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Rationale

A considerable body of research literature indicates that a majo

_source of a student's pattern of achievement and motives for achievement,

as well as his personality structure, is the home in which he grows up.

The behavior and attitudes of his parents, as well as the nature of the

physical setting and materials provided, have a direct impact on his

behavior before and during the school years. In particular, three

elements of the home may be categorized: demographic factors (housing,

income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and emotional factors.

The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of academic

guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the

parents, the cultural activities they provide, the amount of direct

instruction they engage in, their educational aspirations, their language

structure the frequency of language interaction, and the intellectuality

they provide such as in books, magazines, and the like.

The parental emotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency

of management and disciplinary patterns,. the parents' own emotional

security and self-esteem, their belief in internal versus external control

of the environment, their own impulsivity, their attitudes toward school;

the willingness to deVote time to their. .children, and their-patterns of

work (Gordon, 1968, 1970). If these factors -do contribute to child

performance, then one phase of the educational program should be the

education of parents to be aware of and use their talents to increase the
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achievement motivation, intellectual behavior, and self-esteem of the

chile,. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program, the -fore,

was designed to work directly in the home, so that.the home situation

might lead to better school-and life performance: Most parents are good

parents, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes

for them. All parents can continue to grow and learn ways to work with

their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Prografn

1

assumes,. that parents re adequate; it is designed to enhance this adequacy.

Not all of the child's behavior, O6vious1y, is a function of the

home. The school itself plays an integral- role in the intellectual. and

personality development of the .child. The nature of the curriculum, the

mode of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only

immediate behavior but also patterns of behavior for the future. Any

program of compensatory education needs to work aot only n the home but

also in the school. The Florida Program, therefore, provides rays of

changing the classroom organization, teaching patterns, and influencing

the curriculum in a Follow Through classroom through (1) the- use of

paraprofessionals and, (2) the development, by the teaching team (teachers

and paraprofessionals) of appropriate home learning activities growing

out of the classroom program, and the parents' desires and needs.

The program emphasis is on (1) the development of nonprofessionals

as parent eduCators, and- as effective participants in the classroom

teaching.precess; (2) the development of appropriate instructional tasks

which can be carried froM the school into the home to establish a more

effective home learning environment;, and, (3) the development of parents

as partners in the educational program for their children. Our belief is
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that the most effective program for children creates a partnership between

home and school. The goalS are to bring about changes in the learning

environments, bath home and School, so that the child's intellectual and

affective development will be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key

elements of the program are as follows:

KsrElemenq

Major elements of the program are (1) the training of mothers (two

to each classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and teacher

auxiliary; (2) training the teacher in the use of paraprofessional-person-

nel; (3) development of materials for family use which take into account

not only the school's goals for the child, but also, and equally, the

family's expectations, goals, life style and value system; and, (4)

involvement of.the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the program.

Both teacher and parent educator are taught procedures for the

development of teaching tasks. The parent education activity consists

of periodic (preferably Once a week) home visits in which the major

activity is the demonstration and teaching of the mother in tasks that

have been devised in school to increase the child's intellectual competence

and personal and social development. A set of criteria (Appendix A)

are used by the teaching team in both the development and assessment

of their materials. Responsibility for curriculum development rests in

the local community. In each community, a library of activities has

been developed which can be used by any Follow Through teacher, regardless

of grade level, when the activity matches the child and home. A learning

activity (task) may be used for many children, or may fit just a few.

These tasks are developed to enhance not only the cognitive or academic
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development of the child, but also to strengthen the parent-child bond,

to involve siblings, both older and younger, in the Follow Through child's

learning. They are not "homework," but game-type supplements. They are

not designed as "remedial work" nor are the, to be seen as serving "problem"

children. They are for all children in the Follow Through classroom.

As a part of the demonstration in teaching, the parent educator helps the

parent understand the purposes of each task, how to perform it, and how

to estimate the ability of the child to complete the task. But tasks are

not a one-way street. The parent educator not only encourages the parents

to develop their own adaptations of the material, she also actively

solicits from the parents their ideas about activities which have worked

for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about

schooling. These, in turn, are used by the Follow Through teachers and

parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given

to parent - originators In this fashion the school is influenced by the

home, and the parent is enhanced.

The parent educator also serves as the first line liaison person

between the Follow Through program and the home. She serves as a referral

agent for medical, dental, psychological and social services, by informing

the mother of the existence of such services and, depending upon the

community, establishing the contact between the home and a representative

of these services. This.requires that the parent edticator understand the

nature of other Follow Through and community services in addition to

understanding her role in the task area. She also informs the parents

about PAC meetings and other school- functions, and encourages involvement

not only in task development, but in the whole range of community-school

relationsh ps.
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In the school, the parent educator serves as a. teacher auxiliary

implementinginst_ ctional activities through working with individuals

or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florida

Program is the recognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the

teaching team. Under supervision -parent educators perform a wide range

of activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping,

clerical. or child care duties. Basic to the creation of sound home

learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and hiS behavior in the

classroom. By working mith_the children on school activities, the parent

educator comes to know them. She thus can, after planning with the teacher,

inform parents about the progress of the child.

The parent educator spends about half her time in home visits; her

load being half the faAilies in the Class. Her remaining time is spent

at school, working in the clasSroom, planning with the teacher, reporting

to the teacher about her visits, and participating in inservice education.

In several communities, organized staff development programs in local

institutions of higher education offer the. paraprofessional additional

opportunities for personal career development.

A key person in the program is the classroom teacher. She supervises

the classroom work of the parent educator and assists her in planning and

implementing the parent education activities. She, with te assistance

of the parent educators,. develops and selects the home learning tasks.

She briefs she parent educator before the visits, and receives her report

after. In order to perform these duties, the teacher needs additional

planning time, and many of the communities hate built such time into

their schedules. Further,. the teacher receives effective technical help
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from a second or third adult in the classroom in carrying out the general

goal of reaching each child. She finds that there is increased parent

understanding and support for her efforts. She also learns ways to work

with other adults which increase her professional competence.

Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the classroom,

but to take part in working with children in the room. Parents are not

seen as observers or bystanders, but as people who can contribute to the

education of all children. Thus, in a roomthe teacher may have several

adults carrying out a variety of learning activities. She becomes,, then,

better able to assess and meet individual needs because she is freed from

the tyranny of large class instruction, and from the-myth that children

only learn when the teacher is teaching. She learns, through the creation

of all home materials, ways to reorganize her classroom for individual

and small group learning.

The community appoints a full -time coordinator who is responsible

for all components of the Follow Through Program. The coordinator attends

the workshop at the University of Florida. and works closely with the

progr--. m sponsor in implementing the Florida components.

II. Specific Program Goals

As stated above, we seek changes in the learning environments and

in children. The changes we seek in learning environments are in adult

behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting. Specifically;

we aim for changes in

1. For parents

a. Increase parents' competence to teach own child.
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b. Increase the amount of time spent with the child on
educational recreational activities.

c. Increase the use of library and community resources.

d. Increase attendance and participatiol in school and
class functions.

e. Increase the amount of family centered activities
(meals, trips togethe

Raise the level of expectation for academic achievement
for child.

g. Raise the parents' feelings of interpersonal adeqbacy,
competence.

h. Increase parents' skill in relating to school,
participating in PAC.

i. Increase the feelings of internal control over one's life.

2. For children

a. Raise the level of self-esteem.

b. Increase cognitive development, ability to ask questions,
to know evidence, manipulate materials, use abstract
language, solve concrete problems, organize information.

c. Increase achievement motivation.

d. Increase acceptance and identity with one's social
(ethnic) group.

Increase respect for and acceptance of other children,
other ethnic 'and social groups."

Increase initiative andself-direction.

For classroom and school

a. Increase teachers' skill in classroom management of
other adults (paraprofessional and parents).

Increase the teachers' skill in constructing focused
curriculum materials (home learning tasks).

c. More individualized instruction through use offo- er
adults, and home learning tasks.
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Develop differentiated staffing.

e. Increase parent educators' skill in working with
parents.

Increase parent educators' skill in working with
children and small groups.

Increase parent educators' skill in planning with
teacher for both home and school.

Increase parent educate ' self - esteem and sense
of internal control.

Help teachers' morale.

J.- Provide a model of:home-school relationships for
subsequent use in the school system.

It will be noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes

r not only in home but in school, and in the' relationship between them.

Not all of these goals were measured in 1971-72, and we counted

heavily on the outside evaluator for data, especially on children's growth.

III. Procedures

A. Pre-service Training Program

1. Four workshops were held on the campus of the University

of Florida, under LINDA funds, in the summer of 1971. Dr. W.F. Breivogel

directed the workshops. The summer workshops were designed to provide

orientation to new Follow Through personnel as well as to existing

Follow Through personnel. The first workshop was conducted for coordinators

and administrators in the eommunitieS of Richmond, Virginia;

Pennsylvania; Jonesboro, Arkansas; Yakima, Washington; Jacksonville, Florida;

Lac du Flambeau, Wisconsin; Tampa, Florida; Winnsboro, South -Carolina;

Chattanooga, Tennessee; Lawrenceburg, Indiana; and HoUston, Texas. During

the first -orkshop, participants and Institute staff members analyzed both
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strong points and weaknesses of last year' (1970=71) operation. The

complete Floiida Follow Through Model was presented starting with a verbal

description and working into case studies, discussion of the measuring

instruments used, together with their application and purpose, roles of
fi

PAC, principals and coordinators, relationship of comprehensive services

to the model implementation and teacher-parent educator roles. Pre -post

data collection and. data monitoring were outlined and discussed. Liberal

use of videotape was used throughout the workshop. State Department

personnel and general consultants were also among those attending the

workshop. These people also at in on panels to describe their functions

and what direction they thought. Follow Through was taking. There were

102 participants from the eleven_ communities. The workshop lasted one

week.

The second workshop was conducted for teachers and parent educators

who had participated previously in the model. Again, all eleven communities

were represented for the total participation of 113 teachers and parent

educators. The second week Baas devoted to administering the instruments,

home visits, task. development, desirable teaching behaviors, and teacher-

parent educator conference teclniques. During this workshop, actual tasks

were developed by the participants and task presentations were made

mothers and their children from Alachua County - the county surrounding

the University of Florida. PAC and the teacher and parent educator role

in this phase of Follow Through were also discussed.

The third workshop, one week, was conducted for personnel in the

Alachua County EPDA Follow- Through Research and DevelopMent Program for

both teachers and parent educators. There were 28 parent educators and
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14 teachers which represented teams of three at each grade level,

in two schools in Alachua County. The purpose of this workshop was to

orient these people to the parent education Follow Through Model. They

e integrated into the fourth workshop with the people from the eleven

original Follow Through communities.

The fourth workshop was for 159 teachers and parent educations new

to the program. The same format as the second workshop was used with

an additional week being allowed for more detailed coverage of items

for new participants in the Florida Follow Through Model.

2. On-site workshops, of -one week's duration, were held in_each

community forall Follow Through personnel (including comprehensive

services staff). The administrators, teachers, parent educators, PAC

chairmen and members who were at the University- of Florida workshops

served as a training staff cadre for the on-site workshops. One of

the following Florida faculty served as as a consultant in the listed

Community for at least two days:

Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware August 25-26
Houston, Dr. J. Newell August 19-20
Jacksonville Dr. E. Jester October 11-12
Jonesboro Dr. A. Packer August 23-24
Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester August 18-19
Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood August 23-24
Philadelphia Dr. 8. Guinagh September 1-2
Richmond Dr. W. Breivogel August 16-17
Tampa Dr. 8. Cage September 23-25
Winnsboro Dr. B. Brown August 18-19
Yakima Dr. B. Siegel. August 18-20

The program of the local, on-site workshop was designed to replicate

insofar as possible the Florida workshop. Specific training was provided

in: task development, home visiting, teacher-parent educator roles,

observational and interview procedures for the parent educator to use in

home visits (see HER and PEWR in Appendices 0 ) and local



procedures for linkage between the educational component, comprehensive

service, and PAC activities. It is not assumed that the program is

ready to be fully implemented at termination of the workshop in new

classrooms. We see the program as developmental throughout the year.

The workshops are designed to enhance the skill of people who have .heen

involved and to provide the entry skills-for those for whom it is the

first year
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In- service Program Support

1. Each community has a liaison officer. He is'in constant

communication with the community,.and arranges for the..consultant's

visit, briefs the consultant. on the local situation, and then receives

a report from him about his trip.

The liaison offider's role is a critical one, since to a great

degree our program is responSive to local conditions.- Each liaison.

officer a full -t -e regular faculty member of the College of Education,

University of Florida,'who is released by this department from teaching

one course during the academic- year_for this responsibility. (Normal

course load in Foundation is seven ( ) five-hour courses; in Elementary

Education, eight (8) four-hour courses). He is a basic member of the

policy and administrative team. The liaison officers and consultants

meet regularly as a "Follow Through group" to discuss the overall program,

issues and problems of each community, plans for the.future. This

organization means.that the Florida Program is a basic commitment of

the Research and Development program of.the College of Education, with

strong implications for teacher education. The liaison officers are

listed below;

Community Liaison Gffice Rank Department

Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware -Asst.---Prof. Foundations
Houston Dr. J. Newell. Professor. Foundations
Jacksonville Dr. J. Litcher Asst. Prof. -Elementary
Jonesboro Dr. A. Packer Aast. Prof. 'Elementary
Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood Asst. Prof. .Foundations
Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh Asst.-Prof. Foundations
Richmond Dr. W. Breivogel Asst. Prof. ElementaryTampa Dr. B. Cage Asst.- Prof. Foundations
Winnsboro Dr. B. Siegel Assoc.. Prof. Foundations
Yakima Dr. B. Brown Professor Foundations
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2. We provide-two days of -consultant service a month to the

local community (see Appendix B. which. describes the basic ingredients

of the consultant visit). The consultant schedule of visits Made follows.

It will be noted that the pattern of visits varies by community, and

that .'two days a month" is a guide.'. In such Yakima

and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well as local needs dictated a different

pattern. The communities and liaison officers. develop the best local

approach.

3. During 1971-72, videotapes were'used as a part of the. in-

service training proCedure. Each community was asked. to send to the

Institute for Development of Human Resources, the program sponsor, one

hour of videotape each month depicting home visits- planning sessions

between teachers and parent educators, reporting sessions after home vis
. .

tryouts of home-learningtasks with individuals or small. groups or students,

or some combination of these activities. The liaison officer and con-

sultant viewed this tape and used it as part f the planning for the

consultant visit and for the workshop time of the consultant visit.

In addition to the videotape, each community sent copies of its

home learning tasks, the weekly observation reports of the parent educators,

and attitude and questionnaire nformation about the home. These data

are used by the liaison offi er and consultants to assist in the inservice

program. and evaluation of the project. The Parent Educator Weekly Report

provides .some of the basic information about-the effectiveness of the

home. learning tasks. The questionnaire-information (Home Environment

Review) provides the teachers and parent educators with sonic immediate

insights about the tat of the home as a learning situation, and offers
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the program sponsor baseline data upon which suggestions can be made

for both classroom and home activities. All of these materials are

explained to the Policy Advisory Committee, and no data are collected

which have not been reviewed by that committee.

The program sponsor, the local education agericy, and the parents

are seen as a partnership team in which information, flows back and forth,

with the main objective being to enhance the total development of the

child. Content decisions are completely the prerogative of the-loCal

con unity. The program sponsor attempts to enable teache s and parent

educators to translate their content goals into effective learning.
. .

.

materials to be used at home and'in school to achieve what it is the

parents and school wish to achieve.

The program sponsor; through oontinuous contact, strives to keep

all elements of the program on target, and to facilitate the development

of the program. The role of the Institute is more than consulting

services; it provides direction, support and information, as well as

some elements of the evaluation program. Within _the framework of the

program, there-is considerable flexibility to meet community needs.-

4. The central office staff-was reorganized during 197142

to allow for more efficient operation. ..Dr.-Ira J. Gordon remained as

Project Director while the position of Project Manager was divided between

John Soderstrum, ,a doctoral student in Educational Research and Pat

Olmsted a research instructor. Mr. Soderstrum assumed the major

-!esponsibility for data procesSing and Mrs. Olmsted directed all project

communication, both intra-office and between the central office and

the communities: These communications dealt with topics such as monitoring



operations, data flow and feedback. Mrs. Olmsted also worked with

the-project evaluation focusing on observation.techniques- for use-

With videotapes. The central office staff also consisted of Harris

Jaffee (1/3 time research associate), a doctoral- student in-Educational

Psychology; Ramon Garcia-(task specialist), a. dottoral student in

CurriculuM.and instruction; Mrs. Diane Beck (full-time secretary);

and student assistants and non-academic personnel for coding data

C. Sponsor Research and Development

-Local developmental activities were conducted in two elementary,

schools containing approximately 35% low income population in Alachua

-County, Florida (of which Gainesville is the county seat). pr. G.

Greenwood served as project director of this activity-and he and Dr.

-W.F. Breivogel were able toexpand the scope and size of the developmental

effort by obtaining EPDA- funds. The combined Follow Through and EPDA

monies permitted the placement of 28-parent educators in 14 1<6 -classroomS

in each of the two schools. Each school. had one experimental and one

comparison classroom at each grade level,- K -6.

Specifically the Alachua CountyR-& D operation focused upon-the

following activities:

the development of inservice training ma
development-An implementing the program;

. . .

2. the development and testing of actual sample task-materials --
for distribution to Florida Follow Through communities;

3. the development of new assessment materials. to measure the
impact of the Florida Program and to-point to-possible new
directions; and,

e ials for staff

4 the demonstration of the Florida Program to- observers along
with the opportunity for participation in the classroom-by
parents,, rospective parent educators, prospective teachers,
etc.
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The 1971-72 school year was the first year of operation for the

Alachua County Program and its progress is as follows:

1. Inservice materials development produced.one film cooperation with

Teacher Corps), four videotape Modules, and one set of slides. The latter.

was designed to present an overview of the Florida Model. The film is

a.-15-minute color preduction called- "Home and School -- Getting Together"

depicting the goals of the Model.. Videotape modules were developed around

the following topics:

a. "Overview of the Home Visit, Cycle"

"Teacher-Parent Educator Home Visit Planning Conference"

How to conduct a PAC meeting.

d. "Effective Use of Paraprofessionals in the Classroom"
(in cooperation with Teacher Corps)

Guides have been developed to accompany the first two modules

(Appendix-0

2. 'Over' 160 samOle -task- materials were developed, tested, and

diSseMinated to regular Follow Through-communities. Among those developed

were fourth-sixth grade-tasks- (Appendix D PEWR data indicates that

these tasks-were-sent into qualified homes-15,682 times and into non-

qualified homes 4,078 times. They were sent.into 3,634 different qualified

homes oUt of a total of-8,994 (61%). In the, case of non-qualified-homes,

they went into 1,290 out of 2,314- different ho.e (56%). Beyond .that

they were sometimes used by both Florida- consultants and local task

specialists as examples of good tasks during inservice training sessions.

3. Three new assessment instruments were developed in Aladhua

County (Appendices 2-G):.

an-interview schedule which was used to-assess parent attitudes
toward the program on a. home. interview basis;-
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b. a.questionnaire wh {ch was sent to all project coordinators
and parent educators to assess changes injparent. educators
as a result of-their participation in the program;

c. A PAC activities questionnaire which was sent to each PAC
to obtain information on the kind and extent of FAC.activities
during the_ school year.

Data collected with -these instruments will 'be reported in the Results

.Section.

4. As a :emonstratien site, the Alachua County Project was visited

by.21 -persons -ot counting students_ from various-other funded projects

and from the College of EduCation. Visitors included a member of_the

Florida -State legislature and.his research advisor,. members of a citizens

lay committee on education from a large urban area, Dean of the College

of Education, a school pSychologist and a director of federal programs,

two visitors from-Australia, a number of the local CAA Executive Board,

and three visitors from Arizona.

While the Alachua County Research and Development Project encountered

the usual beginning problemS and growth.pains of a new project, it has

influenced the model sponsor's .proliferation plans in at least two wayS:

1. We now feel that it is possible to implement-the %lodel in
grades 4-6 because of our successful experience in.Alachua
County; and

We have a better understanding of the-kind

and inservicetraining support that is.necessary for successful
model implementation since we "learned by doing" ouii-selves.

Finally, a rather thorough evaluation of the Alachua County Research

and Development Project was conducted by "outside file project" interviewers-

who administered-a structured interview schedule to a 10% stratified

sample of parents.. The instrument and results are presented in Appendix E.

Generally, the results indicate that the parents attitudes toward the



program were quite favorable__

D PAC.Activities

PAC activities are central to program goals and implementation

We view parent education far more broadly than the home visit and/or-a

parent as classroom worker or volunteer activities, although these. are

fundamental to the program.- We believe- that parent education inclUdes

helping parents influence the--inStitutional structure, curriculum and

educational program of-the.school.

During-.1971-1972, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consulting

activities by sending the_yAc chairman the same consulting letter that

is sent to the project coordinator and by arranging consulting visits so

that they corresponded with monthly PAC meet_ings.W'e continued to involve

PAC in decision-making about program and:evaluation throUgh AC attendance

at our planning conference in December, 1971 and at our summer workshop

for coordinators and administrators in the summer of 1971.

In an effort to further-strengthen: allioUr PACs; we provided the

consulting services of Mr James Bracey; a former Richmond PAC chairman.

Mr. Bracey made visits to nine cif our eleven communities during 1971-72

as follows:

Richmond, August 16-20, 1971;

Philadelphia, August 307September 3, 1971, and January
10-14; 1972;
Lac du Flambeau, September,12-17;1971;

4. Lawrenceburg, October 3 -8, 1971, and March 6-8, 1972;
5. Houston, October 24 -29, 1972; and January 27-29, 1972;
6. Tampa, November 28 and December 3, 1971;
7. jonesboro, February 14-17, 1972, and May 17-19; 1972;
8. Winnsboro, February 27-March 3, 1972;
9. Jacksonville, May 12-17, 1972.

Mr... Bracey was.able, with-the help of liaison officers, tc stimulate

much growth in many-of our PACs. He assisted in restructing the actual

organization of the PACs in Houston, Philadelphia, and Tampa so as to
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increase the number of parents participating and-voting. Mr Bracey

helped re- establish. and reorganize the Winnsboro, Jacksonville, and

Lae du Flambeau PACs, assisted the Lawrenceburg PAC in developing a

positive community image, and helped Jonesboro TAC officer's learn how

to develop -an agenda and take minutes of-meetings.

The PACs and Jacksonville showed. considerable strength
.

in 1971-72 when theybrought considerable effort to be on Washington

in a successful attempt to get thei_ Follow Through projects restored

when it appeared that they would be dropped. IL Philadelphia, Mrs.

Doris Cohen, a Florida Model PAC member, was elected as PAC chairmen of

the city-wide PAC that represents all of the Philadelphia Follow Through

Models. ' She is currently a member of the steering committee of-the new

national PAC. In-Tamp, Mrs. Donna Woodard, the PAC chairman, ran for

the school board made a strong showing vete-wise, andTlans to run again

two years. Further data on PAC activities are reported in the Results

Section of this report.

E. Evaluation Procedures

During the 1971-72 school year we operated under the assumption that

the major responsibility for evaluation rested outside the program

sponsor, but nevertheless developed our own procedures to assess movement

toward the goals indicated in Section II. We used several measures as

pre-post measures and the Parent Educator Weekly Report, the Taxonomy of

Classroom Activities, and-videotapes as process measures. The-chart on

page 22 shows the plan.

During-the 1970-71 school year, one technique used for evaluation

of the Florida Parent Education Program was the Mother as Teacher T



1971-72 Data Colle ion for Fo

Page-22

ow Through

Center Class- Teacher
Rooms

PE, Mother Child

Ric Purdue HISNI HER
SRI PRR

Philadelphia 20 Purdue. HISM HER IFMF
SRI

Jonesboro 20 Purdue HISM HER CATB
TCA SRI PRR IFMF

Yakima 35 Purdue. HISM HER IFMF
SRI: PRR

Jacksonville 43 Purdue HISM HER CATB
TCA SRI

du Flambeau 7 Purdue HSIM HER
SRI

Winnsboro '23 Purdue HISM HER IFMF
SRI PRR

Chattanooga Purdue. I HISM HER CATB
TCA SRI PRR

Tampa 24 Purdue HISM HER IFMF
SRI PECE

Lawrenceburg 12 Purdue HISM HER CATB
TCA SRI PRR IFMF

-Houston 30 Purdue HISM HER, SRI CATB
TCA SRI HISM, PECE IFMF

Alachua 14 experimental
14 control ALL 'STRIUMENTS

*All Instruments are included as appendices.



This technique consists of observing (live and by audiotape) the mother

teaching a standard task to her child. The audio apes are later coded.

and the data obtained from them combined with the live observation data

to evaluate maternal teaching behavior.

For the 1971-72 school,year, we decided to extand the area of

consideration to include not only maternal teaching Apehavio but also-

teacher-parent educator planning, parent .educator -teaching style and
.

parent educatorevaluation of a home visit. To accomplish this expanded

=evaluation, -standard tasks were developed .at- Flerida and teachers-and

-parent educators in Tampa and Houston.-were asked to plan and execute

actual home visits using these tasks. Videotapes, were made-in each of

these communities in December and May which contained the following

sections:

teacher and parent educator planning the home visit,

pa rent educator teaching the task to the mother,

mother teaching the task to the child, and

parent educltor discussion of the home visit with the teacher.

In each community, six teachers and six parent educators were

randomly selected for this evaluation. The teacher and parent educa

were from the same room and held the planning session for four home

visits at one time. Since most tasks in our communities are used with

several children, the taped planning sessions were very similar to the

ordinary situation. Following the planning session, --each of the six

parent educators was filmed making these four home visits. This gave

a total of 24 home visits for each of the two communities. The home

visit' portion of the videotape contained parts b and c list d above.
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Finally, each parent educator met with her teacher and discussed the

four visits she made using the standard tasks.

This new system called the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation provides

a much greater wealth of evaluation data for the Florida Model. The

videotape of the cycle described above are currently being viewed and

two standardized observation protocols are being developed. One observation

instrument is an adaptation of Flander's Interaction Analysis called the

Reciprocal Category System (RCS). There are several forms of the RCS

and the one shown in Appendix H was specifically developed for use

these videotapes. Coding of the ve balization is done eve three

or more frequently if the verbal activity changes. These coded data may

be displayed in a matrix which allow examination of the sequential nature

of the interaction. It is then possible to examine sequences such as (1)

teacher open question followed by parent educator response, or (2) child

response followed by mother praise.

The-ser:ond observation instrument, still in the very early stages

development is presented in Appendix I This observation schedule is

being designe& to assess- both the'content.And the- proce-- of the-variou

portions of the cycle. The schedule will eventually include both frequency

. count items and'oftu -not occur items. Only that portion' of the -inStruMent

appropriate-- to,the teacher- parent educato planning sessions_ isTresented.

in Appendix I.

FutUre_plans call for both of these observation instruments tai be

used with the Monthly videotapes which each community sends as well as

the group of pre- and post- tapeS collected in selected communities.

In this year, we-did not move to-relating each-measure in specific

47.

1
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performance terms to each goal. However, our plans for the future, as

evidenced by our December, 1972, evaluation proposal, are to move to a

criterion referenced evaluation procedure.

IV. Accomplishments

In the case of our Model, it is never accurate to spew of accomplish=

ments as though they were finished products. It is more accurate to speak

of accomplishments as steps in the direction in which we are going. We

can, therefore, discuss accomplishments in three ways; those related

to program implementation, those related to development of evaluation,

and specific goals attained as measured by current evaluation procedures.

Program Implementation

The overall direction of program implementation in all communities

was one of forward movement in spite of difficulties that beset some of

our communities relating to integration and the cutback of Follow Through

funds.- The progress reports presented in Appendix J, written Iv-the

liaison officer responsible for each community, certainly seem to bear

out this forward movement.

Data p

component o

communities.

sented in the Res1 is Section indicate that the home visit

our project continues to be successfully implemented in our

As of February 28, 1972, PEWR data indicated that 4,918

our r 5,621 or 90% of all qualified homes had been visited. Of the

2,438 non-qualified homes, 1,817 or 75% had been visited. What is also

encouraging is that-other PEWR data obtained at the same time indicate

that the attitudes and behavior of the parents being visited do not

differ as a function of income level (qualified versus non-qualified).
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That is, their attitudes and behavior toward tasks, visiting school,

working in the classroom, attending PAC, etc., are not significantly

different from one another. These data would seem to support our hope

that our program is viable for all parents.

Another indication that the Florida Model is being more effecti\

implemented is that our communities are now employing task specialists

to work with teachers, parent educators, and parents on tasks. Practically

all of our:communities have established a PAC curriculum (or task)

committee to bUild and screen tasks among other things. The task

specialist usually takes the leadership for working with this committee.

While we still have problems in terms of getting teachers to take

the time to effectively plan with parent educators for home visits,

especially in terms of task delivery, teachers are using parent educators

to engage in instruction in the Classroom. Taxonomy of Classroom Activities

data presented in the Results Section indicate that in general parent

educators engage in the same kinds of classroom activities that teachers

engage in.

Finally, data are presented in the Results Section which indicate

our PACs are generally quite active and that Follow Through parents are

becoming knowledgeable about PAC. As has already been indicated, Mr.

James Bracey, our PAC consultant, has been extremely active in world

with nine of our eleven PACs. Our consultants continue to schedule

their consulting visits to coincide with monthly PAC meetings.' Our

consulting reports indicate that when they speak at such meetings, they

continue to stress the importance and role of PAC in continuing elements

of the program after the federal money runs out.
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P.

ed the ',lather as Teacher task radically enough to produce

an almost new instrument tha mud- easier to use (requiring on

videotapes) and seems to hold even greater potential in term of anal ing

the mother's teaching behavior since it is in part an adaptation of

a well-kno-r systematic observation instrument designed to assess class-

room teacher behavior. This instrument is the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation.

After a thorough search for means of measuring pupil achievement

of the kind that agrees more closely with the higher cognitive place._

goals held by our model, we were finally able to locate the Cincinnati

Autonomy Test Battery developed by Dr. Thomas Banta at the University

of Cincinnati. As a result of communication with Dr. Banta, especially

during a two-day consulting visit that he de to. Gainesville in April,

1971, we were able to adapt the instrument to our needs and make it

operational in 1971-72.

We have developed a new questionnaire to assess changes in parent

educators. Part of the data is provided by the project coordinator

and the other part is provided by the parent educator. Changes in parent

educators' lives may be among the strongest, the longest-lasting changes

brought about by the program.

A questionnaire to ess parent activity in PAC was developed to

supplement the data already- being gathered with the Parent Response

Report on the parents' knowledge of PAC. Needless to say, knowledge

must result in activity to be meaningful as far as institutional change

is concerned.'

Finally, an interview schedule was developed to assess pa_ attitudes

toward various aspects,of the program_ Designed to be used by "outside
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the program" interviewers who visited the homes of Follow Through

parents on an independent basis, the new instrument'has so far been

used only with a random sample of parents in the Alachua County Research

and Development Program. However, both the results and the nature and

use of the instrument have been disseminated to our eleven communities

for their consideration. They may choose to utilize it by obtaining

independent interviewers from nearby colleges.

Results

Our evaluation design for 1971-72 reflected our assumption that

pupil achievement data would be collected by an outside evaluator.

We have focused our efforts on certain changes in teachers, parent

educators, pupils, parents, PAC, home learning environments, and the

home visit process. While we did not have access to comparison data in

our regular communities, we were able to collect comparison data with

some measures in our Alachua County. Research and Development Project.

Our main concerns, of course, were across all of our eleven communi-

ties (plus Alachua County in some cases). However, we have included

individual community data for descriptive purposes. Communities should

not be compared with one another because they differ from one another

in many ways. We have large and small communities, Black, White, Indian,

and Mexican-American communities, rich and poor communities, etc. Such

sub-cultural differences along with different patterns of program

implementation make comparisons rather difficult to interpret.

Changes in Teacher

Table I presents Purdue Teacher tpinionaire PTO) or-teacher morale
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data across eleven ommunities on a pre and post basis. Tables II through

XII present PTO (see Appendix K data from Alachua County analyzed

by means of a two randomized (experimental versus comparison) times two

repeated (pre versus post) factorial design analysis of variance.

The Table I data indicate no significant gains on any of the factor

or the total scores except one: "Rapport with Principal." It should

be noted that overall teacher morale is at the 50th percentile rank

as compared with PTO norm data. In the case of the Alachua County

teachers in Tables II through XII, the overall picture is one of declining

morale for both experimental and comparisons with no significant difference

between them. This was true for "Teacher Rapport with Principal,"

"Rapport Among Teachers," "Curriculum Issues," "Teacher Status," "School

Facilities and Services, "Co -unity Pressures, "" and the tote morale

score. On one factor, "Teacher Salary," the experimental and comparison

teachers both decreased significantly, although compari ions decreased

significantly less than experimentals. On three factor_ "Satisfaction

With Teaching," "Teacher Load," and "Community Support of Education,"

no change is noticed pre versus post and no significant differences

were found between experimentals and comparisons.

The across all communities picture is one of improvement compared

to data that we have collected in previous years since it indicates a

loss on only one variable and otherwise may be interpreted as being

"typical in comparison to the group of teachers on which the instrument

was normed. Being part of an experimental program with its own administrative

structure -may in part account for some -of the loss of rapport with the

principals Some principals and project coordinators do not adequately

.communicate with one another and engage in power struggles,. Such
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TABLE II

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Teacher Rapport with Principal

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F

Between Subjects
27

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 30.19 1 30.19 0.20

Subjects within GTOtip5 3981.50 26 153.13

Within Subjc:ts
28

B vs Post)
1161.29

1
1..161.29_ _ 20.95*

AB
24.23. 1 2324

.-:- 0.44

B X Subjects within Groups 1440.94 26 55.42

*P < .05

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 72.71 62.29 67.50

COMP 72.86 65.07 68.96

MARGINAL 72.79 63.68
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TABLE III

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

faction with Teaching

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS OF MC F

Between Subjects
27

A (Experimental vs Cotparisen
26.14 1 26.14 0.21

Subjects within Groups 3294.13 26 126.70

Within Subjects
2_

B (Pre vs Post)
114.63 1 114.63 3,73

AB
15.64 , 1 15.64 0.52

B X Subjects within Groups
788.63 26

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 69.43 65.50 67.46

COMP 69.71 67.93 68.82

MARGINAL 69.57 66.71
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TABLE

Analysis of Variance forAlach,la County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Rapport Among Teachers

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS OF MS F

e n Subjects 27

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 36.15 1 36.15 0.88

Subjects within Groups 1073.19 26 41.28

Within Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Post) 365.09 1 365.09 32.69*

AB 3.01 1 3.01 0.27

B X Subjects within Groups 290.38 26 11.17

.05

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 48.43 42.86 45.'64

COMP 49.57- 44.93 47.25

MARGINAL 49.00 43.89
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TABLE V

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Teacher Salary

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS P

Between Subjects 27

"A (Experimental vs Comparison) 126.01 1 126.01 4.59*

Subjects within Groups 713.72 26 27.45

Within Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Post)
64.29 I 64.29 6.93*

AB
4.56 1 4.56 0.49

B X Subjects within Groups 241.14 26 9.27
--

Ce 1 and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 19.29 16.57 17.93

COMP 21.71 20.14 20.93

MARGINAL 20.50 18.36
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TABLE VI

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

'Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Teacher Load

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DP MS F

Between Subjects
.27

A (Experimental vs Comparison)
3.01 1 3.01 0.07

Subjects within Groups 1163.50 26 44.75

Within Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Post) 42.82 1 42.82 2.90

AB 6.45 1 6.45 0.44

B X Subjects within Groups ,84,19 26 14.78

EXP

COMP

MARGINAL

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST

35.07 34.00

.36.21 379

35.64 33.89

MARGINAL

34.54

35.00
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TABLE VII

Analysis cf Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue :ea-her Opinionaire

Curriculum Issues

SOURCE OF VARIATION 55 DP MS F

Between Subjects
27

A (Experimental vs Comparison
24.45 1 24,45 2.62

Subjects within Groups 243.04 26 9.35'

within Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Postj
33.01 33.01 8.94*

AB
1.45 1 1.45 0. 9.

B X Subjects within Groups
96.04 26 3.69

*P

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 16.79 14.93 15.86

COMP 17.79 16.57 17.18

MARGINAL 17.29 1.75
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TABLE VI

Analysis of Variance for Alachua Cou
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Teacher Status

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS OF MS

Between Subjects
27

A (Experimental vs Comparison)
5.78 1 5_78

-
0.12

Subjects within Groups 1256.72 26 48.34

i hin Subjects
28

(Pre vs Post
68.62 1 68.62 6.95*

AB
0.67 1 0.67 0.07

B X Subjects within Gr.,
256.71 26 9.87'

Cell and Marginal Means Table-

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP. 24.14 21.71 22.93

120MP 24.57 22.57 23.57

MARGINAL 24.36 22.14
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TABLE IX

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

Community Support of Education

SOURCE OF .VARIATION SS OF MS

Between Subjects 27

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 1.14 1 1.14 0.05

Subjects within Groups 584.71 26 22.49

Within Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Post) 10.28 1 10.28 2.51

AB 0.29. 1 0.29 0.07

B X Subjects within Groups 106.43 26 4.09

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 14.71 13.71 14.21

COMP 14.86 14.14 14.50

MARGINAL 14.79 13.93
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TABLE X

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

School Facilities and Services

SOURCE GF VARIATION 55 OF MS

Between Subjects 27

A (ExPerimental vs Comparison) 14.00 1 14.00 1.09

Subjects within Groups 332.50 26 12.79

Vithin Subjects 28

B (Pre vs Po' 20.63 1 20.63 4.29*

AB 0.29 1 0.29 0.06

B X Subjects within Groups 125.07 26 481

*P < :05

Cell and Marginal Means .Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP '15.93 14.57 15.25

COMP 16.79 15.71 16.25

MARGINAL 6.36 15.14
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TABLE XI

Analysis-of Variance -for Alachua County
Experimental vs CoMpariSen

Pre vs Post

Purdue Teacher Opinioniare

Community Pressures

SOURCE OF VARIATION -SS OF MS

Between Subjects'- 27

A (Experimental vs Comparison;)
0.01 1 0.01 0.00

Subjects within Groups 169.43 26 6.52

Within Subjects .

28

B (Pre vs Post)
12.06 1 1Z.06 4.40*

AB
0.64 1 0.64 0.2

B X Subjects within Groups 71.29 26 2..74

.05

Cell and Marginal Means Table

POST MARGINAL

EXP 17.36 16.21 16.79

CAMP 17.14 16.43 16.79

MARGINAL 17.25 1632
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TABLE XII

Analysis of VarianCe for Alachua County
ExperiMental vs ComOarison

-Pre vs- Post

--

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F

Between Subjects 27

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 1740.38 1 1740.38 0.77

Subjects within Groups 58853 00 26 2263.58

lithin Subjects
28

B (Pre vs Po
10750.25 1 10750,25 1

AB 197.75 197.75 0.35

B X Subjects_ within Groups 1476.00 26 567.81

EXP

COMP

MARGINAL

Cell and-Marginal Mean_ fable

POST MARGINAL

ry

318.11

317.29 329.25

337.54 309.82

.05
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uations are bound-to affect the principal's relations with his

teachers.

In the case-of Alachua County, the small sample size (n =.14

experimental, 14 control teachers in two schools) should be noted -along

with'the fact that 1971 -72 was thcfirst.year of the program's operation.

The loss _in morale is similar to our 196970 findings during our first

year of operation in five of our eleven. communities and our second year

in the other six. It should be remembered that the comparison teachers

also generally experienced a loss in morale. Perhaps ot.explanation

of the differences'obtained on-the salary factor Might be the feeling

on the part of-the new experimental teachers that they were taking on

new added responsibilities without an increase in Tay.

.Changes in Parent Educators

Table-XIII presents How.I See Myself .(self-concept) and Social

Reaction Inventory (internal-external focus of control--Appendix L)

pre-post data-on parent educators across all communities. The How I

See Myself (HISM) indicates. significant gains on only-one fadtor,

competence The -Social-ReactionInventory (SRI) data does not reveal any

_significant gains.

It is our belief that the Florida Model should influence the self-

esteem of-the- parent educators, most of- -homcome from low income back-

grounds and were initially from the same.population as the parents they

visit. NeedlesS to say, it is very encouraging to find that the parent

educator's -feelings.of competency have significantly-increased.

At first glance it would appear that the SRI data is in conflict

with the HISM finding since it measurestheTarent educator's sense
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1 7 72 Data Summary for Twelve Communities

HISM and SRI for. Parent EdUcators

The How I See Myself (HISM)-Parent Educe

The HISM measures four factors

1) Interpersonal Adequacy

2) Social Male School

4 to aelfconceptg

Physical Appearance

4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t,Tests of Differences (Postte

Fac_o

2

Post

1 4

57.94 40.24

5.76.

.27

8.39 6.25

18.41

4.09

18.66

4.11

19.45

20.13

3.80

t 0.71 <1.34 3.84*

*P < .05

Reaction EducatorS ( Id 371)

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelin s of
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feelings Of internal control.

Means, Stand Deviations, and t-Tes

Pretest

f Difference(Post

Posttest

7.56 7.64 0.40

4 18

retest)
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of potency. However, both of these instruments have been administered

to parent educators since the 1968-69 school year and a ceiling effect

(or, perhaps to be more accurate, a bottoming effect since a lower score

indicates stronger feelings-of internal control) seems to have occurred

in the case of the SRI. The means are far below those obtained earlier

and indicate strong feelings of internal control.

In order to gather new data on changes in parent educators, members

of the Florida staff developed two questionnaires-, one to be filled in

by-the parent educator and one by the project coordinator (see-Appendix F)

and obtained returns from 933 parent educators and all project coordinators

in the eleven regular centers plus Alachua. The findings may be Summarized

as follows:

Fifty-eight percent cif the parent educators responding were Mack,

34% White, 3% Mexican-American, 2% Indian, and 3% other. Less than to

are males and the average age of parent educators was 33. Seventy

percent of the parent educators are married, Mare divorced, 9%

are separated, 8% are unmarried, and 4% are widowed.

Most of the respondents come from educational backgroun in which

their own fathers (49%) and mothers (41%) completed only the eighth

grade or less. Twenty percent of ,the fathers and 27% of the mothers

.completed some high school, while 20% of the father's and mothers graduated

from high school (see Table XIV).

How do parent educators get their jobs? Twenty-five percent said

they were active PAC members and 42% said they we e_active classroom

volunteers before becoming parent educators.
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The parent educator drop-out rate has been as follows: 1968769

34%; 1969-70 -='24%; 1970-71 3-- 18%; 1971-72 .-20%. Their salaries

averaged $313 per month across all communities (excluding Alachua).

2. Before becoming parent educators, the majority of the respondents

(51%) had completed high school .and only 15% had completed some college

(up -to two years of college). Twenty-two percent had some high school

but did not graduate and 6% completed eighth grade-or less. Only 4%

had completed two years of college, another 4% had completed more than

two years of college, but not four years, and less than 1% had completed

four years of college.

3. After becoming parent educators, 43% of the respondents had

completed-some college (up to two years),.S% completed two years of

college, another 5% completed two years, but not four years of college

and still less than 1% had completed four years of college. Twenty-

seven percent-completed high school, 17% completed some high school but

did not graduate and 3% completed eighth grade or less.

Table XIV summarizes-the data--concerning changes in the parent educators.'

level of-educational attainment and their educational backgrounds in terms

of their parents' level of educational attainment.

4. The majority ofrespondents (77%) have continued to live in the

same house.since becoming parent educators but 59 %- have made major

changes in the house such as paintins, repairs, new furniture, appliances,

etc,- Of the 23% -who moved-to -a different. house, 71% said-they-had moved

to a better house and another 26% moved to a house that was about the

same as their old house. Only 3% said they moved to a poorer house.

5. Several different kinds of educational opportunities have been
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TABLE XIV

Educational Levels of Parents of PEs and
Changes in Educational Level of PEs

Father's

Educational
Level

Mother's

Educational
Level

PE's Before-

Entering
FT

PE's After

Participation
in FT

% Completing Eighth 49% 41% %

Grade or Less

CompletingSome
High School But 2 g- 27% 22% 17%
Not Graduation

% Completing
High School 20% 20% 51% 27%

% Completing Some
Cpllege But Not 2 14% 43%
Years

% Completing Two
Years of College 1% 2% 4%

% Completing Two
Years But Not 1% 2% 4%
Four Years of
College

Completing Four 3% 2% <1% <1%
Years of College
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made available to PE's by the program .Sixty-three percent of the

parent educators have taken college courses. In 1968769 only six

PE's took 20 semester hours of credit. In 1969-70, 66 PE's took 544

hours credit. .By 1970-71, 190 PE's took 2,239 hours credit and by

1971-72 203 PE's took 1,889 hours credit.

Fifteen percent of the PE's have taken basic education courses,

and 12% have taken.refresher high school courses, and 7% have taken

refresher basic college. courses. Sixteen percent have taken the GED.

(high school equivalency) exam. Six percent took advantage of other

educational opportunities.

Follow Through has affected :he PE's knowledge in other ways.

Eighty-seven percent of the PE's feel their knowledge has increased

significantly in certain areas: the availability of,medical, dental,

and social services - 87%; legal assistance to low income parents 77 %;

workmen's compensation - 48%.

Fifty-one percent feel that they speak "school type" English "much

bettePas a result of their participation in the program. Another 31%

feel they speak "a little better" and 19% "no better."

7. Sixty-four percent of the respondents feel that they have changed

great deal" in their attitudes toward understanding and managing

children. Twenty-five percent feel they have "changed a little" and

11% feel that they have not changed.

The parent educators also feel that they have changed their attitude

toward understanding and 'managing their on children with regard to the

five areas reported in Table XV.

asked ifFurther evidence of change was provided when PE'



ChangeS In ParentEdutators' Attitudes Toward Understanding
and Managing'Their Own Children in Five Areas

No Changes Changed a Li tle

Reasoning 19% 34%

Spanking 34% 34%

Talking 21% 29%

Explaining Why 19% 27%'

Asking That

Child's Problems Are 18' 25%

Changed a
Great Deal

47%

50%

54%

57%
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they had related to their own children at home in certain ways. Ninety-

three percent said they-read books to their children; 96- talk more with.

their. children; 96% work With their.Children; and 91% play with their

Children.

When the parent educator change data obtained froM the two que ionnaires

is examined along with-the SRI. and HISM data that.has beencoIleeted since

the beginning of our program, it seems more than safe to .say that Follow

Through has.had a definite:and profound effect upon parent educators

and their lives Such changes may turn out to be among the strongest

and longest lasting ones produced by the program.

Changes In Children

Two kinds of pupil change data were gathered during 1971-72:

(1) changes in self-concept:as measured by the.I Feel Me Feel (IFN__)

and- (2) changes in autonomous functioning in problem solving as -assessed

by the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery -(CATI3). The IFMF (see' Appendix M

yields five factors (general adequacy, peer, teacher-school, academic,

and physical) and is administered on a pre-post basis. Table XVI

summarizes-the IFMF data -for qualified and non-qualified Children across

the eleven communities. Table XVII through XXI present IFMF data from

Alachua County analyzed on a pre versus post, experimental versus comparison

bas

Across the eleven centers the qualified children made significant

gains on all five factors while the non-qualified children made significant

gains on three of the five factors An examination of the posttest

means indicates that the qualified and non-qualified children were very

close together by the end of the school year, In the case of Alachua
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TABLE XVI

1971-77 Data Summary for Eleven Communities

IFMF for Children

Th.ilt91LJAL`e-L_/allFW-C id lren

The IMF' maasures five factors 'related ,to self-concept in childr

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School /15) Physical
2) Peer 4) Academic

S

X

-
X

Post

iations, and tTests of Difference PO3 est-Pretest)

for Qualified Children N 3005) *P < .05

Factor

61.89 50.97 39.69 50.72 46.47

9.16 7.63 6.01 9.72 6.79

63.19 51.92 40.32 61.21 47.5

8.52 2.99 5.61 9.09 6.02

6.99* 6.05* 4.99* 7.69* 7.78*.

Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Dif rence Fos test-Pretest)

1.

pc

for non-Qualified Children ( N 1228) *P < .05

Factor

6 . 52.20 40.19 60.86 47.18

8.41 7.16 5.67 9.31 6.39

63.92 52.67 40.47 61.68 47.74

7.84 6.40 5.41 8.40 5.40

1.47 2.00* 1.50 2.84* 2.85*
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TABLE XVII

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimentals vs Comparison

Pre vs. Post

I Feel Me Feel - Children

Factor: .General Adequacy

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F

Between Subjects
-334

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 99.55 1 99.55 :. 1.28

Subjects within Groups 25996.00 333 78.07'

Vithin Subjects 4:7 335

B .(Pre vs Post) 391.69 1 391.69 8.40*

AB 52.70 l 52.70 1.13

B X Subjects within Groups 15523.0 333 46.62

Cell and Marginal deans. Table

PRE POST

.05

MARGINAL

EXP
62.72 64.82 63.77

COMP, 62.52 63.48 63.00

WiRGINAL, 62.63 64.20
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TABLE XVIII

.Analysis.of.Varianoe.for Alachua. County
Experimental vs Comparison

:Pre. vs Post.

I Feel Me Feel - Children

Factor: Peer

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS

Between Subjects
4

A (Experimental. vs .CompariSon)
5.21 1 5.21 0.10

Subjects within Groups 17718.00 53.21

Within Subjects`

B (Pre vs Post)
216.02 216.02 90*-.

AB
32.53. 32 5 0.89

B X Subjects within Groups
12189-.00 36.60

EXP

COMP

MARGINAL

C911.-and Marginal Means Table..

PRE

51.47.

POST

52.93

52.31

52.64

MARGINAL

52.14'

51.96

.05
fi
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ABLE XIX

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

I Feel Me Feel - Children

Factor: Teacher-School

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS OF MS F

Between Subjects
334

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 154.86 1

333

154.86 4.31*

Subjects within Groups 11953.00 35.89

Within Subjects
335

B (Pre vs Post)
119.07 1 119.07

AB
5.86 1 5.86 0.29

B X Subjects within Groups 6742.00 333 20.25

*P < .05

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 40.18 41.22 40.70

COMP 39.41 40.06 39.74

MARGINAL 39.82 40.68
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TABLE XX

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

I Feel Me Feel - Children

Factor: Academic

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F

Between Subjects
334

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 201.05 1 201.05 2.11

Subjects within Groups 31674.00 333 .95.12

Within Subjects
335

B (Pre vs Post)
311.01 1 311.01 5.67*

AB
93.69

, 1 93.69 1.71

B X Subjects within Groups 16277.00 333 54.89

.05

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST MARGINAL

EXP 60.46 62.58 61.52

COMP
60.11 60.73 60.42

MARGINAL 60.30 61.72
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TABLE XXI

Analysis of Variance for- Alachua County_
Experimental vs Comparison

Pre vs Post

Feel Me Feel - Children

Factor: Physical

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS

Between Subjects
_

334

A (Experimental vs Comparison) 4.55 1 4.55 0.10

Subjects within Groups 14776.00 44.37

12.97*

Within Subjects
335

B (.Pre vs Post) 332.48 332.48

AB 15.62-, 1 15.62

25.63

0.61

B X Subjects within Groups 8534.00 333

EXP

COMP

MARGINAL

Cell and Marginal Means Table

PRE POST

46.54 48.26

47.01 48.12

46.76 48.19

*p
.05

MARGINAL

47.40

47.56
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County both experimentals and comparisons made significant gains on all

five factors and in the case of the teacher-school factor the experir entals

outgained the comparisons.

Needless to say, these results are very encouraging. Self-concept

has repeatedly been shown to highly correlate with school achievement.

These results further confirm our convictions that our program is pro-.

ducing pupil growth in positive ways. In the case of the Alachua County

data, Follow Through children outgained comparison children on the teacher-

school factor during that program's first year of operation.

The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (see Appendix N) is a measure

of the child's autonomous functioning in problem solving. It was

administered to a random sample of six children at each grade level (K-3-

in six communities (Jonesboro, Jacksonville, Chattanooga, Lawrenceburg, Alac?

and Houston) at four different times during the school year. The CATS

is actually a series of tests administered on an individual basis. Data

Were recorded on eleven variables which relate to the following six

specific abilities:

1. Curiosity - the tendency to explore, manipulate investigate
and discover .when faced- with a new situation (variables 1, 2,
and 3)..

2, Innovative BehaVior F the tendency to generate a wide variet
of solutions to problems (variable 7).

3. Impulse Control - the tendency to restrain physical and mental
activity when the task demands it (variables 4 and 11).

4. Intentional Learning - the ability to learn a Specified task
(variable:6_ ).

S. Incidental Learning the tendency tolearn things other than
the specified task while working on the specified task (variable
5).
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Field Independence - the ability to focus on something and
separate it from the visual field (variables 8, 9, and 10).

Tables XXII through XXV report the results obtained when the eleven

variables were examined by analysis of variance at each grade level.

Kindergarten children made significant gains in curiosity. First grade

made significant gains on variables 8, 9, and 10 which relate to field

independence. Second graders made no significant gains on variables

4 and 5 which relate to impulse control and incidental learning.

The results are disappointing in several ways. Our hope in adopting

the CATS was to utilize an instrument that is more sensitive to gains

in the "higher' cognitive processes that are most standardized achieve-

ment tests. The results obtained are difficult to interpret and incon-

clusive. In all fairness to the instrument, the size of the n in each

cell was rather small and may account for much of the instability found

across several of the variables. The plan for 1972 -73 is to increase.

the size of the n in each cell.

Chan=es in Home Learning Environment

A basic premise of the-Florida Model is that the home is a Rey

learning environment. Research has indicated that certain aspects of

the home learning environment -_ e_related to pupil achievement. The

Home Environment Review or HER (see Appendix 0) is a structured inter-

view schedule designed to serve two purposes: First, to inform

parent educators and teachers about actual home conditions which should

influence the development of tasks, and second, -to serve as a measure

of change in- nine aspects of the home learning environment. Tables
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Means Standard Deviations and Associated F Ratios
for Kindergarten children in six communities on variables of
the Cincinnati AutOnomy Test Battery.

(F Ratios based on 3-66df; asterick indicates < .05)

Time Period
Variable Name F Ratio

I II III IV

1.33 1.94 2.26 2.20
2.01391. Task InitiatiOn 0.84 1.35 1.37 1.42

2. Curiosity Box - 10.00 16.00 17.00 19.53 2.8793*
Total Activity 9.83 8.65 i1.04 9.55

3. Curiosity Box 1.67 2.28 3.00 2.47 0.5592Verbalization 2.68 3.32 3.11 3.52
Box Related

4. Impulse Control 119.78 125.06 108.47 19120
2.4898Average Rate 94.66 94.19 71.41 117.33

5. Total Incidental 1.56 1.72 1.05 2.13 2.1948
Recall 1.25 1.18 1.08 1.51

6. Total Post- 2.94 3.28 2.89 3.40Familiarization 1.63 1.41 2.28 1.84 0.3141
Recall

7. Dog and Bone 7.89 7.89 8.27 0 45645.22 3.51 3.71 3.35

3.11 2.61 2.26 2.73
0. 8268. Total "tent" 1.68 1.46 1.66 1.62

6.79 8.00-9. Total "con&' or 8.67 7.72
1.7808

"house" 1.65 2.05 3.15 2.90

10. Total Embedded 11.61 10.33 9.05 10.73
igures 2.64 2.59 4.16 4.30 1 7180

11. Total Matching 9.83 10.28 9.16 10.27
igures 2.43 2.76 0 6327

1.39
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TABLE XXIII

Means', Standard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios
for Grade 1 children in six communities on variables
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery.

Ratios based on 3,137df; asterisk indicates *P .05)

Variable Name
Time Period

F Ratio
I II III IV

Task Initiation
1.31

1.06
1.64
1.15

1.43
0.92

1.32

0.77
0.8671

2. Curios it Box

Total Activity

16.72
10.84

18.97
10.05

17.57

10.65
18.00

9.83
0.2670

3. Curiosity Box -
Verbalization

1.00
1.61

1.89

3.11
1.17
2.39

1,29

2,43
0.8595

Box - Related

4. Impulse Control 122.66 137.89 130.06 152.79 0.4087Average Rate 136.05 119.38 109.78 116.23

5. Total Incidental
Recall

1.81

1.42
1.75

1.34
1.83

1.34
1.71

0.98
0.0668

Total Post-
Familiarization

3.31
1.86

3.89
1.75

4.29
1.74

3.89

1.57
1.7870

Recall

7. Dog and Bone
7.47 9.61 8.00 9.79 2.5006
3.16 4.14 4.05 5.42

Total "tent"
3.16
1.69

3.33
1.33

4.09
0.95

3.37
1.30

3.2649*

Total "cone" or 3.94 5.08 5.63 6.39
5.4332*

"ho " 2.54 2.58 2.06 3.08

10. Total Embedded 7.19 8,33 9.49 10.05 4.9170*
Figures 3.25 3.56 2.68 3.81

1. Total Matching 6.81 7.17 7.54 8.03 2.3019Figures 2.24 1.61 1.67 2.48
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TABLE XXIV

Means, Standard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios
for Grade 2 children in six communities on variables
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery.
(F Ratios based on 3,121df)

Variable Name
Time Period

F Ratio
..._

I II III IV

. Task'Initiation
1.38

0.82

1.39

0.93
1.65

1.25

1.59

1.07
0 75

2. Curiosity Box - 18.83 21.52 19.29 21.13 0 3902
Total Activity 10.17 16.00 10.80 8.83

3. Curiosity Box - 0.55 1.21 1.03 1.53
Verbalization 1.48 2.09 2.12 2.50

1 1594

Box Related

4. Impulse Control 91.66 116.30 138.35 116.28
f.,erage Rate 52.59 90.95 125.03 72.12

5. Total Incidental 2.34 2.36 2.42 2.50 0.0736Recall 1.11 1.27 1.57 1.70.

6. Total Post- 4.24 3.97 3.90 3.94 0.2140Familiarization 1.60 2.01 1.42 2.12
Recall

7. Dog and Bone 10.14
3.89

9.24
3.57

8.58
5.03

9.06
3.27

0.7951

8. Total ' "tent"
3.66
1.08

3.88
1.34

3.65

1.45
3.63
1.43

0.2577

Total "cone" or 6.62 6.42 6.81 6.66
.0976

"house" 2.70 2.96 3.05 2.67

10. Total Embedded 10.28 10.00 10.16 10.31
0.0407

Figures 3.33 4.22 4.63 3.43

11. Total Matching 8.21 7.61 8.42 8.22 0.8232Figures 1.90 1.85 2.42 2.55
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TABLE XXV

Means, Standard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios
for Grade 3 children in six communities on variables
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery.
(F - Ratios based on 3-137df; asterisk indicates *P .05)

Variable 'ame

Time Period

F Ratio
I II III IV

1. Task Initiation
1.47

1.08

1.46

0.98
1.26

0.79
1.50

1.06
0.4086

Curiosity Box
Total Activity

20.53

10-89

22.37
8.97

21.53

9.69
19.61

10.38
0.5096

3. Curiosity Box -
Verbalization

Box - Related

1.17

2.71

1.54

2.25

1.41

2.84
1.06

1.84
0.2956

1

I

4. Impulse Control
Average Rate

99.22

66.99
107.20
82.77

135.50

112.27
181.81

151.53
4.2 98*

5. Total Incidental
Recall

2.19

1.26
2:60

1.12
2.15

1.23
3.17
1.95

3.8641*

6. Total Post-
Familiarization

Recall

4.14

1.53

5.00

1.24
4.47

1.56
5.00
1.96

2.5133

7. Dog and Bone 11.81

6.22
10.91

6.1S
10.41

4.65

10.42

4.88
0.5018

Total "tent"
4.44
0.84

4.31

1.16
4.47

0.71
4.19

0.98
0.6548

9. Total "cone" or

"house"

7.86

2.64
7.69

2.95
8.09 7.58
2.61 2.42

0.2406

10. Total Embedded
Figures

12.31
2.98

11.94
3.63

12.50 11.86
2.92 2.99

0.3222

11. Total Matching
Figures

8.69

2.80
9.57

3.37
8.62 9.11

1.48 1.92
1.0707
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XXVI through XXX summarize data obtained on a pretest - posttest ba

on the nine variables of the HER in qualified and non-qualified homes.

Overall, although the HER does not yield a total score, movement

is noted in a positive direction on all nine variables. Qualified homes

moved much closer to resembling the learning environments in non-qualified

homes. Non-qualified homes remained relatively stationary from pretest

to posttest making slight increases on all nine variables. In spite of

their larger gains, qualified homes generally began behind and remained

behind non-qualified homes. Overall the picture is a very good one.

variable by variable interpretation of the data follows:

1. Expectations foriChild's Schooling. In qualified homes most

parents, both pre and post, expected their child to complete high school

although many others, expected their child to finish college. For non-

qualified homes, most parents expected their child to finish college

although many others expected their child to only finish high school.

2. Awareness of Child's Development. in qualified homes, most

parents could see that their child had both strengths and weaknesses

but did not see theth as related to school behavior. The non-qualified

parents were essentially the same as the qualified parents although a

-relatively greater number of non-qualified parents could see how their

child's strengths and weaknesses are related to his school behavior.

3. Rewards for Intellectual Attainment. Both qualified and non-

qualified homes evidenced the same pattern pre-and post. Most parents

were aware that it is important to reward the child when he is correct.

Many others-have a clear cut system-for giving rewardS and punishments

when they are teaching their child.
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TABLE

1971=72 Data Summary for Twelve Communities

The Home Environment Revi (PIER

Note: The HER =5 nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: E .-T9Etiations for_C ' d's Schoolinl

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 4 8

Pretest

Total .

Non - Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 8

Pretest

Total
1 20 0 1

2 2 D D 5 2 9 0 __

Pretest 3 2 0 10 26 6 44 0 0 1 2

4 14 45 1790 467_ 2315 2 2 404 138 551

Posttest
Total

26 1 60

406

2240

895

1372

1311

3699

1

6

0

2

D

3

140

547

530

668

671

1226

Qualified

Non- Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttes

4.32

4.54 4.52



HER Resu

Variable 2

1

are

2

TABLE XXVII Page 373

Chi1(Ps Pevelorm

lifted Homes
Posttest

4

49

40

37

179

88 179

13

207 68

933 -15

13

66

20 59 216 117

22 55 278 94

Posttest Total 219 509 1722 507

259

131

273

742

Pretest

Total

non-ivalified
Posttest

1 2 4 5

200 12 22 10

560 8 55 25 36

1674 18 62 257 69 104

543 5 14 53 30 38

722 18 95 53 1 167

3699 41 161 [486 187 351

Pr

Total

52 0.

1 183

510

140

341

1226

ualif1-c

non-t- allfied

Table of Means

Variable e

3.53

Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

IHeme ,

1
n__ llfied Homes

! Pretest
test

- Posttest
1

2 4 5
1 1 2 3 4

7 16 91 : 44 184

23 18 53j 31 !1 131
,

9 27 100 1 58: 212

58 97 969 ; 553 il 1730
_

33 44 462 1 880 ;1 1442

Pretest

25

15 49,

191
i 646

264 4 456 1110

-Po?
1675 11566 3699

Table of Means

Frotc-t Posttest

lie ,

4.11 4.20

non-Qualif ed 4.17 4.23

1226 _1:
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HER Resul Continued)

Variable 4

TABLE XXVIII Page 37C

Press for Language Dove oment

2

Pretest

_ I I

QUalified li°r"
Posttet- t

1 4

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
lestte

1 2 4

40
_ __I')

i

_1 2 1 11

4 25 49 71

11

12 1 119 11

!retest 63 170 775 357 159 1469 31 735 137 55
11

1 472 !i

4 30 63 361 545 '15 . 1214 5 17 135 206 65 1

5 6

17.5

2
=,,-

332

97 181 11 516 4 4 9 11 165-rj-1:--_-:-____-.-__ _____

140a, 1169 625_ 162- 41
479 428 190 1 1226 d

est 10

Table of Meant,

Pretest Postt
.

3.43 3:47

Lon-Qualified 3.45 3.52

Variable Availability of Supplies fo

Qualified Homez
Postest

4

Language Development

non-Qualified fortes
osttest

,

Pretest

Tota3.

214 98

78 227

Pretest

Pog

34 62 476 14

72 1741 612 13 39 23 12 29 it

142 1 241 1 724 8 16 60 192

146 245 6 14 37 43
189 1 829 1317 7 .1 19 Si 1 99 497 673

15011 3699 4 106 182 1188 702 1226
579

Table of i.eat

'retest

Qualified 3.44 3.60

non-Qualific 4.06 4.13
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Variable 6

Posttest Tel

Po

n

TABLE XXIX Page 370

rni g Opporeunit ies Outside the Home

1

.l ied. homes

Posttest

1 4 5

,_
retest

Total

Homes
Posttest

1 2 4 5

Pretest

Total

27 35 32 13 3 110

30 124 210 71 25 460 29 31 11

38 183 720 419 187 1547

1020

6

0

3-

21

181

110

27

177

59

112 11

408 0

420 j

300 I

----
4

__

9 51 339 387 234

al

5

109

18 124

41111425

180 2 56 0 41 162

3421070 68LL3699. _2 - 90 2!91-70 1226 1

Table of tiieans

Pretest Po

Qunlified 3.40 3.50

ton-Qualified 3.74 3.80

Variable 7 aerials for Learning in the Home

=ligied Hone i Pretest
Posttest I Posttest

nnlified Horan

2 4 2 Total 4

Pretest

14 39

27 219 254

15 191 577

13

106

3 64 266 5531225
r-

2 24 80 176.

61 537 1209 3699

Table of Means

t Fos

ified
. 3.50

non ualified 3.68 3.79

251

1226



HER Resui (Continued)

iable Reading Press

Qualified Homes
Poisttent

3 5

377 200 94 103 42

2 146 508- 9 292 117

Prates 52 78. 103 118 33

66 183 94 476 156

12

653

65

1034

24 131 131

Posttest Total 413 1120 479

TABLE XXX Page -37E

Pretest

Total

816

non- talifie
?osttest

4 5

45

1161 36

384 7

-.975 18:

363 4

3699 1 110 277

40

142

27

49

15

45

17

34

19 11

122

14

1041

5

8

243 83

79/112

4.791237

Pretest

I

ii

117 H

3-

96

11

11

429 :11

ble of Means
Postt

.ualified 2.70 , 2:93
on--Qutl, fie 3.23 37

fte

Variable 9 Trust in Sao°

A i.ei PretesPosttest
non- qualified Hones.

-Posttest
,y of 1 3 4

Pretests

Total

PeS eta
4

20

8 17

34 32 141

277 302 1063

28 -222 3.05_ 372
32 241 316 951 1544

141 939 933 1 1665 3698

15 5 4 it 32

2 18 91 t 86 80 1 277

1 9 54102172 318

4 15 64 121 !388 ! 592

8 51 225 31,5 627 1226 ij
Li

Table of
t

ns

Past tell

4.04 4.10
non-Qualified 4.19 4.23
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the same fo-
,

Page _88

anguage Devel_ ment. Again the-pattern is essen-

qualified and-h -qualified homes, pre and post. Most

parents sometimes- made -correc , ons in.-the'Child'sSpeech-and many other

parents made a conscious effortto improve their child's speech. Relative:

fewer parents- spent'a-great deal of timedeveloping their- child's correct

use of English.

S. :Availability of Supplies for anguage Development. Most parents,

qualified and non-qualified, have dictionaries; books, children's books,

newspapers and magazines in their home, although relatively more non-

qualified homes had them than qualified homes. More qualified homes

changed= than did non-qualified homes, although more non-qualified homes

provided such supplies both pre and post.

6. Learning Op ortunities Outside the Home, In qualified homes

most parents made "some effort" to teach their.child outside theho

although many others made "much effort" to do so. There was also:an

increase in the number of parents making a ." learcut effort-to teach

their child .outside the home.

Parents in non-qualified homes made "much effort" although many

others made some effort" to teach their child outside the home.

The number of qualified-and non-qualified parents making a clearcut

effort increased.

7. Materials for '-g in-the Home. Both qualified and non-

-qualified homes evidenced a movement toward making a systematic attempt

to provide materials and situations for learning in.the home with relatively

more non-qualified homes making such an attempt than qualified homes.

Qualified homes revealed a change from most parents making "some.,
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attempt" to provide materials and situations for learning to most

parents making "many attempts."

In non-qualified homes, most parents made "many attempts" both

pre and post. 4

8. Reading Press. In the case of qualified homes, an almost

bi-modal distribution resulted in which many parents have and use books

in the home and none from the library while many others used both books

in the home and library books. A shift is noted toward an increase in

the number of library books being used along with books already in the

home to systematically teach the child.

In non-qualified homes, a similar bi-modal distributional is

evidenced but with relatively more parents systematically using both

library books and other reading materials to teach the child in the

home.

Trust in School. In qualified homes, most parents had -a-

_"great dear-of trust of School although many had only "some trust"

or " ore:t st." Movement is toward a "great deal" of trust.

In nen-qualified homes; a clearer patte

of trust'" in the school is in evidence.

Changes in Parents

of having a "great deal

Although the Home Environment Review data indicates several kindS

f_changes in parents, an attempt was made to gather data on'changes in

parents as individuals in one of our Follow Through communities (Houston).

The How I See Myself (HISM). and the Social Reaction Inventory (SRI),

the same self-concept of internal- external locus of control instruments

that were used with the parent educators, were administered to 459 and
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450 parents respectively. These data are reported in-Table- XXXI.

It should be obvious that the samt-results-w eobtained for the

Houston parents- as were obtained for the parent educators in all corm un

itieS. They registered significant gains on the Competence Factor of

the HISM and no-gains on- the -SRValthoughegain allottom ng -ffeet seems

to have been reached. Perhaps these findings a enot surprising when

it iS rememberedthet most parenttducators were and still -are parents.

CommuniIyby Community

While it is not fair to compare our communities with one an

because of varying local-conditions, the following tables present

community by co- 4tunity data tn the Purdue Teacher OpinionaireJm teacher

the How I See Myself and Social Reaction InVtntory on parent e .41-
7

the I Feel.. Me Feel on children, and the Home EnVironment-Revi home

learning,environments All these instruments have already been discussed

and are included in appendices. Again, no attempt is being made here to

compare co

$

:_unities Each community's data should be viewed -independentlY.

in the Policy Advisory Committee

It-has already been noted that the-Policy Advisory-Committee -(PAC)

plays a central role in1he-Florida-Model. Therefore,- two kinds of-data.

were collected- concerning-PAC: (1) changes in parents' knowledg f. PAC

and (2) -infotmation -on-actual PAC activities. The former was collected-

by means of the Parent Respon e Report (PRR) which -is a 30 item instrument

-which requires theparent to respond on- a "yes," "no, "don't knou"

basis. The instrument and a-table of item by item responses by par nts

across all communities is included in Appendix P. 7es"-is the
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TABLE XXXI

.1971372 Data Spmmary for Houston - Parents HISM and SRI

( N e 459 )

Tne HISM measures four factors related. to solf-coneept:

1) Interpersonal .dequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and._.-Tests of D rences (Posttest- eSt)

The

ctor

10.90 6.89 1

18.39

4.62

Post
55.37 38.38 21.84 18.91

11.21 7.42 5.58 4.81

<0.96 <1.8 1.16 2.27*

r'T -Parents

*p .05

450-)

The SRI measures the ext to which a. person ro feelinas of
control over:the:events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feeling. of internal control.--

Nean , Ste dardStandard Deviations, and t Tent of Difference

Fret t Posttest

st-Pretest)

8.14 8.49 1.75

4.10 3.68
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Centex Cor unity r

IS!1)- Parent Educators 49 )

The HISM reasures four factora related to self-concept

1), Interpersonal Adequacy 3)- Physical Appearance

2) Social Male School 4) Competence

Means, S Dev3ptions, and -Tests of Di erente.. Fos ,es

Fa tor

Post

5869 406 8.92- 20.26
6 6.70' :64 3.07-

60.53 42.38 19.6 20.92
7.47 6

1.61 2.2 * .84 1 64

.05-

LIMJ2crentor5R1-Parent Educators ( g= 46 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings ofcontrol over the events in his life, with lowex scores indicatingstronger feeling; of internal control'

Means, and t7T

-et

of Different Po et-Pretest)

Posttest

7.74 8.56 1.84

2,---------.52 3.73



Community #1

The Home Environment Review HER)-

Note: The HER measures nine dimensio- (Environmental_ProceSses ) of the

homes participating -in the Florida-Parent Education- Frograri The

results .for.each variable are-presented _for- qualified-and n n-qualified-

homes. The .results are prepnted in .terms of the frequency' distributions

of Posttest ratings-, one distribution for each possible pretestrating-.. .

For each variable, a -table of means is also presented.

Non - Qualified Homes

Posttest

Total

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Tab

Pretest

4.-509

4.522

Post

4.462

4.413



Postt

Var

ted.
Center: Communi

2 Awareness of_ Child' s Development6

1

II i ed Hon
Posttest

1 4

Pretest

Total

non ' 1. ified
Posttest

1 4

Pretest

Total

1 2
1

0
i---7

1 t

2 1 l 17 7 7 0 0 6 7 0 14
11

Pretes 6 97 13 0 132 -1 1 17 I

32 17 24 73 0 0 1 1 2 4

2 4 26 7 23 62 0 0 0 10
--,..-

.39 174 47
,

74 342 11 1 2 12 46
est 1 l

Va.

Table
Pre est Postte

ualified 3.400 3.409

-ion-Qualified 3.174 3.239

Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

Qualified Homer
Posttest

non -Quail
Fos

Hom

est Pretest

Pretest

4

Posttet tot
9 13

met
of 1.1ea

Pos

1 c 4.234 4.202
non ualifi 4.022 4.000



HEA Pesul4s {Continued) Center: Community #

Vari -ble 4 s Press for LancluaQe Dev o-ment

Qualified Hom
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

5 11 10

Posttest Total 4

Pretest

7 59 33

4 40 68

2 12

19 124 132

1

1

17

20

117

21

18

26

63

131

61

non Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

0

1 0

0

7 7

1

342

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3..632 3.675

Ion-Qualified 3.456 3.652

Vatiable

tRi

Availability of- Supplies for Language Development

-Pr es

T

I 4

15

25

1

1,46 I

Qualified Homes
Posttest

4

Pretest

Total

12

non lined H re

4

Pretest

Total

Post estT
10

12

46

17

49

21

65 172
46

Table of teans

Pretest Pos est.

Qualified 3.968 4.003

non-Qualified 3.826 4.152



R nued

Variable

Center=

Learning Opnortunities Outside the Home

Quali#'ied Ho,, es.-

Posttest

4 5-

non-Qualified Hores
Posttest =

4

Posttest Total 6

Table of

'retest

Qualified 3.661 3 722

lon-Clualified
. 65

.
630

Variable

2 11
Protest 110

4 1 8

5 0 2

Posttest Total 5 31

V.

Materials for Learning he Home.

Qualified Homes.
Posttest

4 5

rete

Total

nen-Qualified Homes
Posttest

24-

e es

To _

17 14

43

30

41

69

1

23

9 21 25

160 145 61

46

Table of leans

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.576 3.661

non-Qualified 3.630 3.456



HER Results (Continued)

Variable Reading Press

Center: Co unity

Qualified Homes-
Posttest

2 . 3 . 4

non -Qualified homes

Posttest

4 5

Pretest

Pr

Posttest Total

0 3

14

17 17

5 137

Table of

Pretest sttest

Q --if -led- 2.895 3.196

Ion Qualifie
2,978 2,956

4MP

Variable Trust in Sch

ualified Hornet
Posttest

4

non ualified Homes
Posttest

Postte
IS

64

Table of Means

st Fos

1 ied 4.085 4.196

non7Qualified 3.913 3.869
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Center Comrnu

119112L. nt:Educators"(

The HISM meazures,four factors related 't_ ael - eone.e

1) InternersonalAdequaby ) Thy°sical Apnea no
2) Social Male- -- School --._Competence_

and t -Tests of Diffe e ces ostt etes

Post

The Social action Inventory 5RI)-Tarent Educators CP al 27
The SRI measures the extent to which-a person reports ingscontrol over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating.
onger feelings of internal control.

5ta,nda Deri_a Lions, and

Pre

-Test of Diffe

Posttes

es es

9.81 9.25 <0.67

4 .67 3.95



Th I Pcei r Childre

Tie measures

1) General Adequacy

2) Peer

Center: Comnu

factors related tc
3) Teacher-School

4) Academic

Means, Standa Deviations, ari t-Tests of Diffe n

for Qualified Chi1,4 N 566)

Post

Fotor

2 4 5

, children:
cal

60.96 50.58 39.42 59.41 46.19
9.67 8.11 6.39 9.83 6.

60 50.16 .38.89 8.64 J6.46

7.48 6.38 9,97 6.7:

.07 <0.82 :1.26 <1.29 0.64

Mca.ns S Deviations, and t-T of D ences(Posttes - vest)
for non- qualified Children 36

Pre
5

P

Factor

58.30 47.22 35.75 56.22 '3.02.
10.56 8.79 8.54 10 8.27

59.61 49.72 37.69 55.36 46.25

12.31 x.06 6.79 11.03 7.75

0.53 1.23 1.11 0.95 1.60



The Home Environment view (HER)

Note:

Center: Community 7
_

The HER measures nine dimensions (Env ronmental Processes) he

homes participating in the Floriarent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest a ing.

For each variable; a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: ctations for Child'

1

Qualified

2

Posttest

3

Homes

4 SI

Pretest

Total

I

Non-Qualified

1 2

Posttest

3

HomeS

4 5

Pretest

Total

Pretest 3 0 0

0

0

4

._

166

2

35

4

206

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

16 2 15

4 1

5

Posttest
Total

0

1

0

0

1

5

32

202

103

140

136

348

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

25

7_

0 34

Qualified

Novi- Qualified

Pretest

Table of Means

Posttest



Center:

HER Results (Continued

Variable 2 : Awirene s of _Chi1d'q_Den7Plit

CO

Qualified 11OMO3
Postt

2 3 4 5

Pretest

al

121 1

2
12

Pretest
11

0 12

4

Posttest Total 13 40

Pretest

non-Qualified Homes
Postt

3 4 5

Pretest

0

24

62

27

34

154

7

12

12 33

50 91 348 8

Table of Means

Pretest Pos est

Qlified 3.431 3.477

lon-Qualifed 3.382 3.059

Variable

4

5
Posttest Tota

Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

17 _4

uQalified Hom-
Posttest

2 4 5

Pretest

Total

non ualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

lo

10 1

2 9 0 0 0 l 0

2 0 3 10 3 18 1 0 0 2

7 6 68 47 132 0 0 1 7 3 13

2 6 6 72 93 179 10 15

8 20 17 5 145 348 21 34

est Posttest

Qualified 4.325 4.184

non-Qualified 4.118 -4.029



Postt

1ER Result

Variable 4

Cor

-Center: Commun1

_mica)

Press for Language Development

1

-
Qualified Ho ;e

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

T&-__

non-qtalifed Honles
Posttest

2 3 4 5

-r

Pretest

Tot"'

1 i--!6 0 3 1 11 .0 0
1

0
I

5
,-

5 12 8 0 2
-

1

Pretes
4

,

13u 74 29 12 13' 1 11

4 2

0

9=

2

37

11

43

23

7

23

118_ 0 _IQ____
59

348 0 ._4
8 35 127 1_10 68

Table of

Pretest

ns

Posttest

Qualified 3.534 3.560

ion -:ua,l fie 3.235 3.559

Variable

1

2

.Availability of Supplies for Language Development.

ualified Home
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non ualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5.

Pretest

Total

11 4 3 1 2 21

5 14 9 3 15 46

2 8 15 24 36 85 0 1

1 2 5 10 34 .52 0 0 0 0 4 4

2 6 20 14 102 144 7 14 II

21 34 52 52 189 348 _

34

Table

Pretest P test

Qt lifivd 3.724 4.017

non - Qualified 3.706 5912



Prete_

Posttes

HER Results(Continuod Center: C- uni

Variable 6 c Learning Opportunities Outside the 1-Ione

Qualified Hones
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-qualified Ho; es
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Protest

-r

0

2 ii

of 4

3 0

4

12

1

Pretes

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified .468 3.448

ion-Qualified 3.441 3.176

Variable Materials for Learning in the Home

Qualified Home-
Posttest

4

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Horre s

posttest

1 2 3

Posttest Tota

Table of M

est Posttest

Qu lified 3.580 3.572

non Qualified 3.500 3.412

34



Postt

HER Results (Contlflued)

Variable Reading Press

Center: Community #2

1

Qualified .e3

Posttest
___,,..,

2 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Hol...es

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

I

Pretest

Total

20 9 5 14 2 50 2 0 2 0

2 7 40 8 47 9 111 3 1 4 4 9 12 h

Pre test 3 10 8 16 3 40 0 1 1 4 ,

....._ ---

3

4

15

5

15 54

17

21__

11

108

39 1 l 1 3 I:--

37
_--
79 38 148 4 343 , 4 7 12 J' 34

es Total

Pretest

POStteiETO7a

Table of Means

Postte test

a_ ified 2.928 3.239

ion-Qualified 2.735 5.059

Variable Trust in Schoo

Qualified Homez Pretest
Posttest

2 4 5 Total 1

'non= uaTi-

7F

ed .omes
ost est

4

1

13 84

91 136

16731 347

Table of leans

-et P05

Qualified 3.954 4.138

non Qualified
5.853 3.941
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w I 1

ns,

The HMI

Center: Community #3

aront Educators 29 )

surer four factors related tc self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Phy Ica' Ape cc
2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Post

t

iations, and t-T -ts of Di c ce Posttest-Protes

Fla.ctor

54.93 62 16.96 17.24

6.45 4.97 3.24 4.

07 39.44 10.79 18.27

5.82 4,51 4.30 .65

2.41* 0.82 <0.26 1,63

The Social Rea coon In =ertc

*p < .05

rent Educators ( d = 28 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings ofcontrol over the events in his life, with lower.scores indicating
stronger feelings of internal control,

mans dard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Postte t e t)
?retest Posttest

6.71 7,11 0.75

3.98 4.62



Cehter: Communi

112I_EfiLMe FeelafLEI-Children

The IMF measures five factors related to self- ccncett in children:
1) General Adequacy

2) Peer

3) Teacher-School

4) Academic

5) Physical

Standard Deviations, .and t- Tests of Differences

for Qualified:ChiDdren N 226)

Dos

Factor

2 4 5

62.04 51.98. 40.08 58.98 46.96

9.63 1 6.42 10.81 7.13

63.26 52.42 40.36 60.08 47.36

7.15 6.09 5..18 8.50 522

1.85 0.82 0.62 1.52 0.83

Means, Stands Deviations, and t-Tests of D ffcr aces 0 ttest

Post
S

for non-Qualified Children

Factor
2

N 23 228

4

64,20 53.14 4 . 7 60.73 47.37

8,24. 6,88 5.59 9.40 6.15

62.88 2 39.88 60.10 47.31

7.44 5.67 5.23 8 /5 4.84

<2.56* 37 <1.98 * <1.11 <0.16

.05



The Home Env

Center

nt RevReview (HER)

Comr)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each -variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are preSented in terms of the frequency distributions

r)f posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is also Presented.

Variable 1: Ex ectations Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

Non-Qualified Homes

Pretest

Total

2

10

157

Posttest

Qualified

Non - Qualified

144 53

Pretest

Table of Means

Post

4.110 4,173

4.530 4:530



Pretest

sul Continued

Variable 2

Center: C

Awareness of Child's Develolment

Qualified homes
Posttest

3 4 5

non ualified Homes
Posttest.

4 5Total

Pretest

Total

1 1

2 2

4

5

Posttest Total

34 '1

11 2

104 21

Table of MoanS

Pretest Posttest

Qt 1ified 3.062 5.491

lcn- C:uali$ ied
3 265 5.422

able Rewards _ In -ilectual Attainment

Qualified Homes
Posttest

4

.able of Means

Posttest .

Qualified 3.986 4 082

non-Qualified 4,422 4.241



Pos

HER Pesul ts (Centinued)

Variable

Center:

Press for Language Development

Communi

1

Qualified 1 nes

Fosttes

3 4 5

Pretest

Teel

no-- nlified Hones

1 2 4 5

-7

Pretest

Tea?

2 3 S 3 0 13 3 2 1 1

2 2 6 7 1 1 17 1 r1 1 0 11

pretest 10 18 56 16 7 107 21 7 36. d

0 S 11 11 1-, q
4 1 4 21 33 4 63

1 0 4 2

16 31 93 56 12 208 22est Total

Qualified

non - Qualified.

Ta

Pretest ©sttest

3.173 3.082

3.205 3.096

Variable

1

2

5

Posttest

Availability of Supplies for Language Development

Qualified H emet

Posttest

4 5.

_

Pretest

Total

non _ualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4

_ _ est

ot, 1

21 42

2, 23 14 3 7 49 0 2 0

8 9 8 9 37 0 0 6. 12

1 3 4 12 8 . 28 1 1 s c 4

2 9 12 1 28 32 2 1 44 I53,..)_

29

__,--

52

__--,

43 26 58 208 4

___

8

_ _

57

_ it
8.3

Table of Yeane

Protest- Posttest

ual iodif 2.995 3.154

non-Qualified 4.193 4.313



Postt

HER Fesu

Variable

Center: Community

ntinuec

Learning 0 rtunitie the Home

Qualified ,'_-es
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 4 5

-*

Total

2 1 0 9 0 0 1

2 2 7 15 5 31 0 1

Pretest ' 3 15. 48 17 8 91 0 1 9 6 2 18

4 0 3 27 20 59 0 3 8 14 13 1

1 5

__ _____

1- 9 11±---

30 97 52 22 208 I 0 __29 _ Bd
eat al

Pre

Table a

Pretest

ns

Post

Qualified 3.221 3.250

ion - ual3fied 3.952 3.916

Variable 7 :

1

2

4

5

Materials for Learning in the Home

Qualified Hom
Posttest

4 5

Pretest

Total

non ualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

T ota

10

6 13 2 1 34 S 0 9

1 23 45 21 7 97 0 2 6 3 I 16

0 3 25 23 7 58 0 0 17 10 3,4

0 0' 3 4 2 9 0 0 5 16 23

89 50 18 208 0 5 '6 33 29

Table of

Pretest

Qualified 3.106 3.144

non-Qualified 3.831 4.036



Postt

Hat Resul

Variable S

Cont nued)

Read in- Press

Center: Community

1

Qua 111 Jed mes
Pos y to

2 3 4 5

Pre es

Total

non-Qualilled He
Posttest

1. 3 4 5

test

Total

2 9 10 S 0 '47 1 0 0
2 12 8 6 0 68 1 9 6 5 1 22

Pretest 3 4 5 7 20 0 0 1 1 4
4 8 14 2 33 8 65 0 1 18 8 9

1 2 1 2 8 0 0 2 7
-4

16 25
est Total 63 58 17 67 13 208 4 11 9 3 0

Table of Means
Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.610 2.658
ion-Qualified 3.614 3.795

Variable 9

Or.

in School

Qualified Ho
Posttest

2 5

Pretest

Total

non-Quoin ied Hones
Posttest

42

Pre e

2

4
1.

5 0 14

1 0

19 19

21 2

14
Posttes

4 6 -6 83 2 6

Qualified 3.923 3.995
non ualified 4.217 4.144
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Center: Community

The How I See Mvce14.(17SMI-Parent
Educators ( N=. 33 )

The HIS; measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t7Tests of
Difforences(Posttest-Pretest)

Factor

2

Pre

Post

tm.......

4

54.58 37.67 17.52 17.52

8.34 5.10 4.65 4.44

52.82 36.61 15.76 18.79

9.93 6,38 4.15 3.27

<0.86 <1.16 <1.83 1.87

The Social Reaction
Inventorv(SRI)-Parent Educators ( N = 33 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings ofcontrol over the events in his life, with lower scores indicatingstronger feelings of internal control,

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

8.79 8.12 <1.20

4.25 4.29
//

//,//



Center: Community =4

The I Feel, Me Feel(IF:T)-Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer . 4) Academic

Means Standard. Deviations, and-t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children ( N = 467 )

Y

Pre
s

Post

Factor

1 dy

62.13 50.87 39.68 59.64 46.14

9.71 8.25 6.36 10.22 7.06

63.72 52.18 40.11 61.55 47.34

8.62 7.31 5.88 9.04 6.33

3.47* 3.27* 1.35 4.10* 3.44*

*P < .05

Means, Standard' Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(FosttW.,-Pretest)

for non-Qualified Children ( N r-= 197 )

Pre

Post

t

Factor

2 4

63.66 52.09 40.83 61.24 46.76'

8.39 7.51 5.64 9.19 6.60

64.45 52.83 40.89 62.00 47.27

7.78 6.46 5.30 8.13 5.75

1.25 1.27 0.12 1.12 1.03



Center: Community #4

The Home Environment Review (HER)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: Exne:.tatlons for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

Non- Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total
1 0 0 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 Q

Pretest 3 1 0 2 2 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 3 0 12 239 39 293 1 0 0 57 20 78

5 0 0 0 61 76. 137 0 0 0 20 87 107

Posttest

Total 6 0 15 304 118 443 1 0 0 77 107 185

Qualified

Non-Qualified.

Pretest

Table of Means

Posttest

4.259 4.192

4.57,8 4.562



HER Results(Continued)

Variable 2 I

1

2

Center: Community ;,4

Awareness of Child's Development

Qualified Horles

Posttest

1 2 5

11 8 17 3

Pretest

Total 1 .

40 0

non-Qualified Hones

Posttest

3 42 5
,

6

Pretest' 3 15

3

5

Posttest Total 40

Pretest

20

33 6 3 70 0 4 8

86 20 18 159 1 3 28

25 8 15 60 0 1 11

49 16 38 114 0 7 25

210 51 77 443 I 1 15 76

Qualified

non7Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.312 3.135

3.724 3.789

Variable 3

2

IND IND .1 MI*

Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

3

7

5

6

23 1

Pretest
1

Total 1

7 11(

9 Ii 7.1 h

15 II 54

11 I 28

70 S

Qualified Here:
Posttest

2 3 4

2

10

3 2 10

0 1 12

8 9 119 63

5

9 8 71 83

Pretest

Total

18

17

209

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

2 3 4

1

0

175 0

0

2

1

0

1

Pretest

Total

0 4

0 62

1 36 39

Postifell-107-7:- 11
18 22 22 224 157 443 1 4

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest.

Qualified 4.113 4.083

non-Qualified 4.276 4.351

1 102 /1 185 q



1LER Results(Continued) Center: Community

Variable 4 :
Press for Lanowloe Pov,,loent

1

2.

Pretest 3

4

5 0

Posttest Total 32

Qualified HC.7.03

Posttest
Pretest

1 2 3 4 ,5 Total

8

14

9

19

19

non-QualLficd Ho:es
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

->

2

65

61 65 6 151 0

11 12 7 32 0

197 123 26 443

1

3

!

24 37 _6
8 13 4

73 76 1 21 I

.... ..

12

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.212 3.103

non-Qualified 3.492 3.540

Variable 5 : Availability of Supplies for Language Develop7.ent

Qualified Homez
Posttest

1 2 3 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Hoes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Fre:e:1;

Total

1 18 16 13 4 11 62 1 0 H 1

2 7 35 16 8 14 80 0 4 1 0 1 i

Pretest 3 5 13 29 9 , 31 87 3 11 IS

4 2 .8 17 18 29 74 2 7 6 17 31

5 5 15 18 25 77 140 0. 5 9 15 93

Posttest Tota)
37 87 93 64 1621 443 2 14 19 24 26 1!;;F,

Table of leans

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.339 3.512

non-Qualified
4.438 4.394



HER Results(Continued) Center: Cormunitv #4

Variable 6 :
Learning Opportunities Outside the HOme

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1. 3 4 .5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

1 3 3 9 0 0 0

2 19 23 3 1 48 0 1 0 1 0

Pretest 3 5 23 99 30 28 205 0 1 13 17 11 42

4 0 8 49 48 15 120 0 1 14 1R 1A

5 0 20 26 13 61 0 0 5 11 46 72

Posttest Total ss 194 129 57 443 0 3 32 I-67 S3

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.397 3.388

ion -: ualified 4.140 4.243

Variable 7 s Materials for Learnino in the Home

Qualified Romez-

Posttest

2 3 4

Pretest

Tot.%1

non-Qualified 11077.es

Posttest

2 3 4

Pretest

Total

4 2 2

17 3

8

89

0

0 0 4

0

4

01

0

0

82 2 .28 39

Pretest 3 1 21 80 48 18 168 0 3 18 27 7 SS 1

4
1 7 34 76 15 133 0 0 12 44 26 82

-t

40 10 4 7 24 10 45 0 0 2 19 19

Posttest Total
4 64 162 167 46 443 0 3 36 94 52 185

.Table of Means

Pretest Posttest.

Qualified 3.266 3..422

non-Qualified 3.832 4.054



HER Results(Contiaued)

Variable 8 : Read n;

1

Center: Community F'4

Qualified Homes
Pretest

Posttest

.1 2 3 / 4- 5

non-Quald Hesi
Posttest

Total 1 2 3 4 5

23 18 21 16 80

2 13 34 7 32 9 95

Pretest 3 6 7 19 30

9 23 21 93

5

Posttest Total

7 6 14

1

21

10:

63

167 1

0

Pr,..:1;!st

15 6 11 3S If

III

38 0 3

89 74 185, 43 443' 29 14

Table of Meani

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.973 3.176

ion-Qualified 3.659 3.82

Variable 9 ; Trust in School

Qualified Horne:

Posttest

2 3 4

IMO

I

6 n .1

91 48
I

Pretest

Total

3

2

Pretest 3

0 4 5 4 14

1.

1

44 42 29 120

5 35 43 46 130

5 0 10

PosTEesi.-±01:2.1---
2 21

33 51 82 176

116 141 163 1 443

Table of

Pretest

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

51 2 3 4

1 0 0

0 2 7 14

0 2 6 122

160 0 11 .

0 5 24 52

Posttest

Qualified 4.043 3.998

non-Qualified 4.276 4.378

I

Pretest

1

7 1 30 I

58 I 68

58 I .85

10411 155'
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Center: Community #5

The How I See Mvr:elf(HISM)-Parent Educators ( N Q 58 )

The HIS'; r.:easures four factors related to self-concept:

1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Copetence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

Factor

4
2

Pre

Post
s

t

4

57.90 41.28 18.40 20.07

10.85 4.90 4.29 3.56

58.19 39.66 19.33 19.74

8.25 5.63 3.61 3.76

0.19 < 2.11* 1.57 <0.57

*P < .05

The Social Reaction Inventory ERI -P-,rent, Educators ( N = 57 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings of
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feelings of internal control.

Means, Standard. Deviations,. and t-Test of
Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

7.40 7.16

3.40 3.56
v<0.56/

i /



Center: Community =5

The Home Environment Review (HER)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Envdronmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-q12a1ifie::

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distri

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest ratin

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: Expectations for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

.

Pretest

Total

I

Non-Qualified-Homes
1

Posttest 'Pretest.

1 2 3 4 5 Tctal
2

1

0 0 0 0 0 i 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0

Pretest 3 0 0 0 2 0 2 -)

0 1

239 74 319 0 0 1 67 22 '90

50 124 175 0 0 0 26. 116 . 145

Posttest

Total 1 1 5 293 198 498 0 0 2 96 138 236

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

4.33 4.37

4

4.61 4.57



-HER.Results(Continued)

Vari able 2

Center: Community F5

Awareness of Child's. Development

Qualified Horles

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 1 8 1 .1
"PI

2 6. 17 23 13 4

Pretest 11 27 143 27 44

4 8 .24 25 13

5 1 10 39 22 24

Posttest Total 24 63 237 88 1 86

OOP

Pretest

Total

13

k3

252

74

96

1 498 1'

non-qualified Ho:7.es

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

0 2 2

2 5 4 6 4

7 13 63 20 16

4 8 . .5

2 15 13

10 26 95 46 59

Table of Means

Pretest
. Posttest

Q=lified 3.35 3.29

Lon-Qualified
3.44 3.50

Pretest

Total

11

21

119 ';'1'

63

1 236 ,y,j

VVariable
3 Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

1

2

Qualified Hones
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Quall.fied Homes

7osttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

3 4 15 1 5 3 12 '1

0 3 4 11 1 19 0 1 0 0 2 I;

Pretest 3
4 1 5 25 15 50 0 0 1 4 3 8 11

4 7 8 16 179 77 287 3. 2 7 91 33 136 11,

5 3 3 5 45 71 127 1 1 2 27 47 78 k

Po stTe-sf _;L:3
20 16 33 264 165 498 5 12 128 86 236

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest.

Qualified 3.98 4.03

non -Qualfied
4.08 4.20



HER Results(Continued)
Center: Community #5

Variable 4 : Press for Lan2ua2e De':e1o77.ent

1

2

2 3 2

Pretest 3 7. 13

4
6 8

5 1

22

4

27Posttest Tctal

Pretest

Qualified Hc7:es

Posttest

3 4. 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Hcmes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

4

15

128

0

9

65

9

Pretest

32 1

19 232

51 71 21 I I 157

9 23 31 I 68

207 168 74_1_ 498

1

0

5

Table of Means

9 1 1

4 53 29 8

23 44 12

0 12 17 13

9 97 91 34

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.48 3.49

Lon-:lualified
-

-i

016 606 IMP

Variable 5
. Availability of Supplies for Language Development

Qualified Homer
Posttest

2 3 4 5

38

22

9

15

31

17

13
ii

96 11

4

1 236 d

Pretest

Total

574

12

23

30

3

18

27

91

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

108

1

8 5

16

28 85

5

otwl
23 23 35 75 157

1

1 3

109 104 104 151 498 24

0
1

3

Pretest

T o' ;1

2 I 12

5 21

7 34 11

10 6 16 35 I

12 25 93 134
111

44 37 1123 236

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 33.38 3.47

non-Qualified 4.09 4.03



FIR Results(Continued)

Variable 6

Center : Community

ortunities Outside the Home

1

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total 1

4 6 0 17

5 22 33 9 1 70 1

Pretest 3 5 32 110 47 21 215 5

4
1 10 48 51 29 139 0

5 0 3 13 21 20 57 0

Posttest Total 14 71 210 132 71 498 6

non

2

5

10

4

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Ql1r,Ilified
3.30 3.35

lon-ualified 3.72 3.63

.11

Variable 7 : Materials for Learn in in the Home

1

''fied

Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

,--.

0 0

3 0 0
4

9

40 10 S8

26 43 17 gn

5 10 11 ,

74 85 2g

Qualified Home:
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

2

Pretest 3

4

5

Po

1

0

0

9

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Ho7.es
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

8 9 2 1 24 1 0 0 1 0 . 2
1

30 37 14 1 86 0 4 7 6 2 19 1

7635 78 56 16 186 1 0 6 44 19 7

12 33 73 19 137 0 1 21 47

20

16

23

85 4

543 1.4 21 27 65 0 0 11

498 1 11 83 93 178 23688 171 166 64

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.27 3.38

non-Qualified 3.72 3.74



HER Results(Continued)

Variable 8 :

Pretest

Posttest To

Readinq Press

Center: Community

1

..C1 e. :icy ,-.
QUalle.--

1

Posttest

2 3 4 5"

Pretest

Total

4 A ",-,non -e.- 1-1...-S

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

56 32 7 11 4 110 6 10 5 2 0 . 23 III

2 19 89 14 34 13 169 7 33 7 28 6 81 II

3 10 17 10 16

,

7 60 4 3 5 4 2 18 li

'76 17 39 8 43 10 107 5 13 11 40 74

5

:a1

2

94

10

187

3 19 18 52 1 4 1 1 1

ii

- c d21 ,_.

42 123 52 498 1 23 63 29

_______

85 36 1 236 d

Qualified

3.10

Variable 9 :

1 2

0

1 3

Pretest 3 0 12

4 0 4

-

Posttest Total

2 4

23

Table of Means

Pretest PoSttest

2.)4 2.70

3.20

Trust in School

Qualified Home::
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

6

69

0

5

30 37

23 44 49

41

141

56 107

135 196

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

Pretest

Total 1 2 3 4 5 Total

3 0 0 0 0

17 0 0 3 3 0 6

148 0 0 26 13 11 50

120 0 1 10 30 29 70

210 1 3 9 28 69 110

498 1 4 48 74 109 236 h

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest,

Qualified 4.04 4.00

non-Qualified 4.20 4.21
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The How I See Mvcelf(HIS1/.)-Parent Educators

Ce,nter: Co-unity #6

( N 13 )

The HISH measures four factors related to self-concept:

1) Interpersonal Adeouacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

" -ns, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differehces(Pcsttest-Pretezt)

Factor

2

Pre

Post

t

1'

54.92 38.31 16,00 18.85

7.38 4.70 3.79 4.02

51.31 37.69 16,08 19.00

9.30 4.57 3.52 3.76

<1.85 <0.61 0.09 0.19

The Social Reaction Inventorv(SRI)-Parent Educators ( N . 13 )

The SRI neasures the extent to which a person reports feelings of
control over the events in his life, with lover scores indicating
stronger feelings of internal control.

Means, Standard Deviations, and t7Test of Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

S

5.23 7.07 2.46*

3.19 4.03 1/////

*p < .05



Center: .Community 46

The Home Environment Review (HER).

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: Expectations for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest'

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total
1 0 0 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0

Pretest 3 0 0 0 2 0 2

4 1 0 0 45 7 53

5 0 0 0 4 34 38

Posttest
Total 1 0 0 .51 41 93

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Pretest

Table of Means

Posttest

4.387 4.409



HER Recults(Continued)

Variable 2

Center: Community Ilt6

Awareness of Child's Development.

1

4

2
0

Pretest 3
1

4
1

5 0

Posttest Total 6

4WD

Qualified :iCMC3

.Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Te4-,a1

non -Qualified Ho::es
Pretest

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5 Total

1 3 0 8

18 1 0 21

30 2 38

2 2 3 9

3 1 0 13 17

23 37 9 18 93

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.064 3.108

Lon-C,malified

Owl NID

. Variable t Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

1

Qualified Homez
Posttest

1, 2 3 4 $

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

1 0 0

T

1 5

2
1 2 0 2 1

Pretest 3 0 2 8 0 12

4 1
1 25 15 43

5 1 0 6 77

93
Posttest Total

44 37

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest,

Qualified 3.871 4.129

non-Qualified



HER Results(Continucd)
Center: Community #6

Variable 4 t
Press for Language Develonnent

Qualified. Homes
Posttest

Pretest non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4 5 Total 1 2 3 4

1
1 5

2
0 6 5 2 14

Pretest 3 2 1 32 14 1 50

4 0 0 3 16 0 19

5 0 0 1 0 4 5

Posttest Total 5 8 42 32 6 93

Qualified

non-Claalified

Variable 5

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.054 3.279

Availability of Supplies for Language Development

Pretest

To x1

1

Qualified Home?.

Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4

Pretest

Total

0 1 2

2 0 13 4 2 27

Protest
2 6 1 5 14

0 1 0 0 5 6

5 1 39 44
Posttest

TetalT° 18 12

.-
58 93

Qualified

non-Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.677 4.108



HER Results(Continued)
Center: C,-)mmunity.=6

Variable 6 s Learning Opportunities Outside-the Home

Qualified licmej

2 3 4 5 I Total

Posttest

.1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

0 0

2 0 12 1 0 16

Pretest 3 1 23 16 2 42

0 2 13 7 22

0 0 1 3 9 13

7,osttest Total 3 38 33 18 93

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified.. 3.344 3.688

icy.

ONO IMP

Variable 7 t Materials for Learning in the Home

1

/MS

12(palified Homes

Posttest

1 2 .3.

0 1, 0

Pretest

4 5 Total

1 1

nonQualified Hoes
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

Total

2 0 3 11 4 0 18

Pretest 3

4

Posttest T

0 2 21 13 1 37

0 D 1 30 33

5 0

0 6

0 4

33'

QualifLed

47 93

Table of Means

Pretest_ Posttest

3.26 3.591

mon -Qua lifled



Postt

HER Results(Continued)

Vaa:Labie 8 Readinc, Press

Ce.nter: Community #6

=.

.1

r
Qualified Hones

Posttest

1 2 3 4

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Ho::es
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

pretest

Total

11 11 0 0 0 22
.

.

,

2 4 34 0 6 0 44

Pretest 3 0 0 4 0 0

4 0 2 0 12 0 14

IF5 0

15

3

50

0 l 5 9
_

4

.

19 5 1 93

.

est Total

Qualified

non ua ifled
MOD

Variable 9 :

Pretest

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

2,398 I 2,452

Ole

Trust in School

IMO MM. IWO

Qualified Home:
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

2 0 2 0 0 0 2

0 1 25 3 31

4 0 0 7 13 6 26

5 0 2

P o To"7,1:7
3 34

7 25 34.

23 33
1

93

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest.

Qualified 3.989 3.925

non-Qualified
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Center: Community #7

The I Feel, 11.e FeelLIFIT)-Children

The IFflF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4) Acadenic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Postterst-Pretest)

for Qualified Children ( N = 277)

Pre

Post

t

Factor

3 4

61.92 50.33 39.01 59.05 46.25

7.96 6.75 5.39 8.35 6.04

64.48 52.55 41.05 61.56 48.16

6.84 6.10 4.35 7.91 5.01

4.91* 4.42* 5.77* 4.15* 4.47*

*P < .05

Means, StandardDeviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

Pre.

Post

for non-Qualified Children

1

Factor

3

( N ' 199 )

4 5
62.73 51.87 39.45 59.34 47.07
7.59 6.79 5.68 8.78 6.14

65.76 53.91 41.50 63.26 49.39

6.03 5.62 4.53 7.12 4.47

4.95* 3.55* 4.51* 5.50* 4.72*

*p < .05



Center: Community

The How I See Mv.7.01f(HTS)-Parent Educators ( tin 38 )

The HISM meastres four factors related to self-concepts

1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences Posttest-Pretest)

Factor

2

Pre
S

Post.

1

59.68 42.68 19.58 21.39

7.51 5.20 3.96 4.06

58.97 40.63 )8.68 21.68

6.86 6.36 3.71 3.97

<0.67 <3.01* <1.96 0.47

*P < .05

The Social Reaction Inventory SRI)-Parent Educators ( N = 31 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings of
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feelings of internal control.

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

6.77 7.13 0.55

3.45 4.42
. 7 /



Center: Community 7

The Hone Environment Review (HER)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretestrating.

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: Expectations for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total
1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0

Pretest 3
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

.

4 0 0 1 77 27 105 0 0 1 54 21 76

0 0 28 33 61 0 0 0 9 47 56
Posttest

Total 0 0 1 107 60 168 0 0 1 63 68 132

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

4.34 4.35

4.42 4.51



Pretest

Posttest To

HER B'sults(Continued) Center: Community #7

VarLable 2 : Awareness of Child's Development

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non.Q1 Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

5 6 7 2 3 23 11 1 2 2 2 If 8 Fr

2 9 9 2 3 24 4 7 6 19 11,

2 4 35 8 13 62 1 4 30 3 17 55 id

4 2 1 6 5 2 16 0 1 4 ? 2 9 1,1

13

11 3 23 43 0 3 6 7 25 1 41 d

23 68 20 44. 168 3 13 49 15 52
1

I 132 ij

:al

4/D

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

`Qualified 3.19 3.35

lon-C'Lualified 3.42 3.76

NIO 640 day

-Variable 3 ; Rewards for. Intellectual-Attainment

1

2

Pretest 3

4

5

Poa:"fe-ii7f-.)T5-

4E4

Qualified Home:
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non - Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

1 0 2 13 2 18 2 0 0 4 0

0 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 2

0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 1 3 1 5

2 2 3 47 25 79 1 2 2 24 24 53

0 1 2 19 43 65 0 0 2 20 44 66 1

3 3 83 72 168 ,- 2 6 i51 70
i

132 !

Table of Y.eans

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 4.02 4.30

non-Qualified 4.29 4.39



HER Results(Continued)

Variable 4 :

Center: Community. ,,7

Press for Language Development

1

Qualifiea H=03
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

10

2 0 5 5 4 0 14

Pretest 3
1 8 26 15 10 60

4 1 4 17 29 10 61

5 o 3

22

7 10 3 . 23

Posttest Total 3 59 60 24 168

Qualified

1

non-Q= lif ied rii.es

Posttest

2 3 4 5

1 2 1 0 0

2 2 2 2

1

0

a 13

13

2Q

26

6

10

0 1 7 12

4 7 36 55 1 30

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.43 3.48

non-Opalified

Variable 5 :

3.65 3.76

fa/

Total

Availability of Supplies for Language Develop ;ppt

Qualified Horse:

Posttest

2 3 4

non Qualified Ecr..es

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

1 1 !j

Pretest

Total

Pretest 3

7s I!
Posttest Toi-n1

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.43 3.60

non-Qualifi4
4.15 4.20

13 32 73 132



HER Results (Continued) Center: Community 7

Variable 6 : Learning Opportunities Outside the Home

Qualified HCMC3
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified
Posttest

1 . 2 3 4 5.

Pretest

Total

1 1 2 2 1 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 .1

2
1 4 9 4 0 18 0 1 1

Pretest 3 0 5 33 20 9 67 0 1 20 7 .10

4
1 3 13 19 10 46 13 20 19. )0

II

5 0 2 8 11 10 31 0 14 20 SS

3 551 29 1.0 3 39 47 43 132Posttest Total 16 65

.Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.46 3:54

lon-ualified
3.90 3.98.

041 /Mb

Variable 7 : Materials for Learning in the Home

1

Qualified Honez
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified :ones
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0
2' 17 13 7 39 1 3 1 0

Pretest 3 0 2 27 18 4 51 4 20 14 4 42

0 3 11 26 9 49 0 1 8 31 11 51
5 o 5 10 8 26 0 0 2 11 20 33

Posttest Total
25 59 61 22 168 1 6 33 57. 35' 132

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest
--,

Qualified 3.33 3.46

non-Qualified 3.84 3.90



HE8 Results(Continued)

Variable 8 :
Reading Press

Center: Community :,,*7

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 5

Pretest

Total 1

14 8 8 7 40

2 6 33 8 13 65 3

Pretest 3 1 3 1 1 0 6 0

4 11 5 15 39 1

5 0 4 2 6 6 18 0

Posttest Total 23 59 24 42 20 168 10

'Ma

non-Qualifie:.:cries'
Posttest

2 3 4 5

5

17

3

'5

1

te5:

'17c,

f
0 -) i; 12. I.

6 II 4 il

22
2 11 8 il

19 8 11 37 ',ii

13 14 II 28 ',.11

48 32 11 132 2.]]

7

0

32

1

10

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.58' 2.86

lon-; u..1 ified 3.15 3.45

Variable 9 :

1

2

2 0 0

Pretest 3 0 0

4
1 2

5 0 0

Posttest Total
1 2

41.

Trust in School

Qualified Home:
Pretest non-Qualified iiomes

PostteSt Posttest

3. 4 5 Total 1 2 3 4 Total

0

2

20

0

1

10

0 0 0 0

1 4 0 0 0 0 0

20 SO 0 6 13 30 11

6 10 16 35 0 0

13

41

14 52 79 1 1

35 89 168 7

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 4.12 4.24

nonQualified 4.32 4.32

6 17

9 9 52

22 1 201 82

50

77

132
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Me Fr.el(IFM:71-Children

Center: Community #8

Th :FIT measures five factcrz related to self-concest in chldren:

1) ;eneral 'Adequacy 3) Teacher- School

2) Teer 4) Academic

5) Physical

Mcars, St= and Deviations, and t-Tents of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children ( N = 508)

Post

t

1

Factor

2 3 4, 5

61.85 50.87 39.91 59.86 46.92

8.08 6.71 5.46 9.11 6.01

63.09 51.64 40.19 61.73 46.67

8.65 7.15 5.75 8.90 6.04

2.94* 2.08* 0.94 4.28* 2.40*

*P < .05

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Diffcrences(Posttest,-Pretest)

Pre

Post

t

for non-Qualified Children

1

Factor

2 3

( N = 14 )

4

66.14 54.29 41.43 64.14 49.36

'2.63 ,...., 4.79 4.57 4.28 3.23

65.57 51.93 40.07 65.36 49.36

4.70 5.89 3.47 6.69 4.83

<0.47 <1.09 <0.91 0.57 0.0



Center: Community

The How I See Mvself( 7SY)-Paen- Educators ( N = 37 )

The HI MS maaoures four factors related to self-concept:

1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Moans, Standard Deviations., and t-Tests of Differences(Pcsttest-Pretest)

Factor

1 2

Pre

Post

t

60.51 40.11 19.41 19.81

5.94 6.87 4.19 3.48

60.51 40.84 20.22 21.11

10.18. 6.17 4.42 3.39

0.0 0.64 1.46 2.86*

*p < .05

The Social Reaction InventorySSPI)-Pal-ent Educators ( N = 30 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings cf
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feelings.of internal control.

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

8.13 7.73 <0.36

4.22 4.63
/

/



Center: Cd=inity #8

The Home Environment Review (HER).

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is 'also presented.

Variable 1: Expectations for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 '4 5

Pretest

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

TotalT
0 1 0 1 0 1. 0 0 0 0 0

o
2 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pretest 3 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 1 0 7 278 64 350 0 0 0 3 1 4

5 0 0 0 46 80 126 0 0 0 2 6 8

Posttest
Total 1 0 7 330 145 483 0 0 0 5 7 12

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Pretest

Table of Means

Posttest

4.24 4.28

4.67 4.58



HER Results(Continued)

Variable
2

:

Center: Community =.'8

Awareness of Child's Development

1

2

5

32
2

12

Pretest 3 25 23

4 4

5 3 4

-68Posttest Total 53

Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

Total

nonalified
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest I

10

25 S 7

25

84 0 0

108 51 28 235 0 3 0

21 21 20 I 70

23 17 22 69

1787 98 77 1 483

Qualified

non-Qualied

0 0 1 1

0 0 0 0

Table of Means

0

Pretest Posttest

0

3.15 3.16

3.75 4.25

11.

Variable 3 : Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

1

0

1;!

3 6

1

3
I 3

7 I 12

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

nen-Qualified o; es

Pcsttest

1 2 3

--7
Pretest!

Totn1

4 4 10 7 25

2 0 2 3 4 8 17 1 0 0 0 1

Pretest 3 2 1 3 8 12 26 0 0 0 0 0

7 7 15 134 72 235 0 0 3 J I11

5 6 52 118 180 0- 0 2 6 S
P0H-.E6-gffa----

14 13 31 208 217I 483 0 0 2 19
i71

12 II

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 4.09 4.24

non-Qualified 4.50 4.50



HER Results(Continued)

4 Press for Language DevelopmentVariable :

Center: Community #8

1

Qualified. Hones

Posttest

1 . 2 3 4 5

9 1 9 3 4

2 4 5 9 12 2

Pretest 3 6 9 109 55 25

4 7 6 42 66 35

5 0

26

1 3 30 31

Posttest Total 22 172 166 97

Pretest

Total

26

32

204

156

65

1 483 H

Posttest

1 2 3 4

0 0

1 0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0

0 1 0

1 3 4

Table of Means

PreteSt Posttest

Qualified 3.42 3.59

lon-Qualified 3.49 3.83

OMR OD ego

5

Pretest

Total

""T

a . I 1.

o II 1 1

1 h

h

3

2 J 6

0 11 1

4 11 12

Variable 5 : Availability of Supplies for Language Development

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

1 72 12 13 7

2 19 15 8 17

Pretest 3 7 9 15 15 30
4 3 19 20 29

5 10 15 33 71

Posttest Total
111 49 70 92 161 1

Pretest

Total

121

73 1 0

76 0 0

0

1

non Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4

Pretest

Total

77

136

483

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest.

Qualified 3.07 3.30

non-Qualified 4.00 3.92



Pretest

HER Results(Continued) Center: Conmunity

Variable 6 Learning Opportunities Outside the.Home

1

2

.Qualified Hones
Pretest

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5 Total

5 6 3

6 19 31

1

15

1

3 6 20

4 3 2

5 1

Posttest Total 21 49

98 65

16

6 77

24 II 213

non-Qualified.Hoes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

0

46 49 31 II 131

14 14 15 11 46

192 144 77 Ii 483

0

0

0

Qualified

non-Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.24 I 3.42

3.50 I 3.92

Variable 7 : Materia3s for Learning in the Home

1

2

Pretest 3

4

Mit

Qualified Home:
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non -Qualified Hones

Posttest

1 2 3 4

Pretest

5 4 20 0

5 37 39

4 36 69

0 9 36

5 0 2 10

Posttest o
i 13 90 159

18 9

68 18

60 24

9 10

159 62 1

108 0 1 0 0

195 0 0 3 2 0

129

31 0

0 0 2 1

1

483 1 0

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.09 3.34

non-Qualified
3.67 3.92



HER liesult...3(Centinued)

Variable 8 Reading Press

Pretest

Posttest To

Center: Con,-unity

1

Qualified Hc7.1Ps

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

,

k-retest

Total

non-qi'n1.14rd Hc:-.es

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

78 36 15 17 8 154 1 0 1

T
0 r1 2 h

27 80 15 36 25 183 0 3 0 0 0 i 3 h2

3 4 6 10 13 6 I 39 J o 1 0 0 0 1 1

4 9 16 5 30 13 I 73 I 0 0 0 1 3 1 4

5

0-1

o

118

9

147

1 13 11 I 34 M 0 0 0 0 2 1 2

46 109 63 1 483 11 1 4 0 2 1. 5 1!12 LI

al&

Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

2.27 2.69

3.08 3.50

Variable 9 ; Trust in School

MID IMO

Qualified homes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

nen-Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4

Pretest

Total

1 4 0 0

2 0 3 7 5 7 22 1 0 0

Protest 3 2 11 72 46 36 167 0 2 4

4 0 3 31 32. 38- 104 0 0 1 0 1

5

Posttest Total

4 41 39 100 186 2 4 6

4 22 152 122 183 483 0 3 5 12

Table of Means

Pretest .Posttest.

Qualified 3.92 3.95

non-Qualified 4.00 4.00

t
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Center: Community #9

The flow !-!..r.e1f(H7S?1-Parent Educators ( N 47 )

The HILM meanures four factors related to self-concepts

1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Diffcrences(Pcsttest- Pretest)

Factor

2 4.

Y.(
58.57 40.47 17.79 19.15

Pre
S 9'.25 4.92 4.46 3.69

T 59.25 39.70 18.98 19.98
Post

s 7.79 6.23 4.11 4.17

t 0.47 <1.04 2.78* 2.06*

*P < .05

Thc!.Soclal Peaction inventorv(SRT)-Parent Educators ( , 40 )

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings of
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feeling; of internal control.

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference(Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest

51: 7.80 6.88 <2.10*

3.68 3.89

*P < .05



Center: Community #9

The I Feel, Me Feel(I3'MF21-Childroh

The IF;!F measures five factors related to self-concept, in children:
1) General Adequacy Te:::oner-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t -Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children ( N r. 404)

1

Factor

2 ..

5

61.64 50.59 39.39 59.31 46.14
Pre

s 9.87 7.94 6.26 10.43 7.45

X 62.03 51.13 39.76 60.30 . 6.79
Post

s 9.14 . 7.29 6.08 9.92 6.44

0.7.1 1.24 1.03 1.75 1.65

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Prctest)

for non-Qualified Children ( N .= 316 )

Pre

Post
S

t

1

Factor

2 3 4 5

63.76 52.46 40.51 61.67 17.78

9.03 7.27 5.43 6.44

63.55 52.31 40.32

.9.81

61.69 7.60

8.23 6.59 5.51 8.8.4 5.45

0.36 f0.26 <0.49 0.04 <0.47



Center: Community P9

The Home Environment Review (HER)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is also presenteA.

Variable : Expectations for Child's Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 S

Pretest

Total

1 0 0 1 3 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 ' 1

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pretest 3 0 6 ] 0 2 , 0 0 0

4 2 0 7 186 42 237 2 0 0 113 30 145

l 0 2 37 54 94 0 0 0 25.. 70 95

Posttest
Total 3 0 11 227 97 338 2 0 0 139 100 241

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Pretest

Table of Means

Posttest

4.228 4.228

4.381) 4.390



Pretest

Posttest

Center; Comniunitv #9

HER Results(Continued)

Variable 2 Awareness of Child's Development

1

Qualified Homes.

1

rosttest

24 3 ii. 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Noires
Posttest

1._ 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

S

1,

5 12

31

2 _ 0 24 0 3 5 2- 1 11 1

i 2 16 p -7 c, - 11.)6313 8 7 1

2

5 15 5.1 13 17
II

104 'I3

Li.

6

3

15 86 18 21 1 146

2 _ 2 11---- 7 35 SS 7 () 1 59

5

,al

,

17

7

45

25

192

4

39

8 I

45 1

46

338

7

16 3S 109 39 39

Table of Means.

Pretest Posttest

Qus.lified 3.118 3.147

lon-;lualified 3.365 3.195

Variable 3

1

2

Pretest 3

4

641

Rewards for Intellectual Attainment

Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 11. 5 Total

Pretest

5 0 1 13

-,
.. 0 6 6

4 6 (,

1 61

8 .18

0 4 51
9 I 0

13 19 16.1 t 125
10!,,tto!,,t. Total

17

non-QU.alified Homes Pretest
Posttest

1 2 Total

23

15

1

1 9

161

120

338

Table of gcans

Pretest,

4 4 3 13

1 1 7

2 1 6 /
13.

8

0 0 15 1-81 II

15 4 10 I 29 83

Posttest

Qualified 4.006 4.086

non-Qualified 4.062. 4.080



Center: Communitv P9

HER Results(Continued)

4Variable Press for L anguage Development

1

2 3

Pretest 3 7

2

1

P os t t e s t Total 16

Qualified Hones
Posttest

2 3 4

Pretest

Toth.1 1

. 2 3 1 18

11

11

17 5

---,

7 1 43 3

,...
-.), 11 I 126 4

2 30 54 23 1 111

1

27

10

137

19

102

1 40 0

r, (0 1 3S8 10

Table of Means

Pretest

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

2 . 3 4 5 Total

!'re/est.

.1

7

S

1

1

21

Pootte*t

Qunllfled 3.331 3.458

ton-Q,ualified 3.378 3.477

Variable 5

14

12

28

8

95

0 it 10

Sc) I!

24 16 94
1:1

32 11 73 j

14 11 31 II

74 1 41

Availability of Supplies for Language Development

Qualified Home::
Posttest

2 3 4' 5

Pretest,

Total

20 161 3 3 6 48

2 10 281 16 7 11 72

Pretest 3-1 7 14 24 11 14 70

5 6 12 11 22 56

5 9 20 14 47 92

Pc) :7i:I
44 73 75 46 100 338

non-Qualified Homes .Pretest
Posttest

1 2 3 4

6 1 1 3

S 15

6

4

S

8

21

9

4

10

4

17 35

10

49

12__
31

Total

16

4 h10 2

19 59 h

Y19

58 87 il

109 241
...i

Table of Xeans

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.213 3.251 ---]

3,747non-Qualified 3,568



HER Results (Continued) Center: Community k9

Variable

1

2

6 t Learnii! Opportunities Outside the Home

Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4

Pretest

Totztl

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 -2 3 4 5

5

3

7 20 0 1 4 1

20 27 10 3 17 9 5 3

Pretest 3

1

21 .66 39 14 1.14 0 14 48 1S 10

9 21 12 71 0 3 15 23 11

5
.f.2.

Posttest Total

1

14

1

58

12

130

12

91

14 0
3.38 VI

0 _LI S

(.)0 65 4i5

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.142 3.28].

ion-:1.aalificd 3.407 3.502

Pretest

Tctal.

6

I. 36

.12

L._ -2,41 d

Variable 7 1

-

Materials for Learning in the Home

Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

Preest

Totza-

non-- Qualified Holes
Posttest

1 2 3

3 3 4 1S 0 2 4 0 1

2 6 22 28 12 71 2 15 10 7 3

Pretest 3 3 16 62 38 9 1 2 11 .19 27

4 0 5 2] 42 1 S 83 1 20 3o 17

5 0 8 10 17 0
. 12 12

i)();; t

,

..1.c 4, .1 1
12 53 122 106 .15 338 30 91 76 39

Pretest

Total.

7

37

95 I!

33 II

241 11

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified. 3.154 3.3.52

non-Qualified 3.348 3.473



Protest

Posttest To

Center: Conhunity n9

'ER Results(Cnntinued)

Variable 8 g Rendinq Press

1

2

lified oesQua Hm
Posttest

1 2 3 14 5

P re tes t

Total

non-Qualified liollcs
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

P etest

Total

49

17

23

43

8 4 6 90---- 17 12 5 6 11 4 1II

18 SO 12

2

19

6

l'
11

4 II IS3 11
8 19

____

IS 100

3

1+

7 1 0 8 3 3 3 1 1 7 IL 17 I.1

S 11__7J7
7 1

)7

S

9 :11)11 20 9 25 13 78

5

al

2

86

10

106

1

34

13

64

13

18

39 1
-__

12
____...=.

27

I 30 11

43 87 1, 27 56

=.-...--_,.-,-,n
338

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.633 2.651

ton-:-.:aalificd 2,683 2.738

,O&M. Oft Om,

Varlable 9 i Trust in School

qualified
Posttest

Pretest non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

2: 3 4 5 Total. 1. 2 3

2

Pretes-l-z. 3
14.

rz,

I'osj1.cst.

--

0

0

3.1 22

0 4

16

.5

31 29

17 42 35

. 17 22 90

SO 100 j 160

1

20'

86

98

0 0

(1 2

3

1 .1

26

17

19 16

9 24

4 .5

0

Pretest.

Total

133

. 338

/!eansTable of

Pretest

4 11

13 60

19 7S
.

1 I 0....----
1

45 H? 211

Posttest

QUA 11 ficd 4 , 012 4,178

non-Qua 131 i el.1 1 . o : j 4 , 091
.,
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Center: Community #A

The Nov I See My5:elf(NISM)-Parent Educators ( N a 20 )

The HISMmeasures four f=tors related to self-concepts
1) Interpersonal Adeetlacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretamt)

Factor

2

Pre

Post

t

4

54.80 37.85 16.00 18.85

7.53 5.29 3.57 4.09

54.05 37.15 15.35 19.45

7.79 5.66 3,63 :i.Y)

<0.71 <1.03 <2.67* 0.98

*P < .05

The. Social Reaction
Inventory(EP:I)-Pa.rent Educators ( N = 20 )

The SRI Measures the extert to which a persOn reports feelings afcontrol over-the events in his life, with lower scores indicatingstronger feelings of internal control:

Means, Standard DeviationsvantIt-Test of .Difference(Posttest-Pretest).

Pretest Posttest

X 5.20 6.65 2.49*

s 4.55 4.82
/1

./
*P < .05



Center: Community #A

The I Feel, Ve Fee1(IFMF)-Chilriren

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)

for.Qualified Children (N . 143 )

Post

t

1

Factor

3 5

62.21-1 51.83 39.69 60.50 46.53
9.43 8.06 6.59 9.99 7.37

64.01 52.81 40.45 61.57 48.01

7.42 6.60 5.52 8.73 5.82

1.95 1.39 1.36 1.22 2.47*

*P <.05

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests- of Differences(Posttest-Pretest)
for non-Qualified Children ( N = 126')

7
Pre

Post

t

1 2

Factor

.3

64.00 52.43 40.08 61.73 47.59

7.97 7.00
( 5.58 9.12 6.33

62.93 52.13 39.69 60.93 46.86

9.12 7.77 6.87 9.59 6.25

<1.28 <0.44 <0.63 <0.86 <1.19
...,



Center: CoMmunity #A

The Home Environment Review (HER),

Note: The HER.measures nine dimensiams cEnvironmental Processes) of the

homes pezticipating in the FEvrida Parent Education Program. The

results -for each variable are Eitsented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are present-ed in terms of the frequency distributions

of posttest ratings one distrLbutaon for each possible pretest rating.

For each '31ariable, a table-of means is als :o presented:

Variable 1: 1-1.p.2,=ations for .Childis 'Schooling

Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 .4 5

Pretest

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

TotalI 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 .0 1 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 .0

Pretest 3 0 0 1 0 0 1. 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 97 3 10.0 0 0 0 30 10 40

5 0 0 0 13 13 0 0 0 42 50

Posttest

Total 0 0 2 97 16 115 0 0 0 38 52 90

qualified

Non-Qualified

Table of Means

"Pretest Posttest

4.078 4.122

4.556 4.578



HER Results(Continued)
Center: Community YA

Variable

1

2 : Awareness of Child's Develonmem.t

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretc.st.

Total

-1ualified
Posttest .

1 2 3 4 5

1 11 0

2 2 3 3 4 3 15 0 4 0

Pretest 6 2 44 11 2 65 "0 7 14 10

0 0 5 2 3 10 0.
0 3 5

1 3 6 1 3 14 '0 , 5 4 26

Posttest Total 15 9 61 18 12 115 , 1 7J, 17 44

Qualified

non-Zualifled

Table of Means

Pretest Postteat

MVO

3.026
1

4.133

MID

Variable 3 ,.. Rewards for Intellectual Attai.17

Pretest

Total

32

8

36

Pretest

1.

PostteAt

2 3 4

Pretest

Total

,ualified Hones
Posttest

1 a 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

3 0 0 10 I 2 0 0 2

2 o. 4 1 '0 1 . 6 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 1 1 2

4
2 6 4 39 18 69 1 0 (o 38 21 60

5 0 0 0 .3 24 27 0 0 0 8 15 23

PoilTei i;ItaTi"
10 6 115 3 0 0 149 38 90

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.843 4.035

non-Qualified 4.067 4.322



Posit

HER Results(Continued) Center: Community #A

Variable 4 : Press for Language Development

1

Qualified.Hcmes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-QL:alified Ror:lesi

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

-T

Pretest

Tot,a1

3 3 1 0 0 7 1 11

2 2 18 3 0 0 23 :0 2 3 5 0 f 10 I

Pretest 3
7 6 27 12 4 -56_ 0 16 14 5 36 11

2 1 12 10 3 28 0 7 24 8 40 1

est Total

0

14

0

28

L_____
0

43

1 1 0 1 '2 :c
1

1 2 27 44 15 90 ji23 7 115 2

Tableof Means.

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.939 2.835

ionNalified 3.378 3.756

Variable 5 : Availability of. Supplies for Language

1

2

Pretest 3

4

5

Posttest Total

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qtalified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

12 3 1 0 1 17 1 1 0 4 5

3 17 4 2 2 28 I 0 1 0 0 1 2 1

0 2 4 4 10 20 0 2 4 9 15

1 3 5 3 11 23 1

0

0

1

1

1

6

5

13

40

21

470 1 3 2 21 27

16 26 17 11 45 115 2 2 8 15 63 90

Table of tears

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.130 3.374

non-Qualified 4.144 4.500



Postt

HER P,esults (Continued)

Variable 6 :

Center: Community #A

Learning Opportunities Outside the Home

1

Qualified HC7S23

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

!

i 2 ,.,.,! '-

0 II

2 1 4 9. 0 0 I 14 3 2 1
7 L

Pretest 3 3 6 39 8 2
I

58 0 0 12 11 4
1-
-/

4 0 0 11 17 4 .)
.)- 0

w
0 10 13 13 36

5 0

6

0

10

1

60

4 4 9 0 0 1' 6 13 20

0 1 26 32 31

__ ,--

90 d29 10 115est Total

Qualified

non-ualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

3.278 3.235

3.767 4.033

Variable 7 : Materials for Learning in the Home

1

Qualified Home:
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

0 0 0 0 1 0

2 0 9 7 4 0 20 0 1 2 1 4

Pretest 3 0 7 26 8 4 45 0 0 6 13 3 22

4 0 0 7 26 12 45 0 0 10 27 13 s o

5 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 5 9 14

Posttest Total
0 17 40 40 18 115 0 1 18 46 25 90

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.269 3.513

non-Qualified
3.822 4.056



Postt

HER ResUlts(Continued)

Variable 8 : Reading Press

Center: Community #A

. 1

Qualified Homes
/ Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

-
Pretest

Total

non-C:,,lified Homes
Posttest

1. 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

18 2 4 0 28 0 2 1

25 F
2' 3 21 2 2 0 28 1 7 3 9 5

Pretest 3
2 3 13 0 0 18 1 2 1 3 0 1 7 ii

4 1 6
3 25 2 37

,--

0 . 3 1 28 7 -i il

5 0
_,

24

0 1 1 4 0 2 0 4 11 1 17 d

34 21 32 4 115 I 2 16 5 44 23 .90 d

...,

est T otal

Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

2.661 2.635

non-C:ualified 3.489 3.778

MB.

Variable 9 :
Trust in School

IMO

1

Qualified Home;
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

0 0 1 0 1

6

0 0

0

n C

0

0

0

2 0 0 3 0

Pretest 3 0 0 14 6 23 0 4 7
4 0 0 10 20 14 44 0 1 11 19
5 0 0 3 10 28 41 0 0 1 5

20

35

6-1-1

Posttest
0 0 31 39 45 115 0 1

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 4.026 4.122

non-Qualified 4.267 4.567

Pretest

Total

0

1

15

33

41

90 11
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Center: Community =.13

The I F:,e1, Fr(TPIT)-CUldren

The IFMF measures five fcctors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adecuacy 3) Teach^r-School

2) Peer 4) Academic

5) Physical

Y.eans, Stan:lard Deviation's, and t-Tests of Differences(Pcsttest-Pretest)

Y.

Pre

Post

t

for Qualified Children

1

Factor

2 3

N = 546 )

4 5

62.37 51.31 40.00 60.60 46.63
9.07 7,47 5.79 9.32 6.75

64.55 52.88 41.49 62.94 48.37

8.14 6.71 4.94 8.65 5.68

4.90* 4.18* 5.07* 5.09* 5.29*

*p < 105
--

Means, Standard Devi0-ions, and of DfferensU-tte-retesst t)

for non-Q,_Ialified Children ( N =

Factor

2 5

Pre
X

F,

Pcst
R

s

t



Center:

The How I o y:71f(HIS)-Parent,Educatcrs-( N .s 18 )

Community tlE.

The F.In mGasures four factors related to self-conec-ot:

1) interperconl 4eltuacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Nale-- School 4) Competence

Neans, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Festtest-Pretest)

Factor

2

.5;

Pre

Post

t

3

61.94 40.94 20.17 19.56

6.59 7.08 3.20 3.97

63.22 42.17 20.17 20.78

7.60 .6.81 3.90 4.35

0.64 0.88 0.0 1.79 ,

Tho Social Rnetion Invyntorv(FRI)-Parent Eduoators ( N - 19 )

The SRI reasures the extent to which a person rercrts feelings of
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating
stronger feelings of internal control,

Means, Standard. Deviations, and t-Test of Difforence(Posttost-Pretes)

Pretest Posttest

5.84 5.95 0.20

3.67 4.36 /



Center: Community #B

The Home Environment Review (HER)

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the

homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The

results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions

posttest ratings, one distriLion for each possible pretest rating.

For each variable, a table of means is also presented.

Variable 1: ,Expectations for Child's Schooling

1

Qualified Homes

Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

Non-Qualified Homes

Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total
1 1 0 0 2 1 4

2 0 0 C) 1 0 1

Pretest 3 0 0 1 3 0 4

4 3 0 2 198 95 298

5 1 0 0 57 189 247
I

Posttest
Total 5 0 3 261 285 554

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

4.41 4.48



Center: Community =8
HER Results (Continued)

Variable 2 : Awareness of Child's Development

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

3 10 2 8

2 3 17 15 3 15 53

Pretest 9 28 156 23 62 278

2 13 27 11 20 73

5 2

18

5 48 9 68 132

Posttest Total 66 256 48 166 554

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 . 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Totz..,1

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.45 3.50

ion-Qualified

so. Imo

.Variable 3 : Rewards for. Intellectual Attainment.

Pretest

Qualified Homes
Posttest

2 3 If 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 If

Pretest

Total

2 10. 24

2 0 1 4 9 15

2

3

0 1 12 10 25

6 37 94 193

5 4 4 60 226 297
Posttest Total

13 14 173 347 554

Table of Mean5

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 4.31 4.50

non-Qualified



Postt

HER Results(Continued)

Variable 4 t Pies Development

Center: Community tB

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified H=es
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total'

3 4 3 3 3 14

45

1
11

11
2 1 12 18 8 6

Pretest 3 9 9 64 46 33 161

.

I]

il
4 4 5 35 80 64 188

___

-

5- 2 6 25 36 75 144 !I

119 36 145 173
_7

181

=-

554 i -est Total

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.72 3.83

ion - Qualified

aft tNe

variable 5 Availability of Supplies for Language Development

21

2 16

Pretest 3 12

5

Posttest o,i
56

Qualified Home::
Posttest

2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4

9 11 9 56

13 3 5 17 59

13 9 19

3

44

17 18

28 25

93 73

46

31

185

288

119

Pretest

Total

4

72

248

554

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.72 -3.89

non-Qualified



HER Results(Continued).
Center: Community #8

Variable 6 1 Learning Opportunities Outside the Home

Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

1

2 2

Pretest 3 3

7

19

3

17

82

4

58

1

1

Posttest Total 9

3 42

5 30

34 174

46

8

42

58

8

Pretest

Total

6

38

204

150

156

non-Qualified Ho:.1r::,!

Posttest

1 2 3 4

144 193 554

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

: Qualified 3.74 3.86

ion -c

/NO

Variable 7

IWO 11

Materials for Learning in the Home

Qualified Home:
Posttest

3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Q,alified Hones
Posttest

1 2 3 4. 5

Pretest

Total

1 4 4 1 11

2

Pretest 3

4

2 23 31

3 15 61

0 5 31

14 15 85

53 39 171

54 68 158

5

Posttest To

0 3 17 42 67

6 50 144 164-1:190" 554

129

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 3.56 3.87

non-Qualified



Postt

HER Results(Continued)

Variable 8 : Reading Press

Center: Community #13

1

Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

non-Qualified Homes
Posttest

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

Total

43 33 15 17 11 119 11

2 26 66 ]2 39 27 170
1

1l.

Pretest 3 11 11 14 15 9 60 11

4 19 14 50 42 129

__
2

86

12 5 24 33 76

554145 122est Total 141 60

MOO

Table of Means

Pretest Posttest

Qualified 2.77 3.14

ton-Qualified

AS,

Variable 9

Protest

tee

Trust in School

Alb CND 11 IND

Qualified Homes
Posttest

3 4 5

0

Pretest

Total

3

non-Qualified Hones
Posttest

1 2 .3 4

Pretest

Total

2 0 7 2 4 16

3 58 23 47 132

17 18 58 93

. 5 2 40 39 229 310

PogIT6t-Total
9 122 83 339 554

Table of Means

-Pretest r Posttest

Qualified 4.25. 4.35

non-Qualified -
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appropriate response for all items except number four, which requires a

"no."

On every item except number four, the movement from pretest and

posttest is in the direction of increased parent knowledge of PAC and

knowledge of PAC functioning in accordance with the intent of the Follow

Through Guidelines. Item number four is an ambiguous one that reads "Is

the PAC meeting run by school people?" The meaning of the term "school
i

people" may have caused some problem to the parents in responc!ing.

Although the PRR results are certainly encouraging, a need was felt

to look at PAC activity as well as knowledge of-PAC-and a PAC activity

questionnaire was developed in the spring, 1972. Eight communities

responded to the-questionnaire (see Appendix G): Philadelphia, Yakima,

Richmond, Chattanooga, Jonesboro, Winnsboro, Tampa, and Lawrenceburg.

The following information was obtained for the 1971-72 school year and

represents averages computed across all eight communities:

1. The average number of city-wide PAC meetings during the school
year = 10.

2. The average number of parents attending each city-wide PAC
meeting = 58.

3. The average number of teachers and parent educators attending
each city-wide PAC meeting = 20.

4. The average number of mini-PACs (local school PACs) per community =
4 (not all communities have mini-PACs).

5. The average number of mini-PAC meetings during the school year
= 7.

6. The average number of parents attending each mini-PAC meeting =
16.

7. The average number of teachers and parent educators attending
each mini-PAC meeting = 18.
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8. The average number of city-wide PAC committees =-4.

9. The average number of tines that a city-wide PAC committee
meets during the school yer = 5.

10. The average number of people attending a city-wide PAC committee
meeting = 14.

11. The average number of mini-PAC committees per mini-PAC = 2.

12. The average number of times that a mjili-PAC ccmmittee meets
during the school year = 3.

33, The ilve 1:umber cf people attending a mini-PAC committee
meeting = 6.

14. The average number of home learning activities or tasks that
were written by parents (each PAC. has a curriculum or task
committee which may write as well as critique tasks) during
the 1971-72 school year = 121.

15. On the average, parents attending a PAC meeting were given an
agenda at the time of the meeting.

16. All eight Follow Through centers responding to the questionnaire
had PAC members, either acting individually or as a private
group, make contact with the school administration and/or the
school board during the 1971-72 school year.

While the PAC activity questionnaire leaves much to be desired and

while we have no data with which to compare the data obtained, our PACs

seem active and strong. At least these data can give us some basis

for setting PAC activity criteria in our,new criterion-referenced measure-

ment format.

Changes in Teachers and Parent Educators as a Team

In the Florida Model, teachers and parent educators form a team.

The teacher plans with parent educators for both the parent educator's

claSsroom and home visit activities. Since the parent educator must show

the mother how to teach a task to her child, the parent educator should

have the opportunity to engage in ciassroom instruction herself. The
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Aer should not only give the parent educzt= the opportunity to

teach but she should. show her how to teach, IToth in the classroom as

well as in the home.

The Taxonomy of Classroom Activities Q) is an

dhser-tional - designed to ,;sesT:. the .7.- ,giber of times that

teaccrs and parent educators engage in certain classroom activities

over a period of time. The observer looks at the behavior of the parent

educator and the teacher long enough. to dc.Ccflml'a what classroom activity

eneh : : ngagi.n an and checks it on the
. When such data

is collected over a period of time, it yields a picture of the amount

of time that teachers and parent educators arc' spending in housekeeping

activities, clerical ac:tivitia, actjvities .17.ofctte.d to classroom materials,

Tw:tIonal activities, and evaluation activities. Further, with regard

to instructional activities, it indicates several kinds of instructional

activities that teachers and parent educators engage in.

Table XXXII summarizes TCA data collected in six of our Follow

Through communities (Jontql)..:. Chattanooga, Lawrenceburg,

E;,,Tx5ton, Aacthua) at four different points in time.

These data indicate that teachers ,,e:rnsing parent educators to

engage in classroom instruction. The educators seem to be

spending about half as much time in instanartional activities as teachers.

Further, parent educators seem to be engaging in the same kinds of

instructional activities as teachers except for time. spent teaching

the whole class.

The Parent Education Cycle Evaluation (PECE) has already been

described in the Evaluation Procedures Section of this report. During
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TABLE XXXII

Taxonomy of Classroom Activities

Percentage of time spent in certain classroom activities by teachers
and parent educators at four point-time samples in six communities

1971-72

Teacher Parent Educator

Housekeeping Activities 17% 12%

Clerical Activities 4% 4%

Activities related to
Classroom Materials <1% <1%

Instructional Activities 59% 28%

Evaluation Activities 1% 2%

Other 18% 53%

Percentage of time spent in certain types of instructional activities

Tutors Individual 3% 3%

Organizes Play Activity 2% 1%

reaches Total Group 25% 4%

Teaches Small Groups 24% 17%

Disciplines 2% <1%

Organizes Group for Instruction 1% 1%
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1971-72 we were able to use only the RCS portion of the instrument with

videotapes of the home visit cycle from two communities (Tampa and Houston).

The PECE was used to analyze the way in which the teacher taught the

task to the parent educator during the home visit planning session and

also to analyze the way in which the parent educator then taught the

task to the mother during the home visit. Later, we intend to analyze

the way in which the mother teaches the task to the child.

Our primary interest was in using the RCS categories that relate

to the Seven Desirable Teaching Behaviors (DTBs) either directly or

indirectly. We, therefore, did a pretest (December) and posttest (May)

analysis of teacher and parent educator teaching behavior on videotape

using the following RCS categories:

1. Percentage of praising and accepting which relate to our DTB
that reads "Praise the learner when he does well or even takes
small steps in the right direction. Let the learner know when
he is wrong, but do so in a positive or neutral manner."

2. Percentage of open questions which related to two of our DTBs
that read "Ask questions that have more than one correct answer."
"Elicit more than one-word answers from the learner; encouragethe learner to enlarge upon response and use complete sentences."

3. Percentage of closed questions which was examined so that an
analysis could be made of total questioning behavior.

4. Percentage of lecturing.

S. Percentage of directing.

The last two categories of behavior were included so that we could

examine whether they increased or decreased. It was our hope that

they would decrease. Table XXXIII presents the results of amt test

between pre and post teaching behaviors of both teachers and parent

educators.
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TABLE XXXIII

1971-72 Data Summary for Parent Education Cycle Evaluation
Across Two Communities

Teachers (N = 11)

RCS Category Pre :k Post 3:

% Praises & Accepts 9.8 18.8 3.77 <.01

% Closed Questions 5.3 10.5 3.83 <.01

%Open Questions 6.1 10.6 3.18 <.01

%Lectures 45.7 23.7 5.11 . <.01

%Directs 23.9 16.4 1.95 <.05

Parent Educators (N = 9)

% Praises F Accepts 11.0 16.8 3.14 <.01

% Closed Questions 8.5 9.3 0.53 N.S.

% Open Questions 4.3 9.7 3.79 <.01

% Lectures 48.7 28.7 7.70 -<.01

% Directs 22.4 15.0 2.27 <.05
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The results indicate that 'in every category but one (closed questions)

there was significant change in the expected direction: lecturing and

directing decreased while praising and accepting increased. Both teachers

and parent educators began to ask more open -questions but the number of

closed questions that the parent educators asked did not change while it

increased for the teachers.

One interpretation might be that the parent, educators tend to imitate

the teaching behavior of the teacher who serves as a model. They apparently

imitated the teacher., every. respect but one; namely, asking significant'

more closed questions. However, at the time the pre-data was gathered

the parent educators were already asking a much larger percentage of

closed questions than were the teachers. Thus, the main change was in

the direction of the "new" teaching behaviors that the teacher modeled.

These finds are in the right direction and raise our hopes that the

parent's teaching behavior will change in similar directions. Further,

the PECE seems to have proven its value as a research tool.

.Individualization of Instruction ThrouEh Tasks

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR)-, which is filled out by

the parent educator after each home visit, serves as a monitoring

instrument (process report) throughout the year and also yields considerable

program data. One kind of data that it yields is the extent to which,

we are achieving our goal of individualizing
instruction through tasks.

One way that Uis can be done is by dividing the number of home visits

during which tasks were presented. by the number of different tasks that

were presented. For example, during 1970-71 it was found that each task
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was used 11.58 times.. If the average classroom has thirty pupils and,

therefore, represents, thirty homes, this means that each task went

into a little over 1/3 of the homes. Table XXXIV presents the average

use of a home learning task data for 1971-72 both by communities and

the total across all communities.

At first glance the data see to indicate that the amount of individual- _

ization of tasks has decreased tremendously. In qualified homes each

task seems to'be going into 25 out of 30 homes and in non-qualified

homes seems to be going into 14 out of 30. However, certain changes

have occurred in the program ,:hat will make it necessary to do further

PEWR analyses before that conclusion can be accepted.

First, as a result of our production of "model tasks" through our

resealch and development Follow Through project in Gainesville, and due

to the exchange of tasks between communities and the production of a con-

siderable.number of local community tasks, a sizable "task library"

has developed in each community and is accessible to all Follow Through

teachers. Such sharing of tasks is facilitated by the task specialists in

each community. Thus, it may. appear that the average use of a task has

increased because the use of the same task has been spread over several

classrooms.

For example, four teachers might now be sending the same task into

eleven of their homes, which. would be equivalent to the 1970.-71 finding

by classroom, but would increase. the average use of a task when divided

into the number of home visits. Further analyses, by classroom, are now

underway. If it turns out that individualization has suffered, we will

have to place even greater emphasis on thorough and individualized teacher-
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TABLE XXXIV

.1971-72 Average Use of a Home Learning Task

Qualified Homes

Center 14Tasks Taught/FTifferent Tasks

Lawrenceburg, Indiana 2431/144 = 16.88

Houston, Texas 13896/401 = 34.65

Alachua County, Gainesville, Florida 2360/206 = 11.46

Richmond, Virginia 11193/822 = 13.62

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 8811/297 = 29.67

Jonesboro, Arkansas 7088/112 = 63.29

Yakima, Washington 12919/188.= 68.72

Jacksonville, Florida 8576/592 = 14.49

Lac du Flambeau, Wisconsin 3919/286 .= 13.70

Tampa, Florida 4317/268 = 16.11

Winnsboro, South Carolina 10706/269 = 39.80

Chattanooga, Tennessee 9953/235 = 42.35

TOTAL 96169/3820 = 25.18

Non-Qualified Homes

Lawrenceburg, Indiana 1807/144 = 12.55

AlaChua County, Gainesville, Florida 4368/222 = 19.68

Richmond, Virginia 1935/364 = 5.32

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 797/152 = 5.24

Jonesboro, Arkansas. 2811/102 = 27.56

Yakima, Washington 4635/166 = 27.92
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TABLE XXXIV CoW.t

Non-Qualified Hors

Center #Tasks Taught/#Different Tasks

Jacksonville, Florida 3998/518 = 7.72.

Tampa, Florida 2984/235 = 12.70'

Winnsboro, South Carolina 245/93 =

Chattanooga, Tennessee 6868/158 - 13:47

TOTAL 30448/2154 = 14.14
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parent educator planning before home-visits.

Other Parent Educator'Weekly Report Data

Three additional sets of data are available from the PEWR: (1)

parent reaction to tasks; (2) home-school relations; and, (3) general

information. During the 1971 -72 school year 110,069 home visits were

successfully made to 6,184 different. qualified homes in the program.

In addition, 34,503 home visits were successfully made to 2,470 non-

qualified homes. These data in themselves represent a considerable.

amount of home-school contact.

Parent Reaction to Tasks

The PEWR serves as "field test" data for taskS since parents are

asked to express their opinion in 'several ways about how they feel about

the last 'task that was brought into the home. Table XXXV summarizes

the data reported.

The data seem to clearly indicate that the 1971-72 tasks were well

received by.the parents. Most parents felt that their children were

interested in the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most of the

parents also felt that the tasks are important and that their level of

difficulty was "just right" for their child. Further, .most parents

spent under one hour teaching the task to their child although many

spent between one and two hours. This does not include the amount of

time that the child might have spent working on the task after it'was

taught to 'him.

Home-School Relationships

The strengthening of home-school relationships is basic to the
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TABLE XXXV

PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks
Across Twelve Communities

Interest

Type of
Home High Mild Disinterested

Not.

Asked
Not

Given

Qualified
Non-Qualified

55,291
17,921

22,577

6,231
938

364
1,747

489

938
252

Success

Type of Not Not
Home High Mild Not Successful Asked Given

Qualified 51,146 26,013 1,460 '1,861 934
Non-Qualified 16,894 7,088 467 559 248

Importance

Type of Some No Not Not
Home Important Importance Importance Asked Given

Qualified 60,587 16,881 222 2,917 816
Non-Qualified 19,270 4,873 84 822 204

Type of
Home

Too

Difficult

Difficulty

Too
Easy

Not

Asked
Not
Given

Just

Right

Qualified 4,305 68,598 1,800 4,985 1,655
Non-Qualified 1,436 21,386 796 1,211 408

Time Spent

Type of Over 3 2 to 3 1 to. 2 Under I Not Not
Home Hours Hours Hours Hour Asked Given

Qualified 5,761 8,1.43 22,080 32,858 9,447 3,187
Non-Qualified 1,919 2,366 7,314 10,164 2,748 743



Page 48

Florida Model. Among our goals in this area are those of getting, parents

to visit the school, work in the classroom, attend parent group meetings;

and attend PAC meetings. Since our model relies very heavily upon the

parent educator to help facilitate such parent involvement, careful

planning with the teacher before the home visit seems essential to the

attainment of our goals.

Table XXXVI summarizes the 1971-72 PEWR data in the area of home-

school relations. In general these data are difficult to interpret in

the absence of comparison data. For example, while only 1/4 of the

qualified and 1/3 of the non-qualified parents visited the school in spite

of plans being made for a larger percentage to do so, how does this compare

to the number of non-Follow Through parents that visited the school each

week, especially when visiting is defined as more than just. carrying a child

to schoOl and picking him up? Although 7% of the qualified parents and

10% of the non-qualified worked in the classroom, how does this compare

to other parents? Do more than 10% of non-Follow Through parents

attend parent group meetings at school? However, the fact that 15% of

the qualified and 10% of the non-qualified parents attended the last

PAC meeting does indicate that more work needs to be done in this area.

Although the percentage of PAC attendance may exceed that of typical

school.parent groups, our strong emphasis on PAC causes us to have some

concern that the percentage of attendance is not higher. This is.

especially true in light of the data that indicates that parent educators

do seem to be informing parents of PAC meetings and discuss PAC meetings

with them often.

Finally, while most teachers and parent educators are spending less
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TABLE XXXVI

PBWR L _a on Home-School Relations

Across Twelve Communities

Time Planning Visit

Type of Under 30 45 One NO
Jicome 15/min Minutes Minutes Hour Planning

Qualified 49,305 33,221 4,217 6;469 8,073
Non-Qualified 19,734 7,479 1,049 1,528. 2,151

Visit the School

Type of _PE Does
Home Yes No Not Know

Qualified i/ 24,437 78,368 4,004
Non-Qualified 8,849 23,632 1,148

Work in Classroom

Type of PE Does
Home Yes No Not Know

Qualified 7,579 97,306 2;130
Non-Qualified 3,224.' 29,853 662

Attend Parent Group

Type of PE Does
Home Yes No Not Know

Qualified 10,125 88,262 8,509
Non-idified 3,032

Type of
Home Yes

28,121 2,519

Attend PAC Meeting

PE Does

Not Know

Qualified 14,510 81,610 10,660
Non-Qualified 3,203 27,576 2,866
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Home

TABLE XXXVI Con't

Discuss PAC Meeting

Yes

Page 48B

No

Qualified 48,226 58,416.
Non-Qualified 11,602 22,010

Inform of PAC Meeting

Type of
Home , Yes No

Qualified 62,588 44,562
Non-Qualified 16,426 17,317

Type of
Home

Plans for School Visit

Yes

Qualified

Non-Qualified
68,169 .

18,863

No

38,937

14,886
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than 15 minutes planning for each home visit, many others are spending

far more time in planning. It should also be remembered that the amount

of time refers to the time spent actually planning for a particular

visit while the parent educator is likely to have 14 to.15 such visits

to make. each week. Nevertheless, there would appear to be a need for

us to show teachers and parent educators how to find as well as use

planning time next year.

General Information

Certain other information picked up by the PEWR are summarized

in Table XXXVII. The data on the discussion of the comprehensive

services should be interpreted in light of the fact that parent educators

do not generally initiate discussions of the comprehensive services but

respond when the parent seeks information or makes some kind'of a

request. Sometimes, however, a parent educator will initiate such a

discussion if. she Spots a real need. Even then, however, she will

initiate action only at the parent's request. In view of these facts,

the comprehensive services data look good.

The data-on asking for and getting task suggestions do not look

quite so good, however. While almost half the time the parent educator

is asking the mother if she has any suggestions for tasks, the parent

educator has apparently not learned how to "pull tasks out of parents"

very effectively. This again, indicates a weakness that needs to be

worked on. For example, parent educators apparently need to be taught

how to ask the parent questions about why the parent has suggested a

particular task, what activities the child enjoys doing around the house

that the task can be tied into, what materials are available in the home
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TABLE XXXVII

PEWR Data on General Information
Across Twelve Communities.

Discuss Comprehensive Services?

Type of
Home Yes No

Qualified
Non-Qualjfied

Type of
Home Yes No

40,781 65,511
8,047 25,495

Ask for Task Suggestions?

Qualified 49,863 56,126
Non-Qualified 14,429 19,074

Given Task Suggestions?

Type of
Home Yes No

Qualified 4,548 101,679
Non-Qualified 1,624 32,034
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that can be used in teaching the task, how the mother thinks that the

task should be taught, etc.

Level of Income Differences

One goal of our Follow Through program is to serve all the children

in,our classroom irregardless of their socio-economic background. We

hope that our program is a viable one for all children and their parents.

Table XXXVIII presents certain PEWR data broken down into percentages

for both qualified and non-qualified homes. This data represents the

number of such homes visited by Fpbruary 28, 1972.

In general, the data indicate that, in homes which have been

successfully 7isited, the attitudes and behavior of parents is not

different as a function of income level. The only percentage which

is different is the one that would be expected: information about

comprehensive services. Even here, however, although they do not qualify-

for these services from Follow Through, half the non-qualified families

still receive some information about them.

Summary of PEAR Data

While certain weaknesses were revealed with regard to PAC attendance,

planning time, and getting task suggestions from parents, the 1971-72

PEIVR data generally indicate considerable strength in the program. Tasks

are being received extremely well by parents and at least modest success

can be claimed in the area of home-school relationships. In addition,

the program seems to be reaching all parents irregardless of income level.
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TABLE XXXVIII

PEV'R Data by Qualified vs Non-Qualified Families
Across Twelve Communities

Qualified
Item N %*

.

Non-Qualified
N %*

51. Parent Visit School 2,636 54 1,006 55
52. Work In Classroom 955 19 422 23
53. Attend Parent Group 1,349 27 513 28
54. Attend PAC 1,328 27 415 23
60. Discuss Comprehensive Services 3,550 72 935 51

-61. Ask for Task Suggestions 3,367 68 1,180 65
62. Given Task Suggestions 886 18 339 19

*90% of homes visited, not of total number.

33. Reaction:**
Interested 4,441 90 1,600 88
Neutral 1,340 27 414 23
Disinterested 134 3 50 3

36. Adapt Task:
No 3,597 73 1,297 71
By Discussion with Teacher 2,356 48 867 48
On PE Knowledge. 752 15 285 16
After Parent Suggestion 295 6 123 7

43. Child Success:
High 3,242 66 1,261 69
Mile. 2,533 52 872 48
Not 357 7 138 8
Not Asked/Not Given 645 13 190 10

44. Importance of Task:
Importance 3,557 72 1,324 73
Some 1,939 39 711 39
No 67 1 34 2
Not Asked/Not Given 791 16 241 13

'45. Difficulty:
Too Difficult 794 16 326 18
Just Right 3,840 78 1,382 76
Too-Easy 469 10 260 14
Not Asked/Not Given 1,221 25 389 21

47. Time Spent:
+ 2 hours 1,727 35 709 39
1-2 hours 2,008 41 782 43
Under 1. 2,620 53 948 52
Not Asked/Not Given 1,818 27 604 33

**Percentage may total more than 100; family could answer differently on different
home visits.
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Projected Goals and Procedures for 1972-73

It has already been pointed out that our evaluation proposal of

December, 1972, has moved us in a criterion-referenced direction as far

as our goals and evaluation procedures are concerned. During our summer,

1972, workshops we attempted to involve research and evaluation specialists

froM each of our communities in developing this proposal. During our

December, 1972, meeting we plan to involve PAC leadership as well as

regular Follow Through staff from our communities in further revising

our evaluation plans. We plan to continue to encourage each of.our

communities to assume more responsibility for evaluation.

We plan to increase our emphasis on each community becoming more

self-sufficient and moving ever closer to "severing the umbilical cord."

In our proliferation plans we have indicated our desire for our local

communities to become "demonstration sites" for new communities. Toward

this end we are currently developing inservice training materials to

assist them when the.y are "on their own" or in the business of training

others. Some modules covering various aspects of the model have already

been developed in the Alachua County R E D Project and others are under

way. Tentative role description statements of the Follow Through teachers',

parent educators'and principals' jobs have been developed and are being

revised (see Appendix R ): In Alachua County and Lawrenceburg attempts

have been made to convert the teacher and parent educator role descriptions

into "conference guides" which will serve as the bais for periodic self-

evaluation and teacher-parent educator evaluation conferences (see

Appendix S ). These instruments seem to hold considerable promise

for focusing teachers and parent educators on job performance and away



Page 52

from "personality clashes."

Another goal is to continue strengthening the task delivery system.

In order to do this we need to increase the amount. of time that the

teacher and parent educator spend together planning.for home visits and

building tasks. When they plan together we must get the teachers and

parent educators not only identifying the teaching behaviors appropriate

to each task, but must get the teacher to demonstrate them to the parent

educator: At the same time, the Florida staff plans to take a look at

the Seven Desirable Teaching Behaviors and see if we can identify new

ones and/or better organize the old ones.

In connection with the home visit, we plan to emphasize getting

parents to suggest more and better tasks for the parent educator to take

back to the teacher and task specialist. Parent educators must learn

how to draw ideas out of parents and get the parent to suggest the "what"

and "how" of the task as well as the task "idea."

Finally, we must continue to strengthen our PAC's in several ways.

First, we need to encourage each local community to let the PAC Personnel

Committee help interview Follow Through teachers as well as parent

educators. Second, each PAC should be encouraged to sit down with the

local school board, communicate with it often, and attend its meetings.

Third, we must be suxe that each PAC is carefully examining and "signing

off" on its community's proposal. Fourth, we must be certain that each

PAC has control of its own funds. Last, but not least, we must make

every .effort to get each PAC to emphasize its decision-making function

by generally building its yearly calendar of meetings around appropriate

PAC activities and tasks rather than a steady diet of "presentations
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from outsiders" and entertainment. With the certainty that one way or

the other Follow Through will be phasing out in a short while, we wish

to prepare our local communities to take over our training and evaluation

roles and our PAC's,to see to it that Follow Through survives in one form

or another.
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S CRITERIA

How Do You Know You.Have A Good Task?

When:

1. The learner
1
does a lot of talking like: he tells about things,

gives reasons, asks questions, tells you why, what, where, how.

2. The learner has fun doing it; there's a lot of interest and action.

3. The directions are clear enough that it can be taught.

4. You and the learner understand why you are doing it, what it's for.....o

5. It encourages the teacher to use a lot of ways to teach, and the
learner to try different ways to do it That is, it's not cut and
dried, but takes thitking and swinging with what happens.

6. If possible, home materials are used.

7. The learner knows he has learned something; he can see it right away
and feels good about it,

8, The learner is encouraged to think up new activities or things to do
which grow out of the task:

1
The learner, depending upon the setting, can be teacher, parent

educator, parent, uLiversity professor, or child. Each at some time is
in the learner role.

June 19, 1971

Institute for Development of Human ResourceS, College of Education; University
of Florida, Gainesville, Florida 32601
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INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES
College of Education
Project Follow Through

MEMORANDUM

rune 4, 1970

(Amended June 28, 1971)

TO: All Follow Through Liaison Officers and Consultants

FROM: Dr. Ira J. Gordon, Director

SUBJECT: The Role of the Consultant and the Utilization of Cons4.Z.ant
Trip Time

The consultant's main function is as an inservice educator in enabling

the community to implement the program. Some of his time will be taken up

with administrators but this should be confined to.a minimal amount, and

should be mostly when the consultant is also the liaison officer. to that

community.

1. Pre aration for Consultant's Visit The consultant should have a

conference with the liaison officer which should (a) a review of

information concerning the community which may -consist of letters, 'previous

trip reports and oral E3mmunication, (b) a statement of the present situation

as reflected in the HERs, PEWRs and, 'if this is a first or a second con-
.

sultant trip, the predata. This will be based upon the information that

liaison assistants will have provided to the liaison officers, (c) joint

viewing by the liaison officerjand the consultant of the home video tape

and the classroom video tape from the community. The suggestions to the

community for what to video tape in the classroom are in a separate memorandum.

-13-
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The central staff will have previewed this-tape and applied systematic

observation to it so that the liaison officer will be able to brief the

consultantas to particular points he wishes highlighted in the areas of

task development, teacherparent educator role relationships, instructional

procedures in teaching the mucher (task delivery), etc., (d) some discussion

by the liaison officer of what specific activities or goals he wishes

accomplished which may reflect some, communication he has received from

the community, but should reflect his own view of where the community stands.

2. The Corsultant Visit Each visit should have: (a) a meeting with

the PAC or a PAC committee for reporting to the PAC on what is happening

in the program, and hearing from the PAC about their concerns in the

implementation of the program. This meeting should be seen as educating

the PAC in Cie program and educating us in the needs, desires, aspirations

and perceptions of the6arenrs. It should mkt be a'confrontation" but a

dialogue and a cooperative meeting to enable the partnership to develop

fully, (b) at least a halfday workshop attended by all teachers and

parent educators (this has been stated in the Letters of Agreement that

the communities have signed) utilizing the video tape which has been

previewed in Gainesville and taken back by the consultant to focus on those

issues and con erns discussed in the conference with the liaison officer.

This may mean a workshop on teacl rparent educator' relationhips or on

task development, on any other issue revealed by the video tape, (c) at

least half of the visit time should be in the plannirighoMe visitreport

-cycle. That if the meeting with the PA1C takes a miming and the

workshop takes an afternoon, the remaining consultant day should be spl_t

with half of it being spent on the cycle. If the PAC meeting is scheduled
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in the evening be. 1e, first and second days, then more tic:ie can be

spent in the home visit cycle. It is central that consultants observe as

many cycles as possible because this reinforces in both the parents'

minds and the schools' minds that this is the central thrust of the model.

At the completion of the planning phase of the cycle, the teacher and

the consultant should independently complete the conference check sheet

and this can then become a guide for discussion of the planning session.

At the completion of each home visit, the consultant and the parent

educator should independently complete the PEWR and should then have a

briefing session in which the consultant can hiiy7ight some of the issues

such as adequate instruction of the mother, and adequate demonstration

by the mother that she understands the task. There should be'a briefing

session with the teacher as well as the parent educator upon the completion
-,

of the home visit, to be sure that the teacher finds out what happened,

and for the consultant to see the manner in which the parent educator

reports to the teacher, using the PEWR as a reporting device. During the

classroom visit (in conjunction with the planning and reporting) the

consultant should observe the teacher-parent educator role relationships

and, if at all possible, see the means used by the teacher and her parent

educators in creating tasks from the classroom curriculum and activities.

This visit should not be d for commenting upon curriculum or classroom

manarl, discipline, the use of learning centers. It

should focus on: (' relationships, (2) task development. In the

latter it may very well includo some teaching or highlighting the use of

observation for task development,
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If we expect our teachers and parent educators to become oriented

to observation, then we must demonstrate by modeling behavior that we are

oriented to observation and use it as feedback. The PER will serve as

an observation schedule on the home visit; the conference schedule as an

observation of planning.

Individual communities may wish to use a particular visit to high

light a special need, or may plan fewer visits of longer duration, or

request a team of consultants. plans for such activities are at the

discretion of the community and the Institute's liaison officer. The

visit described above is the basic pattern; adjustments are always a

matter of planning and communication between the community and the Institute.

The aim is to implement the,program; the means are adjustable within the

general limits of the model.

In order to strengthen the PAC, consultant service by a former PAC'

chairman,. James Bracey of Richmond, Virginia, is available without

charge at the request of the local community. His duties are listed in

Ap.pendi-

3. Consu3tant Trip Report' (a) Upon returning tc .Gainesville, the

consultant writes a detailed trip report including his comments upon the

meeting with the PAC, the content anu effectiveness of the inservice

workshop, comments about problems in homevisits or in classroom, referem:e:

by name to teachers and parent educators who seem to be doing an outstanding

job. This report should be typed by the Follow Through secretary so that

the liaison officer automatically receives a copy of it,'the consultant

receives a copy for his files, and a copy remains in the Follow Through file

for the community. '(b) Based upon that trip report, the liaison officer
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will then.write a letter to the community, highlighting whatever portions

of the report he feels are es3ential. In no way should the consultant write

a substantive report to the community directly. His report is rendered to

the liaison officer. The community should receive only one substantive

letter and that from the liaison officer. If the consultant wishes to

write-a nersonal-type thank you note to the coordinator, in glittering

generalities about how much he enjoyed the visit, then he may do this although

I would suggest it is not necessary, but he sho;...id not report to the

"coordinator in writing. The liaison officer has the responsibility for a

written communication after each consultant trip report to that community.

In that written communication he may indicate what he would hope they would

do for the next Video-taping session, or ask for other kinds of information,

or report to them about the people who seem to be doing rather well. Either

as a part of this letter, or as a separate communication, the community

should receive a report on its activities based upon the tasks it has sent

to Florida, the PEWR data and any other evaluation materials received in

the Institute. This report will be developed by the central staff, but

will be sent by the liaison officer. All Written communications to the

community are sent by or through the liaison officer.
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Guide to AccoMpany
OVERVIEW OF THE R0 71E VISIT CYCLE MODULE

by
Gordon E. Green,qood

Instructions: Follo'! along with the viede-tane by reading the material below as
it appears on the tape.

Objectives of Module:

1. Learner can list, in order, the three steps involved in the home visitcycle.

2. Learner can describe the four activities involved in the first step ofthe home visit cycle.

3, Learner can describe the three activities involved in the second stepof the home visit cycle.

4. Learner can describe the third step of the home visit cycle.

The Florida Follow Through yodel is one of several federally-funded experi-

mental programs that attempts to change the kind .of educational experience that

children from lOw-income backgrounds receive during their first four years (K-3)

of schooling.

In the Florida Model, the emphasis .is on changing tile; kind of educational

exnerience that the child receives at home as well as at school. Two adults,

usually mothers from low-income backgrounds, are trained to work in the class-

room with the teacher as a team. These adults, called "parent educators'', also

visit the hoMes of the children in the classroom weekly in order to teach an

enrichmpnt type learning activity called a ''task" to the child's mother, who

later teaches it to the child.

Before the parent educator makes a home visit, she plans for the visit with

the teacher and assists her in preparing the task that is taken into the home.

The next week the parent educator helps the mother evaluate the effect of last

week's task on the child and brings in a new task. Information that the parent

educator receives during the home visit is then fed into the next teacher-parent
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educator planning conference. Thus, a definite cycle of events is involved in
making home visits.

Each home visit can be broken down into a cycle of three steps: (1) the
teacher and parent educator plan for the home visit; (2) the parent educator

makes the home visit; (3) the mother later teaches the task_to the child. The
cycle then begins again as the teacher and parent educator evaluate the. last

home visit and plan for the next one. Now let's examne each of the three steps,
one at a time, and break

each down into the activities that are involved.

First, when the teacher and parent educator plan for a home visit, they

(a).review the last home visit and discuss any problems that the parent educator
may have encountered

(especially useful in this process is an instrument called
the Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) that the parent educatorfills out after
each home visit); (b) select and/or build the next task that is to be taken' into
the child's home. The teacher then (c) teaches and demonstrates tLe task to the
parent educator in the same manner that she desires the parent educator to teach
it to the mother. This is followed by (d) the parent educator teaching the task
back to the teacher (who role-plays the mother). The teacher helps the parent

educator examine both her teaching methods and her understanding of the content
of the task.

Now let's watch a teacher and a parent educator as they plan fo a home
visit. Watch the video-tape

for examples of the four activities inv lved in the
firSt step of the home visit cycle.

The second step in the home visit cycle is for the parent educator to make'
the home visit and teach the task to the mother. In doing so, the parent
educator engages in the following

activities. (a) She obtains inforMatiOn from
the mother on how last week's task vent when the mother taught it to the child.
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(The parent educator also obtains certain home- school and general information

from the mother that is shown in this module:) (b) The parent educator

teaches and demonstrates this week's task to the mother in the same way that

she desires for the nether to teach it to the child. This is done by having

the mother role-play the-Child as the parent educator
teaches her the task.

(c) The mother then teaches the task back to the patent educator who role -plays
the child.

Now let's watch the parent educator as she makes her home visit. See if

she follows the plans that she and the teacher made earlier. Watch the video-

tape for examples of the three activities involved in the second step of the

home visit cycle.

The third ten in the home visit cycle, and one that the. teacher and parent
educator seldom get to observe directly, is the mother teaching the task to the
child. Watch now as the mother teaches the task to the child. See if the mother

seems to understand the task and teaches it in the manner that the parent educator
taught it to her. Watch the video-tape for an example of the third step of the
home visit cycle.

The home visit cycle begins all over again at the next
teacher-parent educator

planning conference when they evaluate the home visit that we saw earlier and plan

together for the next one. All the activities
involved in the home visit cycle are

repeated weekly since .% child's home is visited each week.

Now turn to the next page and, see if you are able to answer the questions that
you will find there. If not, please go back and view again those parts of the

module related to the questions that you are unable to answer.
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Evaluation: Please answer the following questions.

1. List, in order, the three steps involved in the home visit cycle.

(1)

(2)

(3)

2. Describe the four activities involved in the first step of the homevisit cycle.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

3. Describe the th.,ee activities involved in the second step of the homevisit

(I)

(2)

(3)

4. Describe the third step in the home visit cycle.
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Guide to Accompany
Teacher-Parent Educator Ho:Ile Visit Planning Conference

in ti.!

Florida Follow Through 1-f.;.gram Nodule
by.

Gordon E. Greenwood

Objective: Learner can describe the four, activities of the Teacher Parent
Educator home Visit Planning Conference

The Florida Fellow Through ilodel is one of several federally-funded

experimental programs that attempts to change the kind of educational

experience that children from lo'.:- income backgrounds receive during their

first four years (K-3) of schooling.

In the Florida 1odel, the emphasis is on changing the kind of educa-

tional experienc:e that tne child receives at home as well as at school. Two

adults, usually motners from low-income backgrounds, are trained to work in

the classroom with the teacher as a team. These. adults, called "parent

educators," visit the homes of the children in the classroom weekly in order

to teach an enrichment type learning activity called a "task" to the child's

mother, who later teaches it to the child.

At least.three 'kinds of planning between tne teacher and the parent

educator are essential for the parent educator to be able to effectively per-

form her classioom and home visit activities: (1) planning for home visits;

(2) building new tasks to be taken into the home; (3) planning for classroom

activities. All three kinds of planning are likely to require five hours or

ILDre of planning time per week. This module will focus only on the first

kind of planning: planning for a home

Four activities are involved when a teacher and a parent educator plan

for a home visit. They: (1) review the last home visit and discuss any

problems that tnO parent edUCator may have encountered (especially useful in.
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this process is an instrument called tle Parent Educator Weekly Deport (PE R)P

that the parent educator fills out after each home visit; the PEWR will be

discussed in detail in another module.); (2) select the next task that is to

be taken into tae child's home. Often the teacher and parent educator build

a new task, although that activity is not shown in this module. The teacher

then (3) teaches and demonstrates the task to the parent educator in the

same manner that she desires tao parent educator to teach it to the mother.

This' is followed by (4) the parent educator teaching the task back to the

teacher (who role-plays the mother). The teacher helps the parent educator

examine both her teaching methods and her understF.nding of the content of the

task.

Now let's watch a teacher and a parent educator as they plan for a

home visit.

The teacher and the parent educator will begin by reviewing the last

home visit and will discuss any problems that the parent educator may have

encountered in teaching the task to the mother. During the conference, the

teacher refers to the'Parent Educator Meekly Report (PZ1R) that the parent

educator, who is seated on the right of your screen, fills out after each home

visit.

The second thing that the teacher and the parent educator will do is

solect the next task that is to be taken into the .child's home. They will

attempt to select a task that is appropriate for the individual child.

After selecting an appropriate task, the teacher will teach and

demonstrate the task to the parent educator in the same manner that she

desires the parent educator to teach it to the mother.



A tile teacher shows the perc jit c ieic o how to teach the task to

tae mother, the t educator then teaches it bacL to the teacher who role-

pluys tae mother. In this way, the teacher can determine ti he parent

educator understands both the content of the task and the tea ang behaviors

that are appropriate iii teaching the content.

une day soon after the planning session, the parent educator will

visit nom, teacn the task to tne moth r

report back to the teacher how the home visit

will then be fed into the n

visiting that particular aomo.

Eva1uat

fill out PEW R, and briefly

All of this i formation

planning, session prior to the areiit educator

Oescr be the four activities involved Tit the teacher- parent
educator name visit planning conference.

2. Role -lay with anotne
for a home visit.

on tie activities involved in planning

kole-play a planning sessionagain, but this time video-tape the
performance and cm.pare it to the module tape.



APPENDIX D

Alachua County
Task No. 2080

Where People Live

Why? To allow the child to tall. about the different kinds f-housesthat people live.in. This activity will help the child know thatpeople in different places of the world live in different houses.

The attached sheets showing various houses.

1. Show the attached sheets to the child. Pause Alliw the childto look at all the houses.

2. Ask him: Suppose you were invited to visit one of thesehouses; which one would you like to stay in? Why?

Why do people live in mud houses?

4. Could you tell me why people live in stilt houses?

S. What two houses are the most alike?

6. Which two houses are the least alike, or most different? Howare they different?

7. Tell me about people
live in.igloos; in desert tents ; inhouseboats. What kinds of games do you think children play wholive in these houses? Praise the child for his answers.

8. Ask the child to select four houses he would like to live inand have him tell you why?

What then? Have the child look up in the school library for other thingsor about people who live in stilt houses, mud huts, desert tentsWhat else? and igloos. Have him compare/contrast
other things about theirlives.
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Why?

What?

APPENDIX D

BANKING

Alachua County
Task No.

This task will help your child gain knowledge in the preciseness of
banking and the importance of accuracy in simple arithmetic. It will
also help to give addition and subtraction practice.

1. Check blanks (4 -5)
2. Deposit blanks (3)
3. Paper money (j100)
4. Loose coins

Pen or pencil
6. Scratch paper
7. Check Record Sheet

(attached)

How? 1. Explain to the child that you are going to show him the proper way
to write checks and deposit slips. Give samples to the child. Begin
with the set of figures that follow for the first deposit slip and
the first check:

What then?
or

that else?

a. Give him $51.10 in money (gape
-the money and record the total on the deposit slip under
bills and coins.

b. Give him checks that you have written in advance to list
separately on the deposit slip.

c. Ask =him to total the figures, check ht 'elf,-and make his
deposit. (You can be the bank teller.

and coin). Have him count

2. Ask him:

Why do you think bills, checks and coins are listed separately?
Why do you think. an account number is needed at the top of
the slip?

Can you guess why a receipt of a deposit slip 3 always given
back to the depositor?

3. Show a sample blank check to the child. Point but each line of the
check.- Have your child fill out the check Say,"Can you tell why a.
date is necessary? Why-is the amount written in words and in numbers?
Why must you sign your checks the same way?"

1. Discuss the advantage and disadvantages of using a-checking account.

2. Have child-make out a deposit slip with entries of his own choice,
and write checks "on his bank account" to places of his choice. Keep
a record of deposit and checks to see that he doesn't overdraw.



Date
_hock
Number

CHEEK RECORD SHEET

ChecT: written to
Amount o
Deposit

Amount

Chock ,lance



Why?

APPENDIX D

Home Safety Check

Alachua County
Task No. 0254

Your child will have the opportunity to review with you some
basic principles of safety. He will have the opportunity to
help make his home safer.

What? Attached checklist pencil.

How? 1. Tell your child this will be an activity concerning safety
practices he has been discussing in school. Explain that
you will diScuss safety ideas first and then proceed through
the house and determine if your home is as safe as it could be.

2. Discuss home safety, using such clue. tions as:
What types of safety rules should we use in the kitchen?
What are some things we can do to prevent fires in our home?
What can be used to put out kitchen fires?
Why is electricity dangerous and how can we protect

ourselves from shocks?
!That safety rules should we keep in mind if we have young

children in our house?

3. Next, look at the checklist. Go over the topics listed.
Discuss the possibilities of accident, if some of the items
are not found to be safe in the house. Go with your child
.around the house and check the list. Can yoU think of any
more things to add to the check list? "hat things could you
'do to improve the safety of your home?

What else?

1. Create a plan for a family fire drill. Everyone should
know how to leave the house from each room they might be in

2.- Create a first aid kit for accidents that could happen.
(Use an empty shoe box.) Have the child explain to the
family the contents and use of the contents of the kit.



Kitchen

Pot holders avail
Pot handles -fur

Sharp knives ke
Spills wiped u
Towels and curt

to keep from
Fire extinguish
Cleaning fluid,

children

Bathroom

RYIE SAFETY LIST

ble

Alachua County
Task No. 0254
Page 2

Yes No

' ed inward on stove

pt separately in a safe place
immediately to avoid falling

ains far enough from stove
catching fire
er handy
poisons out reach ofcif smail

ter, radio or fan here to

arhed plainly

iais available

safe place
ing around

lace to allow air in
losion)

ds running under rugs
ric cords Min
appliances plugged into
et

e for wearing tennis shoes
ing machine (to avoid shock)
ic chain is attached to
in-pull ,,,,

No electric hea t
cause a shock

All medicines m
First aid mater

Garage

Sharp tools in
No oily rags ly
Gas can has a p

(to avoid exp

Electricity

No electric COT
No frayed elect
No more than 3

a double sock.
Precautions mad

around a wash
A cord or plast

any metal cha



APPENDIX D

Remembering

Why? This will help the child to relate objects w
positions to each other. Tt will also help
to cues which may help him with recall.

Iha.

Alachua County
Task No. 0521

their relative
child to attend

Any home materials (such as pencils, pens, books, rulers items
of interest to the child, etc.)

How? Start by placing 5 or 6 objects on a table in front of the
child. Allow him time to observe the objects. Now ask him
to close his eyes. While his eyes are closed rearrange the
objects.on the table. Have the child open his eyes and ask
him if he can arrange the objects the way they were before.
Give the child as much time as he needs.

2. As the child is rearranging the objects, ask him how he
knows where the object went -- what does he remember about
the original arrangement that has helped him to replace the
objects. if he does not arrange them correctly, show him
how they had been arranged and discuss possible cues he
might have used to remember. Repeat this'with the same
number of objects, but a different arrangement.

3. Incr shy number of items as he is able to replace
cat) gto ,f c)jects correctly.

ghat. then? 1. and your child may look thrlugh magazines and findor
.Then close .:he magazine and see howWhat else? much your mild can .tell vou about .:he picture and what

helped him remember= those things.

2. You may wish to have your child tell, you as much as he
Can about a movie, story, television program. etc. that you
have just seen or heard.



Why?

What?

APPENDIX U

What Did You Observe?

Alachua County
Task No. 0203

This activity is deigned to help the learner begin to group and classifyhis observations. 1.e will o become more observant.

T.V. or radio or newspaper or magazine, paper, pencil.

how? 1. Listen and/or #patch your child's favorite T.V. program or radiostation with him. When the program has ended both parent and childlist the different things they saw and/or heard on separate sheets ofpaper.

2. Read each other's
the items on your lis

ist and compare the items that you wrote. Discuss
that were different,

3._ Look at the items\on both lists. Are there some items that seem togo together or can be put together in a group? Praise. Can the itemsbe placed in the order as they appeared on the program? Which itemswould go in the beginning group, middle group, ending. group?

What then? 1. Change the Order of ents in the program and make a new program.or
What else? 2. . Repeat activity for other T.V,

programs, -agazino articles, radioprograms, etc.

3. Group and label the'v,_ ious T.V. programs you and your child watchover a two or three day period.



Why?

What?

How?

APPENDIX D

T.V. - SCIENCE - NON WALK

To help the child distinguish between situa
real and those that are not.

Magazine , -toy prehistoric animals or .ic u
pictures of astronauts.

ens or

ALACHUA COUNTY
Task No. 0442

thing that are

of prehistoric animals,

1. Watch a television program with your child and then discuss the
program. Ask your child what kind of program it was. Could what
happened in the pro2ram happen in real life situations? what might
have been a better or more realistic ending?

2. Show your child toy prehistoric animals or pictures of them (the
pictures may be drawn or cut from magazines). Ask him: "What is the
first thing you think of when you look at these animals? Did these
animals.really live here on earth? How long ago? Do they still exist?
How do you know?

3. Show your child pictures of astronauts or let him find some in
magazines. Talk about how astronauts dress. Ask him: "Do you think
that their space suit is really necessary? Why? That were some of
the things the astronauts did when they were on the moon? How does
this compare with stow you've read or seen in comic books or
movies?"

What then? 1. Watch and talk about a variety of television programs such as
or family shows, detective programs, movies, wildlife .shows, etc.

What else?

2. Talk about different things thdt you see, he or read abo-
Are these things-realistic?
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this study became more apparent. At the first Follo-

parent meetin-' PAC - Parent Advisory Committee) several

parents made comments or asked questions which indicated

that the Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) was not elic

ting valid evaluatory information on the progra. These

parents indicated that either the Parent Educator filled

out the form after the visit and without di- -ctly aski

their response, or that if she did ask -their reaction, they

felt that they should answer with what-the PE or program

administrators wanted to hear in order not to foul up the

program results cr hurt the Parent Educator's feelings.

II. Development of the Qucstionaire

Receiving its impetus from these two sources, the study

was begun when Dr. Gordon called upon tilrc 1 Burke and

myself to develop a questlonaire for this purpose and carry.

out a ramdom survey of parental responses to that qUestion-
i

aire. For the next several months Bill Burke worked out a

series of. about 4O question_ My Involvement was peripheral

at this time- consis ing of only a few short conversations

with Mr. Burke on what-should be included in the questions..

Then, at the beginning of Spring quarter, 1972, 1- met with

him to review the questions. At that time I made sev

suggestions for additional questions and together we threw

out several questions. Fir. Burke and I then net with Dr.

Gordon in order-to get his recommendations as to what needed..

to be done to complete. the.qucstionalre. These suggestions



Introduction--

PARENTAL ATTITUDES T WARD THE
FOLLOW-THROU H P OL:RAN

-Alachua County in coordination with the University of

Florida has implemented an experimental parent educator -

home model of the Follow-Through Program in grades K 6

in-two elementary schools, Sidney Lanier and Lake Forest.

A total of 14 classe (one in each grade) is involved. Each

class has two pare- professionals from the community, who

in...addition to working in the classroom, go into each home

on a weekly basis with hone-learning materials. or-tasks

designed to:involve the parent in the education ofhis child

and-td.'improve.classrooM educatiOn through an increased

knowledge of a child and his home.

Justification the Study

The need' for further evaluation of parental attitudes

toward the Follow-Through Program originated in response to

two factors. During Fall quarter, 1971 at the University

of. Florida, Dr. Ira Gordon involved members of his EDF 640

class in both control and Follow- Through classrooms. At

this `tire, several students expressed doubts that families

of such diverse backgrounds (widely varying economic, social,

educational raciu.1, etc differences) would be equally r -

sponsive to the program. Then, early in 19721 the need for



through and the que was approved at

a subsequent meet in; with -Dr. Gordon A copy of the final

questionaire is included in the Appendix.

Sampling

The 14 classes- involved in the pro, rar include 423 child--

ren.. Of-this:total. _274 homes are above he-poverty: level

and149 are below the p-overty level. The ratio -of above

poverty level to below poverty level homes was found to be

2 to 1 within each classroom as well as within the total. sam-

pie.

The sample was chosen randomly (using a random number table

within each of the classes as well c.s by economic level

gr ups). A sample size

was chosen. as well as

economic. level)

f 42 (M'4 of the total population)

a comparable alternate (school,-gra

for mach-member of the original sample.

sample of 42 consisted of 2 above poverty level children

and .1: .below poverty level child from every class.

41, John Sodustrum-provided the -class lists and also.wo

ed with me on the sampling procedure its

IV. Interim Meth dology.

Before the questionaire could be taken- into the home,

approval for the study had to be obtained from several soured

r. ,Burke and Dr. Gordon approached Dr.. Gordon Greenwood,
who provided the final approval from the program administrtc
Ir. Burke and I- also met with Mrs. Dot Sterling to obtain

her approval and any recommendations she might have. Just



prior inte ews- Bill-Burk_ and I v

with the school principals at the two schools to make sure

that they were well.informed about the study, to provide

them with a copy

approval.

It was also fleece

the auostiona l_ nd to obtain their

ary to go into the schools in order

get address s, phone numbers -and the rade of the ample

bets, Part of this information wad taken from Parent Educator.'

reports given to Mrs. Sterling and inforMation-on another

group of children-was obtained fora school schedule cards.

V. Field Interviews

Prior vi iting the andom sample of homes

ment-was made with-each parent by: phone. In order to be

sure that the parents. understood what the questionaire was

-for who- was responsible forithe-,evaluation and most importa

lyi.tliat it -could be confidential, Bill Burke' and I:deVised:.

a standard guide for the calls Appendix Three persons

besides myself were involved in making appointments-and car-

rying out the -interviews. Mrs -Janet Spangler Sharon

McRay and Mrs. Emogene Lee were briefed on the-appointment

and interview procedures as well as on the questionaire-.1

in two meetings with Mr:. Burke and-I. Each interviewer was

also provided an introductory letter signed by Dr, Gordon

e Appendix

The home interviews were carried out over a two week per.

from May 12 to May _6. A non- parametric statistical anal

an appoint-



will be. completed during the fi weeks of um er uarter,

1972. However, a few of the more obvious results di

cussed below.

VI. Preliminary 'Result,

prom visiting in about one - fourth of the homes,- and from

reading all -4F2 questionairee, I got several- distinct. iMpr...J

sions about parental feelan toward the program. Figures

cited.are simply. rough tallies made to substantiate-the

pressionsJmhich I immediately received fro ,the Interviews.

Approximately half of those parents i,ntervIewed were un-

able to verbalize any goals for the program or were -very

confused as to what the goals- might be. Yany of these .pare

also indicated in the. first question with regard to their'

initial reactions to the program, that they had-not under-

-stood what-the program was in. the beginning. -A.Indoubtedly,

the -orientatiOn for the program did not reach'all-paren,

or if it did, it -.was insufficiently explained.

Generally. the parents were favorable toward the _program.

The exceptions-were-a-few families which were economically

and or_eduoationally,abov- average, whojn---g6neral complained

that child could not profit from the tasks, that they

were insulted by the simplicity of the tasks, or that the

particular Parent Educator who visited their home was irre-

sponsible or too under-educated. Even among-thos

favoring trio prog-r m, there were several more who commented

on the lack-of responsibilitY show by their -rdnt Educator.



Usually thie irresponsibility was evidenced by Parent Edu-

cators who made appointments and then failed to co (and

didn't call to cancel) or particularly in-the last few months

Parent Educators who didn't come or call at all.

Parents were cOnsIstentlY-Willing to have someone fr

the school come to their home on- a regular-basis. -.Several

parents, however, indicated that twice monthly or even once

monthly would be more satisfactory. Approximately one -third

of the sample indicated that they would prefer the Parent

Educator be from the same socio-economic background as they

were from. Somewhat fewer were concerned that the PE be

from the same neighborhood. Only one parent indicated that

she felt the PE had no place in the classroom and one more

undecided on this point,

Quite'a sizable number ofparents consid_ ed many tasks

too simple...for thelr.ehildren-Tarticularly'atthe.beginning.

Several parents. made suggestions -for the typi-tasks--they

would like to see more or less of and a few-parents recommended

new types of questions which they would like to see included.

These suggestions will-be fully considered in the final- na-

lyel be .done this summer.

Oirer.two-thirds of the sampled parents did not feel that

the program had changed the ways in which they taught their
way

child in anyAother than that they had worked together. on the

task. Most parents did, however, feel that the program had

helped their child :in school either socially and /or education _i -0



At half of-the parents veyed either had no ide

that the Follov-Through parent meetin xis Id; or if

were aware of these meetings, they were neve__ notified when

one was to be-held.

Although the sample was stratified according t socio-

economic class (above or below poverty level) and although

-records:were kept on races on the whole the results seem to

similar for all groups. A more than proportionate percentage

f below poverty level parents were unfamiliar with the p

gram's goali arida larger, that proportionate percentage of the

above poverty. level families felt that the program had-in

no way effected their home-teaching methods. Within the

black s:rple there were no unfavorable responses to the

program, whereas with the white sample there were seve

parents veheLenantly opposed to some aspect of the -Program.

All parents lad to be quite open-and honest in their

appraisal Of_ the' prog Several commented that they had

notknown who to go to in order to diScuss suggestions , pro-

'blems or criticisms involving the program. A' number of .parents

were obviously pleased to have a chance to make their opinion

known (both positive and negative).

Although it is difficult. to generalize. the results in any

one ctoncise statement it. can be said that the evaluation

did reveal that parents consistently approved of the program

in :theory, but there wor' some who felt that in actual prac-

tice the program was not being carried out satisfactorily or

planned.



VII. rinnl :sul

Int odu on

Because the sample was stratified according to school
as well as by economic level, and since a record was kept
as to the race of the sample members; the data lends itself
to several comparisons. The most preliminary and basic com-
parison can be made by considering the total number of yeses
on.any one question as compared to the total-number of
noes and undecided

responses (on those Questions whose anse
can be tallied).

ithin each school, the 21 responses to these questions
or no. In addition these 21 res

can be broken down into yes/no
responses from the 14 parents

above the poverty level as compared to those from the 7 par-
ents below the poverty level; and can be even further broken

can also be tallied ye

down into ye lo re,,ponscs from white or black-parents with
each econ 'c level.

Just as such a breakdown can be considered within each
schoo4-totals across the entire sample can.be determined
for-above and below poverty level .parents as well as for bl, c.
and white parentei All of these totals are presented in
-Table-I on the ne-1 page. Those questions which yield the-
most. i portsnt r, t- will be discussed fully in the no
few pages.

Several -p.. the questions ask those parents cannot be can-
sidered as yieldinT

positive/negative or ye _o results, and
these questions will be considered separately at the end of
this section.-



Pages 9, 10 and lihave been omitted -as

they do not pertain tothis report.

ap



Discussion of the Results

Based on the responSes obtained in numbers 1 and 2 of

the questionaire, it can be

-reacti-ns tc

total sample of 420 32 parents expressed favorable views of

the program'and 8 verbalized negative vie'vs (#2). The other
2 parents were undecided. Of those parents responding. pooi7-
t velyi therevRre a slightly larger than proportionate-number

of below the poverty level ilies. Whereas the' ratio of
above to below poverty level families was 2 to 1 in the total
sample, 12 below poverty level parents responded positively
to number 2 as compared,to 20 above the poverty level positive
responses. As would be expected, the trend reverses itself,
althou h to an even greater extent, with the negative reecho
tO- the program. A larger than proportionate number- of above
poverty level. parents six, responded

negatiVely;-as,comparea
to'only 2 negative

responses-from below the poverty level
parents.

aid that the general parent

the program asa, whole are positive. Of the

There were 29 white and 13 black parents in the to al--
sample.- -a ratio of` 2.23 to 1. There were however, only 19
positive responses from white parents as compared to 13 posi-
tive res- onsos from black- parents. _ White-parents responded

negatively 8 times and black parents gave no negative responses.

Interestingly enough, totals from. the two schools were
iden -Ica

An of
the entir

tianaire by the 8 parents who respo-dod negatively. toward tic

h-16 positive and 4 negative re ponses at ea..



program

Three

ndica_testhat -they can be grouped. into. clan es

-ts,-although they responded nee

children considered

that they would want their children to remain

Two other parents indicated that the

the ta homework. One of these 2 pare to also Worked a

felt that all her spare time should be spent with her entire

family and not with 1 childtin some -school ela -tecl activity.

The third class contained 3 parents who-expressed an in ense-.

dissatisfaction with the tasks an ,v,r5,,the particular Parent

Educator with whom they worked.

seven of the 8. negative respohdants considered the to

ill-sUited to their child. Five of these parents express

some dissatisfaction with the parent Educator. because she

lacked a sense of responsibility, and 3 of these 5 parents

also felt their particular Parent Educator laced the

tional--qualificationsto work in the program.

Almost 80 (32) of those parents contacted -anted their

children-to remain in-theprogram (;r "8).' 'Five parents were

unsure and- only 5 parents or about 1V of the sample did not

want their child to continue. The-32 parents who responded

yes to this queStion were not however, the same 32- who reacte
positively to the program as a.whole, This-has air-ad

shown since 3 of the 8 parents who disliked the program

were among those parentb. who wanted their-child to continue
it.

f the 10 parents who either responded np or undeci,:ie-

quczW n B, all but 1 were above the poverty level and



-a white. Responses the two schools are also

ficant-. Four parents from -idn9y Lanier wanted Ghcl

.dropped from the program whereas only 1 from Lake .Fo-

,indleated this. However, another 4 p

child

nts at Lake est

wereundecided as compared to only I Sidney Lanier.

Of-the 5- parents responding that the program not

for their child, only 1- feltthat it would not be useful to

continue-it -for other children.

One .of the more _gnificapt indings thequestia
comes as a direct result f..queSt --number. Eighteen

af the parents a kedto verbalize the goals of the program
either id they' didn't know or merely said that they hoed
that it would- cont 106. Another 10 Parents tried to state

some goal, but-the esponse indiCated. that they a' def

nite misunderstanding of what the actual goalS were

these misunderstood goals were statements- such aeto improve
reading skills''orl-to take.the. lead off. the teache--

Seven parents also- indicated in _number 1 that they c

pletely misunderstoOd the program in the beginning. One

mother.-aid that her child had -a birth defect and she was

used -to "new techniques" being tried-On he Another parent
thought that her son was involved because he was slow leas

Considering the results of number when down
fi

by school, economic level and race indicates that Parents

from both schools were equivalently uninformed on the program
goals, and that p.renti from below the poverty level as Well
as black paren. more uninformed e than would have b



in a pro-

exa figures) .

These 28 parents who gav

distribution (see Table If

d

15

than adequate understanding of the program co ::prise almost

7M of the total sample of 42, d indicate t

one of the-most severe drawbacks -to the- proEr_

tation.

Follow -Through parents were almost unanimous in their

agreement. that. the Parent Educator served several valid our-

poses in the classroom (#4). Only one parent 'felt that the--

Parent Educator definitely should not work part time in the

School. With one exception, that

negatively to number 4a were bat

two parents who respcn

e and. from above t

poverty. level, there were no great differences in economic

..level, race and school on this point.

Thirty-per cent. of those parents surveyed indicated

that they would prefect- that the Fa.rent -Educator be

same Socio-economic background they were. from-(#6) The

most significant. differences here were be_ =II parents from

the two different -schools. Over 3 to the parents from

Lake Forest were more concerned that the PE be from the

socie-economic-level. Ten Lake.F ©rest parents, 6 from above

-the poverty level said yess.whcreae-0 only 3 :3id ey Lanier Tarc.r

With 2 of these 3 from below-the pave ty level prefered PE

from the same or similar coda- economic. level. For the to

sample, 5 of the 13 parents were black, slightly more't_ n

would be exp cted. Likewise 9 the 13 ents were from



the poverty level -

t fewer

t over the expec ted 2 to -1 r_

e concerned t

16

Educator be from the same neic;hborho -(#5)paren

-indicated that this wa3 their preference - 5 fr om Lake,Fore

and 3 from Sidney -Lanie The differences between parents

of the-2 economic levels was-very close t©- proportionate,

but the 4 black and 4 white parents who.expressed th con-

corn indicate a much greater than proportionate number of

yes reasonresponses from balek parents in the sample.

-Although it is hoped _that one of the primary re6u_

of the Follow Through will be the development of

closer working relationship between the home (parents) and

the school (/10)1 the responses of the parer -in this survey

indicate that pe hapS just the opposite result. is being_.obtaL

Sixty -percent of the sample said that the program had not

improved. their relationship. Since this question required
.

only a yes /ro response, it is difficult to determine if the

relationship had remained the same or lessened; or More impor-

tantly, to determine the _re semi .behind the 25 no resp-onses.

light parents who re ponded no made some additional comment

which was noted- on the questionaite. Three of these paren

said that they hadalWays maintained such a relationship..

it child school. ThreeThreeothers indicated that for so

-reason (work, many other children, etc.) they were unable to

do those thins -and other two said that they worked with

school loss. Of these two parents one responded that

whereas sh6 previously visited the school often in order



7

know how and child

the :7 keen

addition al consi

.A mu oh more

the Pov. ty level-i responded no.

Parents from the chccls r spondresponded

I for the _figures)

Without exception, ,every par interviewedintervie ed felt :that

--the -school and home should work tcether . educate their

child 012 -However, only 38 of the nts felt

they actually -were a partner .With-the

their child-s learning (1,'15 ) . 'The

that theydid not share the respon

child Were Lake For

level.

Questions 11,- 13 and 14 obtained

figures can be .obtained in Table- I -.but

In response to number 1- 35 parents felt.

had a. better-understanding of a

below the poverty:level parents responded ye

more frequentl than would .have been expected Eros truer dis-

tai my

,r

who reop.

te

white narm

ar result

a MMR

at the school

lealmer.

is As

tribution in the sample. Four. parents

the poverty level and white responded n

of whom were ab

the

form

Thir t t o lrents believed that the pro ra had itpre'!ed

understanding how their child' was expected to per.

academic

_c black

C/1)) air) tine apple was bias d

OV

rospondu !6rab1y mo is frequently.



Si nry La

f - izont

povcrty icy°

18

With

. Lake Forest, bl ck and or bet_ ow the

Its althou to a lessor d

agreed that they were learnl_ more about their child from

the teacher as -suit of the program 4).

this was effected by the program becomes more obvious in num-

be,- 24 where the frequent response as to what parents

and Parent Educators discussed. apart from the t the

child his social and emotional adaptation, behavior and

academic work in the classroom.

Seventeen parents, or 4M of the ca. aple, had never been

notified about the Follow Through. parent meetings. Of the

17 parents, 11 did not know that such parent m eLing s existed

( #16, 17). Those 11 parents who did not know. were heavily,

bia ?ed toward the below the poverty level families with tier

a -liEhtly more than

responding ire the ne

were similar.

cmortionate number of white rent:

Responses from the two schools

Parents were consistently willing (one parent e

to have someone from the school visit their home- (7 19) Eleven

of these 41 parents did not want any visits to be made at the

school. Another 15 said either home or school would be fine.

-he majority of those parents were willing for home visits tc
be made on a regular basis ._0), Only 3, white, above the

poverty level families were not .pilling to receive egu-

larly. Several parents , prefer_ . that there be fv.'m

home v sa. s Five parm _ 1.7gested every other week and

Cher 3 ugested once per month.



Questions

n the to

In nt 21

all whi-, felt that

particular I a en t duczt,

19

with commu., i c ations b

resultn

tn, -,11 from

r

had trouble communlo theL

One paren t, also from Lad,
.

hs.d a communication problem with his child's eacher (/22).

In re to number 23, only 1 r' nj Lanier, pare=nt

that the PE and /or teacher had difficulty communicating with

them. Another 3-parent" however considered themselves- unble

to answer the question.

Every parent at Sidney Lanier and 17 of the 21 parent

at Lake Forest indicat-d in response to number 25 that

co ider d themcelv ers _ their children. The

from Lake Forest who re2ponde, no to this clue= ion were

above thepoverty level) ,tito pare

A supple mentary portion of ques is cn number part b,

determined that over 70 of the sampled parents did not ,-!1

that the program had char: ways in which they tau

their child in _3 way other than that they had worked toi:

on the tasks . Eleven ents Indic --d that the

methods:; had changed and that they felt that this was due

the increased time t with child and their incre

th child's needs and difficulties as well

fact that they wer. more relaxed and functioned more in

supervisory role, letting the child tans the lead,

Only 26 parents, abouL, f tie sample, fe t thei

chi._ achievement in school h. d improved and many



r.
}t that they

they could make a compar

program

marking and

helprA. Anoth

Ci 6

noth usom

the

0 were so L a S

en - said that they did

the propTram hac effected their child's aehieveont in sc

Of those parents who felt th program had _71-prove .

their child's achievement, almost every reason suggested in-

volved the way in which the child approached a problem er task.

Parents rnentio that their child was more pat, ent, wor--,r1

more -lowly, a and had realized that do the job r

first time would be the fastest and best way.

Although it was not secifically )---d as a que

ever al parents t t their child's social and

emotional adjustment had improvvd as a resulresult pre.7r .

fly pa considered the tasKe one 0_ the weal:e

points in the program. _teen parent id the suited

their child (; ) . Another 10 hesitated but finally responded

positively while at the same time rail question and -oti

reservations. Nine parents said the tasks were definitely

undecided.not suited to their child and -refeffed to

Three parents chose not to answer. In other word; only

of the parents surveyed willingly OK'd the tasks. White

parents from Lanier r=esponded negatively toward the

tasks much more frequently t

the sample distribution.

3omewh within the questi

would have been exp. from

number 27, 15 p

n necessar in

remarked that the ks were too easy



for their child, particularly in the

one reaoo i for the d!.catin

around :he reop nse to number

in felt

OnlOnly one -i

the P: had attempted

the tasks for their child. White, the

parent were particularly concerned that the

been developed to meet the_ nee s.

21

rra ps

revolves

iividu`'1ize

ty level

.- had not

Although the questionaire wa developed to evaluate the

program arc. not the Parent Educators, and although no question

called for such a response, 10 parents, all white but _p

mating the sarple distribution of above to below poverty level

,homen- ntly) on the lack of r e IQparents, cc= ed

sl ility on the part of

evidenced by Parent Educa til

This irr .sibili÷ was

appointment- and then

failed to come (or call to Caneel), wh© juo t ;topped ceming

at all in the ,,, few months who refused to drive to tl ,n

of town when a parent moved, or who e the parent the to -k wh(_

she picked up her c at school (or even sent i t home by the

child). Several parents were particularly disturbed by F1,

who pushed a task them without taking time to discuss it

as when the parent picked up her child at school) and then

expect the` to in
64,

even indic

that Ed nature so

t
,ould

inter d in their child,

Althourh proba m- e than or 4 parent :F;ducator

resp n ible for this ha al ticism, it

ur thrust at them. Some pare_

was only interested in 7etting

her money and was



be the ,

from the

`Table II presents sugg

st important reason

7 and particular

A fe,i f mentio

Table II on the next pa

Parents made several suggestions o ich they thou ght

would improve the tasks. g these were 1) more act

centered around fathers- 2) more adtivites out of doors,

3) more tasks on character el- t, 4) a group of

to-choose between 5) more practical tasks and 6) moL e

well a

7,14-ff
44,4k:, tor

in

several ,other questi

but for a comple i.

They also had sug stio is for the progr..-1

itself and FE. The r requested that there be more

meetings, male white) more educations -J

lifiod PE's, fewer home visits, etc.

d on the reactions to several questions

well as on a few explanatory pieces of information which

obtained by the questionaire but would be most useful, Table

III contains revisions of several of the questions

ation.

However, a number of psi en is indicate, th-

tha- the quo _ions con- -d in the questi onaire had nee

be asked. All parents to be open and honest in

appraisal of the program. This ly due to fact th!.:,t

evaluation was being undertaken by a roup ee-

proram itself. If a simsimilar evaluation is undert

merit 4hi s one, it too should be IdentiIdentified with a sr.T71



Parenta.

TaJ

111-estions

TABLE II

23

1. More activiticx centered around fathers
2. More tasks which involve parent and child tToinE so:whore

together
3. More tasks to put child and parent in touch with c.ot5_,ons
4. A group of tasks to choose between
5. Tasks on character develocmont
6. More tasks written by parent or child
7. More practical tasks -- telling tine world affairs, etc.
8. More challenging tasks
9. More (loss) puzzles, scrambled words, etc.

10. More outdoor activities
11. Wore individualized tasks
12. Extra copy of task for the child

Prc

1. Wore parent meetings
2. Wore man and white PE's
3. More emphasis on lower grades
4, Limit to higher grades
5. Fewer home visits
6. More qualified (eduec,,tionally ) PE's
7. Less (more) academic involvement by P in the clasroom
S. More planning time for teachers
9. Programs to develop more self-confidence on the part of the



241

If such an evaluation ii; to profit fron'our nistakes, or

obtain adcdtional inforn:Ition, a record of grade level should

be made for each qu!stion2Jr t! az well a cchool, economic

level and race. In addition if valid results with regard

to race are desired, the sample c_ulu be strtifid (and rando:;i

with regard to race.



TABLE III

ted Questionar

10. As a result of the pro a 71 do you have a close
relationship with the school, such as error: ing in elass,
patticir inrr: in FTA,.serving as a class mothor, etc?

Yes No Undecided

a If the answer is no, has it remained the same or
lessened and why?

18d. make this a se
sample

C on to answe red by entire

Should the vi its by t:he teacher and ,rent
eduea'r be made at o o or at the ',oho 1?

Home School Eisewhe (Please

20. Do you feel comfortable having so:neone from the school
come to your home on a regular basis?

Yes No Undecided

How often?

25. Do you consider yourself a teacher of your child?

Yes No Undecided

If the answer is yes then answer the followin-.

-7-- helped you as a teacher of your

yes No Undecided

Has the
child?

b> Because of the proi;
in teaching your child?

,o._z do di



26. Har3 yow child's achit!vement in ch o 6

year`

YO3 No

I so f o you think this due to the

How?

Yes No Undec
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University of Florida

College of Education

Foundations Department

Survey of Parent Percentions

of
Alachua County Follow inrough Program*

*This interview was developed by William Burke and Lynn
McDowell as individual study in a course with Dr. Ira
J. Gordon

ng 1972



UES T 10 IS

That were your Initial rceatians t 'ard

Foilow Through Program?

What are your present reactions toward the program?

What do you see as the goal(s) of the program?

The purposes of having the P. E. work in- the
classroom are to. afford to each child greater
individual attention and to help the P. E. to
better understand the child so as to be able
to relate with the parent.



Are these va 1 id purposes to you?

Should the P. E. work part time in
the clessro om with the teacher?

If the answer is no to either a, or b, or
both, please l ist

your recommendations for
a. and/or b.

Should the P. E. co from the same neighbor-
hood or living area 85 you do?

Should the P. E. be of the same or similar
economic and social background as you?

The program will be continued next year
What suggestions do you have?

Would you want your child,to
continue in theFollow ThrOugh Program?

the answer is no to number 8 what aboutother children?

Yes

=131.17.,1

Undecided



10. As a result of the program do you have a
closer working relationship with the school
such as working in classes, participating
in PTA, serving as a class mother, etc.?

11. As a result of the teacher and parent educator
visiting with you and you with them, does
the school have a better understanding of
your child as a learner?

Should the school and the home work
in the education of your child and other
children?

er

Has the program helped you as a parent
better underttand what the school expects
of your child in the academic areas reading,
mathematics, etc. }?

Are you as a parent learning more abou
child from the P. E. and the teacher?

yo

Do you as a parent consider you'rself as a
partner with the school in terms of your
child's learning?

Are you notified in advance about the Follow
Through parent meetings?

17. If the answer

know that thor
no to number 16, did you

are parent meetings?

Do not answer the next three questions
your answer was no to number 16!

.8, Do you attend parent meetings?

b. Are-the meetings of value to you?

c,-- Do parents have a voice in how the
gram operates, etc,?

-Yes No Undecided

.1JA10.



In what ways?

Do you think parents should-have a voice
in the program?

19. Should the visits by the teacher and /or the
parent educator be made at your home?

a. Or at the school?

b. Or-both?

c. Elsewhere?

(If yes) please sta

20. Do you feel com
from the school

a

able having someone
me to your home?

On a regular. basis?

How often?

21. Do you have probersprob 1 erns co un
the P. E. ?

If yes, please explain.

ca in with

Yes Ho Undec

r.MT.M,=5 Mi!meim1a.17



22. DO y©u have problems c -Amunicating with
the to cher?

Yes No Undecided



If yes, please explain.

23. Do they (the teacher and/or the P.E.) have
problems communicating. with you?

If-yes, please explain.

24, Apart fromthe tasks, what do you and the P.E.
talk about that you consider valuable?

25.. Do you consider yourself a teacher of. your
child?

If the answer is Yes, pleas
following three ,tions.

answer the

Yes Undecided



air What did you do be teacher of
your child?

What do you do no that is different.(bef re
the program ) in teaching your child?

c. Has the parent education program helped
you as a' teacher of.your,child?

26, As a result of the program has your child $

achievement in school limp Roved?

If yes, how was it due to the progr

Yes No Undecided



27. Are the to, your child?

28. Are the tasks of value to your child?

If no, how should the t
in order to rake them o
your child?

Yes No Undecided

kstle chanced
more Value to

29. Does the P. E. attempt to individualize the
tas for your child?

30. Is your child positive toward the

31. :Does your child like having the P. E. and /or
the teacher come to the home and visit
milli. you?

32. If there is anything else on which you
wish to comment, please state:
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Hello

Mrs. or 'This is-

I are working with the Unive Ity of. Florida and we are at
ing to evaluate the Follow-through Program.

. Since

is involved in this program we are interested in gettir g

your feeling about the Program and your .ideas of-how t- is

prove it. We randomly selected yoU as one of forty repren.

tativp parents from a total group of 400 parents. If it is

acceptable to you I would like to come to your and

view you. The -interview would take no longer than 30 ninu

This interview drill be confidential. Your name-will not

used with the data collected. Your -child's principal ha

reviewed. and approved the list of questions.

Would you consent to. be interviewed.

What time would be convenient for you?

(Than



UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
GAINCSVILLE

Dear Follow- Through Parent:

May

As you know from an earlier-phone call,-- this interview is to
determine how you would evaluate the Follow- Through program new
that-you and.your child have been involved in it for the full
school year. Your interviewer is Mrs. Lynn McDowell (Mrs.--Janet-
Spangler, Miss Sharon cRay, Mrs. Enogene Lee, and Mr;,;. Bill Burke)
The-questionnairewhich she will be using has been approved by-your
school principal.

Your fullest cooperation will be greatly.appreciated.

Sincerely,

)1/

Ira J; GOTIA0-71, Director

Graduate Research Pro e _or

LTG ema

1972



Form A

Coordinator

APPENDI

INSTITUTE FOR 0...VELWIENT OF HOAA N RESOURCES.

--College Of_Education-

University of Florida-,

We are gathering the following-information on parent educators so that-we can
assess changes brought about in the Follow Through Program. Only group data will

be reported. There arc no right or wrong answers to the questions, so do not

hesitate to answer then honestly and fully.

NAME

Date Community

The Florida Model was adoo d by-your Project in:

.Please check appropriate school Year: (1) 1971-72
(2) 1970-71_

(3) 1969-70

() 1968-69

2. How many parent educators have you employed during each school year you have

(2 -9) participated in the Florida Model?

1968-69 1970-11_

1969-70 . 1971-72

3. During each.of these school years, how many parch educators dropped ou

(10-17) the program irregardless of the reason.

1968-69

1969-77

1970-71

1971-72

4. How many of the original group of parent educators that ma employed during

(18 -25) your first year in the Florida Model continuedto..be'-employedin the project.
as Parent educator's during the following school years?

1968769 _1970-71-

196976 1971-72

How many parent educators obtained high School. diplomas as i result of their

(26 33 ) participation in the Florida. rFollowThrough program during the following

school years?

1968-69 1970-71

1965 -70 1971-72

6._ How many `parent educators who already-had a high school- diploma took college
-341-4W-eouises as -a result of their participation in the Florida Follow Through
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program as a parent educator? Please indicate the number of such parent
educators and the number of college senester credit houts taken during the
following school years:

1968-69

1969-70

1970-71
1971-72

No. of
PE

No. of semester
credit hours

How many parent educators have changed their housing patterns during the
00-577 following school years? Example: tlade maj ©r changes in heir original

home, or moved to a new home and/or neighborhood?

1968-69
1969-70

1970-71
1971-72

8. Have parent educators' salaries increased since your program first entered
(58 -63) the Florida Model? Please indicate the amount of increase from the be-

ginning of the project the current school year.

From $ monthly
(Average be,c;inning year salary)

To S monthly
(Average current salary,

9. What is the highest monthly salary a parent educator has received since the
(647Wbeginning of the project? per month.

10. What was the average age of the parent educators at the beginning ofthe
(67-70) project? At the present time?

11. How many parent educators have become teacher's aides in non- Follow Through
(1-2) classroom since the beginning of the project?

12._ How many parent educators have beccme teachers since the beginning of the
(3-4) project?

13.

CS-6
How many parent educators have entered teacher education programs.

14. Give the names of parent educators who were Follow Through parents before
(7-8) being employed. (attach sheet if necessary)
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15. Give the names of parent educators who are still Follow Through parents.(9-10) (attach sheet if necessary)

16. Have the number of male parent educators that you employ in the project(11-12) increased since your first year of operation?

From

first yea
T

no. current ye-



Form h
Parent Educators APPENDIX F

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT' OF HU!!AT: R OURCES

College of Education
University of Florida

We are gathering the following information ao that we can assess changes

in the Follow Through Program.

Your name is needed for purposes of proper statistical treatment of the

data. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions so do not hesitate

to answer them honestly and fully. Please do not hesitate to secure the
assistance of your coordinator if you need help in completing this form.

NAME

Date

School

Commun

Grade Level

y

Race or ethnic group - ( circle one): (2) Black1. I White

(I) 3) Chiccno (4) Indian

(5) Other (specify)

2. Sex (circle):
(2)

(3-4)

Age last birthday

Male . (2) Female

4. Marital status: (1) unmarried
(4) separated(5)

5. Date firSt employed as parent educator

(6-9)

6. Have you been continuously employed as
au- school year since that date? (1) Yes

(2) married

(5) widowed

divorced

(Month)

a parent educa
(2) No

(Yea

or during the regular

7. If you have dropped out of the program as a parent educator, please
explain dates and details involved.

NUmber of- months of experience as a parent educator.

(11 -12)
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9. The hi grade level of your education before becoming a parent educator.
(13-15) (Circle the highest grade level of your education before becoming a parent

educator and indicate what year you completed it.).

(1).

(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

Coop eted eignth grade or less
Some high school, but did'not graduate
Completed high school
Completed some college, but not two years
Completed two years of college
Completed mere than two years of college, but not 4 years.
Completed four years of college What yr?

10. The highest grade level of your education since becoming a parent educator is?
the highest grade level of your education.since becoming a parent
and indicate what year you completed it.)

(16-18) (Circle
educator

(1) Completed eighth grade or less
(2) Some high school, but did not graduate
(3) Completed high school
(4) Completed some college, but not two years

(5) Completed two years of college
(6) Completed more than two years of college, but not 4 years.
(7) Completed four years of college What yr?

11. The highest grade level of
(19) circle answer)

(1)
(2)

(3).

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

12. The

(20)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Completed
Some high
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed

ucation

eighth grade or less
school, but did not gr
high school
some college, but not
two years of college
more than two years of
four years of college

that your father completed: (Please

_duate

two years

college, but not 4 years.

highest grade level your mother completed:- (Please circle answe-

Completed eighth grade or less
Some high school, but did not graduate
Completed high school
Completed some college, but not two years
Completed two years of college
Completed more than two years of college, but not 4 years.
Completed four-years-of college

0

13. What was your father's main occUpatiOn? (Be specific. For example:
(21) owner of small restaurant, assembly line worker, construction)

14._ _What was your mother's main occupation?. (Be specific. For example:
(22) telephone operator, housewife, domestic.)

15._ That was your occupation prior to participating in this project? (Be
(23) specific. For example: domestic, housewife telephone operator)
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Since becoming a parent educator have your housing cotditions cha

(24-'27) (Please answer the following questions)

Since becoming a parent educator, hay
(Circle choice)

you: (1) continued to live in
the same house

(2) moved to a different
house, or houses

If your house is ehe same, have you made made major changes such as
painting, repairs, new furniture, appliances, etc. (Circle choice):
(1) Yes (2) No

If you have moved to a different house, or houses, is the house that
you live in now (Circle choice

(1) better than your old house
(2) about the same as your old house
(3) poorer than your old house

If you have moved to a different house, or houses, is the neighborhood
that you live in new (Circle choice

(1) better than your old neighborhood
(2) about the same as your old neighborhood
(3) poorer than your old neighborhood

17. How many children did you have prior to becoming a parent educa
(28-29)

8. How many children do you have no,
(30-31)

19. .How many credit cards did you own prior to becoming a parent educator?
(32)

20. How many credit cards do you now own?
(33) (no. of credit card

(no. of credit cards

21, What education has been made availabl- to you since becoming a parent
04r-educator? (Please circle answer

(1) College courses

(2) Basic education courses
(3) Refresher high school courses
(4) Refresher basic college courses
(5) GED exam.

(6). Other (specify)

22. When Follow Through ends .what occupation do you -wish to enter?
(35) (Please be specific
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23. Has your knowledge in the following areas increased significantly as a result
(36-38) of your being in the Foil Throuv,h program? (Check yes or no)

Availability of medical, social and dental services ( ) Yes (2) No

Legal assistance to low income persons (1) Yes (2) No

Workmen's compensation (1) Yes (2) No.

24. Do you speak school type English
(39) in Follow Through? (Circle answer

(1) No better
(2) A little better
(3) .Much better

a result of your having participated

25. Do you dress differently now than you u-did prior to becoming a. parent educator?
(4©)) answer)

(1) No (2) A little better

26.

(41) Has your attitude about understanding and managing children changed since you
have become a parent educdter? (Circle answer)

Much better

(2) Changed a little (3) Changed a great deal

27. Has your attitude about under -_anoing and managing your own children changed in
(42-46) the following areas since you have become a parent educator? (Circle the

appropriate answer following each area, using the following choices:
1-No; 2-Changed a little; 3-Changed a great deal,)

(42) Reasoning 2 3

(43) Spanking 2 3

(44). Talking 2 3

(45) Explaining why 2 3

(46) Asking what their
problems are 1 2

Other (specify)

28; Have you taught the following school activities to your children at home?
(47-5T) (Circle Yes or No for each activity)

(47) Reading.books to your children- Yes (2) No

(48) Talking more with your children Yes (2) No

(49) Working with-your children Yes (2) No

(SO) Playing with your children Yes (2) No

29. Were you an active PAC member (attending meetings and participating regularly)
(51) before-becoming a PE? -(Circle answer) (1) Yes (2) No
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30. :yes, how many years were you an active PAC remberjust before you became(52T a parent educator? (Circle No. of years) 1 2 3 4 5

31, Were youan active classroom volunteer just before becoming a parent(53) educator? (Circle answhO (1) Yes (2) No

32. If yes approximately how many days did you t,ork. as a classroom volunteer(54-65 ) during the following school years:

1968-69
1969-70

1970-71

1971-72



Institute for Devel_rment of Human Resources
College of Education.

University of Florida
Gninesville, Florid 32601

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

Questionnaire

Please return this questionnaire as soon as possible, and re later than
September 30, 1972, to:

Mrs. Betty Boiler
College of Education
University of Florida
520 Weil Hall
Gainesville, Florida 32601

These questions only concern activities during the 1971-72 school year.

1. How many tasks did parents write during the 1971-72 school yea

(give number).

How did you inform your parents of PAC meetings ?,

Parent's were generally
1 or 2 weeks prior
at the meeting
not at air__

.other (please explain

n an ac,enda!,
to each meeting

or
or

or

Harp any of your PAC members either acting individually or as private
groups had contact. with the school administration or the school board?

Yes No

If so, please indicated the circumstances surrounding each meeting
and the number and,the nature of the persons involved.

(please use another sheet of paper if necessar



the following information about the 1971-72 city-

5) Column the date of each city9.ide PAC toe
1971-72 school year.

Column B - Give the main activity that meetin

ng duri

Column C - Give the total number of parents attending hat mooting.

Column D - Give the :total number of teachers and parent educators
attending that meeting.

Column A Column B Column C Column D

City7Wide PAC City-Wide PAC Main Total No. Total o. of
Meeting Dates Activity of Parents Teachers Ks

1.



City -Wide PAC

Meeting Dates
Ci do PAC Main

Activity
Total No.
of Parents

Total No. of
Teachers & PG.;

10.

Use back of this form if more space is needed.

ist the following infoiiiation about "mini" or "su"I " 'AC
the 1971-72 school year.

luring

Column A - Give the name of each "mini" or "sub" PAC appointed during
the 1971-72 school year.

Column B - List the dates of all "mini" PAC meetings..

Column C - List the main activity of each of these meet ngs.

Column D - List the number of parents attending each of the meetings.

Column E e List the number of teachers and PEs attending each of those
meetings.

Column A

Name of each
Mini PAC

1.

Column B Column C

-Dates of Main Activities
Meetings of meetings

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

.

9. 9.

in in

2.

3.

4.

S.

6.

Column Col

Parents attend- Teachers PEs
ing each meeting attending meeting

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

6.

7.

8.

in

1.

2

3.

. 4.

6.

7.



Name of ea
Mini PAC

a

Mee ti

of Main Activiti
of meetings

Parents end- Mac_ e s & PEs
attending meetinging each mooting

2. 1. 1. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4. 4.

5. 5.
6. 6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10.

1. 1, 1.
2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4. 4.
S. S. S. S.
6. 6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8. 8.

9. 9. 9. 9.
10. 10. 10. 10.

1. 1.
2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.

4. 4. 4. 4.
5. 5. S. S.
6. 6. 6.

. 6.
7. 7. 7.

8. 8. 8.

9. 9. 9. 9.
10. 10. 10. 10.

1. 1.. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4. 4.
5. 5. S. 5.
6. 6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10.

1. 1, 1.
2. 2. 2.

3. 3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4. 4.
5.

6. 6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10.



Name ©f each Da of Main Act I _CS Parents attend- Teachers

Mini PAC Meetings of meetings ins each meeting

7. 1. 1. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2.-

3. 3. 3. 3.

4. 4. 4. 4.

5. S. 5. 5.

6. 6. 6. 6.

7. 7. 7. 7.

8. 8. 8. 8.

9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10.

2. 2. 2.

3. 3. 3. 3.

4. 4. 4. 4.

S. S. S. 5.

6. 6. 6. 6.

7. 7. 7. 7.

8. 8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10.

1.
2. 2. 2. 9

3. 3. 3. 3.

4. 4. 4. 4.

S. 5. 5. 5.

6. 6. 6. 6.

7. 7. 7. 7.

8. 8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10. 10,

Use back of this form for other "mini" PAC, meetings.

IV. List the following information about. City -Wide PAC COM ees.

Column A - List the names of 6-- y City-Wide PAC committe

Column-B-- List the date of each
PAC committee.

eeting held-by that City- Wide.

Column List the main activity of that meeting.

Column D - List the attendance.



- 6

Column Column B Column C Column D

Name of city
PAC Cammi tt e

Dates of
Meetings

Main Activity
of meeting

Attendance
meeting

1. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.
4. 4, 4.
5. 5.
6, 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8.
9, 9, 9.

10. 10. 10.

2. 1.
2. 2. 2.
3, 3. 3.
4, 4. 4.
5, 5. 5.
6, 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8, 8. 8.
9, 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.

1. 1,
2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.

4. 4.
S. S. 5.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7. . 7.
8. 8. 8,
9, 9.

10. 10. 10.

2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4.
S. S. 5.
6. 6, 6.
7, 7. 7.
8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.
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of City Vide
PAC Coemittee Meoti

Main Activity
of race ti T1 g

Attendance of
mooting

I. 1.
2. 2. 2.

3. 3. 3.
4, 4. 4.
S. S. 5.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8.
9. 9. g.

10. 10. 10.

1.
2. 2.
3. 3.

4. 4. 4.
S. 5. S.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.

1. 1. I.
2. 2.
3. 3.
4. 4. 4.
5. 5.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7, 7.
8. 8. 8.
9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.

1. 1,
2. 2. 2.
3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4.
5. S. S.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.

8, 8. 8.
9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.

Use back of this form if additional space is needed.
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V. Li-St.below the following information about 1971 -72 "mini" or '

PAC Committees.

Column A - List t. e names of e

Column B List the dates

Column - List the main ac

Column - Li

"mini" PAC

every. -mini PAC Committee meetina

-of -these meetings,

ante -of each of these mee

ames of "mini"
PAC Committees

Dates of
Meetings

Column Column D

Main Activity
of meetings

4. 4.

5. 5.

6. 6.

7. 7.

8. 8.

9. 9.

10. 10.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

-Attendance o
-meeti.ngs

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
10.

1.

2.

3

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

2. 2. 2.

3. / 3. 3.

4. 4. 4.

5. 5. 5.

6. 6. 6.

7. 7. 7.

8,

9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.



Names of "mini" Dates of
PAC Co n-a e e Meet

-Nlain Activity
of meetings

endance oif
tingc

4. 1.
2. 2.
3. 3. 3.
4. 4. 4.
5. 5. 5.
6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7.
8. 8. S.
9. 9. 9.

10. 10. 10.

1.
2.

3. 3.
4. 4.
5. 5.
6. 6.
7. 7.
8. 8.

9.9.
10.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
.7.
8.
9.

10.

8.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6
7.
8.
9.

10. 10.

2. 2.
3. 3.
4. 4.
5. 5.
6. 6.
7. 7.
8. 8.
9. 9.

10. 10.

1.
2. 2.
3. 3.
4. 4.
5.
6. 6.
7. 7.
8. 8.
9. 9.

10. 10.

2. 2.
3. 3.
4, 4.
5. 5.
6. 6.
7. 7.
8. 8.
9. 9.

10. 10.

tko Oro thi s .fern if rrr Knee is needed.
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VI. Please be sure to attach the folio.ln material to this questionnaire.

Send_ a copy of your.PAC B-.-LaNs and the 13 -Laws- for each of your
subcommittees..

'- Plano a check mark in anrrouriate space:-

ye already sent our By -Ea:,

are now sending our By -Ears

Please attach copy of the summa records -of yo.1
parental participation in the Follow Through CIassroom;
(NOTE: DO NOT include records of parent-educators.)



PE

PECE RCS

Category No.
Assigned to
the "Tea-her" Descripti n of tfcrbal Behavior

Category
Assigned
the "Learnc,r-

00 Praises: Praises-or encourages the action, behavior,
comments, ideas, end /or contributions of the other.

01 Accepts. Accepts-the action, behavior, comments
and/or contributions of the other.

10

ideas, 11-

02 Questions (Amplifidation ): Asks for clarification of-the 12
behavior, comments, ideas and/o contributions of the other,
Requires verbal responsel

03 Questions (Closed): Asks. a question or requests information 13'

with the intent that the other should answer verbally. This
type of question.usually-has one correct answer. Requires
a verbal response.

04 Questions (Open): Asks a question or requests infonnation 14
-with the other should answer verbally. This type or question

usually has more than one acceptable answer. Requires
verbal response.

20

30

40

Responds: Gives direct answer or response to questions or
requests for information that are initiated by the other;

.includes answers to ones own questions.

nitiateS: Presents facts, information, and/or oninion.con- 16
corning the-content, subject, or procedures being considered
that are self- initiated; expresses ones own ideas; lectures
_(ipoludesrhetorical questions not'intended- to be answered)

Directs: Gives directions,-instructions., order, and /or- 17
ignMentS to which anOther is expected to comply.

Corrects: Tells the other that his answer or behavior is-
inappropriate -incorrect.

Rejedts: Rejecting or criticizing the behavior, opinion, 19
or judgment of the other;-bawling out someone.

Machine Click: Tape recorder being turned off and on.

Silence: Pauses or short periods of silence.

Other Verbal Behavior: PE talking;.. other'child talking; or
mother alkin to other child, or herself.

Machine _Actions: Beginning of tape, end-of taoe and )e
being turned over



A. Mentioned briefly
PEs feelings about hoi task went

C. Problems in teaching-task- to mother
D. Mother's feelings about ho W task went-

.

E. Child's reaction to task
F. Alternative teaching styles Mich could have

been used to improve delivery
G. Modifications for-future use of task
H. Some future. task or task idea based on feedback

from last week's task (other than mother suggestion
1. Use of-this week's -task as a result of feedback

fromlst Week's -task
1. Mother's suggestions for future tasks or task

ideas.

Mother's ability to do task.
Refers to PEWR sheet or specific item on
PEWR sheet

APPENDIX 1

Doyle Obse ration Schedule

Teache P or Planning

II. This Wee0 Task

Introduction-and Overview
1. Mentions general content of task briefly
2. Elaborates on-content of-task- (explains

in detail)
Lets learner vie task materials
Lets learner.view and manipulate task-materials
Gives reason directly related to School subject
for doing task

-Gives reason related to learning a skill for
doing task
Gives- reason other than skill or school sub.-
ject -for doing-task

Xsks if learner understands reason for doing
task ....

' 9. Encourages learner-lo ask .questions
10 Comments' on appropriateness of task for a

particular child
11. Discusse's alteration of task for needs of a

particula-r-child
12. Reads directly.fom or refers to task sheet
13. Details procedures to be used in teaching

task- to- another

14.- Details questions to be sked in teach
task to

15-. Asks- leaner to show how overview should be

given.
.(check both rli-PE when both in .,olved)

T

Requests

I' Erects.
T PE ut.h, PE.

Doc- /mother Does



T

II. This Week's Task Continued`on -ed-

B. Task Naterials-
1.- Lets learner view task uteri is
2. Lets learner-view and manipulate

task materials
. Labels or describes materials to

learner
4. -Asks learner to label or describe

materials
5. --Describes physical space (area)

-needed for task
Emphasizes use of home materials
when possible,

7. Suggests alternate mat rials bich
could be used-in task:

S. Asks if task 'materials are available
in the home

9.- Encourages learner to-- questions

G. Elaboration-on-Body Task: Use Of-Teaching
Behaviors (Ho'. Content of Task is Ta
1. Discusses method of :task delivery
2. -Clarifies task 9jai-gon"
3. Clarifies .facts, concepts included

in task
-Asks Jearner-to clarify facts,. con
cepts- included in-task
Asks learner.to-explainwh t he is
expected -to do as-his part in -task

6. Teacher occupies ,center of attention
7. Makes learner center of attention

Makes doing something center_ of
learner's- attention
Elicits- questions from Jearner
concerning task content

10. Remains detached from-learner
.activities

11- -in learner activities
12.. Interrupts learner verbally
13. Interrupts-learner physiCally
14. Asks learner to support answer

opinion 'with-evidence
15._ Corrects. learner with reason

Corrects learner without reason
17. Gives inaccurate or confusing information
18.- Provides answer to learner-who's emscon-u d

hesitant

T Directs
PEto Do
w/ mother



This.Week's Task continued

19. Gives learner time to
problem.-

0., Involves learner in uncertain or dif-.-
fitult situation (to PE What
would you. do if

happened? etc.
21. Role plays first
22. Makes reference to learner's and/or

child'S personal experience
23. AlterS task -Or materials and role plays.

again
24. Learner approximates (imitates) T's

doing of tdsk (e.g., imitates ideas,
uses same number of items to do task).

25. Insincere: ("over ") praise (T sayS -

Let's -see if l can do'

as well as you did (condescension)
(ceda.only if very evident) (alt
verify with second person)

26. Clarifies (states clearly) role of
self in role-playing

27. Clarifies- (states clearly) role of
learner in role-playing-

28.---A-sks learner to apply specific .previous
learning to- new situation

D. 'Extending the Task and Future TaSks
1. Suggests ways -to extend taSk-

vertically
2, Suggests ways to extend task

'horizontally
3. Elicits -ideas for future tasks

from learner

nk abou

Page

.T T Directs PE
Does PE To Do Does

w/ .mother

Miscellaneous

a. Discusses comprehensive services (social,
medical, psychological,

b. Mentions next PAC meetifi,
c. Specifies time, place, e next PAC

meeting..
d. Encourages attendance at next PAC meeting
e. DiscusSes other school meetings

The remainder of this instrument is still being developed.



APPENDIX K

THE PURDUE TEACHER OPINIONAIRE INSTRUMENT CAN BE PURCHASED

University Boo Store
360 State Street

West Lafayette, Indiana 47906



Child's Nm

Child's Teacher

APPENDIXIDIX

Institute for Development of HuMan Resources
College of Education
University of Florida

Follow Through Project

SOCIAL REACTION ..INVENTORY

City

Date

Collected By

1. a. Ohil.lren get into _rouble because their :parents punish them too much

b. The trouble with most children today is-that their parents are tooca5y
With .them.

N1an.

CI

f the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck.

:roubles res lt from the nist.akes they make.

the biggest reasons why we have wars is because-people don't
i!Iterest.in government.

There wll I always }'e wars, o matter how hard people try to prevent thel

In Tui p 1 get the respect they- des

ft. It sad truth that an individual's
rocugi zed. no matter..how hard .he tries.

a.

worth of

in this world.

vithout Greing

teachers are unfair to students is "hot air.."

[ s don't realize hots much their grades are influenced
tic or chance.

a. Without the right breaks one cannot be a good and able leader.

b Ablc people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage their
_opportunities.

No mattnr how ha d -you:try some people just don't-like you.

b. People who can':t get others to like them, don't understand how to get
along with others ,

S. i. klIat4 person s born with plays the biggest part in determining what
they are like.

b. It is one's experiences in life which -determine what they are- like.

I often _foundl that what is going to happen will happen'...

b. Pu i 1 in late has never turned out as well for .rye as making ..h_.
n course of optic)



Follow Through - Project SOCIAL RE. CTION XENTORY

10. a. In the case of the well prepared stu
thing as an unfair'test.

Many tip^
Studying

there it h

Page ...

est ouestio _ tend to he spa different- from class that

realiv_a waste of tine.

11. a. Becoming a success is a mat
to -do with it-.

work, luck has little or

Getting a good jot; depends mainly on being in the right

right time.

12. a. The average. citizen can have an influence in government plans.

This world isrun by a few people in power, and there is notmuch the
little guy can do arrout it.

13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can snake them work.

b. It is not always wise to plan 00 far ahead because many things turn out
to be a ma,ter of good or hack lick anyhow.

14. a. There are Certain people who are just no good.

There is some good in everybody. -

1S. a. In mv- getting what I want has little or nothing to do with ' :1

well decide what to do by tossing a coin.

16. a. -Who. gets be the. boss often depends on who lucky enough to ho m

the right dace first

b. Getting people to .do the right thing depends upon being able, luck has

little or nothing to-do-with_it.

17. a As far a world affairs are concerned, most of us are pushed around b

forces we can neither understand, nor control.

By .taking an active part in government and social. affairs the people can

world. events.-contro

Most- pe ile don't- reali -ze the point to which their lives are controlled.

by accident and chance.

There is eally no such thing a- "luck."

a. One should- alw 'Willing to admit his mistakes.

bes cover up one's mistakes.

hether or.mot a person really likes 7ou.

blow many friends you have depends von- how nice -a person you arc



ct SOCIAL RI AC`i'IOr IN ENTORY pa

21% a In the lone run the bad things hat happen to us are made up for by the
good ones.

b. Most troubles are the result of lack of know -how, lack of knowledge -be
lazy, or all three.

Wi- h effort we can clean up dirty government.

It is difficult for people to have much control over the things government
leaders do-in office.

a. Sometimes I can't- unde- tand how teachers arrive at the grades

b. The harder tudy the better grades I get.

a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves ti, ha they should d.

b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their Hobs are.

25. a. Many tunes feel that t have little influence over the things that happen
to me.

b. It is impossible for re to believe that- chance or luck plays an import'
part in my life.

26. lonely because they don't try to. be friendly.

There is not -much use in trying too hard to,please peep _ -1 like

you, -thy like you.

Thcro is tb,_ much emphasis on athletics high -chool.

b. Teal sports are an excel lent but Id. charac

a. What happenS.to m- is my own doing.

b. Sorueti,:les I feel-that- I don't-ha = enough control over
life l taking.

'rection m

29, a. Most of the time cannot understand .11 politicians behave the way they do.

In the long run, the people are responsible for bad government on a national_
as well'as on=a local level.

Adapted by Larry M.. Bilker, Institute .for Development of Human Resources
College of Education, University of Florida, lainesville,. .Florida-.32601, .from tI

Rottor i-ii Soule.



Parent Name

Child's Name

or .Development of Human
College of Education
-University of Florida
FollOw--Through Project

HOW I SEE MYSELF SCALE

City_

Date

Child's Teacher

1. Notl

sources

Collected By

I don't ay with things and
finish them.

I'm very good at drating

4. I don't like to work with
ers

I wish I were smaller
(taller)

I worry lot

I wish I could do something
with my hair

S. Teachers like me

9. I've lots of energy

10. I am ignored at parties

11. I'm just the right weight

2

2

2

2

4 -5

4

stay wi
I finish

I'm not-much

soMeth

I like -to work with others.

I'm lust right

I don't worry

Mv hair is nice= look

don't ii

en't much energy.

I an a hit at oartics

5 I wish I were heavier
(light

12. Women don't like Women like me a

13. I'm-very good at speaking:
before a group

14. My face is pretty (good
looking):

--15 I'm very good-in-music

16... -I get along well with
teach

17. I don't like teachers

t Feel lt case, col
)10 inside. myself

try

2

4

I'm not much good a-
ing before a group

I wish-I were prettier
(good looking

l!rd not Much good in music

5 I don't get along with
teachers

like teachers



Follow Through Project HOW 1 SEE PIYSELI SCALE

20. I have trouble con rolling 1 2

my feelings

221: I did well in schbol work.

22. I want men to like me

23. I don't like the way I look

I don't want other women
to like me

25. I'm very healthy

26. I don't dance well

27. 1 write well

28. -T like to-work-alone

29, I use my ti Me

30. -Primo_ much good
things with MY-hand

I wish 1:coOld -do something_
out my skin

1

School IS never intereSting
to me

33, I don' do iii

34. I'm no
others

1

2

2

4

4

1

clan handle my feelings

didn't do well in school

I don't want men to like me

I. like the way I look -.-.

l-want other women to like
me

1, get sick a lo

I'm a very good dancer

I don't write well

don't like to work alone

I don't know how to plan
my time

I'm very good at making
things with my, hands

My skin is nice-looking

When I was in schoo
Interesting_to- me

_ usework well

-mart as the

35. Men- like me a lot

36. My clothes are not
like

37. 1 liked school

38. I wish I were bui
o 1

39. I don't read well

40. 1 don't learn new things
lily

I'm smarter than most
the others

Men. don't like me.

My clothes are nice.

I didn't -like school

I'm happy with the way I am.

read very

rn new things. -easily

Developed by Ira Gordon, Director, Institute .or_Development of Human.
Resources, College of-Education,:-.Universit -of F Iorida Gainesville Florida 32601i-----



APPEND

` H I FEEL ME FEEL I AVAI LAB LE THROUGH

404. /66-24.2-



c Is

School

Communit

Task Ini

MC

APPENDIX N

Institute for Doveloument of }:: :.an Resources
Co i e Ke of Ed

University a Fic

Florida

n. ti f t,ten a mly Test Ra

Child -core F

_a ion: C e proper rating)

Tester

Date

Grade Sex Race

-o initiation. Child sat tith hands in lap and watched E. Child
sat and looked about the room.

Minimal contact; No real involvement is shewn a child touched figures
withdrew. Child knocked figure and immediately withdrew.

Initiation but Minimal involvement. Child moves figures about randomlybut no organization. Child lays all figures down - -itematic play.

Initiation - high degree of involvement organized activity. Childpairs all animals or stands them side by side. Child groups figures
and puts them inside barricade. Child puts figures on top of one another.

Octob 1.972
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APPENDIX 0

uly, 1972

This Booklet to be retained by parent educator

PARENT Rlt. CATOfl 'ISIT REPORT

1972-1973 School Year

THIS VISIT

Col. 21 How many times was the visit attempted this week.
1. one four
2. two S. more that four
3. three 6. not _ed

The visit was:
1. completed

Not completed because:
2. it was cancelled b _in, one with no reason given3. it was cancelled by L:o::110:ing one with -,or! given4. it was cancelled by PE with reason given

orida Mode-4
S. mtohering a ne re P Me-6. other (weathe broke, &eat etc.)

Col. 1.:ith whom was
1. mothe
2. father
3. other adult_
4. brother .or sis
5. other minor

made?

Col 24 During the home visit, the mot h: ing one:
1. went out of her way to make me Feel welccme

laughed, Jol.ed, etc.2. made no feel comfortable (smiled, talked openly, etc.)3. went about the visit in a business-like
way (coo!).ernted, .answerquestions, did the task, etc.)4. would not cooporate (did not answer Questions, would not 1O-ayattention, was busy with other thir.:2s)

actively resisted the visit (was-discourteous said bad thingsabout the program, asked me to 1 cave. , .)

Col 2 During the visit the Fellow 1 o gh
1. -available and was taught tre. tasl
2. available-and was not naught the task

. not available

was:

Col. 26 During the visit there were disturbances in the room such as othadults, loud TV, crying baby, etc which:
1. were not serious
2 caused some problem to the home visit.
3. completely' disturbed the -110:710
4. there were no disturbances

Institutt! for
Florida, (jai;

urdes, College of Education, University-of



PEWR
Page 2

THIS WEEK'S TASK

Cols. 27, 28, 20, and 30
Which main task was presented (or re-presentu--) today? Place the
four digit task rube in Cols 27, 28, .29, and 30. If ycu n-.esent
task 00 I:lark 0 in Col. 27, 0 in Col. 28, 0 in Col. 29
Col. 30% If no main trisk was nresented, then columns 27 26-should be fj lied 1. w,th 0's

Col. 31

Col. 32

Col. 33

Col. 34

This week's task was developed.
1. University of Florida .

2. school
3. a parent
4. other

Iio; did you present the main task?
1. told her
2. told her and showed her
3. told her, Fh-.C,1 her, and nor tell me in her own words
4. told her, sh^wed hr, and did it to7r
S. told her, her, did it together, and then reverse

roles of techor and learner

H..Jw did the :otherin enereact to yo.,ir instructions for t'ne main ta?1. .interested - reacted positively (added, smiled, asked cest'enz,etc.)

2. neutral - listened but sho...:ed little positive or nezatie response3. disinterested - reacted negativelY (frowned, objeCted, belittled)

What kind of variations did the mothering one do when presenting
task back?
1. presented it back exactly as it was presented
2. used different words in presenting task back
3. extended the task in nresenting it back
4. did net pre::ent it to me

Col. 35 -When you watched the mothering one teach the child the task:
1. the mothering one used all tie DE's wch I stressed to her2. the mothering one used sune, of the DT3's which I streced toher
3. the mothering one used nono_-of the DTE's which I stroced4. the mothering one did not teach the task to the child

Col. 36 Did you adapt the task for this particular mother?
1. nodid it exactly as written
2. yes-after discussion with teacher3. yes-aftei finding an unexpected situation or resource in the home4. -yesafter mothering one made Suggestion during presentation



LAST WEEK'S TASK

PEWR
Page 3

Cols. 37, 38, 39, and 40
Which main task was presented, re-present.. ed, or simp left
home last ueck? Place the four digit task .umber in Cols. 37, 38,39, and 40. If you presented task 0006 mark 0 in Col. 3i, 0 inCol. 35, 0 in Col. 39 and :6 in Col. C. If no rain - nresencolum s J; throe F 0 s1 a uld be fi a 1

Col. 41 Last week's task was:
1. attempted with the Follow Through child
2. not attempted with the Follow Through child
If 2 in Col. 41 then enter O's in columns 42 through 49

Col. 42 Mothering one said that the child was
in -the task. Choose one to fill in
I. highly interested
2. mildly interested
3. not interested.
4. this information no requested
S. information requested but not given

Col. 4, Mothering one : that the child was
in the last task. Choose one to fill
1. highly successful
2, mildly successful
3. not successful
4. this information not re tod
5. this information requested but not

44 The mothering one said last week's k was:
1. important
2. of some importance
3. of no-importance.
4. this information not requested
5. this information re- ted but not gi

Col. 45 The mothering one stated that the last task was :
1. too difficult for the child
2. just right for the cfhild
3. too easy for the child
4. this information--not requested
5. this information requested but not given

Col. 46 Who +r, es-. led last week's task to the Follow Through child?1. mother 5. other
2. father 6. two or more of the above3. brother 7. information not available or4. sister

no one presented the-task



PEWR
Page 4

Col. 47 Hots much during past wee1 was spent teaching the tothe child in the home?
1. more than 3 hours
2. from 2 to 3 hours
3. from 1 to 2 hours
4. less than 1 hour
5. this information not requested
6. this information requested but not given

Col. 48 How much . did the mothering one say the child spent ci thetask last weck?
1. more than 3 hou_
2. from 2 to 3 hours
3. from 1 to 2 hours
4. less than 1 hour
S. she did not say

Col. 49

HOME-SCHOOL INFORMATION

o much time spent wits the teacher in planning this week'oil visit?
1. less th::m 15 minutes
2. 30 minutes
3. 45 Minutes-
4. one hour
5. therewas no planning period

Col. 50 How much time was spent with the teacher in talking about thevisit afterwards?
1. less than- 15 minutes
2. 30 minutes
3. 45 minutes
4. one hour
5. there was no follow-u- conference

Col. 51 CDid the mothering one visit the school last week?
1. yes
2. no
3. PE does not know

Col. Did th r omothering one work in the classroom -last tree
yes

PE does not know,

Col. 53 Did the mothering one attend any parent group' meeting at theschool last week? (not counting PAC)
1. yes
2. no
3. PE does net ow
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54 Did the mothering one or any of the child's relatives attend
the last PAC meeting?
1. yes
2. no
3. Ph does not know

Col. 5 Did you discuss the last PAC meeting with the mothering 0 ,.e?
I. yes
2. no

Col.
yes

2. no

tell the mother one about the next PAC meeting.

Col. 3i h'as the child's school behavior discussed during the home ,dsit.
1. yes

no

Col. s8 Were plans discussed or made for the mother to visit the school?
1. yes
2. no

GENE INFOR:AATION

Col. 59 Were songs nursery rhymes, toy making, rhythm games or 1. noother enrichment materials presented to the mothering.
one for .ny child in the family (not including the task
or task mate

Col. 60 Did you discuss comprehensive services?

Col. 61 Did you ask rotheri.ng one for suggestions for

Col. 62 Were suggestions for tasks given to you? (Please
write on a shoot of paper and give to your teache

Col, 6 Did the mother sti Best a = m and ask for a speciala
task to help her child in a special skill?

Col. 64 Did to pother assign any spacial duties to the childdry f,g week? (cloan room, set table, rake yard,

Col. 65 Did you see the child's work displayed in the

etc.

1. yes

2.

1. yes 2

no

110
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EACJIING BEHAVIOR

During the home visit did you both show and.tell the mothering one how

Col, 66 Get the learner to ask questions?
1, yes 2. no

Col. 67 Ask nor questions. that have more than one
answer?

1. no

Col, 68 Get the learner to use more than one word when
an3wering questions?

1. yes 2. no

Col- 69 Use praise and encouragement when.the learner did well? yes no

Col. 70 Get the learner to make choices on the basis of ,e
or standards?

dence

yes no

Col. 71 Give the learner time to think about the problem? yes

Col. 72 Introduce na, materials and let the learner become
familiar with them before teaching the task? 1
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HOME EN _RONMENT REVIEW (HER)

Pa Alt's Name

Child's Name

Ask these questions of mothering one:

EXPECTATIONS FOR.CHILD'S SCHOOLING

1. How much schooling do you expect
.

your child will receive?

2. How well do you think he/she will
do in school?

HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW (HER)

Parent's Name

PEs Name

aze 1

Teacher's Name

City

Child's Name

Date

MARS ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN '

Expects child to finish
college

Expects child to complete
high school

Expects child to finish
elementary 'school

Expects child to complete
some eitmenta school

Not much expectation for-
child to receive schooling
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AWARENESS OF CHILD'S DEVELOPMENT MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

1. At home did/does your child learn
quickly to do anything?
yes, what?

Is your child good at anything?
If yes, what?

Based on what your child can learn quickly,
what would he be good at in school?

Mother understands that
both the child's strength-
'and weaknesses can be
related to his school
behavior

Mother understands that
child's strengths may be
related to school behavior=
but she does not see
weaknesses are also re-
lated to school behavior

Mother can see the child
has both strengths and

2. At home did/does your child have weaknesses
trouble learning to do anything?
If yes, what?

Are there things that your child is not
so good at? yes, what?

Based on wh7tyourchild found difficult
to do at how, what subjects would-you
think he might find troublesome at
school?

Mother can see the child
has strengths but no
weaknesses, or weaknesses
but no strengths

Page 2

5

4

Mother does not seem to
be aware of any particular 1

strengths or weaknesses.
in her' child
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REWARDS FOR INTELLECTUAL ATTIIENT

1. Khile teaching your child when
do you reward him/her and When do
you punish him/her?

2. How do you reward him /her?

3. How do you punish him/her?

4. If you were given a report card
showing how your child worked at
school, how would you use it?

?.LARK ONLY ONE BOX ';ITH AN "X"

A clear cut system for giving
rewards and punishment is
used when parent is teaching
child

Mother is aware that it
is important to reward child
when he is correct

Child is often-punished
for making mistakes, but
seldom is child rewarded
for being correct

Inconsistent! other
rewards one minute,
punishes the next
minute

Child is seldom rewarded
when being taught

Pa--
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PRESS FOR 1_, 'MACE DEVELOPMENT MARK ONLY O E BOX WITH AN "X"

1. How well do you feel your
child is learning to speak English?

2. Do you find it necessary to help
yoUr child learn to speak better?

If so, what ways do you help him/her
speak better?

A great deal of attention
is spent developing child's
correct use of English

A conscious effort is
made to improve child's
language

Corrections in child's
speech are sometimes
made

Mother is aware that
language development
is important in child
but does little about

Mother pays litt
no attention to the
way child speaks
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AVAIL R LIP( AND USE OF SUP FOR
LAIN _OPENT

1. Do you get any newspapers or
magazines?

If so, what are ey?

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH

Dictionaries, b
children's boas,
newspapers, and magazi
are in the home

Books, children's books,
newspapers and magazines
are in the home

Children's books,
newspapers and magazines

Do you buy any books for your child? are in the home

What was the last one you

Either newspapers or
bought?

magazines are in the
home

3. Have you a dictionary?

What kind?

Has your child a diction

How often is it used?

Neither newspapers nor
magazines are in the
home

5



-G OPPOR UNIT E, OUTSIDE THE HOME

1. D- you v r get a chance to take
a vacation? if yes, do you go
anywhere that might help your child
to learn? If yes, give example

2. Do you or your husband play with
child outdoors or anywhere outside
the home? If yes, do you try to
teach him/her anything when you are
playing with him?

If yes, give example

3. Have you ever felt that you have
taught your child something while you
were outside the home, in the store

church car or anywhere
If so, what?else

How did you accomplish this teaching ?.

MA ONL' ONE BOX i';ITH AN "X"

Parents nuke a clearcut

effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents make much
effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents make some
effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents make little
effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents pay no
attention to teaching
child outside home
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MATERIALS FOR LEA KING IN THE HONE

1. Do you let ur child operate any
appliances? If yes, which ones?

How long have you allowed this

not are your reasons for having your
child operate or not operate appliances?

2. Has your child a place of his own to
do school work or play at doing school
work?

3. What kind of supplies are available
far him to work with (Observe and
place X on appropriate lines)

Coloring books

Crayons

Paints

Other (specify)

Paste

Paper

Ruler

MARK ONLY ONE BOX 1.:ITH AN "X"

A systematic attempt is
made to provide materials
and situations for learning
in the home

Many Attempts are made to
provide materials and
situations for learni
the home

Some attempts are made
to provide materials and
situations for learning
in the hoMe

Few materials or situations
are made available for
learning in the home

No materials or situations
are made available for
learning in the home

Page
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READING P

1. Do you ever let anything to
for your child from the library?
If yes, why?

2. Do you have your n libra
books?

3, Have you bought any books or
other readtlg materials for your
child recently? If so, what?

4. Do you read to your child?

If so, :II

MARK ©NLY ONE BOX WIT"

A syteri.atic effort is
made:' to use reading

materials.to teach chi

Library books and othe:
reading materials ..re

available and 1,:3ed to

teach child

A library book has
been brought home

Books are in the
home - none from
library

Not much reading
material in the
home

I
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TRUST IN

1. a child begin:: .cchool poorly
do you think he could get a bad
reputation?

Yes No

2. Could a bad reputation which
a child gets at first last all
through school?

Yes No

3. What can be done to prevent
a child from getting a bad reputation
in school?

V1

4. Is there any way that your child
might not benefit from going to
school?

S. When it comes to treating your
child fairly, how reasonable are the
people who run the school?

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH

A great deal of trust
of school

trust of school

Some trust of school

Little trust of school

No trust of school

Page 9
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APPENDIX P

or Development of Human Reseu rces
College of Education
University of Florida

Gainesville, Florida 3Z6

PAR 7 RESPONSE

each statement care

Parent

e appropriate box on the ri ht .

1. Do p,) help make decisions for the program?

Do parents contribute to a monthly bulletin of
program events?

Do parents help in recruiting paid and volunteer
workers in the program?

4. Is the PAC meeting run by school peop

[8.

Do parents help determine the health, social,
psychological services needed?

Do parents help in solving problems that arise
in the program?

Does your PAC have an executive con ee?

chairman in full control of PAC mee

Do you know the -e of the.PAC chairman?

10. Has 'ou PAC made five decisions this year?

Do parents help decide job requirements for
seleCting all paid and volunteer workers?

12. Do you know who is eligible to vote in the PAC
election?

17 Was the PAC chairman elected by the PAC members?

DON'T
YES NO NNOW

I-

_



14. Does the PAC have an funds under its comnl

control?

Do you know hot,. these PAC funds are used?

Do you have representatives !Dom community
organizations actively' involved in your PAC?

17. Do you help in the selection of professional staff?

18. Does your PAC have a set of bylaws?

19. Can you get an item on le agenda?

20. Do you know how often your. PAC meets

21. Are parliamentary procedures used in the election
of your PAC officers,?

22. Are your PAC meetings open to all nts?

23. Do most parents attend PAC meetings?

24. Does someone take minutes at t le PAC meeting?

25. Are you informed of your PAC meetings?

26. As a PAC member d© you feel directly involved
in the project?

Do parents play a part in the Follow Through Program
other than as parent educators and volunteers?

28.. Are there any sub-committees in your PAC?

29. Does the general consultant meet with the PAC?

30. Does the model sponsor consultant or representative
meet with the PAC?

PRR



APPENDIX V

1971-72 Data Sut nary for Eleven Communiti

P, ent Response Report

Pre

m Yes No -Yes

1,244 637 66.14

(2) 660 1,221 35.09

(3) 739 1,142 39.29

(4)* 755 1,126 40.14

(5) 1,031 850 54.81

(6). 1,259 622 66.93

(7) 914 967 48.59

8) 837 1,044 44.50

(9) 812 1,069 43.70

(10) 366 1.,515 19.46

(11) 550 1,331 29.24

(12) 823 1,058 43.75

(13) 1,030 851 54.76

(14) 650 1,231 34.56

(15) 633 1,248 33.65

(16) 685 1,196 36.42

(17) 367 1,514 19.51

(18) 767 1,114 40.78

(19) 773 1- -,108 41.10

(20) 1,199 682 63.74

(21) 844 1,035 44.87

(22) 1,434 447 76.24.

590 1,290 31.37

(24) 1,211

Yes

1,426

797

824

838

1,172

1,378

1,181

1,011

1,061

651

652

1,040

1,230

808

842

844

403

988

983

1,425

1,023

1,545

709

Post

No es

473 75.09

1,101 41.99

1,073 43.44

1,060 44.15

722 61.88

517 72.72

713 62.35

885 53.38

834 55.99

1,243 34.37

1,245 34.37

855 54.88

664 64.94

1,088 42.62

1,055 44.39

1,053 44.49

1,494 21.24

909 52.08

912 51.87

473 75.08

871 54.01

353 81.40

1,183 37.47

drj.ato



Pre

%Ycs

(25) 1,475 406 78.42

(26) 905 976 48.11

(27) 1,176 705 62.52

553 1,528 29.40

(29) 877 1,004 46.62

(30) 874 1,007 46.46

Yes

Page 2

Post

No v es

1,627 268 85.86

1,090 802 57.61

1,299 599 68.44

765 1,130 40.37

1,031 867 54.32

1,029 823 55.56



Sch

Name (T

Teacher
1 2 4

APPENDIX Q

Grade

Name (PE)1.

2.
TAX 40NY OF CLASSITO!! ACTIVITIES

Teacher-Aide Instructional Activities

Pate
c;E.

1.0 Housekeeping
1. Dusts, cleans, etc.
2. helps children with clothing
3. Arranges furniture
4. Keeps order (babysitting)
S. Posts bulletin board
6. Takes monitoring responsibility

(bus, lunch, snacks, lavatory, recess)

2.0 Clerical
1. Collects monies
2. Collects papers
3. TakeS attendance
4. Duplicates materials
S. Distributes materials
6. Fills-out routine reports
7. Gives tests
S. Maintains -inventory
9. Maintains instructional material file

10. Keeps records

Ma eritIls

1. Locates materials
2. Vakes bibiliography
3. Sets up displays
4. Sets up demonstrations

(prepares materials)

4.0 Instruction
4.1 Teaching

1. Tutors individual
2. Organizes play activity
3. Selects materials
4. Develops materials
S. Teaches total group
6. Teaches small group
7. Disciplines
8. Organizes group for instruction
9. Makes judgments

4.2 Planning
10. Plans, organizes meetings
11. Plans bulletin board
12. Plans lesson (small group, large group)

5.0 Evaluation
1. Grades papers
2. Makesanecdotal records
3. Uses Systematic Observation Schedule
4. Organizes case study
S. Evaluates materials

Makes test

Interprets test results

PE
2 4
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APPENDIX R

Role P:nec tancies

Follow Thro-
(Developed b par

Principal's workshop, July 1972,

the

Princi _

Florid%

Principal should have a thorough knowledge of the complete program.
a. The-principal should becon

the Follow Through Program.
amiliar with the Federal idelines of

-The principal- should become-Familiar with -tenets-Of theModel by acquainting
Proposal."
It is suggested that the principal read the "Experiments in Primpry-.Education" by Maccoby and Zel lner.

himself with the:annual "Florida Follow
lorida
Through

It is recoM ended that the principal confer with-the ocal-projeCtcoordinator in order tp more .clearly..-establish -his- in Follow- Through.
2. Principal should establish personnel ecti n precodures that:

will insure the selection of Follow Through teachers- and parent -educnwho have the unique qualitieS- that would enable them to succeed- in thprogram Role of-Follow Through Teacher and Role-of Parent Educator).-
b. will insure the involvement '.-. PAC personnel lecti co77.mittee.
.PrinCipal.sho
the program-(

ke sure that all personnel_ have a thorough knowledge ofthrough inserice training activities

.-Principal-shou d -help bring about a school-,ide-understand'n
the piogra,-

Principal:must. help sell-the program to the ts and commu

and roject CoOrdinator must develop a kable relationship to put_across the program.

7, Principal. should be aware of changes
the program. take place from time to time in

Principal should invite com.iunity to a meeting to explain what prabout.

Principal should attend all PAC necti

10. Principal 1d-help 1 the --deVel

11'. Pri,nc ipnI shou1ii ke home visits F. pEs.-

sonnel (04:. task s
Principal moo
their ,role is in the

supportive
re gram.

gran.b- -

within his bui

all

to learn,



must help -ched
sehedules,forpsychologists, social worker, etc.

_rgani:e the surTor

14. Principal must rea _ze eh tit his school will
a great deal of evaluation and tes ting.

15. Principal mbst be sensitive to life styles and values of groins..

16. Principal should meet -with support staff fr

17. Principal should-get. to know city-wide_ PAC chairman,

lave visitors

18. Principal. -should, mak e that Follow Through classes ref he minimu.7, of50% low income pupil composition required in the Foil° Through guidelines.

19. Principal should maintain close contact with all classroom teams to make su
.they ate functioning, properlY..

20. Principa
formance

should help evaluate- Follow Through teacher and parent eduCator
Role " i=ollo, ? Through Teacher and--Role of Parent-Educator)

21. Principal should oversee the establishment of an administrative and evaluative
structure to monitor home visits (e.g,. schedule of -home visits, number of

-home visits per month by parent educator and family, determination of com7!ensa-
tory time off,'etc,). He should be aware of home visit problems that teao,-,rs

_and parent educators are unable-to solve even to- the point of making home visitshimself.

In planning the schedule for Follow Through classes, the principal should
establish that gufficient time be set aside for planning.

Eithei build.the schedule so that e.n hour a day be set aside for
planning, or

b. Show the teacher how to find planning time.

23. Principal should oversee the evaluation of the Pollow Through program in hisschool.

Pr acipa -h --d-make provision for _parent
affairs (e,g.: luncheons-, picnics, -etc.).

edUca_ :s to take par

25. Principal should attempt to provide some type of material
or materials. and equipment):for. Pollow-Through Teachersas
them to-meet-the extra demands'that the program places.-on

6. Principal-should oversee systerrdtic f
parent educators on how they are pei
only come from the principal and project
egu -ly monthly-or-

in social

wards e-g.: me,
an incent
h-,

o Follow 'Throughteachers, and
theirjObs. Feedback should not

inater,.but also should oc
i -the teaching team.

27. Princinal should o ors('
monitor parent educator ac
calling in when delayed, s

estabi
ties
ng up

-of-administrative proced
ping conmitmen



Teacher

FOLLOW THROUGH

Teacher Conference Guide

Da
Parent Educat

Teacher interprets he HER and PEWR data collected by PE.

Yes Unable to Rate

If no, indicate specific course of action agreed upon

Teacher. plans. with PE for a home_visit.

yes

If n

Unable to Rate

, indicate specific cou

Teacher develops tas

Yes

with the as

action agreed upon.

cc of PE,

No
. Unable toga

If no,- indicate specific course of action agreed upon,

Jeacher,plans with the par n_ educator for,clasproom-instructional
activities (e.g.: "-goes over daily lesson plans and helps PE learn
teaching skills).

Yes No

If no, indicate specifie.course of action agreed .anon.



Teacher supervises
activities.

,e parent _educator's c

Yes o Unable to Rate

sroon instructional

If no, indicate specific cour5e's) of action agreed upon.

6. Teacher knows the purpose and nature of the Follow Through Program
in her particular school.

Yes c Unable to Re

If no, indicate specific course(s) of action agreed upon.
(

7. -Teacher communucates with commments and
suggestions

Yes Unable to Rate

If no, indicate specific course(s) of-action agreed-upon.

at are this teacher's strong points in working with PE's?

Are there areas in which this teacher needs-to improve in working
with PEs?



Parent EdUcato

Teacher

APPENDIX S

F l ,LUI THROUGH

Parent Educator Conference Guide

PE administers HER, IFNF, and the PR!' R.

Yes No Unable to Rate.

If ,no indicate. specific co of action agreed upon.

2; PE plans with the teacher for a home visit...
Yes No Unable to Rate

If no-, indicate specific course(s) of action agreed upon.

PE develops tasks with the assistance of -the teacher.

--Yes Unable to Rate

If no, ind pecific courses) of action agreed upon.

Date

PR plans with the teacher for classroom instruction and
instructs individuals and groups in classroom; under teacher's
direction.

-Yes N Unable Rate

If no, indicate specific course of action agreed upon.



PE teaches task to parent as planned.

Yes No Unable to Rate

If no, indicate specific Courses) of action agreed upon.-

PE knows the-purpose and nature of. the Follow Through Program-
in-lier.partioular school and-her role in it

Yes No Unable to Ra

If, no, indicate specific courses) of action agreed upon.

7.- Teacher has able to devote none t
individual help as

No-Yes

uit of the -FOP'S p

Jnable, o.Rate

to nuiis who need
esence in the classroom.

If no, indicate specific course(s) cif.action agreed-upon.

PE has good rapport wi

Yes

Children.

No Unable to Ra

If no, indicate specific course

PE has

Yes

hown initi iv in help

Unable to .at

ion agreed upon.

ng in the classroom.

no, -indicate specific-- course(s) of action agreed upon.



10. 1'!h at are this PE's strong points?

11. Are there areas in which this PE needs- to inpro


