded universal school meals via the Community Eligibility
Provision but, in 2020, took advantage of pandemic changes to federal school
nutrition laws to increase access to school meals via school-based meal distri-
bution sites. District documentation highlights the district’s intention to situate
school meal sites to serve the districts’ most economically disadvantaged stu-
dents; nearly one quarter of elementary schools in the district were designated
as meal distribution sites. The district’s Spring 2020 emergency resource pro-
vision efforts thus represented a major expansion in the district’s efforts to
provide direct nutritional and technological support to students and their
families.

Parent Survey Data

In collaboration with the district, we launched a web-based survey on
May 26, 2020, with the goal of collecting data from parents and guardians
of students enrolled in the district’s K–12 schools. The survey, which was
available in both English and Spanish, asked parents and guardians to report
on their family’s experience during the COVID shutdown period, including
which resources they obtained from the district.4 In addition, parents pro-
vided demographic information, detailed information on family economic
status and pandemic experiences, as well as information on student engage-
ment in online learning. The survey took respondents between 6 and
20 minutes to complete, with a mean of 9 minutes. Our study focuses on
data gathered from 9,116 parents or guardians of elementary school students
who responded to the survey and provided valid information on the key var-
iables of interest—approximately 42% of the universe of elementary school
parents in the district. To mitigate potential nonresponse bias embedded in
a Web-based survey, we use poststratification nonresponse survey weights
in our primary analyses. These frequency weights adjust for the number of
students in each respondent’s household as well as uneven response rates
among racial/ethnic groups, free and reduced-price lunch enrollment, and
schools.5 The weighted data, as seen in Table 1, are approximately represen-
tative of the district’s demographics as reported in the Common Core of Data.

Offer It and They Will Come?

155



T
a
b
le

1

U
n
w
e
ig
h
te
d
a
n
d
W
e
ig
h
te
d
M
e
a
n
s
a
n
d
S
ta
n
d
a
rd

D
e
v
ia
ti
o
n
s
o
f
S
a
m
p
le

V
ar
ia
b
le

M
in
.

M
ax
.

Sa
m
p
le

D
is
tr
ic
t

U
n
w
e
ig
h
te
d

W
e
ig
h
te
d

M
SD

M
SD

M

R
ac
e
/e
th
n
ic
it
y

W
h
it
e

0
1

0
.4
8

0
.5
0

0
.2
9

0
.4
5

0
.3
0

B
la
ck

0
1

0
.2
8

0
.4
5

0
.4
1

0
.4
9

0
.4
0

H
is
p
an

ic
0

1
0
.1
0

0
.3
0

0
.1
7

0
.3
7

0
.2
0

A
si
an

0
1

0
.0
5

0
.2
3

0
.0
6

0
.2
4

0
.0
5

O
th
e
r

0
1

0
.0
8

0
.2
8

0
.0
7

0
.2
6

0
.0
0

P
ar
e
n
t
e
d
u
ca
ti
o
n

Le
ss

th
an

h
ig
h
sc
h
o
o
l
(H

S)
0

1
0
.0
3

0
.1
7

0
.0
6

0
.2
3

—

H
ig
h
sc
h
o
o
l
d
ip
lo
m
a/
g
e
n
e
ra
l
e
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
d
ip
lo
m
a
(G

E
D
)

0
1

0
.0
8

0
.2
8

0
.1
3

0
.3
3

—

So
m
e
co

ll
e
g
e
/a
ss
o
ci
at
e
d
e
g
re
e
(A
A
)

0
1

0
.2
8

0
.4
5

0
.3
5

0
.4
8

—

B
ac
h
e
lo
r’
s
d
e
g
re
e
(B
A
)

0
1

0
.3
4

0
.4
7

0
.2
7

0
.4
4

—

M
as
te
r’
s
d
e
g
re
e
(M

A
)
o
r
h
ig
h
e
r

0
1

0
.2
6

0
.4
4

0
.1
9

0
.3
9

—

K
e
y
re
so
u
rc
e
ta
k
e
u
p

R
e
ce
iv
e
d
m
e
al
s

0
1

0
.1
6

0
.3
7

0
.2
3

0
.4
2

—

R
e
ce
iv
e
d
in
te
rn
e
t
o
r
d
e
v
ic
e

0
1

0
.3
2

0
.4
7

0
.4
3

0
.5
0

—

T
o
ta
l
re
so
u
rc
e
s
ta
k
e
n
u
p

0
1
3

2
.1
1

1
.4
8

2
.3
2

1
.6
2

—

Sc
h
o
o
l
m
e
al
s
si
te

0
1

0
.1
8

0
.3
8

0
.2
6

0
.4
4

0
.2
0

So
ci
o
-e
co

n
o
m
ic

in
d
ic
at
o
rs

Z
-s
ta
n
d
ar
d
iz
e
d
h
o
u
se
h
o
ld

in
co

m
e

–
1
.1
5

2
.1
9

0
1

–
0
.2
0

0
.7
9

—

Lo
st
in
co

m
e
d
u
e
to

C
o
v
id

0
1

0
.3
4

0
.4
4

0
.3
9

0
.4
5

—

(c
o
n
ti
n
u
ed
)

156



T
a
b
le

1
(c
o
n
ti
n
u
e
d
)

V
ar
ia
b
le

M
in
.

M
ax
.

Sa
m
p
le

D
is
tr
ic
t

U
n
w
e
ig
h
te
d

W
e
ig
h
te
d

M
SD

M
SD

M

F
R
P
L
st
at
u
s

0
1

0
.4
8

0
.4
5

0
.6
7

0
.4
1

0
.6
5

F
as
t
in
te
rn
e
t
at

h
o
m
e

0
1

0
.8
7

0
.3
3

0
.8
4

0
.3
6

—

N
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
ch

il
d
re
n
in

h
o
u
se
h
o
ld

1
1
0

1
.8
5

0
.9
3

2
.2
1

1
.1
4

—

T
o
ta
l
o
b
se
rv
at
io
n
s

9
,1
1
6

9
,0
9
0

~
7
3
,0
0
0

N
o
te
.
A
p
p
ro
x
im

at
e
ly

2
0
%

o
f
re
sp
o
n
d
e
n
ts
p
ro
v
id
e
d
n
o
in
fo
rm

a
ti
o
n
o
n
ra
ce
/e
th
n
ic
it
y
.
Si
m
il
ar
ly
,
ap

p
ro
x
im

at
e
ly

2
0
%

o
f
re
sp
o
n
d
e
n
ts
p
ro
v
id
e
d
n
o

in
fo
rm

a
ti
o
n
o
n
p
ar
e
n
ta
le
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
.T

h
e
d
e
sc
ri
p
ti
v
e
d
at
a
re
p
o
rt
e
d
h
e
re

e
x
cl
u
d
e
m
is
si
n
g
ca
se

o
n
th
e
se

b
ac
k
g
ro
u
n
d
ch

ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s;
p
ar
e
n
ts
w
it
h
m
is
s-

in
g
d
at
a
ar
e
in
cl
u
d
e
d
as

d
is
ti
n
ct
g
ro
u
p
s
o
n
th
e
se

tw
o
v
ar
ia
b
le
s.
W
e
m
e
an

u
se

m
e
an

su
b
st
it
u
ti
o
n
to

ad
d
re
ss

m
is
si
n
g
d
at
a
o
n
al
lo

th
e
r
v
ar
ia
b
le
s.
D
at
a

o
n
th
e
d
is
tr
ic
t,
o
b
ta
in
e
d
fr
o
m

d
is
tr
ic
t
re
p
o
rt
s
to

th
e
N
at
io
n
al

C
e
n
te
r
fo
r
E
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
St
at
is
ti
cs
’
(N

C
E
S)

C
o
m
m
o
n
C
o
re

o
f
D
at
a
al
l
st
u
d
e
n
ts
e
n
ro
ll
e
d

w
it
h
in

th
e
d
is
tr
ic
tf
ro
m

2
0
1
5
to

2
0
1
9
,w

h
il
e
th
e
st
u
d
y
sa
m
p
le
o
n
ly
e
n
co

m
p
as
se
s
fa
m
il
ie
s
w
it
h
e
le
m
e
n
ta
ry

sc
h
o
o
lc
h
il
d
re
n
.N

o
ta
ll
v
ar
ia
b
le
s
ar
e
av
ai
l-

ab
le

w
it
h
in

th
e
N
C
E
S
d
at
a.

A
ll
d
is
tr
ic
t
v
al
u
e
s
ar
e
ro
u
n
d
e
d
to

p
ro
te
ct

th
e
an

o
n
y
m
it
y
o
f
th
e
d
is
tr
ic
t.

157



Dependent Variable

The key dependent variable is a count of the number of resources that
elementary school parents reported receiving from their child’s school during
the first few months of the pandemic-induced transition to remote learning.
Our survey allows families to identify up to 14 different supplemental physical
and academic resources received during the Spring 2020 semester, including
(1) meals, (2) clothes, (3) housing support, (4) healthcare support, (5) trans-
portation, (6) employment assistance, (7) school supplies, (8) cash payments,
(9) devices such as computers and tablets, (10) internet access, (11) device
assistance, (12) tutoring, (13) additional assignments, or (14) feedback on stu-
dent work. As Figure 1 indicates, the modal respondent indicated that they
took up two of these supplemental district-provided supports. However, fam-
ily resource uptake varies considerably. Approximately 7% of respondents
(6% of weighted respondents) report taking up no district-provided supple-
mental resources, while nearly 20% of respondents (25% of weighted
respondents) reported taking up four resources or more. At the far-right-
hand tail, a handful of families reported taking up as many as 13 school- or
district-linked resources during the pandemic period.

Survey responses indicate that meals and devices were the most com-
monly accessed supplemental resources during the Spring 2020 semester.
Sixteen percent of respondents obtained meals, and 32% received internet
or a device. (These figures are 23% and 43%, respectively, in the weighted
data.) Survey responses indicate that families overwhelmingly received these

Figure 1. Distribution of resource uptake among survey respondents.
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resources from teachers, principals, or other professionals associated with
their child’s school, although approximately 5% identified school-associated
community organizations as a source of at least one resource received. A small
number of parents report receiving resources from other families at their
child’s school.

Focal Independent Variables

Our three key independent variables of interest based on our hypotheses
include: need, school-based social connections, and school meal sites.

Need. We use self-reports from the parent survey to generate several need
measures: standardized household income, an indicator variable for lost
income during the early months of the pandemic; access to reliable fast inter-
net at home; and pre-pandemic FRPL status. We use mean substitution to
account for item nonresponse on these variables.

School-based social connections. Social connections are a theoretically
and empirically important aspect to school community. Though social con-
nections can occur at multiple levels and across various populations at
a school, we focus on social connections among parents. The survey asked
respondents to indicate the ways in which they communicated with parents
of their child’s classmates. We then generate an indicator variable to represent
a lack of school-based social connections where a respondent is coded as 1 if
they do not report any communication with other parents.

School meal sites. As described above, a school meal site is one that is
designated by the district to distribute meals. These data were collected
from publicly available documentation of meal site locations in the district.

Analytic Methods

We investigate the relationship between need, social connectedness, and
resource caravanning processes and families’ uptake of school-provided
resources using both bivariate data visualizations and more formal multivari-
ate analyses in which we regress predictors on a count of the number of dis-
tinct school-provided resources that families reported taking up during the
pandemic’s early months. Since this analysis is a count variable with a distribu-
tion that is censored at the left-hand side, we use Poisson regression to inves-
tigate the number of total resources taken up by each family represented in
the survey.6 To ease interpretation, we report marginal effects for all multivar-
iate models. As such, estimates from the Poisson regressions represent the
change in the number of school- or district-provided resources families
took up during the pandemic’s early months associated with a one-unit shift
in the independent variable, conditional on other independent variables.
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Since supplementary analyses indicate that weights inform several of our mul-
tivariate estimates,7 we employ weights in the multivariate analyses presented
in the main article. Supplementary analyses, presented in the appendices in
the online version of the journal, report unweighted results.

To test our first hypothesis, which suggests that higher levels of family
need will be associated with higher levels of resource uptake, we estimate
models of the following general form:

Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1 e: ð1Þ

We estimate one version of this general model in which the dependent vari-
able Y is the indicator variable flagging families that take up any school-
provided resource and a second version in which the dependent variable Y
is the count of the number of resources a family takes up. The key indepen-
dent variables in this model are represented by the ‘‘Need’’ term. Our meas-
ures of chronic need include standardized household income, FRPL
program participation, fast internet, and the number of children in the house-
hold. We additionally capture acute need with an indicator variable flagging
families that reported lost income due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Since fam-
ilies with higher income levels and fast internet likely have lower need for
school-provided resources, we interpret negative relationships between these
predictors and resource uptake as consistent with our first hypothesis.
Conversely, we consider lost income due to the pandemic, previous participa-
tion in the school lunch program, and a greater number of children in the
household as indicators of family need; we interpret positive marginal coeffi-
cients for these predictors as consistent with our first hypothesis. Our model
additionally controls for family race/ethnicity and parent education, both of
which have been demonstrated to be associated with program participation
in other contexts (e.g., Gray et al., 2022).

To test our second hypothesis, we elaborate the above model by adding
an indicator variable flagging families who report no contact with parents of
their children’s schoolmates during the first semester of pandemic-induced
remote learning.

Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1b3 No contactð Þ1 e: ð2Þ

Since this hypothesis holds that socially disconnected families will tend to
have lower rates of resource uptake than similarly situated families with more
school-based social connections, our second hypothesis leads us to expect
the marginal effects associated with this indicator, b3, to be negative.

To test our third hypothesis, we estimate models investigating the rela-
tionship between participation in our hypothesized key resources, meals
and technology, and the total number of school-provided resources that fam-
ilies took up.
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Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1b3 Key resourcesð Þ1 e: ð3Þ

We test this hypothesis using Poisson regression models using the count of
total resources as the dependent variable exclusively, since there can by def-
inition be no variation in the indicator variable flagging families who took up
any resource among thosewho took up one or more key resource.We test our
third hypothesis in a series of three models. In the first, we include an indica-
tor flagging families who report receiving school meals during the pandemic.
In the second, we include an indicator flagging families who report receiving
an internet-enabled device and/or high-speed internet access from their
school or the district during the pandemic. And in the third, we include
both measures of key resource uptake. If families who take up a key resource
are no more likely to take up any other resource, the marginal coefficient for
each key resource variable would equal 1. If taking up a key resource is asso-
ciated with the uptake of other, nonkey resources, as our third hypothesis
implies, themarginal coefficient for the key resource variables in thesemodels
will be significantly greater than 1.

While the analyses described above shed light on the ways need, social
connectedness, and resource caravans are related to family uptake of district
provided resources, they cannot speak to the ways the district reached out to
families in need, creating, activating, and/or replacing families’ social net-
works and instigating resource caravans. In our final analysis, therefore, we
examine how school meal sites, one of the district’s most prominent efforts
to target resources to families in need, is correlated with resource uptake.
Building on the finding that families whose children enroll in schools in which
the district located meal distribution sites in Spring 2020 took up more resour-
ces than similar families who attend non-meal-site schools, we look more
closely at the correlation between family social connectedness and resource
caravanning for these families.

We test four additional models to investigate the process through which
school-based meal sites boost resource uptake. The first of these models
establishes the relationship between meal site attendance and total resource
uptake:

Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1b3 Meal Siteð Þ1 e: ð4Þ

The second estimates the extent to which social connectedness and key
resource uptake act as mechanisms that explain the relationship between
meal sites and total resource uptake:

Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1b3 Meal Siteð Þ1b4 No Contactð Þ
1b5 Key Resourcesð Þ1 e: ð5Þ

Our final two models investigate the ways meal sites moderate the social con-
nectedness and resource caravanning processes that we hypothesize drive
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resource uptake processes more generally. Of particular interest is the way
meal sites moderate the link between social connectedness and total resource
uptake. One could imagine meal sites activating existing social networks,
making socially connected families at the meal site even more likely to take
up district-provided resources. Alternatively, one could imagine meal sites
undermining the link between social connectedness and resource uptake if
they provide a mechanism to connect relatively unconnected families with
resources. We test these possibilities by estimating the following model:

Y 5b0 1b1 Needð Þ1b2 Controlsð Þ1b3 Meal Siteð Þ1b4 No Contactð Þ
1b5 Key Resourcesð Þ1b6 Meal Site x No Contactð Þ1 e: ð6Þ

We further estimate a similar model to investigate how meal sites moderate
resource caravanning processes.

Findings

Hypothesis 1: Needs Correlate With Resource Uptake

Figure 2 reports estimates from twomultivariatemodels exploring the fac-
tors associated with uptake of school-provided resources. Model 1, the base
model, reports a Poisson regression analysis that estimates the association
between covariates and the number of total resources taken up. In addition
to considering income loss during the early pandemic period as an indicator
of family need, this model adds controls for family household income, FRPL
enrollment in the pre-pandemic period, family size, and family access to
high-speed internet. Model 2, which we discuss in detail below, adds an addi-
tional predictor measuring family social connectedness. Both models also
control for student race/ethnicity and parental education. Only the coeffi-
cients of interest are reported in the figure. However, full models are reported
in Appendix Table 1 in the online version of the journal.

Consistent with our first hypothesis, the basemodel indicates that families
who report greater socioeconomic challenges were more likely to take up dis-
trict and school-provided social services during the pandemic’s early months.
Increased household income is associated with a decreased likelihood of
obtaining any resource as well as a decreased likelihood of obtaining key
resources such as meals or internet or device. Each standard deviation
increase in household income is associated with a statistically significant
0.10 decrease in the count of total resources obtained, conditional on controls.
This pattern is mirrored by the marginal effects on other socioeconomic cova-
riates. Having lost income during Spring 2020 is conditionally associated with
a predicted increase in total resource uptake of 0.14 resources. These models
further illustrate that families with more children in the home and families
who lacked access to reliable, fast internet were significantly more likely to
take up resources and took up more resources, net of controls.
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Notably, this model indicates that families whose children received FRPL
prior to remote learning were more likely to take up any resource than eco-
nomically and demographically similar families who did not receive FRPL;
families who received FRPL before the pandemic received 0.58 more resour-
ces from their children’s school or the district during the early pandemic
period. Our models include FRPL participation as an indicator of family
need on the assumption that students whose families with higher levels of
food insecurity were more likely to enroll in and take up FRPL when their
schools operated in person. However, there is an alternative interpretation
of the strong conditional association between pre-pandemic school lunch
participation and pandemic-era resource participation. If receiving free or
reduced-price meals during in-person instruction helps families see schools
as reliable sources of essential social services, these meals may initiate
resource caravanning processes that boost uptake of other school-linked serv-
ices during the pandemic period. We will return to this possibility in our dis-
cussion of Hypothesis 3.

Figure 2. Poisson regression marginal effects, family socioeconomic need and

social connectedness predicting total resource uptake.

Note. Both models are weighted to adjust for survey nonresponse. Supplementary models,

available from the authors by request, indicate that weights and weight-by-predictor interac-

tions are jointly significant (Model 1, p = .017; Model 2, p = .003). Smoothed horizontal whiskers

around each point estimate represent confidence intervals. Both models include additional

covariates for race and parental education. Full models, with and without weights, are reported

in Appendix Table A1 in the online version of the journal.
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Hypothesis 2: Families With Limited School-Based Social Connections Are
Less Likely to Take Up Resources

The Model 2 in Figure 2 tests our second hypothesis by adding an indica-
tor flagging families who had no contact with the families of their children’s
schoolmates when schools had transitioned to remote-only instruction.
Results reported in Figure 2, Model 2 indicate that net of controls these fam-
ilies took up an average of 0.20 fewer resources than families whomaintained
contact with at least one other school-affiliated family. The addition of the
measure for social isolation does little to offset the coefficients associated
with previously discussed indicators for family need.We interpret this model’s
results, therefore, as consistent with the COR-motivated hypothesis that social
ties are correlated with resource uptake.

Hypothesis 3: Key Resource Uptake Is Associated With Resource Caravans

Figure 3 reports the series of Poisson regression models designed to test
the resource caravan hypothesis, which holds that taking up one resource sets
in motion a process that facilitates the uptake of other resources. As noted
above, the conditional association between pre-pandemic participation in
school FRPL programs and resource uptake, documented in Figure 2, pro-
vides an initial indication of support for this hypothesis. The results reported
in Figure 3, which focus on the role that meals and internet-enabled device
distribution played as key resources during the remote learning period, are
similarly consistent with the idea of resource caravans.

We run three separate models, adjusting the included covariates: Model 1
controls for the receipt of meals during the pandemic period, Model 2 controls
for the receipt of internet or device, andModel 3 controls for the receipt of both
key resources. Since these two key resources contribute to the count of total
resources received, which is the dependent variable in this model, these two
predictors aremechanically linked to the outcome. Put differently, when a fam-
ily receives meals from their child’s school, this participation increases their
count of total resources by one. As such, to test our third hypothesis, we deter-
mine if the coefficients for the key resources are statistically different from one.
A coefficient significantly greater than one indicates that the independent vari-
able is associated with the uptake of more resources. If taking up the identified
key resources discouraged the uptake of additional resources, then this coeffi-
cient would be less than one. If the coefficient was exactly one, then the key
resource would have no impact on additional resource uptake.

Compared to those that did not take up a meal, taking up a school meal
during the remote learning period is associated with the uptake of 1.48 more
resources (including meals) than those that did not receive meals. This finding
is evidence of resource caravanning. If those that received meals were, on
average, receiving the same number of nonmeal resources as those that did
not receive meals, this value would not be significantly greater from one. A
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similar resource caravan pattern is observed with the receipt of internet or
a device. Those receiving internet access or an internet-enabled device from
the district received, on average, 1.66 more total resources, including this key
resource. Furthermore, the analysis reported in Figure 3’s third model indicates
that both key resources independently contribute to resource caravanning pro-
cesses. This model indicates that the association between receipt of each key
resource and total resource uptake remains significantly different from one
even when both resources are included in the model. We interpret this to
mean that both meals and internet or device acted as key resources during
the pandemic’s early months and are associated with resource caravanning.

School Meal Sites as a Strategy to Improve Resource Uptake

As schools closed their doors and transitioned to remote-only schooling
in Spring 2020, commentators and educators across the United States worried

Figure 3. Poisson regression marginal effects, family socioeconomic need and

key resource uptake predicting total resource uptake.

Note. All models are weighted to adjust for survey nonresponse. Supplementary models, avail-

able from the authors by request, indicate that weights and weight-by-predictor interactions are

jointly significant for Model 2 (p = .020) but not Model 1 (p = .247) or Model 3 (p = .058).

Smoothed horizontal whiskers around each point estimate represent confidence intervals. All

models include additional covariates for race and parental education. Full models, with and

without weights, are reported in Appendix Table A2 in the online version of the journal.
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about the implications of school closure for youth nutrition. To help get meals
to young people at risk of food insecurity during this precarious moment, our
partner district set up dozens of meal distribution sites. The district situated
many of these meal sites at high-poverty schools. Drawing upon COR theory,
we hypothesize that children attending schools in which the district opened
a meal distribution site will be more likely to take up district-provided meals
and other resources. This hypothesis is grounded in the same mechanisms
that our previous analyses indicate facilitated resource uptakemore generally:
(a) social networks among potential resource recipients and (b) resource car-
avans. In the analyses described in Table 2, we measure the link between
attending a meal site school and resource uptake and investigate the mecha-
nisms that account for that link.

The multivariate model represented in Column 1 of Table 2 indicates that
families whose children attended schools with meal sites took up approxi-
mately 0.25 more resources on average than families at non-meal-site schools,
conditional on controls for family demographic background and need. This
finding is striking since all families in the district had access to all of the resour-
ces made available at meal sites; and indeed, families who attended schools
that did not operate meal sites typically had access to district-provided
resource distribution points elsewhere in their neighborhoods. It indicates
that simply by physically locating resource distribution efforts in their stu-
dents’ elementary schools, the district helped families to access resources.

The remaining models in Table 2 investigate why school-based meal sites
worked to boost resource uptake. The results reported in Column 2 indicate
that attending meal site schools particularly boosted the likelihood that fam-
ilies took up the key resources. After controlling for family receipt of meals
and internet or device, themarginal coefficient associatedwithmeal site atten-
dance is not statistically significantly different from zero, a finding that sug-
gests these two resources drove the relationship between school meal sites
and resource uptake.

Importantly, however, it is not clear that school-located meal sites facili-
tated the uptake of other nonkey resources. Column 3 of Table 2 reports
the results of a model that includes an interaction term that investigates the
extent to which resource caravanning associated with meal receipt differs
for students attending meal sites schools compared to their peers who
attended elementary schools that did not have an on-campus meal site. The
negative and statistically significant coefficient in this model indicates that
the families who took up resources at school meal sites seem to have been
somewhat less susceptible to resource caravanning processes than families
with similar levels of need elsewhere in the district.

This finding may be attributable to the limitations of the pandemic con-
text. Because thesemeal sites were designed around the social distancing pro-
tocols in place in Spring 2020, they provided few opportunities for families to
learn about other available resources and connect with one another. Indeed,
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in most cases, families received meals at these sites without leaving their cars.
Consistent with this interpretation, the analyses reported in Column 4 of Table
2 indicate that the link between school meal sites and resource uptake is not
substantially altered by controlling for an indicator for family social connect-
edness. Further, the interaction term between school meal sites and social
connectedness in this model is not statistically significantly different from
zero. Taken together, these findings suggest that school meal sites operated
relatively independently of families’ social connections and did little to offset
the negative link between social disconnectedness and resource uptake.

Discussion and Conclusions

By providing social and material resources to students and their families,
school-linked service efforts have the potential to substantially improve stu-
dent well-being (Maier et al., 2017). However, to reap these benefits, students
and families must take up the resources and services their schools provide.
Contemporary research provides little information about who obtains resour-
ces from schools, by which mechanisms, and the way community connected-
ness and distribution structures work together to encourage families to take
up school-linked services. Our analyses indicate that family need is associated
with resource uptake but that during the early months of the pandemic, many
families facing acute needs did not take up the resources that the district and
its schools provided. Our analyses point to two different mechanisms associ-
ated with resource uptake among families contending with acute needs. First,
families who are socially connected are more likely to take up school-pro-
vided resources than families who have limited social ties with other parents
in the school. Second, once families take up a first key resource, such as ameal
or a device, resource caravanning processes often occur, leading to the uptake
of additional resources.

We find it striking that social connectedness is so closely associated with
resource uptake, even during the pandemic lockdown period, when public
health measures created pronounced economic challenges for many families
and made it difficult for them to maintain social connections. Families who
did not have contact with other parents at their child’s school during the tran-
sition to remote instruction took up fewer district-provided resources during
Spring 2020. This finding may reflect, in part, unmeasured challenges that fam-
ilies faced during the pandemic’s early months. Families facing severe eco-
nomic challenges during the lockdown period—many of whom were
grappling with health, housing and food security concerns, living paycheck
to paycheck, juggling multiple jobs, and coping with unpredictable work
schedules—likely also struggled to maintain school-based social connections.
However, it is notable that even after accounting for a robust set of family socio-
economic measures, we find that families who maintain school-based social
connections access more resources from the school and district. These findings
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are consistentwith those documenting howorganizationally brokered ties facil-
itate resource acquisition, particularly in school contexts (Lukasiewicz et al.,
2019; Small, 2009; Small & Gose, 2020). By providing settings in which families
can interact regularly, schools can build the social networks and trust that facil-
itates participation in school-provided services and resources.

Further, our findings indicate that connections to key resources, in this
case, meals and internet-enabled technology, correlate with a positive gain
cycle that connects families to other useful resources. This resource caravan-
ning phenomenon is both theoretically and practically important, since it
points both to the often-self-reinforcing nature of family distress and the
potential for relatively small but well-chosen resources to exert disproportion-
ately large consequences on family well-being. Even if individuals may be
reluctant to pursue new resources due to the uncertainty of potential benefits
(Hobfoll 2012), facilitating access to resources that fulfill essential needs will
likely pave a path towards the acquisition of added resources.

We build our empirical models on information provided by the district
about their distribution efforts in the early months of the pandemic. We
note that there are limits to our ability to infer about the exact mechanisms
that led to resource caravanning, since we are unable to track the path taken
from the uptake of the first resource to subsequent ones. This study is not able
to examine how resource provision efforts by the district changed over
time—and the attendant rates of resource uptake—but instead capitalizes
data early in the pandemic to capture patterns during an intense period of
resource need and distribution. As schools increasingly find themselves on
the front lines of crisis response, we believe our findings around resource
caravanning provide useful insight to practitioners and policymakers seeking
to develop crisis response plans and infrastructure.

Notably our analyses suggest that the design of school-based resource
provision efforts can contribute to—or inhibit—the development of resource
caravanning processes. During the early pandemic period, the district in
which our survey was conducted set up an ambitious effort to distribute meals
to families via meal sites located at 15 high-poverty schools. Meal sites pro-
vided an important mechanism for getting food to children and families facing
high levels of economic need. However, resource caravanning processes
among families who used meal sites located at their children’s elementary
schools were less pronounced than resource caravanning among economi-
cally similar families whose children’s schools did not host a meal site.
These findings likely speak to both the profound challenges facing schools
and other service providers while families socially distanced, and the theoret-
ical connections between social connectedness and resource caravanning.
Since these meal sites provided few opportunities for families to interact
with one another or with teachers, staff, and other service providers, they
likely did little to supplement families’ social connectedness and facilitate
the creation of resource caravans.
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It is important to acknowledge that our data were collected in a single dis-
trict during the highly atypical pandemic lockdown period. As such, we
encourage readers to interpret and generalize findings from this case with
caution. For example, we believe that it would be a mistake to interpret our
findings as an indication of the limitations of school-based meal provision
as a strategy for initiating resource caravanning processes. The pandemic
context—and in particular the need to maintain social distancing in order to
slow the virus’s spread—constrained the district’s implementation of the
school-based meals program in a way that likely limited resource caravanning
at school-based meal sites. But we should note that the meal sites were highly
successful in providing daily nutrition to families. Moreover, due to both the
pandemic context and the nature of our data, our analysis does not engage
directly in the important role that families’ social connections with their child-
ren’s teachers and other educators play in influencing resource uptake. This is
an important direction for future research.

That said, we believe that this district’s pandemic experience yields
important insights for school-linked service provision in a broad range of
other contexts. In an era of increasing civil unrest and climate catastrophe,
profound educational disruptions and other crises are likely to be increasingly
common. Schools often play a central role both in initial disaster response and
in longer-term disaster recovery efforts (Galemore, 2012; Kennedy-Paine
et al., 2013). In some instances, schools provide resources well beyond the
disaster period by offering counseling support systems to address students’
socioemotional and mental health needs (Crumb et al., 2021). Our analyses
indicate that schools can prepare for disasters by facilitating social connec-
tions among families, teachers, and community members. These social con-
nections are likely to help educators design resource provision efforts that
respond to family needs and increase resource uptake.

We suspect that this lesson also broadly applies to more commonplace
school-based resource provision efforts. As we noted in the introduction, edu-
cational organizations increasingly offer knowledge-based and other material
resources to families, including parent workshops, after-school tutoring
(Nickow et al., 2020), health centers (Hodges et al., 2021), and other commu-
nity programs (Osofsky et al., 2018; Valli et al., 2016). Most of the existing evi-
dence about these service provision efforts comes from evaluations of
relatively well-funded community schools models and similarly intensive
efforts (Dryfoos &Maguire 2019). These programs are often highly intentional
about collecting data on local needs and developing programs that respond
directly to these needs. They also typically capitalize on formal school events
and informal daily interactions to build dense social networks among educa-
tors and families and carry out distribution processes that contribute to the
creation of resource caravans (Dryfoos & Maguire, 2019).

Most school and district-based service provision efforts lack the resources
to conduct the planning and coordination that is typical in these gold standard
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programs. For example, effective full-service community schools employ
a full-time coordinator to liaison between educators, community partners,
and families (Dryfoos & Maguire 2019). The district from which we collected
our data lacked this organizational capacity as it developed and implemented
a broad set of new efforts to provide for student and family health, addressed
issues associated with housing and food insecurity, broadened access to
learning technologies, and responded to other needs.

In settings that have similar limitations to their organizational capacity,
informal social connections among and between families, educators, and
community members are likely to facilitate the development of programs
that are genuinely responsive to family needs and that foster the sort of trust
that contributes to resource caravanning (Ishimaru, 2020). Our analyses
underscore that each of these three pillars—meeting needs, fostering social
connections, and initiating resource caravans—plays an important role in get-
ting school-provided resources and services to families.
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Notes

This material is based in part on work supported by the National Science Foundation
under grant SES-1626891. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations
expressed in this material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the National Science Foundation.

1Meal sites operated out of about 20% of the elementary schools in the district. In addi-
tion to these elementary school-based meal sites, the district sponsored additional sites at
middle and high schools and neighborhood community centers. It also used school buses
to distribute meals. In total, the district reported distributing more than a million meals
between mid-March and the first week of May 2020.

22016–2020 data from American Community Survey reported in the NCES’s District
Demographic Dashboard indicate that the median household income for families with chil-
dren in public school living in the district’s borders is slightly below the national median of
$65,000, while the rate of food stamp eligibility is slightly above the national rate of 20%.
Approximately 40% of parents of public school districts have a BA degree or higher, com-
pared to a national average of 35%.

3Based on a qualitative review of the district’s Twitter timeline betweenMarch 13, 2020,
and March 20, 2020.

4Since these data come from surveys of parents and guardians, the unit of analysis in
these data is the household. Families completed the anonymous survey, which was adver-
tised to families via emails, school newsletters, text messages, phone calls, district and
school websites, and direct face-to-face discussions at meal sites and other outreach activ-
ities, during the last month of the 2019–2020 academic year. The survey instrument begins
by asking families to identify the district schools their children attend, and then asks families
to provide school-specific information about interactions with these schools. In order to
reduce the burden of completing the survey, we only asked families whose children
attended multiple elementary schools to tell us about one traditional elementary school
and one choice-based elementary school.

5These weights are constructed to correct for uneven response rates across racial/
ethnic groups, socioeconomic groups (as measured by free and reduced-price lunch
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enrollment), and across schools. In addition, our sample weights adjust responses for the
number of students in each parent survey respondent’s household. These post-stratification
weights are calculated for each respondent as

Mean(PtotalFRLs,(Frl=1, Frl=0)PrespFRL Groups,(Frl=1, Frl=0), PtotalRE groups,
(RE group)PrespRE groups,(RE group))* 1Response rates*N(Students in HH),

where Ptotal(FRL)s is all students in school s who enrolled in free and reduced price lunch;
Presp(FRL)s is the proportion of survey respondents from school s who report enrolling in
free and reduced price lunch; PtotalRE groups is the proportion of all students enrolled at
school s who identify with the respondent’s racial/ethnic group; PrespRE group is the pro-
portion of all respondents from school s who identify with the respondent’s racial/ethnic
group; response rates is the total response rate from the respondent’s school; and
N(Students in HH) is the number of elementary school students for which the respondent
is providing data.

6In supplementary analyses, available by request, we additionally estimate all models
using negative binomial regression models. These models return substantively similar
results, but we do not report them here since our analyses reveal little evidence of overdis-
persion in the dependent variable. For robustness, we also estimate all models using logistic
regression (available upon request), with the dependent variable a dichotomous measure
distinguishing between families that reported taking up any school-provided resources dur-
ing the pandemic’s early months (coded as 1) and families that reported that did not report
taking up any school-provided resources during this key period (coded as 0).

7Following Valliant and Dever (2018), we use Wald tests to examine the joint signifi-
cance of the weight and interactions between the weight and each of the predictors.
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