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{ABSTRACT
This report represents a synthesis-of data related to

the impact of the Parent Education Tollow Through (PDFT) PrOgrasi-in
the Yakimi (Washington) School Distriqt. ItNwas compiled from reviews.
of written documents and interviews with' bath' model sponsor start'aind
patents, teachers, community leaders and others Within xthe Yakima
School' District. The program, in which'Oataprofessionals and parent.
educators worked with.chilaren in kindergarten and first grade .

classroomt and with their motherS in the homes, is briefly described.
The political, econodic.and ethnic characteristics of the community
And-school staff are noted. The community's response to the program
is said to be generally positive. It is concluded that the PVT
Grogram is a dynamic force for institutional and social change within
the Yakima community. Factors contributing to the appirent success, or
the, program are discusied, along with some Criticisms leveled at ttie
'program'. (Author/BR).
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Introduction

The deVelopment of the Parent Education Folbow Through Program (PEFT)

is base primarily on the beliefs that Parents are the first and best
/

)

. teachers of their own children and that the home is the most long-lasting

learning institution a child experiences (Olmsted, 1977). Recent studies

stave supported these beliefs through findings which Odicate the importance

of considerin 'factors such as thehome and the community when attemptiag

to improve ildr / la academic performance. These studies suggest that

schools may no longer presume to assume the full responsibility for the

education of children (Gordon, 1977, 1977-78). .For instance, Palmer's (197,7)
1

work shows that by helping parents to become proficient teachers of their

children that we can positiVely effect the performance of thoSe children

in school. The work of Reeves' (1975) and others revealsThatlactors out-

side the school and classroom account for at least 50 percent of the variance

in students' achievement.
- .

Though,recent reports (Anderson, 1917; House, 1977) have shown that

t
.

chilfiten in our program have made significant achievement gains in &ccd.triiic.

,

ereas, these reports did not attempt to document the most significant or

\clique aSpects of our program. These aspects include 'such things op the

.
.

i padt Of the program op the family, the school system, and the community.
. .

.

! Co cern with documenting Nhe most significant or unique aspects of the PEFT
1 A

pro ram and the realization that the effects of the program vary from
-.

4." commu iy to community led to the design of a seties of studies using ethnq-.

/ . graphi
9

techniques. It was felt that such studies would be an exploratoiy
t

.

etekaing that impact the PEFT pro am is having within the various
', .

.. .

.

cpmmuniti
t

s in which itlis being.implemented_
.

c. .',1 1
_

;

f.
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Procedures

This report represents a synthesis of.data related to the impact of .

die PEET program in the Yakima School District, Yakima, Washington. Tt was

compiled from reviews of written documents and interviews, with b oth model

sponsor staff and persons within theYakima School District

The model sponsor staff interviewed.were those directly involved with

implementation of the,program in Yakima. Zhose interviewed within the

Yakima School District were chosen by the PEFT staff there...4TM 2a PEFT

parents and three - non -PEFT parents 'interviewed were
/1
selected by a modified

random selection procedure. Additional persons interviewed were nine
,

Parent Edu,cators (PEs), eleven PEFT teachers, seven non -PEFT teachers,four

principals, eleven central,office staff, four community leaders,and seven

others who were involved.in related programs. In all 77 of90 individuals

(or 86%) scheduled to be interviewed wereable to-keep their interview
1

. .

appointments.
i-

.. A
. ..

The majority of interviews were conducted in ,a private office' at the.
.

. a

central administratimbuilding. A few parents were incerl:Tievied in their

homes while most teachers were interviewed in their alaSsroo014
Y .

. . :.

. It was explained `to Aut. person interviewed that.the.niod.1.1.sponsor
.

wished to obtain his or her evaluation of the PEFT program; most specifically

that related to the effects of the .program in the following'tOur areas:

'(1) the Yakima community in general' (2) comprehensive services including
?

.i .

4 career development, (3> the Policy,Advisory Committee. (PAC), .and (4) the .

A

!,

, e b.

th etI(

.

family. It was also stressed Model sponsor would be interdsted

in anything. that s/he might wish-to say about the-program 0.14t did not fall.

. . .

into one of these three areas. .
..

_ 1., : ..
., %

All legal and ethical requirements consenf,andprivacy

,
,''were observed. ,

-4
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Sat tint

Geographically, Ypkima lies approximately half-way between Seattle.

and Spokane (Home and school interacts 1977). It is bounded on the east
,

'by the Yakima River and on the west by the Cascade Range. The population

of the City of Yakima is approximately.48,000; the population of its

1

entire metropolitan area is approximately 80,000'.

Industry in this area is predominately agriculture oriented; other,,.

.businesses are primarily of a professional or service nature. Fluctuations_

injthe.agriculture base cause a high degree of unemployment in Yakima com-

pared to the rest of the State of Washington--10 percent year around a'nd

as.high as 15 percent in the winter months. About gne-thiid of the ele-

mentary school spidents are eligible for free or reduced price lunches,

The Yakima School District currently enrolls approximately 13,000

students and employs 600 building level teachers and administrators plus

Central Office Staff.

The funding of the Yakima ScOool District reflects the rath

tivA economic and political climate of the Yakilia Valley. However,

conserva-

administratori are proud of the fact that while, traditionally, the per
.9

pupil cost in the District has been somewhat below the State average,
C

District-wide achievement scores have.been above the Statesaverage.
1 . o

TheNicentennial theme for the Yakima School District, officially

adopted bythe School Board, was "Parents, Community, and EducAtors as .

Partners." A belief in the mia6ility of this partnership:is.the cornerstone

of a philosophy which Armeates all aspects of the Yakima School District

(Parents, community and educators as partners, 1974).
'
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Description of the Innovation

.

The 1977-78 school year. was.the PEET program's tenth year of operation

in Yakfm4 (Follow Through application for school year 197748, 1977, pp. 27)."

In 1977-78 it involved 34 K-3 classrooms and served 687 low income) and 215

above low income children. The economic and ethnic characteristics of the
.

target population are presented in Table 1:

One cer'tified teacher and two paranrofeisional parent educators were
, A

employed in each kindergarten and first;grade classroom. In second and 1

thirdgrade classrooms only one parent Lucator was employed because of I

financial constraints imposed through se.eral years of a stationary leve

of funding. The parent educators worked with the children in the "classfoom

- 1

and with th&ir mothers (or "mothering ones") in the homes. Families with

children in the kindergarten or first grade received weekly home visits

from iparent-e4u4ator; families of ,children in second or third grade class-
s.

/rooms received biweekly home visits;

he 'ethnic characteristics of PEFT teachers and PEs are shown in

'Table 2.

The PEFT program director in Yakima was employed half-time in tha

, position and half-time as building principal of a PEET school. Her admilni-
.

atrative.aipport staff included .three full-time and one half-time person
,

in the capacities of clerk, bookkeeper, and secretary. OtherP4FT propiam

support staff included trained substitute teachers, two parent educat r.
.

,
. - .

, . -------It--.--
trainers, one nurse and one health aide, and a psychologist.. Additional

unds within the ITFT program budget were appropriated.for one-half of the

nine PEET kindergarten teachers ' salaries so that they might teach a single.
'

.

\.'

session rather than the double assion,that the oth r district kindergarten I

"
4!

taught. Other'funds within the bu4gkt were allocated for parent .

_
.

, 1

0
, .

t

t.
d.- .

t
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.

Economic and Ethnic Characteristics of Target Population

1977-78

Economic Charadteristics

and.low income

-

687

l5

6.2

3.8

Qualified; Head Start

Non-Qualified .

Ethnic Characteristics

Black
5 'V 80 ,'8.8

Chic ° 180 20.0

Natil American 21

Oriental 3 .3

'Whiff a. 618 68.5'

.
TOTAL 992 1,00.0

41.
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Table 2

...
:
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6

Ethnic tha'racteristics of Teachers and Parent Educators
.

A

her

1977-78' .

Teachers Parent Educators

Black 2 6 8 15

Chicano 4 11 . 1 13

Hawaiitn 1 3 a 0.

White 28 80 .39 72 .

. TOTAL Y5 100 54 100

tr
t

I

I

I 4
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activities (including trave supplies; and babysitting), contractual

medical and dental cafe, and nutrition supplies. '

The total 1977-'78 PEFT 'program budget in Yakima was $560,970. Of this

amount, $448,776 was federal funds while $112,194 was contributed by the

Yakima School Disttict in the form of either in-kind-services or actual funds.
)

General Discriatiorif Introduction and Implementation

The PEFT program was apparently ch. osenby the ?!.akima School District
-

in 1968 for primarily tworeasops: (1) it presented a new way to effect

student achievement gains, and (2) some of those most influential in the

District administration had always had an'underlying philosophy of a home-

!school partpership. At that time there was some skepticism among many in

the District who were uncomfortable having parents assume such a significant

role in the schools' affairs.
.

It is especially interesting, therefore, to note that those who admitted

this original skepticism were among those who. in describing the evolution

of the PEFT program in Yakima since 1968 indicated that one of the most

significant dehlopoints was the degree/ to which parent,invq4ement in the

schools, or the home-school partnership,.0ad become such a comfortable cop-

cept for.all.concerne41d- arents, students, and educators.

In addition to the administrative suppOrt and felt need previously`

mentioned, several other factors appear to have con*ribtited to the speed

with which the program was' Pri4inally'implemented, the success withwhi h.
.

it has been maintained, and the diffusiOn of its concepts throughout the

District. Ane of these was 'he demand for compliance, accompanied by alpport,

from the model sponsor. Anot r has been the fact that the PEFT program

coordinator in Yakima has always held a position in the District's administrative
0-
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hibrarchY equal to, or above that,"of the building principals with whom

s /he mupt work to implement the program. Also a significant factor has

been the absence of both tenure laws in the State of Washington and leachers'
.

...

, . .

withinithin the Yakima School "District which allows the rplacement or

)

4
reassig ment of staff rriiribers 'Oho are

,

not philosophically or practically ,

meeting the demands of the PEFTprogram. .Another factor has been the

District policy of regularly rotating building principals which would seem

to remove the negative connotations df reassignment and, also; insure the

dissemination of PEFT concepts into non-PEFT schools. Fiflally, morale among

staff members and theirregard for the District and PEFT administration.

seemed to be high",.

The PEFT program has been placed in schools in low-income areksjof

- %

the District. Administrators have justifeied this by reasoning that the 4 .

program is 'serving those children4and families with the gveatest)need, but
. .

this has caused somstigma to be attached to placement in'the program. '

. . .
.

, . ..

. The infusion of a few middle-income childrenfrom overdroded schools into
.

.
, J. 1, .

EFT classrooms, and theDistNict.adminiAtration's efforts at communicating' .

the essence Of the program to the communii.y;'haveorily partially alleviated
.

.
I

this stigma.

4
. At schools where not all prtinary classrooms participate in the program,

PEFT classrooms have

program

often becOme "stacked" witproblem childr
-411

. .

.
Despite the rogram coordinator's suggestions to the contrary, principals

have tended-to place children whom they feel have greater academic or

personal needs in PEFT classiooms wherdothey will have more adult contact.

The placement of the program in predodinately low-income schoolsand

the "stacking" of 'some PEFT classrooms have .caused difficulties with eval-
.

uation. It has been impossible to establish suitable control groups for
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evaluation purpo'ses1 either by school orby classroom. This wou)d, apparently;

present the most difficulty in the analysis of data from the standardized

achievement tests given in the areas of reading and mathematics.

During the ten years that the. PEFT program has existed in the Yakima"

School District, adaptations of thp program have been necessary because of

reduced or stationary levels of funding, the adaptations, such as limit-

ing second and third grade classrooms to one parent eduCator, may have

stunted the model in the purest sense, but are within thecbounds 6f con- ;

.
11111

tinned implementation of the essential components of the model. The

adaptations necessitated by reduced funding may even have allowed the pro-

, t-

gram to appropriately evolve as PEFT staff and families have become more

?op isticaeed in their. understandings of iti*.pasic PEFT piogram concepts.

Effects of the Parent Edocation Follow Through Program

The Community. Evidence of the effects of the PEFT program on program

development and attitude change within the Yakima School District may be
, .

. .

seen the positive expressions of support.by PEFT families and staff,

other istridt staff, and other community people.--The most tangible

evident is, however, at least 21 documented "spin-Off" programs and acti-

vities which have been instituted

funds, or for which other outside

on a volunteer.batis',. with District

sources of funding have been sought,.
Communication between the District and the community regarding the

PEFT program has apparently been excellent; every person interviewed Was -----

- familiar with she program and most appeared to understand its emphases.

. 4

Two PEFT parents raised harsh criticisms of various aspects of the Program,

which seemed, primarily, to reflect their lack of understanding of the

program's objectives. Bemuse it was impossible tOdetprmine the extent

to which these parents cayfiave reflected the feelings of others, their

11 7

Y.
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criticisms bear consideration and suggest that further efforts at communi-
,

, 1

cation may be necessary.. , 4

4 * I ./
.

. e .

...0 omprehensive. Services. ,The of the program inthe areas of
f Se s 41, . 4.. .

..

comprehensive services appear to be most positive in the areas of career

development and the delivery of auxiliary services. ThePEFT program has

served as a career ladder, most significantly, for low-income parentsand

female staff members. The dfficient coordination of community resources
. -

and PEFT resources for the Successful delivery of auxiliary services was

verified', repeatedly, by parents.

The Policy Advisory Commitpee (PAC). The'PEFT'staff has taken many.

.1 .

steps to insure.the sucCessiof the PACs through increased staff and parent

participation. Many oz" these steps have been perceived as paternalistic

at best, and condescending at worst, by some of the parents. .Though Lese

parents appeared to be.small,mknority,jt was not possible to accurately

assess the extent of these perceptiOns Among the4EFT parents. It is clear,
-

however, that this is a matter of some concern for both PEFT staff ant

parehts.

were reported to'be very pOsitive. It is encouraging that PEFT staff,

PEFT families,,, and those who are no longer VEF participants all attest to

The Faiily. The effects of the model related to changes infamily life

the long-term,diffuse effeCts of the program on their families' lives.
4

It was repeatedly asserted by those interviewed"that the PEFT Program
..

in Yakima has: '
(1) improved th4 self-concepts of those related to the

. .

. .

.program in

'(2) improved th

(3) imOrov

aity of parent/chilli d interaction,.
..i., . 1
df; .

.

the cplaity of hotne/school communication,
..,

12' . . . ./ ./.,:.

St
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(4) improved the interactions amongPeoplei of different
-

1

Ocio-economicbackgrounds,

Aro, helpe OW-income and minority parents become advvcates.

for thaiplves,

d low- income. parents become'independently.func-

. .
ing members, of Society, and, ..

'., .

0

completely. diffused throughout the Yakima School..

rigtki
. .

.

Y
hat its concepts all aspects of the °

.

. ,
functioning. 4

sr
- ..

These positive asserE^ons

or
program, and the staff'

. ,

.

along with the criticisms'leveledai the PEI,

concern with the criticismi,of the prograrl,

cate that the PEFT program is a dynamic.forti for institutional, and
- c , .

change within the Yakima community. ,
. '4.

6 ; .
.

%,Through it was impossibler given the limitations of this study, to
t .

. . . . 1 J -
..

define with preci sion why the'PEFT model has been so well received and Imple--
. /0" ..

Siented within the Yakima comm unity, there was a "sense" of some ofthe con-
.

-
.

.

-.-

tributing factors.' . .

(1) Yikima is relatively isolated geOgrappicatly_which forces its
410.

residents to:be\or become community centered,

1.7
(2)"Iakima is conservative, poli tally 4476-conomically, and

its residents are,more%likely t respond to a 'program over
I

which they feel they have control and which they feelthe-y

can adapt to their needs.

(3) Yakima,residents express a feeling of responsibility for

"taking care of their own" which they. attribute to their

conservative nature.

13.
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...

(4) Yakima, because of its periodic economic depressfOns, has'
.. N
11,\ . . .

not had an'Influx of "outsiders" whO midleAgitate for change.
. . .

.

The community is "at peace" with itself.

(5) Yakima has little'if any, bussing to its elementaryschools;

..jbec.iuse families live in thIneighborhoodsWhere their.:

. chadren_atfend.school, it,is possible to develop a sense of
,..

community spirit with the school as the focal point r.

_..-
. 0 .

.(6) Yakima'smiddle-income parentsTfind the concept of "pa ents
#. . I .

. , ).
%.

as partners" appealing, and they are anxious to imprinte their

parenting' skills. This isa large segment*of Yakimaisapopu
.

. -
* .

lation, and they have supported the concepts of the'PEFT 4.r '

program and lobbied for the extension ofthese concepts,intO

. .

their own.schools,

(7) YakimAq low-income parentssupport.the program for all the'

,

reasons previously named, but also bewse the gaps between

.socio-economic factions within the community'have never grown

so wide that they were impossible to bridge,.

(8) Yakima's school officials genuinely bell'eve in the effiCaty

,

of.a home/school partnershIp,. They work very `hard to dissemi-

natethis,notion throughout the community, and they attempt

to incorporate -it into all District programs and activities.

This belief originally grew out of their search for ways

TO improve students' -achievement in academic areas; but, that

concerh has, apparently, become secondary'.
.0t

Yakimes PEFT' program coordinators h e had both the authority,

0
through their placement in the adminis rative hierarchy, and

14
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4.

the respect, through their .extremely positive relatifoships

with other staff members, tosuccessfully and appropriately

implement the program.
a

The Parent Education- FoITWOIrough Program works in Yakima because

works Xr Yakima. Itcis difficult to 'conceive of a community in which

the progr'am could have been more cltpletely and successfully implemented.

4,

4

\

-

A

7.

.15

04.

4%.

4f4



4
Yakima Impact Study

14

Anderso*, R."11., et al. Education as experimentalipn:. A planned variation
modei (Vols. IV .At -D),, Cambridge, Massachusetts:. Abt Associates Inc.,
1977. i ,f,

f

. .

. /

F011ow Through aulicaehtn fOr school year 1977-78. Yakima,.Washingto 7
Yakilla School District No. '7, 1977. ,

. /
.

Gordon, I. J. Directions for the UNC-CH School of Education. Chapel

- Nort

Chapel Hill,. 117.
Carolini:f. School of Education, Universityp4f North Caroli

I-. J. Personal interviews. Chapel Hill,North Caroliiiik chosol'Gordon,
.of Education, University of, North Carolina at Chapel Hill; 1977- 81

Home and school interact: Projedt of Fienklin and Wilson Junior Bighls and
Yakim4 Public Schools. Yakima, Washington: Yakttla Public Scgools, 1977.

at
/1'

House E. R., Glass, C.'V.,MCLean, L. A., III WalkerI'D. F. No simple answer:
Critique oaf the "Follow Through7.evaluaVa Urbana: University of
Illinois, Center for Instructional Research and Curriculum Evaluation,
1977.

Keeves, J. P. The houlp, the school, and a
science. Sciencek!ucation, .1975,.59(4

.---
Olmsted, P. P. Parent Educatiot Program

Chapel Hill, North Cirolina: Projec
University of North Carolina at Chap

Palmer, F. it,. T cts of earl
school performance. New York: ,St

e of

Parents, community and educators as
Yakima, Washington; Yakima Publ

1

4 .4

ievement in mathematics and'
439-460!

niveriity of North Carolina. .

Follow Through, School of EduCation,
1 Hill, 1977.,

ldhood
\
educational intervention ou

to University of New York, 1'977.

artners: -A community education proposal.
c Schools, 1976.

*,

1s


