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Comprehemave Medet for Child'Services:

414

,Par!Int Educatp) ollow Through 1Nogrtam

* There is a recognized need for dellvery of appropriate child

kervices encompassing,a theoretical framework characteristic of

ecologiCal psychology (Brim, 1975; Bronfenbrenner, 1'976; Gordon,

:

1977). This framework may.be translated into educational prograis

linking the child's family and the diveie servicea offered by in-
e

formal networks and Inrmal agencies in the community.

\ This approach has been supported by a conAderable body of
,

research literature demonstrating that the home and the :school
414

environments in interaction with other vs have h direct impact

upon children and their patterns and motive? for acflievement

(Gordon, 1977). In essence, the chltd and_family. do not_behaVu in

iAOlation from other impinging envirOnmental systems which include

.
the schoel, local agencits, political/legal systems, and economic

torces. This interaction of environments or agencies can be viewed...,

aS a %transactional approach across sykeems or as a Communky Impact

Model.

Figur; 1 is an adaptation of ideas from the work of Ofville

Brim (1975) and Urie Bronfenbrenner (1976) which clarifies the above-
,

/-
This study was supported by a grant from the United'States

Office of Education (Grant No, GOO-77-01691) to the University of

North Carolina at Chapel Hill.
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.
mentioned concepts of the Commu4ty Impact Model (iprdon, 1978).,

.4 r At.the center of Figure 1 is the family as a micro-sys em. Its
,

members engage_in certain activities as 4 group ahd pe form certain

roles which enable the family to function in an organiz d way.
.. ,-

iCo

But the family in turn is surrounded.by three additiona systeme .

The first of these is the mese-system, cdneisting of the neigh-
.

borhood4 the local stiires, recreation facilities, local T.V., and the

. N -nearby schfol. The mgso-system includes both formal and 'nformal

foices which skape and are shit- d by the family. One can then. move

to the exo-sysbo : to agencies, the world of work and 6 0 media.

Finally, the 6conomicl, political and social systems which omp,ose

the macro-laystem all play fundamental roles in shaping the place,

time, Activity, and roles whichdoccur within the family. Based upon

4

this approach, any program of sound educational value shoul4 recognize

ehe reciprocity that exists among these systems and design.its

intervention strates accordingly.

-

Ini3ert Figure 1 about here

Aeplied Research and DevelopmCntal Framewock for Child Services

in response to the need for a comprehensive child servicles

4 . t

. program, the laCe Ira J. Cordon developedithe Parent Education .

. ',. .
PollowThrough Program (PE'FTP) combining."0 program of secial action

ith,research and development efforts that emphasize transactional

relationships betWeen the home andialpinging social systems.

4

V
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Basic to the program is the aseumption.that parents exere a 'nut or

influence upon the intellectual developmept-of their children, and

that tEese parents tierve so a vehicle by which new learning behaviors

. are passed on. To this end, the P4rent Education Follow Through"

-Program targets the home environment because it id a basic assump-

tion of the program that success in this environmeht.will lead

to success in other environments as well. Oce changes are made

in these environments, it is !inticipated that an improved relation.

sh:ip among the home, echo*, and community will emerge. The major

features of the program inclt;decthe following: (1) comprehensive

services Or partitlpating families (social, psycholbgical, and

medical); (2) home visitors, labelled as parent educators, who

visit pArents in their homes and work in the classrooms with these )

parents' children; (3) home learning activities which are develoi)ed

by parents and staff at various sites and are brought into the home

by the parent educator, with the emphasis placed upon parents teach
,

ing behavior when*demonstrating these tasks; and (4) parent committees

and meetings which arip organized to facilitate increased'parental

involvement, allowing par%ents to become partners, along with teachers, in

Ole eaueational development of their childten. These features of

parlIntal involvement underscore six major roles of parents in the

education of their children: teachers of their dwn children-, paid

paraprofessionals, deOsion makers and policy advisors, through Piblicy
A,

Advisory Committees, adult learners of new skillsand,volunteers
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in the'classroom (see Figure2The parents'involvement in these
\

roles'faCilitates their influence upon-the program and also requite

in.the.enhancement of their own and their children's evelopment.4

Inaert Figure42 about here

-7)

One role of involvement for parents is as teikkers of. their

own children. There is a apecial emphasis in theParent Education,

Follow Through Program for helping parents learn more effective

ways of teaching their own children at home. A second parental role,

the paid paraprofessidnal home visitor, involves the parent as an

employee in the program. In each of the Parent Educatioy Follow

Through cdmmunities, the persons hiTed as home visitors must be

representate, of the population which the program is serving.

. This home visitor works with other wents by portraying a model

------
i ' 4

'for them in the home and spends the remainder of the job time
,

:A

in ehe elassrooms of the; children. A third rOle,involves parents

v,

as participants in decision making dnd in the govrlance activities

of the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC). This role allows the

parents to become skillfuk and self-confident advoca'tes for their
/'

children. The fourth and fifth roles, namely adult learner ahd

-A
audience or re pients of informdtion, involve pa-rent education

for self-enhancement. The personal satisfaction derived from this

role hellis to increase the parent's understanding of the child. In

addition, the parent serves as a rOle model, therein, poslibly ,

S.

4.
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improving the piment/child relationship. In carrying out these

roles, parapts are asked to participate in classes or serve a*. :

reciplents of information in many situations. The last, blit certainly

pot the least important role, focuses upon the parent as-a volunteer

in the classroom. ThIs type of work helps to inform parents about

the 'f3th-001 environmefft as well as helping the school perfor; a

more efficient job of educating its studers. Bringing these

P

parents into the school result-s in changes in teachers us well as

parepts and children (Rubin, 1979).'

Evaluative Research

The program's Comprehensive thrust for parent invofvemene
%;

as mentionee'above iequires multiple evaluati,on'-tedbniques-to
d±

adequately and validly measure any evidence of,flucedss.''SimiLar

appilipaches have been taken by other researchers evaluating early

f>./
childhood education piograms. Ri

.

ndskopf. (1978), rn advocating

multiple techniques of evpluation, stated:

With perfect information from flawlessly designeçL and

executed evaluations of social programs in short

supply, evl.luzVtorg are urged to look to gathering

many kinds of evidence and analyzing it by,multiple

, methods to reduce the incidence of erroleous-

conclusions.' '(p. 75)

_

The evaluative research discussed in this paper highlights

both qualitative ana quantitative indicators of program success.

--- 4

S.
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The data that aTe discussed were'collectedin the PEFTP commkinities'

which are located throughout the 'United Statew in six urban and

four rural settings and serve approximately 8,000 families and

their elementary school children.in kindergar ten tbrough third

.

lrade. This program has been implemented ie these communities for

the past eleven year,s and several different types of data have \k
A

1

been dolllifted. These data vources include: (1) descriptive

' data which include retords of quality and quantiti7 of hyme visits

made to participating children, parent./ participation, and parental

volunteeIng; (2) child achievement data frdt standardiied achievement

tests.for grades K-3, duta focusing on parental teaChing behaviors

and child achievement, and data on vertical diffusion; and (3)

case study information focusing upon the program's impact in these

communities. Each of these data was analyzed according to its

, relationship to the parental rolea previougly'mentioned. A discussical

of these three _data categories follows (Olmsted, Rubin, & True,

1979).

DeScriptive data. The-first category of data deals with-de-

scripCive statistics which focus upon: .(1) home visitations made

by paraprofessionals into the homes of)rparents in our program anf

paraprofessional' time spent with the teacher,in planning for thttse

visitations; (2). parent decision making and attendance at meetings

and activities; and (3) parental ciss sroom volunteering.

Data pertaining to the home visitation component or 9ur program
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illustrate the key rotes of parents as teachers of one's own child

and of paraprofessional. In.ogr program, part,Trofessionale visit

ahe homes of our-ghildren as well ea work with these children and

their teachers in their respective classrooms. These home. visits,

distinguish our program from other Follow ThroOgh programs which

emphasize the classroom more than the home. By,visiting,a child's

home and working in the classroom, the paraprofessional helps te,,

develop the partnership.between the home and the school. More.l.

ov5r it is during this visit Chat the paraprofessional helps the

pprent become a more effective teacher of his or her own child.

1

The number of planned home visits varies fi-om family to family.

Typically, most clE our communities require .one home.visit per week

-for each child. After each\visit, the paraprofessioanl completes
-

a home visit observation-report designated'as the Parent Educator

' WeeklyReport (PEWR). SUCCe98 for this.component of our program

was evidenced by more than 80% of the children receivi'ng at lvst

80% of the'r planned visits.

In Table 1, ai-e presented the data cOncerning the peircentage

of-ramilies receiving at least 80% of the scheduled Le vistts.

In one of the communities 100% al3,FolloW Through families

received at least 80% of their scheduled hom:ivisits during the

1577-76 school year. To place this in perspective, over 6%143

families were in the^program in 1977-78 and approximately 150,000

hbme visits were made.
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InserTable 1 about here

Planning for'these 13tue visitation's is esSential in our parent

involvement program. -Therefore, the program requires that the

teacher- and pardsproessional parett edupator jointly plan for the

week's home visits. These planning data are recor8ed on the PEWR

.f

and evidence of success for this part of.our program took the follow-
,

ing form. First, the time indicated on the PEWR was examined and

those times showing more than one-half (b) hour per week were in-

eluded in the count. If, of the totaI'paraprofessional-teacher
4

dyads, indicated at least k hour planning time, the requirement

was met. Data indicate that an extremely high percentage of para-
.

professional-teacher planning has been taking place and :aielmadian

community percentage:has riSen from 81% in 197z6-7,7 to 100% in f9772.

78.

As a program stressing parent involvement, ye are particularly

t.

interested in determining. both the number of decisions made by parents

at meetings and the 'number of pdrents who attend these policy making

meetings and activities. These daea stress the parental roles of

decision maker, adult learner, and audience: They-were collected
4 1

,

.continuously by participating communities utilizing minutes and sign-

in sheets at the meetings and activities. Evidence; of success for

these components sof our-programs was Wown by: (1) the frequencies

of paren'tal decisions being made which were relevant to the program;

4

1 0 ,

,
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(2) at least 35% of the parents attending a Parent Advisory

Committee (PAC) meeting; and (3) at least 20% 4of the parents attending

a PAC.activity.

Data concerning decisions made by parents at PAC meetings

dra presented in Table 2, Examples of these decisions address
0

topics such as: determining the criteria for the,selection of

paraprofessionals, writing proposals, and gathering information for

presentation in Washingtoni_D.C, to support the future funding
PP

of the program. In one of our communities, A total of .680 decisions

were made at 173'different meetings dpring the 1-977-78 school year.

Insert Table a about Were

In 'Table 3, data are presented concerning parent-attehdance

at various PAC meetings which focus upon topics such as hiring of

personnel, proposal writing, dnd reviewing actions token by.parents

to support the fut'ure funding of the program. In addition, these

data reflect p.ttendance at committee metings such as the following:

Executive
Home Learning Activity Developmenu and EvaluatiOn
Grievance
Comprehensive Services
Career.Development
Evaluation
Curriculum
Personnel

Attendance at. these meetings has remained Constently high over

.a five year period.

v
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In additibn t.0 these meetings, parents hive attended such

PAe activity functions as.Grapte,Fquivalency Diploma (GED)

classes and banquets honoring activ. parents in Ole program, The

,parental roles demonstrated at.th4e GED classea and banquets are

those of ad adult learner and audience, respectively. As one will

observe in Table 3, attendance at these and oiher\activities has

steadily increased over a five year period. The median percentage

.-of families attending activity functions at least one time across

411 communities hasj.ncr'eased from 15% in 1973-74 to 50% in 1977-

78.

The last type of .descriptivg data pertailfs to th involvement

of parents as-volunteers in the classroom. The program empl?asizes

this role of voltinteering Which includes classroom activities for

parents such as housekeeping, clerical, instructional, materialk

development, and evaluation. Sig-in sheets are provided for the

parents-in each claoiroom and evidence of success in this area is

e

111 4
ahown by-having at least .15%-of the parents volunteering: in the class-

..

rOom. I

-

Theo _parental volunteeringfiata gre:reflec,ted in Table 4.

The per.cehtage-of parents whbsthave volunteered in the classroom at

le,sst once has increased from 1973-74 to 1977-78. These high

percentages indicate,the active involvement on the part of parents

4.r4-1
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when. participating in claisroom activities. suth 405
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-records, evaluating, and developing materibas.

a

J
Insert Table 4 about here.

,t

staching, keeping'

These descriptive data, which cover diverse eas of plrental
.A 4

,4

involvement, are impressive ih that they-lhow th

4

r

4. r

14,

4 4,4.

..0

.spocesSful iMpact,.
0,40k.

of't4e progrkva evidenced by the high 1ey,1 of.paret InvOlvement

in the home, classror, and at PAC meetings and Eictiit at,w4ich

phrepts make decisions 'regarding their children, the Yoll Through

program, the school system, 'and the commuhity (Rubin, 1979)

Inferential data. In addition to the foregoing descriptivp'
1. "

inferential data were collected to demonstrate other aspects of

program effectiveness.' These data include child achievement data,

the relationship between program related teaching behaviors and

achievement and, finally, the effect the program haa had pon members

Of the family other,than the targeted child (Olmsted, Ru in,

True, 1979).

'The aissessment of child achievement data has been,conducted

by PaFTP evaruation staff as well'as outside research corporations.

Both forms of evdluation have concluded similar results. Based

on these evaluations) it can generally be inferred that child

achievement behavior is influenced by the involvement of-parents in

all of the'six roles:previously mentioned, and specifically by the'

'role of parent as teacher of own child.

OR 1 3
t.

4
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.
The external evaluations werd conducted by the'Aanford

Research stitute and Abt A;soeiaVek (077) on a longitudi-
.

. nal tiesia...- A reanalysis of these'data was cenducted 'by /louse,

Gtass, McLean, drs Walker (1977). Both studies provided signfficant
It

evidence foe, effectiveness of the PEFTP. The Abt. evaluation rank-

,

ed the PEFTP.secon4 in basie skills And affective domains and also

-high in Cogni.tive Concekual akills. The longitudinal effects

'showed that the PEFTP produced positive effects in raising.the

academic achievement leVels of its participants. The results 4

A

are especiatly Significant given,certain comparisOn And PEFTP

group differences. For example, the Follow Through children had

lower scores on readfneas testkc they representAA fewer intact
t

44?families, and most faimlies were of lower socioeconomic levels

(Greenwood, Ware, & Gordon, ,in preparation). Thr sTar'ison groups

exhibited a 15-20 point Advantage id IQ scores overagFTP children.

Comparison children also came fiom middle to upper middle cls

socioeconomic backgrounds. or these reasons, we can conclude that

results in which PEFTP children perform better than or equal to

non-PEFTP children are favorable to the program.

An*alysia of child.achievement for PEFTP children and noy

-POTP eom rison group children has been done by the proiect staff

annually. MANOVA, MAliCOVA, ANOVItrand ANOVA are used to analyze

these data. Evaluation is conducted.utilizing the scores of the

community"sPecific Achievement tests rathe than selecting one

4
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achteveMtnt teAt to use acrosesall coMmunities.. Also, in some
ct: .

PEFTP commonifies, a comparable non-PEETP sainpl.ê could not be

f;

located. ronsequ.ently, the data pre eated here are from eight.of .

%
the ten- PEFTP site'd and'are summqrize acrOss various ichievement

batteries.

A summary of the.analyseS of child achi.evement test results

f r 1973 throtigh 1978 indicates effe.cis favOrig the PEFTP children

at about 35.4% with- theIfects favoring the comparisqn group at

21.9%. No.significant difference octurred iti"42.7% of.the atatistical

analyies that were perfOrmed (Olmsted, Rubin, -True, & Revicki, in

press). Again, results which indicate that PEFTP children perform

better than or equal to non-PEFTP children are cqnsidered favorable

to the pi-6gram,

A second area of positive impact has been the relationship
. .

;

between parentaiteaching.behaviors and.achievement, as ndicated

by a study-videotaping-parents' ,teachin'g their children'a particular

task. Parents whose children hadlbeen in the program for one year

were compared with parents of non-TEFTP children. These video-

tapes were scored for the number. of D6sirable Teaching Behaviors

(DTBs) used (see Appendix A). These teaching behaViors are stress-
,

ed during home visits and art tleed in teaching the home learning

activities. The reskilts indicated that PEFTP parents had a.mean

of24.0 DTBs used during the teaching session. Non-PEFTP parents
7

stored d mean of 14.5 desirable teaching behaviors used. The

O.

15
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difference was statistically significant; F(1,63) MT6.35, E(.05;

Jeading one to infer 'that patticipati.on in the 1) T Program in-
)

,ereased the. f.desirable teachiclg behaviors and improved."
\ .

parent interaction. In*other study of-this type- (Olmsted,'

1977); it was shown that the number of DTBs use'd by the pant

correla-ted with readinOr * .50, Rc4.001) and with math (r *

ktliirdOrea of effectiveness hisa,been ShOwn in studfes'Eof ,

vertical diffusion (Kinar4,,1974; Moreno, 1974; Ware, 9rkan, Olmsted,

& Morene, 1974). Vertic41 diffusion refers to the phenomenon by

whiCh members of the,family other than the target child are affe,cted
r -

by the program. Our studies of vertical diffusion showed positive

effects o 4 school readiness for,siblinga of PEFTP children. These

studiea found that children cOming from PEFTP homes scored higher

on the Preschool Inventory than did comparable children coming

Hriv
from non-PEFTP homes. This research-supports the assumption thal,

if the PgfTP changes parental teaching style and parent-child inter-
.

action, thee the parents may apply these neutly acquired skills with

A

their youriger children (Olmsted, Rubin, & True, 1979).

Case study data. Because t4 Parent Education Follow Through

Program combines educational innovatie, parent/community involvement,

and comprehenaive services, it requires multiple evaluation techniques

as mentioned'nrlier, and during the 1977-78 schbol year, its cm-
,

munity impact was recorded through a naturalistic approach to -

prepare community case studies, our third evaluative approach.

16
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Emphasiying the prpram's impact from the participantm' perfOctives,,

4
this- qualitative evaluation represented an attempt. ,to maintain sen-4tiNity .

, .(.. .

.

-.,

to local COnditions in the communities .rd to the xidEN.ange*.of'-

f
.

/ \

desired outcomes df the Vrogramis largF:scale social ineervent400: ,

.-

(True, 1979). \

Observation, inter, 41.78, and analysis of unsyntheaized record_

yere integrated to illuminate ieeues and impact. The primary

concern was description and interpretation; taking into account

the unique pattern or circumstances in thb communities, the evaluation

wasadaptable and eclectic.

Central to the design was the uncovering of participants'
(7

perspectives through open-ended, discursive forms of interviews.

Parents, parent educators, community leaders, school personnel,

and others were interviewed by trained fieldworkers to elicit in-

depth acco nts of personal and institutional impact,
*

Aspec s of the etheographic apprdach were used to "tiler data,

and anthro ornical concepts provided a theoretical framework fOr

viewing social process. The fieldworkers were guided by the method's

perspective and its multlfactorial, in viv ,approach to uncover

process effects, yet no claim is made that the final descriptive

accounts are ethnograPhies ckfk change. As pointed out by Wolcott

(1975), "one does not have to be litn ethnographer to avail htmself

of elementi of an ethnographie approach in hf research" (p. 116).

One fieldworker was 4signed to each community aa'was re-'

1

4
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sponsible for collecting re/avant datOland preparling the final

narrative. Pour doctoral students in education collected data for
1

seven commulities. All'ale communities hdd been invited to partitipate

in the study. Seven expressed a throng desire to do so; as indicated

on 4n inventory distributed at the beginning ;f the 1977-78 school

year..
.Before beginnIng data collection in communities, the field-

1 ,
workers p'articipated in t ining.a sessicts with Follow Through

.

staff. The sessions focused on: orientat,ion to FollowpThrough
N. N

programs in general and the Parent Witation Model in particular,
a.

clarification of objectivesand 'procedures for Ihe impact fittidy,

.46
TAnd introductory training in anthropological theory and methods.

As could be expected, site variation in impact had occur)red,
. .

reflecting community differ6nces iracial, ethnic,, and economic

characterisiics as well as specific circumstdnces (e.g., desegre-

gation, teacher strikes, natural disastdts). Yet, certain patterns

emerged indicating crosa-comnunity impact, potaply in the areas

of delivery of covrehensive services, cross-cultural linkages,

career developmdat, and program development.

One major area of impact,has.been increased parental invofte-

ment in decision making, fostering improvement in the delivery of'

.4comprehensive social, psychological, end medical services for needy

1W-
families. .WIth the cooperation, and encouragement of, Follow Through

,A

personnel, parents,have become more informed consumers of services-

and more effective advocates forlimproved delivery. In a,south-

18
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western-site, for examp p, coordination ind active ad'v6cacy.by

parents have improved the health and well-being "of. many minority .

families and contributed significantly,to,their children's educational

advaftement. pr,a three-year surviy, parents indicated health

service's provided by the program met a critical need in the community.

The emergence of parent coalitions to improve child services

also had the noticeablç effect of enhancing crosscultruaf sen-

sitivity in multiethni communities. Cooperative efforts tso help

children have created bonds of 4hity and understanding where division

and discoraytd existed before. In a midwesteft site, for example,

. r
program efforts to integrate Chippewa 'culture into schbol'actvitLes

and curriculum development have promoted Involvement of Native
. ,

American parents in schobl [It'd community affpics, thusl improving

camnunity dialogue and fostering pride in and appreciation of the

cultural traditions of the Chippewa.

So, toe, has the program nurtured cross-cultural gommunicatien-

in a

4
uthwestern 'site where the staff has encouraged the development

of mult cultural curricula responsive to the Hispanic population

1

7

and promoted collab"orative projects linking Blacks aud Hispanics

for the improvement of school programs and the delivery of comprehensive

services. Recognizing the unique 'sociocultural characteristics

of:this community andthe other sites, the model sponsor has en-
A

couraged site variation.responsive to community needs. The

sponsor 11119 provided principles and guidance for parental participati.onj.

.r

%
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\ . leavi g spicific curricUlum'deciSions to.local,educabri.
_

. , .

. , An eher significant area of.impaet has been eareer development

. , /

of tow j.ncom parents. By providing parapi:ofesoion41 and non-

S.

professional positions and by offering incentives and training

for career advancement, the 13rogram has helped many parents become

1%

self-slifficient, better their socioeconomic status, and gain more,
#

'.

self-confidence. As repotte4byltints and educators, the perso41

growth and career advancement of parents helped-icortivate children

as seen in the children's school schievement4

Recognition of the program's impact:in diverse ateas has

prompted the development of similar programs ill various model sites.

Spin-off programs incltide a nation valiftted Home Base grogram,
A

parent centers, pre-natal and preschool parent educatlon progriims,

and special programs to help parents with haridicappOd children.

In general, the findings of the impact evaluation Support the view

that in order to be effective, prograMt-mnst recognize the right

- ,

AL of parents to participate.actively in the education of theiil children,

thereby, establishing partnerships of parity to improve child.

services (True, 1979).

Conclusions

The data presented here demonstrate the successful impact

that the program has had upon patents, children,.schbol, school

system, and the' community. The descriptive statiatics iridicated

the odel's impact in diverse areas: frequency of home visitations

4
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0 made, by paraprofessionala into the hires of participating parents and
.

,planning for hese visits on the partof the teachers and partirt

. . ....

educators; paren. tal decision-making; frequency qf parental.attândance

\

at POlioy Advisory Ommittie meetings arid activitieb by parents

)and clasaroom volUnteering. Theinferential'atatistics showed

that Follow Through -Childrenachieved better than or equal to
*

comparison groups in most: communities, that PEFTP parents timed
t

significantly more Desitable Teaching Behaviors than non-PEFTP

parents, that a relationship exists between the use of the Desirable

1eaching Behaviora and child achievement, and that vertical diffusion

is evident in participating families. Moreover, the case study

data showe4,the model's social, political, and economic effects.

The case studies highlighted impact in the,ar6as of compi-ehensive

services (social, medical,dental, and psychological), cross-cultural

communication, linksgea, career development, and program'

develownt.

Itplications

'The Parent Education Follow Through Program for child eervicea
.4'

444,
,. .

''' ,

. represenfs a.needsresponsive, holistic intervention, which yields
-

positive effects in the complex netwOrk of cultural, social, in-

stitutional, and psycholoiical variables of the lelmning milieu.

Recognizing the interlocking social systema impinging on the learning

process, the model sponsor has translated theory into practice by

providing an educational program emphasizing the diverse roles of

parents. The multi-faceted approach advocated by the sponsorlhas
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)fostered pers6nal __ and institutional improvement direaly related

6 child development and thus underscored the need for a social
.* .

..

systems perspective for Oild services: Central to the design .

is the rol4 of the sponsor as a change agent'in tranalating a

theoretical framework for imPlementatiorcinto actual practices of

ongoing educational settings.

a.

a. 4

4
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1. Defore starting an activity, explain what.you are goin4
. '

to do.

Iliefore starting an activity, give the learner time to familiar-T

ize himself or herself with the materials.

3. Ask questions which have more than one correct'aetwer,

4. Ask questions whith reqetFe multipleword answers.

5, Encourage thd learner td enlarge upon his or'Rer answer.

6. Get the learner to ask questions.

7. Give the learner time to thi4 about the problem;Adoast, be.too

-quick to help.

8. Get the learner to make judgments. on the basis of evidence

rather than by guessing.

9, Praise the learner when he or she dees well or takes small

steps in the right direction.

. 10. Let,the learner know when his or her answer or work is wrong,

but do so in a positive or neutral manner.

Note. This information was taken from the files of the- Par6nt

,Education Follow Through Program locatea at the University of

North Carolina at Chapel Hill.
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Table 1

pbPercentages of'Families Receiving Completed Home Visits4

r, -

. 424 r

1974 - 1978 t-'

5

YlitAr
LowrzTt

Community

1974-- 4974

1974 1975'

'1975 L71976

106 1977

_1977 7 1978 .
% 7

22

4 1 1

55

76' $
4,

Median
Commuility.

Higheat4
COmmunity

;' 23

6.6?

90

91

, 4

4:9

79%

83

19.8

.100

These percentages reflect 'ehose fsmilles receiving greater than

80X fthe scheduled hume'vfstts: 11/4,..e

,

y411.clUde4 in thi's table represent all the years for 'which

,

there,pre'complete sets of'da-te:ve
:

0

4.

55.

4.4115
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Table 2

Number of Decisious.Made

Oomprehensivellodel

-27

at Policy AdYisoty Commiftee Meetly,*

.1976 1978

s

Lowest
Community.

iMedian , kighest
COmmunity Community

197576

Decisions.

b *
Meetings

7 2ft

8

235,

138

1976-77

)411 Decisions 46 .107 376

,

Meetillgs 20 13 66

1977-78

Decisions' 50 - 2.63 680.

Meetings
b

16 60 - 173

a
The years included in this table reprsent all the ye,ars

which there are complete sets ol data.

The numbers indicate the number of.meetings at :which ese
,

for'

. ,
deolslons were made.
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Percentages of ParenES Who Attend Policy Advisory

Committee Meetings and Activitie0

19)4,- 1978

Year

1973 - 1974

1974 7 1975

1975 1976

1976 1977

1977 - 197P

1973 -.1974

1974 7 1975

1975 - 1976.

1976 - 1977

1977 - 1978

Lowest Median
Community Commmnity

Highest
Community

27 59

14 28
y .

57

*

'18 34

13 -33 53

27 41
a

83

ActiviLies

7, 15 27

4 22 31

.14 26 44

4' 11 27.

20 50 84

aThe years included in this table represent al-1 the years

for which there are complete sets of data.
c

.%

.
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Percentages of Parents Who.Volunteered in the Classroom*

1974 -.. 197$

f

*

Year
Lowedt.
Community

Median
,Community.

Highest
.Community,

.
'

5

4

&

1973 1974 i9 * 42 58

1974 1975 29\ 45 c 70 ,

1975 - 1976 27 42 96

1976- 1977 28 55 84

*4
1977 - 1978' .36 76 90

a
The years included in this taVie represent all the years for

.which dare are complete sets of data.
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Figure 1. Tht system network influencing a child's deveblopment,

`Figure 2. Parental roles in parent involytaent,
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