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SUMMARY
Thlrty-three Parent Child Centers have been grouped into"
. five clusters accordlng to thematlc orlentatlon of ccntent or
" .intent for parents'’ and ch11dren s programs.- That has been _
- N\
done to plOVlde models wh1ch may be V1ewed as strata in se;ectlng o
Lo
Centers: as sampllng p01nts for Phase II of the natronal PCC
evaluatlon == an 1n—depth study of progect 1mpact on low 1ncome i
> - .\.
|
member famllles at the sample Centers. Program characterlstlos Y
’ i
. held 1n common by Centers in each of the five clusters may be 2
\ -
Tsummarlzed as follows:
Cluster | T | ) B 1"\. .
Number o Parent program Chlldren s Proqram T
. ’ : ¥ T - . P
1 ' 'Educatlonal thrust toward oo Generq& developmental— ' 1-
< . parentlng“r—-\teaohlng of affective approach, :
child development and home : providing "warmth and L :
- .management skllls o - comFort" ' ;/
2 - (Same as Cluster 1) E Emphasis on cognitive,
S ' o " stimulation -- elements
._of a planned learnlng
approach
3- . TFostering careers -- help - Emphasis on cognitive
. toward establiching educa- .~stimulation - '\
. tional credentials or day. . . iy
.. care provision for worklng S S . . i
‘ B mothers v ' % T -
4 fYSame as Cluster 3) . o General deve;opmental-
. et - ' affective approach
(‘ * - . -
. - . ’ // .. .
5 Generally supportive, General developmental-

emphasizing provision or .

. . affective approach
referral of social services :

7




Several prellmlnary attempts to cluster PCC's meanlngfully;

along emplrlcal dlmen 1ons or goals falled because of the great
‘dlveralty among 1nd1v1dual Centers. After the above typologles-

‘were derlved fuf(her strat1f1cat10n was obtalned_on the nature

of home v1s1t procrams‘ ,
. .

S ~Families Served .. .~ Content of Home

Type - . in Home Visits . . T Visft-Activities

A slgnlflcant proportlon of ‘ Fmphasls on soc1al serv1ce
- home visit families are differ- - and general supportlve
" ent from those served at the . activities
. PCC == home vVisits used to o _ ;*Nﬂ//g_ j

extend PCC service to a - : — Y

-greater range of families = : o f/“

N \ o
(same as Type; 1) : ) ;;Emphasls on cognltlve/
T W - °educat10nal 1nstruct10n.

wv

Home. v1s1t famllles tend to - (Same as Type 1)
be the same ones served at : : SN
the PCC.-- home. visits used

to’ supplement or reinforce

activities at the Center

i

(Same as Type 3) o .:Q'_v (Same_as Type. 2)

Essentlallv no home v151t program -=- visits made only
lrregularly to meet special c1rcumstances . .

. Slx Centers were seletted to represent all cluster. and .
home visit strata in the Phase II sampleu‘ Those Cegters, were
also chosen w1th an eye toward balauc1ng on staff patterns,
PAC dec1s10n-mak1ng power, locale, ‘etc., in relatlon to the
populatlon of all 76 Centers wh1ch do 'not have an Advocacy
Component. Advocacy s1tes were ekcluded from-conslderatlon

because of the atyplcallty 1ntroduced by the presence of that

: functlon.
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A I. PRATIONALE . | S R :

'Phase I/has involved the'collection'of iﬁfbrmation deéf'i

el

-

crlptlve of 1no;v1dual Parent-Chlld Pentert%PCC) programs. 1The;:

;main purposo of these data collectlon act1vxtxes héq been

to ldentify dlfferent cIusters of" Centers.' Ulth this accomplIshed

i 1t w1ll be pos51ble to study, in depth the part1c1pants from a ;fzﬂ
Centers representlng each of: thn cluaters. In this manner it o

- should be posslble ar the end of Phase II to provxdo~an over all

- ..catalogue of'impact Tpon the I;ves of partchpants In the PCC

g - program nationwide, founded on a represcatative sampl;ng of
Yy : _ ! \ : esw. Ve ! )

: , Y ;‘p\° . - . o -
‘R't ' genters.: : Y*X ‘_ ’;h, _ o s
v T o EG e T
' _ Phase I data collectlon act1v1t1es weﬁe specxflcally : 2L .
’ : - . : -

'geared to obtalnlng descrlptlve data along[as many lnoortdnt
\

- PCC dlmenslons ‘as could be antlclpated for the purpose of

" clusterlng the Center;‘ In addltlon, the Center for Communlty S

! . ' Ve . .

.. Pesearch (CCR) . was asked to collect prellnlnary lmpact data

o
.at each site. The results of this aspect of Phase I research

”.‘ . LN -’

’

activities“have been presented 1n.a.separate reportl and w111

not be d1scussed further here.

N “ * -
- . y = s
. -

METHOD OF PROCEDURE:-:

: The method of Phase I data collectlon is also discussed
-~ -' \a

R : in that report in great detall and will only be summarlzed here.
A : B, R _

\
i

\\ ] - . 5

‘1. Report on Preliminary Impact Data: A National Study of
' the Parent- -Child Center Program. ~January, 1972.
. . \ : Ve o RN

|

[ _ L

R
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v

;CCE"eta f visited each §éc dur;ng the ll-week pericd

extending from October 27, 1071 - Januarx ll 197“- Durlng

this- neriod, 33 PCC's were v1sxted. ‘Dalton, Georgia and

Summervxlle( Georxaaa(Larayct*e) have been treated for ourposes

of data analysis as two seperate Centers. This distrvetlon = _' . /

- wae made,ph the basis oﬁ_our_:indings at these Centers. Each = . . ,;
:Center employs a <eparate Dir'ctor,\and functxons complete.y
A
autonomously from the other. Thus, data were collected at all - g

: Pccﬂs, with the exceptlon of Alaska..' Co I o { coo b _o'°:
' - e . B |

v'\Interv1ews‘were conducted by exght full-time CCR pro—‘~f

fe551onal staff membera, augmented b; one aOClOngy docto*al;v | ' L .
,student, whose work had been prev1oxsly knoln .to "the CCR. S ‘Vd.?u‘

-

N

.

Ind1v1duals, or ‘teams of 1nterv1ewers, were assigned to

PCC's for an average of four 1ntervrewer-days at each ‘site. <
i . ‘ ‘ ) . . ) . '.“
1e~' : B -1 ' ' o
amp : S C p SRR

’ Intervrews were completed WLth 33 Dlrectors, 327 staff, ' o
< Ve S
and 385 parents. oo B \ o T T

N N

. 1 Staff members were selected on tbe basis of'interviewer
fjudgment (with centrai CC# o?fice consultation'invunclear cases)
so as best to represent the variety.of'PCC’job functions; levels
of training and/or.experience, and- local program variations at |

I -
se:arate 51tes within-a SLngle PCC grant.

. Directors and othr staff members were asked to .arrange

: parent 1ntérv1ews at varlous 51tes w1ch parents who were

knowledgeable,~and as aware of various program element: as’ : S,

S -

e




possible. 'In addition, parents were approached at the PCC's and

asked for interviews, which were invariably granted. P

: . -
TN . M

Data collection instruments:

.. ‘ . : .. < ' O ’ “.'-’/

. ; The data collection instruments used for all of Phase I - o
/ ! . . ’
activities are-described in the Prellmlnary ;nnact~report in -

some ‘detail., For the purposes of this present report only ’ .

1}

(4]

those aspects of tne 1nterv1ew schedule whlch are germane to~

. pay

CCR c;usterlng‘efforts are presented.

. ) . .-
- s : . . . -

]

. ’ “ : [ - . 48
1. Dfiector.forn' . . ' : T )

Includes five sectlons deallng klth PCC goals, staff

S o
organlaatlon, programs for chlldren and parents, {0 "

medical serv1ces, and soc1a1-servxces, respectlvelyx
. _ . . . >

. . . T .o, T
. .

‘e

2. Parent form: o ; fl, ".} i

Includcs a set of Judcments to be made on n1ne areas -
of focus, both in terms oL how the part1c1pantksees
-.it and how he would like it’' to be. These focus items

are presented in Appendix Al

3. Staff forn:

Includes the focus_items described above, and a set
of 1eadership items. The leadership items require
. a8 judgment to be‘nade_along se&eral-descriptive'dimen-
| sions of the leadership'style 65 the Director. Staff B
. was asked to descrite their Dlrector alonc these

d1mensmows and to describe thelr ideal- Dlr ector.. These

itens are also to be Lound.ln Appendix A.
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_AIMS OF THIS REPORT: " | S o

a

B Thevspecific;aimszof this report.are to present the clusters

. which have been'identifred as an:outgrowth of Phase I activities

L

and to dellneate the pos51ble effects, 1n terms of impact, which.
might ‘be found in Phase ITI in relatlon to each PCC model" 1dent1lléd

_In addltlon, the report presents the - ratlonale for the ch01ce

[

_ iof the partlcular Center to be studled within earh cluster. ' "'
s ) _'y . .

3

Seven of the 33 Centers studied‘are Rdv- icy Centers.

‘Since they are belng studled by CCR as’ part Ca a study of the
< .
simpact of the Advocacy Component it has been dec1ded to exclude

~

them from the PCC 1mpact study. Thls excluslon 1s based on twd
5“reasons. The Advocacy Centers 1nclude a whole new element"

'whlch ls not typlcal of PCC's and thus no Advocacy Center can

\ -

. be sald to be- feoresentatlve of other Centers within 1ts cluster.

In addltlon, to use one Center for two d1fferent aspects. of a

study Wthh will 1nclude qulte d1fferent data collectlon
: ) 1nstruments«1s‘11kely to produce massive confusion both at ‘the
o o . . . - ~.

Center anmd among CCR interviewers.

Hav1ng excluded the seven Advocacy Centers there are still
- /
many Centers to choose from w1th1n a cluster and the reasons
underlylng a partlcular ch01ce within a cluster will be outlined
- //
in detail. .
N ' ‘
= .»-/— ' .
The report is organized into seven major chapters. - ~
Chapter I will describe the techniques used to obtain the
clusters, including the final approach used. Chapters II

through VI will describe the five clusters identified, the




" . . . .
M . .. . . .

implicétions for impact which might be expected as a function |

of each model, and.the‘chafacteristics of the Center chosen
tpiiepresent eaéﬁ*ﬁérticular model in Phase II. .Chépter Vi1

.zsumma:iéeS'characteristiés of:PCC's selected as sampling points

-

for the Phase II investigation of impact.
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INTRODUCTION = o -

The great diversity of program elements, staffing and
membership patterns, and community characteristics among the

33 Parent-Child Centers has prov1ded a formidable analytic task.

//It is important to describe something of the methods

pursued and the rationale underlying them in the quest for
.meaningful groupings. An understanding of what did not work
will be helpful in prov1ding a context hoth for what did work

and for a clearer picture of the divergent PCC characteristics.

Essentially, four “rounds" of preliminary clustering
were conducted before the final results were obtained at a
‘final stage. Those'approaches will be,outlined below,
_but‘first a few general comments about clustering_as a

technique are in order.

CLUSTERING AS A TECHNIQUE

Clustering is a means of grouping- things according
to characteristics they hold in common. Statistically, they
are methods of corielating entities (Parent-Child“Centers,
' people, questionnaire items -- whatever) on several variables

taken together.

. Two points so often brought up when discussing statistical
methods and computers are apropos of 'this study as well. For

one thing, it is certainly true that results will be only as




A relevant and meaningful as are the data fed into the machine.
The selection of variables and the form in which these are entered
have everything to do w1th‘the clusters obtained.

J

Then, too, 1t is not enough merely to.have correct data With

proper weights a851gned to various aspects. * There remains
\\\the problem of dec1ding how many clusters are "enough or
“rLght. . : ‘ . o

Both of these observations lead to the conclusion that the
Epalyst's judgment is a necessary ingredient in any clustering

procedure. 'CCR has exercised, Judgment throughout.; No claim is

made that the results of this study are in any way ineVitable.

.CCR only hopes to have prov1ded a useful way of(iooking at’ = -

-

.Parent Child Centers.

FIRST PHASE : COMPUTER CLUSTERING OF OBJECTIVE VARIABLES

The first clustering attempt was made by entering data
for a rather large number of variables (38) on
'the computer and running the CCR cluster.program'.1

Variables were chosen.by reviewing all gquestionnaire .
materials and listing dimensions or items considered descrip-
tive of program operation at each PCC. Some of the dimensions
culled were taken directly from questionnaire,responses -

_the number of children served, the amount of referral activity

by a Center, who is eligible for medical or dental care, the

1 The variables- entered for this and the following unsuccessful
clustering runs appear in Appendix B.

17
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types of educational topics offered to parents, percentage of

the PAC (or controlling board) who. are parents, and so on.
A few were\indirect or comEosite measures, such as the ratio
of enrolled membersfto staff or-the degree to which the Directog
or PAC makes' final decisions. | |
The- clustering program designed for the study operates

- very stra**htforwardly "A brief overview of how it works

may ‘'be helpful toward understandinq what was sought. -

The program begins by treating the Centersias 33 separate :
groups( one PCC to a group. It then seeks outfthose two Centers
. : . which correlate most positively over all the Variables entered
and joins them, leaving 32 groups including the twosome just
created. Also, within that cluster of'two-PCCfs,\scores for each.
variable are averaged so that the grouping mayv be treated hy

”

the ‘program as a single entity for further comparisons.

The process continues, With the hest match between entities
‘being found each time. The number of groups remaining is reduced
by one each time. The program may combine a single Center with - |
an already-created twosome or threesome, or it may jOln individual
Centers. Neer the beginning of a run, it Will tend to combine
individual Centers with each other. ‘Toward the middle stages, it
will start‘to bring additional memhers'into groups that already
tcontain more than one. Finally,\it will.}oin “mul) tiple-unit
groupings with each other until- there are just two large clusters
left. (It is useless to combine those two hecause doing so would
put you right back where you started -- with 33 undistingqguishable
PCC's.) | |
The program systematically tries to produce groupings

of Centers that are as similar as possible to each other,

. ‘ | | 18




while‘making7the groups themselves as different from one énother

as it can.

?he judgmental_nature of'deciding Aow mény clusters .
are."éﬁough" is lessenedrbecause the program prints out an
error term .at each step that iﬁdicates, in effect, how
different fhé clusters are atztﬁaﬁ_éoint. Almost always
this indicator will change in vaiue.markédly at some point
in the run, suggesting'that éubsequent combinations are not
as valid because of the magnitude of the error term.

Not much hope was he;d that meaningful clusters would:
be found using as many as 38 variableé. There e
were too many wayé that PCC's could be found to be differeht
~and if was expected that someAclusters would be based on leés
' relevant variableé. That'is_exactly.the_way the resultsv

turned out. The resultant clusters made little or no sense

in the opinion of CCR staff..

Another clustering attempt was actually parallel with the

-one just described. It was hypothesized that if CenterSVCOﬁld
.be identified which showed sizeable gaps between parehts' ;nd |
staff’'s ratings on the focus and leadership items (or .
between "actual" add'"ideal" ratings wifhin either group),

then features of Center functioning might be related fo

degree of comhbn perception or "satisfaction." That clustering

did discriminate among Centers. However, it was again true

13




that resultant groupings of PCC‘s showed little rhyme or reason

in terms of progrmn elements Qr other major descriptive

characteristics. , _ : ' : LT

A

SECOND PHASE: REDUCING THE VARIABLES

As part of the first phase, the variables themselves

were also clustered. That separate analsts showed that there
was statistical overlap between or among a number of them.
That is, some of the information was found to be at least
partially redundant. Duplications were weeded out. In addition,
" the judgment‘yas.made that some variables were_clearly more
important than others.’ The.suggestions-of the Review Panel

in terms of possible important dimensions were specifically
incorporated. | _ N

| Finally, some measures were found-to discriminate

among Centers better than others.- For instance, the per-
centage of participants who are children did not discriminate
nearly as well as, say, the percentage of staff members who
are professionals.

In short, much more concentration washfocused on selec-

ting or creating variables which described only major aspects
of a PCC's operation. New dimensions, such as the.proportion

of service offered at the Center or in the home (as measured

by‘the number of participants and the hours spent), were

20
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added to the list ofdvariables while less important, non-
'dlscrlmlnatlng and redundant ones were dropped. The list

" that had numbered 38 became one of 20 Even so,'

the clusters obtalned were relatlvely loose and confused.

\

THIRD PHASE: CLUSTERING ON "COMPONENT SUMMARY" VARIABLES 1

All of the foregoing had made it qulte apparent that the
clusterlng variables could be reduced in number and ~condensed

in content w1thout making apprec1able progress ‘toward

-t

obtalnlng.well-deflned cluster models. Clusterlng along
emplrlcal dimensions turned out to be. 1mp0551b1e because

of the individualistic nature of the-Centers. o ) it

\

From a program p01nt of view the unlqueness of each
A

Center makes for a -great rlchness and varlety of experlence.
From an evaluatlon or model- bu11d1ng standp01ntlthat unique-

3

ness aoes not.perm;t clustering along more thana very fewr
important dimens ' ons. | o _

The degree of individualization.reached_became much -
clearer when important data on each component of Center
'function (staffing, childhood program, etc.)'were arrayed
on charts for each PCC. Visual comparisdns of Center profiles
-showed most cogently the need to devise inputs anchured in
those ‘components.

Four "component summary" varlables were constructed to

reflect the relative presence or absence of various Center

21
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functions within each component Centers were given scores
;ranging from 3. to 1 ;lthln the components. For example,

a PCC was given a 3 to describe its childhood program if eagh
of five separate aspects were present= _(a) appropriate

toys or.equipment (in the CCR interviewer's opinion),

(b) a general warmth and understanding toward children by
staff members’ (again in the 1nterv1ewer s opinion), (c)
‘children's sessions at the PCC at least three times a week
for‘a'total of eight hours, (d) at least one teacher and J;‘ o
teacher aide for every group of five children served, and P
'_(e) a child development specialist either on staff or\avail-

able for extensive consultation.‘ A 2 or a‘ 1l was ass1gned A

if only parts of the component so, def1ned were present

Similar composite or summary variables were constructed
for adult,educational programs, social service activity,
and parent responsibility. Moreoveﬁ the variables were

\

'weighted so :that the childhood component was most important

in clustering, adult education was next most 1mportant
" social’ serVice was third in emphas1s and parent responsi—
bility was given the least weight relat1ve_to the others.
That procedure resulted in six clusters showing apparent _ 3

validity and coherence, but there was a by- product deemed

rather undesirable. Centers were being grouped on the basis

of "goodness" or "mediocrity." It is quite possible that Centers




may be doing similar things, but that sone are dolng them more
effectively:than'others. Both types coqu 1og1ca11y be repre-
-Sentative of the same model, but thls methdd wou‘d not permit

that In other words, the "goodness" or ?badness" of a Center .

has nothing to do with model- -building. Any model can have

w1th1n it good" or "bad" Centers,

FOURTH PHASE: CLUSTERING ACCORDING TO STATED OBJECTIVVS

A poss1b111ty con51dered was to cluster on.the basis of
objectlves. In fact, three objectlve-or;ented approaches were
-
~invest1gated, and'each was found wanting:g
First, D1rectors had been asked to state the" objectlves .

of the1r PCC's in their own words.' That resulted in a var1ety =, - -

-

\ '/
of generallzatlons which CCR 1nterv1ewers often found d1ff1cu1t

te p1n down into speclflcs. 7 spec1f1cs".had been arrived

at, two outcomes were observable.k Some objectlves thus obtained.
were spec;flc Just to one or a very few Centers mentioning them -
such as rncreased father part1c1patlon, establlshlng a dental |
group 11a1son, or f1ndJng and hiring a staff member to begin one
.partlcular program. Other objectlves seem to mlrror the 11st

of six. natlonal goals, ‘and 1n about the priority order of ‘the

national listing. Th1s was ‘not an adequate/means of d1scr1m1nat1ng

clusters. °

Then, Directors! prlorlty ranklngs of those six national

- . PCC goals (when these were read) tended to follow the oCp

order1ng. Agaln, no adequate d1scr1m1natlon 1nto Center

grouplngs occurred ' o




[
.Finelly, it was felt that interhiewers' observation and
understanding of program elements or’pfoceduyes could lead tov
a classificatign based, on the national goais. It was possibleé
thatfsome Centefs were mainly trying to overcome deficits in
children'(netional goal #1),.others trying to Strengthen fami;y-
orgenizatione{through'whole—family qctivitiee (gqal #3). and sq'
onJ It soon hecaﬁe apparent thet ali~goalsfexeept; possibly,
‘the one bearing on‘reseerch‘and evaluation, were in essence
telated to.the{first two geals -- overcoming deficits in
children and iéprdving the skills, attitudes, and motivations
of petents. ) |
For'exémple, all Centers enceurage community invoivementw
of enrolled fenilies (goal 24). In'fact;_tWO Directors mentioned
this as their highest priorit&ngoal out of the six. Hewever,-.
'encouraglng a sense of community is accompllshed elther d1rect1v
or 1nd1rect1y through children's and parents' programs. If it

i

were done otherwise, the Center would becone e1ther a nelwhbor— ;
hood social cludb at\one extreme, or. a communlty lobbylng organl-'
zation: at the other, . '

, The decision”was made to dietribute the Centers just on
the besis of their approaches to perent and child programs,
those being considered of pareﬁount importance.

N\

FINAL PHASE: CLUSTERIMNG ACCORDING TO UNDERLYING THEME

In addition to their stated objectives, each PCC has an

overall implicit underlying objecti&e with regard to children's




programs and with rdgard to parent programs. It is on the

"basis of these underlying quectiVGS'%pat CCR has grouped

" ‘the Centers. The result is a_series of models flowing from

intent rather than from operat&on.

: »“\~\\ o Analysis of all the arré}ed.PCC summary data yielded
three essential and separate overall objectives. for parent
programs: . _ ‘ - ; . Ty

" 1. The enhancement of parenting skills, shown by.

emphasis on instruptién in child development

- and home'management skills. The.drivﬁnq force

! : of these PCC's is to make mothers better mothers.
. - -0 make T s

+ . wer,

2. The fostering of career opportunities, shuwn by

the affording of basic educational instruction
(at the PCC or throughNCOllege affiliations)
or by providing child care facilities which

permit parents to hold jobs outside the PCC.




The provlslon of general succorance to- parents

so that they may functlon better as human beings,
shown by the degree or type of- soc1al services
affOrded and the prlmarlly social nature of
Center act1v1ties._'

i

&

Childhood . component objectives vary in two basic manners:

1. ‘The adoption of a relatively structured and

carefully planned coghitive stimulation approach.

' The provisien of a general developmental-affective

‘environment for children.

Cw e
-

e,

TNy
Theoretlcally, each of the three parent oriented objectives

may ‘be matched Wlth each of the two chlldren s® orlentatlons,-'

.

resultlng in six clusters. However, no Cther was found to
be ‘truly representatlve of the model that prov1des cognltlve

stlmulatlon to children and general succoran“e to parents.

t

Thus, five models wlll he dcscrlbeg in th1s document.

-

These'models w%re deriVed without ‘the use .of the computer. .

While reaults from the programmed runs descrlbed above were

useful 1n successlvely structurzng CCR's thlnklng, 1t seems

¢

the PCC's dre too drverse to permit meanlngful clusterlng by

machlne on more than a very few variables. '

[
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THE CLUSTER MODELS DETERI-‘!INED“'

The folloWing five models were obtained:

Cluster 1:  Parenting ObjectiVve for Parents,
Developmental-Affective Objective for Children

Boston” . | )
. cl eve:f.l and |
Detroit - ° o R
- Hoﬁolulu _ . g
‘Louisville .
= Meﬁomonie
Minneapolis .

Cluster 2: Parenting Objéctive for :"Parents, T .
Cognitive Objective for Children ‘ '

~ Atlanta -

: BaL._lt'imbrev
B Chatﬁanbogaf
Cincinnati
'Ja\ckso‘nvi.l_le : - | .- | e

Leii:chfiela o
@v ' .' oo Mdunﬁ Carm.el.

Summerville - , S

Cluster 3: Career Objective for Parents,
Cognitive Objectiwve for Children

-Dallas - F S
Pascq ;

Philadeiphia N




K

. Cluster 4: .Cafeer-Objective for Parehts, .
Developmental-Affective O Jective for Children -

New York
Oakland
St. Louis
.Washingtbn

Cluster 5:  General Succorahce'Objective for Parents,
Developmental-Affective-Objective for Children

Chicago
Dalton
Fayetteville -

 ‘Huntington : : o

3t

La Junta
#os Anéeies
ﬁewark |
_ Newport
. Omaha
| Pine'Ridgé

Portland. A v
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SELECTION OF CENTERS FOR PHASE II OF THE STUDY

From each of the clusters described'in the next five
|
chapters, a PCC has been selected as a sampling point for the

study s second phase._ An extra Center was chosen from the

first cluster to balance Phase II sample stratification'on § SR
dimensions other than parent- or ch11d-or1entat10ns of programs , ﬁ
as well. Here in overview are the further prlnclples wh1ch

guided all six selections.

7.

Tuo'factors_served to rule PCC's out from Phase II con-

. ~,
- - N,

. \
sideration. First, all seven sites chosen as Advocacy

Components'were excluded. The‘addition of the advocacy-
functlon was felt to make those PCC's somewhat atyplcal of the

national progect. Also, 1mpact of Advocacy Components is ;o

o~
=
o . 4

be evaluated separately. and it. is'quite possible that inter-

viewing for both PCC and Advocacy would cause undue procedural

compllcatlons.

A

The . g@cond limiting factor was the apparent stablllty of
certain PCC programs._ It was decided. that if a Center had not
malntalned programs of the types observed durlng Phase I for

_at least 51x months, there was a 11ke11hood mhat programv

(

'Ielements mlght change markedly dur1ng the Phase II yearu ’ o , /3

Excludlng posslbly "unstable" Centers does not guarantee that

representiveness will remain secure, but it does increase the

hprobability of that. | - ' , _ i




The type of home visit program maintained by a Center

was used as a-selection variable. Five distinct groupings

of PCC's were found in this respect.

Type%l: A eignificantiproportion of children and
- ’ o parents served in the' home do not parti—
| . cipate in programs at the Center, although
some may do so. -Home visits here are a
means of extending serVices to a greater
number of catchment area families than can
be served at the Center.' Also, to be of
Type 1 the content of home visit actiVity

'focuses mainly on supportive or SOClal

services. _ , , i

Type 2:” Tnis hoMe viSit'program aiso reachee'oot_'
" to families different from those parti-.
cibating atgthe PCC, but home activities
P T : are more,cooniti;e and eduoational in

orientation.

’ -
B .
- . ) . . .

Type 3: The great majority (or all) of families .
..Jreached in their homes are also served
at the Center. ‘Home visits'are at least
partly a.means of supplementing or_re;
.winforciné in-Center'work;‘.Activity contentx

is mainly supportive or social service.

o i - 3o




Type 4: Again, thereé is a high degree of overlap
. v :
between those served in-Center and in-.

home. Type 4 content orientation is

cognitive.

Type 5: Thesé PCC's have o homg visit program .
"or go to only a few families on an T
ifregular basis in special'éirCumstances.
Finally, an'aptempt was made ﬁo‘inqlude both urban and
g | T rgraiféenﬁefs,.Sincé thisidimension has much to do with the
availability of local resources, the types of families served,

and'the.devélopméﬁt of programs..

- .. "To recapitulate, Phase II PCC's were selected to - !
' include the following:. | |
l. Centers from each of the five clusters
documented in this report, the clusters
hrépﬁesenfihg Qariéus.major'éspects g? .
p;ogfam orientation; = . | _ T

2. No center already chosen to include an

Advocacy Component;

3. No.Center whose programs were considered
rather changeable by the OCD;Prograh’i

' Coordinators over the six months prior

to thié_report;




4. Centers represent1ng each of five types of .-

home visit program, and

5. Both urban and rural'Centers.'

*

A summary of the s1x Phase II sample Centers appears- in
Chapter VIiI, showing how. they compare with natlonal PCC pro-
"files on the~above dimensions and others as well.

[y

In the remainder of th1s report each cluster w1ll be
_ presenLed only in terms of the lmpllClt objectlves whlch
bring that group of Centers'under a common unlfylng theme.v_

- Addltlonal data on the Centers w1th1n each cluster are
presented in Appendlx C. Thus, the reader who wishes to know
how the Centers are similar or how they’ d1ffer along specrflc
dlmensrons is referred to the Appendix. Data included there
are: social service.compohent'data,'including speciflc services,
“stafflng, and referral patterns, staff data, including educa-]
tlonal background of the Dlrector, longev1ty,'and staff
dlstrlbutlon among components;~level of PAC act1v1t1es- and
type of family seryed Means and standard dev1at10ns for. all l
Centers, by cluster, on the focus and leadershlp 1tems are
\presented in the Appendlx. Inspectlon of these data w1ll bear
out the concluslon that Centers w1th1n a cluster differ

-

’ tremendously along 1mportant empxrlcal dlmen51ons.
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'CLUSTER 1: CENTERS WHICH STRESS PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE : ‘ -

PARENTING SKILLS AND GENERAL CHILD DEVELOPMENT'

‘Boston, Cleveland Detro:.t Honolulu, Lou:.sv:.lle,

Menomonle "and Mlnneapo lis




DESCRIPTION:

Overview:
Centers in this cluster focus upon developing and enhanCing
‘the skills of parents as parents, and as homemakers. Emphasis
is placed upon teaching mothers to fulfill their roles as
mothers better, w1th relatively 11tt1e attention given to
tvocational training or orientation. The primary objective‘is

to sensitize each mother to her child's needs for warmth, comfort,

. nurturance, and. support.

' All_of these Centers.maintain children‘s'programs to
fuifili two essential purposes. First, the ekistence of an
on-site children's program prov1des the. mother w1th a model of
.actual work w1th children. From this, mothers are able to see
others work with their own children under staff superVision.b
In_ effect the children S program creates a practicum for the

\'mothers-in—training Secondly, children participating in the

program are assured.of receiving emotional warmth and good
.o ) 1 . .

physical'care, at least during'program-hours.

°

- -

B. Parent education component:

As noted in the. overview, the primary objective of Centers

'in Cluster 1 is .to promote parenting skills; it is not mainly to
promote or to facilitate careers or to foster-generel growth

_through'the provision of supportive social-services., Thus, in

all of the Cluster 1 Centers, there’ is. SpelelC staff ‘time set

2
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— .

aside for parent educatlon. 'Slnce the goal ‘of these’ parent

educatlon programs is to develop more competent parents and

.famlly managers, almost all of these Centers stress areas of
educatlon in addition to Chlld development Home management
or family- llfe educatlon is. stressed in most including‘such:
tOplCS as nutrltlon, cooking of mealsland menu plann1ng,
sew1ng, consumer educatlon, and. budgetlng Many Centers f1nd
that sewing, in part1cular, is an extremely popular act1v1ty
It is useful. as an 1n1t1al act1v1ty for attractlng mothers to

_'the program, and for conveylng the idea that this is a program
for mothers as well-as~for chlldren. Some form of-health

- educatlon is another element common to all of the Cluster 1
Centers. Good parent1ng 1mplles tak1ng respon51b111ty for
lguaranteelng to. chlldren the appropr1ate preventlve and re-.

, medlatlve health serv1ces.,

-

Two of the Cluster 1 Centers have developed a college
afflllatlon whlle only one prov1des basic adult educatlon. The
»pau01ty of such formal educatlve programs is understandable |
in a- context wh1ch places relat1vely less emphasis on. the
developmenL of career opportun1t1es and marketable skllls. The
assumptlon seems to be that worklng w1th one's own Chlld under

the superv1slon of a person tra1ned in ch11d development, is more

effectlve as a learnlng technlque than is a dldactlc course.

In all Cluster 1 programs, parents are encouraged or
expected to work w1th focal children and are given the opportunlty

_to observe staff. handllng the1r chlldren.‘ Throughout, the view

as




of programs,general nursery_participation is considered

~adequate education, in most programs there is an emphasis on

,the‘participation of outside consultants; most-often, the

\

* of ch11dren s programs as - a babysitting service is dlscouraged

'mEmpha51s is. placed upon- the educatlon of the mother through

“work;w1tgithe ch11d.

.o

. The programs vary as to whether the mother is. expected to

come and work w1th her own: baby, or whether she is ekpected to

work in the nursery in general fashlon. -While in a minority

workshops and parent discussion groups.. Sometimes’these include-
ot “ - . N - /.

/

- teachers in the children's programs assume total responsibility.

'iIdeally, parent education activities are the responsibility of

a‘separately-designated parent educator. o i

'component has been made a requlrement for cont1nued
fmembershlp. However, such a stlpulatlon has occa51ona11y

" meant losing some members. This, in turn, raises-very

',for babies to suffer excluslon due to maternal non- part1c1patlon.

While in each of these programs there appears to be a

core of mothers who are. genulnely 1nvolved, who attend program

.

;regularly w1th the1r ‘babies, and who are 1earn1ng about. the

needs of chlldren, it-is dlfflcult to achleve fﬁO% parent

involvement. There seem always to be those parents who simply

Ry

do. not stay at the Center to work w1th the1r ch11dren. ,In_

some Centers, maternal part1c1patlon in the early chlldhood

definite questions-among Center staffs as to whether’it is fair

Some contend that the child otherw1se, gains nothlng from a




‘C. Child education component}'

The amount of tlme spent by each chlld if "the Center, on a

~26~

program unless the mother does participaté. Otherwise, thé R

Center parent education program is not reinforced through

supervised work with the children. Others argue that it 1s

o —

the very babies whose mothers do not part1c1pate in the PCC

\
who are most 1n need of some form of 1nterventlonw _the notlon

is that some serv1ce is better than none at all

Cluster 1 Centers emphaslze the prov;s1on of a warm,
emotlonally supportlve environment to focal chlldren. While

some of these Centers have: certaln aspects’ of a more structured

_approach, 1t was felt by CCR observers that the overall thrust

was in the direction of emotlonal rather than cognltlve develop—

.,s..

ment.. For example, - 1n the infant program heavy emphasls is placéd )

P
upon hold1ng the baby, upon rocklng and cuddllng, upon allow1ng

physlcal movement and freedom, and upon prov1d1ng good - physlcal

_care for-the infant. 1In ‘the toddler and runabout programs, I

similar emphasls is placed upon the fosterlng of warm teacher—

child 1nteractlon, on "creatlve" activities such as palntlng - o

" or collage maklng, upon- gross motor act1v1ty, and upon music

and rhythm activities.

While all of the Cluster 1 Centers'maintain children's ;. -

1Qprograms, in hone of these Centers do chlldren remain all day.

weekly basis, varies wldely‘from Centervto-Center. For'example,'

in some Cluster 1 Centers, any glven chlld-may spend only an

<

hour or two durlng the course of a week; 14 other Centers, the

chlldren may come four mornlngs or afternoons: -per week The

37




" serve all children foz 20 hours per week.

'as a mechanism for reinforcing Center-based learning, -as a IR

' dimensioris: - . o ‘| Co I o,

range. is between one Center which serves infants for ‘two hours

. and toddlers fOl four hours a week to two programs which

- . : , : :
The time spent in program by the ‘children reflects the

emphasis upon teaching parenting skills. That is, the Centers

do not setk to act . in locus parentis-= no parent program would

' K

‘mandate the parents all-day partic1pation, four or five days

per week. . Thus, the partic1pation of children is related to

the particular program strategy, in terms of the nature and
: . * R Y \

extent of mothers Center involvement The degree of Chlld\\

}

involvement is also related to staff estimates as to the '\

s

minimum anount\of contact required to achieve impact upon the

\

lives of participants. - . ' | E _ \'
B o B . \

» . T . \\ .

' 8ix of the Centers maintain an outreach program, in- which \-

\
children and mothers are v1s1ted 1n their homes for -about one ) \

hour a week._ This aspect of the Center program is seen either-. A

mechanism for social service delivery to parents, or as-a <
: Ce . Y I S ' _ o D
way of extending the program to a greater number of S O
. & ' ' ? . - -

children than can be accommodated at the PCC.

In summary,. Cluster 1 Centers exhibit the following- e
characteristics:which,are'related-to the two clustering

;\' ’ '
) . . ) --'.. .. .‘_. . _.\ . . .
I.. Parent participation in programs, including work with

the children;von%a practicum basis.

- . . . ' .
1 . . .
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»

2. Parent participation in child deQelopment,,home
v N . N . .. . N . .
- management, - and health education activities.:

“
v

3. A well equ1pped emotionally rich:environment for

chlldren.

4, Participatibn by children that is not full-timé, since

the goal of the Center is. to teach parentlng rather than .
Pé,
to act as substltute parent ‘

-

II. SITE SELECTION. S

Detrolt and Menomonle have been selected as representatlve‘
Centers from this- cluster. Detrozt has the rollowlng character1s~-
tics: ‘its program has beén relatxvely stable over the last six
‘months, it lS one of the three urban Centers selected for Phase II
study, and 1ts ln-home compOnent serves chlldren other than ones'
served at the CenLer. In thls program infants do not come to

the Center and are served only in the home.

ﬂ
E] .

el L R - . L :
The-primary*thrust of the home v151t. is to establlsh a L
‘-‘-.
relatxonshlp between mother and worker so that necessary llnkages-

N
- 2 B

between health and socaal servxces and\the famlly can ‘be made

('Ij_ype.l).”. | S o
Menomonle, although also a member of thrs cluster (the adult

program stressxng parentlng and the chxldren s nrogram btzng large

developmental/affectlve) dlffers from DQtIOlt in other’ res pects.-;~

It is rural Also, Henomonle s home UlSlt program reaches & selec—
tlon of the same ch;ldxen who came to the Center. The content of

home vxsmts is largely cognltlve -7 another departure From the
. d v \

: ~Detroxt program. “°_ o {. : -;d S




' Thus, the pairing of Détroit and Menomonie solidly repre-

-~

sent Cluster 1 charactéristics in the sample, and provide

’

variations of outreach characteristics.,

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC



g SR - ' CHAPTER’II1 o .
-«' ~ ‘ . . i ' .ﬁ . ‘ . K ., _,. .
CLUSTER 2: CENTERS WHICH STRESS PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE .

" 'PARENTING AND. .COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT FORK CHILDREN:
L ’ _ . :

Atlénta1 Baltimore, Cincinnati, Chattanooga, Jacksonville,
] - Leit hfield‘,. Mt Carmel,’ Summerville ?
.. : . - ' T - - .

t
1
1
Tt Provided b ER {
¢




I. DESCRIPTIOM:"

A. Overview:
As with Cluster 1, Cluster 2 Centers place einphasis on

parent education, particularly in the areas of parenting and

_ homemaking.

Cluster 2}-Centers differ' frofn those of Cluster'1 primarily
in terms of the1r chlldren S program. While not deny:.ng the
importance of a warm and comfort:.ng env:.ronment, part:.cular
emphas:.s is placed upon enhanc:.ng the cogm.t:.ve dev\elopment
of_ f_ogal children. The overall philosophy by vzhich"Cluster' 2
Centers are governed is that economicv and . cnlturally disadvant'aged

chlldrnn lag behlnd mlddle class children in terms of cognitive

. T9 -3

development In order to bridge this cognltlve gap, _the PCC

programs in Cluster 2 seek to provide stimulation and to

emphasize the development of specific cognitive skills.

B. Parent education cornpone‘nt‘ '

~As noted, Cluster 2 Centers ‘parent programs approx:mate
those maintained in Cluster 1. Therefore, areas of sJ.rn:LlarJ.ty

will not be discussed here.-

HOwev'er, as a functJ.on of the d:.fferent foc:us in the

ch:.ldren s program, i.e., a focus upon cogn1t1ve st:.mulat:.on,

'certaJ.n differences emerge_ in those areas where the children's

!

and parents'’ prOgrams -are' inter-related ‘The essence of the

children's prograrn is a "tructured currlculum wh:.ch promotes
" the teach:.ng of highly spec:.f:.c activities to parents,

. who are in turn urged to practice these with their children.

<
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skills and self confidence of mothers as they learn that playing

-31-.

As is stated in a booblet written ehpresslv for parent infornation

purposes in one of the Centers, parents areé told that: . "Parents

| A
enrolled in our program have an obligation to work and learn in

the Center and in the home, in order to becone more effective in

i
the instruction of their children "1 In this Center, as w1th the

.

others of Cluster 2, a major part of the parent education proqram '
relates to teaching parents to. stimulate their children, along
cognitiye,dimensions. Again auoting from the parent hanabook
cited‘ahove: ";arents and teachers together work with,the
children, one aim being to improve the skills of parents in their
mothering role because-we believe that'the best teacher of a child
is the.child's oun mother.- i..In addition to accelerated child
growth, a very important result is a change in the mothering

e,

with their children with a purpose in mind leads to qood things." 2

Four of the Centers provide tutoring and basic adult education;

st of the Centers have an affiliation with a colleoe, through which

'from one to 19 parents are enrolled It would seem that, just as

the Centers in this cluster.stress more heavily the cognitive | P J
aspects of the.child's education, so there seems to bé more of'an
emphaSis placed on formal parent education. In Cluster 1 only one
Center had a basic adult education program and onlv two had a

college affiliation._

l The Parent Child Center, Parent Infornation and Guidelines for
‘Operation, JachsonVil]e, Plorida, 1971, p 1
2 Ibid., p. 3

—
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C. _Child'education component: ‘\
As noted above, Cluster 2 Centers place partlcular emphas1s
'upon infant stlmulatlon and- cogn1t1ve development ~ At these .

‘Centers, Montessori equlpment is frequently used. 1In several,

L4

Spec1f1c models of infant and toddler stimulation are followed.
For example, Ira Gordon s model is used with considerable con-
viction because 1t is extremely spec1f1c in its step—by-step

,finstructlon about what should be done at each level of develop—_

ment. Thus, the technlques are readily grasped.by both staff -]
‘and parents.

Reflective of this emphasis ‘upon stimulation, at some
Centers the local\prOJect adv1sor, or the PCC child development:
coordlnator, has worked out a unlque program of infant st1mula-

\
tlon and sequenced learnlng For example, on the ‘wall of one

\.-~

'infants' room there are charts outlining the developmental

'&?j o level of each ch11d, and the spec1f1c act1v1t1es for the week

' | for each chlld. Teachers and parents work together, and
alternate'in recording. the child?s'responses. Thus, the program

. is planned in advance for each 1nd1v1dual, step by step, based

upon the~accomp11shments of the previous day.

All Cluster 2" Centers malntaln in-Center chlldren ]

-

programs. The number of hours of service prov1ded to any
-1nd1v1dua1 child ranges from one hour per week to 40 hours per

week. At most of the Centers, children come elther four or



five mornings or afternoons, but not all day.: In general,

the Cluster 2 programs offer fewer in-Center hours to each

child served than do programs in Cluster 1 ThlS well may

~be an 1mp11C1t corollary to the nature of Cluster 2 prograns.

That 1s,.there seems to be a general assumption that in
{ 4 . . . .

structured learning programs, since parents are told.yery
specifically what to'do,'they are more'likely to follow
through. It may be that since mothers can follow through on )

their own, less PCC tlme is needed for each child.

Six of the programs have an outreach component. In
three of these, in-home staff visits are made e1ther to all
or to some of the same chlldren who' come to the PCC. Home

visits are primarily de51gned to re1nforce what has already

‘Tbeen learned 1n~Center dur1ng the course of the week At the
_remalnlng PCC s, services are prov1ded to children who do not

_come to the Center, thusﬁfnabllng the PCC to extend its efforts

to a larger number of families than could be accommodated ‘at
the Center. The primary objective -of these home VlSltS is to _
prov1de stlmulatlon to the bables, and to teach mothers - how

they, themselves,ﬁcan accompllsh.such.stlmulatlon.

In“summary,:Cluster 2 Centers exhibit the following
characteristics:

P

1. Parent part1C1patlon in the chlldren s program,
in whlch the parents work at speC1f1c tasks

w1th thelr own chlldren.

45 -




Parent_pafticipation in werkshops and group
'.diseussiOns, felatiné to such topics as

health educatlon, home management, and cQald

development.._ ' S f“.

A highly-Structurea'children'e program, mhere

tasks to be executed afe earefully planned and

.transmitted to.parents.

Attendance by parents“and.Children for a
median number of six hours, which may or may
not be supplemented by an.additional hour in

"the home.

SITE SELECTION:

'~ Mt. Carmel has been chosen to represent Cluster 2 in the

Phase IIlsample;VSince parenting is emphasized by nearly haLf
the Cen%ers, it is .important to note that in our repiesenta-
tive sample of 'six PCC%s, exactly half are ones which emphasize

parenting ﬁ-.Detrbit/,Menomonie, and now ME. Carmel.

This Cénter nas'the following other charactegispiqs: it
is‘ruralf having two. sites which cover five coﬁnties. In
three of tne counties children are seen'onlf during home visits,
-the content of thoge visits belng largely educational and }:

\1nclud1ng 1nstruct10ns for mothers to prov1de stlmulatlon in

the_lnter;m.
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‘CHAPTER IV

CLUSTER' 3: CENTERS,WHICH FOSTER CAREERS FOR PARENTS %

" AND COGNITIVEiCHILD DEVELOPMENT:
Dallas, Pasco and Philadelphia’




I. DESCRIPTION:

. A. Overview: ) .

In terms of the parent education component, the focus in
Cluster 3 Centers (and 1n those belonglng to Cluster 4) is upon
career development.‘ That is, Cluster 3 Centers seek to prov1de
opportunltles for employment, and otherw1se to help mothers take
- their place in the employment market. - These Centers are'not

prlmarlly engaged ;in .teaching motherlng skllls, rather, they are

.teachlng mothers child development and Chlld care toeenable them

to be galnfully employed 1n\other pre-school programs.‘ Cluster 3

Centers emphaslze structured learnlng for chlldren, with an

emphasls placed upon-coqnlt;ve-development.

LI

B. Parent education component.._r

Unlike the Centers descrlbed in the preulous two ‘chapters,
there is not such an emphas1s-on parent educatlon. All of the--t
Ceriters offer workshops and. 1nternal dlscusslons about Chlld
development However, except.for cases of parents on staff
who are tra1n1no for careers, in pre-school educatlon,

mothers do\not part1c1pate:act1vely in program w1th their
bables. Home management and health’educatlon are- offered at,
all three Centers. Career development, not mentloned at the -
majorlty of PCC parent programs is a program e]ement in two

of these Centers. Only one,Center offers basic adult cducation.

In one of these Centers, parent education plays a relatlvely
~minor role except for the large group of parents employed at

the Centex. "In this Center the,emphasls_ls on parent tralnlng




for staff rather than on parent\education fcr all. The.mothers

3

who work in the program are glven educatlon in a w1de var1ety

of.related areas. For instance, in oQi program the mothers on

staff work with the chlldren from nln until one o clock

Three afternoons are used for tralnlng. on Monday there 1s a
child development and-gsjchology class for which the,mg}hers
receive credit from the local community college, on ?ﬁesdayg the
mothers“get guitar lessons-and learn‘songs which~are'suitab1e.
for youngfchildren,_and.on Wednesday there is'ajclass in child'

development which centers around their roles as both teachers

and mothers.' This class is taught hy’a.teacher from the college.

-

Thls is the only Center 1n the cluster Wthh has e~ college
afflllatlon.‘ At the other Centers most teachlng is done by '
PCC staff 'However, in these Centers many of the mothers work

and the - parent educatlon component is not well developed -

©. Child education component:

Cluster 3 Centers offer a structured learnlng experience .-
“'.for focal children, w1th emphasls on cogn1t1ve development
Montessorl equlpment and technlques are used at two "of the
three. In all th ee, there is cons1derable emphasls placed upon

sensory stlmu on and-language—developmen .
All of these Centers have at least some aspect of program

~in whlch children are served flve full days per week In Qne

-
Center, the 1n-Center program is for 40 hours per week; in

another, group day care homes serve chlldren 40 hours a week

4
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in the third Center theichildren-of_higraht_ﬁothers workiné
. in the fielde’are cared.for at the Center fo; the entire day.
While pregrams for.the_parents (eicept’in tﬁe case of'those_:
who serﬁe as etaff ﬁeﬁbers).are.not eepecially weli-develeped,.
eefvices,to childrehvare very intense and well deVeloped;\\\'

One of the'Centers has only-an-in-Cehtef program.: Another .
has. an outreach progfam in Mhieh a 1argé~hum8er of cﬁildten,
not seea at the Center, are seen for about one and one half.
'hou;s per week. 'The third PCC has an in-Center program for
eight'hours_a week, a small in-home program for children.not

‘seen at the Center, and a grdﬁp day care program.

In summary, the most relevant features of Cluster 3

aeprograms are:
. 1. Emphasis upon parents' jeb-relatedjneeds.v
2. A children's program which features full-time

N

or athithér jobs.

care, thus allowing mothers. to work.in program,.

‘3. A highly structured progzram for'children;;'
with an empha51s upon cognltlve development

e

‘Intensive. care is prov1ded to .children by the

PCC staff,.whlch_does-functlon in locus-

_Earentis‘
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II. SITE SELECTION: SR |
. | The Pasco PCC has been selected as the representatlve
'Center in this cluster. It has no 1n-home program whlch makes
it, along with Summerv111e, representatlve of the nlee Type 5
~PCC's. . It is a rural,Center,_ Alqng with Summervxlle*and..
Mt. Carme1,~it‘comp}etes the complement of rurai_Ceptere to

‘be studied in Phase II.

"Pasco .is Cluster 3 (training and cogn{tive.aevelopment)

and Type 5 (no in-home program). . R
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- CHAPTER V '
CLUSTER'4: CENTERS WHICH FOSTER CAREERS FOR PARENTS, .,
. 'AND GENERAL CHILD DEVELOPMENT: ° |
New York, Oakland, St. Louis, Washington, D.C.
- -~




I. DESCRIPTIONM:
A. Overview: B
The four Centers conorxging Cluster. 4 arc ‘skmilar to
those descrxbed in’ the prev;ous chanter, exceot in the apnroach
‘to the childhood‘component,n While Cluster 3 Centers ennhas;ze
cognitive stiﬁulatidn,_those in Cluster d'tenn-nopvtg‘emphasizcj'
this aspect of chi}&réﬁ?s activiiiea. Ra;ﬁer;ftﬁey érdviﬁcvan
overall supportive sgt;iﬁg,:aimed atﬁpronotiﬁg génerhl'ch?l&g'
develonnent. The net effecL of the Cluster é'nzograms is Eo
provide a égpport;ve and secure cnvironnent ‘o* chzldrun, en
“abling the parents to obta;n jobs or to participate in vocatxon~;

kS . [

oriented training.

B. Parent component:

_All of the Cluster 4 Centers provide parent instruction
in child dévelopment and_home management or home ecohoﬁics.~}
However, anrollnént in these éctiVities tends to be.smallér
than-zé is at Centers representative of othe’ models. This
relatxvely low enrollwent most p:obably stcns dzrectl& from an
objectxve of the Center, i.e., to-foster career oppo:cunities
for parents, which would keep tﬁemlbccupied.away_from the Ccn?ér;"

v
-

.Given Ehe emphasis upon}extrAFCenter ﬁdcétidnql develop~
ment, and the 1ad? of any structured anbzoaéh té.the children}a
program, it is pexhaps not surprising to find that the parent
eéucation program rcccives *elatlvely less emnhas;s. .Qathe:.
these PCC's nrovxdc basic educational ovrvices to a core of |

mothers enrolled, whlle "freeing “athers to pursue careur

objectives. - L




* There is a generally affective, supportive flavor to.these

-40-

C. Childhood component:

A

All four of the Centers comprising this cluster report'a

'day care functioA forsat least some children. At one of these

Cénters, chifgfen arg¢ cared for ;B group hoheﬁ-ouﬁsideiof the
PCC. In bwo'othérs, the PCC is a place where wofkiné moﬁhers;
or mothers atiendihq classes; can drop théir'childrcn_off op'
the way tq,work, ana pick them up on thé‘way homé. in the

" _ ' .

~

fourth Qenter) the childrcg are carcd fog wh;le the mothers

study dt the PCC and another group is carecd fgr'alb day’while
;jn_.( P )

The child cgducation approach is one "of general warmth

& ~ .

. -
1

the mothers work. '

¥

and succorance. All Directors reported that. their children's .

.
©- . "

program c¢an best be described as one of general developrental _ .

focus. The accent is on socialization with free play occupying

much of the time., That is, the staffs encourage socialization

L . T : .

and favor the development of interpersonal skillis amonag the : .
T : " .

5 . . : T

children, rather than focusing upon iptellectual activities,

per_se. Focal children, in brief, must "get -along” well with ~
ey : . \

one anotner for considerable pericds of timc“ﬁuring the week.

¥

\
N L)

prodrams, rather than one of tailoring activi;ies'to_ipdividual
oo . : . [ * . )
needs, problems, or developmental levels.

< \

\

-~

-

. - k > ~ o’ - b » - '
All but onc’ of the PCC's in ‘this cluster provi'le home
visit.activities in addition to those provided at the Center
. r .
itself. Day care albne is far from being the total children's

— ¥

program, | - x ! ' ) ) _ =
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II. SITE SELECTI‘Qﬁ: T L A ' |

o St} Loﬁis has Qeen sgiectedfas the éenter representative
of Ciuster.4. .This is thebseconé‘df the three ﬁrban Centers
in the Phase II éaméle. The Center hés an in-home program for
"all of the.same,toddlérs and runabouts which are served at the

:;\ o o Center.' In addition, there is a group of 1nfants who are not

. seen at the Center, but who are seen in their homes. The -

f ¢ empha51s of the 1n—hcg£QV151ts is on stlmulatlng the bables |

| and teaching the mothers to f&f&ow through in these activities.

Thus, this is a Type 4 Center.i ‘

< ~
5t. Lou1s is a Cluster 4 (tralnlng, general child develop-

‘ment),.Type 4 {in-home program for thldren served at PCC and ’

others, teaching emphasis) program. o N ﬁ
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I. DESCRIPTION:

A. Overview:

Cluster 5, the largest of the clusters, .is comprised of 11

Centers in which programs orovide general support and'succorF

ance for all participants, parents. and children alike. The

parent program lS not focused upon teaching mothers how to be

mothers (Clusters 1 and 2) or upon’ fostering careers (Clusters

3 and 4). Rather, the focus is ubon providing a breadth of

sOciai services in order to promote the general.well—being of
PCC participants. Insofar as the childhood comoonent is

concerned these sites. are similar to those of Clusters 2 and

4 in ‘which is emphasized the provision of a generally warm and

supportive env1ronment, rather than of a more structured approach

’

to cognitive stimulation. T ;

-l T

B. Parent component:

The chief emphasis in’the parent'componentvseems to be
-placed'upon'the provision of social services, invoiving either
material support and assistance, or mental health‘cbunseiing.
The PCC staff tends to be seen'by parents'not so much as
-teachers but rather as nurtutant and supportive figures.
Mothers are encouraged to discuss emotional oroblems w1th

staff and with .each other. Parents are provided with extensive

direct services, to assist them. to function adequatelv.

The conceptual framework from which Cluster 5 Centers

operate is that the PCC can inprove the well being of

¢ . ’ ' ° \ '
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partlclpatlng famllies through the-proV1slon of emotlonal
support and direct services. The corollary to this is that
improvemernit in general parental well being w1ll-enhance their

ability to give to their.children.

This is not to sey, however . that'other'actlvities are

not providedlror parents. For example,.all but one of the

‘Centers offers parent education in child development'and in

home nanagement Nine of the Centers also offer health'education.
j Non-child development career topics are pursued at six of the

Centers'in this group. Almost all tOpics covered center around male

o ' trade activities. Three of the PCC's in this group, all of
- ‘ them rural, have.parents enrolled in college'courses, dealing ...

-

for the most part with child development. In truth, the differ-

ence between th1s cluster and others is one more of degree than
of kind. That is, many of the serV1ces common to othcr ‘clusters
}f; are found in Cluster 5; however, the underlylng philosophy rests
' upon the provision of direct supportive services, rathcr than
upon parent education or training.’ ”

This difference in basic orientation is displayed in the |

nature of the in-home program‘maintained by five of the seven
Centers which have an in-home .program. Involving weekly or
biweekly visits for approximately one hour each, the chief
purpose of. the visits is most usually to pronote the develop#ent
of a relationship w1th the helplng person, who acts elther as a

‘sounding board for problems, or .as a conveyor of serv1ces.

vy




In some instances, additionally, the home visits represent a
first order attempt to reach ‘needy parents, across a void of

More of the Cluster 5 Centers have an 1n—home

social 1solat10n.
component w1th a soc1a1 service orlentatlon than 1S\the case 1n
other clusters. Operatlonally, wh11e the 1n-home workers in B
most of theuCenters in other clusters function prlmarlly as |
teachers, most of Cluster 5 in-home workers ser&e primarily as/(
social service aides or.family assistants who'talh with mothers‘

about their problems, take them to various social and health’

agencies, and take them to do their shopping. /

~ ’ . ' 2 v . . 4 ’
o . ] o o ' o L | \
Since social isolation is a problem in many of these

families there tends to be-rather heavy emphaSis'on social
and recreational activities within the Centers. This inoludes

fparties around holidays; family trips, and special outinds;

-

C.  Childhood component:
. ) . | 3

Generally speaking, these 11 PCC's provide a warm, friendly
environment for chlldren who come to the Center. In-home efforts

are in large part characterized by the staff person becomlng a

friend to the children served.

- .

It should be noted that four of the eleven programs do
T ; :
report elements of a structured cognltlve approach. However,

|
despite the existence of Hontessorl or other structured 1earn1ng
elements, it was noted that such program elements were of

secondary 1mportance .to the major focus of the Centers, wh1ch

_is upon socialization and development  through sv:pervised play.

53



The range in hours of service provided at these Centers

"~ ig from 1 to 3 hours a week per child (reported by four Centers)

to between 15 and 35 hours per child per week (reported by. three) .

In some Centers, the tendency is to prov1de few hours of serv1cem
to chlldren, because most of the staff tlme is devoted to pro-
viding support and securing"services for parents.. In other
Centers, the pattern is to provide 1nten51ve services to the

chlldren, because the home situation 1s sO 1mpover1shed, and
the mother so bereft of all- resources, ‘that the PCC is seen as

a mechanlsm for the prOV1510n of the motherlng which is unavail-~

able at home. S -

In summary, the major features of Cluster 5 Centers are

. as follows: | | | o - .
1, An emphasis npon securing heaith and social
‘ services for,participating families.
2. .An emphasis on providing emotional support
and nurtnranCe for adults.as‘well as for
children. |
3. An emphasls upon dealing with emotlonal and | e

— e e

_mental health problems of part1c1pat1ng

famllles. .

4. A view of staff members as special friends ‘
or ombudsmen, rather than as teachers.

5. A recreatfonal emphasis, aimed at overcoming

the social isolation characteristic of many

of the participating families.
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II. SITE SELECTION:

The Center selected from Cluster 5 is -the Harbor City
“PCCTiA_Los Angeles. Thls is the thlrd of the urban Centers
in the sample. It is a Group 3 Center whlch prov1des 1n-home~
v151ts to seme of the families served at the Center. These
g ‘ v151ts are conducted by social serv1ce, not teacher aldes,

and the emphas1s is clearly on’ counsellng and service delivery

to parents. The program has a marked social service orientation.

‘} S . Harbor City is e Cluster 5 (adult and child well being),’

Type 3 (in-home visits for some in-Center famllles, soc1al

~ . -

services) Center.




CHAPTER VII

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF PCC'S SELECTED FOR PHASE II SAMPLE
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A summary show1ng the characterlstlcs of Phase II sample
. Centers along dlmenslons used in selectlon appears on the’ next'
page. . In the sectlons to follow, the slx Centers will be com-

pared with the remalnlng 20 non-Advocacy Component sites con-

sldered ‘on these and other variables. .

Clusters
Two Centers: have been taken’ from Cluster l, and one each
from the other clusters.: Thus, three of the six focus on

developlng parenting skills -and attitudes 1n their parent

M

programs, two on fostering careers, and one is generally
supportive in approach. Of the total 26 non—Advocacy sites,

ten emphaslze parentlng, nine have generally supportlve parent .

programs, and seven are career orlented

- -y

Four chlldren s programs in the Phase II sample lean toward
the affectlve approadmwhlletwo favor the cognltlve.‘.Overall,
18 Centers were affectlve in thls respect, and e1ght~cogn1tive.

- The Phase II sample is reasonably, but not perfectly,
reflective of population proportions as regards parent and-
'child‘program objectives. Representativeness of sampling_along
more than one dimens&on at once.is extremely difficult,
as was made clear in the discussion of clustering in'Chapter I.

However, the sample does represent rather well the va ious

_comblnatlons of program characteristics observed

~.

<
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SUMMARY OF SELECTION 0:&w>06memHHnm

CHILDHOOD

-HOME VISIT

HOME VISIT

PARENT o
i Omzemw . PROGRAM PROGRAM ' -, FAMILIES CONTACT LOCALE
Detroit Parenting - Affective Different Social Urban
- ) from in-PCC Service .
(Cluster 1) (Type 1)
Los Angeles Supportive Affective Same as Social Urban
- . ; ) : in-PCC Service
(Cluster 5) . (Type 3)
. B . . . : ] .
Menomonie Parenting  Affective Same as Cognitive Rural
. . in-PCC .
(Cluster 1) (Type 4)
Mt. Carmel Parenting Cognitive Different Cognitive Rural
4 L : from in-PCC |
) (Cluster 2) (Type 2)
Pasco Career Cognitive mzo:mv Azommg\ Rural
(Cluster 3) (Type 5)
ww..bOCMm Career >mmm0ﬂw<®. ‘Same as Cognitive Urban
\ ‘ in-PCC ) |
' (Cluster 4) R (Type. 4)

,\)

IC.

“{E

- PAFuliText Provided by ERic.



Home VlSlt Programs

Two programs of Type 2 have been 1n;iuded, and one each of
the other types. Thus, two programs serve different families

in the home from those part1crpat1ng at the Center, three largelv

serve the.same famllles, and one has no real -outreach functlon.
: ) |
_Among the populatlon of 26 nlne serve dlfferent famllles in the

two 1ocat10ns, nlne malnly serve the same cnes, and eight havw

no ongoing home v151t element

Two of the five-sample Centers who make home visits do so

largely to provide or assist with social services. The other three

-

are-more.coénitive'or educational in QrientatiOn. It is Gidficult
to define precisely what the corresponding proportions;are in the
‘population of PCC's because some home visit programs do both about’

.equally. The evidence suggests a preponderance in favor of an
q Y 99

—

emphasis on teaching, rather than on social servige.

Locale .

Three of the Phase II sample are urban and three are rural.

Among all 26 considered, 18 are urban and_eigﬁt are rural. This

—

is another dimension on which it has not been possible to obtain

perfect. representation, so an even split was adopted.

-

-

Sampling proportions would have been“very nearly ideal if,

—

in addition to Detroit, Los Angeles, Ht. Carmel, Pasco and St.

_there had been a PCC that was Cluster '5, Type 5, urban, serving

some American Indlans. Since there was not, Mencomonie was chosen

as the 31xth Center which best balanced overall.

65
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Nuﬁbet of children served

. The population 6? PCC's which have no Advocacy Coméonent
serve a total of 2,042 children at.the Centers and 1,032 in
homes, there being some overlap counted in both figures. The
sample of sxx serve a total of 542 in-Center and 282 in-home.
Slnce the .gix selected represent 23% of all Centcrs dvaxlablc

for sampling, the sample reflects moderately larger than average

enrollments: 27% of .all in-Center children and 27% wof all Ln—home

.-

childreni

Parents on stafrf-

-

Séventeen of the 26 nen-Advocacy‘Cemponent PCC's reported
parenxh who were staff membe*s at thﬂ time of CCR's interviawing _
visits. Of the aix- chosen for Phasn II impact evaluation, four
hlre parentsland two do not. Of ‘19 parents employed at all
26 Centers, tﬁouéh, 55 are on staffs ln-the sample. Conseuuently,

the sample correctly represénts parent hiring in terms of

number of Centers, ‘and over-represents the mean number of papent

;staff members at Centers who do hire partibipants.

.Given that bias, CCR feels it is important tu have it in
the direction it occurs becavsz measurcment of impact among hired

parents will be a very meaningful aspect of Phase II. It is

desirable to have a reasonale pool of such respondenﬁs available

in the sample. 4 \ | ' ‘
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- Other staff characteristics . e T ' :

The 26 Cewcerd report a nmean o£ 20 eta" rcrhorJ. including

_— all 1rofcsqzonalv and non'orofeasionals. he sanﬁlg 51:@* *eport

>

a mean of 24, . B : .

Profess;onals'account'for(asz of all ataff in *he nonula 100, .

‘That figure is 23% in the sarmple, ‘be dzﬁ&orcncc is ldrqelv a .

matter of having n:oportxonatclv ﬁore parent non- p;ofcssaonags at
- 1 . )
_tne sanple Conters. The rean nurthers of professionals is alrost

equal in the sample and. the population.

The ratio between staff members and participants (paren:s'
and children coubineo) is very close for the sample of six and

-

the nopulatxon of 26 . This value is alrost exactly ' 1:8 in hoth o .

CZ!SQS}.

Decision-making pover of the PAC
Centers were scored from 0 to 1€ on the strencth of thPt. \
decxsion-ﬁa«inc role {according to Directors® jUdﬂﬂOh'?) in four =

areas - hxrzng, finunc ,'prog am determination, and roﬂber;hxw

selection. The mean rating of bcth pnpuxa n and anolp were:

s 3

idnnticall" 11 »~a bit abovn the scale's ﬁéévoznc. The sample

includeﬁ three Cenuérs whose scores were the popula:ion rede --

a score of 10.

. ) ' *

?ypes.of.fanilies served
Dircctors wero asaed whxch of ‘ou' fa ily tYnes were in
the nrenondc"ancc at their Centers. . {For an explanation of

s family tV\QS see Apper dicng A-and B.) ?hﬁ'listiug telow sho

Y é ) : -
the compari O *c‘ncen population and sample,

i
. . . 1

Q9 ‘ ) \ | ‘ ’ ' 6’? : o ' ' -
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. ‘Most Frequent . Most Frequent
‘ in Population . in Sample
Famni Ly Types ’ {26 Centers) {6 \Wenters)
N ‘ ’ |
Emotionally stable/ . 1 | 0 :
economivally stablie / ,
- ’ '
Emotionally unstable/ ¢ 3 0
cconomically stabla .
Brotionally stables g8 R
gconomival iy unstable ) i
Brestionally unstable/s 14 ‘o .3
cconomically unstable ‘ B
) the sample glightly uynderestimates cconemic level among
il target familics gerved, and slightly over-roeprogsents

stabi iy,

Fehnic pr

YOnort LO05H

~

hn

?allag'zq are il

nic pereentages for populatios

Lho o umqiu*
" Population
{26 Centers)
Moxicpn-fmerioan x 5%
Pucrto Rican o 3
'Oﬁﬁ@I‘Cdu”u“ ey ' 27
Black L. 210) -
ﬁm@riﬁan Indion 10
‘ griental 5
The £ duings Lo m?ﬁlmuuuﬁh.333lﬂaﬁ“ﬁm@;iﬁﬂﬂﬁ

the match ia reasopnablo,

wir imprrows While b

-

Repw v X P S TR SN i
tually 1opoasiblae o
: . .
e % ) Ler v e Bl Y e e
LR %L{Lﬂb;um¢ : ‘ -
.\ N
pgc\ ' 4,,,.,1“:%., P TNe R o gt g AR T in 4 W
A CORCL UG, L Squnp e seems guiie
L5 Lo poproment -

considered i

~

o
be]
f -
b1
%3
Hel
£
e
&

"2
Fid
[
”
v

V&riubi 28

1 > balancisg

n oand for

{ )

Sample

cmotional

{6 Conters!

16%

and undorstatay

.

and it would bo

mnaﬂ/

+ ar ot
Ave b Lha
Lo the ning.

-

pomila=

ey

5




-

ArY

v Al ¢ N
\
R ! l ’
\‘ ..
_ o S - S .
: - APPEHDIX A ‘ y

. | f -

FOCUS aND . LEADERSHIP 1‘1‘5:,,=/s '
. . . , e
.

*




;,(N(_U(‘ Tlll .'\.(-

‘ W I'::} going to -read you several doser Lutions,  Zich one doseribes
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J. HAND CARD J. In some Centers, Lhe training, or teac hhing, ‘

I
that parents grt is-rolatcd Lo specific hone making shills;
okineg, sewity, nmne £epilr, shonping, ete. ’\

for exaﬂw]u, Cu ;
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children.  Lhat s the feecus in this Oonter, home maxing or
TUn CAR would you like to see Lt?

parnntinq? T po,  oew how
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Just as divaciors ond leaders in all xinds of sottings vary a geeat
deal, and ecrcanizaticns Aiffer in Lo Lhey cperate, o of course
thoere are differonces in tha PCCs in styles ol leadarshin and in how
the Conters cwe onerated. L' coing to deceriho didfforaont %iveds of
Directors to von and difforent Vays of dolag things,  In cach case
I'd li%e you to tell nmoe which' doscripiion bLest fits your Dirvecter ov
~your Center. fet's stact with this ficst one, ' '

1. Sone Diractors could ba deseiilboed s haing very concornal with
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Where dooes vour Diractor stand along thig dirension?  (6rin D “NMY.
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scasitive o othoars! feolings, Loy voer diff0r Lo Loreg of  Lhoe
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Centecs the Dirvoctor s olways leoking for aow nyv' Lo
help poople.  He looks dox ddews Jor new prejges ol mronts,
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scek advice and encourage opinions from the sUaff “his would
se like working wiih tha Diractor, Or, the D
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~operatiena-criented varialldes were prograsrood for clunterine
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. Level of refcrral acravity to the community .

(Conters vere dictrabuted ante thirds based oan

the nurbier of referrals of all kinds projected

- over a progqrac vear: tonters an the hiahoent

- third were scoresd as 3, thoge in the middle
third as 2, and rhose in Lhe lowest ac 1}

. Level of provision of material arncisvance {again
a 3-2-1 separation 1nto thirds based on the
siv_nervice areas liacted for the firar run:
enorgency, housing, Lrannoportarion, careers,
day carc, and heowrarer servioo)
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. Percentaqe of staflf who are profeasmionaln
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i . - N - ¢ ! ' . - . '
.. people, to improve services, and the service delivery systems.

. 4B
Coordlnatfon u1th other educat10na1 1nst1tut10ns 1nvolvcs ]Olnt | '
. 1\ B
planning with Head Start to ensure meanlnaful Head\Etart partICl—
. patlon for PCC graduates. It can also involve joint plannlng a ' -~

e —— ) -

' w1th local publlc schools, ensuring that the educatlonal needs of:

i

g - PCC s1b11ngs are net Coordlnatlon w1th public agencles 1ncludes

% \
such act1v1t1es as advocatlna morf adeouate public transpor tion
* 9. . ' &

to 'and fron poor nelghborhoods, and working ‘with. thF hous1ng TN

‘<<\\.
authorlty 1n fundlng publlc housing or urg1ng repalrs. -
o 'c o D Lo i ) ¢ .
STAFF ?ATTERNS '
Stabllltv of leadersblo4 - _-b - . o A . ) .
f;g - The Centers in .this cluster range fron one uhich had‘had’-

f the same Dlrector for four years anthad lost this_ per§bn juet
S\
before CCR data collectlon,_to another Center wh1ch had had four
"Qf% o Dlrectors. Stablllty-of_leadershlp is qulte.llkely_to have con-

. B .. L : - AL

‘siderable bearing on impact. - AR . ' ~

" Education of the Director: j'«‘ . i
N\ .1 . .
Dur1ng the PCC start -up year, prev1ous researchers -

Kirschner Assoclates (KAI) -~ felt that the educatlonal back—

ground of the Dlrector«was a major factor in the type of program

developed 1 Whlle thlS nay have at one t1me been the case, I

after . four years of operatlon the najorlty of PCC's have had at

) | - J

least two Directors and have changed thelr proaram conslderably.

¥
. ! . )
whow : . -
- ?\y‘ . ' - S g ’ . . ‘
R ' . ) *

1 A national survev of the Parent-Chlld Center . proaram, 1970,
i pp. 384 5.
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At thls p01nt there ewlgt too many other factors whlch may
'influcnce the course of PCC programs to lend too much welqht
l‘to the Dlrector s.educatmonal backgroundL per ser"In'fact,
rt is‘interesting/to note that four of the seven Directors
ih thisfcluster Have anINSW;'and one has;a background\in-
reiigious'counseuing. The two remaining Directors have
‘bach%ior‘s Hegrjesf_

. X '- \ . . .
Number of. ‘professiconal staff-

. X ’ a’

The range (e} professlonal staff varies between one

\

Center whlch rep rts two professlonals and anuther whlch .

reports nine. Nurses are reoresented at only three of the
. :

Centers. That finding tends to empha51ze the 1mportance of

'¢child and oarent educators and coordlnators-ln these

.programs., There are a total of flfteen profes51ona1s working
. ‘n. . .

.

.

in t1ese seven chlldren s prograns.

- Parent emplovment:

1

Two of the Centers in this cluster emplov no parents.

- One Center‘h&:es all mothers for - elght hours a week and

-

expects each mother to spend four hours™a week working with
‘her baby at the Center. The other Centers have a range of
one to nine mothers. The mothers who are_employed at. the

Center have to be able to make some arrangements for th:e care

‘of’their babies.' These four Cernters employ ‘a total of 20
mothers.' )




' LEVEL OF PAC ACTIVITY:

The percent of pirents on the PAC ranges from
. N : /" .
33% at one Center taQ.95~-100% at three-of'the-Centers.
Parents 1nterv1ewed ‘who were PAC menbers generally

K

They felt that they had grown conslderably in thelr ability to

| felt that they had learned a great deal from belng PAC members.
express thelr views ‘and to understand complex 1ssues. Scme
‘.expressed a relatlonshlp between their 1ncreased competence as.
parents and thelr grow1ng competence as c1tlzens. The latter
they felt was the result of the educatlonal experlence derived
. from.PAC membershlp The PAC's do vary to the extent that they
mahe‘or share in 1mportant pollcy dec1slons._

At four of the Centers the PAC e1ther)h1res and flres

staff in concert w1th the Dlrector or on its own.‘ In three .

par ltion and approvai of hudgets and fund raising ‘atithree
Centers,—@ﬁlle the PAC has major responslblllty for frscal

matters in the remalnlng four Centers. ‘ i

Responsibility for shaping-the content and'direction of
program is shared by the Dlrector and the PAC in three Centers,
and in two ‘additional Centers the PAC makes dec151ons regardlng

program dlrectlon. " This act1v1ty is carrled out by the Director

-

‘alone in only'}wo Centers.

.u-Recruitment of new members, is the responsibility of the

Director in four instances”and‘of the PAC in-threewotgﬁ§s;f




b | - o . _ -76—.,
Thus, no partlcular pattern of PAC'act1v1ty emerges 1n -,
y,\these Centers except that in the ma]orlty (tour) of the Centers
y the PAC either dec1des or shares in the dec1s1on—mak1ng process
in at least three of the four areas described ahove. _In.only.
'~ one Center doesothe'}AC'have noddecision making -power invthree‘
fl. o  out of the four areas. As'this-suggests, the EAC'role varies
among these_Centers: it is not‘the same three or four who .

‘iexperience all of the functions listed above. _
. ’ ’ N ' : : : N,

‘

'.Goals'

In. terms of the six natlonal goals, three of the Centers

rank ‘as their first goal 1mprov1ng the skllls and attitudes

) o -_lof parents, and educatlon of ch11dren as thelr second goal.
| gIn the four rema1n1ng Centers educatlon of parents ranks . -h f;"“?
'T'second whereas educatlon of chlldren or developlng a -sense
of famlly or communlty ranks flrst In any event, lt is |

hardly surpr1s1ng to find that educatlon of parents is ranked ‘,-

:e1ther first or second by every Center w1th1n the cluster.

'Types of famllles served'

L

Flve of the 51x urban . Centers serve a Black populatlon
whlch ranges from 61% of the membershlp at one Center to 100%
-at three -other Centers. The other serves a hlghl) Varled

_populatlon of Orlentals, Caucas1ans, and Polynes1ans.-,The

one. rural Center serves a populatlon wh1ch is two thlros

Caucasian and one thlrd Amerlcan Indlan.




\

but not economlcally.»

FOCUS ITEMS: . = - e

von a scale from l to 5, where a rat1ng of 1 would 1ndlcate that

-77-

v

FiVe of the Centers, according to their Directors,’serve
famllles whlch are unstable both emotlonally and economlcally 1

The other Centers serve famllles whlch are stable emotlonally,

'In general there seems to be no relationship across the

PCC's between the kinds of families served and the model of . e

service developed.

hStaff'and parents vere asked to rate their'position on a

flve p01nt scale ‘on a series of. nine key PCC dimensions. - Each

staff member and each parent 1ntervreyed rated not: only thelr 1

L~ ¥

V1ew of how thlngs actual y are on each of the n1ne 1ssues, but

also “how they would llke them to be under 1deal c1rcunstances. o

-

Program focus"
J

Below ﬁ;;l be presented data from the parents and staff
members of Cluster 1 Centers on n1ne 1tems used to ascertaln p e

perceptlons of program emphases. Respondents scored each 1tem

b ]

|

« -

a Pccsrf seen as leaning strongly in one directionz a 5 that it L fi

is leanfng-sﬁronglylthe other way,'and a3 that-the program at
RN . . . ) ’ m‘ .

. { ) ; S ) ) ) . .
the Center is balanced about evenly on the given dimension-. Do

Each'table shows. means and standard'deviations of four -

".groups'oflratingsi-_staff members" perceptions of how things are

'
v
7

¢

1 All PCC focal fanliles are of course low in'income. However,
there exist degrees of relative economic stability even so. =
"CCR investigated freéauency of PCC enrollment of four family
-types noted by KAI (ibid, p. 391 £ff.). See the first section
of the Dlrector cuestlonnalre 1n Appendlx A for descrlptlons.-




l. ‘ .V.' | i ... . - .
}staff actual),jstaff?s pereeptions of how“they should be (staff

ideal), and then the same two ratings from parents interviewed.
The level of statistical signifitance df differences hetween

ans for ‘these groups was ascertalned via t-tests. ADifferences

found s;gnlflcant-at or beyond the .05 level have been noted as
numeriga;,superscripts algngside Centers for'whfch they‘d&purred.
'Rather'than including a series of footnotes concerning signifi-
cance for each table,‘CCR suggests that the reader jot the

lr

follow;ng legend on i‘separate sheet for handy reference through~

L

out the rest of ‘the Appendlx: -
. ‘. _ \ .4 |
”“Superscriptlln Difference between staff actual and

N

- : staff ideal is significant.

: . 2: Difference between pareat actual and

“parent ideal is significant.

3: Difference between staff actual and -

' parent actual is significant.

4: DifferenCe between staff ideal and

parent-idégi is significant.

Two summary points may be useful here. There was greater

variability in staff ratings than in those of parents on most

T - -

dlmenslons, observable as generally larger standard dev1at10ns

assoc1ated with staff ratlng means. It can be speculated,that
-staff members have strenger/[more 1nd1%3duallzed oplnlons than
parents. Also, staff may be more w1111ng to say that. emphases
-sh9u1d he dif ferent from what they are -- more-slgnlflcant

differences will.be.found_of"type 1 above than of type 2 on

}

program- focus:items. | C L 101
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-ougnt to be.

parents at any Center elther as to how. thlngs are or how they'

Slmllarly, parents and staff seem to be qu1te

Table ‘1. Overall ‘program focus on children (mean. ratlna nearer
- o 1) ‘or on parents (mean " ratlnq nearer 5).
- ) .- ., / B i . .
1 - STAFF STAFF | PARENT PARENT
. } ACTUAL - - INEAL ACTUIAL i INDEAL
. SITE' Meamn -"S.D. Mean | S.D. “Mean .| S.D. fean | S.D.
Boston ziés.' .73 | 2.88 .33 2.54 | .82 |2.90 .30
Cleveland | 3.00 | 1.60 | 3.25 | 1.17 2.27 | 1.00 | 2.72° | 1.10
Detroit | 2.37 .74 | 2.87 | .99 | 2,84 -38 13,00 | .71
| Honolulu 2.11 | 1.05 | 2.50 | 1.06 | 2.42 62 |-2.85 | .52
Louisville | 2.42 v1'46_ 2.50-| .84 | 2.55. -53 | 2.70 .48
Menomonie 2.69 l 11| 2.84 .38 2.41 1;08"{2 66 1.07
Minneapolis | 2.40 | .70 | 2.77 .67 2.33 | .87 | 2.66 .50
Staff and parents alnost wlthout exceptlon
utend to feel that thelr Center is' sonewhat more child than
. parent tocused There 1s no dlsagreement among . staff and .
' sver

'satlsfled with the allocatlon of PCC resources to chlldren and

parents. ! s
. . : !
Table 2. Focus on cognitive programs (1) or emotlonai . T

: serV1ce (5). for ch:ldren.v, ;

“STAFF | = STAFF PARENT PARENT

, ACTUAL IDFAL ACTUAL IDEAL

SITE - Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Boston 2.77 |'1.09 | 2.55 .88 .} 2.54 | 1.29 | 2.54 | 1.21
Cleveland |3.00 | .93'|3.25 | .46 | 2.90 | 1.45 | 2.54 | 1.3
Detroit 2.62 -74 | 2,62 | .74 | 2,61 | .95 | 2.76 |- .e3
Honolulu! | 2.87 | .99 | 3.25 |. .87 .| 2.6 | 1.08 | 2.35 | 1.01]
Louisville | 3.42 .53 | 3.00 .00 3.10 -88 .1 2.70" | .48
Menomonie | 2.76 .60 | 3.07 | .49 | 2.72 47 | 291 .90
Minneapolis | 2.66 .71 | 3.00 | ‘.00 3.00 | .00 | 2.85 | .33

4¢2
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Agreevent between parcnts and staff tends to he con51stentlv,

high It 1s 1nterest1nq to notc "that there is a tendency in all

the Centerp for the parents to place a aréater emnhasls on cog—

-

{nltlve oeJelopnent xdeallv than ‘does the qtaff Whlle th1s

difference is statlstzcally 51gn1t1cant only_;n one case, Tor two

others there is a noticeable tendency'in this diredtion.; }-
. . ‘ . Y P . .

It\ls somewhat surprlslng that in Centers Wthh so Llearly

' vemphaslze the chlld's vell, belng and emotlonal developnent that

there is notza dlstlnct pattern of responses in th1s dlrectlon.

._However, most staff and parents chose the mean . response whlch
allows an emphasls on both cognltlve and emotlonal development.
A‘ . - . S, .- . “/.
'[Table 3. Prov;slon of services dlrectly (l) Sr through
o ‘ parents 1nd1rect1y (5) to- chlldren. 7

A )

STAFE' T STAFF TPARLN PARENT

9. -

AMinneapolis| 3.10 | .88 |-3.50 | .97 | 2.66 | .87 | 2.87

: ‘ACTUAL ~ IDEAL _ACTUAL ' IDEAL
"~ SITE . Mean S.D. -Mean S;Q. Mean |[|'S.D. ﬁean S.D.
Boston 2.66 (1.12 | 3.33 1.00 | 2.72 | 1.29 | 2.72 1.2
,cléveland3'% 4.12 _;.99 4.37 | . .92 2.90 | 1,04 | 2.54 |1.04
Detroit - .| 2.75 .46 |'3.00| .53 2.69- 1.18 | 2.76 | 1.01}-
Honolulu - | 3.00 | 1.22 | 4.00 | 1.51 3.19 .77 ’3.éﬁ .84
Louisville "3.57- 1.13 | 3.28 | 1.38 | '3.10 /| 1.20 3.zp? 1.43
Menomoniel [ 2.46 | 1.13 | 3.38 | 1.04 | 2.41 | .79 | 2.9« | .9
' ‘.35

&




!

: In one Ccnter the staff clearlv see chzldrcn as rnczﬁlcnts

a more even balance 1n anoroach

helplng-parents»to;care for the childreh and thus they. see the

,-

.

Center as providing indirect services to children. In

'otﬁér Centers,-save:one;

\

there is a tendencv for‘staff.

slightlv greater empha51s on 1nd1rect services through

Staff feel that the PCC is

to want 2

'of ‘service throuqh oarents, whlle thc narents thenselxes nercclvc

all of the -

parenFs.‘"":

Table 4. . Enphas;s on tralnan (1) or pfOV1d1ng of. serV1ces (5)

- . “to parents. . _

STAFT STAFF PARENTS 7 PARSLTS

S _ACTUAL- IDFAL | ACTUAL - [ IDEAL

- SITE lMean'| S.D. I‘ean S.p. Ztean |.S.D. ilean S5.2..]
Bostonls3 | 3.44 \1.24 J2.11 | .93 | 2.00 | 1.26 '1.63 | THo |
Cleveland | 3.00 \iizz; 1i75°| .71 | -2.00 | 1.00 '] 2.00 | 1.00.
Detroit . | 3.00 | 1.31 | 2.62 | 1.19 2.92 | 1.38 | 2.76 | 1.30

. | Honolulu 2.00 | 1.12 | 1.25 | .46 | 2.21 |~ .89 |1.85 | 1.0%

Touisville® [ 4.14°| 1.07 {3.14 |1.68 | 2.40 |'1.26 |.2.70 |'1.25
Menomonie .| 2.84 | 1.52. |[1.92°| .86 | 3.00 | 1.60 |2.00 | 1.00
Minneapolis | 2.60 | 1.35 | 2,20.|1.14 2.88 | 1.05 |-2.77 | .67

'_' 1(:-4];




In all the Centers there is a marked tendencv on the part

b

of staff to want a qreater emphasis on’: training parents to do .
.) ;.'i : thinqs for themselves\than to orovxde assistance through the
_/~1hl‘- | N PCC. Thxs dxffe*ence bttween the wav in whlch staff see the
o "situation and the way in which they would like things to be is ﬂ
; fﬂ\‘ o ' statistxcally sxanlflcant in one Center. V |

> f’ ”

While staffs tend to feel that they are doing a- lot of
Wi—”éJM”fﬂff' provxdinq, parents at three Centers tend to perceive ‘the

i situation somewhat dlf er_ tly nd to feel that they are gettlng

' "’..t,

mostly training In' one c'so ; thxs difference between the“

I

way in whlch the staff see 'the situation and’ ‘the way in whlch

parents see:it is stat.stically signifzcant., L F'

: ._,',, . ’ N T . y ,“ oy
. B . . : . . B . . / . B . ) { \ - e -

~ Table 5. Emphasls on emotional support (1) or materlal' A
T assxstance (S) for parents. ‘

o h

o ' . . . ‘.l. : -

L d

STAEE STAFF | PARENT | PARENT

SRS - | . ACTUAL | . IDEAL - | ACTUAL { - IDEAL
b - SITE ‘Mean | S.D. | tean [.S.D. | Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D..
| " lBoston ‘3022 | 1020 | 2.55. | 173 | 2.81 | .98 | 3.00 | .77
|cleveland | 3.12 | .35 | 3, 00 | 00 | 2.63 |".81 [2.81 | .60
{petreic: | 2.50 | .76 | '2.62 | .74 | 2.61 [1.22 | 2,92 .86
‘- Hprolulu 3.44 | 1.13 | 3.00 | .93 | 3.07 | .92 | 3.00 | .68
Guisville | 3.42 | .98 | 3.42 | .79 | 2.60 -97 | 3.20° .63
tenomonie | 2.69 | .85 | 2.38 | .77 | 2.50 [1.17 [2.58 | .79
Minneapolis?| 2.00 | .94 | 2:.60-| .70 | 2.85 [ .38 [ 3.12 | .83

i Both staff and parents in the majorltv of Centers tend to

feel . that ‘there is an even balance between emotional support




~and material servxce provxsion. In one. pcc tﬁevc'is 5;33
'signifxcant dxfference between the way in whxch stafﬁ and

- ‘ .
parents percexve the axtuatlon, with na'ents *eel;ng that
more is done for ‘them in terms,cf ma;exial ass;stance,

'Teble-Gﬁ Focus on homemaking (1) or parenting (5)
T 1nstruction for narents, . -

STRFF STREF— TEARENT | PARENT
» R ~ ACTUAL- INDEAL -ACTUAL . IDEAL .
SITE 1 iean | S.D. tiean [75.9. f itean ( S.D. - “ean. S.D. j.'

_.aostonl 3 166 -'.-x\no 297 as | 2.63| 81| 2.80 | le3
| €leveland ' |'3.50 | 1. 07 3.37.0 .52 | 3.36°|" .67 | 3.45 | .82
petroit . [3.12 | .83 | 3.507| .96 | 3,22 1.32 | 2,76 | <83
| Honoturu? ' | 2.11° 1.05\\ C3:37 | .7a | o2.5v) 1.28 | 3.14 |- .66
| rouisville/ | 3.70 | 9sif 3.42 | 79 | 3.60 270 3.50° | -85
| Menomonie: | 2.92 | as\ 3,387} 1,06 ) 3.25 | 1.4 | 3,00 {2049
K M;nneapoles‘-B.?Og 1.23 { 3.50 | - 3.5 I | 3.50 - 1.81

)
i
i

..\ o l‘ i. .'. ‘ - ’ . :
,\ . L B ' -

In. keepinq with the;r emnhasis on. training mothers to be.

‘competent in their roles, the sbaffs at thesé
| I

. choose ‘a paﬂents' program which is- fairl'-evenly balanced

Centers tend to ‘

; between homemaklnq skxlls and parenting skills. ‘Ia

two PCC s where the staffs feel the programs ‘are .

~heavily weighteu on the sxde of honemakinq ‘skills there is  ~

signlflcant staff dzssatxafaction on this issue and a desire

-to move in tbe dzreetlon of equelleng the emphasis.

\
\

The parents at these Centers tend to agree with' the staff

\
At the Center uhere staff and narenus dxsaqree as to ehat is,

‘narents seem to have lnterna‘lzcd the Jtaff Ldeal, , ’

‘e . o L

-




e -
'

. .

.I 4\/‘..-'.

‘be¢cause theijr view of how things are corresponds to the staff's,

S e et

Table 7. Ke" proaraﬂ dccidions wadc bv parents (l) or

-. -84 .

staf‘ (5) .
oot R R STAFF A STAFFP - PARENT paARENT
AP .__ACTUAL “._ IDEAL ACTUAL IDEAL
_SITE ean S.0. Hean | S.D. Mean S5.0.-1 ™ean - 0.
Boston  + |2.55 | 1.24 | 2.22 ) .97 172 | 1.35 | 1,84 ¢:93v
cleveland” |2.87 |-1-81 | 3.25 | 1.04 | 2.18 | .08 '2.27 | 1.00
petroit!  }2.25 | 1.04 | 1.87 | .35 .| 3.07 | 1.38 | 2.84 | 2.21 [
Honolulu 3.11 . 1.54 | 2.50 |/1.31 | 3.35 |"1c08 | 2.7 13|
Louisville 12.28 }. 1.11 | 2.57 } 1.13 -} 2.30 | 1.42 | 2.40 | .84 |
Menomonie 12.23 | 1.24°| 2.15°| .80 | 2.75 | .87 | 2.16
[Minneapolss®|3.44 | 1.42 | 2,30 | 1.36 | 3.57 | 797 3.12 | L35

In five of the Cénéers the staff feéf—

; _the bulk of the decisions about progran, Parents feel that tbev

»hat parents make

: have the deternxnzng voice in four of thn Pcnter&, but in

two Centers the parents apparently fnel that they would 1xke ’

' .staff to take a morb actlve role ideally
from the staff ideal view. -

Table 8. _Center run.more likKe a famxlv (1) or like a_‘

business (5) overall

7.3

s

N\
?his differs slgnifxcantly

.STAFF ~ STAFF PARENT PARENT
ACTUAL INEAL ACTUAL, - IDEAL
Site = _.{Mean. [ S.n. *ean | 5.D. *ean | S.D.,-.y Mean  S.D.
Boston ' . |2.66 | 1.66 | 2.11 | 1.17 | 1.45 | .82 | ‘1.45 .82
Cleveland?+%1.62 | .92 | 2.62{ .92 | 1.00 | 1.047] 1.63 .92
Detroit 1.50 .76 | 1.62 | .74 1.61 77 | 1,84 .90 |-
Honolulu _'f1.33 | .50 | 1.25 | .71 | 1.78 | 1.05 | 1.64 .93 |
Louisville? |2.42 | .96 | 2.57 | 1.13 | 1.30 | .67 | 2.00 1.4
Menomonie 1.76 .60 | 2.00,} .71 1.58 X 1.58 .79
Minneapolis 4 2.50 [-1.18 | 3.00 1'41‘/"2'ff/’/1'33 2.22  .1.39

407
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¢

'Both parents and staffs tend to see thcxr PCC's as belng very ' i

\

much like a famlly. In one location there is a sxgnlflcant ,
s )
difference between the way in which the staff sees thlnas,and

. 3

_thc way, in which they would like things to be, A potential o -

. ; ,problen 18 the‘?th that the narents are quite satlsflpd with

the way thinas are and are not 1n agreement W1th the staff 1dea1

,of a PCC whlch 1§ run mo"e like a business. At another 31tea staff

I g
gees the Centcr as more of a bu31ness than do the parents who .

&

see it verv nuch as a- famllv ooeratlon. o
-and-out" (;y : o o

-Table 9, ?ocus of fanzlles served is on "dowm

or on “just need ‘a brea}" (5). ~a :
) STAFF - - " STAFF PARER'T PARENT '

S , ACTUAL IDFAL ACTUAL IDEAL

o - SITFE Mean | S.D. ‘ean S.D. rean S.D. Mean S.D.

Bostori 2.44 | 1.24 {2.00 | 1,00 | 2.36| .81° 3.00 ! .70

Cleveland | 3.75 | -.89 | 3.50 | . .76 3.72 | 1.10 | 3.72 | 1.35

Detroit 2.50 .76 | 2.25°| .89 2.84 | .99 | 2.84 .55

|Honolulu. - | 2.88 | 1.69 | 2.52 .92 | 3.21 | 1.48 [ 2.85 [ 1.03

{louisville | 2.85 |1.22 | 3,14 |. .90 |-2,33 | .87 |.2.80-| .42

enomonie. | 2.07 .76 | 2.53 | 1.13 2.66 .98 | 2.75 | 1.14

\:fnneapolis 2.20 .92 | 2.30 | .95 3.14 .90 | 3.16 .98

The staff erphasis tends to be on serving families who are-

perceived as being very needv. 1In one Center the staff ideal is

to serve the most economically and*emptionélly impoverished

e

families, while the parent ideal is to serve: families who have ' ~.

some resources and assets in their favor.

L g08 o
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" Leade®sHip:

Tabfetlo. if Director's working style more affiliative
N or businesslike (5).

"SITE / .

Boston,

_Cleveiand
Detroit
Hono;q}ﬁ’f\\'g'

Louisville/[
'Menogonfgf' v

Mi‘geapolis .

\

’ The.Directots at all but twohof these PCC's were
seen more as being concerned for feellngs of staff members than
as adoptlng a moxe’ authorltatlve, businesslike approach in
passlng‘on 1nstructlons or suggestions. " In the other two, the

e

mean tating was not far at all.to thg businesslike side of
the soale's middle. Eurther,.most/of the staffs felt their
leaders weré”takino_the right tone,in thisyrespect. Of the
'tw0'relatively noticeable-deviations between actual and ideal
(neither of them 51gn1f1cant), one favored more concern for
feéllng and the other more "laying down of the law," so to

P

speak. K




Table_ll{ Director's style of structuring 1nstruct10ns (1)
or 1eav1ng them loose (5).

STAFF
| acruaL
SITE Mean ; S.D.

Boston.’ 2.88 1.54
‘Cleveland® 4.75 | .46
,Detroit - 13.37 ] 1.60
_Honolulu _ 4.44 |\ .68
Louisville .f . .85 | .90

Menomonie .92 1.32
Minneapolis . .90 | 1.66

~

~ This item dealt with the degree to which difectives'

were'spelled out prec1sely or the degree to ‘which they were

left malnly to the discretion of the staff members in execut:|.on.'v
. Rating means vary widely among‘the PCC's. The two most extreme
act&al means were paired with ideal ratings almost in the: middle
of the scale (difference being 51gn1f1cant in one of those

cases). Overall, these Directors seem to leave their instructions
. - [ .

3moderately loose, and staffs seem to prefer things‘that way .
) . . . . N

.

Table 12. Directors working-role as Administrator (1)
or teacher (5).

- [

STAFF
L ACTUAL _ 4
SITE Mean | S.Dj

Boston S 2.66 1.3?
Cleveland - 1.50 .93

Detroit - 12.87 1.46
Honolulu 1.66 1.05
Louisville 2.14 1.57
Menomonie 1.76 .33
Minneapolis 2.60 1.84




A51 Centers in the group have Directors whose.working
role is seen more as that of an Adnlnlstrator than as a
'part1c1pant teacher. Staffs at all seven 'Cluster 1 locations
.- gave, 1deal ratlngs whlch favored the Dlrector 1ncreas1ng his or
her partlclpatlon as a teacher. The fact that‘staff would llke

L

to see that person adopt more of a teacher's role may 1nd1catev
that they feel that evervbodv should be as involved as pOSSlble
- in educational aspects,. ]
.Eable 13. Director's innovativeness (1) or conservatism (Sfu

in instituting programs.

“STAFF
: ACTUAL
SITE llean S.D..

1

Boston 3.77 1.72

Cleveland. 2.25 | 1.75

Detroit " 1.36

Honolulu 2. 1.34

Louisville . 1.51

Menononie . 1.00

Minneapolis . \} .88




A wide range in perceived innovativeness .came frem these

staffs. Two Centers were seen as being somewhetAcohservative

in establisﬁiné oraéajusting prOgram elements, while one was
'taken;to be decidedly change-oriented.' Ideal ratings show

'tﬁat all stéffs preferbe'more "wventuresome" fbrmat than one

‘they see. In one case, this desire was statistically significant.

- Table 14.. Degree to which staffs feel they work "with" (1”
: ' or “"for" (5) the Director. S .

- STAFF
: ACTUAL
SITE S Mean: S.D. .-

Boston ' 2.66 | 1.66
Cleveland 12.62 | 1.06
Detroit o 2.62 | 1.60
Honolulu ] 1.7 .79
Louisvillel 3.71 | 1.60

Menomonie ~1.69 W;CB
Minneapolis . - | 1.70 .95

All but one of the six Cluster i;stafgs felt more of a
comradely working.arrangement -- worklng "w1th“ the D1rector -

than of a more structured or h1erarch1ca1 system of carrying

- -

out edicts =-- working "for" the D1rector. "All staffs liked

the sense of working "with," and one showed a significant desire

1
s
.

for less rigid lines of command.




-90- |
|
o Table 15.: Frequenéy (1) br.infrequenéy (5) of Center meetinés.
. ; 8 ' e '
“STAFF STAFF
» | _ ACTUAL . _-__IDEAL"
j SITE Mean S.D. Mean S.D. .
. Boston 2.22 | 1.48 '1.55 | .88
b Cleveland 1.50 .76 1.37 .74
petroit! - 1.25 | .71 .| 2.50 | .93
- \Honolulu “1.77 .79 | 2.11 .87
Louisville 2.71 .76 ©3.00-} 1.00
Menomonie 2.38 | 1.26 2.38 | .77
Minneapolis 2.30 1.25. .1.80 1.03
All Centers hold staff or pérent—staff meetings with -
.apparent frequency. Staff'reséondehts'feit in general -
, that this is good, although at one PCC ideal ratings showeq*. .-

a concensus that there might be too many such meetings.
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|CLUSTER 2 CENTERS N

SOCIAL SERVICE COMPONENT

" Direct serviCes:\

All of these\Centers provide direct services in some areas.

The range is frou;two to six areas of service.

,,;' All eight_Centers prOvide transportation, five Centers
. ) . ' K
“have an emergency fund; seven Centers offer services regafding
g . ) ) \
- . housing. problems; three offer job counseling; ‘and six Centers

offer some form of emotional counsellng.

“Aswas the case in the previous cluster, none of these

more educationally oriented Centers hus a strong social -case- =
. . - . . - ~e .. ‘
work orientation. staff is avialable to do some counsellng,

but their prlmary task.is to do parent education and referrals
/
to other agencies. Four, Centers have an MSW on their staff

'performing-social work functions, and:two'others have family

services coordinators at the B.A. or B.S. level.
3 !
. . )

Referrals to and from other agenciesa

IS

Referrals are most commonly madé\to sodial service and
-pﬁblic institutions. Thus, a greatnnumber of referrals are
made to the Department of Welfare and the Department of Health.
In addition, these Centers do relate to educatlonal institutions,

~

health a&encies, and civic/business/legal agencies.

o | . 114
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All of the Centers rely on other agencies for material
- .help. Five of the Centers mention material help from educational

1nst1tut10ns. Three get help from sociél égencies, two f£rom

ciV1c/bus1ness/1ega1 organlzatlons, and two from rellglous/

s .-

philanthrdpic instltutlons.

Coordlnatlon w1th other aqenc1es-

Five Centers report joint plannlng and coordlnatlna efforts
with other agenc1es. Coordlnatlon w1th health agencies, educa—'
tional institutions, public agencies, and c1V1c/bu51ness/1ega1

organizations is considerable.

‘STAFF PATTERNS

1

,Stablllty of leadershlp-

The range of Dlrector longeV1tv in this cluster is from

one Center w1th the same Director - for the last four years to
a Center ‘'with an Actlng Director for the past six months.
Three of the. Dlrectors have been there for over three years;

leadership in the Centers in this cluster tends to be qulte

s

Rstable.

\ . .
\ ™ . . . . .
.? ) . -

Educatlon of the Dlrector-

i

N Four : of the Directors in this cluster have degrees in
educatlon, one has a doctorate in psvcholoqy, two have no
dvanced dearee, and one has a degree in soclal work. In
llght of Dlrector stablllty in these Centers it is perhaps

not surprlslng that the educational bacquound of these

115



Directors has shaped the program in favor of_an_educational . ,‘,\.l

.model-not only for parents, but also for children. :It should
be recalled that in the preV1ous cluster, even though there
was more D1rector turnover and 1t ‘was felt that the present

Dlrectors had not shaped program to:such a_large degree, not )

a single Director had a degree in education.

Number of professlonal staff:

The number of professlonal staff ranges from five to.ten.
A.nurse is employed in four of the Centers. In all of them
there is a partlcularly high proportlon of early chlldhood
coordinators and teachers. 1In the e1ght Centers there are | *
23 professlonals worklng in chlldren S programs, approx1mately
three per Center. Thus, the Centers in this cluster have a
higher concentration of-professionals WOrking_in the children's

program.

Parent employment: -

Six of the Centers-in this_cluster employ parents. These
_s1x Centers employ a total of 61 parents, with a range from
three to twenty one." In addltlon to the Center which employs
21.parents, two others employ a large number of parents:
11 and‘lS These Centers do seem to be employlng a far larger
number of parents than are Centers in the prev1ous cluster.

/ ',l
!
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LEVEL OF PAC ACTIVITY

The percentage of parents on the PAC rangés from 50 to 80.

Atjfbur Centers the PAC can hire and fire staff. either on’
its»oﬁn or és_a‘shared_respdnsibility with the Director. At
,three Centérs'this'is soiely.the-PAC's prerogative. At one ';\x
'Centef, it is_ﬁhé delegate égnﬁcy which has the powgr.to.hire ﬁf

and fire.

Financial responsibilities are shared by Director and PAC
at six Centers, are execufed by the PAC at ‘one Center, and are
executed by the delegate at the eighth. -

F)

o *

‘Program detérmination is the responsibility of the PAC at'
four Centers and is shared'with the Director at two additional

ones. At the remaining two Centers the Director establishes

. the direction of program. ) e ' : o k#r,l
\ . :}’
N . pogg
Recruitment fo r program is the responsibility of the PAC

in three Centers, is shared with the Director in three more

Centers and is the province of the Director alone in two Centers.

Tﬁus, in five Ceﬁters the PAC eithef shares'réSponsibilify
or has autonomy 'in decision-making in at least three afeas. .In
two Cenéers the PAC has autonoﬁy in.two areas: and ih the final
Center the PAC has only a sharing voice in just one area, with

no areas of direct control.

e - 1z




GOALS

Three of the Centers'seleet parent educatibn as thelr
f1rst goal and chlldren s education’ as thelr ‘second goakl.
Three Centers select chlldren first and parerts gecond. .lnv
the two remalnlag Centers parent education is ranked third

and fourth, and chlldren s educatlon is ranked flrst and

third.’ »

TYPES OF FAMILIES SERVED

Flve ‘urban PCC's have a Black membershlp,Athls ranges
from 40% to 100%. Two of these Centers are genulnely integrated

. with 60% Black and'40%.Caucasian membership in one Center and

just'the opposite proportions ‘in another. In the rural Centers,"

3

the;population is 1003 Caucasian at one,” and roughly 80% Caucasian

and,20% Black in the other two.

Three of the Centers serve~fam111es whlch are unstable,
both economically and emotlonally.u Two serve famllles which
are-coneidered to be emotlonally stable, but with unstable
incomes.- Two serve famllles whlch are unstable emotlonally
but which have stable incomes.v One Center serves families which =
are stable in both areas: -Once again.there seems to be no
relationship between type of pregram and type of family served,

at least as the latter is defined by the PCé Director.




Focus Item

‘Program focus:

Table 16. . Overall program focus on children (mean rating nearer l)
> or-on parents. (mean rating nearer 5) ‘

T PARENT
" ACTUAL

SITE - 'S.D. .D. | Mean|- S.D.

Atlanta R . ' 3. . 2.37] .92

Baltimore - | .5 . 27 2;53,..66

Chattanpoga ) .12 | .64 | 3.00 |1. 3.14] .90

Cincinnati 11 1.33 {3.11] .78 | 2.83|" .58

Jackscnville. |2.83 |.94 [2.83 |1.47 | 2.81| .79

Leitchfield [1.80 |.92 |2.80 | .79

Mt. Carmel  “12.46 |.78 |2.76 | .60 | 2.56] .73 .62 |.81

Summerville - }2.50 |.58 {2.25 | .50 |2.80] .45 | 2.80 |.45

Cluster 2-éeﬁtefs_are.emphasizing parenting skills among pafents,

and Qeneral'deVelopment among children.  Staff members at

/
!

these PCC s see the1r prograhs as belng a bit more chlld-orlented
than do the parents, although dlfferences are not marked in any
partlcular case. Staffs feel tnaL a bit more emphasis mlght be
placed on serv*ce to parents ‘and in. one instance this feellng

is statlstlcally significant.- Parents feel that- programs should ..

-be’sllghtly child-centered.
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'Table 17. Focus. on cognitive:proérams (1) or emotional
' » . service (5) for children. :

T STAFF . STAFF | DAREWT PAPEGT

SN ,}_4. ' acrua | ToEAL "  ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE - " | Mean| s.p.] mean!s.o. | Mean'|s.n.|uean ls.0. |
atlanta  l2.50 [f.90 J2.83 .11 | 2.37 oo las |l
paltimore  12.85 | .95 |2.8s" |.95 | 2.61 66 |2.61 | 48 |
Lo Cnattanooaa, 3.37 | .74 [3.25 a6 | 3.00 [1.15] 3.00{1.25 |
L Cincinnati .2}77.“ 1.09. |2.88 | .78 | 2.66 {1.15] 2.91] .90 §
sacksonville |2.83 [1.03 [2.90 03 | 2060 | .s2|2.80] .42 ]
2 Leitchfield - 3.20 | .42 3.10 .|.32 | 3.22 ;éj-r3.00ffios L
" Mt. carmel - l2.30 | .85 |2.69 .48 | 2.12 | .96 |2.50] .89°
summervitte > l2.25 | .s0 l2.25 |.so | 3.00 | .00l2.601 .89 ?

- N . -t

:'.\ . X !
Both groups of respondents took the p051tlon that thelr chlldren s |

programs were about. evenly balanced between cognltlve st;mulatlon
e and more general developmental aspeqts. Further, they agreed

—

~ 4+hat this is ‘as .it should be-

1%
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Table 18. _ProVisioh.éf services directly (1) or through
- parents indirectly (5) to children, .

(3 . -

STAFF - STAFé . PARENT P:\’RE-.""T
. ACTUAL | IDEAL ~ '} ACTUAL ™ | IDEAL
‘[sITE_ Mean | S.D. :-fean‘i:s.o.!, Mean) S. D.| Mean.iS. o. .|
Atlanta by liss | a0sl1.2a) 400} 151 ] 3,37 11y ?
‘paitimore  +l2.7841.12 D307 )1.21] 2.92]1.26 5,52 1. 78 -
_chattanooga 3.37. 1:41 400 | .93] 400l 153 | aes fisy | '
Cincinnati 3.22 | 1.00] 2.86 | .9303.25|1.48 | 3.08 |1.08
"Jécksonville 2.9i 1.4a{ 3.72 {1.55 1 3.10 {1.29 | 3.70 1 .95
" Leitchfield. 13.60- | 1,351 3.90 .88 14.20 }1.31. 4.00 |1.41 ?
Mt. Carmel S ENT) 1.25 | 2.69 11.03 [2.93 77 3. ] Les 3
summerville  13:00 | .s82.]-2.50:11.20 {2.00 |1.00 | 2.0 R

Consensus had it that éluster Z.érograms are Qélanced.in . .,*
thé'senﬁe of sérving child:en;both directly'th%ough pPCC

actlon and Jndlrectly through the tralﬂan of mothers.

Most also felt that if anvthlnu were to change in uﬁla '

respect, more cmpha51s shou}d he put on the indirec

>approach . Howevef, only the sta‘f at one Center felt that -

51gn1f1cantly more of an 1ndlreﬂt emphasis xs needed.



.
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Table i9. fannhasxs on wraxnan (l) or pfovidinglof services

' “(5) to parents.

~ Yy STAFF STAFF T PA ’REN'J;" [PARENT
) o ACTUAL' | TOEAL | ACTUAL - |IDEAL
gt PSITE | Mean | s.p.| Mean! s.p.| Mean|s.n. |Mean |s. p.
' atlanta’ 1.83 {1.21 | 2%00} .95} 1.75{1.16 |1.62 | .92 .
- .Baltzmore a2 si 1| ey |25 .0 2.07°] .86 :
tf . ' Chattanooca 2,50 1 .93 | 1.62 .92 | 2.28 {1.89 12.00 1.53 |
: C1nc1nn¢t; 2.11 ) 1.54 2.44 1.42° 1.83 |1.34 |2.41 |1.50

Jacksonville ! 3,08 | 1.44f '1.54 .82t 2.90 1.45 [1.90

v

Thc asnect of training in parunuxng that helped to establish

-.

ths modcl came through rather strongly when obxnlons were
:equested as to relative efforts eagvnoed by these Centers
;n training or dxrectly EfOVldxn services. *Staffs at fxve
oE the eight PCC's, and parents at sxx of the Plght, belxeved

that thexr CenLers were ancxéely traxn’ng rather than provxdlnq.

- No groun saw\thxngs the other way aroun& _:And that ‘is Lhe vay

they all felt Lhat things should be xdeally In fact,'at some_'

Centers the opinion was that training should be even more heavily

emphasized (significantly so in one location}.

1.10
Leitchfield ' 12.10 1.60] 1.20 | .42 1.70 | .95 |1.33 , {71
Mt. Carmel qu j1.53 1 .88 1.00 00 | 1.87 {109 1.62 {1.15
Summerville d.vh‘z.vs 1.50] 1.50 | .58 3,00 | .00 3.00 | .00 i
. . : ' ' : TN




Table 20. Emphasis'on emotional support (1) or material
T assistance’ (5) for parents. :

STAFF | STATF  |* PARENT  [PARENT
. ACTUAL .| IDEAL ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE  {mean | s.b.| Mean S.D. ‘Mean s.D. | Mean| s.p.
Atlanta .25 | 1n36) 3200 ) 1.41] 2.50 | 1.77 _3f50 .76
Baltimore ' 2.57 .65 -2.57' 85| 2.569 f"fsj 2.461 .52
Chattariooga ' |3.12 | 1.36 1Qa7 I© .83 2.83'_~1.93 2.00 00!
Cincinnati 2.88 1.65 2.88 | .93| 2.66 .78 3.00] .00
Jacksonville  |3:33 .89 [ 2.45 | 1.21]3.40 | 1.26 3.00] 1.05
Le1t¢hf1éld3 4\ 2.40 | 1.17 2.10 | .99 4170 "..67 3.60] 1.59-
M. Larmel 12.76 | .93.]2.69 ..;6§ 2.40 1.12 2,751 ™1, 24
Summerville'  |2.75 | .sa 2;531 _vss13:00 | .00]3.00] .00
’ - — 1.2 ] ; 3
Little need be éald about dlfferenceg in approach*regardlng
emotlonal or material support.' Theicluster 1s,essent1ally ;5'

balanced between-the two in terﬁs pf both'what is and what

~

should.béQ' One Center. pro&ides a déviation from the norm

in that parents both’ percexve and de51re more material aid

than staff. members there do.
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~Table 21. Focus on homemaklng (1) or parentlng (5) instruction
for parents.

. STAFF .STAFE - PARENT - ¢ PARENT
ACTUAL - IDEAL. ACTUAIL IDEAL
SITE _° |mean S;D. Mean | s.0. | Mean| S.D. Mean| S.D.
htlanta.2 '2.25 1.14 2.91 {1.08 | 1.87| .99)2.87} .35
: Baltimore , 3.7101 .99 {3.78 .98 | 3.30} 1.11 | 3.61 a1.26
Chattanooga - |3.75 91 |3.62 | .74 [ 4.16 | 1.60 4.28] .95
' ; Cincinnati' l2.88 | 1.17 [2.88 'i.17' 2.66 .78 |3.08] .29
.Jacksonville [2.91 | 1.16 |3.09 1.04 | 3.30 | 1.16 |3.10]1.20
Leitchfield '3:60 | 1.08 }3.70 | .82 '3.10 | 1.52 {3.10 1.20
Mt. carmel  [3.23 | .83 3.76 | .73 |3137 |1.02 |3:50] 182
; Summerville 15.50 .58 ia.sb | .58 12.40 |1.14 112.80 1.30

The preponderance of feellng is that Cluster 2 PCC s are
teachlng more about how to be parents than about hov to be
homemakers. Staffs feel that way sllghtly more -than the

1 parents do, and both groups on the whole belleve that the

1dea1 would be to have more,child development'lnstructlon.

The parents ac oneiCenter_felt«that'way especially strongly.

!




-102-

i

Table .22. Key program decisions made by parents (1 " ,
: or staff (5). . . *
STAFF STAFF PARENT PARENT
ACTUAL IDEAL ACTUAL _IDEAL
SITE Mean | s.p. | Mean |s.p. | Mean |s.D. |Mean S.D.
Atlanta : 3.00 | 1.22 .3.36. .92 | a.00 [1.51 |2.75 7Y
Baltimore 2.71 [ 1:07 | 2.64 74 | 2.46 |1.27 2.30 |1.18
Chattanooga > 3.50. 11.41 { 2.50 .93 |2.14 |1.57 [2.42™1.51
Cincinnati . > 1.66 .87 iz.ss 1.01 |2.75{1.36 |2.83 .sé
Jacksonville 2.41 l1.08 |1.90. { .70 l3.10 |1.37 2.40 | .97
l_heftchfield ! 2,80 11.32. }2.40 .97 {2.20 [1.32 1.80 .ég
Mt. Carmel 3 3.61 11.19 |2.69 .63 h3.éé 1.03 |3.00 |1.03
. Summerville 2.56 158 2.50 | .58 |1.60 .89 2.00'. 71

. _ _ . R _ )
Cluster 2 differs from Cluster 1 in that, on the average, -
a greater proportion of both staff and parents together felt

\ -

that’ staff members should do more déciding In two Centers

-ther€ was a significant dlfference between staff and parent

- -

'perceptlons of what.actually was happening. The differences

occurred in opp051te dlrectlons, in one case each group thought
they had the greater say, but in the other it was Just the reverse

{

LR




Table 23.. ‘Center run more like a family (1) or like:
a business (5) overall.

STAFF . STAFF ARENT PARENT
ACTUAL - IDEAL JACTUAL IDEAL

SITE - Mean | S.D.| Mean| s.p.| Mean!|s. p.| Mean| s.D.
‘Atlanta '3.58 1.44 2.33 1.58} 1.87 {1.25 2.00{1.07

Baltimore . 1.28 | :47 | 1.57 .851 1.46 | .78 | 1.46| .78

[ chattanooga  l1.37 | .s2| 1.s0 | . .76|1.28 | .76 | 1.57| .98

. Cincinnati 2.22 | 1.09] 2.00,] .87} 1.41f .79 | 1.58} .90

Jacksonville [1.33-1 .49} 1.54 82| 1.30 | .48 | 1.30| .95

Leitchfield 1.50 .71 1150 | .8s| 1.20 | .63 1.00 .00

Mt: carmel ~ - }1.84 | 1.147} 1.69 | 1.03] 1.50 | .73 11.56 | 1.15

Summerville 1.00 .00 f 1.50 .57 1 1.40 .55 1.80° . .45

All but the staff group at one of these PCC's-really felt thelr

Centers had more the flavor of a famlly than of a buslness. That .
one staff .also belleved that their Center would ideally seem )
more like a fam11y With the exception of that pcC, thisboluster
had the strongest perceptlons of a home like~ atmosphere of all

-

a finding wholly consonant with the model's outllne -of acceptlng

motherhood_skllls and the presence_of the mother at the PCC_w1th

"her child.
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Table 24. ' Focus of famllles served 1is on_"down-and- out" (1)
- ' or on "just need a break"(S)

STAFF STAFF SARENT | PARENT

ACTUAL IDEAL 'ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE "~ lmean }s.p. | Mean | s.D. | Mean | s.D. Mean | S. D.
Atlanta o l1.38]2.4 1.31 | 3.00 .00} 2.75 | .71
Baltimore " l3.28).73|3.14| .86 | 2.84 | 1.21} 2.53 .78
__Chattanooga > 2.37 1,06 (2.62 | .74 |3.42 1.81) 3.14 {1.22
Cincinnati . | 2.66 | .71 255 | .73 | 2.83, 58| 2.83| .58
Jacksonville 3ﬁoo 1.04 | 2.63 1.12 12:60 | 1.58]2.80}1.14
'Leitchfield"B 2.30 -.szf 2.60 | .97 }1.50 71 | 2,00 41
Mt. carmel . |2.23 l1.24 {3.00 | .92 2.87 | 1.20 3.25'3{.24
Summerville Y195 | o5 3.00 | .81 }2.00 l1.41’{3.od’(';oo

Only one of the elght Centers was strongly seen by staff as
pendlng a preponderance of effort on behalf of the most
"needful types of tarqet area famllles ( 2an actual rating of
1ess than’ 2) The parent sample at another Center felt the -
same way, Other respondents felt thelr Centers were
balanced. | There was a rather strong congruence between aptual

and ideal ratlngs, indicating that almost all part1c1pants at e

these PCC's'feel they are serv1ng the rlght klnds of famllles

- ; o FEE
! .

P
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" Leadership:

Tabie 25.' } Director‘s working style more affiiiative kl)
or businesslike (5)
X %
STAFF STAFF
ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE | Mean s. D. |Mean | s. D:
| Atlanta L laas 77 |2.50 |1.24
Baltimore J1.71 o1 2.14 | Los
- Chattanooga | 2.12 83 l2.12 | .99
cincimati . 2700 | 1.32 [2.88 | .78
dacksonvilie.' 2.00 74 |2.63 |1.21
_Leitchfield |-2.40 | 1.17 2.30 | b5 )
AT Mt Carmel t-,LE}IS _____ 1o f2.23 |llos
o s%mmervillei 1125 50 |1.53 | .s8.
b Staff members at leven of the efght PCC s consldered ‘their o

’1eaders to be rather sensltlve to staff feellngs about what
\

thlngs should be done, and how. The slngle Center where

‘ :
-the'Dlrector was consldered rather bus1ness11ke in approach
(the ‘same one at whlch staff believed a famlly-llke atmosphere

was poss1b1y 1ack1ng -- see Table 2) produced the only s1gn1f1cant

d1fferehce between o 1nlons of actual and 1dea1
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Table- 26. Dlrector s style of structurlngolastructlons (l)
.oxr: leav1ng them loose (5).

SITE -

Atlanth

Baltimore '

Chattanooga

: 1
Cincinnati

- S 1 ,
JacksonVille ‘

Leltchfleld

Mt. Carmel

Summerv1lle

An 1ﬂd1catlon of the home style approach assoc1ated with
‘thlS model comes from the percelved degree of structurlng

of ass1gnments by Dlrectors. All but one were seen. as
leaving detalls or method of-aCﬂompllshment largely to the
'discretlon of subordlnates.' It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that
two staffs deflnltely wanted thelr 1nstructlons to be spelled

out more prec1selyt whlle most of the others leaned sllghtly

toward that point of view.




" Table 27. Director's working role as admlnlstrator (1r
- or teacher (5) '

STREF ST.AE"E.‘i
ACTUAL IDEAL |
SITE _| Mean s. D. | Méan | S§. D.|
Atlanta . 1.91 1.50 .| 3.08 | 1.51
Baltimore | 3.07 | 1.33 | 3.07 1 .87
Chattanooga | 3.12 1.81 3.75 | 1.58
'G':i.ncinnati | 1.66 .87 | 2.11 . T
C Jacksonville 2_.68 L 1.51 '2.72 | 1.42 —
| | reitchfield [2.00 |- 1.33 | 3.10 1.20
vbMt.'Car‘mel 3.84 . .99 4.00 | 1.00
| summerville |3.25 | 1.26 | 4.00. {100

These stafTs were more:- 11kely tc see’ thelr Dlrectors as taklngl
somethlng of the, teacher s rQle than those at Centers in other
clusters. The head person is seen as taklng more of a dlrect
hand in day—to-day activities w1th parents and chlldren.
Further, ‘these staffs would like their Dlrectors to adopt even
:a'bit mgge of a teachlng_role.

/
/
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Table 28.

/

Director's innovativeness (1) or conservatism
(5) in instituting programs.. '

STAFF

, T STAFF
ACTUAL | TpEAL
- SITE Mean S. O. \.Mean' S. D.
P  atlanta 2 50 | 1.68 -| 2.50 | 1:57

1.71

.99

1.85

1.10

. Baltimore

1.51

1.20

Chattanooga \‘2.50 2.00
L Cincinnati 2.88 | 1.54 2.00 | 1.00
| Jacksonville 166 | .89 |1.54 | .82
Leitchfield 1.70 |1.25 -‘ 2.402'”1.5;:

'
i

1.24

2.69 .

.85

" summerville,

B

2.33

.00

1.00

1.00

.00

Another flndlng consistent with the model characterlstlcs

‘

- is eV1dent here.

w1111ng to try new elements or pollc1es.

flts w1th the general a1r -of 1nforma11ty,

the staff members(as seen 1n the close correspondence of

ideal and actual ratings).

" That definitely

These Dlrectors are seen ‘as being rather

and is liked by




. CLUSTER 3 CENTERS

SOCIAL SERVICE COMPONENT: - : L

-

TN

birect-services:

Centers in th1 c;uster prOV1de a range of dlrect services

41n from three to sxx_a eas.' All Centers. prov1de transnortatlon.

Serv;ces in relatlonzto‘ ous1ng are offered only bv the rural

Center. Lmergency fun are offered by two of the Centers.

None- of the Centers do S . JOb counsellng, but all of then make

referrals 1n th1s Unllke the prev1ous two clusters, all
Centers 1n thls cluster prOV1de dav care services. WO of the
Centers prOV1de some counsellng, but thls aspect is not particu4

larly stressed in any of;the,programs, Jn S

'Referral'to and from other adencies:

- In the rural Center\relatlvelv few referrals are made. In

-c'\ ANV

the two urban Centers there is a- somewhat hlcher rate of referrals,

but this is st111 not a very 1ntense act1v1ty comparcd w1th other

urban Centers.

In the rural Center, ther seems to be contact essentially i

with'public.agenc1es and w1th hewlth agenc1es. mhe urban Centers -

‘also relate to. educatlonal 1nst1t tlons and soc1a1 serv1ce aqcnc1es£

 Material helb is orovided,byl eligious/philanthropic organi-

zations, by public agengies,*by soclial service?agencies, and by.

civic/business/legal organizations.
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.Cobrdination with other aaencies~ . S

. . g-
v . *

;“_,.._ . R Jomnt plannlng wzth other agenczes is not done by one of the ’

Centers and at the two rcmalnxng Centera ‘is onlv donc with one

type of institution -- an educational lnstxtutlon in one case

and soc1a1 servxcc agencies in -the other. :
A o _ : e

-

The soc1al serv;ce component is not espcc’ 11y well develq;eu

d ¢

at any of these Centers. At two of- them thcrc isg nc sou;al ser#

v
vice staff and one Center has a non-profes ional albu. These

Centers emnhasxze career devnlopment for rothers and connit;vc
; (
__development for the children. In addition, the xurah Centct is
Y

in an area where medxcal scrvices are very poor and a considerable

':portion of ‘the bucget goes to pay for medical services.h mhus,q;n
' have a very low pr;orlty.

. STAFF PATTERNS : : v\ ' s .. -

Stability of leadcrsh : '\ BT - . o )

H CoLY
- .

e ) The range iS‘from'dne Center which ha6~onlv an Acting Director

"at the tzme of the CCR site vxslt to a Center wherc the Dxrector

° e

‘has been emploved for more . than two - years. . -

| Educatxon of the Director: . - - e

’,.

- One of the Dircctots xs a 80caa1 Por cr, one has a collece

L degrce and one has had some college, ”here is no cvxvence to

suggesr that at this noan in time the cducational bach«tounc oF

o the. presenh D;rcctor or ﬁchna Dirccrcr ha a signi cant *nf’uancc

.‘.

§ ... on’ program nr;orit-es and dccisxonsw

ﬂthls schcne soc;al servzces, and oart;cularly mcntal health se*wxces,,‘

: .




.

Number of nrofessional staff:

<

The Centers in this cluster have a relatively low number of '
professional staff. Vhatever staff there is, ls alrost exclusively
- devoted to children's programs., There are approxinately .two such

professionals at each Center.' There is a lurse at only one of

these Centers.

Parpnt enplovrment: : ~ . %

. _ | }
All three Centers employ parents: at one, parent employment

\

"is the most critical deternining feature of the wholé'program

< 1

A total of 18 rothers are employed at these Centers, 16 of ther

at one alone. , ¢ ) a : *"“Nm7

4

., . .

LEVEL OF PAC ACTIVITY:

L%

‘The percentage of parents on £he PAC ranges from 51-80. A
two of the Conters the PAC either shares with the Director or has

"sole responsibility for hiring and firing of staff, budgeteprepara-

tfbn and"énhrova‘ ﬂﬁﬁbiha of proqrém'and its objectives, and L\;

AL 0 5 -p AR e t s - ¥ -

recruitment. In the third Center the Director does” the hiring and B :: .

‘- makes decisioﬁs ahout program, bﬁt‘thé PAC makes decisions on | j
financial matéers and. bn'rccrui;mcnt policy..

GOALS: | L o '

» RN

. : D
AL two of the Centers the first priority is serving children,
at the third parents come.first and children second. 'viheré Centers
) NI . ' :

wd kR & 4

have developed full-time programs for children and the bulk of staff

time and energy is devoted to children's programming, it is hardly

. surprising that children’®

b

[4:]

programming is rated as the first goal,

.
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IR -
One staff would llketto nove away from that strucLured
I

emphasis on cognltlve develoonent. Staffs/and parents 1n the

. , S o -16-

" other Centers ev1nce no confllct on th1s 1ssue elther w1th1n or

. l
¢
/

‘ . . 3
.”' Y - I .
, .

betwreen themselves.

C .

Table éé, Provision ,6f services directly (1).or through
' ,parents’indirectly (5) to children.

¢ o o ’
/ R L . o .
/. STAFF . STAFT { - PARENT I -7 PARDNT
: " ACTUAL . . . .JIDFAL .. ACTUAL ; - IDEAL-

- SITE . | ltfean | S.D., |. i'ean S.D. Illean | S.0. riean.t! S5.D.
pallasl, 2.37 | .52 | 3.50 | .53 | 2.78 | 1.31/|: 3:00 | 1.35
Pascol 2.38 | .77-| 3.23 | .93 | 2.87 | .64| 3.00 | .00
Philadelphia 3.22 | .92 | 3.66 | .82 | 3.50 .85 3.20 | 1.01

to e
3
L

Most staff and parents feel that_ the ratio between dlrect
. and 1nd1rect services to chlldren is approx1natelv even. There
1s no conflict between: parents and staff on the- vay they see
thlngs on th1s issue, nor is there any dlssatlsfactlon on the

part of the parents Ulth the vay thlngs are. One staff would

-~ -( -

like to - move a bit awav from g;v1ng direct services. l
. o _ p

- 4 ’ . N '
t . . . . .

Table 34. Enpha51s on tralnlng (1) or prov1d1ng of services (5)
_ to parents. : o

T STATF -  STAFF PARENT .| PARENT

_ ACTUAL IDEAL. ~ |.. ACTUAL IDFAL
SITE rlean S.D. fean | S.D. | I'ean S.D. Mean S.D.
pallaslr4 -+ |3.62 | 1.51 | 1.50.| .76 | 3.71 |.1.14 | 3.00 | 1:04
| Pasco 2.8 |'1.07 | 2.23 | .73 |2.66 | .71 .| 2.55 | .73
Philadelphia |2.55 | 1.26 | 2.44 | 1.17 1 2.28 1.14 | 2.06 |1.03

-
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' There is one point of dlssatisfaction_on'the part of the
’ j_' ‘staff; a feeling that too'much provfding is being done;_'Since'
the staff ideal is very different from parent ‘ideal, movement

toward this goal is llkely to produce parent staff confllct._ . -

. ' g Staff and parents at the other PCC s- seem to be sat}sfled
| with the balance achleved between tralnlng on one hand and

providing on the other.

v

Table 35. -.  Emphasis on emotlonal support (1) or materlal _ _
o asslstance (5) for parents. : : /
_ ~ GTAFF | STAFF PARENT “PARENT

- ACTUAL - | IDEAL | ACTUAL - | - IDEAL |

SITE ‘ .| Mean s.D.” | Mean \ S.D. | Mean \ S.D. rMeans S.D i

| | L\ ' o . ' e

Dallas . 3.00, 1.41 2.62 \ .74 12.35 \-1.34 2.64; 1.08

. - \ ) : B i

Pasco : 2.61\\\ .96 1 2.23 { .60 |3.37 .\ .52 | 3.00 .53

- ~ — _ ' i } , ' -

_ Philadelphia 3.00. 1.32 2.77 ll.09 2.78 '\ .89 12.46 .9&

In two of the Centers there seems to be a fa1rly even balance

between’ emotlonal support and materlal asslstanoe. Since these-

Centers seem to have more materlal serv1ces avallable than

counsellng serv1ces,_that support must come 1nformally from

the staff.

At the third Center, parents perceive considerably more
materlal services than do the staff. Moreover, the parent
- ideal favors materlal services whlle staff feels that the

program should lean toward-emotlonal support.

140
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Table 36. Focus on homemaking (1) or parenting sy - - BN
- instruction for parents. :

sTAFF—— | STAFF | PAREST | | PAREIT |

' ACTUAL | IDEAL | acTeaL. " IDEAL .

SITE -{ Mean S.D. Mean |[S.D. | 'lean S.D. }'ean S.D. .

'Dallas " 3.62 1.30| 3.37. 0 .74 | 2.92.| 1.38 }.3.14 | .86

Pasco . 3.84 | .55 3.61 | .65 | 3.77 .44 | 3.55 | 52!

- . Philadelphia |[3.00 | 1.00 | 3.33 | .70 2:85 | .53 | 3.06.| .80 !

Staff and oarents tend to feel that there is an-equal
emphasis- on parenting and homemaklng skills. Anong the parents,
there is a tendency toward wanting a greater enohasls on parentlnq

.Thls tendency is significant only in one 1nstance. In general,

"there is. hlgh agreement between parents and staff as to what

should be done and what 1s.be1ng done. o ‘ R
Table 37; {ey program dec1slons made by parents‘(l) or oo .
' - - staff (5). : ‘
STAFF STAFF PAREMT PARENT
ACTUAL - . IDFAL ACTUAL ’ IDEAL |
SITE. Mean S.D. Mean | S.D. {1 Mean S.D.| Mean s.D, !
Dallas ¢  |3.87 | 1.46 |2.87| .64 | 3.61 | 1.26| 2.78 | .89
pasco - |3.00 | 1.15 |2.53| .78 | 2.55°| . .88 2.62 | .52
Philadelphia:| 2.55 .88 |2.22 | .97 3.00 | 1.30| 2.60 | 1.12

.~

In two cases the feeling seems to be that dec1slon-nak1ng

is heavily welghted in favor of the staff. Thls feellng is

shared by both staff and. parents -There is a tendency for both
- ';'_groups to want to move in the dlrectlon of greater parent partici-

patlon. Thls tendency toward parent decision-making is ev1dent _

in "all-of the Centers among parents and staff




Table 38. . Center run rore like a fanlly (1). or llke a -
I business (5) overall. :

. STAFF STAFF " PARENT ?AREHT
ACTUAL ‘ IDEAL . MNCTUAL ~ IDFAL
SITE B Mean | S.D. “ean | S.D. | ''ean | S.D. . llean { S.D
Dallas 12.25 | 1.04 . 2,62 | .74 ”2.57‘ 1.45 | 2.00 06 |
Pasco 11614 .es| 1.76 | .73 | 1.88| .33 1.88 33 |
‘ Philadelphiai 1.77 | .83 2.00 .87 2.14 <95 | 2.20-} 1.0G ;
‘ Staff and parents seem to feel that the- Centers are very
~much like a family. rr‘hJ.s cluster was. second only to the one
: d1scussed just prev1ous1v (Wlth ‘the exception of one Cluster 2
Center) in degree of perceptlon along th1s 11ne
Table 39. Focus of families served is on "down-and-out' (1) r=,
or on "just need a break" (5). . _ =T
—STREE STAFF | PARENT PAPENT |
3 ‘ACTUAL . |- IDEAL . 'DCTUAL ' IDEAL ;
SITE Mean S.D. T Mean S.D. }ean S.D. Mean S.0.. .
pallas? 5.62 |-1.30 | 3.12 | 64 | 2.42 {1.16 |2.00 | 1.04
pascol’4 " |3.50 | .67.| 2.41 |-.79 |'3.14 | .38 [3.00]| .09 i
Philadelphia.| 2.33 1.00 2.66 | 1.12 3.00 .87 ]2.73 80 !

__'Staffs in these Centers.tendetoefeel that it“rthhe poerest
families which are beina served In one, there'is'sene staff
desire to move {nléhe d1rect10n of service to fanllles W1th
Amore'reseurces Th1s is in marked opposltlon to the deslre of

the parents vhich is to serve more needy famllles. In another

.PCC, the_staff wishes to move in the direction of service to

more needy families but the parents do not want that.
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Leadersh;g

li,

Table 40. Director's worklng style more afflllatlve (1)
or buslnessllke (5) :

T — T STLFF ACTUAL — §TATFT IDTAL -
b CENTER Mean |- S.D. - lean 7 S.D.

Dallas . 2.37 . .91 | ~2.62 | 1.06

Pasco . 2.38 .76 | 2.53 .52

Philadelphia - | 2.22 | -~ .92 |+ 2.00 | .94

- staff at these Centershtend‘to see their Directors as, .

" affiliative rather than businesslike, -and that isvtheir

preference.

" Table 41. Director's style of structuring 1nstruct10ns (1)
R or leaving them loose (5).

. — STAFF ACTUAL | STAFF IDTAL
CENTER [Tean | 5.0, “Hean |_5.D.

pallas _|'3.62 | 1.19 | 25 .m

Pasco | “3.sa .80 .- 3.46| .52

Philadelphia ' © |.3.44 | 1.34 - 2.55| 1.50

~All of the staffs feel that the1r Directors seem, to

leave thlngs loose. .There is a moderate desire by two of

-

then, though to have 1nstructlons snelled out a b1t nore
exactly. |

L]

mable 42. Dlrectors working role as Aamlnlstrator Jl)
or teacher (5). - . o

[\

o STAFF-ACTUAL i |STAFI" IDEAL
CENTER = 1 Mean s.D. | ‘Mean S.D.

Dpallas 250 | 1.e1 - ] 312 .99
Pasco . | 2.76 .43 . 3.30 .95
Philadelphia - | 2.11 |..00 - | -.2.66 |




}% ' I S )

Y\
All three Directors are taken to be administratively oriented
" to an extent. Although none of the differences_between actual

and ideal is statistically significént, in.all of these Centers
there is; some desire for the Director to éerve more as a teacher -

. ;‘. . . “ . ' . .
than is currently the case. A similar desire has been noted in '

‘the previous clusters.

" Table 43.. Dlrector s 1nnovat1veness (1) or conservatlsm (5)
in 1nst1tut1ng programs.

. —STAFF ACTUAL . | STAFF IDEAL
~CENTER = | Mean S.D. lfean S.D.

‘pallas . 2.50 93 | " 2.00| .76

‘Pasco N\ - 3.00 | 1.00 .| 2.46 | .78 k
" Philadelphia 1.88 .74 2,11 | .87 |

| - / |

N \'\ . /
N Staff at one Center seem to- see their Director as hlghly s IR

\
.1nnovat1ve. At the other -Centers staff see Directors as

\
N

»malntalnlng a balance between 1nnovatlon and cautlon.
. . \ N /

S
\,

. : ‘ : A '
Tabhle 44.  .Degree to whlch sta‘ﬁs/feel they work "w1th" (l)
‘ or "for" (5) the Director.

,.\

~ ] STAFF AoéUAL —— S TAFF IOTIL

CVNTER ' . ‘Mean “S.D. Mean S.D.
‘pallas . . -| 2.37. S1.41 1 2.12 | .83
Pasco’ . | 2.46 | .88 | 2.00 i

Philadelphia 1.55 .685-K',"r 1.66 .81




In all Centers staff see;\to feel that the§.have aj

collaboratlve relatlonship W1th the Dlrector ard there is no

desire for change.

Table 45.

Freqﬁency (1) or infrequenc

- {5) of center’meetings.

~STRFE AC{'\II‘UXL N[ STAFT IDFAL _
CENTEH Mean S.D. : Mean | S.D.
‘pallasl 3.37 1.51 Y62 | .74
Pasco 2.92 .75 2.76 .73
_Philadelphia. 1.44 | .es 1.88 .73

]

~In one ‘Center, meetings are seen as somewhat 1nfrequent

Phis is a source of staff dlssatlsfactlon.a

In another, staff .

seem to feel that staff meetlncs are ne1ther frequent nor

1nfrequent but they are qulte sat1sf1ed with the way th1ngs are.

The thlrd holds nany meetings, and that is consldered good.

TP N
- I
1

!
i

e e
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" SOCIAL SERVICE COMPONENT

-123-

" CLUSTER 4 CENTERS'

Prov:.s:.on or referral Of materlal or soc1al serv:.ces ‘seem -

to be varlables largely unrelated to the baslc nature of ‘this

.

model. - All four-Centers presumably have a wide range of
icommunlty resources avallable for the1r enrollmento, yet two
of the Centers are in the lowest thlrd natlonallysforfleVel of

'.referral.- The other two are .in the highest third.

All make referrals to social service agenc1es, and three
of the four have recelved referrals from same. Three,of them -, .
have referred members to health,agenc1es. 'However, only one

Center reported referrals to an educational organization;.and =

one to publio agencies (the Welfare Department),

Nor does a clear pattern emerge with respect to the"referral_
or direct provision of -what can be»termed~more material services —-

transportatlon, an emergency fund homemaker services, etc.

_ The only ones prov1ded dlrectly by all four were day care serV1ce

Iy
and personal counsel%rg.

STAFF PATTERMNS?

Each of these Centers has on staff a full-tlme profess1onal

with social work dutlesl.h

I

However, only one of the Centers dlrectly prov1des job
counseling. The other three refer thlS service. -That is
con31stent w1th prev1ous flndlngs noted for the cluster. The

model seems to be one of fosterlng .careers rather than preparlng

parents for them d1rectly. Thus, day care is offered to make

L 148




it pOSSlble for more mothers to keep ]Obs, but dlrect career

tralnlng or help in obta1n1ng bas1c educatlonal credentials

occur at lower levels than might_be expected if the Centers had

-

set up;the_major objective of'actually getting members employed.

Other services provided by two or more of the Cluster 4

- PCC's are transportatlon, emergency a1d and homemaker serv1ces.

In general then, there is no coherent pattern of soc1al
serv1ces within th1s group. Overall the model seems assoc1ated .
A6y

w1th a med;um level of actlvity in this area, but a medium level

that is an average of h1ghs and lows, of prov151ons “and referrals

: that occur in no fixed or correlated manner.

Stablllty of leadership: _

The range of;Dlrector tenure in this cluster is from two

weeks at a Center W1th one prev1ous Director to three years at

]

another Center W1th one prev1ous Dlrector. In the other two

Centers the Dlrector has been in that posxtlon for approx 1mately.

,nlne months, Wlth one prev1ous D1rector at one Center and’ two

. at the other.

_Education of the Difector:

Two of the D1rectors are social workers, and»the'other.two

do not have advanced degrees.'

NumbEr‘of professional staff- o o )

The number of professzonal staff ranges from four: to 51¥.

A Nurse is employed at two of the Centers. A total ‘of seven

\p"ofesslonals 1n the Chlld development area are employed at the
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PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

s

fourth in line overall, are roted on Full rank point hisgher
than they usualliy are. Children’s services are thizd, meré than

a rank point lower than usual,

These findihgs connote quite o bit of the emphasis obserwved
by CCR interviewers at these . Centers and roported by staff

merbers as weil. Par

ents come first, and carcers are indecd
important. Taken wogether, these conuribute to a strenagthening

of family integricty and abilduy to function in the world
Childhood aspects are not overleoked, but they are not the major

focua for he Centers,

Tyepes of families servod:
Thrae_of\thse urban Centers have a population which is T

85-99% Black. Av the fourth Center 20% of she population is

“~

~

One ol the Conters mostly cerves families which are onstable

b
ye
i

both emotionally and eceonomicaliy. Two Centers serve fand
which are suable emoticnally, bul opstable econemically.  Day
Care which allows mothers wo work and obtain income. seoemg

O»F"Ciul7“ suitable to this economic need.  The fourth Center

PRy » PP ——— —— . . s
shich has a larew estIT;T prosram for smothers reports that its
pembors aro eszentdally stabla bosh chnmmsuﬂlly and emorionally,
o3 )
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»

FOCUS ITEMS:

Proaram focus: .

. . 1]

. k

Table 46. Overall procrem focus on children (mean rating nearer
- - 1) or on parents (mean rating nearer 5)

\
STATF ~ STAFF PARENT PARENT
ACTUAL - IDEAL ACTUAL IDEAL .
SITE ~ |Mean | S.0. | Mean |S.D. | Mean {s.D. | Mean |{S.D., |
New York |3,00 | .e7.| 2.88 | .33 | 2,62 | 1.06 {3.25 | .7L

L4

Oakland. _ |2.85 | .38 | 3.00 | .00 [ 2.44 [1.13 [2.77 | .44

“st. Louis! [2.27 | .79 | 2.90 | .30 | 2.58 -} .51 }2.76 | .a4

3 washington {2.77 | .67 | 3.22 | .67 | 2.76 | .43 |2.53 | .88

!

Both parents and staff at these four Centers see their

program as about equally divided in emphasis between childrén
and parents,“althbuqh leaning slightly toward the‘children‘s

side. The actual ratings of both groups average slightly less
than the scale's midpoint., Parents and staff did not differ . .

significantly in their opinions.

rRatings of what rvespondents would like to sece genegrally

favor slightly greater porent emphasis. However, in only onc

instance does the separation between actual and ideal reach

statistical significanco.
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Table 47. Focus on cognitive programs:(l) or emotional
service (5) for children. "
* STAFF STAFF ' PARENT PARENT
- ACTUAL. IDEAL ACTUAL .IDEAL
SITE Mean sS.D. Mean | S.D. (| rlean S.D. Mean €.D.
New York 3.66 | 1:00 | 3.00 | 1,00 | 2.37 | 1.19 | 2.7 .83
| oakland | 3.00 | .00 | 3.00 | .00 | 2.77 } 1.20 |3.00 | .53
St. Louis 2.18 .87 | 3.27 .65 |.2.52 | .80 |2.88 .33
_Washington | 3.00 | 1.00 | 3.11 | 1.05 2.15 00 | 2.84 | 1.21

within the children's component, staffs at 'these Centers =
\¥ee more of an approach of general warmth and affection, (as
.agalnst cognltlve tralnlrg) than parents do. In one PCC this

difference is 51qn1f1¢ant. Overall, these PCC's are judged by

participants to 1can very nar;owly toward the coanitive 51de of

- . the mideint. Also, it is ot note that partLCLpants £cel the
cmphasi should move a bit. away from cognitive traxnlﬂg -

the . d;fiexercu betwcen actual and ideal becoming sxgnxfxcant

among one sta ££.- Apparently there 1% some Lecl1ng hhat, glven

thc goals of these Cunters, qcneral Juppoﬂt and guccoxance £or
N

tend to be the rule. N\,

children should
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- Table 49. Provision of services directly (1) or 1nd1rect1y (5)
‘ through parents to children.

STAFF STAFF - PARENT .PARBNTW

. . ACTUAL " IDEAL ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE , Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. | Mean’|s.D.
 New Yorké . 2.66 | 1.58 | 3.77 .97 | 1.87 99 | 2.75] .71
Oakland . | 3.16, .98.| 3.57 .98 | 2.00 | 1.41 | 3.00]1.51
St. Louis 3.00 | 1.10 | 3.36 | 1.21 | 3.41 | 1,18 | 3.41} .94
Washington | 4.33 | 1.00 [ 4.11 1.05 | 3.46 .| 1.33 | 3.611.39

Oplnlon was scattered within the cluster as to whether chlldren
were being served dlrectly by the Center or 1nd1rectly through
service to mothers In one case, direct service was seen.

In another it waE 1nd1rect service that was percelved, whllc.

the others gave balanced ratlngs.

» In geheral, staffs'thought'moreso than parents,that the
ihdirect approaoh applied, and both groups tended to feelu
that the right way was to provide services even more indirectly.
One Center ylclded a sxgnlflcant diff erence between parents and
staff on this p01nt, with staff ratlngs‘being on the average

more strongly in favor of the indirect way.
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Table 49. Emphasis on tralnlng (1) or prov1d1ng of services (5)
. to parents
STAFF STAFF PARENT " PARENT
ACTUAL IDEAL ACTUAL - IDEAL
SITE Mean S.D. Mean S.D. lMean |S:D. Mean S.D.
New York ~ | 1.77 | 1.20 |1.88 | 1.05 | 1.12 .35 | 1.75 | 1.04
" oakland 1.71 | .76 | 2.33 1.03 | 2.66 {1.50 | 2.66 1.58}
St. Louis | 2.36 | .81 |1.81 | .98 | 2.64 |l.00 |2:29 | .92
_ Washington 1.77 .97 |1.50| .93 | 2.07 |1.04 2.15 1.14

Respondents gFre rather well agreed that their Centérs were

'prov1d1ng more training than outright materlal ‘assistance to

parents.
Table 50. Emphasis on emotional 'support (1) or material assistance (5)
) - for parents ' ' .
STAFF STAFF PARENT PARENT
ACTUAL IDEAL ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE Mean | S.D. | rean | S.D Mean |S.D. |Hean |S.D.
New York 2.11 | 1.36 | 2.44 | 1.13 [ 1.25 71 2.00 |q.51
Oakland 3.00 | 1715 | 2.71 ] 1.38 _3;75 1. 89 3.25 | 1.28
St. Louis 2.72 | 1.49 | 2.90 | T.30 | 2.70 | .77} 2.82 | .88
washington | 2.33 [ 1.32 | 2.22 } 1.20 | 2.92 I.r9{"3.23 1.01

There was

some disagreement among Centers as to whether parent”

service was more oriented toward personal help and counseling or

" material aid.

discussion in two Centers.'

The perception was Clearly one of more petsonal problem

the other way around.

The parents at a third saw things

154 -
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_Tablé 51. Focus on homemaking (l) or parentlng (5) instruction
for. parents

STAFF STAFE | : PARENT : PARENT

’ ACTUAL IDEAL ACTUAL 'IDEAL

3 ' SITE : Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean | S.D.
! | New vork | 3:33 | 1.41 73,447 | g8 | 4.25 | 1,04 | 3.50 1.41
! Oakliand 4.33 82 | 3.33 | 1.57 | 4.33 |"1.41 | 4.22 .97

St. Louis | 3.18 |3 og | 2,72 | 1.10 | 3.68 | 1.08 | 3.31 7 1.01

Washington| 3.11 | 1.45 | 3.44 |-1.33 | 2.84 | 1.07 | 3.15 .90

No wide differences of opinion occur with respect .to
perceptions of whether Centers are affording more instruction
W

in parehting Qr homemaking -- the latter was seen to R

predominate at all Centers but-one. This flndlng 15 consistent "~

with CCR's segmentatlcr of these PCC's into a group that is
presumably not giving intensive training in child rearing as

such.
!

Table 52. Key program deciSions made by parents (1) or staff (5)

STAFF . STAFF . PARENT _ PARENT

ACTUAL . ~ INDEAL 4 ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE IMean S.D. Mean S.D. riean S.D. j dean S.D.
New York3-4/2.33 | 1.41 | 2,77} 1.09 | 4.87 35 | 375 |14
Oakland?-4 |4.14 .90 | 4.00| 1.10 | 4.42| .98 | 2.55 |1.24
st. Louisl [2.09 | .83 | 3.09 94 | 2.41| 1.00 i 2.47 | .94
Washingt%n3 1.22. | .67 | 2.00| 1.41 1 2.92 | 1.44 | 2.15 j,.99

The item gearcd at'finding who makes most of the key decisions

around the Center produced the widest variation of response within

Q this cluster. At one PCC it was agreed that the staff really
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'dec1des, but the parents thou ht that they (the parents) should

have a greater voice -- and £he staff did not share that V1ew.

In general,'parents thought that they should have“a bigger
: : ' It

voice, and staff'members felt that they should 'make more final
decisions. One staff felt rather strongly so. .In'two Centers,

parents felt that staff were deciding much more than»the staff

themselves'did.

-Table 53. Center run more llke a famlly (1) or llke a buslness (5)
’ overall

'0

STAFF _ | - PARENT
: ACTUAL . ; . ACTUAL
SITE ' I'iean SaDo A . . Mean S.D.

New York3 3.11 | 2,03 | 2.22 | 1.72| 4.87 | .35

Oakland | 2.28 .95 ) ", 3.12 | 1.64

St. Louis 2.54 | 1.21 . ; 2.47 | 1.00

Washington3 .71 | 1.88 | 1.45 | 2.15 | 1.07

Most participants feel that their Centers are .run more like

a family than like a business. However, participantsMat»tWO/’/

{
of these PCC s do not favor the family aspect as much as they

-

do at many other PCC's.

‘ \ - N : |
At two of the-Cluster 4 Centers, parent:\saw their program

as being significantly more businesslike than the staff did.
iny minor. variations between actual and ideal ratings were

observed.
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. Table 54L 'chus of families served is on xdown and-out“ (1)
: ' or on "just need a break" (5)

! .

ST}\FF : . STAFF . . PARENT | PARENT

. ACTUAL *  IDEAL. . ACTUAL IDEAL
_ SITE Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. [.Mean S.D.
- New York 2.22 | .97 { 2.55 | 1.33 | 3.00 |.1.85 | 3.00 | 1.07
' Oakland 12,42 | 1,40 | 2,71 | 1.38 | 1.66 | 1.41 | 1.87 | 1.46
- st. Louis3 | 2.72°%| .65 | 2.27 | we90.| 1.76 | .97 | 2.35 | .79

Washington |.2.66 | .71 | 3.00 | .00 | 2.69 | .95 | 2.84 | .55{- - - §

Finally, g%aff'members at all four Centers believed they.,

were serving a mixture of famlly types, only sllghtly leanlng

"toward the most dlsadvantaged ones.

Two parent groups felt strongly that the needlest families

~ -

were being served by their Centers, and in one of those cases.

that 0p1nlon.d1ffered 51gn1f1cantly from staff_members!

7
.-

In every subgroup except one staff, the feeling was that

,ideally\the_Cénter.should'sprve'more'of the stabiet families,
but these différences between ratings of actual and ideal

were not significant in any case. .

s
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Leadership items: - o . : : \\\\
Table 55. Directors'’ working style more affiliative (1) or
bus1ness11ke (5)- : .

\

. " _STAFF STA}’F
| ‘ , A -"ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE Mean S.D. rfean S.D.

New York! "|3.88| 1.36 | 2.55 | 1.24

" Oakland 4.28 | 1.25 | 3.42 | 1.13

St. Louis |2.63 | 1.12 2.8l .98’

Washington 2.11 .78 2.11 .78

Little cluster.w1de consistency is apparent Staff members
1nterv1ewed at ‘two 51tes felt that the1r Directors fa1rly
'frequently made de'cisions without apparent concern for the
'feellngs of those who would have to carry the dec151ons out
At one of these, the 1deal was felt to be slgnlflcantly more
concern for feellngs. Staffs at the other two Centers, though,

felt that the1r feellngs were being taken into account and saw

no need for change

Table 56. Director's style of Structuring instrudtiong (1)
““‘f——‘f or leaving them loose (5)

STAFF " STAFF.

ACTUAL _IDEAL
SITE - Mean | 5.0, | Wean [ 507
New York 1.88 | 1.54 | 2.88 | .93
Oaklanal | 3.42 | 1.40 | 2.17] 1.07
- St. Louis .| 2,45 .82 | 2.54 | 93
Washington |3.22 | 1.56 | 3.11 | 1.45




r , .. .. .

vary.
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Oplnlons as to whether Dlrectors spelled out their working

In two Centers a balance between the two extremes was

percleed and ideal ratings reflected that that was preferable

_to the respondents.

.

to be too’ loose (51gn1f1cantly so) and in the fourth

In'a third pCC 1hstructlons were reported

they wvere
- - found too structured '_ ‘ 1\1~ '
.f \_\\\ | | -_ | . . . L
\\\ Table 57. Director's worklng role as admlnlstrator (1) or
teacher (5) ,
' - STAFF STAFF
» ACTUAL IDEAL ..
SITE Mean S.D. Mean - | S.D.,"
New Yorkl 2.11 | 1.76 | 3.50 |1,31
Oakland 3.14 .38 | 3.14 .90
. St. Louis | 3.09 .94 | 3.27 | 1.27 1
\\“ Washington 2.22 1,72 2.00 1.41
-/

~

In two Centers the Dlrector was felt to adopt a

midway between being completely an administrator and

a teacher. In the other two, the Dlrector Was taken

-

of an aonlnlstrator and, in one case,

‘a bit too much
eyes“of‘the staff.

- Table 58. Director's innovativeness (1)

or conservat
in instituting programs

i2£9/§;OUt

cémpletely
to be more

so in the.

ism (5) -

B o B STAFF STAFF -
A . B T ACTUAL IDEAL

o SITE ~_Mean. N\S.D. Hean S.D.
3 New Yorkl 3.44 }\ég 1.88 .93
o Oakland 2.71. .lg\ 2.28 | 1.25
- St. Louis 2.00 | .89 | 1,72 .79
: ’“ Q ' . Washington 1.88 1.36 ' 2.11 1.45
. ‘. EMC N . -

_J;structlons very precisely or left them more or less- unstructured




Oplnlons on the x“novatlveness of leadershxp rangcd from

a. perceptlon of moderate cautiousness at one Center, to strong

initiation of new.plans or programs.

‘innovation was deemed desirable.

In general, a

stance:' of

Table 59. Degree to whlch staffs feel they work "w1th" (l)
or "for" (5) the Dlrector. |

STAFF. STAFF

. ACTUAL IDEAL

. SITE Mean S.D. '] Mean .| S.D.

New York."l - 3.33 1.87 | 1.55 .73

Oakland 3.14 |1.46 | 2.42 | .98

St. Louis 1.81 | .87 | 1.54 | .82

Washington 1.44 | . gg | 1.44 .88 "
o , : \

i

Staff members. iﬁ'two PCC's felt more like“they

were working

for the Director than working with that prrson, and in one- locatxon

.the ideal was taken to be srgnlflcantly more lxke working with.

‘Table 60. Frequency (1) or infrequency (5) Qf center meetings.

",
N

-

.
(]

‘
. 4 »

| STAFF STAFF

o ACTUAL IDEAL
SITE Mean S.D. Jean &.0.
New York 1.44 | y.33 | 2.11 | 1.36
Oakland 3.28 |1.38 | 3.85 | 1.07

.

St. Louis 12,27 1,19 | 2,72 | 1.10
Washingﬁon 1.22 .67 1.33 L7

v
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Finally, staffs agreed that theré were just about the right
3 . . it

number of meetinés_at their éenters, although the freguencies - . v

reported ranged f:om'thé infrequent side of the ‘scales' mid- -
poiﬁt to very frequently. )

-
? . . e s




: '_ . CLUSTER 5 CENTERS

1

. SOCIAL SERVICL COWPONLNT .

Dxrect Scrv;ces-

. . . Y o 4 . ~

8

All of these Ccnte:s D"OVldh direct. garwaceq in some areas.

R -

The range is’ from Lhreé to {Lve.i o b .

All eleven Centers orov;dc tfansoortat;on, 51x Lentezs have

an cmeraéncy fund, nine Cenfers give“some help’with housinq
- v ‘ '
problems,,twofofgbr gob coun“elxng, ana seven offer some foxm

of counselxng. ; : T e A

R ) ’ . - § 4
"~ o N " . i <L

S Referrals to *nd €fon other agencies: . .
- N : . -
Rcferrals are most commonly’ made to soc&nl Jervxce healti

i ¢ .
and publ;c 1nst1tutxons._ Thus, a qrean number of re“orrals afe
°l ' maoe ta *he Department of hclfaxe and the’Departmenu of Healt!
1n additién, these_Centacs do‘reiate to educational Institutions, 7
v ) K N .o . . ) N

religious and philanthropic organizations and civic/business/ '

.
-

legal agencies. E O - } : ~

N . : . [
. . . . ' -

o
ull oE the Centers rel; on agencznv ’or”malezxal he‘p Nine

of the Centers mention material halp from civic/bis rneqa/lﬂqal ’
/

agencies. Six get help from health aqancxeg, five fre, social

agencies, two from educauxonal ingt ukxons,‘twc from religious

——

‘and philanthropic organizations znd two from public institutions.

STAFF ?AT?*'W$° , . .

Stabxlxtv of leadership: '
Six of ;pe Centers in thv aluatcr have had only one Director
" since the beginniﬁg}oﬁ.the pregram.  These Directors range

"from 19 to 50 months on the job. Four of the Centers have .

ECr



LY

had w0 previous Directcrs ";;hi%he-prcﬁent Ditector’in the

Positxon from one month to ten mon:bso Cne Center in the uiu ter ‘ k 7
hag had Eour previous Directors, the n*e;cﬁc one £Or tWwo months.
Education of the Dfree“crz L 4 ' . :ﬁi
The majority of Dzrectors in this cluster huve an educa~zcnal‘v ?
background in areas oyhc: than Social work or educatzon, bne |
:{,Director has an MSW., Five Dirchora have college degrees, oide )
has a Masters and one has 5 PhoD, -~ o ] '.’”
dNumber of prcfessional'stafgz . ) '},;
Nine of the>cleven»C¢nters in this cluster;rebort atiieast' | }
one ptbfesﬁional in each of w0 components Tﬁé Centers range
- from one Ccncer with no pro‘ ssianal 5taf£ to one Center reporuing
geven pro;essxauals. In nh* 'aluster there is a wotal of 13 “'fi / '
pro£¢§sionéls workihg in the ghildren's program, give in the . - { o
pateﬁé program and 11_in the soéialﬁéerﬁicc component.  MUrsSes \
_afé reprasgﬁte& at 5ix of the Cepters in this clusted. \g\
Parent emplovinent; S _ - _ Ir ' )
| Five of the Centers employ RO pa;enté, One Centor ampi AR
‘gglx«parents asg non-p:ofessioﬁﬁlao The oiiier Coatlers have j
:angé of one to six mothers working there. Those 19 &enmers
employ a total of 26 mothers. .Tha methors are privarily wa:,';n .
in the childzca S chgutio PrOgram. . )
CLevel of. PAC activity: )
The pe&centage of pdrentﬁ on the PAC ar each {onpuer ronges i .
v
from 50 at fﬁur Centors to 80-100 at four Cehters, .

N . | 163 -
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* PAruliText provided by ERIC

Table £2. Focus on cognitive procranms (1

e s oot 4

service (5) for children.,

or orotional

. STATY STHPE i pLRENT ropromns -
L ACTUMNL INTAL : ACTERL INPAL
SI7TE Toan | G.it. . oean VAL, R R N
Chicago 3.33 1.22 1 2.5% ¢ .88 3,00 LI 3,00 .0n
NDalton 2.80 JAG P 2,00 .49 .00 /O I IR ¥ ¢ CoLan
: | _ .
- —-u: - 3‘ R R o E ’ - -: : '“j-’/' ” ) o
Favetteville™ 3,246 ST 3L .51 2.40 R v AR N %3 S G
N vt - ; s ey o ot st e s
Huntinaton 336 R e T R 1 S N L O - £ 3 S IR -3 N I B 1.05
e earios — —— i v LR SRS
Lasfunta 2.55 6D 2.85 1.10 2.58 W71 2.3% 1,40
Los dnoeles | 2,62 .74 2.33 ¢ 1,00 ‘2.89 1.26 1 2.5 .04
i \ " A
Hlewsark ™ 3.10 W75 2.6n 6H3 2.3n L% 2.1 LG3

7
Hﬁwpgrxz 2.50 L89% 1 3.00

RIC

frnata 1.02 .35 2.33 B3 2045 | .91 t2.8 1 Lon _z
S e f I }Wh e e ﬁ

Pine midge | 2,58  1.00 1 266 1 1,07 3 334 | 1.20 2,02 | 1.20) !
B es . ans st ‘..:.., U - [ ,...,..g . : 2 --.,.....z‘.. e ! % - 4 ...ui!

Portland o 3.50 .53 i 3.10 i3] 3 1.08 07 32.56 i W65

Streoss on coanitvive and enotions) eloronts for

soon balancod in actuality, Threo otaffis

logy than vtholic naronts

COONILIVG ALnoCLs

and staff meshers favor 5 big

conni v ive omnhasis

s sinnificansly
e, “ost paronus

prieally,
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o v
Table €3. Provision of services directly (1) or throuah
Parents indirectly (5) to children.

ST < STATE DA BT
FOTURT, : IDCAL JOTUAY, ' NP
SI7THh tean € 5T TEAR T HLYL 1 TAan 8.0, 1 team TR
Chicaao 2,77 11,20 ¢ 344 11042 o1 3097 11007 3.6k {1,403
t : ; "
Dalton 3.9% | .71 3.60 | Lsg 2.5 [ 1.05 | 3.33 | 1.9
. ‘ : . - . - [
Payetteville | 3.20 ¢+ .94 1 3.23 | .53 | 3.30 [1.25 | 290 | o3
Huntincton 2.7% 1.4 13,16 | .p3 2.32 1.4 2.13 1,12
3 1
- ) 4
Lalunta 3.78 LA § 3.42.041.,28 3.00 [ 1,17 3.05 1.14
Los Anneles” | 2,314 1.2 1 3.33 1l.22 1.27 .00 2.50 .93
i R . ';
hewark 12,20 1.3y {2.00 .00 2.69 1118 .23 br.m
i [ . & o~ . e
. - ' ]
Neupory? 3.7 1.04 ?3.30 1.94 2,12 1.49% 2.93. 4 1.44
B o i e T T o b s v » Fa—, . - S 4
- H . . 3 { P
Oraha 3.27 B8 1 3.44 .10 2.8 1.04 2.81 ¢ .76
.....,,......_...,,,.....-..._.,.\-..‘.j_... S -4 e o s e o s - B - L SN —
vy * D 1y w FR—- ~ i
Pine Ridge 2.07 {13 316 11,03 1.73 B3 12050 1.
v o e s ..mi‘._.... e s .w."!' s 2 R Tw. -
Porvlant 2,49 1 .52 113,90 A5 2.7% .75 2.7% ¢+ .76
: i ‘ — R ——— A -
. Parents vicw their ohildren aco hired ey serded directly sore

than svafis do, hur in only one cane io there a significant

difference, foth Groups fpvmr the indirect approach overall,

i

but aronsg the parpnte at one Centhr thore is a significant

reversal of that sontivear,

164
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Table G4. Emphasis on training (1) or providing of services (5) H
to parents. ‘ '

CSTRVF AT ] AR PN j
_ ACTUAL InrAL ACTUAL INTAL
SITE L, I Hean TR [ean (S0 Mean 8.0 "r-an,f's;.rx.’”’j
Chicaqo 2.77 | 1.64 | 1.77 .07 2.60 1067 | 3.00 1.70 |
palton 2.20 | 1.30 | 1.20 7 2.83 41 | 2,83 11,33
e e e : ;
r - [Favertewille |1,20 17 1.2 .50 1.49 .70 | 1.60 B4
W, ——
Hunt ington 2.66 1 1.37 | 2.90 14 1.30 | 1.0s La.as | a.ns

LaJunta 2.57 1.22 1.85 .36 2,30 1.32

,
|

Los sangoelen 3.00 1.73 .00 1.07 "y 3,00 1.50 2.75 1.67‘

e P ] e rm e v ek

llewary. 1,00 1.52 2.500 1.5¢8 A.3n L0 2.38 .87
Newport 3% 12,49 tr.0e L1.s0 [ .35 3.75 | 1.44 | 2.13 | 1,60

fo

- - e
)3 - |

| Omaha 4,50 e 2.77 1.20 K

AL : . ! A
e M
Pine nidgele?| 341 1r.en {2,932 .On 3.34 1 1.41 | 2.8 i -
R - - -
Portlant’ 3,70 ] .45 iz.zn- L2 13,16 68 | 2.63 S0
S, . et e et S o i . .4 -

Vith threo staffs and {our parent droups running rather

‘-

troan‘v counter-~trend, rcnpondnnts felt their Contern woere
, 7
training parents sore than pXﬂ"if. 0 gervices for thom,

Alrroct without ovcention, a stronger tvaining oricentation

wans considered ideal,

. . 169
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(1) or material

Fmphasis on erotional sunport

Table 65. _
. assistance (%) for narents.

STAFE SUART pPARLLT parie

| ACTUAL L IDTRL _ ACTUAL DL
SITFE tean 5.0, "TEULQ S0, ean ! 6.0, ean 4 5.0,
Chicaqo 3.77 |1.39 | 2,77 { 1.20 | 300 | 1.1 § 333 ) 1.03
balton’ 2.40 | .55 | 3.40 § 104 | 400 | Lee {00 | a9
Pavetteville | 2.26 |1.22 | 2.07 | 1.00 | 2.20 | 1.5 | 2.20 | 1,40
puntinavon  |3.75 [1.22 | 3.25 | .75 | 322 | .67 | 2,77 | 100
LaJunta 2.26 [1.20 | 2,57 i 1.32 | 2000 {106 | 235 |1
Los Anqoley 5.75 1.17 .55 % .a8 2.75 .89 ‘ 2.87 1,13
Newark 2.60 117 {2.50 1127 | 2060 |1 1300 | e2
Hewport 3.33 | .87 | 2.77 5 1.00 | 3.42 |16 |38 | 1.0

| el L _ i ]

Oraha 3.29 | o0 {2.70 | Le3 | 2,33 107 Lo |om
Cpine et |3.60 11,23 1350 | .80 | 3.33 §1.55 ! 2.8 R
bort Land 13,00 ! 05 12.60 1 .70 l2.66 1 .40 i 2.66 49

Perceptions of vhether roroe cwntinhnl suppory or material
assistance 2ag beipg provided for parents varies ravher
widely. ntaffs tended to fecl. thol more orotional suorore
wag called for, than wan heina given, but parents tepded Lo be

more satinficd wivh vhatever way thinos were avSthelr Centers,

170




N
-148-
Table 66. Focus on homemaking (1) or parenting (95) instruction
for parents. :
’ -‘("'l’\‘ [AX R i) ™ DA TR SN 1™y
HYART HTATE bany ' panom
. ACTUAL mneay L ACTUATL i ,;“"hL _ °

SITL Mean 160, cTean ST Sean [ EYT THoan T
Chicac;ol 1.55 .85 3.37 ‘ 1,06 3.00 1.79 ‘3.33 TR {

palton 3.20 .84 | 3.20 .34 1.16 ‘ .00

: i ! X
Fuyettcvillc 3.13 .0 3.28 .73 3.30 99 13.30 N
|

. Huntinaton® | 2.33 | 1.37 {3.00 11,00 a.00 | 1.0n |3.66 :1.n0]
B - : o ] ‘
B LaJunta 3,92 ! 1.27 |3.50 j1.22 4.0 | 04 |4.05 .90

Los angeles | 2.50 | 1.ar facea p oo | oaaan L |37 G0

et e - e e + e o e b . — o :
Newark 2.90 1.37 3.on .81 2,46 .07 3.07 ¢ .78

tewport? 3.0 L3220 {rae §oree fro2n 2.46 01,41

mahal+? a0 b5y 3033 Lo L aee | Le2 [3.40 | e
: vt - v ‘ P B D + 1 .
Pine midge | 2.00 | 1.a4 |3.00 | .00 L2.63 fr.sy Ja.es a2
e : .- 8 ,K (RSN TN : --E— Y
Portland 360 y1.om j3aa0 152 J o306 A3 366 165,
e rmuvtem eres s et cr v vt 1 o amon - PR J. S, - i~

On the vhole, both aroups sauw the parent nrooram
offering vore instruction in parentine than honemakina,  The
{ n 3
parcentc vere a bit stroneer i that belic? than were staffs,
deal ratingrs an qeneral covidence o deosire o have things moro
Ideal rati : 1 ] i Lo ! i 1
. balanced, regardless of vhich direction the, parent proaran was’ !

seon to he Yeoaning in actuality,

R - 11
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Table 67. Kev progranm decisions nade b
staff (5),

narents (1) or

<

: : s STAET GEREE PRRETT TTRARTTE |

, ACTUAL | IOmAL SemCAL | roan

. SITE floan [ S0, rtean | 5.0 Tean 16,00 P Mean ¢of

¢  Chicago 5.00 | .00 2,87 ] 1.55 | 1.00 | .00 1.30.L B

N balton 1,60 | .55 |2.90] .80 | 1.0 .55 {1.83 i L9

Favetveville | 2.60 | 1.4 |2.20 1 wea | 2080 | 1iar [2.22 | 1. -
Huntinagton | 2.41 | 1.83 1.50 1.30 1.77 07 | 1.ss .81

: LaJunta . vos | 123 2. bacss 2oy e faar | aor

| ' Los Aneles |2.16 | 1.33 |3.00 | .00 | 2.75 {1.67 | 2.16 1,33
tewark 2033 |1.73 |20 [ aas | 3.3 Drles | 2ies | oo

D) - . b ) i A
sowpore s 300 2,37 Feraes o} oa.ss {aure il |oales

——— ~.-;.A-Wab--.--...-¢-41

e o DL S B B ..v_-i

|
Gmaha® 2.75 t1.48 | 2.62 | .74 3,90 | 1.1%5 | 2.45 | .03
" 1oine ridee? |3.08 j1.03 [2.50 | Lo | o403 |10 | 303 | 96
portlandl | 3.70 El.)ﬁ 2.70 l .95 | 3.00 14 | 3,00 Jo_.00

Perceptions and desires with respect to decision-
making hround the PCC tonded to follow patterns observable
to aone a&tnnt fn other clusfers. Parente as 4 whole felt
thoy ﬁhould he doing a little more deciding than thev nou
are and ahout half ;f the sntaffs felt that staf! rerhers '

should do more. Overall, hoth aoroups folt that parents

should have the balance of the voice on key Contor iansues.

L RN
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Tahle 68. Coanter run rere like a farily (1) or like a )
business (3} overall.
\
! STRET | ETATTE { P P w}z
b , ACTUANL ' il : ACT ..‘.‘.L ' I‘E‘."_I, 5
SITL P Yean Ry, Yoan VDL, rean i DoV, ?r\w{ eie |
2O ; \ H
Chicaao t1.22 BT 1022 N BN O 1 00| 1,6 Sl
g palton br.an fo.80 0 1.an0 | 80l 1,83 o0l 1,50 .59
' Tx"vttovx“aj'?.33 i 1.50 1.6 .93 1.00 N0 1,33 21
' funtineton | 2,00 | 1.53 0 208 | d1aaa oy} e 1w 07
! 3
¢ R
Lalunta { 1.85 1.1 1 2.28 .91 1.58% AT 1.6 . O
{ . 1 ’ ¢ . : g
Las Angeles | 1,066 1.00 | 2,11 1.17 1.90 L6 a.n0b 1.sr )
- ’ gy 4
. : §
Howark 11,50 ) 1.8 ;) 1.40 B4 1.92 .86 2.5 an |
1 RO -4 "‘“‘
Heowport €l.50 .35 ! 1,70 L5 1,60 .18 1,257 - .50
M R “ l 5\.. v s o Torh e maann
[} 3 -
Omaha ¢ |3.00 1,73 | 2.66 | vaan ] wanef v oai2z] v
_ Pine Ridge EI.91 Q0 % 2.34 B0 1.92 1.26 1,800, 1.10 ¢
. v -
. g 1,
o Portland £ 1.79 48 1.90 }+ .08 1.83 o711 1.91 67
All the Cluster 5 Conters hist one dere perccived to be -
U . )
b run more like 3 family than like a business, and it wag . ' :
g stronaly acreed that that wvas,the right way Lo have b,
o 1;“@‘
7/
/
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T




) v \ ~15%.
' Table 69. Focus of farilies served is on "doun-and-put ™ {1 a
o . or on "just need a break © (%Y. ' B
ol - N
. ' SSTAFE STAEF pARTIT ! RIS . k
ACTUAL IDnkL, ACTUNS
. e = : e — : ;
> SITE loan S, A IR N A R R M B I BN
¥ . - Y ) * co #- T
< s ¥ ‘ - i o | i
Chicano 2770 1200 2,17 0 L8 3.00 0 1.00 0 3000 by 2
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